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INTRODUCTION, ,i

My first purpose when I undertook the subject of
Professor Royce's philosophy, was to make & thnrough
comparative study of his various works, The dtfficnlt
character of his conceptions, and the somewhat formidable
volume of his writings made this a greatefﬂthan 1 could
at this time undertakoa Moreover, it was less necessary
than I had at first supposed, In the "World and the In-
dividual” are to be found his canclusions, matured and
systematized, His own account of the relations of his
various works is to be found in the prefaces of the two
volumes of the book under discussion,

(pp. vii, viii,)

In Volume I he says: "As to the most essential
argument regarding the true relations between our fi-
nite idess and the ultimate nature of things, I have
never varied in spirit from the view maintained in...
my first book, The Religious Aspect of Philosophy... The
argument .... has since been restated, and set into rela-
tions with other matters, without fundamental alteration
of its character, and in several forms; once in my Spir-
it of Modern Philosophy (in a shape intended for a pop-
ular audience,... ) again in the book called The Qoncep-
tion of God.... ang@ still again, in the paper called The

Implications of Self-Consciousness, published in the
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Studies off Good and Zvil.," X
So also in Volume II ‘he says: "As to the Idealistic
Theory of knbwledge. what I have to say is founded upon
studies which I began as a student in the Johns Hopkins
University in 1876-1878. The first formulation of these
theories I made in my thesis foi the Doctorate at that
untvofsity. A further stage in my inquiry was published
in 1881, in a paper on Kant's Relation to Modern Philo-
sophical Progress.... The interpretation of our know-
ledge of finite facts, as largely die to an active ' ac-
knowledgement', whose significance is ethical, rather
than to a mere passive acceptance of given contents of
present experience, was insisted upon in the eoncluding
section of that paper, When in preparing my Religious
Aspect of Philosophy (published in 1885), I had defin-
1telvzpassed over from my earlier sceptical position to
the constructive Idealism that I have ever since endeav-
ored to work out, 1 attempted at once to take up this
former view of our fdnite knowledge into what was then,
in my personal growth, a new doctrine as té® the nature
of the Absolute., In 1892, in my Spirit of Modern Phil-
osophy, 1 essayed a still further development of this
thoory regarding human knowledge, in the lecture entis

tled The World of Description and the World of Appreci-
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ation, Since then, in the paper celled Self-Conscious-

nees, Social Consciousness and Nature, published in my
Studies of Good and Evil (1898), as well as in other
essays, I have attempted to apply the aame essential

view to the explanation of the bases and characteristics

of our human knowledge of the physical world," "In my
discussion with Professor Howison, published in the book

called The @onception of God, and in my recent Ingersoll
Lectures, on the Conception of Immortality (published ih
Boston in 1900), and finally, in the present volumes, I

have simply reported the results to which meditation on

the nature of the ethical self, and on the place of In-

dividuality in the Theory of Being have led me)

A more or les: cursory exeamination of the volumes
that promised most additional light, convinced me that
vhile an extended study of them would be interesting and
desirable, it would not be absolutely necessary to an

understanding of Professor Royce's philosophy,






PART 1. SYNOPSIS OF "THE WORLD AND THE INDIVIDUAL."

VOL. 3, PREFACE.

Tho\§ltbt series of lectures deals with the first
principles to the pFoblems of Natural Religion; the second
gives a detailed application of these. The first series de-
fines God, the world, finite individuals, and the fundementa/
relations linking them together, The principll,diotinguioh-
ing features of this discussion are: 1) the definition end
comparison of the four historic concepts of Being; 2) the
form given to the criticism of realism; 3) the use of the
parallelism between the mystical and realistic concepts of
Being; 4) the transition from the concept of the real as the
valid to the concrete conception of Being which constitutes
idealism; 5) the statement of the finite contrast and the
final unity of the external sand internsl meaning of ideas;
8) the cohcept of individuality; 7) the reconciliation of

the One and the Many.

LECTURE I, THE RELIGIOUS PROBLEMS AND THE THEORY OF BEING.

There are three different conceptions of Natural Relig-

lon: 1st,as the way through Nature to God, 2nd,es & kind of
consciougness not to be proved or disproved but to be esti-
mated through the inner consciousness, 3rd,as &n object of

inquiry.eas & strict examination into the nature of things.
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All three are proper and, dealing with different fields, hav?
Ak Yo oo viens ot wibelh s boaass f thiye

& distinet office. Philosophy does not depend upon nat- leale,

ural science, it is not a mere compendium of the results

of the special sciences, but has a field of 1ts own,

II. The first cuestion that must be asked is, what is

meant by Being in general? and by the special sorts of

reslity which we attribute to God, to the world, and to

the human individual? The first series of lectures deals

with th ‘4gonor.1 problem,

111.In ssking the cuestion,’what 1s an ides, snd how cen

ideas fdees stand in any true relation to rotltty";c

take the best method of solving the world-problem,

From Plato down there have been many ways of ssserting the

primacy of the world as idea over the world as fact, dbut

8ll agree in dealing with the problem of reality from

the side of the means through which we are supposed to

be able to attain reslity, i.e., from the side of the
ideas, ®

IV. One method in ssking our questioh is to}lay stress
on the externally representativefif velue of the idea,
Then "Ideas are states of mind that image facts external
to them nlvn.‘lut this would presuppose the very
possibility of a cognition ofwm==aisien of Being,

"By the word "Idea” I mean in the end any state of
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consciousness, vhether simple or complex, which ,when
present, 1s then and there viewed as at least the par-

tillloxproslion or embodimeht of & single conscious pur-
pose.” "It appears in consciousness as having the sig-
nificance of an act of will," "An idea i1s any state of
mind that has a ¢onscious meaning.” Purpose in the def-
inition, vhen viewed as fulfilled through the state
celled the idea, is the internal meaning of the idea.
V. But there is apparently anc external meaning to
ideas, transcending the internal meaning, but an idea is
not true or false except as it has ggggprsd first selec-
ted its object. The whole problem of Being will in the
end reduce to the question: “ow is the internal meening
of ideas consistent with their abptrontly external mean~
ing? We shal reach the essentially idealistic the-
8is that no being has power to give an ideea any purpose
unles: the ides,as a fragment of life, first learns so to
develop its internal meaning as to assignoté iiself just
that specific purpose; and that to be means simply to
express, to embody the complete internal meaning of a
coittin absolute system of ideas.
VIi. Two features of this form of idealism are: lst, The
e theory of
account of the nature of Bo?ng is to be founded upoQAtho

vay in which ideas possess their own meaning. 8nd, The
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theory 6; the nature of meaning is to be founde# upon e
definition in terms of will and purpose. We do not say,

Our will causes our ideas, but, Our idees now imperfect-
1y embody our will, and the reel world iz just our whdle
will embodied, |

Rem.1. Qur conception of Beiog 1s of & 1limit,viz, of
that limit to which the internal mezuning of an idea tends
as it grows consciously determinate,

Rem.2 The theory identifies finite yggugyigss 1gnorance
of reality with finite vagueness of meaning, The Abso-
lute is even now the object that you rezlly mean by your
fragmentary passing ideas, The universe is always with
you as your true internal mesaning, implied in this very
momeht 's vagueness. Hence we shall not be looking for
mere abstract principles in our search for Being, but
for the most concrete objects in the world, for individ-
ual beings, and for the system that links them in one
individual whole,

We have defined ides in terms of purpose or of
will., In the end the conception of absolute thought 13};
in explicit uhity with the conception of absolute pur-'/
pose. The defect of our momentary internal im-
pulses is that they imply an individuality, both in oure

seélves and in our experience, which we do not wholly get
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presented to ourselves at any ons instant, The whole
mezning, therefore, wvhich is the reality, will prove to
be, not & barren Absolute, which devours individuasld, bt

& whole which is just to every form of finite selfhood-- e
vhole that :

wholv thot,is an ihdividual system of rationally linked and deter-
minate, but for that very reason not externally deter-
mined, ethically free individusls who are nevertheless one \

with God. It s just because all meanings in the end will |
J

prove to be intermal meanings, that this which the in- j
ternafk meaning most loves, the presence of concrete ful- |
filment, of freedog and originslity, will prove,for our
view, to be the very essence of the absolute meaning of thC
world. This is our thesis, and the point of contrast

between this and other idealistic systems,

LECTURB 11,

By our difference of language expressing what things
are, and that they are we indicate the distinection be-
tween the interndl and external meaning, between essence
and existence. Many of the words useé& to express ex-
istence are dra'n from essence: lst those indicating im-
mediacy; 8nd, meaning well-founded; 3rd, meaning true,
genuine, ‘Allﬁho more philosophical conceptions of Deirg

are due to the attempt o take note of these same asp:cts
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of human experience, recogniszed by the three classes of

populer ontological predicates, The problem a-

bout Being is the problem of experience. Experience comes |
to us in part as bfrute fact, date of sense, ete. In |
addition we find & more or less idealized experience,—
Ideas. There is a conflict between brute fact and 14003.\>
Sometimes the fants fuse with the iders, but agein they '
remain obstinate, and then we are uneasy and conscious of
our finitude. We call this conflict the effort of thought

to comprehend Being. Being is real in so far as we
call 1t other than our merely transient and finite thought
thinking of the moment,  When Being is fouhd,thought ml
fact are no more at war, We can therefore define the tru.\)
as that which would end our conflict. On the other hand /
we may regard being as that in terms of which our ideas
are to be controlled, Any way of definihg Being must
contain fact and ideas as factors. There are four
fundamental conceptinns of Reddgty:

1lst, The technically realistic, That is real which is in-
dependent of mere ideas; is not only external to our idess
but decides the validity of them,

8nd, The mysticel. What is real is absolutely immediate.

]
When found it ends every effort at definition, satisfies

ideas as well as constitutes the faeot,
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3rd. The eritically rationalistic, The real is thet which

experience in verifying ideas shows to be valid, It is
valid possibility of experience,
4th, That is real which fineally presents in a completed
experience the whole meaning of & system of idouo.‘kj

Of these four conceptéons realism is the best known,
According to this to be real means to be independent of
an i{dea or experience through which the idesa is from with-
out thought, felt, or known, Reality of this sort hes
histosiceally been attributed to many objects-- the Eleat-
1clono. the Many of Bmpedocles, Bpicureen atoms, the sub-
stance of Spihosa, the Unknowable of Spencer, ete, In
relation to the confliet of thought and immediacy reslism
says that the real is that which iou would know if you
should wholly escape the limits of the merely inner life
of your eons@iousness, Independence means thet whether a
thing is perceived .or ceases to be perceived makes no
difference to it. The real in this sense is the immediate,
because mediated by no one's thinking; underlying change-
able gEgPpssnsds appearance; making ideas true or false
since they try to'oxprou. what is independent of them-
selves, Almost any content might belong to a real object.
Bven & state of condBiousness, capable of being known by

other states, is real in respect of them, Nevertheless,
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any realistic world must contain some objects that are out-
side of any knowing pr&coc- vhatever, since the relations
between the various knowing processes and their objects,
even in a world of conscious minds, would have to be ex-
ternal relatiohs, in order to save the realistic type of
independence., The relation between the real object, and
the knowing conseiousness, itself real, makes no differ-
ence to the object, but 2ll the difference in the world to
the truth or falsity of the knowing consciousness.

The reslist actually believes his doctrine because he
finds it simple or rational, though he is influenced by
essentially social motives as well, It is convenient té
consider other individuals as wholly independent, But éf/
realism 1s as false as it is convenient, It gives ab-
stractions necessary for vigorous thinking, but viewed as
& complete metaphysical system, it destroys itself by &
its own contresdictions. Its central technieal diff!culti\\
is that of the nature of individuality,and the meeaning |
of universals. The realistic world must have st least two ./

individuals independent of esch other. But such ecannot be —

for they are noumena, defined by the thinking process even
for the realist,
N

The aneient foe of realism is not idealism but mysti-

eism, The historical significance of this conceptéon is
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great, both from its influence upon literature, and from
its part in the development of the great religions, The
common c¢riticism is that the mystic substitutes his own
feelings for the facts., But this comes from an external
view of the theory, Mistieism is & significant view of th¢
ontological predicate. To be means to be immediate,
pure of all mediate ideas and thinking. The mystic does
not ssy that hds Absolute is real u the ordinary man uses
real, but that blke idea of reality must be altered., He &
tries to get experience quite pure, and ther makes it a
means of defining the real. He tries very skillfully to
be & pure empiriecist. MNe discovers the contradictions of
realism. Realism asserts that reality is what makes ueé\
true or false., 3Sut fr-m the essential effects of the pro-/\/
cess of ideation explicit ideas are always false, Ordi-
nary thinking always looks beyvond the truly complete imme-
diate, to false ide s and fleeting states, We must, then,
100k deeper thu*ordlnu'y end partial immediacy, deeper thm -
tha+olou and sounds, and find an ineffable and immediate
fact. The essence of this view is that to be real means
n A
to bo}'clt as an absolute goal, and oonnqmnuynthc quie-
tus of all thinking, and so of sll striving. The mystics

predicate is the absolute and immediate inner finality &
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and simplicity of the objeet.

LECTURE 1I1. THE INDEPENDENT BEINGS, A CRITICAL EXAMINA-
TION OF REALISM,

Realism asserts that to be real means to be indepen-
dend@ of ideas, which, while other then a given gpjggyf real
being, still relate to that gBfééf/ being. The essentisl
point is that hhe the realistic world is a world of inde-
pendent beings. If the material objects are independently
real, the souls that know them are resl alsn, This is &
world of chasms, The independenceo of the objects from
the knowb¥s makes possible their community for all the
independent knowers.

The problem is to discover whether any resalistic def-
inition can be self-consistent or adequate to what we seek
when we look for true Being. The realistic definition
is at once familiar and baffling: familiar because it ac-
cepts the view of common sense, baffling because when we
ettempt to define independence we are at a loss for a def-
inition that will hnld. Independence is applied to things
that atibottom are not so, . but turn out to be closely
linked, Hence realism has given rise to doctrines that
are startling to common sense. Realism vibrates between
two extremes: the world as containing one real being,

and as containing many. If many, then it is difficult to
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account for their intrresiations. If one, then we are con-\\
I\

feonted by the many ideas in the mind, themselves as real \
as the one being which exists independent of them, Is _f/
this dilemma of realism aceidental or is it founded in the
very nature of the realistic definition?

We must examine the first principles of realism. In
wvhat sense is reality independent of the knowing proeosi’
7hen we say that two happenings like different throws of
the dice are independent, we simply do not happen to know
the causel linkage, Realism seems, indecd, to admit some
causal connection between object and knowledge, bﬁt the
independence here in question seems to mean something mudch
more nearly J1Kg absolute than independence of any merely
physical facts. *if we consider that knowledge mekes mno
difference to its real nuter objeet, what follows? llt,\;
The existent caus2l or other lihkage between the knower N>
and what he knows is no part of the definition of the ob-//
Jeet known, or of its being., 8nd, The logical indepen-
dence of the object in its owm realm is absolute, It
follows that any linkage between object and idea wikl have
to be added as & third fact, involved neither in the es-
sence of the objett, nor &n that of the idea, MOreover
the i1dea will have to be independent of the object.

Otherwise by examining the idea itself you could prove
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something about the existence of the objeect, Then the
independent existence of the thing would follow from the
idea of the thing, which is contrary to the spirit of re-
alism., That any given fdea is true is itself a further
faet in = roiltatio world.

In the realistic world as we have defined it are
there many real beings or one solé being? If there
ere many can the realist show how they can become linked
by causation, or in space and time? Independence, seem-
ingly an obvious fact among physical objects, in roulit;t:>
does not exist, There 1s in fact nothing that may not<¥g~
fluence everything else. If there were many reel boing(/
they (1) ecould never acquire any reel connections, and
(2) could have no common characters. For if two beings we
were real in the sense that they were perfectly indepen-
dent of each other, any linkage that came in to connect
them must be ® new fact and independent of them as a resal
boing:'hcnco e link only in name, As regards the possi-
bility of a common charecter, if any quality exists in two
objeets and one is destroyed, by hypothesis there is no
change in the other., The quality, then, is not the same
in each, Real beings if many, then, can never get \
either ties nr community of nature. /

But the realist might say, "My world is one being,
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single yet infinitely wealthy, But he has already

blocked the way to this theory; he has elready at least

two independent real beings, in the idea and its object,

Nor can they ever be brought together. §o that one's idea
c¢ean never have eny relation to a real being, nor can the
realist, according to his own definition, ever have an .

idea of one. Thus the entire realistic fabrie vanishes
leaving not even an unknowable behind., We begin now to se2
that nothing is absolutely independent of the knowledgeiis ;>
that relates to it. It does, in the long run, make a dif-

ference to all objects, wvhether they are known or not,

LECTURE IV, THE UNITY OF BEING AND THE MYSTICAL IN-
TERPRETATION,

If the dvalism implied in realism is to be abandoned,
must we imstead define Being as an absolute and simple
unity? must we say that to be real means something th.ﬁ
cannot be ssserted so long as the ideasthemselvee, by
their search for their Other, kepp us from our true goal?
mist we say Cr.only of such an object as quenches thought
thrdugh the presence of the immediate truth that it is?
The object that fulfills the mystical definition of what
is real is of necessity in itself only one, since variety

when consciously faced calls forth thought. The reali-
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ties of the reslist, just because meany,.are illusory. And
as the One can never be independent of the insight that
knows 1it,the place to look for it 1s not without but with-
in, 1If asked how the finite thinker can find himself God;
the mystic replies that s® far as we reach our goal we for-
get self as an error. If the Frotagorean sceptic asserts
that the mystis's feeling of immediecy is but one of meany
cuch*und that he is putt;ng his individuality above that
ef other men, the mystic mskaé how: the sceptis knows of oth-
er men, If his ideas give him the sense of unsatisfecto-
riness evidenced by his supposing others than himself,
his supposed immediate knowledge is not pure, If we have
to struggle through these finite reasonings up to reality
we have not yet attained it. "Believe not those prattlers
wvho boast that they know God. Who knows Him-- is silent”.
Now whﬁt for us is veal is viewed as an Other which,
if completely present, would end as much of our finite ¢ o=
search as could possibly be ended, Primarily in seeking
Being we are seeking to end our disquietude, but secondar-
ily we learn by experience that, since all finite desires
cannot be satisfied, more is won by making the desire to
knéw what we call facts a primal motive in the life of com-
mon sense. We need not wonder ~them to find mysticism,

then, breaking with commonscnse, For the mystis the com-
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mon sense antithesis between the immediate and the ideal
is deliberately rejected as something to be overcome,
through a quon:?i?g of reason in the presence of the abso-
lute goal of tlljth:ught.

The mystic's first inouiry is, /hat is the self?
It is agsumed to be the universe, but it appeers in a two-
fold way, First it is one's life-principle and seems fi-
nite. On the other hand the Self is the knower, i.e.,
as the act of thinking,in so fer as thq_mgdtating presence
of some Other,which 1s known,is rcmovcdz\wtth the diversi-
ty of the acts of knowing. To wWin oneness with the Self
means to attain & state of perfect finality, simplicity,
The Self is some wholly immediate fact within the ecircle !
of consciousness, but apart from the restlessness from
which consciousness suffers, We come nearest to im-
mediacy on the borderlands of uncénsciousness. This does
not reduce the Absolute to nothingness, for the Absolute
seems empty merely by contrast with our finite diversity,
while any other conclusion leads to a reductio ad absurdum.
Our conscious finitude means at once dissatisfaction and
the admission that the truth is not present to us,

Both mysticism and realism seek an absolute finality,
& limit which is cohceived solely by contrast with the pro-,

cess whereby our id-as tend toward that limit, Each thus






culminates in a passive zbandonment of all our actual r1-‘§
nite ideas about being. Each in the end defines nothing t;;
vhatever, But1myotict-i seems to glory in this, because

he 1s in fact defining & contrast effect, one that far

from being itself unknown or absolute, is & constantly pre-
sent character of our huhuman type 05 £rpragrgy conscious -
ness. Our goal 1s first consceived by contrast with the
process of pursuit, but the meaning of this very negative
lies in the positive contrast effect. Being means some-
thing for us bhezcaus: of gg::;:z:onco of & "homing instinet’
a8 the purpose of even our poorest ideas., We seek & city
out of sightj in the econtrast with this gosl, w§ live, But

if this is 80, then already we actually possess something

of Being in our finite seeking, If the mystie points out
that the apparent zero is still our goal, then one rightly
replies to him that what makes his Absolute appear so glo—\
rious, is preeisely its presented contrast with our imper-
feetion. If the Absolute of the mvstic 1s reeally differ- \
ent from nothihg, it is so by virtue of its contrast with‘:;>

our own real but imperfect Being.

LECTURE V. THE OUTCOME OF MYSTICISM.

To the mystic we now say; Your Absolute is defined

merely as the goel of the finite search, To save the uniqy
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of Being you have deprived it of all other characters then

this. Therefore, since your Absolute is only a goal, its
sole meaning is due to vour process of search., Pure im- (;>
mediacy has a econtent only so long as it fulfills ideas. \>
If your conscious ideas are naught, your absolute is nnudrg,
As we dealt with the realist by pointing out that his
ideas are at least as real as their supposed independent
objects, 8o now we bring the my.tic'q cese to its close
by pointing out that his Absolute is precisely as much a
Nothing as,by his hypothosis'hiu own consciousness 1is.
What we have learned from the abstractions of realism
and mysticism is that our finite consciousness ‘oobo ] \\\
meaning , gnid If this meaning, then, is neither ta
neither a merely independent being nor a merely immediate
datum, what else ¢an it be? Our answer depends upon
our effort to amend the extreme statement nf realism, The
;;;iagé rciiist w11l admit that the real is only relative-
ly independent, that it is such that, under conditions,
it would become knowmble and known, The perceivable ob-\
Ject 18 alwnys prepared for future perception. Thus heing\\j>
end idea are related. This is in the end & giving up of o
realism, The reelist says that knowledge isyrelatively
speaking, an sccident in the world. Its business is to

conform to the facts, not to create them, But can we di-
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vide the being of things intn parts, as primary and secon-
dary? Further the former argument holds good ageinst any
independence as well as ageainst total, If no reality can\%
have entirely independent being, no part of reality can g
win such being. The real must be through and through, to
its very lalf quelity, such as is fitted to be known, :>
Realism must be transformed, then, if Being is to keep its
practicel independence of any particuler knowledge, But
how? The real is to ?e'butlldo”ot any perticular knowledg ¢ )
On the other hand {t :: to be such that ,under oonditidns.
ideas may corre:pond to it. This involves & new concep-
tion. To be real now means, to be valid, to be in essence
the stendard for ideas. By this theory Being is other
than the ideas that relate to it, and may sometimes be
real when knowledge is not. But in essence it is always
related ton the purposes of knowledge.

Apart from my private and momentary point of view,
Being in general is what renders my ideas valid or énvalid.
This s tho Third Conception, whéch we will now examine in
detail,

This is Critical Rationalism, the characteristic phil-
osophy of our timo:”grrom Plato down, the real has been

the true. By this th;kry truth is the only merk of the .
\
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real, Examples may be given where things are real-simply
because they are first called true-- ideas, not of any one
person, yet not independent of all thinking. E.g..prices,
eredit, perhaps even justice, and the moral law, In math-
ematice, algo, things exist purely in the realm of -1nd,‘\\

yet once brought into beind are as stubborn as sny objec-

tive realities.

LECTURE VI, VALIDITY AND EXPERIEBNCE,
‘ Sovt”

Kant adds t4 his realism the definition of anothorrgt
of reality. Besides his independent resls, which he now
regards as wholly unknowable, he asserts the Objective
character of beings that are of a wholly different type,
the objeets of Possible Experience. These are independent
of our private individuality, but they are dependent upon
the constitution of nur experience, This conception of
Kent's has dominated the most influential treatments of
the ph#losophy ever since,

It has been shown that realism needs no external re-
futation, but the 3rd conception furnishes such. The
reason why independent beings proved to be nothing what-;§
%)

ever now appears. For realism, in defining Being, wes f‘

actually defining Kant's realm of Mogliche Egzgggggg//o}

nothing at all, How shall you maintein that reality is
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independent of ideas, vhile at the same time the least
reflectdon shows you that whatever you assert of reality,
you can give warrant to your assertion only by first show- ;
ing reason for regarding your ideas as valid, In esser-
tinéi:;depondont cause for ideas, you are asserting that
& well known empirical relation has validity beyond your
present range of expertence, And this is but saying that
1f your senses were improved, you would dir:etly observe
how the external f:ets, whiech would then be pert 6f your
~enlarged
“;4‘*Por1¢nco, would appear as empiricel causes of what you
formerly called your ideas, Thus restated your realism
turs at once into s judgment about the "Mogliche Erfahrurg.

But validity may be an essential aspect of true beirg
without furnishing the fihal definition of the whole beirg
of things. The objection to the 3rd Conception is that it
by no meens always rests validity upon an empirical
foundation, It seems at times to deal with eternal truth,
while experience does not know eternity, It feils io

(15 TR TSR FPSR A SV
explain to us the ditforcncq‘thtt is to be attributed to
the valid truths that we do not get concretely confirmed
in our own experience, and the reality observed when we do
verify idees. What is velid experience at the moment when

7

it 1s supposed to be only possibled Validity as applie \

to the things that we test means that they are expressed o

in experience whenever we test them, As applied to the
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whole realm of truth in general it means that this resalm
has somehow & character which we do not test, and never
gets exhaustively expressed in our human experience, But
what is this character? OJan these two sorts of Being both

be ‘valid, the one concrete life, the other pure form?

LECTURE ViI. BHE EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL MEANING OF IDEAS.
We have found that every step toward truth is a step
avay from vague possibilities and toward determbateness
of 1dea and experience. Being, viewed as truth, excludes
as well as includes. As tr the vestly important relation
between thought and external experience, our thought looko
to this experienee to sece if our hypotheses about fact
cen be confirmed. Still the service of external experi- j>
ence in revealing what is real hes its limitations, It
can confirm our hypotheses only inadequately, for it show)
us only particular instances, It can never by itselfl
prov... determinate negative by excluding from reality
the whole of what our hypothesis has defined. And
finelly, our experience, external or internal, never
shows us what we above all regard as real, namely, the
individual fact. In consulting experience we are seek-
ing to give our ideas a certain joittivo*dctcrminntion.‘>

which. never in the process of human experience do we






re
reach, The real is, from this point of view, that
which is immedistely beyond the whole of our series of
possible efforts to bring our own internal meaning to a ~
complete determination, This shows us what the 3rd con-
ception lacks, namely & view of the real as the finally
determinate that permits no other,

But we have not taken into account the most impor-
teant of our relationsd to the real, the relation of cor-
respondence. The real may not be wholly independent of
our thinking, but it is authoritative in demanding cor-/
respondence with itself, Whatever our ideas are, it is
certein that they are ideas, not becauvse they are messes
of images, but because they embody conscirus purposes. )>
Now, how can an internal meaning be linked to an exter-
nal meaning? How ¢an a volition also possess truth?

When has an idea an object at all? Some objects from
their nature (e.g., & plan of action,) cannot be causes

of ideas at all; others can be so regarded only by neg-

selective

lecting the part played bgacttontion. But {f an ides
selects its object how can it be true or false? The t;?
solution lies in the fact that ,whenever an idea aims at
truth it regards its object as other than itself, and

that the object shall be thus other than itself is cvon.:j>

part of what the idea consciously intends. e object

~——
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is nothing hnt the 1douo own conscious purposﬁor will,

ombodied in some more determinate form than the idea by

itself at this moment conseéiously possesses. The eom-

e — S s,

pl;}o content of the idea's own purpose is the only ob-
ot wvhich the idea can take note., This alone is the other
that is sought, If I will to watch for stars, it is
an experience that I first am to accept as the determin< -
" ation of my purpose. The idea in seeking for the deter-
mination of its own will eannot alter the rules of the
game while it is being played, My private will does not
create the rest of nature, but my conscious will eas ex-
prolsod in my ideas, does determine what objects are my
Objects, As for failure, the object that we have not
yet won remains for us & beyond, precisely as long as we
still seek 1t; and no merely external buffeting of so-
called hard facts ever proves to the resolute will that
the objetts are unattainable, until we see an inner rea-
son why just these objects are excluded by a fuller un-
derstanding of our own ideal purposes themselves. I do
not will just now to fly, because my purpose in conceiv-
ing nature is just now relatively fulfilled in & system

of ideas which exc¢ludes flying.

The finally determinate form of the object of any
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finite idea is that form which the idea itself would as~
sume whenever it became 2 completely determined idea,
fulfilled by an adequate empirical coneent, for which no
other could be substituted. What is real is, as ouch.\
the complete embodiment, in individual form and in finulx\\

e

Being, then, is something other than themselves, which

fulfilment, of the internal meaning of finite ideas,

finite 1deas seek, They seek Being as that which, {f ut.>

-

present known, would end their doubts. This final. form

of the i1dea is: lst, & complete expression of the 1ntorni@
meaning of the finite Idea with which we stsrt our quost#’
8nd, the oomplogo fulfilment of the purpose partially
embodied in this idea; 3rd, an individual life for which
no other c¢an be substituted. We have thus far used
terms of validity, but if there is validity there is an
object more than merely valid, which gives §the very con- |
ception of validity its meaning. This object is an in-
dividual 1ife, presented as & whole, totum simul. This
vhole 1s the completed will s well as the completed ex-
perience, corresponding to the will and experience of tuyé

>

one finite idea. In its wholeness, the world of Being |

is an individual life, consisting of the individual lmbodri
sll
iments of the wills ropresanttd~bv‘x finite ideas.

i






LECTURE VIIl., THE FOURTH QONCEPTION OF BEING.

Being itself we should directly face in our own ex-
perience only in cease we experienced finality. This /
would be giveh us in the form of & life that permitted ﬁb\
other to take its place as the expression of its own punv/
pose. Then alone should we stand in the presence of thoj>
real. (onversely, whoever thinks only of the genersal em-
cept (thinks , for example, only of gravitation or man,)
has not in his experience the tiall expression of his meen-
ing. An entire instance of being must be precisely
that which permits your idees to seek no other than what 5
is present., Such a being is an individusl, The osaeneo;
of the real 1s to permit no other of its own kind, and |
this character it possesses dnly as the unique fulfilment
of purpose. This 4th conception of Being sceom-
plishes the end which all the four definitions actually |
sought. 1lst, With the realist, the abject is not only‘\{

;

other than the finite idea,but {is suthoritative over a-

gainst it. gnd, With the mystic we agree in identi-

fving being with fulfilment of purpose, The mystical i-

dentification of the world with the self is mesnt to be |
true of the final or absolute self, not the partial, Seo
with us, the object is simply the complete embodiment of
the 1dea. We differ from the mystic when he takes refug®

in mere negations. 3rd, The fourth conception agre-s
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with the eriticel rationslist when he asserts that boing\
essentially involves that which gives validity to ideas. >
But you will have discovered what conditions are necessar
to constitute validity. The three conceptions,
then, are brought into synthesis in the fourth, What is,

is
,Puthoritstivo éver against finite {deas, = 85" realism

asserted;:.  , is one with the true meaning of the idax,
a8 mysticism insisted; and is valid, as eritical rational-
ism demanded. A will céncretely embodied in a life

is the roality,-rthio complete 1ife of divine fui;:nt

of whatever finite i1deas seek.

It may be objected that we in vain try to escape the
common sense con-clusion that experience alone determines
whet is and what is not, BUI" we admit this. The idea
is already experience, nor can the fulfilment take any
form not also empiricel. Further whoever asserts that
e body of humen experience exists, asserts what no humen
observer has at any moment experienced, NOr has any ob-
server at any moment verifyed his own past oxporicncoq.
The realistic empirieist, like every eother, trun-cond.i;
individual experience. As to finality, 1if the
empiricist says, All that 1s, is in one aspect, exper-

ienced fact, we so far agree; but {f he rejects the 4th

conception he must add,This experience, which is, is efen
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when taken in its tntality, a fregmentary experience, a
mere collection of whatever happens to be, possessing no
finality. It is true that no man experiences that
final constitution of experience, which we, on our part, /
hold to be the true reality. But this 1s becsus: it is ~
not yet revealed to us what we shall be,

2nd Objectinn: "Your view is still too abstruse. No-
body can assert with real or positive assurance any beirg
that transcends his owvn experience. Perhsps there is no
final Being." But what other hypothesis is there? We s
cannot, on the basis of experience, assert that beyohd
oug individusl experience there is nothing at all, This,
hnwever, cannot be & part of experience, In asserting
thet anything is 81l expéerience the sceptic's hypothesis,
if eonsistent with itself, assepts that this itself con-
sciously contains and fulfils the whole meaning involved
ih the idea of being.

3rd Objection: The hard facts of the world,pain,
failure, ote. But there are two aspects of any un-
welcomp facts. Bach has its own charscter, but also
appears as involving the temporal defeat of & purpose.
"Bvery evil thing," it is said, "has its own positive per-

fections." SO death has an interest as a fact about

which we seek information. On the other hand it appears
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as robbing us of our friends. By the definition of Be-

ing, you have no¢ empirically found your whole final ob-
ject, In your search for the eternal,lies for you the
very meaning of death and of finite despair., =u

"But is not death as an object real?” Yes, but not
by 1taolf @ whole objeet. The fulfilment of the whole of
& purpose may involve the defeat of a part of that very
purpose. Inf the vietorious warfare with finitude con-

sists the perfection of the spirit.

LECTURE IX. UNIVERSALITY AND UNITY.

My idea as really one with its object, in seeking \i\
its other, seeks the expression of its own will in an onp/?
piricel and consciouvs life. 'Bﬁt this 1life is, For that/
any ide= has an object at all implies such fulfilment.

FPOr despite the relative failures and error: of our fin-

itude, the real world cannot raii to express the whole >>

genuine intent of our ideas., For if they remeindd un-

expressed their final meaning could only take the form

of hypotheses. But what is merely valid is not even val-

i4. Suppose the meaning of our finite ideas 1is to»x_

remain uhexpressed. The fact of this non-expression has /
of being

then {ts own real being. What tornﬂohall this non-ex-

pression sctually possess? Independent of all ideas? Ms

¥e know, thig is _sp, impossibility. Moreover , what my
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idea seeks, and what therefore could conceivably be re-
fused to it, is just the reality which it meeans. €tThe re-

ality, therefore, which shall positively refuse it exe /
pression, is ipso fseto the reality to which the idea
appeals, and is not independent of that appeal. For you
are not put in the wrong by & reelity to which you have
mede no reference, and error is possible only concerning
objects which we actually mean &s our own objects, The
object that is to defeat my partial and fragmentary will

is, then, ipso faeto my whole will,
¥ith our definition,of what it is t~ be, in mind ,

we shall devote ourselves to an attempt to deseribe the
precise mutual relations of the world and the individwsl.
What 1s is the world, and it is also the individual., It
is the world that any idea views as its own wholly ex- |
pressed meaning and object., But are not ideas many and
various? So the individual is that whole life that ex-
presses and represents the meaning of any single idea.
But are not individuals as various as all our various {-
deas? The supremacy of God, and the deathless
meaning of the life of each person, these are the inter-
@sts of every form of ethical religion. There are two
opposing solutions. The one would lay stress hpon the

unity of the whole world, the other would insist upon the
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variety and relative independence of the individual lives,
e shall procecd to develop and reconcéle these two views,
The 4th coneeption involves the absolute unity of
the knowing process. The objeect that the thinker noan;\\
can have no form of beiny independent of hés meening, ncff
ean he be said to have any meaning not now fulfilled in |
his present experience, unless that very no.niné is pro-‘

o™

sent to an insight ineludes and eompletes his own in- i
sight, according to his own real intent, It follows >
that the whole world of being mist exist only es present
to the unity of a single conseiousness, which includes nJ.Q'1
conscious meanings in one finul eternally present insight,
not merely timeless, but possessed of an inclusive view
of all téme. Proof: The world contains many knowers,
They are relat-d or they are not., One or the other is a
fact, and as such known. But since this fact includes the
being of the knowers, there must be one final knower,
who knows @all knowing processes in one inclusive act.
Finally the knower of the universe can possess, by our
definitioni no being that is unknown to himself. The
final knower is thus defined in terms of absolute self-

knowledge. Our reason for asserting this as the

reality-lies in the now thoroughly expounded doetrine,
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that no other definition of being than this can be ex-

pressed with out absolute self-contradietion,

i. may {llustrate the results of our definition by
an approach to the unity of being from the empirical side
also. The subjerts of which we assert bdeing belong
to certain well contrasted types. We assribe reality;
teﬁlhc present physical world,! (2)our fellow men, (3) fb\
past events, (4)to the future, (5)to realities of the Srd\\
conception type, moral and mathetical truth, (8)to ideas |
whereby we define, etec. Looking closely we see )
that a1l are but veriations of one idea. For attempt to
abstract from any reference to past being, and what be-
comes of any concrete notion of present being?., Just 80
with the future. 'qﬁt is 1t?" is inseparably bovnd up
with, "Vhat was it?" and ,"Thither {s it tending?" So
it 1s impossible to separate possible or valid being from

present experience, in terms if which you define {t.

Hente we deal with one complex whole, s0 far, whose ¥

being, though differentiated, is of one inclusive type.
The being of my fellow is for me inseparable from my 1dll\\\
df my own being. As an essentially social creature,,l
have no rational and self-conscious life for myself, exs:

cept by vg;@uo of contrasts with my fellows. It follows
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that their being is inseparably bound up for me with my

notion not only of my present self, but of the past, prc-i>
ent #ndure and possible world that I regard as real, wo*’S
now find,therefore, that the variou-vtypos of being,

which we first distihguished, demands, even upon purely
empirical grounds, their reunion in one whole conception
of what it is to be real.

There is a sense in which all the wo rld may be
viewed as centered about the fully expressed inner mean-
ing of any rational idea, But human {deas are not the
only ideas of which this can be asserted. It is not until
man views himself as a member of an universal society,
whose temporal estrangements are mrgily incidental to
final unity of meaning, that he appreciates the actual
sense of the conscious ideas that express his longing fu§
oneness with an absolute life. On the one hnnd\
we have no right to define the unity of the world merely ?
in human categories; on the other, in so far as you have
become conscious of the unity of your experience, you
have a clue to the divine plan. In particular, our .
human experience of the space relation is obviously so |

special in its type that the space world is of decidedly

limited truth., So also with time. The present instant
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is not truly instanteneous, a mere now, Not every form\\
of consciousness must have the precise human limitation /}
of time-span, and & change of time-span would give a
vastly different ethical meaning.

Our {dea of what it is to be conscious, then, is
extremely variable, but the 4th conception has all the
more freedom, in undertaking the task of viewing, as frqgﬁ\

/

mentary aspects of one whole meaning, the varieties of /
nature and of finite individuality. When we c¢on-
sider experience we find medffold interrelationships
binding together facts that at first sight appear sundered:
In addition to these glimpses of unity, there are count-
less signs of fragmentariness and chaotic variety. But
these are precisely the facts whose fragmentariness sends
us to Another for explanation. And wherever we have &
plan_roluttvoly fulfilled we have that which cannot be
ignored in the final unity of the whole of experience,

Our general and relatively & priori proof of the
unity of being has itself been brought é4nto unity with
the empirical view nf our real world, We see then 2
the world of our 4th conception must be one, we catch

also a glimpse of how {t 1s one.

Ag to the most gener-al formrof the absolute unity,
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our guide is the type of our empirical unity present in

our own passing consciousness. "How should the many
be one?" Look within. Grasp many facts at once, *yonr
one purpose embodied { n a series of facts, In 0:#0{3-
ence you find present, past and future unified in you;\“\
own passing moment of consciousness. An eternal cone 3
sciousness is one for which all facts have the same tygg/
of unity as vour present momentary consciousness. The
case of temporal unity is typical of Qvory application of
our 4th conceptioh. In so far as your ideas possess in-

ternal meaning, you grasp many in one. You nomore lose

the many in the one than the notes in the melody.. d
The 4th conception asserts that God's life secs onq\.:

plan fulfilled through all the manifold lives. You are \\(

for the divine view all that you know yourself to be but >

infinitely more. Despite the c¢omplexity of 1life, the

e

ultimate unity is not far from each one of us, #

LEQTURE X. INDIVIDUALITY AND FREZDOM.

In the foregoing lecture we have dwelt upon the uni-
ty of the idealistis world; in this .we shall dwell upon
the individuality, the variety of finite beings, and
the relative freedom of finite acts. It is a common

charge that idealism has sacrificed to unity, finite
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individuality, or freedom of ethical action, Now from tae
beginning we have défined ideas in terma of experience
and will., Whoever rationally knows, has before conscious-
ness that which possesses the unity of a knowing process,
and that which fulfils. a purprse. We will to know, we \5
know what we will., The wnrld influences man only to a-
vaken him to such functions as interest him in the world.
At times we have relatively pure thought, again consdiows-
non is filled with whit we cell will, But facts always
have reference tdrctivitios. and activities have ref-
erence to faet: to which we attribute intellectually sig-
nificant being. "Meaning"” i{mplies both knowing and wili:,
Common opinion makes will a cause of states of conscious-
ness and of external facts. Present day psychology op-
poses this view, merely making psychic facts an accompan-
iment of the adjustment to environment. Thié contro-
versy gives rise to misunderstandings, since cause is a
word of various meanings. We will merely state here
the sense in which we regard the being of facts as due to
the will, human or divine, What can at present be askcq

is in what sense that which exists expresses on the one

the will of God, and on the other that individusl will

which you find expressed at any moment in your finite
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consciousness. We shall maintain that both get enn-
sciously expressed and that no cohtradiction results, \\

ﬁfﬂ:ﬂgﬂggggggmggggwigggp. in so far as they are |
retional, cmbOQXW:wgggggns. In saying that the, at first
disembodied purpose gets expressc@® we are merely stating
a fact, not speaking eas yet of an effeetive force. Wheth-
er the facts eould have taken place without a given
psychic entity or nervous organization, consciousness
does not tell. On the other hand, no realistic meta-
phvsies can rob me of the significence of my own act,

Cause and effect, fate and freedom, are subject to
the prior conditions of the concept of dbeing itself. The
slavery of the metaphysics of the past to the conception

of ceusality is responsible for some of the most fatal

misfortunes of religion and humanity. The genuine
significence of my voluntary proces:s is always an affai;\\\
of mv own eonsciousness regarding the present meaning of
my life, The distinetly lower category of causation el-
ways implies & comment which somebody else, viewing my /

/

act in & relatively external way, may pass upon me from
without. We cannot 1;::-€Athut the significence of the
world eand of the individual 1li{fe lies in the conscious
fulfilment of meaning. Te do not explain meaning by look-

ing beyond it for cause, for cause,to have being,must
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have meaning. Causstion 1s but a special form of being .
and therefore cannot be that to which being is due. In
consequence our primary question as t$A¥inito human indiv-
idual,in his relation to the divine life, is, In what
sense does the finite being retain, in spite of the unity
.0f the divine life, any individuval significance of his
own, An imperfect idea is vegue, not only from
lack of adequate contents, but with regard to its oewn -
momentary conseious:purposes. The presumption i{s that
the final expression of purpose is not merely complete

es to its contents, but absolutely determinate as to the
the meaning these contents fulfil. Tho.finlto procoagxl
from indetermination to determination is known p-yého-
logically as selective attentioh. A satisfied will
would involve & twofold consciousness: 1lst, I have all
that I seek and need no other; 2nd, I need precisely these
contents, end 80 seclect them as to permit nn other to
take their place. It 1s this selective cherscter
that is responsible above 2ll for the individuality that
belongs to all being. This view, that what is, 13‘;
selection from possibilities, is as characteristic of
realism, and even of mystieism, as it is G&éur conceptimy

To know facts is to destrov possibilities, Spinoza

indeeé¢ asserted that all that is possible is real, This
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can be maintained only'on the basis of the third eoncep-
tion, our rejection of which was due to & reecognition of
the fact that as long as you define mere universals, you
define neither the being of objects nor the truth of idess,
The elimination of possibilities does qge impoverish but
enrich, The 1ife in which anything whatever can happen,
has no character, The realization of the whole present
meaning is known by virtue of the consciousness that one
is excéluding from complete expression facts whose gen-
eral nature one still experiences, The very perfection
of experience infolves the exclusion of another, whose
general neture is part of the experience in cuestion,

We next pass toward more special comparisons between
finite and ebsolute individuality. Independent
of metaphysical ‘doctrine ,"individuel” means a unique
being. What makes the belief in individuals appear
early in human thought is that the real world, wherein
will seeks fulfilment, shall be altogether determinate.
But owing to our finitude, our will far anticipates its
own fulfilment. How should & finite being, whose experi-
ence comstantly passes frpm one partial fulfilment te
another, come to be 80 sure that he has actually stood in

the presence of éndgviduals? What we find are always
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types, instances of imperfectly fulfilled meanings.

So the {dea of individuality comes to us rather on '\
the selective side than on the side o;&resont fulfilment. |
It is not & question s0 much what I know of individuels
as vhat my affections determine to regard es unique,

Now this tendency to the selection of our objects
as 'unique is the character which the 4th conception gives
to the absolute will, The world is 1nd1vidual fact not
merely from completeness of content, but from the defin-
iteness of the selection of that object vhich shall be
permitted to fulfil the final meaning., No finite element
of meaning can be ignored from an absolute point of view,
But the very perfection of the fulfilment would require
of the #ivine will the sort of determination of purpose
of which we are conscious when we deal with the objects
of exclusive affectioh. _We have now gredually

prepared ourselves to define the difference between
\\a__.

e S

“finite and absolute and absolute will. ~The world
expresses the absolute knowledg;wg;méirtuc of the unit;\\
#f consciousness and by universality of meaning. The
world expresses wilyLo far s the uniqueness of the world
is the result of ideal selection, Now this might
seem to deprive any portion of the universe of private ;h

significance, but precisely the opposite is truve, If
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the world is complete and unisue, every distinguishable
fact is also unique. One of your owh acts expresses :$\7
one of your own purposes. It is united also in:the lingl¢<
unity of the absolute consciouSness. But this absolute )
ednsciousness is not something that merely absorbs your
individuality. Every finite purpose is a partial ex- //
pression and attainment of the divine will. The 1nd1v¥\
iduality of the whole dwells in the parts, while the /9
whole would not be what it is were not finite purpose 1;?t>
to speak its own word. You are in God but are not lost i/
in God. The many must, despite their veriety, win har-
mohy through codperetion. But this principle gives no |
limit either to the empirical variety of the will, or [\
to the relative independence which tne uniqueness of th{/
individual elements makes possible.

Two expressions here receive their only possible
justificetion: that when my will gets expressed I am ac-
tive, and when expressed in my choice 1 am free. Whatev}
er is unique is not causally explicable., The fndividuel
is never the mere result of law, Hence eause never de-
fines iss individual character, but only its genersl.

Hence acts of will expressing unique character conlti-\\\
tute what common sense means by free acts, When I thul>b

consciously and uniguely will, it 48 I then who just here
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am God's will, or who just here conseiously act for the

whole. I thus am so far free, As for "setivity" com-
mon sense means thet our present will, as individual,is ;>
unique. To later lectures 1s left the discussion of /
causation in its real but sbbordinate place. We do

not say, "Your individuelity ceauses your act, or free will
creates your 1life." .Being is deeper than causation.

Nothing besides yourself determines what constitutes yoﬁ;\\\
individuality. Here and now your individuality in your f
ect is your freedom. This is true, not in spite of the |
unity of the divine conccioulnogs. but just because of

the very uniqueness of the divine 1life, Therefore you

are ih action free and individueal.

VOLUME II, INTRODUCTION.

The former lectures emphasized the world, these the
human individual., The former deelt with the theory of
being, these with doctrine about 1life, the practical in-—
terests. of religion,

All knowledge is of matters of experience. But
whose experience? A men's private experience is merely
his present consciousness., The very existence of's body

of facts called "men's experience" heas never been verified
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by any man, Whon'and how then is a fact known to be &
fact of human experience? Whet now concerns us is a
closer consideration of a very obvious distinetion be-
tween the two conceptions: lst, of what any man &t one
time experiences as present, and 8nd, of the totality of
the several facts that have been experienced by various
men. If we say that no fact can be an acceredited fact
until some man has verified it for himself through its
presence in his experience, this doctrine can be intery
preted in two ways, The usuel weay is to say that there
exists & body of accredited fects, v-rified individually
by the experience of the various individual observers.
But this is contradictory, for by hypothesis, facts of
One Observer cannot be experience for 48 another, nor can
the existence of all the observers be, The 2nd
way is to say, that no fact is accredited except in so
far as it is verified by.the present momentary exper-
ience of myself, here and now, The metaphysical re-
sult would be to pass through practically our own train
of reasonéng to idealism, I do not know what cnnlti-\_
tutes the whole tHat I can and do verify in my prouont‘:“

experience, The difficulty of every introspective prob-

lem reminds me that by what is now actually present to my
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consciousness, I mean much more than I can be said now [/

/

consciously to ferify. I am consdious, but not wholly f
econscious . of my consciousness ,(which would require an/
infinite series.) I can always verify some fact of con-
sciousness, but the whole always has more being than I am
able now to observe, Whoever then asserts that no
fact is accredited unless I now verify it, asserts a fact
(the fact of my verification of facts,) which must, in the
end, be not so accredited,

Hence human experience is bound up with eloments/
which»for us men, are metempirical, The empiristic
thesis has yet a meaning, as seen in the &rd conception.
Experience id our only guide to concrete results. But {t -
always guides us by pointing beynnd itself to that withait
which it becomes self contradictory, +What is given is X
our guide, What 1is not given-- the whole of true bcinﬁff
is our goal. It is the characteristic limitation
of human ‘experience that it gresps fragments of & meaning
which can only be conceived of with consistency, as em-
bodied in an experience of wider scope.

Knowledge involves deeds, but we are acting at pre-
sent under a twofold limitation, I neither know what I
mean to do, nor do I know more than a fragment of the fldﬁ
that express my will, W#hen I know I am acting, but also :>

reacting, upon a given something., I c¢an create only on
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the basis of something that I am not #seking now to cres~

ate-- my environment, Fact, then, is other than I
find myself attaining. ¥We are prone, therefore, to in-
sist that the essence of facts is to be"stubborn". But

we must remember that it is of the essence of the will to
demand its own other, and to set its fulfilment beyond
the present, and so to define its very life as now in s
some sense not its own. Ve are pilgrims, not only be-
cause the facts are stubbornly foreign, but also because
ve insist that ours shall be the wanderers' portion. My
will co8perates in its own compulsion. What we experience
is always, in one aspect, our own will to be compelled by
the facts. In psychology we can begin with the
world as an existent fact., In philosophy we must begin
from within. The world is known by us to exist, because
we know it to be acknowledged as existing.

The limitations under which my particular action is
willed give me & sense of dissatisfaction., If such and
such acts would more fully express my will, I feel that I
ought to do them. My ought is my own will more rational-
ly expressed. The fuller expression of my will has 1its
own correlative embodiment in the real. This constitutes

my world of recognized facts. The facts, as real, are
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embodiments of my purpose, not as it seems but as it ought
to be viewed. But facts do seem to posses an overwhelm-
ingly foreign aspect. Whoever, however, not nnly suffere
but asserts, "These are the objective facts," lays him-
self open to the quoition. How do you know? You only ex-
perience that you are not now sucdeeding. But if he say
that it would be simple folly to think otherwis<, his
position is substantially the same as ours, He recog- \
nizes that he ought to view certain facts c-ﬁn particulag}
ways external to the internal meanings of his own ideas:

We do not assert that the will sacknowledges facts 13\
any capricious way. We do not call the will a cause, : .
still less & free cause., What is said is that i{ts recog-
nition of concrete things is not a mere acceptance, but
includes an intention, and fulfils & purpose., The only. }\
warrant for believing in causation at all is the ought, \\’}
whose basis lies in the assurance that all reality embod- \t>
ies purpose. The category of the ought has two aupectgf
end implies their unity! the external and the internal
meening of ideas. The ought requires that we should
acknowledge at sach moment as real, certain facts, which
even while they are conceived as limiting our acts, are

also conceived as enabling us even now to saccomplish o

will better than we could if we did not acknowledge these
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facts, The category of the ought implies these
subordinete categories: 1lst, the objectivity of partic-
ular facts; 2nd, the subjectivity of the grounds for our
scknowledgement of every particular fact; 3rd universel 1
teleology, which from our point of view, constitutes tho%

{
S

essence of all the facts.

LECTURE 1I. LINKAGE OF FACTS.

That the acknowledgement of facts is & sub-
mission to the ought leaves many aspects of experience
111 defined; Likeness and difference: these are 1neop5
arable aspects of the world, There recogniti-n and thoir\
very existence are correlated with the interests which
they fulfil, We express our own interests in them by
means of our classificetions, whose objective truth de-
pends upon the will that makes them,

The most subjective of our classifications is the

distinction between what "is just now observed," and the.

rest of the universe. The realist asserte that the ob-
jects not now thought of by us are not present to our
knowledge at all. This theory is simple, butilapses with
the realistic theory of being. "For if nothing exists in-
dependently of anything else..... then knowledge in fac-

ing reality at all, faces in gsome wise the whole of 1t at
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once, and the only question is how this at any instent -\
takes place."” "Other scts of knoilcdgc cannot, in their
own being, be wholly other than this one. For if wholly
other..... they would not be acts of knowlodéo at 2ll,"
As acts ~f knowledge they have a share in one being. In-
In knowing one thing I,iq‘ome sense, know the others.
"They are not wholly absent objects. Even now, I, in
some sense, mean them 2ll." In whet sense i& one #gno-
rant, tﬁon, of any object? Reply: the objects now con-
cretely acknowledged, are related to those not now con-
eretely known, as the objects which rur attention focuses
are related tn what, though present, 1s lost in the back-
grouhd of consciousness. "Ignorence glways means inat-
tention to details.” But as our attention and inatten-
tion, though an expression nf th-: will, are not always
sélterable,just then,at will, 80 our {nattention to count-
less real facts is due to conditions which we can not at
present alter except by the infinitely nunoroazrzzopc
which make up the process of experience, Further, the
very narrovness ofvourlqttontion is a condition fixed by
the very will of which our every act of attention is the
passing sxpressinn, namely by the will whose embodiment
is the whole world of facts. This inner conflict of the

world-will with itself is 2 character of the universal
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purponse.. But the infinitely numerous details of the

universe are in no wise wholly absent from our knowledge
even now, We know them all at once as the rest of the
‘'world.,. Were the facts that we do not know in detail
dhher than they are, our present attentive attitude would '
be other than it is. ’
Real facts, ih one aspect, are objects onf possible :?
attention, Here, however we meect that abstract way of
viewing the world which expresses itself in the catego-
ries of the world of description., We have to presuppose
our facts in order to make concrete our purposes, while
we can define our facts, 1f at all only in terms of our
purposes. This is the fatal circle of our finitude, fram
which we can escape by acting more or less blindly, seek-
ing in the process of experience both our own purpose and
the means of executing it. The object here is to
poin t out the conceptions to which this way of taking
the world leads us when we abstracti'{t from the creative
way of viewing things. The process of discrimination
leads necessarily to further discrimination, hence tends
t0 become & recurrent proc-ss, The result may give us en
{dea nf an infinittely complex objective strusture, which

we are disposed to ascribe to a system of facts.. By

studying the process of discrimination we shall be led to
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see what enables us to view acknowledged facts as linked
in a single ordoréd system, in which countless series of
real facts are interwoven; and hereby we shall be led to
a more definite idea of what is meant by the acknowledge-

ment of law in the material, social, and moral order of

the world, Our logical genesis of the concept of roai\x

law will free us from the superstition that whatever is,
is subject to an absolutely rigid necessity. We shall

see that necessity is only one saspect of the fnct-world,‘y

and is valid only in so far as it serves to make possi- /

/
/

ble individuality and freedom,
To compare two objects implio-. in certain cases,
that there is something between the two. That is "be-
tween” which may beidiscriminated from either, bul which,
wheh inattention blends the two, must also be blended.
Discrimination involves at least three objects, & pair,
and that which helps us to discriminate them, While the
problem of the one and the many is baffling when we have
only two terms, we get light as soon as we get one of our
objects betweem two others, The unity of the resultant
series as the expression of a single volitional process
will be due to the fact that I can every where see how
one distinction depends for its existence ﬁpon another

and previous one,

"l
)
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Our main thesis here is that, in the world of deccrip-
tion, all understanding of facts in terms of general laws

dopcnds upon the conception and verifgcation of such a
serial order @f facts as that characterized. Attention
begins to succeed when we begin to discriminate. The

whole system of the world may be viewed as made up ofﬁa-

fious systems which may be diseriminated like single
facts. The process may be viewed as leading from one
series of facts to another through the intermediary stagesS.
WTherever I observe in the process that all stages have
certain ”invtritnt' characters, I have discovered a law,

S0 much for a mere list of concepts, but has the

™\

world of fact no other aspect?® -’ The world of attcn&kxgk

tion is not the finel vorld that the will seeks.: It 88 a \§%

world of validity, nbt explicitly a world of individuals; ))

it is defined in terms of a fundamental postulate that /

always hes an alternative, that of & well-ordered system;

and finally, it meets constantly its empirical limita-

tions, fliln to find the intermediate terms. The

world of description is also a world of abstraction; {t

1s & vorld where truth is never discovered in its finall:

individual form. .
“The facts of the world are there and can be discrim- \;>

inated, but the world is also there to express & deter-
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minate purpose. Its facts are incidents in a rationally\\\\

connected social system of beings that embody purposes in
deeds. The facts are therefore linked in & teleological
unity. The true series is that of the iolf. the true
variety that nf the individual selves,constituting in \
their unity the individual of individuals. W¥hile in our }
discrimination we find certain facts, our discrimination ’
itself is a fact which we create.

The world is the background in which we are to dis-
cofer all the facts which we shall come to acknowledge,
but it 1s this as the embodiment of life., From our point
of view, the world of a self is embodied in a series of
discrete acts,y series in which one stage or act of 1life
is followed by the next. There i{s no interpolation of de
deeds between my deeds. My order is discrete like a nume
berseries. Hence the limitation which experience often
seems to set to my postulates about the discrimination
about the facts, may be founded in the deepe:t nature af\
things. The true world is not the world of descrip- ‘\\
tion, but a vorld of socially interrelated selves. The

true series of facts in the world must be & well-ordered

series.

LECTURE IIl. THE TEMPORAL AND THE ETERNAL.

An obvious objection to the thesis that finitude
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means 1na£tention is found in the nature of time, But
we make mistake: by taking time too abstractly, and over-
looking the elements of our’driginal percept, The first
element is that of change. The sc2cond is that of success-
ion. Now not only is succession experienced, but while -
one member of & series passes and another comes ‘the whole
is present in consciousness as & sequence, If this were
not the case we could have no conscioasnnot of successim,
Again, the present event, if all that was present, could
not be made short enough to contain in itself no success~
ion at all, We have what James has called a “specious
present ,” within which there is the relation of fnoirmer
and latter. But every serial succession has for us
some sort of meaning. What is earli:r in u’gtvgn series
is related to what is later a: that from which-'we pass
to a2 desired fulfilment., Our temporal form of oxpirionco
is thus peculiarly the form of the will as such, Ideas,
wvhen conscious, assume the consciously temporal form of
inner existence, and appear tn us n2s constructive pro-
cesses., The temporal aspect of a series of experi-
ences . always involves some element of expectancy, and
some sense of something that no longer is.

Our relatively direect experience of time lies at the

basis of every deeper comprehansion of time and eternity.
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The term present never means in any significant applica-
tion the indivisible present of an ideal mathemetical

time, The world's time is, in all respects, a gener-
slized and extended image of the obeerved time of our in-
ner experience, the specious present. Thether we gpeak
of the present minute or the present geologicel epoch
there is always in it & no longer and a not yet. Bven
the time of physicel science gets its essential char-
acter through considerations that can only be interpreted
in terms of will. For the conceived time series diff-rs
from & 1ine 1h space, since a line can be traversed in
either direction, while the dir<ction of the flow of time
is a character essentiel to the very fonception of time,
and can only be expressed hy saying that we conceive the
past &8s leading towardg, &8s aiming in the direction of thé
future, in such wise that the future depends for {ts
meaning upon the past. Only in terms of will, and only\\\\
by virtue of the significant relations of the stages of a,’;
teleological process has time any meaning.

We are now preparcd for & theory of thé sense in .

)

is eternal. For in defining time we have already defined

which the world is a temporal o#der, and that in which {

eternity. Flrat thc renl world must be viewod as teup

porul for 1t 1: o world where purposes are fulfilled. ’/)
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Evory reul being. ln so far as 1t has not won union with

its 14031 13 pursuing that 1dotl. and is nccordtngly

living in timo. But the complement which our finite

e

bcing seeka 1- not mcrcly nomothtng beyond the prozont.

but 1s inclusive of this very process of striving. The :

self in its entirety is the whole of the self-representa-
tive proecess, andwhdi & mere iast moment in it.

But secondly , this same temporal world is, in its
wholeness, an eternal order, i.e., the temporal order is N\)

at gngg%gggwn a8 & whole by the absoluto,Ain the sense in . |

wvhich e musical phrase is at onece known, despite the fact

that each element when taken as the temporally present

one excludes from its own temporal instant the other mem-
bers of the sequence, Temporal sequences must be viewed
as having for the real world and for the absolute the ssas
twofold character. "Present” in an inclusive sense,

means any portion of time with ineluded events as known

as & single experience. '”Preuong" in an exclusive sense

is applied to any event in so far as contrested with

—

entecedent and subsequent events., All temporsl suc- ““K
cessions are present at once to the Absolute. This con- ]
stitute: the eternal order. It is eternal, lst because

inclusive of all temporsal distinctions; 2nd, because -

tnelusive of all sequences; 3rd, becase not partial, to

pess away and give place to other partial glimpses.
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Objectinn may be made that tim- is infinite and theri-—
fore not capeble of rompletinn. But & well-o@dered infin-
ito‘sorios. if 1t embodies & single plan, may be viewed
es forming a totality. If you view the temporal order as |
such an endless whole, it will contain a single ex- g

pression of the divine will, and therefore, despate its

endlessness, will be present as & single whole to the Ab-

solute whose will it 1s. ' While t;Y:;o past is no \
\
longer and the fufure not yet, all the manifold feacts \

\
\
|

that are youres are present tn the Absolute, eternally fin-fj
ished, but by virtue of the temporal sequence of your ~
deeds. Just in so far ags I am the eternal or true
individual, I steand in the presence of God with my life-
meaning revealed td him and to me,  Now in time I

seek that complete expression of my will, whiech in and

for God my vhole life at once possesses. Yet the findirng
does not oeccur as an event in time mer=1ly, but as an e-//J

. P
t.rnu} experience of this my whonle striving.

LEQTURE IV. PHYSICAL AND SOQIAL REALITY.
The fundamental motives in the interpretation eof
the world are twofold, lst, leading to concepts of law

and of the world of description; and 2nd, leading to the

concept of reality as & well-ordered series, as the realm
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of appreciation, i,e. of values, of selfhood, ete,
OQur reaction in the presence of the world can become
definite and rationsl only when we acknowledge lives
other thil our own finite selfhhod, The world of ////
description needs to be interpreted in terms of the
world of appreciation, We find motives that leed us to
interpret the physieal world as a world of description.
On the other hand the social world is primarily a
world of,upprecintion. 1i.e. a world where other .1;;:\‘\
than our own present consciousﬁvall'soom to be OXprQIl[Z
ing themselves, Our eriticism of the categories has
prepared us to understand both the contrast and the
unity of these two realms,

No preci.e definition of nature can be given in
advence, In a vague way it may be defined as a realm

human
between the Absolute ahd the finite subject. Now the

A
senses never show us by themselves the true being of
anything, but théy give us data which we interpret -
as signs of the cxistinO. of matter, Iin what way do
wecome by this ezperience, Our idzalism knows nothing
knestivs®y about a collection of inhate principles.

It 1s a view of wide acceptance that we come by our
belief in the physical world upon the ground of re-

sistance, But it is the fulfilment, even relative and

imperfect, of our internal meaninges, and not the opague
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resistance, that gives us our warrant for finding thati>>
the universe has being. What is, is the completion of
oﬁr incompleteness, and not the fate that merely over-
comes us, Again, belief in causation is either taim,
from a physical world already assumed, or oObserved in
the mind,and transferred to an external world. In
either case it 1s & begging of the question., In the
latter case we have begun by defining the physical
roalﬁ. not @8 one that primarily resists our will, but
as one that embodiés one of our deepest purposes. But
if we are to understand what we mean by material na-
ture, we must ask what internal meaning of ours seeks
and demands an embodiment such as only outer nature can
furnish, Our belief 1n'tho existence of the N
physical world 1s bound up with our belief in the ex- :)
istence of our fellow men. Nature is known to us as &’
realm which we conceive as known or knowable to va-
rious men precisely as it is known to us., A theory of
nature must explain how all men come to posscil%;onnodb
édness and interrelated unity of their common experi-
ence, The source of our belief in our fellowmen is Q2
said to bethe fact thut we detect in their behavior® ;\:>
likeness to our own, This is more in harmony with our

own than the resistance theory, A vague belief in our
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fellows seems, howover; to antedate the consciousness
of ourselves. Our sssurance about them arises, not \\
from analogy, but from those very interests whereby //>
we gradually come to our self-consciousness. Our
fellows are kn;:% gg %3v;.§2§§§c:3?:'t%:§'ir. to us an
ehdless treasury of new ideas. Since reality is what -
completes our incompleteness our companions are realx« E>
Qur fellow man, when he is genuinely alive to us, is a
ltorohouqe of meanings. The only question that arises
about e ptrtieula: finite meaning is, where is it em-
bodied, To this my social experience answers, Then-
efer my fellow speaks to me or acts expressively., True
my fellow is more than this-- an 1nd1v1du|1. But this
is secondary to our empiricel ground for believing that
wvhatever as self he may be, he 13.1n any case real, and
something other than any conscious 1life of our own,

Now with the life of this my fellow, there is bound up
the fact that we can treat certain facts which each of
us for himself oxporitnccs.'ts if they were facts com-
mon to both of us, S0 we are led to the conception of
nature, As experience advances we come to a false
sundering. We learn under the influence of the ten-

deney to discriminate, to conceive of our fellows as im-

dependent beings, forgetting that we and others are
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fragmentary hints of the true unity of the Absolute.
But however rémote we may be from each other there 1‘\\§\
alwvays & realm between us, S0 we learn that nature ex-/y
ists ihdependently of any particular observer, Our
assurance that nature exists epart from any man's pri-
vate experience, is thus inseparably bound ﬁp with our
social consciousness, Our idea of separation be-
tween the significant inner life of our fellows and
material nature comes, first from the fact that to

the civilized man the material world becomes moOre and
more contrasted with our practical relations with our
fellow men, the more our power to mould the material
phenomena to our human purposes becomes promdnent, TO
the animistic savage all things are vaguely alive, JivV-
1lized man is too ¢ritical to tolerate vagueness, In
consequence our civilized view of nature has tended

in meny ways toward dualism, Nature is no longer con-
ceived as between conscious beings, but as foreign to
them, The processes by which men under;jao
to describe the material world are kept under control
by & conception whose origin is social, that of human
oxporionci as an organized totality.. Not to accept
the verdiot %gz:gperionco would be to cut ourselves off

from definite social relations.
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The law of causation is of only relative validity.\\
Why do we,then, conceive of nature as subject to invar- >
iabl: laws, when we can only show particular instances? '
If we generalize and say that whatever is must have a

.,

cause which determines what {¢ is, we are ambiguous or ??
mérély trivial, There is a unity betieen the one and i\
the many, but it tay be very different fr~m :‘a:link off/
rigkdnecessity. Whenever there is an exactly de-
scribed series, there is a law of that series. The
uniformity of nature is :thel tndependenc: of the inva-
riants of place and time. In the world of npprcciutioﬁ\\
or in any well-ordered series of events, this principle
is not'truo. Becaus< our ooctil 1ife belongs to the
world of appreciation, its endless novelties in life \\7
and activity cen only be organézed in definite ways in I
case many people agree to codperate by sd@pting the

same plans. Definite social hadits depend upon dis-
covering such uniformities of natural law as enable men
to conceive,and to describe to one another,definite
plans of action. Hence that aspect of nature which
suggests such unvarying laws has come to be looked

upon as mo-t_ohartcterintic. Irregularities are either
of no interest, or.@it« they force themselves upon us,

become a field for the endeavor to find law, The so-
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called axiom of the unvarying character of the laws of
nature is no self-evident truth, but possesses its pre-

sent authority begsause of the emphasis which our social \}
1ﬁtoroot| give to the discovery of uniformity, The i
value of the dogma of the unvarying character of nature //
is relative., Our experience of the objects of nature \
does prove to us that there exists a vast realm of faet™
other than whet human minds consciously find present ¢
within their own privete apprehension. But when we :l’>
ask what reality neature possesses, we must distinguish
between what our common experience permite us to verify,

| and what our experience warrants us in sasserting as the

’l consciousness.

truth regarding a realm external to men
We do not discover anything but this, that our human in-
ternal meanings do possess some reference to a vast fi»
nite realm beyond ourselves, This realm has deubtless-
1to’o'n meaning, which is as to enable us to develop our
arts, and to work outArelativoly successful, but also
distinctly human end social, descriptions and predice
tions of our science, |

Through the success of certain of :3;::::§=;tions
we have been led to a mechamical view of nature, and a
sherp centrast between mind end matter, Therefore this
very contrast lies in our human way of looking at thingsy

. ~
It is justified by our viewpoint, but cannot stand a- /
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gainst any deeper reason for interpreting our experien-
ces of nature as a hint nf a vaster realm of life and

meaning, of which we men form a part, and of which the

finel unity is in God's 1life,

LEOTUREV. THE INTERPRETATION OF NATURE.

Wo‘hnvo reached the conclusion that perhaps a \
deeper view will annul the contrast of mind and matto:;>
At one extreme we find e worid which is conceived as of
inwardly changeless substances; at the other, a world
where the stream of fact flows, nothing abiding bdbut
meanings. Evolution is the largest generaliza-
tion of our humen view of nature, It shows the 1no?ann-
ic world, and organic life with m4nd as the two extremes
from one of which passage has apparently been made to th<
other, and is often made the other way,(in death,)

We \hay explain this by ::seying teither that the passage
15 a mistake or that the separation is. The first is
practisally excluded. In accepting the second alterna-
tive, some make matter the beasis, since i& is permanent
while mind is fleeting. But do we know matter, after =1
ell? 1Is it not the more mysterious of the two?

Conscious natuee shares with unconsciovs four char-

acteristic types of processes: 1lst, both are subject
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to & condition that demands the irreversibility of great
numbers of their processes., ©£nd, Both are subject to
processes which involve a tendency of one part of nature
to communicate with another, 3rd, Both show & tendency
under favorable conditions to hte appearance of approx-
mate rhythms, 4th, Both are sﬁb:oct to the process of
evolution Now the contrast which we make
between -material and .conscious processes depends
merely upon the accidents of the human point of view, X
We have no right to speak of really uneonscious ntturo.\$
but only ef uncommunicative nature, or of nature whose |
mental processes go on at such . different time rates \
from ours thaﬁ we cannot adjust nuraolvos to & live ap-
preciation of their inward tluehcy, My own hypothe-
sis is, (says Profouuér Royce,) that, in case of nature
in general, as in the case of those portions of nature |
known as our fellow men, we are dealing with phenomenal \
signs of a vst conscious process, whose relation to time
varies vastly, but whose general characters throughout//
ar: the same. The vast slowness of the time-span in
nature does not necessarily mean & lewer type of eon-
sciousness, The actually fluent inner experience, which

our hypothosi*tttributol to inerganic nature, would be &

finite experience of an exceedingly august temporal
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span. How this world was individusted our hypothesis

would leave for deeper consideratinn elsewhere, lvoluf
tion is due to the constant communicetion of & vest numb\
ber of relatively separate regions of this world of con- /)
sciovs life, The evolutirnary processes would //
first be fduent processes, more or less governed by \

the pursgit of ideal gesols, 8ndly, They would be pro- \

Mg

cesses determined by intercommunication, 3rdly, They
would tend to the sacquisition of definite hebits, The
hypothesis supposes that in the cese of animals we may
well be dealing, not with beings that are conscious in
our own time-span, but with & rational being represented
by the race as a whole. The animal would then be &
temprrally brief section of & person whose time-span fi\

. ‘\
far longer then ours, Finally as to the origin unﬂ‘g

/

end of humen individials, our theory suggests that we /
are differentiasted from a finite conscious experience of \
prolumnbly e much longer time-span than our present nnc.//
The birth and death of the individuel men mean changes
of time-gspan.

Contrest with related hypotheses:
lst, Berkeley. With regard to the material world he is
en idealist. The relation of individual minds is ,howev-
er, realistic, Matter has no basis except the experien-

ces and ideas of men, and the direct influence of God
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upon these, From our point of view however nature is >>
reel precisely as are our fellow men, though we agree
with Berkeley in asserting that thers i1s no substance
1ndopchdent of all mind.

8nd, Leibniz, While he hes many genuinely idealistic
motives, the conception of being in his monads is essen-
tially roﬁliltic. The mrnads are 1ndepondcng,vh11q,ﬁy
our theory, in both nature and man individuals are close-
1y linked.

3rd, Qlifford's "Mind-Stuff" theory. Imorgeanic nature
is e i:st collection of elements of the type of our own
sensations, Evolution is a gradual organization of such
originally satomic elements of feeling into complex uni-
ties, which come to take on the character of conscious;
and in the end of rational lives, our hypothosit re-
jects any sush separate elements, nor admits that such
could come to be interrelated, For the same reason
we reject every form of doctrine that regards nature as
genuinhely unconscious, or that supposes the Absolute

to come to self conscinrusness first in man, All 1life
bas conscious meaning. This is the necessary conse-
quence of our 1d0&113m.’ The details of this hypothe-

sis of nature are only tentative,
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LEQTURE VI, THE HUMAN SELF.

The term "self" is ambiguous, One view places the
root of all evil without the self, The assertion of the
true independent self is the greatest good, The other
view is that the denial of self is the true good, Vir-
tue 1ies in altruism., Men's original nature is evil, C
good comes from without, Again these two are combined,
there are two selves, a nobler and a baser., The flesh-
ly self is evil, the spiritual self good, But the for-
mer ambiguity persists. The deeper spiritual nature, to
whom doeg it belong? Both common sense and religion giwe
this a very practical significance,., Our models, and th¢
mysterious grace that saves us come from without, Yet
they in such wise determine what is best in us that we
are accustomed to nourish the higher se¢lfhood, by means
of what we find 2s no croatioﬂpf the original self, but
as the free gift of the world, In Christianity the
higher self is originally not myself at all, but the
Spirit warring against the flesh, .This ambiguity
18 not the result of theological and philesophical
speculation, but is seen in the advice given to the
young, to forget themselves, and again not to forget
themselves, |

Such considerations ought to give pause to those who
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regard the problem of the true nature of the self as a
matter of direct inner knowledge. The concept of
the human self comes to us first as an empirical one,
But there is 2 question of just how much is to be 1n:\\
cluded in the self, Some {deas are seen to be mine, : ~¢
some those of others,, The boundaries of the ego and
non-ego are constantly seen to fluctuite. By what
marks is the self distinguished, th@n»from the rest of t
the world? our empirical self-consciousness de-
pends upon a series of contrast effects whose psycho-
logical origin lies in our sndial 1life, The self of the
child grows through imitation, He is conscious of oth-
ers before he is of himself, A mass of idecas and ~inter-
ests of others is perceived, und‘a similar mess of our
own., These constitute the alter and the ego, The.ogo
is connected with certain warm bodily sensations, but
receives its type of unity through social contrast ef-
fects, It is secondary, therefore to our social ex-
perience. 1 never do observe my Self as a liﬁgle and
unambiguous fact of consciousness,

A second type of the conception of the s<lf is

that it is in some metaphysical sense a real being, with
its being defined in strictly idealistic terms, This

must fall with the realistic conception of being. 7The






57
self, like every other real thing,is a meaning embodied
in a conscious life, present as a relative whole within
the absolute 1ife, Its individuality is the ctsontia{\\
uniqueness of the life, Humen experience always lm-rﬁ
plies that the will now present is genuinely expressed
through other conscious life that, from an absolute
point of fiew, is at once in conscious unity with this
instant's purpose, and also in conscious contrast. Pri-
marily, the contrast the—econtrest between the self and
the not-self comes to us as & contrast between the inter-
na} nad external meaning of this present instant's pur-
pose, Any finite idea is so far a self, I ecan contrast
my pr-sent self with my past or future self, There is n?
rotiénal principle to the usual identificatinn of the =
past sand future with the se¢lf, There remains only the
persuasion that one ought to possess or create for him-
self some one principle whereby he should be able, with
8 united and permanent meaning, to identify that part of
the world's 1ife which is to be his own, . This consid~
eration, that oné ought to select from all the universe
a: certain portion of repembered and intended life as
that of his own individual self, and to contrast with
this,one's larger individuality,the life of all other

individual selves and the life of the Absolute in its
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wholeness, shows us at once the s:nse¢ in which the self
is an ethical category. To identify the self with the
instent's internal meaming merely, is to leave it a
mere thrill of transient 1life, Your true justification
for the larger self is that you regard th: present's
life and striving as part of a larger task now assigned
to youy By the meaning of my life plan, by the ins«d
tent always to remein another than my fellows, despite \‘\
my unity with them, by thd4s, and not by the possession />

of any soul-substance, I am defined and created a self,/

LECTURE VII., THE PLACE OF THE SELF IN BEING,

Other theories of the self compared with ours:
lst, Realism., The principle problem here is how this
self whnse interests are essentially its own, can come ¢
to recognize any responsibility to other selves or to
God, It tends to become solipsistic. ®$nd, Mysticism
simply condemns all finite individuality as an evil
dream, 3rd, For Critical Rationalism the self is no
independent entity, but a being whose reality involves
the validity of a system of laws., The truth of every
such doetrin-: 14es in its recognition of the valid re-
lations of the self as conditions without which the self

cannot exist, Its defect is its impersonal view of
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being; the self by it is 2 law, not a 1life,

We cannot too strongly insist that the self is net
a datum but an ideal. I am assured of myself only in so
far 28 1 am assured of the nature of being in general,
There is no instant when I cen say, Here 1 observe that
I finally am, For every one of us, indeed, the ab-

solute self is God, Yet we retain our individuality

just in so far as our life plans, by the very nocccsiiy /
:f thoir social basis, are mutually contrasting life ,/
plans, each of which can reach its fulfilment only by
recognizing other life plans as different frem its own,
Therefore never in the present life do we find the self
as & realized fact. 'In God alone do we fully come to"j>
ourselves,

In view of your dependence upon the world how shall
you win conscious meaning and freedom? Your 1life
depends upon neture and society for its general char-
acter, for everything, in fact, except its individual
fashéon of acknow;odging and gaking interest in this
very dependence, The spirit ér God compels you in thix\
sense that it compels you to Qo an individual and be ‘/)
free, OQur theory 6f the self é}igna to it its charac-

ter of the free individual, but maintains that this char-
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acter belongs tn it in its true relation to God, and
eannot be obsreved at any one instant, es an obvious and
independent fact, The abgolute life includes
an infinity of longings, each by itself a consciousness
of imperfection osping its relative fulfilment in some
other finite state. Only thrrugh such consciousness is
perfection attainable, We are not obliged to assume
some principle of blind self-differentiation as a ground
for the separation of the finite beings from the divine
source, Longing , as a fact other than fulfilment, is
indeed blind, But ih order to be possessed of the ¢ter-
nel knowledge of the attainment of the goal, the abso-
lute ingight will actually.include all that we exper-
ience when today we seek the goal in vain., It is pos-

sible for us now to comprise in one moment, expectation

and fulfilment, ignorance and discovery, So all finite
W barcatuwt”

consciousness, just as it is in ulzqfrnm the absolute
point of view, but is 8ls0 scen in unity with the whole-
ness o;j:;mpora1 proce:cses, Finitde means the sense
of sundering, and must find its place in the Absolute,
in order that the absnlite 1life may be complete, From
the poiht of view of the absolute, finite beings never
fall away, What we have said applies equally to
the relation of the larger individual self to the lives

of the individuals included within it. So efery new
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self that arises finds its place in the larger self that

permits it tn become an individual, The explan-
ation of any particuler existence can be given only 1n=1
one of two forme: 1lst, in terms of universal pr!nciplcs;
in 36 far as just this finitude is needed to complete thC Eg

/
Absolute; 2nd, in terms of the particular relatinns of ’

/
/

each finite being, in so far as it is what it is in /
consequence of the presence in the world of.oth;r finito\'
beings that require some aspect of its own life as their
resultant. We have seen how a new sort of self- -
hood can arise, 28 in the case of the empirical ego in
human experience, We have only to generalize in order
to see how’u similar process can occur universally,

A font.tive hypothesis wéuld be: "the process of
the evolution of new forms of consciousness in nature
is throughout of the same general type as that we ob-
serve when we follow the evolutinn of new sorts of plans,
of 1deas and of selfhood in our own life." A new indiv-
{duel life i a new way of behavior appearing amongst
natural phenomena. As 8 result ~f the uninn of sex-
vel elements, hhe cell from which the new organism de-
velops, has characters bstwveen thoce represented by the
parent cells, Sexusl generation is thus analogous to

the process of conscious imitation, But in another
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class of cases the new living individuals result asex-
uelly, e.g., by the process of cell-muliiplication, But
this process is analogous to the recurrent processes of
the conscious will that'has found what it has to do¢
Further, the new 11!1ngA13 gely illustrate the process
of gradual adeptation to environment, by novel forms of
structure and funetion, antiogouu to our conscious pro-
cess of learning new arts through trial and error.

"ihe eyolution of new selffood 1u rendoTed poesstls
by the fact that e finite form of cnnnoiou- lito ‘mey
hnvo a tworold rolation to the univcruo. end so muy

seek tho truth. and 1ts own -elf-expresaion. in a two-

fold way-- a more active and definite course of self-
expression, or a more gggtggjvoﬁonc o#&iucovory." The
new expressions of purpose are tentative, When they are
successful they sé mass themselves as to form definite
centers of new experience. But when they suggest noth-
ing that acenrde with the established habits of the self
within which they arise, they ere unadapted to their en-
véronment and pass awey, "But now these new creatioams
if they survive, are not bhe mere contents of another
and larger consciousness, They are also processes occu~

Pying time and embodying will; they are themselvee fin-

ite conscious purposes, having an inner wnity., If
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they become aware of their relation to the Abs@lute,
then they no longer survive or pass avay merely as they
serve the larger purpos: that eriginally 1nvgnted them,
They then define their own lives as individually sig-
nificent, conceive their goal as the absolute, and their
relations to their natural sources as relstions that
mean something to themselves also, "When once I become
aware that my little form of willing also is & hint of m
en absolute truth, I know myself as in intent this in-
dividual in the world,..... And nev I have & character
that may well survive, that in fact will survive, all
t e organic processes that were originally expressed in
my life, as this variation of the parent stock. For in
God I am & seeker after God as soon &as I know myself as
a self at all,..... I no longer depend upon the finite
self within which I came into being, just as my organism
even in physical functions, no longer depends upon the
parent organisms." This allows for originatién. but
also is perfectly consistent with immortsal destiny.

The self, like any other phenomenon, is a proper
object for investigation, in order to reduce 1;:20rm- of
causation, We do not thereby eddanger our own doctrine
of the freedom of the individual self, for this way of

viewing man is necessarily limited by the limits of the
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world of description. 1st, Thus to view a man is not to
view him as he views himself, i.e, as possessing inter-
nal meaning. Hence, what you never causally explain
about a man i3 precisely his primary character as a self,
2nd, All causal explanation has to do with types and
never with whatever is individual about events, What-
ever about me s expressible in general terms you can
and must undertake to explain causally, a® due to my de-
pendence upon natureiin general, But what remains
causally inexplicable is precisely my being as this in-
dividual, who am nobody else in God's world,

Nor i8 the self teleologically determined, as might

be urged by its place in the unity of the didine plan, \\

The divine act whereby God wills your individuvality to
be wﬁat in purpose and meanihg it is, is identical vith
your own individuval will, and exists not except as thus
identical, But if there are no independent be-
ings can there be free beings? We reply that in the
very reciprocity of our relations lies the assurance of
our true freedom, A change in the world produces a
change in the individual, but so does a change in the in-
dividual produce a change in the world, It may be oOb~

jected that according to the theory, @od's will creates

e
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us all alike, But the very essence of the theory is
that the categories, whether of causation or of teleo=:
logical dependence, are secondary to the fact that the
world exists as the empodiment of conscious purpose, I
depend for my life and msaning upon life not my own, ‘v
But my will as the will of an individuval is not wwholly
the expression of other purposes than my private purpose;
The divine will gets expressed in the existence of me,
the individual, only in so far as this divine will firtf
not merely recognizes from without, but incéludes within
itself my will as on: of its own purposes. If I1am I
and nobody else, then I am in so far free, That is
precisely how my existence results from God 's will,

God cannot be one except by being many,

LECTURE VIII, THE MORAL ORDER.

In what sense, and for what reason, do we assert
that the world is a moral order? But first let us ask,
What is a moral order? And has our idealism a place for

such? "A moral order,"

an objector may maintain,
"depends upon recognizing that selves can do good or evil
by means of their own free will, There is an essential
opposition between what ought to be and what is., The
best world for the moral agent is one that needs him to

make it better ., In the idealistic world everything is
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viewedd by the Absolute ac.atltil. changeless, There
can be no real progress, The world is certain to have
one of its finite perfestions embodied in whatever the
individual doél.v He cannot, therefore, sin," Now the
moral ought in its primary sense is a category of tem-
poral application, having foforcnce to acts which follow
one another in time sequence., Accepting the statement
that any moral agent can choose right or wroné. the act
must poisc-l an aspect in which it is not deducible from
any external conditions, but is the agent's own present
deed, Bither what ought or what ought not c¢an oeccur at
any one temporal instant, just because of the otgrnnl
perfection of the whnle, By the reality of the indiv-
iduval moral agent we mean that hhere is a finite inter-
nal meaning, which seeks as its own other, with what-
ever degree of blindness, tfhe Absolute itself, To seek
any thing but the Absolute is impossible. By the Ouéht
you mean & rule that would guide you nearer to the ex-
pression of your own will,‘lnd heace the Absolute, tha'n

{f you ran counter to it, The Ought commnnd..”aurmnniaon

\
\

thy will with the world's will, express thyself through
obodionoéz But the self is known through contrast ef-
feet, Hence it is possible for it to conceive its

search fér self-expression as simply an undertaking, not






77

to obey, but to subdue, Hence 1t may seek its self-

expression in rebellion, "Nor is such a rebellious ats
titude by any means wholly evil, Jonsrious choice of

e total evil is, indeed, wholly impossible, for the self
at its worst seeks finality of self-expression, I can
bnly assert myself by trensforming myself, so that I
actually obey, in some measure, even vhile I rebel, Nor
can any being wander so far as to escape the indwelling
of the ‘bsoluta: The obedient self, however, acts
willingly in accordance with a truth that is final, and
is cénscious of its own meaning in a form that is far
more significant than the one in which the life of the
rebellious spirit is embodied,

The objector may say, "What you call freedom of the
finite self cannot be moral freedom, For the self al-
ways wills its owvn fulfilment through oneness with the
Absolute., The conflict between the ought and the rebel-
lious attitude of the self can d:pend upon nothing but
ignorance., l!lence y~ur moral acts are mere expressions
of knowledge and ignorance, nnd'not of freedom," We re-
ply that knowledge and will are jnseparably beund up to-
gether., By hnlding a thought before the mind by means
of attention we come to act upon it, The only fi-ld of
choice then, is the field of attention, The attention

i1d the will of the instant, To sin is consciously to
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choonse to forget an ought which one already recognizes,

All sin then, is sin against light by a free choice to
be inattentive to the light already ieon,

But the objector may continue, "In @od the whole
intent of good and evil alike is brought tn l1ight in a
unique whole., This whole is absolutely perfect, Sin-
ners cannot make it less perfect, nor the gond make it
better," We reply that we reach here a place where the
distinction between the temporal ang the eternal order
becomes of the greatest importance, Moral acts occur h£\;

N,

time, We say to the moral agent, "You act as you will

e

in so far as you are free, If you do 111, the world-

S

order will, indeed, in the end make gnod the 11l you /
have done, and in that sense make naught of your deed-- |
yet not because you are unable to do any ill at all, but S0
because elsewhere in the temporal order, nther agents,
seekimg to overcome the disquieting 111, which your will
has chosen as ites expression,will somewhere, and somehow
succeed, The moral order nf the idealistis world means,
thon; not that no moral ill can be done, but that in téé
temporal order, every evil deed must somewhere, and at \
sometime be atoned for, by some other than the agent,

{f not by the agent himsélf, and that this atonement,

will in the end make possible the perfection of the






L
whole, The objector haes said that no other world
than this 1s, or can be=; hence it is chengeless, ac-

cording to the theory, We reply that from the eternal
point of view it is not subject to further change; be-

caus<’ the eternal point of view includes at a single

\
]

glance the whole of time, and therefore includes a mﬂ////
knowledge of changes that finite agents, acting in time,
really work in their own world, A furhher ob-
jection may be made, "The individual knows at any moment
that what he really means is identical with the divine
will;ﬁ My meaning when interpret:d in the light of 2ll
other 1ife, of all the atoning deeds, is identical with
God's will, But taken by myself as I now am, 1 em re-
mote enough from conscious union with the dbsolute,

The objector may say, "But the agents deed is buf one of
the incidents by which the Absolute wins perfection,
hence he cannnt go wrong." O0n thetecentrary, he may sin,
but if so, th: divine perfection includes his condemna-
tion, and the overcoming of his evil will, AThe ob-
jeector may continue, "Were the agent other than he is,
the whnle world would be other than it i;; but the world
a8 known to the Apsnlute, is known as a world that ful-
ftlo]the absolute purposc, and hence cannot be other

then 1t is." But if evil appeers it demands its other
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which so supplements it that it is overruled for gond,

Only by virtue of this.nther does the evil-doer enter
into the perfect whole. If the objector continues,
"You are losing sight of the contrest between what is
end what nught to be;" we reply, thet they can and do
fell asunder et any one instant in the temporal ordef,
"But your doetrine has still to fncévthe difficulty
concern;ng foreknowledge and free will.ﬁ‘ On the one
hend God does not temporally foreknow anything, except
in so far as He 1is oiprclsed in us finite beings, On
the other hand, the Absolute possesses & perfect know-
ledge st one glance, of the whole of the temporal order,
past present and future.

Our idealistic realm then is a mersl order, The
acts of s moral sgent are his own even because God's will
18 in him in ¢he heart of his freedom. And his deeds &
‘are not indifferent to the whole universe, which wins,
through his free aid when he codperates, and through the
overruling ;f his ceaprice when he withstands, yet wins

by regarding and including his freedon,

LECTURE IX. THE STRUGGLE WITH BVIL.

An evil, in gemeral, is a fact thit sends us to
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some Other for its justification, and for the satisfeac-
tion of our will, This obviously applies to every finite
fact gue finite, Any temporal fact is essentially more
or less dissatisfying, and so evil. Were the will sat-
isfied with the preéent expression of experience, the
whole of being would now be present, It follows that
dissatisfactinn is the universal experience of every
temporal being, We can see that meny 1lls that beset/
our fortine are due in large measure to the very mqgnis
tude and ideality of oul undertakings. The abstract
formula does noti however, enable us to explain or pre-
diet the fluctuetions of our fortunes. Mean is bound by
menifold ties to nature, lst,as a social being, and 2nd,
as connected with the conscious life of nature as a
whole. Yet apart from thece endless complications the
abstract formule does hold good. But the very pres-
ence of ill in the tcmporal order is the condition of
perfectiorn in the eterntl order, The attainment of 2
goal means the consciousness that a certain process wirs
its own completion, But this process is essentially e
struggle towdrds & goal, Were there no longing in time
there would be no peace in eternity, Every

111 of humen fortine is presumably due t4 the megnitude
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of our plans, or is the expression of the morelly defeot-
ive intent of some agent. As to whence comes this 1ll-
fortune, we have seldom any right to ventur§ detailed
speculations, On the other hand it becomes plain
that the moreal 111 of eny agent becomes & source of
ill-fortune to nther finite moral agents. If nothing
humen is foreign to me, then this my free will is in no
senee absnlutely independent of the common himen nature
thet I share with the sinner. All human sin is there-
fore in some sense my own, The finite will responsi-
ble for my misfortine ic in general unknown to me. Yet
every such defect of a finite will has & genuinely morel
significance, I shall therefdre undertake t® atone fort
the 111 that the unknown egent has done, Where ] am
obliged to know whose s8in it is whereof I endure the
consequences, I shall remember that 8l]l men are brothers,
and 1 shall even rejoice, when I have the strength, that
I can join consciously in the task of atoning for this
sin, This intiméte relation betweem ill-fortune and
sin renders especielly serious my view of my own moral
task, :ho sin of mine 1is whollﬁ indifferent to my fel-
lows, for what is deed to me, is in some sense fortune
to all other selves,

The older forms of theodicy are mainly either mys-
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tical or realistic, The mystical doctrine is that evil

has no being at all, For us evil is certainly not an
unreality, What we have asserted is that no evil is a
complete instance of being, In other words evil is for
us a thing explicitly finite, The mystic first denies
that evil is real. Asked then why evil seems to exist,
he replies that this is our finite error. This error
becomes thereupon the soudce of our woes, an evil, But
no evil is real, Hence we do not really err, etc. On

the other hand the denial of the reality of evil makes
rational
an end of every possibility of moral effort, For ws

on the contrary, while in the eternal order the will of
God 1s triumphantly expressed, in the temporal order
there is freedom and the possibility of resistance.
Real evils result, justified only by the eternal worth
of the life that endures and overcomes them.

According to the realist, evil is due to the free
will of moral agents, who are essentially independent
beings. If they choose evil, evil enetrs into the world,
but 1s not in any sense in God, Divine justice then de-
mends that mhe moral order should be vindicated by re-
quiring the sinner td reap the consequences of his deed,
Sufferers have, therefore, only their own sins to blame

for their sufferings, The realist lays great stress
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upon the sundering of moral agents in the world, 1lst,
to make the respomsibility of each moral agent quite
unmistakedle; s 2ndly, to clear the divine will entirea
ly from the deeds of any finite agents; and 3rd£& to as-
sure us that no real harm can come to the righteous,
This theory is seldom carried out with rigid consistency
but in any case it breaks down, For our ethical inter-
est in the world is inseparable from our belief in the
solidarify of the human race, The moral agent must in-
deed possess a measure of freedom, But independent bean
ings of the realistic type are impossible for ethidal
significance, What gives moral 1ife its significance is
the fact that individuals can and do suffer undeservedly
from the wrong-doing of others; and again that moral
agents can do good in and for the life of other moral
agents. For otherwise no moral agent could have any
genuinely significent task to perform, since he could
not affect others, Again if the ills of the creatures
are external to the life of the c¢reator, the ancient
dilemma as to the limitut;on of his power , or his be-
nevolence,retains all its hopelessness,

According to the tdealistic view I suffer, in gen-
eral, because I am an agent whose will is not poew com-

pletely express:d in & present conscious life, The
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higher my ideals, the more there is in me of ane kind of
sorrow, 1.0;. bhat my present temporal 1life is not yet
what I mean it to be., I can improve this my state of
temporal {11, by every effort to live in bottor'icdord
with my ideal, But my comfort can never lie inthe tem-
poral attainment of my goal, but must be in the con-
sciousness , lst, that the sorrows of our finitude are
identical with God's own sorrows; 2nd in the assurance
that God's fukfilment in the eternal order is to be won
through the very bitterness of of tribulation, and thro'
overcoming the world, That our sorrows are God's own
iorrows. contains the only ground fop a genuine theodicyr
Through mﬁltribulttion the absolute triumph is won, but
this triumph is also et-rhally mine. If some
sorrows seem not thus to make for the noblcr gifts of
the spirit, we must remember that man echoes, in his
passing experience the sorrows of the world. His com-
fort here lies in knowing that in all this 1ife, ideals
are sought, with incompleteness at every instant, but
with the assurance of the divine triumpﬁ in eternity,

lighting up the whole.

LECTURE X, THE UNION OF GOD AND MAN.

We have seen that in God you possess y~ur individ-
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uality, that your very dependence is the condition of

your frecdom and your unique significance, The task of
this lecture is to bring together iho threads of our
argument as they bear upon the doctrine of the individa-

ual self, and the more practical aspects of its union

with God, Personality is an essentially ethical
category. A person is 2 conscious being, whose life,
temporally viewed, seeks its completion through deeds

and eternally viewed, attains its peéfcctinn by metn:\\\\
of the present knowledge of the whonle of #ts temporal_ \
strivings. S0 God is a person, Hid perfectinn is not !)
the result of any process of evolution, Go@ in his to¥d
tality as absolute being, is conscious, not in time, buC
of time, Bvery temporal instant contains a seeking af-
‘ter God's perfection, Yet never at any instant of time

is this perfection contained., There is always progress

in the universe, 1qLo far as at any instant some finite

end is nearing its temporal attainment. But we do not
necessarily assert that there is a law of universal pro-
gress, If the temporal world contains progress, it al-i\
80 contains decay. But progress is always present in ;>
the sense that at every moment of time some new and /ﬁ/

significant goal a8 approached hy finite agents, On {ho

other hand progress is not universal, We can always say
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that in some respects the finite universe of any one

temporal moment is worse than it ever was before, But
all things work together for good from the divine point
of view, and whoever @an make this divine point of view \
in any sense his own, sees that they do in spite of the /
inevitable losses and sorrows of the temporal order, 'j
Now man too is & person, His life, temporally
viewed, seeks its completinn through deeds, Eternally
viewed, it attains its perfection by means of the know-
ledge of the whole nf {ts éon:cious strivings, The hu-
man self is not a thing or a substance, but a 1life with
a meaning. The first impression would be that
our thenry gave no decision as to how long & time is
needed for the expression of a whole life, The self as
found in a psssing thrill of tﬁterntl meaning in its
relation to God is an individual, Temporally it has a
unique contrast with every other wvent in the universe,
Eternally it finds the complete expression of its whole
meaning in God's entire life., The temporal brevity of
the instant is no barrier to its eternal significance,
But this is far from being the whole human s<1f, which
18 the self of the unique life-plan, This needs tem-
porally extended expression, It is to Dbe rcmembero&,

that any task, however transient, has a twofold aspect,
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It 1s temporally contrasted with 21l other events in the

universe, and stands likewise in eternal relatinns as
bearing & placeiin the absolute meaning. Yet not
thus do we dis~over the adequate view of the relation
of the human s¢1f to time, For when I aim to do my duty
1 aim not merely to accomplish the unique, but such a
service that I could never say, at any one instant, "My
work is done, There is nothing more to accomplish, "
For it is of the essence nf the ethical self to press m
to new tasks, to demand new ppportunities of service.

The sense in which the human individual is to be
viewed 2s immortal is more precisely defined by three
distinet cénsiderations:

lst, We know being from three sides: a, Whatever
is is something that in oni aspect is content ofAexperi-
ence; b, is an object comforming to a type; ¢, 18 also
& unigue embodiment of a type. Individuality is a cate-
gory of the latlsfiod will, For us creatures of frag-
mentary cénsciousness and dissatiafied will, the indiv-
1duality of all things remains & postulate, and is rathev
the object that our ethical consciousness demands than
any object that we in our finitude atiain. Judt here,
however, 1lies the first of the three considerations, Th¢

self possesses individuality in and for God. It can
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say, "As human self, here and now, 1 know not conscioustz
what my own individuality is. but God knows, and lie know>
this not as eanother than myself, bt in so far as in the
tternel world I know myself as real, Hence in the eter-
nel world, my own self, whose consciousness .15 here so
flickering, attains an insight into my own reality and
Auniqucnoss." ,

gnd. That death occurs we kn~rw, but how from our
EAenlicfic'paiﬁs of:viewtis“"this possible as a real e-
vent? Something with a meaning comes to an end, before
that meaning is worked out to its completion; something
individual is attempted, but to our ken never finiéhcd.
For us, if death is re;l. it can be real only én so fer
as it fulfils & purpose, necessarily one that, in the
eternal world, is consciously known and seen as contin-
uoﬁc with, yes,as inclusivo of , the very purpose whose
fulfilment it seems to cut short, The defeated purpose
must be known by some conscious being who can say, "This
was ﬁy purpose, but temporally I no longer seek it, but
this cessing of my former purpose has  its meaning which
is continuous with my larger moaningf' Thus I cen tem-
porally die, but I mysclf, in the eternal world, see
why 1 die.’ I shall finally die, only when I come to

say of myself, "M1work is consciously and absolutely eac-
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complished." But this brings us to the third consider-
ation,

3rd. An ethicel task is one of which I can never
say, "My work is finished." Every deed of an ethical
life emphasizes the contrast between itsell and other
lives, and so gives opportunity for newvdeeds, Té serve
God is to create new opportunities for service, There
cen be no last moral deed,

Is the completed self still to be called finiteg
As the complete expression of a self-representative
system it is in the eternal world no longer finite, but
infinite, Yet it differs from the absolute self in be-
ing pertial, requiring other selves as its own supple-
ment, It is 1nf1n1to."1n its own kind." We need not
conceive the eternel ethical individual as in any sense
less in the grade of complication of his activity, or in
the multitude of his acts of will than is the Absolute,

Our result is this: Despite God's absolute unity,
we preserve and attein our uﬂgqun lives, and irc not
lost in the very life that susteins us, and needs us as
its own expression. This life is real through us all,

and we are real through our union with that 1ife,
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PART 1I. OCRITICISM.

INTRODUCTION.,

The geherel plan of this work is edmirable. It
aime at a thorough and consistent system, based upon
fundementeal concepts, and vhile examining rival systems
with the greatest keenness, endeavors to do justice to
the truths involved in them, and to incorporeate these
within its own theory, I f Professor Royce had succeecd-
ed in carrying out this program with consistency and c
conclusiveness, his work would merk & great stage in the
history of philosophy. No one c¢ould be more desirows
than I ~f finding something that off-red or proﬁilod
finality in the conclusions of philosophy, But while
there id much of suggestive value #n the "World and the
Individual,” and much that sheds light upon the intri-
cacies of previous philolophers.‘yet tbe final solution
seems to merta’be as far off as ever, I do not find
that Professor Royce's criticisms are conclusive, (ex~
cepf in the case of mysticism,) or that he has estab-
1ished his own theory upon the firm a priori ground that
he desires,

I shall fako up the points to be considered, much

in the order in which they oceur in the book,
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THE EXAMINATION OF REALISM AND CRITICAL RATIONALISM.

The definition of realism that Préfessor Royce
gives is such as would be gcceptcd by a realist, not
quite conscious that the wooden horse was filled with
armed men. The unsuspecting phileosopher finds that he
has admitted that the mere knowledge of one being by
another , "makes no difference” to the first, though
they may be in the most intimate relationships;"that the
existent causal or other linkage bétween any knower and
what he knows is no part of the definition of the ob-
ject known", I am holding a pencil, and think that I
have asserted that the pencil will not cease to exist
if I cease to think of it. 1 find that I have asserted
that it is no part of the definition of a pencil to be
something thatecan be seen and held, Ideas, again, must
be independent of things, else you could prove something
about the things from the ideas, and "the that would
follow from the what." I shall try to show that it 1s
possible to hold to the reality of the external world,
as essentially ihdependent of our ideas, and to the
independent reality of the ideas themselves, without be-
ing involved in these consequences,

As for the ideas, they are (as they must be by the

realistic definition) independent of any other ideas
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about them, and this quite consistently with any argu-
ment that Professor Royce has advanced, . Further they
may in many instances be caused by external objects, or
be attributed to them, and yet have an existence that is
independent of them thereafter, an existence that is not
effected, though the external object be proven not to
exist, The idea having once occurrod.‘ia & real idea,
Prove to me that after all an idea of m§de was erroneous
and I shall say, "Still, I certainly had the idea," It
was not true, buf it was real, True to its object and
real in itself are different things. When we asseft
that an idea is true, we ascribe to it a quality that
is entirely dependent upon its object, When we say that
it is real, we mean that, true or false, it possesses an
existence not to be taken away, When tB4s distinction
is kept clearly before the mind that part of Professor
Royce's argument that has to do with the dependence of
ideas upon their objects, loses its force,

Independence is made to carry with it the impossi-
bility of a link between the independent beings., In-
dependence may, of course be defined in such terms. But
1 very much doubt whether any realist ever took it to

mean that. Certainly it is possible to take it in:en-

other sense, Put a piece of matter into existence, with
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this chnrtctor; that it shall attract every other piece
of matter in the universe, Just what it is, Wwhat 1t
will do, how much it will attract, depends upon the a-
mount of matter in the universe to which it is added.
That 1t is, that it possesses the power of attracting,
does not depend upon the pewer of any other one piece of

matter,

As for the relation of object and ;deg. the object
may hav; an existence which is independent of the idea
of it, and yet sustain a close and intimate relation-
ship with it, The being of a business correspondent wha
4 never saw, is independent of my being, a faect which
the existence of postal communication does not remove,
but that independence of exiiinco dpes not prevent our
establishing & correspondence, and profoundly influen-
eing each other's conduet. Professor Royee confuses, I
think, "independent” with fnot dependent", or in other
words turns his definition around and shows that since
independent objects cannot exist, therefore the object
is dependent upon the idea, & use of"dependent" in two
different senses, The idea is independent of the thing,
he says, because it can be conceived of as persisting if
the object were destro¥ed, But what the realist really

says is that hhere is real being outside of the mind,

that would persist if the mind ceased to think of it; a
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baseless assumption perhaps, but not ineonsistent with,
(1) the dependence of the idea upon the object, (2) with
the modification of the object through the individual
will, as the result of the idea, and (3) with the exis-
tence of a real mind which is capable of responding to
the objeet, but whose existence is independent of that
or of any particular object, Of course the object, gua
objeot,il not independent, but the real being which fur-
nishes the bddds of the swedee¥™Iwe object to the mind
may be,

It may."make a difference in the long run," as Pro-
fessor Royce asserts, to all objects, whether they are
known or not, but the question is rather a teleologicel
than an ontological one. A thing may exist because it
was created for the sole purpose of my knowing it, and
yet it does nnt follow that its being is dependent, on-
tologically, upon my thinking. It seems to me
that the weak point in Professor Royce's whole attack
upon realism is that he does not discriminate between
unshakable existence, and unchahgeable quality, A drpp
of ink has an existence independent of me. I can not
absolutely destroy (let us say,) one dtom of it. But I
can spread it out into whatever words I please., I can

change its relations, but the fact of its existence is
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quite independent of me, Nor again does Professor
Royce seem to discriminate sufficiently between the
relation of the real to the finite mind, and to the
infinite mind, The real as presented to me, for the
purpose of testing my thought, may be quite independent
of that thought., I heave & headache. I notice it, not
beceuse of any purpoesc of mine, conscious or unconsciovs,
and I locate it 1in m& head quite as involimtarily., My
thought in so locating ity is irue. not from any purpose
of mine, but because, as & matter of fact, the nerves in
that part of my body.are producing the phenomenon known
as headache, 1Its reality depends upon no connection
between thought and will in my case, but upon the fact

that my mind involuntarily recognizes a real disturbance

in & real structure, whose that, and in part whose what,
are independent of me, That is what the average realist
would mean, I think, and all that he would mean, What
marks & thing as real? Roughly, the impossibility of
its being done away merely by my thought. It is the
persistent, the stubborn. But that it is independent
of all thought, that it came into being of itself, and
owes its continued existence to itself aldne, is not,

I think, a common positiorn even among realists. The

immenent Deity gives the external world its character,
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& realist might aver, and part of its character is to be
independent of human thought for its that.

The reduction of the first conception to the third,
to the merely valid, that is to say, &8s the real, in not
truly necessary. A real thing is, has an existence in-
dependent of the idea of it. As a result, not as a cén—
dition of its being, it can b%knhwn’under proper circum-
stances, A thing might be conceived which wouldl have
what we call reality, which would not be 8o known to any
finjte mind, yet we should still call it rea} if the
possibility of it occurred to us, But the third con-
ception, though we are not driven:to it by eny breskdom
on the part of realistic ontology, yet has its proper
function. This is one of severeal places where Professor
Royce faids to discriminate between the problems proper
to epistemology, and those which belong to ontology. ie
The question of the former is, What is the gcnoral
charecter of our knowledgl? of the latter, What is the
ultimate nature of roality? Néw the third conception
is essentially an epistemological one, It is true that
.the men who hold it may not have any ontological theory,
But this need not mean that they claim that their theory
gives the ultimate nature of reality, but simply theat

thay hold that that nature cannot be known, It is un-
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fair, therefore, to pit to this conception. questions i;
that it does not pretend to answer, TtThe gusstton with
which our awthor triumphantly confronts the third con-
ception, "What is a valid experience, at the mnment when
it is supposed to be only possible?" is,thereforg, unwar-
ranted, The conception does not attempt to say, But it
does give & very good account qf wvhat the ordinary use

of the term rcal is, Every use that is made of that

word by anybody but the metaphysisian, is justified by
the definition given by the third conception, Nor has
this 2ll but universal use of the term anything 0¢ do
with ultimete being, A real objeet of any sort is one
that will answer to my expectations, When you ask, "How
do you know that it is real?" I say, "I do not know, |
but I believe that if I put it to the test, I shall get
certain phenomena which 1 demend from that class of ob-
ject." The ordinary use does not go into the gquestion

of gsubstanne, nor concern itself with the being of things,
when not subject to test. The plein man's expectations;
of course, go beyond his experience, He proceeds upono
working hypotheses, and will continue to do so, so

long @8 successful, In the meantime, real for him mears
verifiable, Of this epistemological state of things

the 3rd conception gives & very proper account,






Now, this validity theory is perfectly consistent

with any ontological conception, It conflicts neither
with realism, nor with idealism, The world where val-

f~
idity marks reality for our minds, ma vk and not at all

inneturellyica world where things are ;nchnhgcd by wh
whether they are perceived or not, where they may be
wholly independent of any creator, and may depend upon
other reals, conscious or unconscious, partly for their
whaet, but not at all for their that, On the other hand
the 3rd conception expresses exactly what Professor Rogpel

means by real when he is not thinking ontologically,

THT AUTHOR'S OWN CONCEPTION,

One of the first things té steike one in this part
of the work is thet Professor Royce is relying too much
upon his refutation of realism, He 1s going to found a
theory of the ultimat: constitution of the universg,
upon the necessity of the ease, and he has shown, as he
thinks, that it cannot be of the realistic type., While
l1ittle inclined té accept realism as the last word, 1
must confess that a repeated study of that part of the
argument has failed to convince me that realism is un-

tenable. One approaches the suthor's own theory, thenm,
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with the feeling that he still has an alternative behim
him, and is not at all disposed to accept a reduction to

‘realism as a reductio ad absurdum, But even if realism
were disproved, even if there were no ground for, or
possibility of, an independent universe which makes our
1ao.-'§§ﬁ2 or false, still is there ground for postula-
ting an ultimate reality of the kind laid down by our
asuthor? We have seen, 1 think, that all that is meant
in ordinary speech, is reakity of the 3rd conception
type, which 1s'no§ ultimate reality, What assurance
have we that ther::tn ultimate fixed and stable some-
thing at all? If realism and every other type of ulii-
mate reality, except the 4th conception type, were a
hundred times disproved, could we argue from the nature
of things that there must be ultimate reality of that
type, that if nothing else can be found. then things
must have their reality in the¥¥ embodiment of meaning?
But who has a right to declare that any such meaning
must exist. If it be admitted that Professor Royce has
disproved his other types, and if it be admitted that

these are the only alternatives, and if it be admitted

\

that he has a right to assert an ultimate reality at all,

then and not till then can it be said that he has

i
reached his proof by the process of exdlusion, e

Turning now to his positive proof, we are confron-
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ted at once by the identification of thinking and will-

ing, upon which it is based, To identify the »#al with
the fulfilment of purpose, is to make that satisfy the ™
idea which satisfies the will, It is with much hesita- \>>
tion that one attempts to crificise a skilled psycholo-
gist.upon a point like this, Yet 1 am here, as I have
been before, impressed by the fact, that "out of the
mouths of babes and sucklings” thiorios that smack too
much of the study may be corrected, Has not that very
rege for simplifying, of which Professor foyce accuses

the realist, here gotten the better of himself? Does

the mere fact that thought and will habitually uccompanf\\
one another, that thought leads to will, and will to /)
thought , make them one? Does not the very possibility //
of speaking of them so,prove and cmphnsiz*fhcir differ-
ence? thei€ can be no thought without attention, and
attention is an act of will, but ;ven this does not
identify the content of my thought with its purpose, 1
will to think of my peh, I could not think of 1t,it may

be said, unless I willed t® give it my attention, Be

that as it may, the resulting mental state is in no sense
identical with that aét nf willing. <tfhere is in my mind
an idea of my pen, including verious sensory elements

that are not in any true sense willed by mp., That I
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perceive its hardness and biackneos may be the result

of my deliberate choice, but 4s=in no sense identical
with it, Again, attention is not always the result of
will in the ordinary sense of the term, Does one will
to attend to a toothache? Is his purpose to perceive it,
and his conscinusness of excruciating pain the result of
a desire to hmake that fact "his fact"? The experience
of most sufferers will be of a frantic struggle of the
will to divert the attention which cannot be diverted,

Bvery thought may have in it the elements of will, as

every act of willing requires thought, but is not the
{dentification of the two one of those instances of a
rage for simplicity carried to extreme lengths?

But even if every slémefit of thought were deliber-
ately admitted to consciousness by the definite act of

the will, still the will is limitod to s choioo. If the

e ——

R SRR e ——

will c¢ould, by & mandeate, rigorously exclude the tooth-
aches and other things of like nature of which it did

)
not approve, still. even by our authors conression.
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it would choose. rather than creatﬂ,its content., And

s o

it would bo hard to nay how 1t could choose. excopt fram
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an unwillod backgrnund SQIQctive attention, bc 1t never

80 absolute, must always h&vo scmething to select from.

e

It 4s plain, then, that the real either in not what
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e
I now seem to intend, or else that thereAt great many

things in the world which pose as real, but which are
not 8o, The mystical solution, that these things are il-
lusory, Prof€ssor Royce rejectsy he admits that at any
instant my thought contains many things, which I do not
regard as deoif&ble, but which have at least a partial
reality, He takes, however, a course not unlike that of

the mystic. He says, not that the undesirable things

are unreal, but that phgig ﬂﬂa;iif;ﬁii{£&“ié‘ﬁ;};ii;

The conflicts of your will with feality reiult from the
fact that your present will is but partial, finite. \\\
Reality, the ultimate reality,is your whole meaning, /
¢crmpletely embndied in a 1life., This your idea really gi
means now, though you do not know it, This you roallyj>
will now, thoﬁgh you struggle against it. The plain o
man must be pardoned if he confesses his inability to
comprehend hov he can have ideas without being consciows
of them, and doubts willing anything which he does not
yvet iill. In so far as my desire to win righteousness

is partial, it is unconscious, and dependent not upon
itself, but upon that which it seeks., I desire to meet
that which will complete what I feel to be incomplete,
but that complement Oonnds,for evzrything but its bare

outlines, upon a will not my own. That I shall
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acqbiesce in the whole order of things, that it will ae-

cord with my final will, unddhenoo in the end the actual
will be harmonized with the 1deal,mny be true; but ta
Professor Royce's position there are these pbjections:
that in no ordinary sense of the words can this be said
to be . my will now, nor does anyit:er think of using the
word real in the sense, not of the present and actual,
but of the future an€ ideal, of saying that what really
is ,is that which is not, but will be, Philesophy, in
explaining ultimate conceptions, must explain those
which rﬁn through all science and all language, end 411
life, and not give an explanation of & special vocabula-
ry which appliss only to a special sphere of its own,
Men look to philosophy to explain to them terms of their
own using. Profeasﬁr Royce's explanation of the onto=-
logical predicate is useful only in reading his own bodk,
But even so he hacs made & tremendous assumption in his
definition in any case, He seems to prove his point,
perhaps, but after all he reasoms in the end in a circle »
That being, and therefore ultimate and eternal baing,

is that which embodies purpose, he proves from temporeal
dnetances; ! My ideas are true only as they ehbody my
purpnse, My count of ships is true, to use anrillustra-

tion of our uﬁthor'a own, if I carry out my purpose to
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count the ships, No object is my object except as 1
will that it shall be my object, From this, by analogy,
we arrive at the conclusion, that the ultimate reality
is an embodied purpose, But we find facts that contra-
dict the definition of reality in finite instances,
Many things that come into my 1life are not as I will ' ..
them, The world of reality, for me, is far from accor-
ding with what 1 consider now to be my will, Ah, Pro-
fessor Royce ynuld say, but your completely embodied
purpose. will be found to include thie very thing which
now seems togoverthrow=1t. Yet we have constructed our
eternal on the basis of our temporal, and if it can be
shown, as Professor Royce admits, that our temporal pur-
pose is often thwarted, every reason for thinking that
our et-rnal purpose will meet with a happier fate, de-
pendent thereupon, falls to the ground, The objections
which he answers at the close of the lecture on the 4th
conception, he answers by means of the very conclusions
that those objections go to overthrow, For example, in
answer to the objection that: the "hard facts" such as
pain and death are against the theory, he urges that
"in your search for the eternal lies for you the very
meaning of death and of finite despeair.,.. the fulfil-

ment of the whole of & purpnse may involve the defeat of

& part of that very purpose.” But this is the very thna?
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that he wishes to prove, Overlooking such objections as

this, he supposes eternal fulfilment of purpsse from H\\\k
temporal fulfilment, and then answers oPpdections to x}
'his assuming a temporal fulfilment, econtrary to the rae‘iﬁ
by appealing to et<rnal fulfilment to complete the fects
Rc may lhpw that his system, once adnitted, is consis- |
tent.with its~1f, but he oan»not prove it by this meths
od, One sumning:tup-which-he mikes-is as fol-
lows: "You are hot put in the wrong by a reality to

which you have made no refersnce, and error is possible
only concerning objects which we actnally mean as our
objects, The object that is to defeat my partial and
fragmentery will is ipso facto my whole will," Now

I am nok at all sure that I follow this correctly, but
the two or three different ways in vhich it has seemed
possible to me to understand it are alike in begging the
question, The meaning which seems most probable is this;
Nothing}c&n prove my ides to be in error but that which

1 hnve.chosen as i®s object. If I am counting stars,
nothing c¢en put me in the wrong, and nothing can op-

pose my will in the metter but those very stars which I
have chosen as my object, Hence the result of my counté
ing, though it may be opposed to my will to prove a cer-

tain theory, is after all in accord with my whole will,
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to ascertain the number of the stars, and not to "vio-

late the rules of the geme." But this supposes a will-
ingness to submit to the rules of the game, a willing-
nese which, with most men, merely comes as & result of.
their upprociaﬁiﬂn of the hopelessness of trying to do
anything else-- as & result, that is té say, of their

/

appreciation of the very obstinecy and foreignness of K
the facts, which Professor Royce denies, ~
But to my mind the whole method employed in the
proof of this theory is radically wrong. In the chapter
on Universality and Unity, the author gives an empiriceal
proof, but rather by way of confirmation than as being
in itself conglusivc. The distinguishing feature of the
work is its attempt to construct the universe from an
oxtminatién of the concept of being., In Professor Royce
we have & hbldor. subtler Anselm, But the attempt is
after all the attempt to get something out of nothing,
to pull oneself up by the straps of his boots, The on-
tological predicate becomes like the conjurer's hat,
We look at it and see that it is empty; Three taps of
our philosophers wand, and behold! from that which be-
fore was Qmpty he produces the whole system of free in-
dividuals, unified in the Absolute., The novice may not
follow the process, but he strongly suspects that the

master magician slipped them adl in,
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DETAILS AND CONSEQUENCES OF THE AUTHOR'S THEORY.

INDIVIDUALITY AND FREEDOM, As & libertarian I should
naturally look with favor upon Professor Royce's argu-
ment, but I conflci that while I welcome him as a wit-
ness, I do not think that he adds much as an advocate,
He declares that Being is deeper than causation, that
here and now your individueslity in your act is your
freedon, ‘But one is inclined to doubf the possibility
of anyone's so dismissing the category of causation from
his mind, Many men examine it and show that it is due
to natural causes, thus explaining it by itself, acknow-
ledging its validity in the very act,of denying it,
Professor Royce is not so absurd as this, yet he does
not I think, extricate himself from the category of caus-
ality, "It is this selectife character that is respon-
sible above all for the individuality that belongs to
all being." Is not this to say that individuality is
caused by this fact of sehction? Again to spexk 8f
meaning and significancevis to speak of final, if not of

efficient causes, If cause has being and is theo*v*gEc-

ondary to being, 8o tog has meaning, and cannot therefore
by the same reasoning, afford a basis for being, And
in so far as Professor Royce has avoided the causal cat-

egory he has apparently deprived himself of all possi-
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bility of argument, He declares that whatever is unique-.

is not causally explicable, that the individual is never

the mere result of law, Thie the libertarian is delighl— /

/

/

ed to hear, but he looks for proof and he does not find
it.
THE CATEGORY OF THE OUGHT, "It is of the essence of the
will", says Professor Royce,"to demand its owh other....
and to define its very life as now in some senses not 1its
own." "My will co8perates in its own compulsion, What
we experience is always, in one aspect, our own will to
be compelled by the facts," But his is true only in cast
the will, demanding its own other, meets what it then
demands at each successive moment, . If I play a game of
tennis, I will, indeed, that the ball shall not move
from me without my striking., I would not have the strik-
ing done without my act, I will that which is not, an
Other which is not now, But I do0 not wish the ball to.
20 awry as it often does, I do not wish to m{ss the
stroke as 1 often do, In those instances it is no part
N wsdetr
of my will to be controlied by the facts, butxu1unwill—
dng submission, Our whole attitude toward external fact
i8 often but making the best of a bad matter, That we
do so does not make the fact one whit less stubborn and

foreign, Our author carries this acquiescence in
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things as they are, still farther, "If such and such

acts would more fully express my will, I feel that I
ought to do them, My ought 18 my own will more ration-
ally expressed," This is true only if we will remember
that this 1s not the ought of the moral law, and further
that this idea of rational expression implies an exter-
nal compulsion, 1In a course of dissipation I ought to
be careful of my health, because my will in that course
is to obtain pleasure, which I cannot obtain if I am not
careful and moderate, "My will more rationally ex-
pressed" means, then, my will reduced to consistency
with the "stubborn"and"foreign" facts of the world, The
moral Ought may say that I should not choose a course of
pleasure as my object at all, 8Still £:have done so, and
it would then be a great stretching of the meanihg of ¢
the terms to say that after all the moral ought 4s but
that same will more rationally expressed. It is true
that Professor Royce endeavors,in a later lecture,to
explain this, by showing that wrong-doing is but the
result of inattention; but this, as I shall endeavor to
prove in that place, in noway alters the case,

LINKAGR OF FACTS. it 1s to be noted that in this
eonnection, the forced nature of some of the statements

which the theory requires, i§ plainly seen. The world
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if real for me, is part of my life necessarily, The

realist may be allowed to say that that which is not now
thought of 1s not presenf to my knowledge; but we have
rejected realism. We are compelled to say, "If nothing
exists independently of gnything else,., then knowledge
in facing reality at all, faces in gsome wise the whole
of it at once," But this is simply playing with words,
Doubtless, in the physical world, all things are bound
together, and the buzzing of a fly upon the earth shakes
the uttermost star, But {t ddos not follow that {t af-
fects my consciousness in any way, It only does so if tf
is very close to me, The vast mass of facts in the
world are only in the mostiindirect way faciors in my
consciousness, and only by the most violent wresting oft
the word can Icbe said to know thwm, "Other acts of
knowledge cannot, in their own being, be wholly other
than this one, For if wholly nther, they would not be
acts of knowledge at 2ll," "They are not wholly absent
objects, EBven now, I, in some sense, mean them all," I
have a watch., If other watches were whdlly other, they
would not be watches, 80 1 in some sense own all watch-
es. Still I am no richer on that account,

Our ignorance, we are told, is merely the result of

our inattentinn, But this is again a mere wresting of
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the terms, Inattention has been said before to be & mere

matter of choice, But it is no mere choice that keeps wo
from knowing the location of hid treasure, or the events
of tomorrow, It is here as it was in the beginning; hi
theory compels our author to stretch knowing and willing
until they have a meaning all their own, We are
told that we have to proaﬁppo.e our facts in order t& \\

make concrete our purposes, while we can define our /

facts, if at all, only in terms of our purposes; that /
this is the fatal cirecle of our finitude, from which we
can escapp only by acting more or less blindly, -ockinsf/
in the process of ozporionco our own purpose, and the
means of executing it. Rather this is the fatal cir-
cle of Professor Royce's reasoning, We can define our

fects only in terms of our purposes, which we do not

know until w*find our faets., In other words, we purpose
what we do not yet purpnse, and know what we do not vet
know,

THE TEMPORAL AND THE ETERNAL, The answer to such an
objectinn as I have made above is to be found, we are td
told, in the nature of time, We must take eternity into
sccount. The complement which our finite being seekd,
is not merely something beyond the present, but is in-

clusive of the very process of striving. Phe self in
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its entirety is the whole of the self-representative

process, and not the. mere 1as; moment of it, Just in
sb far as 1 am the et«rnal, or true, individual, I stand
in the presence of God, with my life-meaning revealed

to him and to me, The finding of the cbmplcto express-
ion of my will does not ncecur as an event in time mere-
ly, but as an et:=rnal experience of this my whole striv-
ing. Now 1f it could be prov:d that at some
time I should grasp the whole significence and unity of
my life, we might be willing to overlookestPepr "the sake &
of the promise that we gb:l} know, the fact that Profess-
or Royce has assured us that we know our life-meaning in
some sensc¢ even now, However, until this time, until we
shall have our life-meaning fully revealed, we have not:

yet our "eternel or true" individuelity, But we have gg\

promgse that this shall ever be, In fact we may gather

that it can never be. As & temporal individuel I go onfﬁ'

4

forever struggling in my finitude. That process never
ends, it has no last moment., As an et:rnel individuel,

I should grasp the whole of that tempnoral 1life, with its
successions, as & unit, But when is that eternal con-
sciousness of mine? If it were the perpetusl accompani-
ment of my temporal conscinusness, there might be & plaee

for it-- but we know by bitter experience that it is notg
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Why, and how can it come in at ahy particular point of ¢
time? Professnr Royece nowhere gives us any answer, nor
have we any re;son to hope that we lﬁall ever be self-
conscious, eternal individuels, but rather always tem-
poral Sisgpht, rolling forever the stone of our fini-
tude, while the Absolute sits in calm enjo&ment of the
eternal and perfect whole our temporal sufferings make
up,

THE THEORY OF NATURE, The problem is twofold: (1) How
can mind and matter be connected at all? and (2) How can
the rational conscious neture of man be evolved from
forms which, if they have mentality, h@ve it differ-
ently? The theory in question doee not meet the first
difficulty, and meets the s-eond only to intronduce new
difficulties, Matter, Professor Royce admits as the
common factor in individual experiences, He admits in
some sort, then, the living human brain, thrown open to
the inepection of two or more persons in an operation,
Now here is matter admittedly connected with mind, as i
much 80 as is the whole univerce in his theory, It has i
certain sensory qualities, affects the minds of the on- i
lookers in certain ways entirely diasocitted#rom its om |
peculiar connection with conscious 1life, Que sense ob- {

jeet, it presents an aspect and fulfils an office guite

other than what it dnes in its caparity as seat of the
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mental functions. Here is a fact that Professor Royece's

theory does nothing with, Granted all the mind he wants
in and under and behind the finite universe, is the mind
more intimetehy connected with the universe than my mind
is with my brein? If not, how can it explain the meni- \
‘ and operations /)
fold quulitie-nof nature, any more than my mind can exs’
plain the effect that the gray matter of my brein, if
laid bare, would heve upon the eye of an observer?

Agein, he removes the difficulties nf evolution uy
supposing other types of finite conscinus life, which
pass into our own type, lie makes great use of the dif#kk
ference of time-span supposedly possible. Now of mnny//)
chenges we are unconscious-- some are too swift. some
ere too slow in happening. But if all these are to be
included in minds, there must be a whole succession nf
such, from a mind to which the vibrations of light-wo.vci
are separately perceptible, to those which include ueonl%
es elements of consciousness, And where has he any in-
dication of such consciorusnesses? The only finite con-
scinrusnesses of which wve have any evidense, are humen or
enimal, These are all associated with & brain-structure
somewhet like our own, We have no evidence that mlntuI:\\

ity is eassociated with matter in any other way, BEvolu-/

tion is not evolution from race mind té individual mind,
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mind associated with no brain or with many brains, to
mind assnciated with & single brain, but from less de-

veloped mind in less developed single br‘in to greater

development in single mind and brain.
When one takes our author's theoty es & whole, it

is seen to be one of magnificent assumptions, If it

follows logically from the 4th conceptirn, it is calcul-

|
ated to send one back to exemine that conception with /l
doubly eritical eye. But I do not see that it does s0”
follow, Grented that every real being is dependent upon
mind, why need the mind be finite? Cannot the Absolute
include the finite, cannot the reality of the material
world be a reality which it owes to the Absolute, &o

thﬂt we need not imagine , without a shadow of evidence,

an infinite number of finite minds to do the work® If

we must make inanimate nature conscious in some sensec

in order thet consciousness mey evolve, I confess 1 N\
should prefer & theory of the type of Clifferd’'s, whach';
does not shock common sense quite so much, But why f
80 1limit the power of evolution? Does any scientist as-
eribe to the lower forms of life all the elements of
conlciousncas that we have? Unless all the lower forms

of 1life are endoved with the power of sight, light as we

know it did not develop of unfoldj but came into being
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in the course of"evolution."” But 1f this is true of thes
and other forms of sensation, one must at least hesitate \\
before declaring that it is impessible that conscious- !
ness itself shéuld £80 come into being, The fact is that
evolution consists not of a gradual development, so0 ﬁuch,

a8 of a series of steps-- chance steps if you will, but
still steps-- each the introdﬁctIOn of some new thing,

At any rate the problem and the data are too little
understood for us to be prepared to adopt s0 momstrous a -
tissue of the imagination as this animated nature theory }
of Professor Royce, & return to the myths of the savages, :
who missed, like him, the significant point, that nature
as & whole does not exhibit the structure withywhich =io
alone experience associates consciousness,

THZ HUMAN SELF AND ITS PLACE IN BEING.

The ambiguities which rProfessor Royce discovers in
our ordinary speech with regard to the self in no way
dispose of the possibility of direct consciousness of
the self, The mere fact that its boundaries are uncers

tain, or that we speak of it in ambiguous terms, does

not make the fact of the s=1f ambigrous. I may not have
& piece of land accurately surveyed, and yet own it, and

know that I own it, Professor Royce declares that a

child is ~onscious of others before he is of himself,

that he percéives a mass of ideas and intersets as those
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of others, and then a simdlar mass as his own, But how
does Professor Royce know that the child is conscious of
others as others, before he is of himself? Does not the
alter presuppose the ego, tﬁmuoh as the ego the alter?
That the child is not at once conscious of the ego one
will readily grant, but the moment that he begins to
.divido up the world of consciousness, his putting the
not-self on one side implies the self on the other,

But the self when our author finds it at last, is
a very indeterminate thing, including only, with cer-
tainty, this present instant, and the self of that in-
stant having but shadowy outlihes, We are told that
thsre is no rational principle to the usual identifica-
tion of the past and the future with the self, and that
there remains only the persuasion that_nne ought to pos-
sess or create for nx%f?irf?ﬁ.¥:§§°i§13n0u1a be able,
with a united and permanent meaning, to identify that
part of the world'a 1life which is to be his own, Yet
the fact remains that we do identify past and future
with oup present self, and it is the more necessary to
be accounted for, Nor gan it be contended that we unify
this larger self by its unity of purpnse, 1 see no such

unity of purpose in myself, There may be such, but it

is not my consciousness of it that makes me associate






/19

myself with my owvn past, The '1nt;& always to
remain another than my fellowx, despite my unity with
them" already presupposes the self, Again Professor
Royce's statement, that I can at no instant say finally
that I am, is perhaps necessary for his theory, but is

not justified bm experience, There is something as the

center of my life, which I call "myself", 1 do not feel
tﬂat it is incomplete, however vnriedAan experience may
still stretch before it, It is.true, in a sense, that

"in God alone do we fully come to oupselves", but‘self.
in the ordinary sense of a center of consciousness, has
a unity and uniqueness that we cannot imagine more com-
ploté. The distinction between this and all @ther cen-
ters of consciousness is readically different from the

distinction between its present and its past,

The looseness of his boindaries of selff, the miss-
ing of the very distinguishing featuse of it, as an ab-

solutely nique, inviolable theater of conscinusness,

severed iprevocably from every other, leads Professor
Royce into further error, We are told that, "when new
oxbrossions of purpose are successful, they so mass them-
selves as to form new centers of experience.," When, how,
and why? What endows these successful expressions of
purpose with self-determining power? How do they become

"eonseious purposes, having an inner unity"f? But more
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is behind. "If they become aware of their own relatinn

to the Absolute,,... they then,, define theit own lives
as individually significant, and conceive their gnal as
the Absolute," But after all this explains nothing.

You have a mass ~f ideas in th: mind, which you call
your ideas, but let a certain part of them become con-
scious of their own unity, and of theirhrelation to the
Absolute, and behold, you huwe a self, whose "I" and
"my" mean something pther than your "1" and “my"; Sﬁch
& process never takes place in any man's brain as far as

1 have ever heard, and that it can take place within any

finite individuality of a different type is a gratuitous
assumption, As an illustration from the individual
¢ase, our author says that when once I become aware that
my little form of willing is also a hint of shecabsolute
truth, I know myvself as in intent this individual in the
world. But how did that form of willing become my form
of willing? If this is really an illustration of the
formation of the self, it amounts to‘stying that I know
myself as an individual, and therefore make myself an
an individual-- another instance of lifting oneszlf up
by the straps nf his boots, That which is not, knows
itself and immediately is, One cannot help feeling that

the conjurer has again slipped something into the hat,
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The discussion of the relation of the absolute to

the finife will is d4s little satisfactory as any part of
the treatment of this topie. "The divine act whereby \\
God wills your individuelity to be what in purpoce and \
meaning it is, is identical with your individual will, /
and exists not except as thus identical.” This reduces |
God to helplessness, and makes the Absolute = mere con-
geries of the wills of all individuals, There ceases to
be & Godhin the universe, He is no longer a God of na-
ture, since nature ton is made up of conscious individ-
uals, whose wills determine themselves. Any transcen-
dent will relating to these individuals, is expressly
denied, A1l thet is left to the Absolute 15 afiesse
number of wills which the Absolute
eternal consciousness of an 1nf1n1teﬂposuossos merely es
the wills of finite individuals. Better a thousand times
our temporal freedom, than this eternal impotence of the
Absolute,
THE MORAL ORDER AND THE PROBLEM OF EVIL, Oour author
has told us that to seek anything but th- Absolute is
impossible. He sees that he thereby at once gives groud
for the objection that there can then be no true moral
order, Sin would b: only ignorance, the self seeking
the dbsolute with imperfeect light., "Nay," replies Pro-
fessor Royce, in effect, " ignorance is sin sfter all,

since to sin is econsciously to forget an ought which one
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already recognizes., All sin then is sin agaipst the 1iy
light, by & free choice to he inattentive t@ the light
already seen." But this does not remove the difficulty
in the least-- only pushes it back one step, It mekes
the soul which can seek nothing but the Absolute, still
able deliberately to reject the knowledge which it pos-
sesses of the way to seek the Abnniuto. To Pro-
fessor Royce evil is & real, though partial.'constituont
in a perfect whole. The obvious objection to the whole
being perfect when the parts are evil, he answers by
telling us that in this whole every evil must be atoned
for, if not by the.agont responsihble for it, then by
some other, But can finite beings atone for the evil
wrought by finite beings? If I fall shért of what I"
might be, can 1 ever make up this deficiency, which must
always be present in the eternal whole of my life? If
another by his own good deeds makes up for my evil ones,
would not the world havo/Pet;er if it hed ae4 had those
seme good deeds with no evil ones to counterbalance
them? But if so, the supposedly perfect world might
have been better, hence is not perfect, Full atonement
by the finite, then, is not possible, Of atonement by
the Infinite nothing is said, | But to my

mind, our author's definition of evil is radically de-
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feadtive, He tells us that en evil,in general, is some
fact that sends us to-some other for ite justification,
end that ﬁhiu obviously applies to every finite fact,
gue finite, But this is to meke evil a muttor_of degree
only., To me the difference between & good and & bad one,
between & deliberate choice of the right, and & deliber-
ate choice of the wrong, in so far as they have their
moral character unmixed, is absolute and radical, But
according to Profosabr Royce our only chance to escape
from evil is to escape from finitude. I have shown that
while he speaks of our eternal consciousness, he leaves
no room for it, It scems td follow that we are hopeless-
ly and eternally evil, The universe made up of finite
things, must be evil in every part, Ah, but the whole
is good, But what of that if we never have to 4o with
the whole? We are finite 1nd1vidua1§, having to do wi
finite individuals, in finite portions of time, God is
good, and can be nothing else, while we are, and can be,
so far as Professor Royce shows, conseious of nothing
but evil, Incidentally, this is a dangerous
doctrine., Our best deeds differ from our worst deeds
only in degree, Temporally we are doomed to eternal fin-
{tude, HSternally, if we are somehow to get eternal cons
sciousness, we are -equally certsin of perfection. How
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one shall conduct himself at any one moment 1is 8f no l:&

lasting importance, If on the other hand, as I main-
tain, the difference between right and wrong is fun-
damental, Professor Royce's theodicy would be saved, but
at the expense of making the Absolute the container of
infinite evil,

Professor Royce's theory requires no improvement
in the world, The goal is no temporal state, but Bhe
sum of theé whole, the elements of which in any case, be-
ing finite, are evil, We are not moving even toiard an
infinitely distant perfect state. All that the theory
requires is an infinite number of finite elements to
make up the perfeect whnlc; Good, bad, and indifferent--
first bad and then good, or first good and then bad, all
add up together into a perfect whole, Granted progress
in the sense that finite goals are always being reached,
though there is retrogression as well, that is enough,
This 1is progress by pure addition, Make it infinite,
and you get an infinite total, An endless succession
of thieves, adulterers and murderers, will ih the end
give you as perfect a whole as & succession of saints,
A sufficient number of burglaries summed up will answer
as well as a noble act of self-sacrifice, Our author
would doubtless repudiate such a conclusion with great

vigor, but to my mind it is to this conclusion that we
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are forced, 1if once we confuse the morally evil with

the purely finite,

CONCLUSION,

While I have devoted my attention,in great measure,
to those things about Professor Royce's theories from
which I dissent, it must be added that in many instan-
ces my objections are rather to his methods than to his
conclusionis., Many of the latter I heartily accept, many
more seem unobjectionable, and at least probable, still
others are things which I at least hope, But generally
Professor Royce has not proved thése things, not alto-
from his own fault-- for most of them are unprovable,
The great fundamentsl verities are not matters for

that is to say,
proof, The more fundcmonttl they are, the more they af-

A
fect the very ground upon which we stand, the more im-
possible is it to subject them to logical demonstration,
The history of over two thousand years of philosophy
proves conclusivelylreason cannot lead to an absolute

eonclusion in regard to the concepts upon which it must

base its operations, What philesophy has done is to de-
pWN

fine 1tsAprob1ems and to suggest possible answers, The
radically opposite conclusions to which philosophers are

still coming show that their solutions depend, and must
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always depend,upon faith, They belong to that class of

things of the truth of which, as we are told, we may be

ourselves convinced, but cannot hope to convince others,
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