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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION

THAT a new edition of these Studzes (as also of Humanism)
is called for is one out of many indications® that the
Pragmatic Movement is gathering momentum and that
Humanism has come to stay. Even the most obstinate
conservatives are beginning to abandon their attitude of
speechless indignation, and to admit that it constitutes an
intelligible novelty, though they are not yet reconciled to
it.  But as it takes more than a day or a generation
to undo the cumulative blunders of 2000 years of
Intellectualism, it will probably remain a novelty for
another century or two, until its applications have been
fully worked out. Its rate of progress will depend
on how soon the chief philosophic disciplines can be
re-written in a Humanist spirit. As a foretaste of this
necessary process the logical tradition has been systematic-
ally criticized in my Formal Logic (1912), and shown to
be fundamentally inconsistent nonsense, as resting on an
abstraction from meaning and oscillating between verbalism
and ¢ psychology,” both of which it vainly tries to disavow.
This puts Humanism, Axioms as Postulates, and these
Studies into the position of prolegomena to a future
Logic of Real Knowing. Even under the most favourable
circumstances, however, years must elapse before this can

1 To the writer it is, of course, peculiarly gratifying that these Studies have
been translated into French (Paris, Alcan, 1909), and a selection from them and
from Humanism into German (Leipzig, Klinkhardt, 1911).

ix vy - a2 )



x STUDIES IN HUMANISM

appear ; so it seemed better to reprint these Szudzes with
a minimum of alteration.

I must despair of cataloguing in this Preface the whole
output of the Pragmatic Controversy. Much has been
written since 1907 on both sides, but, mercifully, little
that requires me to modify the views I had expressed.
We have suffered, of course, an irreparable loss in the
departure hence of the great initiator of the movement,
William James, with his message but half told. The
splendid series of his popular works, Pragmatism (1907),
A Pluralistic Universe (1909), The Meaning of Truth
(1909), Some Problems of Philosophy (1911), will live, but
will always be somewhat too simple to be intelligible to
the professorial mind, which finds them hard to ‘categorize.’
Lovers of thinking at first-hand, however, will enjoy them,
and should not omit to read also H. V. Knox’s article in
the Quarterly Review (April 190g), Alfred Sidgwick’s
Application of Logic (1910), Dewey’s Influence of Darwin
on Philosophy (1910), and D. L. Murray’s little primer of
Pragmatism (1912).

OXFORD, April 1912.



PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION

OF the essays which compose this volume about half
have appeared in various periodicals—Mind, the Hibbert
Journal, the Quarterly Review, the Fortnightly Review,
and the Jourmal of Philosophy—during the past three
years. Additions have, however, grown so extensive that
of the matter of the book not more than one-third, and
that the less constructive part, can be said to have been
in print before. That the form should still be dis-
continuous is due to the fact that the conditions under
which I have had to work greatly hamper and delay the
composition of a continuous treatise, and that it seemed
imperative to deal more expeditiously with the chief
strategic points of the philosophic situation. I hope,
however, that the discontinuity of the form will not be
found incompatible with an essential continuity of aim,
argument, and interest. In all these respects the present
Studies may most naturally be regarded as continuous
with Humanism and Azioms as Postulates, without, how-
ever, ceasing to be independently intelligible. They have
had to reflect the developments of philosophy and the
progress of discussion, and this has rendered them, I
fear, slightly more technical on the whole than Humanism.
Nor can their main topic, the meaning of Truth, be made
an altogether popular subject. On the other hand, they
touch more fully than Huwumanism on subjects which
are less exclusively technical, such as the nature of our
freedom and the religious aspects of philosophy.

That in the contents construction should be some-

what largely mixed with controversy is in some respects
xi et



xii STUDIES IN HUMANISM

regrettable. But whether one can avoid controversy
depends largely on whether one’s doctrines are allowed
an opportunity of peaceful development. Also on
what one has undertaken to do. And in this case
the most harmless experiments in fog-dispelling have
been treated as profanations of the most sacred mysteries.
It is, however, quite true that the undertaking of the new
philosophy may be regarded as in some ways the most
stupendous in the history of thought. Heine, in a
well - known passage, once declared the feats of the
German Transcendentalists to have been more terrific than
those of the French Revolutionaries, in that they de-
capitated a Deity and not a mere mortal king. But
what was the Transcendental boldness of Kant, as described
by Heine, when armed only with the ¢Pure Reason,
and attended only by his ‘faithful Lampe’ and an
umbrella, he ¢ stormed Heaven and put the whole garrison
to the sword,” to the Transatlantic audacity of a Jacobin
philosophy which is seriously suspected of penetrating
into the °¢supercelestial’ heavens of the Pure Reason,
and of there upsetting the centre of gravity of the In-
telligible Universe, of dethroning the ¢ Higher Synthesis
of the Devil and the Deity,’ the Absolute, and of institut-
ing a general ¢ Gotzendimmerung’ of the Eternal Ideas?
Even its avowed aim of Awmanizing Truth, and bring-
ing it back to earth from such altitudes, seems com-
parable with the Promethean sacrilege of the theft of
fire. What wonder, then, that such transcelestial con-
flagrations should kindle burning questions on the earth,
and be reflected in the heating of terrestrial tempers?

But after all, the chief warrant for a polemical handling
of these matters is its strict relevance. The new truths
are most easily understood by contrast with the old
perplexities, and the necessity of advancing in their
direction is rendered most evident by the impossibility of
advancing in any other.!

That the development of the new views, then, should
have been so largely controversial, was probably in-

! Cp. pp. 73-4.
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evitable. It has been all the more rapid for that. For
the intensity of intellectualistic prejudice and the intoler-
ance of Absolutism have compelled us to attack in sheer
self-defence, to press on our counter-statements in order to
engage the enemy along his whole front, and to hurry
every new argument into the line of battle as soon as it
became available.! x

The result has been an unprecedented development
of converging novelties. Within the past three or four
years (7.e. since the preface to Humanism was written)
there have appeared in the first place the important
Studies in Logical Theory by Prof. Dewey and his
coadjutors.  These, it is becoming more and more
evident, have dealt a death-blow, not only to the corre-
spondence-with-reality ’ view of Truth, but also to all the
realisms and idealisms which involve it. And so far no
absolutism has succeeded in dispensing with it. Prof.
Dewey and his pupils have also contributed a number of
weighty and valuable papers and discussions to the philo-
sophic periodicals (Mind, the Journal of Philosophy, and
the Philosophical Review). Mr. C. S. Peirce’s articles in the
Monist (1905) have shown that he has not disavowed the
great Pragmatic principle which he launched into the
world so unobtrusively nearly thirty years ago, and
seemed to leave so long without a father’s care. William
James’s final metaphysic, on the other hand, is still in
the making. But he has expounded and defended the
new views in a series of brilliant articles in the Journal of
Phlilosophy and in Mind? In England the literature of
the question has been critical rather than constructive.
In the forefront may be mentioned Mr. Henry Sturt’s
ldola Theatri, a singularly lucid and readable study of
the genesis, development, and ailments of English Ab-
solutism. But the masterly (and unanswered) criticisms by
Capt. H. V. Knox and Mr. Alfred Sidgwick of the most

1 Readers, however, who wish to avoid this controversial side as much as
possible, may be counselled to read Essays i., v., ii., iii., vii., xvi.-xx. in the
order indicated.

3 Journal of Philosophy, 1. Nos. 18, 20, 21, 25; Il Nos. 2, 5,7, 9, 11;
III. No. 13. Mind, N.S. Nos. 52 and 54. (Now reprinted in 4 Pluralistic
Universe, The Meaning of Truth, and Essays in Radicaldempiricism.)
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essential foundations of absolutist metaphysics should not
be forgotten.! And lastly, Prof. Santayana’s exquisite
Life of Reason should be cited as a triumph, not only of
literary form, but also of the Pragmatic Method in a
mind which has espoused a metaphysic very different
from that which in general Pragmatism favours. For
Prof. Santayana, though a pragmatist in epistemology,
is a materialist in metaphysics.?

The new movement is also in evidence beyond the
borders of the English-speaking world, either in its
properly pragmatic forms or in their equivalents and
analogues. It is most marked perhaps in France, where
it has the weighty support in philosophy of Prof. Bergson
of the Collége de France, who has followed up the anti-
intellectualism of his Données immédiates de la Conscience
by his Matiére et Mémoire, and in science of Prof. Henri
Poincaré of the Institute, whose La Science et I Hypothése
and La Valeur de la Science expound the pragmatic
nature of the scientific procedures and assumptions with
unsurpassable lucidity and grace. He seems, indeed, as
yet unwilling to go as far as some of the ultra-pragmatic
followers of Prof. Bergson, eg. MM. Leroy and Wilbois,
and imposes some slight limitations on the pragmatic
treatment of knowledge, on the ground that knowledge
may be conceived as an end to which action is a means.
But this perhaps only indicates that this pre-eminent man
of science has not yet taken note of the work which has
been done by philosophers in the English-writing world
on the nature of the conception of Truth and the relation
of the scientific endeavour to our total activity. At any
rate he goes quite far enough to make it clear that
whoever henceforth wishes to uphold the traditional views
of the nature of science, and particularly of mathematics,
will have in the first place to confute Prof. Poincaré.

In Italy Florence boasts of a youthful, but extremely
active and brilliant, band of avowed Pragmatists, whose

1 Mind, N.S. Nos. 54 and 53.
2 1 have discussed the relations of his work to the Pragmatic movement in
reviewing it for the Hibbert Journal (January and July 19o6).
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militant organ, the Leorardo, edited by Signor Giovanni
Papini, is distinguished by a freedom and vigour of
language which must frequently horrify the susceptibilities
of academic coteries. In Denmark Prof. Hoffding is
more than sympathetic, and the Royal Academy of
Science has recently made the relations of Pragmatism
and Criticism the subject for the international prize essay
for which Schopenhauer once wrote his Grundlage der
Moral.

In Germany alone the movement seems slow to take
root ¢o nomine. Nevertheless, there are a goodly number
of analogous tendencies. Professors Ostwald and Mach
and their schools are the champions of a pragmatic view
of science. Various forms of ‘ Psychologism, proceeding
from the same considerations as those which have inspired
the Anglo-American pragmatisms, disturb the old con-
ceptions of Logic. Among them Prof. Jerusalem’s Der
kritische Idealismus wund die veine Logik is particularly
noteworthy.  The ‘school of Fries] and conspicuously
Dr. Julius Schultz, the author of the brilliant Psychologie
der Aziome, excellently emphasize the postulation of
axioms, though as their polemic against empiricism still
presupposes the Humian conception of a passive ex-
perience, they prefer to call them a priors! The human-
istic aspects of the movement find a close parallel in the
writings of Prof. Eucken. But on the whole Germany
lags behind, largely because these various tendencies have
not yet been connected or brought to a common focus.
I have, however, reason to believe that this deficiency
may soon be remedied.

What, meanwhile, is the situation in the camp of
Intellectualism, which is still thronged with most of the
philosophic notables? Although the technical journals
have been full of controversial articles, and the interest
excited has actually sent up the circulation of Mind,
singularly little has been produced that rises above the
merest misconception or misrepresentation ; and nothing
to invalidate the new ideas. Mr. F. H. Bradley has

1 Cp. Mind, xv. p. 115,
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exercised his great talents of philosophic caricature,! but
a positive alternative to Pragmatism, in the shape of an
intelligible, coherent doctrine of the nature of Truth, is
still the great desideratum of Intellectualism.

The most noteworthy attempt, beyond doubt, to work
out an intellectualistic ideal of Truth, which has proceeded
from the Anglo-Hegelian school, is Mr. H. H. Joachim’s
recent Nature of Trutk. But it may be doubted whether
its merits will commend it to the school. For it ends in
flat failure, and avowed scepticism, which is scientifically
redeemed only by the fact that its outspokenness greatly
facilitates the critic’s task in laying his finger on the
fundamental flaw of all Intellectualism. With the ex-
ception of Plato’s Z/eaetetus, no book has, consequently,
been of greater service to me in showing how fatal the
depersonalizing of thought and the dekumanizing of Truth
are to the possibility and intelligibility of knowledge,
and how arbitrary and indefensible these abstractions
really are.

It would seem, therefore, that the situation is rapidly
clearing itself. On the one hand we have a new Method
with inexhaustible possibilities of application to life and
science, which, though it is not primarily metaphysical,
contains also the promise of an infinity of valuable, and
more or less valid, metaphysics : on the other, opposed to
it on every point, an old metaphysic of tried and tested
sterility, which is condemned to eternal failure by the
fundamental perversity of its logical method. And now
at last is light beginning to penetrate into its obscurities.
It is becoming clear that Rationalism is not rational, and
that ‘reason’ does not sanction its pretensions. Absolut-
ism is ending as those who saw its essentially inhuman
character foresaw that it must. In its ‘ Hegelian’ as in
its Bradleian form, it has yielded itself wholly up to
Scepticism, and Mr. Bradley was evidently not a day
too soon in comparing it to Jericho? For its defences
have crumbled into dust, without a regular siege,
merely under the strain of attempts to man them. Its

1 CpeE-say iv. 2 Cp. p. 110.
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opponents really are not needed for their demolition ;
they need merely record and applaud the work of self-
destruction.

But that this process should provoke dissatisfaction
and disintegration in the ranks of the absolutists is no
wonder, nor that the signs of their confusion should be
multiplying. No one seems to know, eg., what is to be
done about the central point, the conception of Truth;
whether the ‘ correspondence-view’ is to be reaffirmed or
abandoned, and in the former case, 4ow it can be defended,
or in the latter, Zow it can be discarded.! Nay, the voice
of mutiny is beginning to be heard. The advice is
openly given to the ‘idealist’ host to shut up their
Bradley and their Berkeley, and to open their Plato and
their Hegel®? As regards Hegel this recommendation is
not likely to be fruitful, because nothing will be found in
him that bears on the situation: Plato, on the other
hand, is likely to provide most salutary, but almost
wholly penitential, reading. For I believe, these Szudies
will be found to fulfil a pledge given in Humanism? and
to show that Intellectualism may be confuted out of the
mouth of its own founder and greatest exponent. For
Plato had in fact perceived the final consequence of
Intellectualism, viz. that to complete itself 7z must de-
lumanize the Ideal and derealize the Real, with superior
clearness. His unwillingness either to avoid or to conceal
this consequence is what has engendered the hopeless
crux of the ‘ Platonic problem’ from his day to this, and
from this difficulty no intellectualism can ever extricate
itself. It may rail at humanity and try to dissolve
human knowledge; but the only real remedy lies in
renouncing the abstractions on which it rests. Our only
hope of understanding knowledge, our only chance of
keeping philosophy alive by nourishing it with the
realities of life, lies in going back from Plato to Prota-
goras, and ceasing to misunderstand the great teacher
who discovered the Measure of man’s Universe.

! Cp. Essaysiv. § 7; vii. § 1; xx. § 2.
2 Mind, N.S. No. 59, xv. p. 327. ~.% P, xvii,
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I cannot conclude this Preface without recording my
indebtedness to my friend Capt. H. V. Knox, who has
read a large part of these Studies in proof and in manu-
script, and with whom I have had the pleasure of dis-
cussing some of the knottiest points in the theory of
knowledge. I have profited thereby to such an extent
that I should find it hard to say how far some of the
doctrines here enunciated were his or mine.

SiLs MARIA, September 1906.
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THE DEFINITION OF PRAGMATISM AND
HUMANISM

ARGUMENT

The need of definitions. I. Importance of the problem of Error. Truth
as the evaluation of claims. The question begged and burked by
Intellectualism. The value of the consequences as the Humanist test.
Why ‘true’ consequences are  practical’ and ‘good.” Impossibility of
a ‘purely intellectual’ satisfaction. First definition of Pragmatism:
truths are logical values. 1I. Necessity of ¢verification’ of truth by use
or application ; the second definition, ke truth of an assertion depends
on its application ; and the third, the meaning of a rule lies in its
application ; the fourth, all meaning depends on purpose. Its value as a
protest against the divorce of logic from psychology. Fifth definition, a//
mental life is purposive, a protest against Naturalism, as is the sixth, a
systematic prolest against ignoring the purposiveness of actual knowing.
No alien reality. Finally this leads to a seventh definition as a conscious
application to logic of a teleological psychology, implying a voluntaristic
metaphysic. III. Humanism as the spirit of Pragmatism, and like
it a natural method, which will not mutilate experience. Its antagonism
to pedantry. It includes Pragmatism, but is not necessitated by the
latter, nor confined to epistemology. IV. Neither is as such a meta-
physic, both are methods, metaphysical syntheses being merely
personal. But both may be conceived metaphysically and have
metaphysical affinities. Need of applying the pragmatic test to
metaphysics.

REAL definitions are a standing difficulty for all who
have to deal with them, whether as logicians or as
scientists, and it is no wonder that dialectical philosophers
fight very shy of them, prefer to manipulate their verbal
imitations, and count themselves happy if they can get
an analysis of the acquired meaning of a word to pass
muster instead of a troublesome investigation of the

behaviour of a thing. For a real definition, to be adequate,
I n B



2 STUDIES IN HUMANISM 1

really involves a complete knowledge of the nature of the
thing defined. And of what subject of scientific interest
can we flatter ourselves to have complete knowledge ?

The difficulty, moreover, of defining adequately is in-
definitely increased when we have to deal with subjects
of which our knowledge, or their nature, is rapidly develop-
ing, so that our definitions grow obsolete almost as fast
as they are made. Nevertheless definitions of some sort
are psychologically needed : we must know what things
are, enough at least to know what we are discussing. It
is just in the most progressive subjects that definitions
are most needed to consolidate our acquisitions. In their
absence the confusion of thought and the irrelevance of
discussion may reach the most amazing proportions.
And so it is the duty of those who labour at such subjects
to avail themselves of every opportunity of explaining
what they mean, to begin with, and never to weary of
redefining their conceptions when the growth of know-
ledge has enlarged them, even though they may be aware
that however assiduously they perform this duty, they
will not escape misconception, nor, probably, misrepre-
sentation. The best definitions to use in such circum-
stances, however, will be genetic ones, explaining how the
matters defined have come into the ken of science, and
there assumed the shape they have.

All these generalities apply with peculiar force to the
fundamental conceptions of the new philosophy. The
new ideas have simultaneously broken through the hard
crust of academic convention in so many quarters, they
can be approached in such a multitude of ways, they
radiate into so many possibilities of application, that
their promoters run some risk of failing to combine their
labours, while their opponents may be pardoned for
losipg their tempers as well as their heads amid the
pro‘%sion of unco-ordinated movements which the lack of
formal definition is calculated to encourage.

Even provisional definitions of Pragmatism and
Humanism, therefore, will possess some value, if they
succeed in pointing out their central conceptions.
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I

The serious student, I dare not say of formal logic,
but of the cognitive procedures of the human intelligence,
whenever he approaches the theory of actual knowing,
at once finds himself confronted with the problem of
error!  All ‘logical propositions,’ as he calls them, make
the same audacious claim upon him. They all claim to
be ‘true’ without reservations or regard for the claims of
others. And yet, of course, unless he shuts his eyes to
all but the most ‘formal’ view of ‘truth’ he knows that
the vast majority of these propositions are nothing but
specious impostors. They are not really ‘true, and
actual science has to disallow their claim. The logician,
therefore, must take account of this rejection of claims, of
this selection of the really ‘true’ from among apparent
‘truths” In constituting his science, therefore, he has to
condemn as ‘false’ as well as to recognize as ‘true,’ 7.
to evaluate claims to truth.

The question therefore is—How does he effect this?
How does he discriminate between propositions which
claim to be true, but are not, and claims to truth which
are good, and may be shown to be valid? How, that is,
are valid truths distinguished from mere claims which
may turn out to be false? These questions are in-
evitable, and no theory of knowledge which fails to
answer them has any claim on our respect. It avows
an incompleteness which is as disgraceful as it is in-
convenient.

Now from the standpoint of rationalistic intellectual-
ism there is no real answer to these questions, because

1 Contrast with this the putting of the question in an absolutist logic, e.g. Mr.
Joachim's instructive Nature of Truth, which I had not seen when this was written.,
Mr. Joachim begins at the opposite end with ‘the Ideal,’ and avoids the con-
sideration of Error as long as he can. But when he does come to it, he is
completely worsted, and his system is wrecked. Thus the difference between the
Absolutist and the Humanist theory lies chiefly in the standpoint ; the facts are
the same on either view. The question, in fact, resolves itself into this,
whether or not ‘Logic' is concerned with Auman thought. This the humanist
affirms, while the absolutist is under the disadvantage of not daring to deny it
wholly. Hence the incoherence and inevitable collapse of his theory. Cp.
Essay ii. §§ 16-17. o
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a prior: inspection cannot determine the value of a claim,
and experience is needed to decide whether it is good or
not.! Hence the obscurity, ambiguity, and shiftiness, the
general impotence and unreality, of the traditional logic
is largely a consequence of its incapacity to deal with this
difficulty. For how can you devise any practicable
method of evaluating ‘truths,’ if you decline (1) to allow
practical applications and the consequences of the work-
ing out of claims to affect their validity, if you decline
(2) to recognize any intermediate stage in the making of
truth between the mere claim and a completed ideal of
absolute truth, and if, moreover, (3) you seek to burke
the whole question of the formation of ideals by assuming
that prior to all experience and experiment there exists one
immutable ideal towards which all claims musz converge ?

Pragmatism, on the other hand, essays to trace out
the actual ‘making of truth,’® the actual ways in which
discriminations between the true and the false are effected,
and derives from these its generalizations about the
method of determining the nature of truth. It is from
such empirical observations that it derives its doctrine

1 The complete failure of intellectualism to apprehend even the most obvious
aims of Pragmatism is amusingly illustrated by Mr. Bradley's fulminations
against us on the ground that we cannot possibly distinguish between a
random claim and an established truth. He pontifically declares (Mind, xiii.
p. 322) that ‘‘the Personal Idealist . . . if he understood his own doctrine
must hold any end, however perverted, to be rational, if I insist on it person-
ally, and any idea, however mad, to be the truth, if only some one will have it
so.”" Again, on p. 329, he ludicrously represents us as holding that '*I can
make and I can unmake fact and truth at my caprice, and every vagary of mine
becomes the nature of things. This insane doctrine is what consistency demands,"
but Mr. Bradley graciously concedes that ‘‘I cannot attribute it even to the
protagonist of Personal Idealism.” Of course if there is one subject which
pragmatist logicians may be said to have made their own from the days of
Protagoras downwards, it is that of the evaluation of individual claims and their
gradual transformation into * objective * truths (cp. Essay ii. § 5). Intellectualists,
on the other hand, have ever steadfastly refused to consider the discrepancies
arising from the existence of psychological variations in human valuations (cp. p.
133), or lazily preferred to attribute to ‘the human,’ or even to ‘the absolute,’
mind whatever idiosyncrasies they discovered in themselves. Thus inquiry into
the actual making of truth has been tabooed, the most important questions have
been begged, and both the extent and the limitations of the * common ' world of
intersubjective social agreement have been left an unaccountable mystery, some-
times further aggravated by the metaphysical postulation of a superhuman mind
conceived as ‘ common ' to all human minds, but really incompetent to enter into
relation with any of them, and @ forZiori incapable of accounting for their
individual differences.

2 Cp. Essay vir
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that when an assertion claims truth, 7ts comsequences are
always wused to test its claim. In other words, what
follows from its truth for any human interest, and more
particularly and in the first place, for the interest with
which it is directly concerned, is what established its 7ea/
truth and validity. This is the famous Principle of
Peirce,” which ought to be regarded as the greatest truism,
if it had not pleased Intellectualism to take it as the
greatest paradox. But that only showed, perhaps, how
completely intellectualist traditions could blind philo-
sophers to the simplest facts of cognition. For there
was no intrinsic reason why even the extremest in-
tellectualism should have denied that the difference
between the truth and the falsehood of an assertion must
show itself in some visible, observable way, or that two
theories which led to precisely the same practical con-
sequences could be different only in words.

Human interest, then, is vital to the existence of truth:
to say that a truth has consequences and that what has
none is meaningless, means that it has a bearing upon
some human interest. Its ‘consequences’ must be con-
sequences %0 some one engaged on a real problem for
some purpose. If it is clearly grasped that the ‘truth’
with which we are concerned is truth for man and that
the ‘ consequences’ are human too, it is, however, super-
fluous to add either (1) that the consequences must be
practical, or (2) that they must be good]' in order to
distinguish this view sharply from that of rationalism.

For (1) all consequences are ®practical,’ sooner or
later, in the sense of affecting our action. Even where

1 In Mind, xiv. N.S. No. 54, p. 236, I tried to draw a distinction between a
narrower and a wider ‘pragmatism,’ of which 1 attributed only the former to
Mr. Peirce. In this I was following James's distinction between the positions
that * truths should have practical consequences,’ and that they ‘consist in their
consequences,’ and that these must be ‘ good.” Of these he seemed to attribute
only the former to Mr. Peirce, and denominated the latter Humanism. But
Humanism seems to me to go further still, and not to be restricted to the one
question of ‘truth.’ If, as Mr. Peirce has privately assured me, he had from the
first perceived the full consequences of his dictum, the formulation of the whole
pragmatic principle must be ascribed to him. But he has also exhibited
extensive inability to follow the later developments, and now calls his own
specific form of Pragmatism, ‘ pragmaticism.’ See Monis?, xv. 2.
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they do not immediately alter the course of events, they
alter our own nature, and cause its actions to be different,
and thus lead to different operations on the world.

Similarly (2) if an assertion is to be valuable, and
therefore ‘true,’ its consequences must be ‘good” They
can only test the truth it claims by forwarding or baffling
the interest, by satisfying or thwarting the purpose, which
led to the making of the assertion. If they do the one,
the assertion is ‘good, and pro fanto ‘true’; if they do
the other, it is ‘bad’ and ‘false’ For whatever arouses
an interest or forwards an end is judged to be (so far)
‘good,” whatever baffles or thwarts is judged to be ‘bad.”
If, therefore, the consequences of an assertion turn out to
be in this way ‘good,’ it is valuable for our purposes, and,
provisionally at least, establishes itself as ‘true’; if they
are bad, we reject it as useless and account it ¢ false, and
search for something that satisfies our purpose better, or
in extreme cases accept it as a provisional truth concern-
ing a reality we are determined to unmake. Thus the
predicates ‘true’ and ‘false’ are nothing in the end but
indications of logical value, and as values akin to and
comparable with the values predicated in ethical and
@sthetical judgments, which present similar problems of
the validation of claims.!

The reason, therefore, why truth is said to depend on
its consequences is simply this, that if we do not imagine
truths to exist immutably and a pri77 in a supercelestxal
world, and to descend maglcally into a passively recipient
soul, as rationalists since Plato have continually tried
to hold’ they must come into being by winning our
acceptance. And what rational mode of verification can
any one suggest other than this testing by their con-
sequences ?

Of course the special nature of the testing depends on
the subject-matter, and the nature of the ‘experiments’
which are in this way made in mathematics, in ethics,
in physics, in religion, may seem very diverse superficially.

But there is no reason to set up a peculiar process of

! Essay v. § 3. ? Cp. Essay ii. §§ 15, 16.
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verification for the satisfying of a ¢purely intellectual’
interest, different in kind from the rest, superior in dignity,
and autocratic in authority. For (1) there is no pure'
intellect. If ‘pure intellect’ does not imply a gross
blunder in psychology, and this is probably what it too
often meant until the conception was challenged, it means
an abstraction, an intellect conceived as void of function,
as not applied to any actual problem, us satisfying’
no purpose. Such an intellect of course would be
absurd. Or is it possibly conceived as having the end
of amusing its possessor? As achieving this end it may
claim somewhat more regard, but apart from its value as
exercise, the mere play of the intellect, which is meant
for serious work, does not seem intrinsically venerable ;
it is certainly just as liable to abuse as any other game.
And (2) if we exclude morbid or frivolous excesses, the
actual functioning of the intellect, even in what are called
its most ‘ purely intellectual’ forms, is only intelligible by
reference to human ends and values.

All testing of ‘truth,’” therefore, is fundamentally alike.
It is always an appeal to something beyond the original
claim. It always implies an experiment. It always
involves a risk of failure as well as a prospect of success.
And it always ends in a valuation. As Prof. Mach has
said:! “knowledge and error flow from the self-same
psychic sources ; the issue alone can discriminate between
them.” We arrive, therefore, at our first definition of
Pragmatism as the doctrine that (1) Zruths are logical
values, and as the method which systematically tests
claims to truth in accordance with this principle.

II

It is easily apparent that it directly follows from this
definition of truth that all ¢truths’ must be verified to

V' Eykenninis und Irrtum, p. 114. The German word ‘ £7/0lg,’ translated ‘issue,’
covers both ‘consequence’ and ‘success’: it is, in fact, one of many words by
which language spontaneously testifies to the pragmatic nature of thought.
Cp. ‘fact’—‘made,’ ‘true’—*trow ’—*trust,’ ‘false’'—*fail,’ *verify," ‘come
true,’ ‘object’=‘aim,’ ‘judgment’="‘'decision’; and in German ‘wirklich'—
‘wirken,' ‘wakr'—* bewahren,’ * Wahkrnehmung,' « Tatsache,’ etc.
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be properly true. A ‘truth’ which will not (or cannot)
submit to verification is not yet a truth at all. Its truth
is at best potential, its meaning is null or unintelligible,
or at most conjectural and dependent on an unfulfilled
condition. On its entry into the world of existence a
truth-claim has merely commended itself (perhaps pro-
visionally) to its maker. To become really true it has
to be tested, and it is tested by being applied. Only
when this is done, only that is when it is wsed, can it be
determined what it really means, and what conditions it
must fulfil to be really true. Hence all real truths must
have shown themselves to be useful ; they must have been
applied to some problem of actual knowing, by usefulness
in which they were tested and verified.

Hence we arrive at a second formulation of the prag-
matic principle, on which Mr. Alfred Sidgwick has justly
laid such stress,! viz. that (2) zke ‘truth’ of an assertion
depends on its application. Or, in other words, ¢ abstract’
truths are not fully truths at all. They are truths out of
use, unemployed, craving for incarnation in the concrete,
It is only in their actual operations upon the world of
immediate experience that they cast off their callous
ambiguity, that they mean, and live, and show their
power. Now in ordinary life men of ordinary intelli-
gence are quite aware of this, They recognize that truth
depends very essentially upon context, on who says what,
to whom, why, and under what circumstances ; they know
also that the point of a principle lies in the application
thereof, and that it is very hazardous to guide oneself
by abstract maxims with a doctrinaire disregard of the
peculiarities of the case. The man of science similarly,
for all the world-embracing sweep of his generalizations, '
for all his laudations of inexorable ‘law,’ is perfectly
aware that his theoretic anticipations always stand in
need of confirmation in fact, and that if this fails his
‘laws’ are falsified. They are not true, unless they
‘come true.

The intellectualist philosopher alone has blinded him-

1 The Application of Logic, p. 272, and ch. ix. § 43,
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self to these simple facts. He has dreamt a wondrous
dream of a truth that shall be absolutely true, self-testing,
and self-dependent, icily exercising an unrestricted sway
over a submissive world, whose adoration it requites with
no services, and scouting as blasphemy all allusion to usé
or application. But he cannot point to any truth which
realizes his ideal.! Even the abstract truths of arithmetic,
upon which alone he seems to rest his case, now that the
invention of metageometries has shown the ‘truth of
geometry’ to involve also the question of its application,
derive their truth from their application to experience.
The abstract statement, eg. that “two and two make
four,” is always incomplete. We need to know to what
‘twos’ and ‘fours’ the dictum is applied. It would not
be true of lions and lambs, nor of drops of water, nor of
pleasures and pains, The range of application of the
abstract truth, therefore, is quite limited. And conceivably
it might be so restricted that the truth would become
inapplicable to the outer world altogether. Nay, though
states of consciousness could always be counted, so long
as succession was experienced, it is impossible to see how
it could be true to an eternal consciousness. The gods,
as Aristotle would have said, seeing that they cannot
count, can have no arithmetic.

In short, truths must be used to become true, and (in
the end) to stay true. They are also meant to be used,
They are rules for action. And a rule that is not applied;
and remains abstract, rules nothing, and means nothing,
Hence we may, once more following Mr. Alfred Sidgwick,
regard it as the essence of the pragmatic method that (3)
the meaning of a rule lies in its application. It rules, that
is, and is true, within a definite sphere of application which
has been marked out by experiment.

Perhaps, however, it is possible to state the pragmatic
character of truth still more incisively by laying it down
that ultimately (4) e/l meaning depends on purpose. This
formulation grows naturally out of the last two. The
making of an assertion, the application of an alleged

1 Cp. Essay ii. §§ 16-18.
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truth to the experience which tests it, can only occur in
the context of and in connexion with some purpose, which
defines the nature of the whole ideal experiment.

The dependence of meaning on purpose is beginning
to be somewhat extensively recognized, though hardly as
yet what havoc this principle must work among the ab-
stractions of intellectualist logic. For it is one of the most
distinctive ways in which the pragmatic view of truth
can be enunciated, and guards against two of the chief
failings of Intellectualism. It contains an implicit protest
against the abstraction of logic from psychology: for
purpose is as clearly a psychological conception as meaning
is professedly a logical one! And it negatives the notio
that truth can depend on how things would appear to ag
all-embracing, or ‘absolute, mind. For such a mind coul
have no purpose. It could not, that is, select part of itp
content as an object of special interest to be operateda
on or aimed at’ In human minds, on the other hand
meaning is always selective and purposive. '

It is, in fact, a biological function, intimately related
to the welfare of the organism. Biologically speaking,.
the whole mind, of which the intellect forms part, may be
conceived as a typically human instrument for effecting
adaptations, which has survived and developed by showing
itself possessed of an efficacy superior to the devices
adopted by other animals. Hence the most essential
feature of Pragmatism may well seem its insistence on
the fact that (5) all mental life is purposive. This insist-
ence in reality embodies the pragmatic protest against
naturalism, and as such ought to receive the cordial
support of rationalistic idealisms. But it has just been
shown that absolutist idealisms have their own difficulties
with the conception of purpose, and besides, it is an open
secret that they have for the most part long ago reduced
the ¢ spiritual nature of reality’ to a mere form, and retired
from the struggle against naturalism.® A spiritual nature
of reality’ which accepts all the naturalistic negations of

)

1 See Essay iii. § 9. 2 Cp. Essay ix. § 5.
3 Cp. Essay xii. § s.
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human activity and freedom, and leaves no room for
‘any of the characteristic procedures and aspirations of the
human spirit, is a more dangerous foe to man’s spiritual
ambitions than the most downright materialism.

Pragmatism, therefore, must enter its protest against
both the extremes that have so nearly met. It must
constitute itself into (6) a systematic protest against all
ignoring of the purposiveness of actual lknowing, alike
whether it is abstracted from for the sake of the im-
aginary ‘pure’ or ‘absolute’ reason of the rationalists,
or eliminated for the sake of an equally imaginary ¢ pure
mechanism’ of the materialists. It must insist on the
permeation of all actual knowing by interests, purposes,
desires, emotions, ends, goods, postulations, choices, etc.,
and deny that even those doctrines which vociferate their
abhorrence of such things are really able to dispense with
them. For the human reason is ever gloriously human,
even when most it tries to disavow its nature, and to mis-
conceive itself. It mercifully interposes an impenetrable veil
between us and any truth or reality which is wholly alien-
to our nature. The efforts, therefore, of those who ignore
the nature of the instruments they use must ever fail, and
fail the more flagrantly the more strenuously they persist
in thinking to the end.

If, however, we have the courage and perseverance to
persist in thinking to the end, 7e. to form a metaphysic,
it is likely that we should arrive at some sort of Volun-
tarism. For Voluntarism is the metaphysic which most
easily accords and harmonizes with the experience of
activity with which all our thinking and all our living
seem to overflow. Metaphysics, however, are in a
manner luxuries. Men can live quite well without a
conscious metaphysic, and the systems even of the most
metaphysical are hardly ever quite consistent, or fully
thought out. Pragmatism, moreover, is not a metaphysic,
though it may, somewhat definitely, point to one. It is
really something far more precious, viz. an epistemo-
logical method which really describes the facts of actual
knowing.
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But though it is only a method in the field of logic, it
may well confess to its affinities for congenial views in
other sciences. It prides itself on its close connexion
with psychology. But it clearly takes for granted that
the psychology with which it is allied has recognized the
reality of purposes. And so it can be conceived as a
special application to the sphere of logic of standpoints
and methods which extend far beyond its borders. So
conceived we may describe it as (7) a conscious application
2o epistemology (or logic) of a teleological psychology, which
implies, ultimately, a voluntaristic metaphysic.

These seven formulations of the essence of Pragmatism
look, doubtless, very different in words; but they are
nevertheless very genuinely equivalent. For they are
closely connected, and the ‘essence, like the ‘definition,’
of a thing is relative to the point of view from which it
is regarded.! And the problems raised by Pragmatism are
so central that it has points of contact with almost every
line of philosophical inquiry, and so is capable of being
defined by its relation to this. What is really important,
however, is not this or that formulation, but the spirit in
which it approaches, and the method by which it examines,
its problems. The method we have observed ; it is em-
pirical, teleological, and concrete. Its spirit is a bigger
thing, which may fitly be denominated Humanism.

111

Humanism is really in itself the simplest of philosophic
standpoints ; it is merely the perception that the philo-!
sophic problem concerns human beings striving to com-
prehend a world of human experience by the resources of
human minds.) Not even Pragmatism could be simpler.
or nearer to an obvious truism of cognitive method. For
if man may not presume his own nature in his reasonings
about his experience, wherewith, pray, shall he reason?
What prospect has he of comprehending a radically alien‘{

Y Cp. Formal Logic, pp. §3-4.
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iuniverse? And yet not even Pragmatism has been more
bitterly assailed than the great principle that man is the
measure of his experience, and so an ineradicable factor
in any world he experiences. The Protagorean principle
may sometimes seem paradoxical to the uninstructed, be-
cause they think it leaves out of account the ‘independence’
of the ‘external’ world. But this is mere misunderstand-
ing. (Humanism has no quarrel with the assumptions of’
common-sense realism ; it does not deny what is popularly
described as the ‘external’ world.) It has far too much’
respect for the pragmatic value of conceptions which de
JSacto work far better than those of the metaphysics which
despise and try to supersede them. (It insists only that
the ‘external world’ of realism is still dependent on
human experience, and perhaps ventures to add also
that the data of human experience are not completelg
used up in the construction of a real external world.”
Moreover, its assailants are not realists, though, for the
purpose of such attacks, they may masquerade as
such?

The truth is rather that Humanism gives offence, not
because it leaves out, but because it leaves in. It leaves
in a great deal intellectualism would like to leave out, a
great deal it has no use for, which it would like to extir-
pate, or at least to keep out of its sight. Bu{ Humanism) will
not assent to the mutilations and expurgations of human
nature which have become customary barbarisms in the
initiation ceremonies of too many philosophic schools. It
demands that man’s integral nature shall be used as the
whole premiss which philosophy must argue from whole-
heartedly, that man’s complete satisfaction shall be the
conclusion philosophy must aim at, that philosophy shall
not cut itself loose from the real problems of life by making
initial abstractions which are false, and would not be admir-
able, even if they were true. Hence it insists on leaving in
the whole rich luxuriance of individual minds, instead of
compressing them all into a single type of ‘mind,’ feigned to
be one and immutable ; it leaves in also the psychological

1 Cp. Essay xx. § 14. 2 Cp. Essay xx. § 4.
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wealth of every human mind and the complexities of its
interests, emotions, volitions, aspiration@ By so doing it
‘sacrifices no doubt much illusory simplicity in abstract
formulas, but it appreciates and explains vast masses of
what before had had to be slurred over as unintelligible
fact.!

The dislike of Humanism, therefore, is psychological
in origin. It arises from the nature of certain human
minds who have become too enamoured of the artificial
simplifications, or too accustomed to the self-inflicted
mutilations, and the self-imposed torments, whereby they
hope to merit absorption in absolute truth. These ascetics
of the intellectual world must steadfastly oppose the free
indulgence in all human powers, the liberty of moving, of
improving, of making, of manipulating, which Humanism
vindicates for man, and substitutes for the old ideal of an
inactive contemplation of a static truth., It is no wonder
that the Simeons Stylite of the old order, hoisted aloft
each on the pillar of his metaphysical ¢system,’ resent the
disturbance of their restful solitude, ‘alone with the Alone,
by the hoots of intrusive motor-cars; that the Saint
Antonys of the deserts of Pure Thought are infuriated
by their conversion into serviceable golf-links; and that
the Juggernaut Car of the Absolute gets fewer and fewer
votaries to prostrate themselves beneath its wheels every
time it is rolled out of the recesses of its sanctuary—for
when man has grown conscious of his powers he will prefer
even to chance an encounter with a useful machine to
being run over by a useless ‘ deity.’

The active life of man is continuously being trans-
formed by the progress of modern science, by the know-
ledge which is power, But not so the ‘ knowledge’ which,
is ¢ contemplation,’ which postpones the test of action,’i
and struggles to evade it. Unfortunately, it is hard to'
modernize the academic life, and it is this life which is
the fountain-head of intellectualism. Academic life natur-'
ally tends to produce a certain intellectualistic bias, and to

1 Contrast Mr. Joachim’s Nature of Trutk throughout, especially pp. 167-8,
.and compare Essay ii. § 16.
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select the natures which incline to it. Intellectualism,
therefore, in some form will always be a congenial philo-
sophy which is true to the academic life.

Genuine whole-hearted Humanism, on the other hand,
is a singularly difficult attitude to sustain in an academic
atmosphere ; for the tendencies of the whole mode of life
are unceasingly against it. If Protagoras had bazn a univer-
sity professor, he would hardly have discovered Humanism
he would more likely have constructed a Nephelococcygia
of a system that laid claim to absolute, universal, and
eternal truth, or spent his life in overthrowing the dis-
crepant, but no less presumptuous, systems of his col-
leagues. Fortunately he lived before universities had
been invented to regulate, and quench, the thirst for
knowledge ; he had to earn his living by the voluntary
gratitude for instructions which could justify themselves
only in his pupils’ lives; and so he had to be human
and practical, and to take the chill of pedantry off his
discourses.

Just because Humanism, then, is true to the larger life
of man it must be in some measure false to the artificially
secluded studies of a ‘seat of learning’; and its accept-
ance by an academic personage must always mean a
triumph over the obvious temptation to idealize and adore
the narrownesses of his actual life. However much it exalts
the function of man in general, it may always be taken
to hint a certain disparagement of the academic man. It
needs a certain magnanimity, in short, in a professor to
avow himself a Humanist.

Thorough Humanists, therefore, will always be some-
what rare in academic circles. There will always be many
who will not be able to avoid convincing themselves of
the truth of a method which works like the pragmatic one
(and indeed in another twenty years pragmatic convictions
will be practically universal), without being able to over-
come the intellectualistic influences of their nature and
their mode of life. Such persons will be psychologically
incapacitated to advance in the path which leads from
Pragmatism to Humanism.
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Yet this advance is in a manner logical as well as
psychological. For those whose nature predisposes them
towards it will find it reasonable and satisfying, and when
they have reached the Humanist position and reflect upon
the expansion of Pragmatism which it involves, there will
seem to be a ‘logical’ connexion. Pragmatism will seem
a special application of Humanism to the theory of know-
ledge. But Humanism will seem more universal. It
will seem to be possessed of a method which is applic-
able universally, to ethics, to @sthetics, to metaphysics, to
theology, to every concern of man, as well as to the theory
of knowledge.

Yet there will be no ‘logical’ compulsion. Here, as
always when we come to the important choices of life, we
must be free to stop at the lower level, if we are to be
free to advance to the higher. We can stop at the
epistemological level of Pragmatism (just as we can stop
short of philosophy on the scientific plane, and of science
on the plane of ordinary life), accepting Pragmatism indeed
as the method and analysis of our cognitive procedure,
but without seeking to generalize it, or to turn it into a
metaphysic. Indeed if our interest is not keen in life as
a whole, we are very likely to do something of the kind.

v

What, then, shall be said of metaphysics? As Prag-
matism and Humanism have been defined, neither of them
necessitates a metaphysic.! Both are methods; the one

1 Hence the criticism to which both have frequently been subjected on the
ground that they were not metaphysically complete philosophies (e.g. by Dr. S. H.
Mellone in Mind, xiv. pp. 507-529) involves a certain misconstruction. I can
refer the curious to a (or rather my) humanist metaphysic in Riddles of the Spkinx
(new ed. 1910). But the essay on ‘ Axioms as Postulates’ in Personal ldealism
was epistemological throughout; so were the pragmatic parts of Humanism.
* Activity and Substance ' does indeed contain some metaphysical construction, but
it is not distinctively pragmatic. ~When, therefore, Dr. Mellone (Zc. p. 528)
ascribes to me the assumption of an absolute chaos as the prius of experience,
condemns it as unthinkable, and finally complains of feeling a ‘ collapse ' when
*‘this incredible metaphysical dogma is suddenly transformed into a methodo-
logical postulate,” he has made his difficulty by construing my epistemology as
metaphysics.  Antecedently this misinterpretation would never have seemed
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restricted to the special problem of knowing, the other
more widely applicable. And herein lies their value ; for
methods are necessities of scientific progress, and there-
fore indispensable. Metaphysics, on the other hand, are
really luxuries, personal indulgences that may be conceded
to a lifelong devotion to science, but of no coercive
objective validity. For there is an immense discrepancy;
between the ideal claims of metaphysies and the actual
facts. By definition metaphysics is (z.e. tries to be) the
science of the final synthesis of @/ the data of our experi,
ence. But de facto these data are (1) insufficient, and (2}
individual. Hence (1) the metaphysical synthesis is
lacking in cogency : it is imaginative and conjectural. It
is the ideal completion of an image of reality which is
rough-hewn and fragmentary ; it is the reconstruction of
a forso. Whoever therefore prefers to remain within the
bounds of actual knowledge, is entitled to refrain from
pledging himself to a metaphysic. He may recognize any
realities, he may employ any conceptions and methods, he
finds necessary or expedient, without affirming their
ultimate validity.

(2) And so those whose spirits crave for an ideal

possible to me, and so I thought it unnecessary to insert a warning against
it.  But that several able critics have fallen into this error shows the extent
of the confusion of thought induced by the deliberate blurring of the
boundaries between logic and metaphysics which we owe to Hegelizing
philosophers. If, however, Dr. Mellone will do me the honour of re-reading
my doctrine as purely epistemological, he will see that both the difficulty
and the ‘collapse’ were 1n his own preconceptions. In itself the conception
of knowledge as developing by the progressive determination of a relatively
indeterminate and plastic ‘ matter’ never pretended to be more than an analysis
of knowledge. It does indeed point to the conceptual hmit of a ¢first matter’
in which as yet no determinations have been acquired, but it does not affirm its
positive existence, and it is quite conceivable (1) that our analysis may be brought
up against some irreducible datum of fact, and (z) that it should never actually
get back to the metaphysical origin of things. Anyhow, the question of the proper
metaphysical interpretation of the conceptions used in pragmatic epistemology
was not raised.  Epistemologically, however, the conception of a determinable
plastic ‘ matter ' seems useful enough as descriptive of our knowing, and as inno-
cent and at least as valid as the Aristotelian notion that knowledge always arises
out of pre-existent knowledge. Of course such notions get into difficulties when
we try to extract from them accounts of the absolute origin of knowledge. But
is it so sure that absolute origins can ever be traced ? They are certainly not to
be had for the asking. For they always seem to involve a demand for the
derivation of something out of nothing. And I am not aware that any theory
has up to date answered these questions. But I am hopeful that Humanist
metaphysics will not be so wildly irrelevant to actual life as in the past meta-
physical attempts have mostly been.

C
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completion and confirmation of knowledge by a meta-
physical construction must abate their pretensions. They:
must renounce the pretence of building what is universal,;
and eternal, and objective, and compulsory, and ¢ valid for
intelligence as such.” In view of the actual facts, does it
not argue an abysmal conceit and stupendous ignorance
of the history of thought to cherish the delusion that of
all philosophies one’s own alone was destined to win
general acceptance #pszssimis verbzs, or even to be reflected,
undimmed and unmodified, in any second soul? Every
metaphysic, in point of fact, works up into its structure
large masses of subjective material which is individual, and
drawn from its author’s personal experience. It always
takes its final form from an idiosyncrasy.

And, furthermore, this is quite as it should be. If it
really is the duty of metaphysics to leave out nothing, to
undo abstractions, to aspire to the whole of experience,
it must have this personal tinge. For a man’s personal
life must contribute largely to his data, and his idiosyn-
crasy must colour and pervade whatever he experiences.
It is surely the most sinister and fatal of abstractions to
abstract from the variety of individual minds, in order to
postulate a universal substance in which personal life is
obliterated, because one is too ignorant or indolent to cope
with its exuberance. Two men, therefore, with different
fortunes, histories, and temperaments, oug#t not to arrive at
the same metaphysic, nor can they do so honestly ; each
should react indsvidually on the food for thought which
his personal life affords, and the resulting differences
ought not to be set aside as void of ultimate significance.
Nor is it true or relevant to reply that to admit this
means intellectual anarchy. What it means is something
quite as distasteful to the absolutist temper, viz. tolera-
tion, mutual respect, and practical co-operation.

It meaas™glso that we should deign to see facts as
they are. Forin point of fact, the protest against the
tyrannous demand for rigid uniformity is in a sense
superfluous. No two men ever really think (and still
less feel) alike, even when they profess allegiance to the
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self-same formulas, Nor does the universe appear to
contain the psychological machinery by which such
uniformity could be secured. In short, despite all
bigotry, a philosophy is always in the last resort the
theory of a life, and not of life in general or in the
abstract.

But though Pragmatism and Humanism are only
methods in themselves, it should not be forgotten (1) that
methods may be turned into metaphysics by accepting them
as ultimate. Whosoever is wholly satisfied by a method
may adopt it as his metaphysic, just as he may adopt
the working conceptions of a science. Both Pragmatism
and Humanism, therefore, may be held as metaphysics :
this will induce no difference in their doctrines, but only
in the attitude towards them.

(2) Methods may have metaphysical affinities. Thus
our last definition of Pragmatism conceived it as derivative
from a voluntarist metaphysicc. = Humanism, similarly,
may be affiliated to metaphysical personalism.

(3) Methods may pozn?, more or less definitely, to
certain metaphysical conclusions. Thus Pragmatism may
be taken to point to the ultimate reality of human
activity and freedom,! to the plasticity and incompleteness
of reality,” to the reality of the world-process ‘in time,'
and so forth. Humanism, in addition, may point to the
personality of whatever cosmic principle we can postu-
late as ultimate, and to its kinship and sympathy with
man.

Clearly, therefore, there is no reason to apprehend
that the growth of the new methods of philosophizing
will introduce monotonous uniformity into the annals of
philosophy.  ‘Systems’ of philosophy will abound as
before, and will be as various as ever. But they will
probably be more brilliant in their colouring, and more
attractive in their form. For they will certainly have to
be put forward, and acknowledged, as works of art that
bear the impress of a unique and individual soul, Such
has always been their nature, but when this is frankly

1 Cp. Essay xviii. 2 Cp. Essay xix.



20 STUDIES IN HUMANISM 1

recognized, we shall grow more tolerant and more
appreciative. Only we shall probably be less impressed,
and therefore less tormented, than now, by unclear thinking
and bad writing which try to intimidate us by laying
claim to absolute validity. Such ‘ metaphysics’ we shall
gently put aside.

It is clear, therefore, that Metaphysic also must hence-
forth submit its pretensions to the pragmatic test. It will
not be valued any longer because of the magniloquent
obscurity with which it speaks of unfathomable mysteries
which have no real concern with human life, or because it
paints fancy pictures which mean nothing to any but their
painters. It will henceforth have to test all its assumptions!
by their working, and above all to test the assumption that:
¢ intellectual satisfaction’ is something too sacred to be
analysed or understood. It will have to verify its con-
jectures by propounding doctrines which can be acted
on, and tested by their consequences. And that not
merely in an individual way. For subjective value any
philosophy must of course have—for its inventor. But a
valid metaphysic must make good its claims by greater
usefulness than that. It need not show itself ‘cogent’
to all, but it must make itself acceptable to reasonable
men, willing to give a trial to its general principles.

Such a valid metaphysic does not exist at present.
But there is no reason why it should not come into
being. It can be built up piecemeal bit by bit, by the
discovery that truths which have been found useful in the:
sciences may be advantageously taken as ultimate, and!
combined into a more and more harmonious system.,
The opposite procedure, that of jumping to some vast
uncomprehended generality by an a priors intuition,' and
then finding that it does not connect up with real life, is
neither scientifically tolerable, nor emotionally edifying

1 It matters not at all what that intuition is. Whether we proclaim that
All is ‘Matter," or ‘Spirit,’ or ‘*God,’ we have said nothing, until we have
made clear what ‘God,’ 'Spirit, and ‘Matter' are in their application to
our actual experience, and wherein one practically differs from, and excels,
the other. But it is just at this point that intuitions are wont to fail their
votaries, and to leave them descanting idly on the superiority of one synonym
of * the blessed word Mesopotamia’ over the others.
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in the end. All experience hitherto has proved it a
delusion. The procedure of a valid metaphysical con-.
struction must be essentially ‘inductive, and gradual
in its development. For a perfect and complete meta-
physic is an ideal defined only by approximation, and
attainable only by the perfecting of life. For it would
be the theory of such a perfect life, which no' one as yet
is contriving to live.



II

FROM PLATO TO PROTAGORAS'

ARGUMENT

§ 1. The value of classical studies and their relation to a ¢ liberal’ education.
§ 2. The paradox of Greek thought—its development from science to
theology. Philosophic pantheism obvious, but anti-scientific. Why did
the Greek gods preserve their personality? § 3. The genesis of Science.
Anaximander’s ¢Darwinism.” Why so little experimentation? § 4.
The great Sophistic movement humanistic, but not therefore anti-
scientific. § 5. Protagoras’s great discovery. Is the individua/ man
the measure of all things? The transition from ‘men’ to ‘man,’ from
subjective to objective truth. Protagoras’s speech in the Zkeaetetus.
Its humanism is not scepticism, nor has Plato refuted it, or understood
it. § 6. Plato’s anti-empirical bias leads to misconstruction of Prota-
goras and Heraclitus, and ultimately ruins Greek science. § 7. Plato’s
genius and personality. § 8. The scientific importance and anti-scientific
influence of the Ideal Theory. § 9. The difficulty of formulating it.
Had Plato fwo theories? The *later theory of Ideas’ criticized. It
does 7ot remove the difficulties of the ¢earlier.’” § 10. The unity of
Plato’s theory defended. § 11. Its primary aspect is the logical, and
this too is the source of its metaphysical embarrassments. § 12. The
Idea as Plato’s solution of the predication problem, and as the mediation
between Heraclitus and Parmenides. Ideas as ¢systems’ and as
necessarily connected infer se. § 13. The culmination of the Ideal
system in the Idea of Good, a teleological postulate, Its degeneration
into an abstract unity under mathematical analogies. § 14. Plato’s
misconception of the Idea’s relation to perception leads to a reduction
of the sensible to a ‘non-existent,” and an impossibility of knowing it.
His confusion of ethical with epistemological ¢sensationalism.” § 15.
From this epistemological dualism arises the metaphysical chasm between
the Real and the Sensible, It is at bottom a collapse of intellectualistic
logic. § 16. The ‘transcendence’ of the Idea as its translation into
metaphysics. Plato well aware of its failure, but unable to remedy it
with his notion of the Concept. Platonism has fwo worlds only from
its critics’ standpoint, but relapses into Eleaticism. On which side of
¢ Plato’s chasm ’ should we stand ? Aristotle’s inability to extricate himself.
§ 17. The functional nature of the concept not perceived by Plato or
his followers. His two mistakes : abstraction (1) from personality ; (2)

1 88 2-9 of this essay are a considerably expanded form of part of an article
which appeared in the Quarterly Review for January 1906.
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from the growth of truth. Concepts are not immutable unless they are
cut loose from human knowing, and then they become useless, because in-
applicable to our knowing. Human concepts grow and are not eternal.’
But ideal knowledge is defined as something humanly unattainable.
Intellectualism is less clear-sighted Platonism. § 18. ¢Back to Plato,’ there-
fore, and from Plato to Protagoras, lest knowledge be dehumanized.

§ 1. AN essay on Greek Philosophy should nowadays
be prefaced by an excursus on classical ¢ducation—
desperate as its vindication may appear. For the only
thing which can justify our continued preoccupation with
the past as the staple procedure of a ‘liberal’ education
is that the past should 7oz be studied entirely for its own
sake, Ze. in a merely historical spirit. This latter notion
is one which never stands in need of support: academic
pedantry may always be trusted to champion it. A host
of specialists is ever eager to exaggerate the modicum of
truth which it conceals, and it is notorious that if only
the specialists are allowed to have their way, they will
not only ruin every system of education ever devised,
but will themselves become so triumphantly unintelligible
and illiterate, as to render indigestible and innutritious
every science and every study society has endowed them
to cultivate. It is probably by this senseless policy of
insisting (falsely) on the uselessness of knowledge in
order to arouse intellectual interests in the young, that
these same sages have fostered the ‘deficient interest in
the things of the mind, which they are wont to deplore.
Human indolence does indeed naturally shrink from the
labour of learning, but there would probably be far less
ground for complaint, if the victims of their educational
prejudices were allowed to learn how knowledge is the
most useful and salutary of all things, and shown the
uses even of the staple methods. Nay, if the peda-
gogical value of interest were more extensively exploited,
even the optimistic dictum of Aristotle that ‘all men
by nature desire knowledge’ might cease to seem a
pathetic paradox.

Such a policy, moreover, would afford far less nutri-
ment to the ‘sordid utilitarianism,” which it is so customary
and so hypocritical to denounce, than the working of our
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actual institutions. For inasmuch as it is not considered
legitimate to lay stress on the intrinsic usefulness of know-
ing, on the value of language as our means of communi-
cating with each other, on the value of science as our
means of controlling the world, on the value of philosophy
as our means of controlling ourselves, extraneous motives
of a far baser kind have to be supplied to arouse the
interest which sets in motion the wheels of our educa-
tional machinery. All the talk about the nobility of a dis-
interested pursuit of learning is almost wholly cant. In
point of fact ‘liberal education’ in England at the present
day is liberally endowed ; it rests not on the legendary ‘love
of knowledge for its own sake,’ but on the twin pillars of
Commercialism and Competition, buttressed perhaps in
some few cases by the additional support of snobbishness.
These two major motives have been combined in the crafty
device of ‘scholarships,’ awarded on the results of competi-
tive examination, and their operation on the minds alike
of parents and of children is practically irresistible. This
coarsely and artificially utilitarian system extends from the
preparatory school right through the public schools and
universities, gathering momentum as it rises, until finally,
in the great Civil Service examination, the reward of
successful competition is an honourable career for life!
Surely such inducements would be sufficient to sustain
any amount of nonsense; they would render useful, and
therefore interesting (at all events pro Zem.), the silliest
subtleties, the most abstruse absurdities which an ex-
aminer’s intelligence may have succeeded in excogitating !
If the advocates of ‘useless knowledge’ had not sternly
suppressed their (‘useless’?) sense of humour, they would
surely wear a perpetual Roman augur’s smile at the
exquisite figure which our ‘liberal’ studies cut, so long
as, ¢g. in the Oxford ‘school’ of ‘Humaner Letters’
three-fourths, and in that of ‘Pure’ Mathematics practi-
cally all, of the students are paid anything between thirty
and two hundred pounds per annum to tolerate and to
abate their vaunted ¢ uselessness.’

The natural and true way of making a classical educa-
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tion really ‘liberal ' is not to bolster it up with scholarships
and prizes, but to make it as intrinsically useful as possible
as a means of appreciating language, that indispensable
instrument of human thought and intercourse, of develop-
ing the power of using it, and of bracing and expanding
the mind by training it to trace the interesting and in-
structive connexions and contrasts which exist between
ancient and modern civilization. It is, moreover, to its
efficiency in performing these very functions that the
Oxford School of Literae Humaniores owes its actual
value as an educational instrument. As a training schobl
of a ‘disinterested’ interest in knowledge it is a complete
and utter failure; as a mode of mental training its success
and survival is a marvel, more particularly to those who
are in a position to appreciate the constant struggle to
preserve its value, and are aware of the perils which con-
tinually beset its existence.

§ 2. The above considerations must form my apology
for venturing upon a sketch of some important points in
the history of Greek thought which have hitherto been
neglected, or, perhaps, were not visible from the stand-
points hitherto adopted. Their discussion will display a
certain unity, owing to the fact that they may all be
grouped around the problems presented by the genesis,
the growth, the arrest, and the decline of Greek science,
and their outcome will be to exhibit Plato as the great
fountain-head of intellectualism, his victory over Protagoras
as the great clog upon science, his failure to give a true
account of the function of the Concept and of the nature of
Truth, as the secret canker vitiating all philosophy, and a
return to the frankly human view of knowledge advocated by
Protagoras as the surest guarantee of philosophic progress.

Let us begin, then, by observing that the paradoxical
character of Greek genius shows itself also in the course
of Greek thought; for in Greece the development of
thought reverses the direction taken in all other nations.
It begins, apparently, where the others end, and it ends
where the others begin. Broadly viewed, the movement
of Greek thought is from science to theology, or rather
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theosophy ; elsewhere it starts from theology and struggles
towards science. The emancipation from theological pre-
occupations with which the scientific philosophy of the
Ionians appears to have started, is an extraordinary and
unique phenomenon. In Egypt, in Babylonia, in India,
reflection never frees itself from the fascinations of religi-
ous speculation,

The religious independence of Greek thought, therefore,
is utterly unparalleled. It is, moreover, psychologically
unnatural. The natural development of a polytheistic
religion when transformed by reflexion is not into science,
but into philosophic pantheism. The interest in the problem
of life arises in a religious context; what more natural,
therefore, than that the answers given should be couched
in the familiar religious terms? The more so that these
answers look easy and seem adequate. It is easy enough
for thought to fuse the multitude of discrepant deities, the
auevnva kapmva of imperfectly personified gods, into one
vast power which pervades the universe, moA\@y évoudrwy
wmopdn pia. This process is typically shown in the evolu-
tion of Hindu thought. And pantheism is not only easy,
but also specious. At the various stages of its develop-
ment it seems capable of satisfying all man’s spiritual
needs; to the end it satisfies ome craving of, perhaps the
most reflective, souls. Whoever conceives religion as
nothing more than an emotional appreciation of the unity
of the universe may rest content with pantheism, and even
derive from its obliteration of all differences the most
delirious satisfaction. Whoever demands more, such as,
e.g., a moral order and a guiding and sympathizing per-
sonality, will ultimately fail to get it from any theory
which equates God with the totality .of being.

But a mighty effort at clear and persistent thinking is
needed to perceive these limitations ; and, scientifically at
first, pantheism seems adequate enough. It needs a very
clear grasp of the nature of science to perceive that the
One is as useless scientifically as it is morally, because a
principle which explains everything, whether it be called
¢ God’ or ‘ the devil,’ or conceived as the * higher synthesis’
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of both, really explains nothing. If, however, we seem
to ourselves to have reached the conviction that the one
thing really worth the toil of knowing is that all is
‘Brahma,’ or ‘the Absolute, and that plurality is but
phenomenal illusion, why should we trouble laboriously
to unravel the intricate web of a multitude of partial
processes, to study the relations of a multitude of partial
beings, as if they were real and importan: and independent,
and as if anything they could do or suffer could in any
wise affect the absolute and immutable truth of the one
reality ? Pantheism, therefore, is prejudicial to science ;
and Greece was fitted to become the birthplace of science
by the fortunate circumstance that in Greece alone philo-
sophic pantheism was developed too late to destroy all
the germs of scientific progress. * It makes its appearance,
indeed, in the Eleatic philosophy, significantly enough dis-
guising its anti-scientific bias in the delightfully stimulating
paradoxes of Zeno ; but its sterilizing influence could never
overpower the original Greek tendency to pry unceasingly
into every fact that an infinitely various world presented.

We may, therefore, regard the non-religious and non-
pantheistic character of early Greek philosophy as con-
nected with the genesis of science, and also connect these
anomalies with the striking uniqueness of all the really
important things in history. Science, like civilization, has
only been invented once. Monotheism arises similarly
through an anomaly of religious development which, else-
where than in Juda®a, reached unity only by sacrificing
personality. A similar refusal to give up the personality
of the divine probably underlies the failure of philosophic
reflection to transform Greek popular religion into a pan-
theism. But in Greece the motives for this refusal were
certainly different. The philosophers could not effect a
unification of Olympus, because the personality of the
gods was strong enough to resist the merger. But this
personality did not rest on moral or intellectual con-
ceptions ; it was essentially an @sthetic or artistic thing,
The clearness and intensity with which the Greeks con-
ceived their gods under definitely sensuous shapes is one
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of the earliest and most distinctive features of their
religion. Homer already could use the divine shapes as
standards for the description of human beings. Agamem-
non, he once tells us (//zad, ii. 478-9), went to battle with
head and eyes like thunder-loving Zeus, with a waist like
Ares, and a chest like Poseidon.

Thus the gods possessed an artistic, humanly beauti-
ful personality, uncorrupted by the unasthetic symbolism
which encumbers Hindu deities with superfluous limbs.
And we may be sure that, as Greek sculpture developed
its glories, it would become less and less plausible to
confound Apollo with Ares, or Athene with Aphrodite.
If, therefore, the philosophers had ever attempted to
interpret the gods into a unity, they would have found
that Zeus, for example, was so essentially the god with
hyacinthine locks that it was absurd to transfigure him
into a cosmic unity. To do them justice, they never
seriously attempted it; they were glad enough that the
lack of organization of the popular cults and the non-
existence of a professional priesthood permitted them to
pursue their scientific researches with only nominal and
ritual concessions to the established forms of divine
worship.

§ 3. Science, therefore, owes its genesis to a curious and
unique emancipation from the pressure of religious problems,
and this dominance of the scientific interest in the early
Greek philosophy is well brought out in Prof. Gomperz’s
admirable Greek Thinkers. In dealing with the whole of
pre-Platonic philosophy the historian is, however, woefully
hampered by the fragmentary condition of his material.
He has to reconstruct systems of thought out of scanty
references and more or less casual quotations in later
writers, who are usually biassed, and often careless or
incompetent. The pal®ontologist’s task in reconstructing
fossils from a tooth or a bone is child’s-play in comparison ;
for the bones, at least, of Psthecanthropus evectus (the Miss-
ing Link) cannot lie, while in Greece the Cretans had many
rivals.

At times, therefore, the process of writing a history of
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early Creek philosophy rather resembles that of making
bricks without clay out of the scattered straws of a dubious
tradition. At others we get singularly suggestive but
ambiguous glimpses, which suggest alternative interpreta-
tions, between which it is impossible to decide. For
example, our accounts of Anaximander’s doctrine are so
wretchedly inadequate that we may please ourselves as
to how far we believe him to have curried his anticipa-
tions of Darwinism. If we choose to suppose that the
tatters of his reasoning, which their very quaintness has
preserved, were merely childish guesses of an infant science,
we shall regard these anticipations merely as coincidences.
If, on the other hand, we note the singular acuteness of
the observations, and the cogency of the reasoning which
they still display, there is little to hinder us from hailing
him as the scientific discoverer of organic evolution.
Gomperz inclines rather to the former view, but he might
have changed his opinion if he had noted how clearly
and completely Anaximander anticipated the argument
for evolution from the helplessness of the human infant,
by which an American Spencerian, John Fiske, gained
great glory.! Our record runs as follows:*—“ Further,
he says that man originally was generated from animals
of a different kind, seeing that other animals are quickly
able to manage for themselves, whereas man alone
requires protracted nursing. Wherefore he could not
as such originally have been preserved.” How could
the case be put more concisely or scientifically ?

The scientific promise of the Ionian philosophy is so
great that it becomes a legitimate perplexity to account
for the fact that it was so imperfectly fulfilled, and that,
after making steady progress for three centuries, science
should begin to languish shortly after Aristotle had
codified knowledge and apparently provided the sciences
with a firm platform for more extensive operations. It
is part of the same puzzle that the Greeks, though, as
Prof. Gomperz is careful to notice, they undoubtedly ex-

L OQutlines of Cosmic Philosophy, ii. 343.
? Plutarch Strom. 2, Doxogr. 579, 17.
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perimented,’ never did so systematically, and that, in
spite of their devotion to mathematics and enthusiasm
for ‘ measure,’ they never had recourse to exact measure-
ments nor constructed instruments of precision. Why, a
modern is disposed to wonder, when it had been perceived
that ‘all things flow,” was not the next question, ‘at what
rate?’ Why, when it had been laid down that ‘man is
the measure of all things’ was not the next question,
‘ How, then, does he measure?’ It is idle to suggest that
the Greeks lacked instruments. Had they wished to ex-
periment they would have constructed them.

We believe that it is possible to point out some, at
least, of the influences which conduced to the disappoint-
ing end of Greek philosophy. Experimentation demands
manual dexterity and familiarity with mechanisms, as well
as ingenuity. In a slave-holding society, however, any-
thing savouring of manual training is despised as illiberal
and ‘banausic.” ‘No gentleman,’ Plutarch natvely tells
us, ‘however much he may delight in the Olympian
Zeus or the Argive Hera, would like to have been their
sculptor, a Phidias or a Polyclitus’ Whence we may
infer the depth of the contempt for experiment enter-
tained by a nobleman of Plato’s distinction,

§ 4. The rise of Sophistry is sometimes regarded as
another reason for the progressive alienation from science
exhibited by Greek thought. And there is perhaps a
certain measure of truth in this. The natural acuteness
of the Greek mind and the great practical value of forensic
and political speechifying no doubt tended to an over-
development of dialectical habits of thought. As Prof.
Gomperz says:® “ The preference for dialectic expressed
here and elsewhere in Plato bespeaks an intellectual atti-
tude which is almost the opposite of that of modern
science. For him all that is given in experience counts
as a hindrance and a barrier to be broken through: we
are learning to content ourselves more and more with
what is so given.” But, as his example shows, it would
be most unjust to render the Sophists responsible for this.

1 Greek Thinkers, i. 291. 2 Loc. cit. iii. 88,
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The great humanistic_movement of the fifth century B.C,
of which they were the léaders, is now beginning to
be appreciated at its true value. Gomperz, following
Grote, points out that the source of the whole develop-
ment lay in the political situation. The rise of democracies
rendered a higher education and a power of public speak-
ing a sine gqua non of political influence, and—what
acted probably as a still stronger incen‘ive—of the safety
of the life and property, particularly of the wealthier
classes. The Sophists, ‘half professors, half journalists,
or as one might perhaps say with a still closer approxi-
mation to modern conditions, ¢ university extension lectures
hampered by no university, professed to supply this.
great requisite of practical success. Their professional
success attests the solid value of their instructions. It
seems almost incredible that an age in which it was
deemed revolutionary to be educated, and monstrous to
have to pay your teachers, when it had not yet become
a fashionable pastime to go to college, when pupils were
allowed and encouraged to appraise their professors’ in-
structions at their spiritual value and to remunerate them
accordingly,! should have been the Golden Age of the
teaching profession, in which rara zemporum felicitate
‘Sophists’ could grow rich by intellectual labour.
Yet Plato’s glowing descriptions of the numbers and
enthusiasm of the youths who flocked to hear the great
Sophists are too embittered by envy to be suspected ot
exaggeration. The fact, moreover, was that the Sophists
had discovered for their pupils a way both to honour
and to safety. As Gomperz tersely puts it (i. 417), in
so litigious and quarrelsome a place as Athens their
function was analogous to that of ‘professors of fencing
in a community where the duel is an established institu-
tion’ Nowadays the rich no longer become lawyers:
they hire them. But the lucrative profession of the law
had not yet been invented.

The result was a great development of rhetoric and
dialectic, to which, it may be noted, Socrates (whom it

1 An astonishing custom of Protagoras,
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is quite unhistorical to oppose to the Sophists') appears
to have contributed the invention of the art of cross-
examination, which Plato, when it suits him, denounces
as ‘eristic.” Naturally, however, this sophistic education
was not popular with those who were too poor or too
niggardly to avail themselves of it, z.e. with the extreme
democrats and the old conservatives; it was new, and it
seemed to bestow an unfair and undemocratic advantage
on those who had enjoyed it. Further reasons for the
bad name acquired by the Sophists are to be found in
the jealous polemic directed by the philosophers (especially
by Plato) against rival teachers and in what Prof.
Gomperz calls ‘the caprice of language’ (i. 422). This,
however, is more properly an accident in the history of
logic. When the Sophists first began to reflect on reason-
ing they had to make logic along with rhetoric and
grammar. They naturally fell into many errors, which
their successors gradually corrected. And so what was of
value in their logical researches came to be appropriated
by later logicians (Plato and, above all, Aristotle), while
their crude failures clung to them and engendered the
mistaken impression that ‘Sophists’ were men foolish
enough to specialize in dad reasoning.

§ 5. Intrinsically, then, there was no reason why this
great intellectual movement should have injured scientific
interests. It ought mqre properly to have broadened its
basis by adding the psychological and moral inquiries,
the sciences of man, to those of nature ; and perhaps there
actually was a chance of events taking this course if only

1 In Plato’s dialogues he converses with them on amicable and familiar terms.
In Aristophanes he is actually selected as their representative, largely, no doubt,
by reason of his well-known ugliness and the aid his physiognomy afforded to a
comic mask, while the nature of the conservative prejudices is revealed by the
pursuits for which he is derided ; they are scientific rather than philosophic, and
nowadays, e.g., an entomologist who had measured the length of a flea's leap
would be listened to with respect, and perhaps quoted in 7%¢-Bits. The fact,
again, that his conversations were probably too rambling and unsystematic to earn
money can just as little be held to constitute an essential difference between
Socrates and the Sophists, as the fact that Socrates was an amateur who neglected
his duties (as a sculptor and a husband and a father) in order to teach, while the
Sophists were professional teachers who, apparently, fulfilled theirs. In short, as
Socrates had not started a regular philosophic school like Plato and Aristotle,
there was no reason for any antagonism between him and the Sophists on account
of the struggle for pupils.
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the great idea of Protagoras, the greatest of the Sophists,
had been scientifically interpreted and properly elaborated.
His famous dictum that ‘ man is the measure of all things’
must be ranked even above the Delphic ¢ Know thyself,
as compressing the largest quantum of vital meaning into
the most compact form.

It must be admitted, of course, that we dv not know its
exact context and scope, and so can intcrpret it in various
ways. But, however we understand it, it is most im-
portant and suggestive, and, iz every way but one, it is a
fundamental truth. That one way, of course, is Plato’s,
and of it more anon. It might have proved impossible
to refute his version of Protagoras, if it had not lapsed
into discrepancies within itself. Even as it stands it is
plausible enough to have mostly been accepted without
cavil, and even those who realized the danger of accepting
Plato’s polemics without a large grain of salt have been
beguiled by it. It is needless, however, with Gomperz, to
adopt the expedient of denying the plain application of
the words to the individual, and to insist that ‘man’ in
the dictum must be understood generically. This would
render the dictum as tame as Plato rendered it nonsensical.
Nor does it follow that Plato’s rendering is authentic.
Indeed, we take it that the extraordinary value and
suggestiveness of Protagoras’s dictum largely reside in the
conciseness which has led to these divergent interpretations.

Their great mistake is that each should lay claim to
exclude the other. For this procedure, however, there is
neither logical nor linguistic warrant. Protagoras may
well have chosen an ambiguous form in order to indicate
both the subjective and the objective factor in human
knowledge and the problem of their connexion. Initially,
no doubt, his dictum emphasizes the subjective factor.
And this is most important. For whatever appears to
each that really Zs—to him. And a/lso 2o others, in so far
as they have to deal with him and his ideas. Hallucina-
tions, illusions, whims, individual preferences and private
judgments, idiosyncrasies of every kind, are real, and woe
betide any thinker or manager of men who fancies that

D
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he can ignore them with impunity! It is a fact, more-
over, that individuals are infinitely different, and that the
more carefully they are studied the less true does it seem
to lump them all together. To have been the first to
have an inkling of all this was Protagoras’s great achieve-
ment, for the sake of which science owes him an eternal
debt of gratitude.

The subjective interpretation, therefore, of the dictum
embodies a great scientific truth; and it is astonishing
that this should have been ignored in order to denounce
it as subversive of all truth, especially by thinkers
who, starting uncritically from the opposite assumption,
have themselves completely failed to develop a coherent
theory of truth. Surely was there no occasion to
conceive it as denying what it did not state directly, the
objectivity of truth, and to assume Protagoras to have
been unaware of this. The fact that a man makes a great
discovery does not necessarily deprive him of all common
sense. And that there 7s objective truth, in some sense
‘common’ to mankind, is a matter of common notoriety.{
The difficulty about ‘ objective truth’ lies, not in observing
the fact, but in devising a philosophic theory of its pos-
sibility ; and concerning this philosophers are still at
variance. That reality for us is relative to our faculties
is likewise a clear truth which must be assumed even in
questioning it.

Man, therefore, is the measure also in the generic sense
of man; and it is very unlikely that Protagoras should
have overlooked these obvious facts. Nor had he any
motive to ignore them. It is most likely, therefore, that
he would placidly have accepted the truisms which are
commonly urged against him. His Humanism was wide
enough to embrace both ‘man’ and ‘men,’ and it could
include the former because it had included the latter.

There only remains, therefore, the question of what
is the connexion between the two senses in which the
dictum is true. What, in other words, is the transition
from subjective truth for the individual to objective truth
for all? That we must pass from the one to the other,
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and succeed in doing so, is obvious; but how we do so
forms a very pretty problem. And to any scientifically
disposed mind it should have been clear that here was
a splendid subject for research, e.g. along the lines since
taken by modern psychological experiment. Conceived,
therefore, in a scientific spirit, the Protagorean dictum
yields great openings for science.

But is there any reason to suppos: that Protagoras
himself conceived it so, and had formed any ideas as to
how objective truth arose? Constructively the tolerant
humaneness of his temper (even in Plato’s account), his
“strictly empirical method,’! and the caution and candour
implied in his complaint (for which he suffered martyrdom),?
that he had never been able to obtain trustworthy informa-
tion about the gods, almost entitles us to answer both
these questions in the affirmative.

But much more direct evidence can be extracted from
Plato’s own polemic. In the 7/eaetetus (166-8) Prota-
goras is represented as replying, that though one man’s
perceptions could not be fruer than another man’s they
might yet be detter. So far, therefore, from admitting
that on his theory men, pigs, and dog-headed baboons
must all alike and equally be the measure of all things,
the Platonic ‘ Protagoras’ very lucidly explains that the
wise man is he who, when something appears amiss and
is ‘bad’ to any one, is able to alter it so as to make it
appear to be ‘good’ to him instead, and to bring him
from a bad to a better state of mind. In other words, he
is represented as recognizing distinctions of value among the
individual perceptions to all of which ‘reality’ is conceded.,

And not only that. There are distinct traces in that
marvellous speech on behalf of Protagoras of other doctrines
to which attention has only been recalled in the last few
years. (1) It is plainly hinted throughout that the attain-

-1 Gomperz, i. 455.

2 A fact which, like the similar cases of Anaxagoras and Aristotle, E. Caird
appears to have forgotten when he says, in his Evolution of Theology in the Greek
Philosophers (i. p. 44), that Socrates was *‘ the only martyr of philosophy in the
ancient world, the only man who can be said to have suffered for the freedom of

thought.” What rendered the case of Socrates different in its issue was merely
his obstinate refusal to go into exile.
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ment of wisdom is not a matter of idle speculation, but
of altering reality, within oneself and without. (2) There
are repeated protests against the dialectical spirit which
argues solely from the customary uses of words, and un-
critically accepts verbal ‘ contradictions,” as if they proved
more than the incompleteness of the human knowledge
which has been embodied in the words. And (3) in one
or two passages (167 A, 168 A) the point, though some-
what obscured in the Platonic statement, seems genuinely
to be a repudiation of the intellectualistic trick of repre-
senting all moral shortcomings as defects of intelligence.
The diseased man, ‘Protagoras’ protests, is not merely
‘uninstructed’; he has to experience a change of heart.
Nor is education merely intellectual instruction ; it is the
making of a new man and the getting rid of an old self.
These hints are all of a tantalizing brevity, but they evince
a depth of moral insight with which nothing else in the
orthodox Greek ethics, corrupted as they were by intel-
lectualism and enervated by @®stheticism, can at all compare.
And they very distinctly savour of the moral fervour of
St. Paul.

The doctrine as a whole, however, is perfectly clear,
rational, and consistent. It differs from that of modern
Humanism, apparently, only in the terminological point
that ‘ true’ and ‘false’ are not regarded as values essentially
cognate with ‘good’ and ‘bad,’ or, in other words, that
they are used primarily of the individual claims to cog-
nitive value rather than of their subsequent recognition.
But this is a secondary divergence, if such it is. It is
quite possible that Protagoras already perceived the
‘ambiguity of truth,’! and that his distinction has merely
been blurred in the Platonic statement, which is clearly in-
complete. As regards the necessity of altering reality, and
of connecting this process with the making of truth, and the
impossibility of reducing evil to ignorance, Protagorean and
Neo-Protagorean Humanism would appear to be at one.

The only question, therefore, that remains is, how far
this whole doctrine can be transferred from the Platonic

1 Cf. Essay v.
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to the historical Protagoras, and as in the similar case of
the Platonic ‘Socrates,’ complete cogency cannot be attained
by arguments on this point. The historic Socrates wrote
nothing ; the magnum opus of the historic Protagoras, his
book on 7rutk, has been destroyed. It began too incisively
with a declaration that its subject was logic, not theology;
so the Athenians set the hangman to burn it. If any copies
escaped him—as is improbable because th.eir owners,though
pupils of Protagoras, would be in sympathy with the
oligarchs who persecuted him—they soon perished of
neglect during the long reign of Platonic intellectualism.
And so the combined bigotries of vulgar piety and dog-
matic philosophy have deprived us of what was probably
one of the great monuments of Greek genius.
Nevertheless, it seems extremely probable, on internal
evidence, that the ‘ defence of Protagoras,’ so far as it goes,
embodies genuine doctrines of his, greatly curtailed, no
doubt, and perhaps somewhat mangled in the reproduction.
For the reason, mainly, that Plato manifestly has not
understood its argument at all. Nowhere else does he
betray the slightest suspicion of the doctrine that the
nature of truth is essentially dependent upon the ‘altera-
tion’ of reality. Had he examined it, he could not only
have concluded his 7/eactetus with less negative results,
but would have transformed his whole view of know-
ledge. Nowhere else does he perceive the radical vice of
the intellectualistic analysis of wickedness as ignorance.
To the end he retained his faith in the dialectical play
with concepts as the method of penetrating to the secret
of the universe. And, most significantly of all, the recog-
nition by ‘Protagoras’ of distinctions of value in percep-
tions is treated as wholly non-existent or unintelligible.
Not only does Plato fail to see that it is a complete
answer to the trivial objections and shallow gibes of his
¢ Socrates,” not only does he fail to answer it, but he
feels that he must divert attention from the plea of
‘ Protagoras’ by recourse to the most artistically brilliant
digressions. The whole subsequent course of the dis-
cussion shows that he had not the faintest idea of the
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scope and significance of the argument he had stated. It
is clear that if he had grasped the meaning of his ¢ Prota-
goras, the whole argument of his 7/eaetetus would have
had to proceed and end differently. It seems incredible,
therefore, that Plato should have invented a distinction
which he did not know how to handle, and it remains
that he was really candid enough to reproduce genuine
contentions of Protagoras.

If, then, this doctrine that truth is a valuation, and to be
discriminated from ‘ error’ as ‘good’ from ‘ bad, can really
be attributed to Protagoras, it is easy for us to see how it
might provide himwith the means of passing from subjective
to objective judgments in a perfectly valid and scientific
manner. For if there is a mass of subjective judgments
varying in value, there must ensue a selection of the more
valuable and serviceable, which will, in consequence, sur-,
vive and constitute growing bodies of objective truth;
shared and agreed upon by practically all. It is highly
probable that the general agreement about sense per-
ceptions has actually been brought about by a process of
this sort ;! and it is still possible to observe how society
establishes an ‘objective’ order by coercing or cajoling
those who incline to divergent judgments in moral or
®sthetic matters. And, though no doubt Protagoras
himself could not have put the point as clearly as the
discovery of natural selection enables us to do, it seems
probable that he saw, at least, the beginnings of the very
real connexion between the two meanings of his dictum.

§ 6. Plato’s interpretation, therefore, of the Protagorean
dictum is merely a trick of his anti-empiricist polemic,
and it may be very closely paralleled by similar charges
which have been brought against modern revivals of
Protagoreanism, and are not likely similarly to prevail
only because they cannot command the services of a
Plato and an executioner. To say that ‘man is theé
measure Qf all things’ necessarily conducts to subjectivism
and to scepticism is simply not true.

The truth is rather that the way to scepticism lies

1 Cp. pp. 316-20.
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through a denzal of this dictum. To a mind, then, desirous
of scientific knowledge the dictum should be fertile only
of a multitude of instructive observations and experiments.
Unfortunately this was not the spirit in which it was
received. A spirit of dialectical refutation cared nothing
for the varieties of physical endowment and of psychical
reaction ; it took no interest in the problems and methods
of scientific measurement. The question ¢ If man is the
measure, then how do we manage to measure?’ was not
raised. What was raised was the unfair, untrue. and
uninstructive cry, ‘then knowledge becomes impossible !’
The levity with which this outcry rises to the lips of a
priori metaphysicians is as extraordinary as the vitreous-
ness of the abodes which ultimately house their own con-
victions. It has often been remarked that the ‘ deceptions !
and ‘ contradictions’ of the senses, which, to the ancients,
provided only texts for sceptical lamentation and excuses
for taking refuge in ‘suprasensible’ Ideas (which were
really nothing more than the acquired meanings of words),
have yielded to modern energy valuable starting-points
for scientific inquiries. To the dialectical temper the fact
that a stimulus may feel both hot and cold simultaneously
is merely a contradiction ; to the scientific temper it gives a
clue to the discovery of the ‘cold’ and ‘hot’ spots of cutaneous
sensibility. Similarly such notions as ‘solid solutions,’ ‘liquid,
crystals,’ invisible ¢light,’ divisible ‘atoms,” ‘ unconscious’
mental life, seem mere foolishness until we realize that the
work of science is not to avoid verbal contradiction, but to
frame conceptions by which we can control the facts.
Another parallel is afforded by the treatment of
Heraclitus’s great discovery of the universality of process
or change. It too was taken to mean that knowledge
was impossible, as if, forsooth, men were usuB.lly altered
beyond recognition overnight, and rivers changed their
courses daily. If the Greeks, instead of indolently content-
ing themselves with a qualitative enunciation of its truth,
had attempted a quantitative estimation of the universal
process, they might have anticipated some of the
most signal triumphs of modern science; and, it may be
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added, they would speedily have convinced themselves of
the practical innocuousness of the Flux, and perhaps even
have learnt, from the impossibility of any but relative
determinations, that practical limitations and a relation to
practical application are inherent in the very nature of
"truth, and that the pretensions of ‘ideals’ which cannot
be applied, and can only condemn all human experience
as unintelligible, prove nothing but the ludicrous falsity of
such ideals. But this assumes that they wanted to know
and were willing to view these doctrines in a scientific
spirit. And this is just where they lamentably failed.

§ 7. That the Hellenic will to know scientifically gave
out at this point is a fact which must certainly be connected
most vitally with the appearance of the stupendous genius
whom history knows only by his nickname, Plato. This
extraordinary man was equally great as a writer and as
a thinker. He was at once a poet and a philosopher, a
prophet and a professor, an initiator and an imitator, a
theologian and a sceptic; and he excelled in all these
parts. Regarded from the literary side he is admirable
as a parodist, as a maker of stories and inventor of fairy-
tales, as a delineator of character, as a critic, as a dissector
of arguments. Regarded as a thinker, he maintains in
equipoise the most contrary excellences. One hardly
knows whether to admire more the grandeur of his con-
structions, or the subtlety of his criticisms, the compre-
hensive sweep of his ‘synoptic’ view, or the patience
which descends into the minutest details. Regarded as
a wit, he was capable of the most reckless raillery, the
most savage satire, the gentlest humour, and a persiflage
so graceful, that Aristophanes compared with him seems
coarsely farcical ; and yet in his serious moods he could
reach heights of solemnity in which the slightest hint of
comedy would seem a profanation. In spite, or perhaps
by reason, of a life-long devotion to philosophy, he never
scrupled to deride the pretensions of philosophers. The
most devoted of disciples, he yet became the most potent
of masters. One of the world’s great artists, he was yet
one of the most puritanical of the censors of art. The
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idealizing apologist of erotic pgssion, he was also the most
austere of moralists and the eulogist of asceticism. A
typical intellectualist, he was also intensely emotional.
By birth a man of quality, he yet knew how to withdraw
from the world of fashion without offending it; an
abstainer from political life, he was yet the most inspiring
of radical reformers; by turns a counsellor of princes and
a recluse in the groves of Academe.

It is plain that no great man has laid upon the world
a harder task in imposing on it ‘the duty of understand-
ing him’; and it is no wonder that posterity has but
imperfectly succeeded. @ We read his writings, preserved
for us in far more perfect shape than those of any other
ancient thinker, and are plunged in unending perplexities
as to their meaning. We listen to the comments of one
of his immediate pupils, and doubt whether, after eighteen
years of intimacy, Aristotle’s genius has comprehended
Plato’s. We flatter ourselves that we should understand
him better if we knew more facts about the historical
order of his works and the circumstances which evoked
them, and hope by the minutest tabulation of his tricks
of style to extort the secrets of their history. But Plato
was master of so many styles, and could parody himself
with such consummate ease, that it is no wonder that the
conclusions of ‘stylometry’ are dubious, and hardly com-
patible with any coherent view of Plato’s philosophic
development. Moreover, even if we knew the facts we
now desiderate, it is quite probable that our perplexities
would only recur in subtler forms. For they ultimately
spring from the personality of their author.

The core of the Platonic problem is Plato’s person-
ality, a personality whose diversity and many-sidedness
is the delight of his readers and the despair of his critics.
How can the clumsy canons of a formal criticism ever
determine what degree of seriousness and literality
attaches to any of his statements, and how far its
meaning should be modified by a touch of irony, of
humour, of satire, of imagination? The simplest even of
Platonic myths is infinitely baffling. Who will undertake
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to expound its meaning fully, to determine where precisely
its formal teaching melts into its imaginative setting, how
much of its detail was premeditated, how much of it the
spontaneous outgrowth of the fairy tale? What again
of the dialogue form? What at any point is the working
compromise between the dogmatic and the dramatic
interest by which the course of the proceedings is deter-
mined? No one, assuredly, who has ever tried so far to
enter into Plato’s spirit as to imitate his literary methods,
will delude himself into thinking that these questions
are ever likely to be answered with exactness. Plato’s
personality is far too rich for the precise analysis all
pedants love.

And yet, perhaps, we may observe a conspicuous gap
even in the far-extended spectrum of this giant soul.
It seems incapable of vibrating in response to the
‘enlightenment of mere empiric fact; and this defect
has had tremendous consequences. For similarly con-
stituted souls are common; and Plato has become their
greatest spokesman. Yet the pathetic futility of apriorism
appears again in this, that ultimately the whole world is
empirical and all that therein is. However, therefore,
we may try to hedge round portions of it against the
intrusions of the unexpected, the very facts that our
hedges can withstand intruders, that we desire to keep
them in repair, and that all this will continue to be true,
are as empirical as the greatest brute of a fact against
which our reason sought protection. Of what value, then,
are a priors guarantees, if the continuance of their applica-
bility to experience, and of their own apriority are both
empirical, and can »o? be guaranteed ?

§ 8. We must affirm, therefore, that Plato’s anti-
empirical bias renders him profoundly anti-scientific, and
that his influence has always, openly or subtly, counter-
acted and thwarted the scientific impulse, or at least
diverted it into unprofitable channels. The potency of
this influeice may best be gauged by observing how
completely Plato’s greatest pupil, Aristotle, has fallen under
his spell. For if ever there was a typically scientific
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mind it was Aristotle’s. That he should revolt against
his master was inevitable for many reasons. That he
should assail the citadel of Plato’s power, the theory of
the ‘Ideas,” in which Plato had hypostasized and deified the
instruments of scientific research and uplifted them beyond
the reach of human criticism, evinced a sound strategic
instinct. But in the end his spirit also proved unable to
escape out of the magic circle of conceptual realism,
which he renders more prosaic without making it more
consistent or more adequate to the conduct of life.
Indeed his analytic sharpness, by exaggerating into
opposition the rivalry between practical and theoretic
interests, which Plato had sought to reconcile in too
intellectualist a fashion, probably contributed, much
against his intentions, an essential motive to that aliena-
tion from scientific endeavour which marks the decline
and fall of Greek philosophy.

It has already been suggested that the theory of Ideas
was the fountain-head whence flowed Plato’s baleful
influence on the growth of knowledge. This influence
it would be hard to overrate. The cognitive function of
the Concept, which Socrates (if we conceive ourselves to
have any really authentic information about his doctrine)
may perhaps be said to have discovered, was so exalted’
and exaggerated by Plato that it became the subtlest and
most dangerous of obstacles to the attainment of the end
it is its proper function to subserve. ~And so, wherever
there is hypostasization and idolatry of concepts, and
wherever these interpose between the mind and things,
wherever they lead to disparagement of immediate experi-
ence, wherever the stubborn rigidity of prejudice refuses
to adapt itself to the changes of reality, wherever the
delusive answers of an a prior7 dialectic leave unanswered
questions of inductive research, wherever words lure and
.delude, stupefy and paralyse, there Truth is sacrificed to
Plato, even by barbarians who have never heard his
name. The Ideal Theory resembles a stranger tor-
pedo-ray than that to which Plato in the Meno likens
Socrates.  Itself one of the great achievements of thg
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human intellect, it both electrifies the mind with brillian
vistas of suprasensible dominion for the soul, and ye
numbs and paralyses some of its highest functions. Fo
it deludes us into thinking that man was made for Idea
to behold and contemplate them for ever, and not Idea
for man and by man, to serve the ends of action.

§ 9. Not the least extraordinary fact about this
wondrous theory is that, strictly speaking, we do not
even know what precisely it was. The culminating point
of conceptual Idealism has always been screened by
impenetrable clouds from the gaze of the faithful as of
the profane, and the former have always had to accept
a ‘myth’ in lieu of the final revelation of truth absolute.
The justification of this assertion is necessarily somewhat
technical, but will go far to initiate us into the secret of
Plato’s fascination.

That there is some ground for doubting whether any
one really knows what exactly the Ideal Theory was,
may be perceived when we ask kow many 1deal Theories
Plato really had. For it seems impossible to trace a
single consistent view throughout his writings; and in
the course of fifty or sixty years of authorship even a
strenuous denier of the Flux may change his views. It
is plain, moreover, that new problems, new difficulties,
new methods, and new points of view sprang up in
Plato’s mind, though it is usually hard to determine how
far they modified his earlier convictions. The critics,
however, agree that the Ideal Theory is not one, but
several, and that an earlier may be distinguished from a
later form thereof.

The earlier theory, as described, eg. by Zeller, forms
the typical or Standard Platonism to which the others
are referred. It is extracted mainly from the Meno, the
Phaedrus, the Phaedo, and the Republic, and is certainly
the most picturesque and fascinating form of conceptual
Idealism. It describes the true home of the soul in a
suprasensible supercelestial world of True Being, where
pure, incorporeal, and without passions, it leads a holy,
blessed, and eternal life, contemplating the beauty and
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excellent harmony of the Ideas, the indivisible and im-
mutable archetypes of the fleeting phenomena that flow
in multitudinous confusion before our dazzled senses.
Thence it is driven (by some inscrutable necessity) to
make periodical descents into the perishable world of
Sense, which is not truly real, but is saved from utter
unreality by its relation to the Ideas in which it can
mysteriously ‘participate’ To know such a world, but
for the Ideas, would be impossible, and to know is rea.lly*
to remember these.

The weak point in this theory lies in the difficulty of
conceiving the connexion between the Ideal world and
the phenomenal, 7z.e. the precise nature of ‘participation.’
That in some sense Plato felt this weakness is brilliantly
attested by the incisive criticism he inflicts on what
seems to be his own theory in the Parmenides. On the
strength of this it is commonly supposed that Plato must
have altered his views; and the evolution of his ‘later
theory of Ideas’ is thought to be traceable in a series of
critical and ‘dialectical’ dialogues, which include also the
Theaetetus, the Sophist, and the Politicus.

The puzzle, however, is to find the theory in its developed
form. It must lurk either in what are regarded as his
latest works, the Laws, the Philebus, and the 7imaeus, or
in the oral lectures, of which Aristotle’s Metaphysics give
a very obscure and polemical account. But the search
through the Laws and the Plizlebus yields little that is
enlightening, while the Z77maeus is so mythical in form
that it is hard—or fatally easy—to find anything therein.
Nevertheless a ‘later theory of Ideas’ has been extracted
or constructed. Its distinguishing marks are, the substitu-
tion of an ideal exemplar (wrapddesyua), which is copied
or imitated by the sensible, for the discarded notion of
¢ participation’ (uéfefis); the restriction of Ideas to
‘natural kinds’; the reduction of ‘not-being’ to differ-
ence; and the recognition of an efficacy or spiritual
activity in the Ideas, which converts them into efficient
causes.

Unfortunately this ‘later theory of Ideas’ is by no
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means well authenticated. The external evidence is dead
against it. Aristotle also has a notion of a ‘later’
Platonic theory. But he represents his aging master,
not as soaring to an absolute idealism, but as sinking
into childish habits of pythagoreanizing. Gomperz points
out! that this is confirmed by the growing import-
ance of mathematics shown in the creative operations
of the Zimaeus, and in the educational methods of the
Laws, in which they wholly take the place of ‘dialectic.’
For the restriction of Ideas to ‘natural kinds’ some
Aristotelian support may, it is true, be invoked. But is
it not unfortunate for this aspect of the ‘later theory of
Ideas’ that in the Parmenides this very procedure should be
derided as a youthful error? And we shall presently see
reason to doubt whether it is an improvement. In any
case, Aristotle’s account of Platonism does not at all
square with the theory of a substantially altered ‘later’
theory. The theory he mainly combats is the old one;
and he parades all the old objections of the Parmenides
without a doubt of their complete relevance? nay, with an
air of having invented them himself?* But to suppose that
Aristotle misunderstood Plato’s fundamental doctrine is a
monstrous assumption, And, we may add, a futile one.

1 L.c. iii. 246-47.

2 His objection that the Ideas are not efficient causes would be particularly
curious and inept, if Plato had adhered to the alleged discovery of the Sophist
(247 E) that substance is activity, and had thereby anticipated Aristotle’s own
conception of évépyeia. But the context shows that Plato had not overcome the
antithesis of motion and rest, and the whole passage ic only one of those which
express his inability to unite the human and the Ideal. Cp. § 17.

3 If we can put the Parmenides so late as 360 B.C., it is just possible that he
did. For we can then read this puzzling dialogue as an attempt by Plato to
abate the conceit of his obstreperous pupil by narrating a fictitious parallel to an
existing situation in the form of a discussion between the venerable ¢ Parmenides’
and the youthful ‘Socrates.’ In the self-criticism of ¢Parmenides’ which
follows, depths of metaphysics are sounded which are intended to make the
objections to the Ideas seem shallow, and to show that their author still retains
his mastery, while an earlier ‘ Aristotle’ is satirically made to give his later name-
sake a lesson in manners by prettily and amiably answering just what is required,
because, forsooth, he is too ‘young’' to raise vexatious objections. But the
dates seem a serious obstacle. For even if it be supposed that the genius ot
Aristotle at twenty-four was capable of propounding posers which the genius or
Plato could not cope with, this dating of the Parmenides would leave only a dozen
years of Plato’s life for the composition of all his later dialogues. And after all,
if neither Plato nor his school had ever answered the objections of the Parmenides,
Aristotle had a perfect right to reiterate them.
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For it makes out Aristotle to have been either a fool, if
he could not understand it, or a knave, if he knowingly
misrepresented it. Or rather, in this case, he would have
been a fool as well as a knave, if he supposed that his
iniquitous procedure could escape exposure at the hands
of Plato’s other pupils.

The ‘later theory of Ideas’ appeals essentially to
internal evidence. But here also its case is none too
strong. Gomperz, who is a friendly critic and accepts the
order of the Platonic dialogues which the theory demands,
has to call attention to the persistence of phrases char-
acteristic of the ¢ earlier’ theory, even in the 77maexs. And
Dr. Horn boldly challenges the fashionable placing of
the ¢ dialectical ’ dialogues affer the Republic! Far from
agreeing with Gomperz (iii. 357) that the latest of them,
the Statesman, is “ manifestly the bridge leading from the
Republic to the Laws,” he argues forcibly that it is quite
a preliminary sketch, which would have been pointless after
the Republic. The logical point involved when the same
author treats the same subject twice with more and less
fulness clearly does not admit of absolute decision. The
later version may be either an elaboration ‘of an earlier
sketch or a succinct reference to a fuller treatment.
It is fallacious also to assume that, because a theory
has been remodelled, it has been improved. So here.
Even Gomperz, who believes in a ‘later’ theory, but
holds that it did not answer the Parmenides, and
amounted really to “ consigning the Ideas to a sphere of
dignified repose in conferring upon them divine rank,”?
has to admit that in some respects its transformation was
retrograde.®

This possibility is the less negligibie because the ¢ later
theory of Ideas’ comes out very badly under logical
examination. Its advocates seem unable to show us how
it escapes from the dilemmas of the Parmenides. How
does the suggestion that the Ideas are models for sensible
phenomena to ‘ imitate,’ bridge the dualistic chasm betweerj
the worlds of ‘reality’ and of ‘appearance’? If ‘Ideas§

v Platonstudien, ii. 379 foll. 2 L.c. i, 181. 3 L. iii. 173.
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nd ‘things’ are different in essence and unrelated in
unction, how can they be so connected that the things
an take cognizance enough of the Ideas to imitate
hem? In the 77maeus Plato escapes the difficulty by
the divine fiat of his Demiurge; but this expedient the
modern ‘friends of the Ideas’ would certainly condemn
as ‘mythical’” The question is the more urgent because
somewhere or other it reappears in all systems of con-
ceptual Idealism.!

Moreover, it would seem that this later version of the
Ideas is fatal to their Jogrsca/ function. If phenomena
become intelligible only by being subsumed under con-
cepts, there must be Ideas of whatever can be pre-
dicated, of relations and of artefacts, of hair and dirt
and evil, of doubleness and if-ness; their restriction to
‘natural kinds,’ despite its metaphysical attractiveness,
is a gross /Jogical inconsequence. And that a desire
to justify the procedures of predication and to explain
the nature of knowledge was one of the main motives of
the Ideal Theory seems undeniable, although Plato does
not make this as explicit as its metaphysical aspect.
Nor can we be wrong in thinking that he intended it to b
logically,” as well as metaphysically, a via media betwee
Eleaticism and Heracliteanism, both of which seemed t
him to render significant assertion incomprehensibld.
But to serve this logical purpose the Ideas /%ad to be
conceived after the fashion of his ‘earlier’ theory. They
had to be single, stable, self-identical predicates common
(ze. applicable) to an infinite plurality of particulars,
They had to live in a world apart in order to transcend
the flux that would otherwise have swamped them.
They had to have communion znfer se, in order that
the connexions of our predications might be absolutely
validated by conforming to those of their eternal arche-
types. They had to be immutable; for how else could
truth be absolute ? ‘

Whatever the difficulties, therefore, which they might
seem to involve, they eould not be disavowed without,

1 Cp. p. 177. 2 Especially in the Theaetetus.
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in Plato’s way of thinking, abolishing the very notion of
truth and all knowledge of reality. It is quite probable,
therefore, that, despite the candour of the Parmenides, he
never really surrendered to criticism, and that all the
objections he encountered only seemed to him to proceed
from a failure to reach his standpoint, and to argue logical
incapacity to grasp the cogency of the grounds on which
his theory reposed. And in a mann~r he was right.
The logical cohesion of the fabric of his thought was such,
that no one, who had once attributed to concepts a reality
superior to that of the phenomena they interpret, could
question it without succumbing ultimately to the very
difficulties brought against himself.

§ r10. If, therefore, we desire to account both for
Plato’s self-criticism in the Parmenides, and the reiteration
of its arguments, almost in so many words, by Aristotle,
and yet to retain the belief that Plato’s Ideal Theory was
one of the great landmarks in the history of thought, and
that its author never quite abandoned it, what shall we
do? We shall have, certainly, to discard the notion of
diminishing our difficulties by doubling the Ideal Theories,
which have to be grasped, expounded, and defended
against substantially the same objections. By trying to
extract fwo theories from Plato we only complicate the
situation with the problem of their relation and that of
Plato’s psychological development; and we sacrifice the
unity of Platonism.

Let us try rather to understand thoroughly the one
theory which indubitably is in Plato. It may then
appear that it leaves no real room for any other. We
may then perceive that it forms the soul of Plato’s
thought, which is neither abandoned, nor altered, nor im-
proved in any points which can be treated as essential,
but persists substantially the same throughout. Not
that, of course, Plato may not have varied at different
times the emphasis and attention bestowed on its various
aspects ; but the truth is, that it could not be really
altered without renouncing what seemed to Plato the most
essential of truths, and that so, however clearly he had

E
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perceived its difficulties, he was equally unable to remedy
them or to remodel it. Plato was perfectly aware of his
difficulties, but unable to remove them; because he
was aware also that they were directly connected with
what most he valued in his theory. But it is just in this
that his greatness appears; his critics and successors,
from Aristotle downwards, have perceived his difficulties,
but not their own; they do not perceive, that is, that
their own conception of knowledge is at bottom Plato’s,
that the difficulties are common to them and him,
and that there is no escape from them except by a
complete abandonment of Plato’s intellectualistic pre-
supposition, and a thorough correction of his funda-
mental error as to the functioning of concepts. So their
gibes recoil upon their own heads, and their imperfectly
thought-out theories of knowledge either stop short of
these ultimate difficulties, or, if they reach them, wreck
themselves on the same rock, and in the same helpless
and inevitable way as Plato’s; while they periodically
raise the cry of ‘back to Plato,’ without perceiving that
Plato can teach them nothing if they are not willing
to take to heart the lesson of his failure. In short, the
grounds of Plato’s embarrassments are also those of his
success ; but to prove this, it is necessary to hark back
much farther than Platonic criticism is wont to go,
namely, to the beginnings of the Ideal Theory, and to
examine its deepest roots.

§ 11. Broadly considered, the Idea! Theory has two
main aspects, the one metaphysical or ontological, the
other logical. It is, on the one hand, Plato’s account of
the true and ultimate reality, and on the other, his account
of the problem of thought, and his solution of ¢the
predication puzzle, as to how S can be . Of these two
aspects we have already noted (§ 9) that the first has
been made more prominent by Plato’s readers, rather
than by Plato himself. Men are more interested to
arrive at ultimate reality than careful to scrutinize the
logical soundness of the steps by which they hope to reach
it. Yet, from a scientific standpoint, it is probably the



1 FROM PLATO TO PROTAGORAS 5I

logical aspect of the Ideal Theory which is more worthy
of admiration ; and it will also prove to be more funda-
mental. For the metaphysical difficulties of Platonism,
which have attracted such widespread attention, are
really secondary ; they arise from deeper logical difficulties
which have been hardly noticed. Hence the ¢mpasse in
which the Ideal Theory ends; hence the perplzxities about
its meaning, and that of the whole Piatonic problem ;
hence, too, the predestined failure of attempts to repair
the metaphysic of Platonism without rectifying its logic.

Plato could not cure his metaphysical troubles
because he could not disavow their logical foundations.
He could not disavow these foundations because of his
conception of the Concept, to renounce which seemed to
him to revert to intellectual chaos; and rather than
provoke this, he was content to recognize a final in-
explicability in his theory of reality. After all it might
seem better to retain an important and valuable truth,
while honestly avowing its shortcomings, than to reject
it wholly because it was not complete. Such an attitude
is natural and pardonable; it only becomes indefensible,
if the theory which has to own to final failure originally
claimed a completeness which it cannot reach.

§ 12. Without, therefore, attempting to fathom the
vicissitudes of Plato’s psychological development, which
were doubtless many though not necessarily recorded in
his writings, we may follow the logical order of his train
of thought, and see how it conducted him to his final crux.

It seemed evident to Plato that his philosophic prede-
cessors had left knowledge in an impossible position.
Neither the ‘Flux’ of Heraclitus, nor the one ‘ Being’ of
the Eleatics, admitted of significant assertion. In the one
case predication was rendered meaningless; how could it
Fe asserted that ‘S 7s P’? If neither S nor P remain
dentical for two moments together, how can it be truer
o say that S 7zs P than that S ¢ not P? Nay, if both

re in a continual flux, if S is for ever passing into #0-S,
nd P into not-P, how can any assertion mean anything
t all? The Eleatic alternative is no better. It so
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emphasizes the identity and unity of Being as to exclude
all difference ; it cannot be asserted that S #s P, but only
that S 7s S, and necessarily incapable of ‘becoming’ P.
But is not this to restrict truth to idle tautologies, and to
invalidate the very form of judgment ?

To Plato, as he meditated on this problem, salvation
seemed to lie in the Concept, which seemed to mediate
between and to reconcile the logical demands of the
antagonistic metaphysics. The philosophical discovery of
the Concept’s function is, perhaps, to be credited to
Socrates, but it is not probable that he had used it as the
basis for a complete Weltanschauung. The Socratic Concept
was still used merely in its natural ‘pragmatic’ way,
as the ideal unity whereby the human mind classifies and
controls the confusing and confused multitude of par-
ticulars, and orders its experience. It was thus essentially
an instrument of human cognition; but it may be
doubted whether Socrates had recognized its fundamental
importance for logic.

Plato was immensely struck with the Concept’s
apparent character as a unity in plurality. Here was
a ‘one’ which apparently controlled a ‘many, which
obediently meant nothing but the ‘one’ they exemplified ;
a ‘one’ which pervaded, instead of excluding a ‘many,
and stood related to them, and yet stood aloof, ze. was
not affected by them nor merged in the flux of sense; a
‘one,’ therefore, which could form the stable centre for a
fixed scheme of classification, whereby tke fleeting flux of
indefinite and infinite perceptions could be measured and
apprehended. The Concept thus became the principle of
permanence and knowableness, opposed to change and
ignorance, as well as the principle of unity. In so far as
anything could be said really to de, and really to be
known, it was by predicating some concept of it. The
‘ss’ of predication was different in kind from the
‘ becomes’ of sense-perception ; but it was the meaning of
the latter and the solution of its mystery.

The more he meditated on the nature of the Concept,
the clearer it seemed to Plato that it supplied the remedy
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for the defects of both his predecessors. By it the
Heraclitean flux of sense was arrested, and provided with
a stable standard of reference, and thereby rendered
intelligible. By it was vindicated not only the indepen-
dence, but the reality of thought—nay, its superior
reality, as against the turbulent confusion of the senses.
By it, again, was rendered intelligible the rigid unity of
the Eleatic One, which now became flexivle and adaptable
to the world; for the ‘Idea’ could be predicated of the
flux without losing its unity and identity.

Nay, more, what was true of each Idea in its relation
to its particulars was a fortzor? true of the Ideas in their
relation to each other. The World of Ideas formed a
system of interrelated concepts, the fixed relations of which
could be made to guarantee the truth of the predications
which reproduced this order. Thus the undifferentiated
unity of Eleaticism was expanded and articulated into a
well-knit system of perfectly knowable Ideas.

Plato, in short, had discovered the function of the
Concept in the organization of experience. He had
become aware of ¢the ideal network,’ by means of which
we fish out of the swirl of events what is of value
for our life. Nor had he discovered this &y /Jalves.
It seems impossible to suppose that he had first dis-
covered the existence of Ideas, and then realized the
need of connecting them into a system, and thereupon
improved his former theory. For no first-rate philosopher
could have discovered the one without at once inferring
the other. The systematic character of the Ideas is
implicit from the first in the assertion of the Idea as
the ‘one’ in the ‘many,” as the unity pervading the flow
of perceptions. Each concept, that is, is a scheme, or
rubric, or pigeon-hole, for the organization and control of
a stream of particulars. It is, in short, a system. It
is.equally manifest that these systems are parts of larger
ones. Concepts are manifestly related to each other.
They congregate into sciences, and the study of these
easily points to the conception of an Ideal which will
completely unify our conceptual world. '
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Accordingly, it is not in the least surprising that
the dialogue which is usually conceived as the cul-
minating point of the ‘earlier’ theory of Ideas, the
wonderful Republic, should already contain in principle the
chief points elaborated in the ‘later’ theory, or that in it
Plato should unequivocally recognize the systematic charac-
ter of the Ideas and the need for their unification by an
ultimate Ideal. The mutual participation in one another
of the Ideas (kowwvia edév), which is introduced as a
familiar notion in 476 A, is just as essential and integral
a postulate of the Ideal Theory as the ‘ participation’ of
the Sensible in the Idea. For it would be of no use
to be able to predicate Ideas of sensible things, if Ideas
could not be predicated of one another. Such ‘ participa-
tion’ is also a necessary presupposition of the Ideal of the
‘Idea of Good, by which Plato puts the coping-stone on
his theory of knowledge. This grand conception is so
simple, and has been so often misinterpreted, that we may
devote a section to the elucidation of its ‘ mystery.’

§ 13. The ‘Idea of Good, in its actual functioning, is
Plato’s substitute for ¢ God, the Prime Cause of all Good-
ness, Beauty, Knowableness, and True Being in the world.
But it is exalted to this supreme position by gradual
steps which it is possible to trace, and to which the clue
lies in an exact translation of the Greek. Its exact
meaning is ‘the Concept of End’ So translating it we
see at once that it represents not only the ideal of unifica-
tion of knowledge, but also (what is quite as important)
the absorption into Platonism of Anaxagoras’s conception
of Purposive Reason (Nods), as the cosmic principle of
order and discrimination, or, as we should say, selection.
It demands, that is, not only that knowledge shall be
unified and ordered, but that its order shall be zeleological,
‘rational’ and ‘good’ A complete explanation of the
world must be in terms of ‘ends,’ and not of ‘ causes’; the
principle of cosmic order must be assimilated to the pro-
cedure of human reason and to human recognitions of
moral values. It is, in short, tke postulate of a complete
teleological explanation of the universe.
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Now Plato was quite well aware that this was a pos-
tulate which in the existing state of the sciences it was
impossible to satisfy. When the time comes for ‘ Socrates’
in the Republic (532 E) to expound to ‘ Glaucon’ the actual
nature of the process whereby the teleological deduction of
everything real and intelligible is to be demonstrated, he
simply declares that he cannot, because the latter has not
studied mathematics far enough. This obviously means
that Plato cannot tell us, because Science is not sufficiently
advanced. But Plato thought that the discovery of the
secret of the universe was not far off ; hence the ardour
with which he subsequently devoted himself to the pursuit
of the sciences, which in his time were most advanced,
which seemed most plainly a priori and ‘independent of
experience, and appeared to illustrate most lucidly both
the  participation’ of Ideas in one another and their fixed
ordering by a superior principle, viz. the mathematical.
Do we not see how, eg. in arithmetic, the numbers stand
in fixed and intelligible relations to one another, and are
yet pervaded and systematized by the nature of the unit?
What wonder, then, that when Plato essayed to expound
the nature of the Good and its relation to the universe,
his lectures should grow, as we are told, so clogged with
abstruse mathematics as to drive away the throngs which
had been attracted by their title? What wonder, again,
that the Good should insensibly degenerate again into the
One, and that a bare, formal, intellectual unity should take
the place of the purposive harmony which the Ideal of the
Good had at first demanded? For it was most unfor-
tunate to try to illustrate the content of the Supreme Pur-
pose from mathematics. These sciences, no doubt, are
ultimately purposive structures, and admirably illustrate
the systematic character of knowledge; but superficially
their procedure is not teleological at all. To reduce the
Good, therefore, to a mere demand for a formal unity,
verbally implicit in the notion of a universe, was to stultify
the whole conception.

§ 14. Plato had discovered the function of the Concept,
and constructed the Ideal of perfect knowledge. But his
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Theory of Ideas overshot the mark in losing sight of the
Concept’s instrumental character. Consequently he pro-
ceeded to misconceive (1) its relation to perception, and
(2) the real nature of the Concept itself.

(1) He had perceived that concepts colligated and
classified percepts, which are ‘known’ by such conceptual
classifications. He perceived also that this ‘knowing,’
however completely it may satisfy our immediate interest,
never exhausts the pofential significance of percepts.
However many ‘Ideas’ are predicated of a percept, it
still admits of further predications (should any one need to
make them). What this really proves is the excellence
of an instrument which cannot be worn out by use.

But Plato took it as a defect. Not in the conceps,
however, but in the percept. It meant that the percept
was such as to elude the grasp of thought. It was too
impermanent, too various, too unstable, too indefinable, to
be fully known, to be really knowable. ~Whatever you,
might say it was, it was always something else as well j
it was always turning into an ‘other’ The perceptual
was always changing, that is, always ‘becoming’; and
‘becoming’ set reason at defiance. If.could. only be
thought as an unintelligible union of ‘not being’ with
‘being” Hence the perceptual world was stained with. a
ineradicable taint; it did not possess true being, nor th
permanence which that entailed. It was vitiated through
and through by a ‘ non-existent,” a u# §», which rendered it
impermanent, and.imperfect, and individual, and in general
accounted for the flux of sense.

It followed that the Sensible was not strictly to be
known. Knowledge is only of universals, ¢ Ideas’; that
which eludes the universal, the infinite particularity of the
‘this, ‘here, and ‘now,’ is strictly unknowable. Science
takes no account of the differences between one man and
another ;! demonstration stops with the least general
‘law’ (which, however, is still a universal) ;? there can be
no definition of the individual. True knowledge, there-

1 Theaetetus, 209. Cp. Essay, iii. § 18.
2 Cp. Rep. 511 B., and Essay, vi. §§ 3, 4.
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fore, is wholly conceptual, and essentially independent of
‘sense,’ even though for unreal beings, wallowing in the
obscurities of the phenomenal, it may have to be
perceived, and extracted from a  this-here-now.’

An easy fusion, further, of the ethical with the epis-
temological meaning of ‘living by the senses,’ here forms
a natural starting-point for a moral devejopment of the
Ideas as Ideals, which made the Platonic disparagement
of the world of sense a basis for asceticism and a
jumping-off place to a ‘heaven’ of pure thought, which
assuredly no individual souls could have attained.!

§ 15. The question which naturally arises at this
point is why any one should look any further for the
source of the Platonic ywpiouds, the ‘transcendence’ or
‘ hypostasization ’ of the Platonic Ideas. The metaphysical
dualism of the Ideal Theory is plainly implicit in its
epistemological dualism. The dualistic chasm between
the Real and the Phenomenal is merely the translation
into ontological language, the application to the meta-!
physical problem, of the dualistic antithesis between
‘thought’ and ‘sensation,’ ‘knowledge’ and ‘opinion,’
merely a consequence of a formulation of an ideal of
knowledge which had abstracted from personality and
ignored individuality, and so had constitutionally incapa-
citated itself from understanding actual knowing. .
/  The Platonic Idea has emancipated itself from man ;
it has become so ‘ independent’ as to have lost all intrinsic
connexion with human knowing; it has soared to so
‘supercelestial’ an Empyrean that human effort and
human aspiration can no longer follow it. Consequently
when it revisits the terrestrial scene, it ‘descends into the
Cave,’ and demeans itself by consorting with man, whose
whole life, with its interests, individuality, and imper-
manence, it must heartily despise. For the ¢Ideal’
Theory of knowledge has no intrinsic connexion with
human life; man for it is an encumbrance to be over-

1 Whether, however, Plato himself perceived the incompatibility of individual
immortality with his theory of knowledge is doubtful, His arguments, as Teich-
miiller has shown, never ‘ prove’ more than the immortality of soul as a prin-
ciple ; but he may have taken the plurality of souls for granted empirically.
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come, and not a master to be served. The connexion
which appears to exist between the two is intrinsically
unintelligible, because they are not really related; it is
impossible to explain how man can rise to the contem-
plation of eternal truth, or why the Idea should descend
to distort itself in human thoughts. And what is the
relation of the Ideal archetype to its human copies’ is
the greatest unintelligibility of all. To shirk this ques-
tion by merely remarking that all the copies are imper-
fect is plainly insufficient. For this does not explain the
various sorts and degrees of inadequacy with which human
ideas are afflicted, nor account for their occurrence in the
place and at the time they occur. And since ex Aypotiesi
the ideal Idea is never realized on earth, it cannot be
appealed to to discriminate between a ‘true’ idea and a
‘false, between one man’s idea, and one man’s ideal, and
another man’s: the whole notion of the eternal Idea is,
in short, devoid of application.

§ 16. If, however, undismayed by this logical collapse,
we proceed to translate the theory into metaphysics, we
inevitably reach the results on which the charge of
dualism is commonly based.

The Ideas are the true Reality which exists eternally
in absolute self-sufficing independence (ad76 xaf’ aiTo
ael &v): sensible things, which ‘somehow’ are debased
unintelligible ‘ copies’ of them, are not truly real. Human
ideas (‘opinions’) are in general at a still lower level of
imitation (elkacia); yet the philosopher can ‘somehow’
rise to a vision of the true Ideas, and, when he does so,
he grasps reality, and his ideas are rendered true because
they predicate the eternal relations of the absolute Ideas. |

This is all the metaphysical version of the Ideal
Theory comes to, the substance of Platonic metaphysics.
Only Plato, being a poet, translates the ‘somehow’ into
brilliantly pictorial imagery and the most gorgeous
‘myths’ His modern imitators, who are not poets, can
eke out this jejune ‘somehow’ only by pseudo-religious
homilies on the necessary limitations of human knowledge
and the presumption of trying to understand wholly what
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is avowedly a theory of absolute truth; but it is a moot
oint whether they perceive the grotesque contradiction
Eetween the claims and the achievements of their theory.!
There is no reason to suppose, however, that Plato
himself was, even transiently, deceived. Even without the
Parmenides, the variegated metaphors with which he else-
where describes the relation which is null, the connexion
which is impossible, between the Ideal and the Sensible,|
the Real and the inexplicable unreality of the Apparent,
between Absolute Truth and absolutely incomprehensible
Error, should convince us that his language was intended
to be pictorial. It does not really matter whether the.
Sensible is said to ¢ participate’ in the Real, or to ‘imitate’
it, or to ‘copy’ it as an archetypal model. It does not
really matter whether ‘the world of Ideas’ is situated in
‘a heavenly place’ or in ‘supercelestial space,’ whether
human knowledge is derived from ‘recollections’ of pre-
natal visions, or elicited from potentialities of eternal
truth inherent in the mind, whether human souls are one
or many, incarnated or reincarnated, composed of mortal
or immortal ¢ parts,’ or both ; in every case the real diffi-
culty is one and the same. The descent from the Ideal
is an unmediated, incomprehensible Fall, a submergence
of the Real in a Flux of Illusion. So long as this Fall
is unexplained, Plato has rescued knowledge from the
Flux only by getting it into a fix.
It is quite superfluous, therefore, to indict Plato’s meta-
physic for its failure ‘to derive the Sensible,’ to connect
the Real with the Transcendent, to bridge the chasm

1 Prof. ]. S. Mackenzie in Mind, N.S. xv. No. 59, must surely be ironical. For
after advocating what he calls his ‘old idealism’ (which, as attenuated in his
statement, becomes indiscernible from realistic monism) on the ground that ‘¢ the
theory seems to make the universe intelligible to us, and we cannot think of any
alternative theory that does " (p. 323), and alleging that this is ‘‘ the only ultimate
kind of proof that can be given,” he goes on to say that ‘‘it would be absurd
to expect any system of Idealism to show the rationality of the universe in such a
sense as this,” Z.e. by a teleological explanation of particular events and physical
processes, such as Plato himself demanded in the Phaedo! And finally it turns
out that even so ‘Idealism’ cannot fulfil the duty to which it has restricted itself,
and he will ‘‘by no means affirm that it can, in this present life, become com-
pletely intelligible to us "' (p. 328). Truly, an amazing confession from a theory
which demanded acceptance on the ground of its unique ability to render the
world completely intelligible! Cp. also Mr. Bradley in M¢nd, No. 74, and my
comments in No. 76.
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between the Ideal and the Human. Habemus confitentem
reum ; Plato himself has admitted and deplored the fact,
far more completely and compactly, and in far finer
language than any of his critics and successors.! Plato
has anticipated all their difficulties, objections, and sugges-
tions for a cure—the problem of the ‘transcendence’ or
‘independence’ of the Idea—Aristotle’s ‘third man,’ ze.
the infinite series of impotent mediators between the Idea
and the sensible thing—the problem of the unity of an
Idea which is exemplified in and distributed among in-
finite particulars—the objection to recognizing eternal
Ideas of everything that can be named or invented—the
nullity of a thought which neither is nor can be thought
by any one—the vain device of an absolute thinker to
retain in thought the Ideas not in human use >—the fatal
divorce between human and Ideal truth—the ur.zxnowable-
ness of the latter and its unconcern about the former—the
incapacity of the Divine, just because it is divine, to know
the human—all these were familiar to Plato as conse-
quences of his theory.

But it is fallacious to argue that, because he recognized
these difficulties, he was able or willing to remove them.
He appears to have regarded them as the price which
had to be paid for the Ideal Theory. And he never
refuses to pay the price. All that in the Parmenides
(135 C€) he has to set against the objections he has
enumerated is, that if_the Ideas are abandoned, knowledge
is impossible ; and this remark is significantly put into the
mouth of ¢Parmenides,’ who has just made havoc of the
‘Socratic’ theory. If the price seems to us stupendous,
and the gain incommensurate, we should at least reflect
that the cost of an (approximately) consistent intellectu-
alism has not been reduced since Plato’s day, and that, even
with all its difficulties, Plato might well remain convinced
of the fundamental value of his theory.

For after all was not all knowledge, in the true.
sense, still manifestly conceptual? Were not Ideas, and!

1 Cp. especially Parmenides, 131-4.
2 For this would seem to be implied in the * thinking Ideas’ of Parm. 132 C.
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nothing but Ideas, used in all predication? Was not
that which is not ‘ Idea’ incapable of being thought, or
expressed, or understood? Nay, in the end, what but
an Idea could be predicated as existent, ze. could é&e
at all? All this was true and important, and less
specious theories have often been upheld on feebler
grounds.

What, then, of the charge that Plato tas wantonly and
vainly duplicated the real world by his Ideal world? It
is simply not true that he has asserted the existence of
two real worlds, of which one is superfluous. He has
asserted only onze real world, viz. the Ideal world, just as
he has asserted only one form of true ‘knowledge,
viz. that of concepts. He has had to admit, indeed, that
besides the real world there appears to exist also a world of
sense, which is a world of illusion, and can be perceived,
but is not to be rendered fully intelligible even by the Ideas
which pervade it. But his metaphysic is no more really
dualistic than that of the Eleatics. Parmenides also had
described a ‘ way of opinion’ to deal with the sensible world
which ‘ somehow ’ coexisted with the Absolute One. Plato’s
account is essentially the same, with two improvements. He
has articulated the One into a system of Ideas; and he
has suggested that though the illusion is incomprehen-
sible, we can yet in a way comprehend why it should,
and that it must, be so. For we can understand that if
reasoning as such inevitably predicates Ideas, a rational
deduction of what is not Idea is inconceivable. Thus the
very existence of the non-existent is to be grasped only
by ‘a spurious reasoning.’

And yet it was most natural that the Platonic doctrine
should be, at once and persistently, misunderstood. The
truth of Plato’s theory is evident only to those who can
see with Plato’s eye and from Plato’s point of view. His
doctrine must appear as an assertion of fwo real worlds
once we presume the initial reality of our phenomenal,
world of sense. To view it in this way at once renders th
Ideal world a second world, which claims superior reality
but is ludicrously unable to make good its claim, because
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‘it fails to establish any real connexion with the primary
reality of the world it essays to control.

But this interpretation is false to Plato’s thought.
Plato had never admitted the primary reality of our
phenomenal world. On the contrary, he had denounced
it as tainted with unreality. For Plato, therefore,
Platonism is a ome-world view ; its dualism lies not in
metaphysics, but in epistemology.

For Aristotle, his unknown predecessors (answered in
the Parmenides), and his successors, it is no doubt a zwo-
world view, split by a metaphysical chasm between the two
worlds.

It all depends, therefore, on the standpoint. The
true Platonic standpoint assumes the reality of the Ideal,
and starts with it, but is unable to get down to the
lhuman world. The Aristotelian standpoint, which is
\that of common-sense, assumes the reality of the human
‘world, starts with that, comes to the brink of the same
chasm from the opposite side, and is, of course, unable to
leap across it to the Ideal. There is not really any differ-
ence of opinion about the actual facts of the situation:
both sides come to the same gap, and are stopped by it.

The sole question is as to which is our proper stand-
point. Now this question might be argued with endlesd
subtlety ; for on the one hand absolute truth would seem
to be visible only from the Ideal standpoint; on the other
human truth would seem to be that proper to man.
What, however, cuts the discussion short is the simple
fact that before @ man can maintain the Ideal standpoint
it must be reached from the human by a man. And if man
can attain it, he ought to be able to leave it again. If]
therefore, it appears that there is no road back to the
human from the Ideal, it clearly cannot have been reached
by valid means. So what Plato has forgotten is the
deduction of his standpoint. He must have jumped to
his Ideal standpoint. Once he got to it, all went
swimmingly, until the time came for a return to earth ;
then he found he could not return, but without under-|
standing why. Accordingly all he can say is that the Ideal
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world is certainly real, that the world of sense is not, and
that if the Ideas are denied, thinking must stop, because
all predication uses concepts. Now all these things,
which are in a manner true, he says unweariedly from
first to last. That his attitude has seemed perplexing
and obscure is wholly due to his critics’ lack of per-
ception. They have not penetrated into the depths of
Plato’s problem, nor seen that the real difficulty springs
from his conception of knowledge.

And so they have actually thought themselves entitled
to scorn Plato’s metaphysic while submissively accepting
his notion of the Concept! But this is no way of breaking
Plato’s spell ; and the resulting failures to solve his problem,
nay, to avoid repeating his confessions of embarrassment,
in almost the same words, are distinctly humorous.
Aristotle’s devices, for example, for avoiding the tran-
scendence of the Idea seem deliciously naive. He
declares that, of course, ‘universals’ must be conceived
as immanent in their ‘particulars’; but how this can be,
he is quite unable to explain. He protests (rightly
enough) that individual substances are primary reality,
and that universals are only ‘second substances’; but for
lack of insight into the instrumental function of the latter,
his theory of knowledge ends in the unresolved contradic-
tion that, since knowledge is essentially of universals, the
metaphysical order Is epistemologically impossible, and
individuals, which in metaphysics are ultimate reality, in
epistemology are as such unknowable! It thereupon
seems only a secondary mishap that after all his denuncia-
tions of Platonic ywpiopos he should have to make his own
vods something ywpioréy, or to postulate the transcend-
ence of his deity, who is really quite as much dissevered
from the universe as the Platonic Idea, and can act on
it only by the magic of the world’s desire for his perfect
‘form.

As for Plato’s followers, whose name is legion, their
labour has been that of Danaids. They have been trying
to carry the waters of truth in Plato’s conceptual sieve,
without so much as perceiving that the vessel leaked.
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And this, at least, Plato may claim to have perceived,
even though he was at a loss for means to stop the
leakages of truth through the holes in his conception of
the Concept.

§ 17. For the only real escape from his embarrass-
ments lay in a direction in which he could not and would
not look for it, viz. in a radical recognition of the func-
tional and instrumental natyre of the Concept. But this
would have involved a rehabilitation of the senses and
of immediate experience, and a complete remodelling of
Plato’s conceptions of Truth and Reality. Even if by
some strange chance he had caught a glimpse of this
way out, he would have averted his eyes from the im-
pious spectacle. The view that concepts are not unalter-
able and only relatively constant (like mere material
things), being essentially tools slowly fashioned by a
practical intelligence for the mastery of its experience,
whose value and truth reside in their application to the;
particular cases of their use, and not in their timeless;
validity nor in their suprasensible ofzum: cum dignitate in.
a transcendent realm of abstractions, would have seemed
to him as paradoxical and monstrous and unsatisfying
as it still does to his belated followers. Yet it is this
notion of Truth, this insight into the function of Ideas,
which the working of Science has slowly brought to light,
after many centuries of incessant and by no means always
successful warfare against the glamour of the gorgeous
castles which Platonism has erected in and out of the air.

There had been a couple of huge mistakes in Plato’s
¢onception of the Concept’s function: (1) The initial
abstraction from its human side was really illegitimate ;
and so (2) no provision had been made for the grow?/
of truth.

(1) Because in ordinary cases our reasoning can often
abstract from the personal peculiarities of this man or]
that, it does not follow that we can abstract from alj
men, and dehumanize truth as a whole. Because we
make truth what may be, roughly, called ‘independent,
it does not follow that it can be absolutely so, or that it
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is logically irrelevant that we make it so for certain purposes
of our own. In point of fact, the whole depersonalizing
or dehumanizing of truth (and of reality) must be con-
ceived, and limited, pragmatically. It is a procedure
which is useful, and works for certain limited purposes ;
but it breaks down woefully and irretrievably when it is
conceived as ultimate. ¢ Pure Reason,’ defecated of all
human interests, can assert its rationality as little as its
existence.

(2) One of the chief characteristics of human truth is
its progressiveness. It is essentially a thing that must
grow and develop through stages subsequently known as
‘errors.” Ideal truth, on the other hand, is conceived as
inerrant, and as fixed and immutable in its perfection.
When, therefore, Platonism abstracted from the human
side of knowing, it implicitly rejected also the conception
of a growth of knowledge. To render such growth con-
ceivable, concepts must zo¢f be conceived as rigid, but as
improvable and adjustable to new conditions. It is
here that a priori dogmatism fails. Its fallacy does not
lie in its deductive procedure, but in its tacit as-
sumption that tke conceptions it argues from are final
and mnot to be revised. But for this assumption, a
‘contradiction’ might only prove that the conceptions
used were insufficient for their work. And if there is
always this alternative inference from an apparent case
of contradictory conceptions, how can the intellectualist
belief in a purely formal criterion of truth, which regards
it as mere self-consistency, be sustained, or the pragmatxc
appeal to consequences be averted ?

The Platonic Ideas illustrate this situation admirably.
Plato had perceived that stable concepts were needed for
significant assertion and profitable inquiry. But (as in
the similar cases of the ¢independence’ of ‘reality,’ and of
“truth’) this stability was not conceived pragmatically, z.e.
as the amount and sort of stability which concepts need
to fulfil their actual function. It was cut loose from
human knowing, and taken as absolute. Concepts there-
by became immutable. But if our concepts are immutable,

F
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our knowledge cannot grow. Conversely, if our know-
ledge grows, our concepts cannot be immutable. If,
therefore, there are immutable concepts, they cannot, at
any rate, be ours. They are different in kind, and so
cannot explain human knowledge. The inability, in
‘short, of the Platonic Idea to descend to earth is inherent
in its construction.

If, without realizing this fundamental divorce between
the Ideal and the human, into which Platonism has been
beguiled, we try to adjust the Platonic Idea to the growth
of knowledge, we at once evolve a tissue of absurdities.

(1) If the Ideal World is to remain connected with
ours, and to be affected by our judgments, it would
follow that any change in our world would have to be
reflected in the Ideal. Every time any one hit upon a
new predication which could sustain its claim to truth,
every time a new reality, say a motor car, was made or
generated, or an old one, say a dodo, became extinct,
there would have to ensue a responsive readjustment in
the eternal system of Ideas. But would not this destroy
its eternity, and effectively include it in the sphere of the
Sensible? How could Ideas, thus subject to Becoming,
thus perfected in time, any longer function as representa-
tive of timeless ¢ Being’?

(2) But even if a Becoming of the Ideas were admitted,
it would not explain the Becoming of the Sensible. The
Ideal Bed may be, as we are told in the Republic (596),
the eternal reality, of which all real beds are imperfect
copies ; but how does it assist or explain the genesis of
the latter? Humanly speaking, beds were invented by
men, in response to human needs, by the practical
exercise of their intelligence for the manipulation of
reality, at a definite stage in the history of man’s pro-
gress. But what had eternal Ideas to do with any part
of this history? How can the eternal nature of the
Ideal Bed account for the time, or the place, or the
material, or the inventor of the first construction of beds,
or for their subsequent improvements, and the consequent
expansion in our notions of what an ideal bed requires?
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Shall we assert that the Ideal Bed, e.g. had spiral springs
all along, because the best beds now possess them, or
deny this, because in Plato’s time such modern im-
provements had not been thought of ?

(3) If, on the other hand, we rigidly maintain the
é‘lanscendence of the Ideal, we must lose connexion with

uman knowing. The latter becomes a sclf-directing
rocess which Pure Reason cannot sancticn or understand,
hile Ideal Truth becomes the meaningless monopoly of
\Gods who, as Plato said, cannot know the human! How
clearly Plato himself had seen this objection is attested
also by a remarkable passage in the Soplist (247-9),
which points out that knowledge of the Ideas implies
an interaction between them and us, and so their
alteration, and thereby a sacrifice of their independence,
absoluteness, and immutability. In return, they are
promised motion, life, soul, intelligence, and purposive
reason: but what of their stability? Plato can see a
way to reconcile these conflicting postulations as little
as in the Parmenides; he leaves the contradiction un-
resolved.

It is easy, of course, to say that he ought on no
account to have put up with it. He ought to have
adopted the more tolerable alternative; he ought to have
upheld at all costs the relevance of the Ideas to
human knowing ; he ought to have taken account of
the growth of knowledge; he ought to have sacrificed
the eternity and immutability of truth.

It is easy for us to say this, because we can realize
that the concepts we use are continuously changing as
our knowledge grows, though more slowly than our
percepts, and that immutability is neither a fact nor a
necessity. We can see, indeed, that so far from postulating
immutability, our concepts could not perform their
functions if they did not change. We are thus com-
pelled to conceive any ‘absolute’ truth which is relevant
to actual knowing as nothing more than, as it were,
humanly absolute, i.e. as an ideal for us, which we are

1 Parmenides, 134 E.
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really making and realizing, and which must, for that very
reason, zo¢ be eternally accomplished.

But Plato could not see this.! He could not see his
way to changing his notion of the Concept without
demolishing knowledge. He could see no way of com-
bining the purity of knowledge per se with its attainment
by us. He could not see that the constancy of a concept
predicated, need be no greater than suffices to express
the purpose and convey the meaning of a judgment.
He could not see this, because the purpose was just part
of that Protagorean humanism, which he had interpreted
and repudiated as scepticism.

But though he did not see this, he saw far more
than his successors. The whole intellectualist theory of
knowledge is a washed-out replica of Platonism, inferior
in design, execution, vividness of colouring, and above all
in significance. For the clearness with which Plato had
pointed to the flaw of his theory ought to have suggested
the need for a thorough re-examination of the function of
the Concept. In point of fact it did nothing of the kind.
The later intellectualists hardly realized how completely
they were dependent on Plato for the foundations on
which they built; they bhardly ever penetrated to the
fundamental difficulties of their common theory.

18, To us at last the way is clear. We must
conceive the Concept as an instrument of human know-
ledge, and its nature as relative to, and revealed in, it
use, and therefore to be discovered by attentive stud
of actual knowing, and not by meditation and dialectica

1 Prof. J. A. Stewart has, however, propounded (in Plafo's Doctrine of
ldeas) a brilliant and original theory that the so-called ‘Socratic’ dialogues,
so far from being scientifically negligible, are really essential to the complete
statement of the Ideal Theory, and should be taken as exemplifying tke function
of the Concept in use, and as supplementing the account of the adstract concept
given in the dogmatic dialogues, on which alone the traditional descriptions of
Platonism have been based. If this attractive theory can be substantiated in
detail, the current estimates of Plato will have to be profoundly modified, and we
also can no longer treat him as a complete intellectualist. He could be charged
only with a failure to make clear the logical connexion between his two types of
dialogue, and to emphasize the vital importance of the functional view of the
Concept. Even on the most favourable interpretation, however, we can hardly
ascribe to him a full perception of the fact that the whole meaning of concepts
depends on their use and application.
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¢ criticism’ of abstracted and unmeaning ‘forms of
thought” Let us go back to Plato, by all means;
but let us go back, not with the intention of repeating
his mistake and painfully plunging into the ‘chasm’
he has made, but in order to correct his initial error.
But to do this we must return from Plato to Protagoras.
We must abandon the attempt to dehumanize know-
ledge, to attribute to it an ‘independence’ of human
purposes, an ‘absoluteness’ which divorces it from life,
an ‘ eternity ’ which is unrelated to time.

Or rather, if we wish to retain these hallowed terms,
we must construe them pragmatically. ¢Independence’
must not be construed as a denial of connexion with
human life, but as a description of the selective valuation
which discriminates some more precious contents in human
experience from others of inferior value. ¢ Absoluteness’
must designate the ideal of complete adequacy for every
human purpose, while the eternity’ of truth must mean
its applicability at whatever time we will.

But to follow up the promise of these novel courses,
we must start once more, with Protagoras, from the
personal judgments of individuals, and study their develop-
ments, the ways in which they originate under the
promptings of complex psychic forces, the ways in which"
they are combined into systems, and are verified, and
claim and secure ‘objective’ validity, and engender the
final ideal of an independence and absoluteness which
are so easily misinterpreted into a nullification of the
processes that generated them. We must radically
disabuse our minds of the notion that Humanism means
Subjectivism, or Subjectivism Scepticism.

That Subjectivism need not coincide with Scepticism
is apparent from the fact that even the extremest
Solipsism need not doubt its own sufficiency. In point
of fact, it is Intellectualism which passes into Scepticism :
it engenders Scepticism so soon as the breakdown of its
impossible demands becomes evident to those who cannot
bear to part with it.

As for Subjectivism, no Protagorean would admit the
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charge. He would not admit that in starting with the
individual he had also committed himself to finish up with
him. In knowing, also, the beginning and the end of
man’s career lie far asunder., And he sees, of course,
that of the individual judgments made only a small
percentage are ever recognized as valid. But he observes
also that every one has a strong interest to get his
claims validated. Truth is one of the very few objects
of human desire of which no one desires the exclusive
rights.! For if it could win no recognition, it would so
far not work, and so fail to be ‘true’ It is easy to see,
therefore, that beings who live socially must speedily
accumulate large bodies of what they take to be ¢ objective’
truth, and that such truth must, on the whole, involve
and facilitate salutary adjustments of action. In point
of fact, the great social problem is not how to control
the individual and to secure conformity with existing
valuations, but how to secure and promote the individual
variations which initiate improvements.

The two supreme maxims of Hellenic wisdom, Know
thyself, and Man is the Measure, therefore, are not in
conflict with each other, nor with the facts of life, and
their prosperous manipulation. They yield, at any rate,
a better guidance and a saner inspiration for man than
the unattainable phantom of an Ideal which exists
eternally, immutably, and absolutely for itself.

1 Cp. Humanism, p. §8.
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THE RELATIONS OF LOGIC AND
PSYCHOLOGY!

ARGUMENT

§ 1. Humanism as logical ¢psychologism.” § 2. It is beneficial to a Logic
which has lapsed into scepticism, because it has abstracted from actual
knowing. § 3. Definition of Psychology as a descriptive science of
concrete mental process. It can recognize cognitive values and claims,
though § 4 Logic must evaluate them, and thus arises out of Psychology.
Impossibility of forbidding it to describe cognitive processes. § 5.
Definition of Logic, a normative science arising out of the existence
of false claims. § 6. Interdependence of the two sciences. The risks
of abstracting from any psychical fact. § 7. (1) Thinking depends
essentially on psychological processes, such as interest, purpose, emotion,
and satisfaction. § 8. (2) The fundamental ¢logical’ conceptions,
¢ necessity,” ¢certainty,” ¢self-evidence,’ ‘truth’ are primarily psychical
facts.  ¢Logical’ certainty due to the extension of potential beyond
actual purpose in thinking. § 9. (3) The fundamental ¢logical’ opera-
tions have psychological aspects. £.g. the postulate of idenmtity.
Meaning dependent on context and purpose. The actual meaning ws.
the meaning pger se. The problem of understanding. The ¢logical’
abstractions as to meaning dangerous and false. Judgment an inti-
mately personal affair, which cannot be depersonalized, and is naturally

1 The necessity of treating this subject from a Humanist point of view is
evident. It was borne in upon me with peculiar force by two circumstances.
The first was that the excellent articles on ‘ Pragmatism versus Absolutism,’ by
Prof. R. F. A. Hoernle in Mind (xiv. N.S. Nos. 55 and 56), seemed to imply
a serious misapprehension of the conception of Psychology which we are bound
to entertain. Such misapprehension, however, is so natural, so long as no
formal treatment of the interrelations of Logic and Psychology is in print, that
it seemed imperative to attempt its removal.

Secondly, being called upon to start a discussion before the Aristotelian
Society, in which Professor Bosanquet and Dr. Hastings Rashdall also partici-
pated, I selected the question whether Logic can abstract from the psychological
conditions of thinking. The discussion which ensued will be found in the
Society's Proceedings for 1905-6, and though it was rather at cross purposes,
and on the whole illustrates only the difficulty philosophers have in understand-
ing one another, it enabled me to realize what a radical difference exists
between the Humanist and the intellectualist conceptions of these sciences. It
seemed helpful, therefore, to discuss these conceptions, and so this essay is
based in part on the ‘ symposium’ of the Aristotelian Society.

71
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related to questions and postulates. § 10. Can even desire be
abstracted from? A case of postulatory reasoning examined. § II.
As meaning always depends on context, and context on personality, is
Logic entitled to abstract from the knower’s personality? § 12. The
anti-psychological standpoint of intellectualist logic, Its assumptions.
(1) “Pure,” and (2) ‘independent’ thought. (3) ¢Depersonaliza-
tion.” (4) The separation of thinking from ¢ willing’ and °¢feeling.’
§ 13. Is its standpoint descriptive or normative? or both and either?
§ 14. Incompetence of Logic for psychological description: its
unjust encroachment on psychology and result, § 15, the stultifica-
tion of psychology and the suicide of logic, stz Prof. Bosanquet.
§ 16. The great abstraction which ruins logic. § 17. ¢ Depersonaliza-
tion’ involves abstraction from error, which must yet be acknowledged
to exist, Mr. Joachim’s confessions. Hence § 18 the complete break-
down of intellectualist logic, owing to a separation of the ideal and the
human which renders both meaningless. This is Plato’s old error,
in the Zheaetetus. § 19. The remedy is to refrain from dekumanizing
knowledge, by (1) etkherealizing it, i.e. abstracting from its application,
and (2) degersonalizing it, 7.e. abstracting from the knower’s purpose.

§ 1. IT will, probably, be conceded by all philosophers
that the sciences are all (in some sense) connected with one
another, and that the precise way in which their connexion
is conceived will depend on the way we conceive the
sciences themselves. Nor will it be disputed that
since the definitions of a growing science must to some
extent change with the growth of our knowledge of the
data of that science, the relations of such sciences to each
other cannot be immutable. Consequently it may be
inferred with some confidence that the Humanist move-
ment must have introduced some modifications and novel-
ties into our conceptions of Logic and of Psychology, and
of their relations to each other. This has, indeed, been
pretty widely recognized. In Germany, for example,
the analogous tendencies are commonly described,
as ‘Psychologism, and if ‘Psychologism’' means a
demand that the psychical facts of our cognitive func-
tioning shall no longer be treated as irrelevant to Logic,
it is clear, both that Humanism is Psychologism, and that
the demand itself is thoroughly legitimate, and not to be
dismissed with a mere non possumus. For when Humanism
demands that philosophy shall start from, and satisfy, the
whole man in his full concreteness, and not exclusively
concern itself with a sort of elegant extract, a highly
perfumed and sophisticated  essence’ of man, dubbed ‘ the
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rational intelligence,’ there is certainly included in its
demand a much greater respect for the actual procedures
of human cognition and a much less easy-going acceptance
of petrified conventions than the traditional Logic will
find at all convenient.

§ 2. Yet a sincere attempt to comply with the
demands made upon it, whether in the name of Psycho-
logy or of Humanity, would do Logic no harm. Nay, it
might even prove its salvation. For its present condition
is anything but prosperous. It has lapscd into an
impotent scepticism, which is irremediable so long as it
cannot, or will not, emancipate itself from intellectualistic
presuppositions which render actual knowing inherently
‘irrational’ So it has been forced practically to abandon
the attempt to account for knowing. It has been driven
to represent the processes by which de facto knowledge
is increased as logically invalid. Predication has become
for it a puzzle, inference a paradox, proof an impossibility,'
discovery a wonder, change a contradiction, temporal
succession incompatible with Science (which all the while
is busily engaged with predicting the future!), indivi-
duality an irrelevance, experience an impertinence, sensa-
tion a piece of unmeaning nonsense, thinking ‘extra-
logical,” and so forth and so on. After delivering itself
of these valuable ‘criticisms’ of our ordinary cognitive
procedures, it has retired into an ‘ideal’ world of its own
invention, out of space, out of time, out of sight (and
almost out of mind!), where it employs its ample leisure
with studying ‘types’ that never lived on land or sea,
and constructing a Aortus siccus of ‘forms,’ and compiling
unworkable ¢ systems,’ and concocting unrealizable ‘ideals,’
of ‘ Thought,’ all of which have about as much relation to
actual knowing and to human truth as the man in the
moon! But even in its suprasensible asylum the Erinyes
of the Reality it has abandoned and betrayed pursue it;
it cannot manipulate to its satisfaction even the ﬁgments
and phantoms of the imaginary world which haunt it.

1 See Prof. Case’s article on * Logic' in the Encyclopedia Britannica (10th ed.
xx. 338) for a lucid exposition of this situation, with some excellent comments.



74 STUDIES IN HUMANISM 1t

Its ‘forms’ do not afford it asthetic satisfaction; its
‘types’ are broken before ever they are used ; its‘systems’
will not hold together ; its ‘ideals’ decline to be harmoni-
ous. In vain does it cry out to metaphysics to save it
from imminent co'lapse into the abyss of scepticism ;
its cognate metaphysics have abundant troubles of their
own, and are even more hopelessly involved in morasses
that border the brink cf the pit; they find, moreover, al/
the sciences beset by similar distresses, and can vouchsafe
no answer save that the Real, at all events, does not
appear, nor can what appears be real.

In such a desperate plight it is surely not unbecoming
to approach the logician with the suggestion that his
troubles may be largely of his own making, that possibly
his conception of Logic is at fault and capable of amend-
ment, and gently to point out to him that after all what he
originally undertook to do, but has now apparently quite
forgotten, was to provide a reasoned theory of actual
knowing, that the existence of such actual knowing is an
empirical fact which is not abolished by his failure to
understand it, that this fact constitutes his datum and his
raison d'étre, that he may as well accept it as the touch-
stone of his theories, and that it is the ‘ideals of thought’
which must be accounted wrong if they cannot be rendered
compatible with the facts which formed their basis. He
may at least be called upon to consider the possibility
that, if he consents to start from actual knowing, and
refrains from welcoming ‘ideals’ until they have been
authenticated by their connexion with the facts and
verified by their working when applied, he may reach
an altogether more profitable and effective conception of
Logic than that which is falling to pieces.

§ 3. Let us make bold, then, to re-define our sciences
and to re-conceive their relations.

And first of all let us consider the wider and lower of
these sciences, to wit Psychology. Without concerning
ourselves with the questions as to how far Psychology is, or
may be, experimental or explanatory, and even as to how far
its descriptions should be ¢ functional’ rather than ¢struc-
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tural,’ as not affecting our present purpose, we may most
conveniently conceive it at present as a descriptive science,
whose aim is the description of mental process as such.
It is implied in this, and hardly in need of explicit state-
ment, that the mental processes of individual minds are
intended. For we cannot experience or observe mental
processes in any other way. Still it is worth noting
that, in this implication, Psychology gives us a certain
guarantee that it will do justice to the concreteness of
the actual human soul; so far, at least, as the necessary
abstraction of its standpoint consequent on the limitation
of its purpose permits it to do.

The definition we have adopted clearly assigns to
Psychology a very extensive field of operations—prac-
tically the whole realm of direct experience. It recognizes
a psychological side also to everything that can be known,
inasmuch as everything known to exist must be connected
with our experience, and known by a psychical process.
In so far as any real is known, a process of experiencing
is involved in it, and this process appertains to the science
of Psychology. Thus all physical objects and questions
become psychological, so soon as we ask how they can be
experienced, and whether the psychical process of experi-
encing them warrants our claiming for them an ¢ objective
reality. In some cases, as ¢g. with regard to the exist-
ence of sea-serpents, N-rays, and ghosts, the question
about the ‘reality’ of these objects is really one as to
whether the psychological treatment does not exhaust
their significance, or whether the psychical processes are
such as to justify our interpreting them as indicative of
‘ objective reality.’

Now among mental processes those which may be
called ¢ cognitive’ are very common and predominant, and
therefore the description of cognitive process will properly
fall into the province of Psychology. It stands to reason,
moreover, that it must be described as it occurs, and
without arbitrary attempts at reserving some of its aspects
for the exclusive consideration of another science. Now,
as cognitive process is naturally productive of ‘ knowledge,
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and valuable as such, it follows that cognitive values are
properly subject to psychological description. Mental
Life is, naturally and in point of fact, packed with values
ethical, asthetical, and cognitive (‘ logical ’), of which it is
the vehicle! It is the plain duty, therefore, of Psychology
to record this fact, and to describe these values. Cogni-
tive values, as psychical occurrences, are facts for Psycho-
logy. It is their specific character which subsequently
renders them subjects for Logic. Their specific character
is that they are clasms to truth, and employ the predicates
‘true’ and ‘false’; precisely as e.g. ethical judgments use
the predicates ‘right’ and ‘ wrong.’

The special value, however, of these specific valuations
and their functions in the organization of Life form no
part of the purpose of Psychology. Having a merely
descriptive purpose, it is content to record all values
merely as made, and as facts. Thus it is psychologically
relevant to recognize that the predication of true’ and
‘false’ occurs, and that what A judges ‘true] B may
judge to be ‘false’ But it is psychologically indifferent
that A is a much betzer judge than B. Psychology, that
is, does not seek to evaluate these claims, to decide which
is really ‘right,” or what is really ‘true’; still less to frame
generalizations as to how in general claims are to be sus-
tained, and humanly valid judgments to be attained. All
processes of immanently and reciprocally criticizing,
systematizing, harmonizing, and utilizing the claims
actually made fall as such without its purpose: they are
the business of Logic.

§ 4. The relation of the two sciences to cognitive process,
and to each other, is thus quite simple. Yet it has been
woefully misunderstood. Thus it is commonly asserted
that Psychology does not recognize values, nor Logic care
about psychical existence. Yet if so, how could values enter
human minds, and how could truths ever become facts??

1 Cp. Humanism, p. 163.

2 No one, probably, has given greater currency to this fallacious notion than
Mr. Bradley, by the sharp contrast he drew in his Logic (ch. i. e.g. pp. 7, 8, and
P. 526) between the validity of the ‘idea’ (=concept) and the psychical existence
of the ‘idea’ (=mental image). It has, unfortunately, not been as extensively



11 LOGIC AND PSYCHOLOGY 77

Still more extraordinary is the assumption that Psy-
chology is not to describe values. Yet this assumption is
made without the least consciousness of its monstrosity, and
without the slightest attempt to defend it, as if it were
self-evident, by writers of repute. Dr. Hastings Rashdall
gravely assures us that “the Psychologist . . . knows
nothing of the truth or falsity of judgments.”' And even
Prof. Hoernle takes it for granted? that “truth, in fact, is nct
an object of inquiry to Psychology at all. That certain
of the mental processes which it studies have the further
character of being® true or false, is, for Psychology, an
accident,” and infers that “this inability to deal with
validity seems to beset all psychologies alike.” This
arbitrary restriction on the functions of Psychology is no
doubt in the interest of an impracticable conception of
Logic, which instinctively seeks to reduce Psychology to
an equal or greater futility ; but we, assuredly, can have
no reason to accept it.

For us the function of Logic develops continuously,
rationally, and without antagonism, out of that of
Psychology. Cognitive values and claims to truth exist
as empirical facts. If they were all indefeasible, con-
gruous, and compatible with each other, as, ¢.¢. my having

recognized that his remark in Appearance and Reality (p. s1), that ‘‘it is not
wholly true that ‘ideas are not what they mean,” for if their meaning is not
psychical fact, I should like to know how and where it exists,’ 1s, infer alia, a
scornful self-correction.

Prof. Bosanquet (Lqgic, i. p. 5) declares that *‘in considering an idea as a
psychical occurrence we abstract from its meaning” ; but #id. i.. p. 16 n., he
advocates the remarkable doctrine that ¢ when psychical images come to be
employed for the sake of a meaning which they convey, they ex hypothesi are
not treated as fact. And their meaning is not itself a psychical fact, but is an
intellectual activity which can only enter into fact by being used to qualify
reality.” This is sufficiently oracular, and it would be interesting to hear the
reasons why Psychology should be debarred from recognizing ¢intellectual
activities ' as psychical facts.

1 Arist. Soc. Proc., 1905-6, P. 249.

2 Mind, xiv. p. 473.

3 This should be ‘claiming to be’; for no one supposes that Psychology is
concerned with the decision between conflicting claims to truth. Whether what
claims to be true really zs true, 1s admittedly left to Logic. Here, however, it
seems to be argued that because Psychology cannot decide between claims, it may
not even register them, nor describe cognitive values. I fear that Prof. Hoernle
throughout has not steered quite clear of the confusion between claim (psycho-
logical fact) and wvalidation (logical fact), which so effectively vitiates the intel-
lectualistic theories of truth. For the distinction see Essay v., especially § 1.
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a toothache is compatible with your not having one, there
would be no ground for a further science. But in point
of fact false claims to truth are commoner than valid ones,
and they not only conflict with ‘the truth,” but also with
each other, so that the problem of Error cries out for
further treatment.

§ 5. There is need, therefore, for a discipline which
will evaluate these claims, and try to determine the various
degrees of validity and trustworthiness which may be
assigned to them. Logic is the traditional name for the
science which undertakes this function. It may be defined
as the systematic evaluation of actual knowing. It is a
normative science, because it not only records defects,
but prescribes remedies ; it reflects on the claims actually
made, and prescribes methods for their evaluation. But
its normative function arises quite naturally out of our
actual procedures, when we observe that some cogni-
tive processes are in fact more valuable than others,
and select the more valuable among conflicting claims.
Thus the need for Logic, its genesis and its procedures,
all seem to be essentially empirical, and it is quite
conceivable that no special science of Logic should ever
have arisen. If all claims were #pso jfacto true and
valid, if we had never been confronted with conflicting
claims or driven by our ‘errors’ to rescind our first
assertions, what need were there for Logic? Our attention
would never be called to the problem of values, our primary
attributions would stand, and no superior science would be
devised to adjudicate between conflicting judgments.

As it is, the natural process has to be regulated and
controlled, and so falls a prey to zwo sciences. The same
cognitive values occur twice over, first in Psychology as so
many facts, then in Logic, as subjects for critical evalua-
tion. Nor is it difficult to understand how two sciences
can work over the same ground: they cultivate it with a
different purpose, and so raise different crops.

§ 6. It is manifest, moreover, that the two sciences must
work together hand in glove. Logic requires trustworthy
descriptions of cognitive happenings before it can evaluate
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them with safety ; for these it should be able to rely on
the co-operation of Psychology. In other words, the
collection and preparation of the material which the
logician proposes to use is essentially a psychological
function, alike whether it is performed by a psychologist
who bears in mind the need of Logic and the needs of
Logic, or whether the logician is enough of a psychologist
to do it for himself. In the latter case he resembles a
painter who, like those of old, makes and mixes his own
colours ; the logician, on the other hand, who proposes to
dispense with the aid of Psychology is like a painter who
will not use anything so gross as colours wherewithal to
paint his ‘ideal’ pictures.

Thus Logic and Psychology, though perfectly distinct,
are perfectly inseparable. It is, moreover, because they
are so intimately related that they must be so sharply
distinguished, and because they have been so clearly dis-
tinguished that they can be so closely connected. It is
hardly possible to exaggerate the intimacy of their
relations. Nothing psychological can be affirmed a prior:
to be irrelevant to Logic. The logician, no doubt, from
motives of practical convenience or necessity, often abstracts
provisionally from trivial characteristics of the actual psychic
process ; but, except in cases where he has learnt from ex-
perience what features are unessential and may safely be
neglected, he always takes a certain risk in so doing.
Now this risk may be fatal to the validity of his argument,
and in any case impairs its theoretical exactness. The
formal logician, therefore, can never, as such, claim to be
the final judge of the value of any argument. He can
never by his ‘rules’ preclude the examination of its
“ material’ worth ; however formally perfect the syllogism
which expresses it, a fatal flaw may lurk in its actual
application ; however grotesque its formal fallacy, a road
to the truth may be barred by its rejection. If he is wise,
therefore, he will not magnify his office of reminding
reasoners of what they are about, and of how far their
reasonings are attaining the ends they aim at. Thus the
burden of proof, at any rate, lies on those who affirm that
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the logician may assume the irrelevance of any psychic
fact.

Nay, more. One never can tell whether the proper
answer to a ‘logical’ claim does not lie in the psycho-
logical domain, and take the form of a psychological
explanation. Thus a claim to have discovered the
secret of the universe is not usually met by a ‘logical’
refutation, but by an inquiry into the assertor’s state of
mind,’ and the revelations of mystic ecstasies are treated
as exhibitions of mental pathology. We know, in short,
that it is folly to reason with the mentally deranged, and
that, even in dealing with the sane, it is usually more
effective to persuade than to convince.

We may take it, therefore, that the logician’s ignoring
of Psychology, and abstracting from the psychical con-
comitants of actual thinking, can only be very hazardous
affairs, which must be understood to be strictly conditioned
and limited by the requirements of his temporary purpose.
When the logician really knows what he is about he does
not intend them to be more than provisional, nor dream
of transcending human experience by their aid. Unfortun-
ately, however, this simple situation has been misappre-
hended so long, and so profoundly, that it is imperative to
set forth in greater detail the thoroughgoing dependence
of Logic on psychological assistance. We shall do well,
therefore, to show (1) that without processes which are
admittedly psychological the occurrence of cognition, and
even of thinking, is impossible ; (2) that all the processes,
which are regarded as essentially and peculiarly logical,
have a well-marked psychological side to them, and that
their logical treatment develops continuously out of their
psychological nature.

§ 7. (1) All actual thinking appears to be inherently
conditioned throughout by processes which even the
most grasping logician must conceive as specifically
psychological. It is difficult to see, therefore, on what
principle logic has any business to ignore them, and to
claim to be ‘independent’ of what must influence its
own structures in every fibre. At any rate the onus
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probandi would seem to lie on those who affirm that
these correlated and interpenetrating processes do not
influence each other, and that, therefore, their psychical
nature may be treated as logically irrelevant. Without,
however, standing on ceremony, let us show by actual
examples that our thinking depends for its very existence
on the presence in it of (@) interest, (4) purpose, (¢)
emotion, (&) satisfaction, and that the word ‘thought’
would cease to convey any meaning if these were really
and rigidly abstracted from.

(@) Where can we discover anything deserving of ihe
name of thought which is not actuated by psychological
interest? To affirm this, moreover, seems merely a
truism. It is merely to deny that thinking is a
mechanical process like, eg. gravitation. It is to assert
that the processes during which the course of conscious-
ness comes nearest to being a purposeless flux of mental
images are most remote from cognition. It is to deny
that thinking proceeds without a motive and without an
aim, and to assert that, in proportion as interest grows
more disciplined and concentrated, thought becomes more
vigorous and more definitely purposive.

The only way of contesting our inference would seem
to be to affirm that the specifically logical interest is
sui generis, and not to be confounded with the common
herd of its psychological congeners! This contention,
however, we must regard as merely an arbitrary fiat. It
is merely a refusal to let Psychology describe all interests
as such. And this refusal can only be prompted by
ulterior motives. Moreover, even if the allegiance this
special interest owes to Logic exempted it from psycho-
logical description, it could do so only gua its specific
nature. As an interest it would still fall into the province

1 This I take to be the meaning of Prof. Bosanquet's remarks in A»isz.
Soc. Proc. 1905-6, p. 238. He insists that it can either be ‘‘adequately in-
vestigated within the bounds of logic proper,” so as to leave nothing for ‘‘a
further scrutiny of these phenomena as purely psychical disturbances,” or that
the common psychological element can make no specific difference in the logical
interest. But how, as a logician, 1s he to know all this? And how if the
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