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PREFACE 

It is the purpose of this book to cast light on some highly important aspects of 
the thought of the nineteenth century. Its scope is not all-embracing, but it 
ranges more widely than is perhaps prudent: while its central concerns lie 
within the philosophic tradition, materials drawn from the social sciences, and 
elsewhere, provide important illustrations of the movements which it has been 
my aim to trace. 

This inclusiveness is not accidental, for what is here at issue is not simply an 
examination of philosophic modes of thought, but a sifting of presuppositions 
which were held in common by a diverse group of thinkers whose antecedents 
and whose aims often had little in common. Thus, after a preliminary tracing 
of the main strands of continuity within philosophy itself, attention will be 
concentrated on how, out of diverse and disparate sources, certain common be
liefs and attitudes regarding history, man, and reason, came to pervade a great 
deal of nineteenth-century thought. 

In such an enterprise, it is important not to overemphasize the degree of unity 
which is to be found in the thought of a period. Every intellectual discipline has 
its own traditions, and in each generation the problems which appear to be most 
crucial will be likely to stand in some direct relation to that ongoing tradition. 
In addition, however, any period may be marked by some assumptions or modes 
of thought which are not confined within the limits of specific disciplines, but 
tend to spread through the intellectual life of the times. When these are im
portant and relatively novel, and when they are not only pervasive but persist 
for an appreciable length of time, they may justify us in viewing them as defini
tive of a particular period, or age, in the history of thought. It is of course difficult 
to sort out these unifying strands without overlooking the diversity which varia
tions in interests, traditions, vocations, and temperaments introduce into the 
thought of those who are taken to be representative of the period. Yet, in 
principle, both the unity and the diversity are there to be discovered, and I 
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X PREFACE 

know of no more suggestive way of referring to this fact than through a simile 
suggested in a recent book dealing with the age of the Enlightenment: 

The Enlightenment as we can now envisage it is more like a language than a single 
idea, imposing by its very nature certain modes of thought on those who use it, while 
remaining always at the same time an expression, in any actual usage, of particular 
desires and meanings and a response to particular conditions.1 

If this simile is accepted, it suggests that within the history of ideas there can 
be methods which avoid postulating an overriding "spirit of the age" as an ex
planatory principle, but which may nonetheless lead to the discovery of a greater 
degree of unity within a period than, say, the assumptions of A. 0. Lovejoy 
would lead one to expect there might be.2 To be sure, such a simile can be used 
to suggest a variety of different procedures for dealing with the unity and the 
diversity which are present in an age. In this book-for better or for worse-I 
have attempted to show how each of a group of otherwise divergent or opposed 
thinkers held similar or almost identical beliefs and attitudes concerning t.he 
issues with which I have sought to deal. Since the thought of the same person is 
frequently relevant to a variety of issues, the reader will find that certain indi
viduals reappear in several discussions, their thought being examined from 
different points of view. While I have made no effort to deal with all aspects of 
any individual's thought, I have tried to avoid the distortions which arise if one 
merely picks out bits and pieces for illustrative purposes. How well I may have 
succeeded, or wherein I have failed, only the reader will be in a position to say. 

It should be pointed out, however, that I am here dealing with intellectual 
history in a rather confining sense. Almost no mention is made of the major 
political and social movements of the age, and of their effects on moral and 
political theory. The fact that this is the case should not be taken as signifying 
that I believe intellectual changes to be isolated from all other changes which 
take place within a society. However, when one is not specifically dealing with 
the history of normative political theory, it is perhaps true that sociological fac
tors exert greater influence on the dissemination of philosophic and scientific 
views than upon their original formulation and development. 

There is, however, one area of intellectual history, the history of economic 
thought, which would have been relevant to my task, but which I have had to 
avoid because of a lack of competence. Had I invaded that field, or had I sought 
to trace the history of legal and political theory, it is more than likely that I 
would have had to deal with the social and political scene in a manner which 
I have otherwise been able to eschew. Finally, it should be said that, in order to 
limit the field of those with whom I have been concerned, I have in general 
restricted myself to English, French, and German thought, with almost no 
reference to the United States, and none to the rest of the Continent. 

1 Lionel Gossman, Medievalism and the Ideologies of the Enlightenment, p. viii. 
2 I have discussed some aspects of Professor Lovejoy's method in an essay entitled "The 

History of Ideas, Intellectual History, and the History of Philosophy," in History and 
Theory, Beiheft v (1964), 33-66. 



PREFACE XI 

Because I believe that the views regarding history and man and reason with 
which I have dealt are philosophically important, and raise pertinent problems 
for philosophy today, I offer critical discussions of some of these problems, in 
concluding Parts II, m, and IV. 

This book was originally begun during the fall semester of the academic year 
19 5 3- 54, when I was granted a sabbatical leave from Dartmouth College-for 
which I remain grateful. Much of Parts I and n were originally drafted then and 
completed some time ago; had this not been the case, Part II would have taken 
into account the parallel work of Robert A. Nisbet in his latest book, Social 

Change and History (1969). A recent research grant from The Johns Hopkins 
University has been of substantial aid in the final stages of preparing this book. 
However, my chief debt is to the Center for Advanced Study in the Behavioral 
Sciences, of which I was a Fellow in 196 7-6 8, and which permitted me to return 
as a visitor in the summer of 1969. Without the time and the freedom provided 
by the Center, this book could not have been completed now or possibly at all. 

M. M. 
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1 PHILOSOPHIC MOVEMENTS IN THE NINETEENTH CENTURY 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Until recently, it was almost universally taken for granted that the nineteenth 
century was a closed chapter in the history of thought. In many respects this is 
true. Its faith in the reality and inevitability of Progress has been shattered, its 
science has been transcended, many of its most widely shared social doctrines 
have been rendered obsolete, and its theological struggles have become museum
pieces. However, there has recently been a marked revival of interest in the 
intellectual history of the period, and a growing appreciation of its linkage with 
our own. For example, if one stops to inquire what specifically philosophic 
movements had the greatest impact upon general thought during the first half of 
the twentieth century, one cannot avoid naming pragmatism, positivism, and 
existentialism, and one is hard put to name any others which deserve to be 
placed alongside them. 1 In justice to nineteenth-century thought it must then be 
noted that all three of these movements had their origins and growth in that 
century, and the more recent forms which they assumed were but continuations 
of their nineteenth-century developments. 2 Similarly, if one inquires as to which 
contributions in the sciences had most impact upon the first decades of our 
century, one is again struck by the continuing pervasiveness of nineteenth
century thought. Scientific inquiry was generally regarded as having made its 
greatest contributions to a new Weltanschauung through having given the 
twentieth century a new understanding of human nature and of social processes. 
These ostensibly new doctrines were chiefly drawn from cultural anthropology, 
from Freudian psychology, and from Marxian social analysis. However, they 
were far less novel than they were thought to be. In fact, they were for the most 
part extensions and assimilations of doctrines and categories which dominated 
nineteenth-century thought through a good part of its history. 

To be sure, nineteenth-century thought may only have been of controlling 
influence in the earlier decades of our century; it may be that our present intel
lectual life is controlled by new interests, new methods, and new assumptions. 

3 
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Thus, a radical break with our recent past may be occurring or may have already 
occurred; I am inclined to believe that this is the case. However, to establish the 
existence of such a break, and to characterize it, we need a vantage point from 
which to see the continuity previously present. It is the ambitious task of this 
book to provide precisely such a point from which the intellectual history of our 
immediate past can best be viewed. 

The period with which I shall deal may be said to extend beyond the chrono
logical limits of the nineteenth century in both directions. On the one hand, to 
understand what was new in nineteenth-century thought it is necessary to attend 
to major intellectual developments which took place in the last decades of the 
eighteenth century. On the other hand, as I have suggested, dominant modes of 
nineteenth-century thought have persisted well into the present century, although 
I shall not in fact discuss their twentieth-century manifestations in any detail. It 
is my contention that during this period of some one hundred and fifty years 
there was a greater community of thought than is ordinarily suspected, and I 
would attribute that communality to the impact of two connected but logically 
independent discoveries. The first was "historicism," as I shall define that term. 
The second was a new conception of the relation between the nature of men and 
the conditions of their social existence, and that conception I shall designate as 
"the malleability of man." In addition to these ideas, and often in opposition to 
them, there developed increasing doubt as to the purity and efficacy of human 
reason. In its extreme forms this tendency manifested itself in a philosophic 
irrationalism, or rebellion against reason, which has had important repercussions 
in our own day. It is with each of these tendencies and with their interrelations 
that we shall be primarily concerned. 

The original representatives of this period were extremely conscious of them
selves as standing at the threshold of a new age. To cite merely one among 
many possible representative utterances, the introduction to Hegel's Phenome
nology of Mind, published in 1807, contains the following passage: 

It is surely not difficult to see that our time is a time of birth and transition to a new 
period. The spirit has broken with what was hitherto the world of its existence and 
imagination, and is about to submerge all this in the past; it is at work giving itself a new 
form. To be sure, the spirit is never at rest but always engaged in ever progressing 
motion. But just as in the case of a child the first breath it draws after long silent 
nourishment terminates the gradualness of the merely quantitative progression-a 
qualitative leap-and now the child is born, so, too, the spirit that educates itself 
matures slowly and quietly toward the new form, dissolving one particle of the edifice of 
its previous world after the other, while its tottering is suggested only by some symptoms 
here and there; frivolity as well as the boredom that open up in the establishment and 
the indeterminate apprehension of something unknown are harbingers of a forthcoming 
change. This gradual crumbling which did not alter the physiognomy of the whole is 
interrupted by the break of day that, like lightning, all at once reveals the edifice of the 
new world.3 

Such a sense of standing at a threshold, where a new era opens suddenly 
before one, is a fairly common phenomenon in social and intellectual history. 
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There can scarcely be any doubt that at the end of the eighteenth century m 
Germany and elsewhere there was a self-conscious rebellion against the standards 
and the forms of thought which had dominated the period of the Enlightenment. 
However, it is not always true that when convictions and practices which have 
been widely prevalent are abandoned, a distinctively new and equally dominant 
set will take their place. In fact, it is usually assumed that after the Enlighten
ment there was a fragmentation of thought, with no features common to those 
who rejected its standards. It is my contention, however, that this was not the 
case. As I shall show, there arose significantly new forms of thought and standards 
for evaluation in the post-Enlightenment period, and that these not only marked 
a radically new epoch in intellectual history but came to dominate almost all 
schools of European thought for something over one hundred years. 

To hold that there was this degree of unity in the period with which we 
shall be concerned-or even to hold that there was a marked degree of continuity 
between the early half of the nineteenth century and the latter half of that 
century-is to put forward an unfamiliar thesis, and one which may appear to be 
patently false. As a preliminary step toward rendering this thesis somewhat more 
plausible I shall briefly consider the history of philosophy in the nineteenth 
century. In that connection I shall focus my attention on one fact that has too 
often been overlooked: that throughout the period there existed only two main 
streams of philosophic thought, each of which possessed a relatively high degree 
of continuity, and each of which tended to deal with similar problems, although 
from opposed points of view. These dominant and continuing movements in 
nineteenth-century philosophy were metaphysical idealism and positivism.• 

To be sure, there were individual thinkers, such as Kierkegaard, who are not 
to be identified with either idealism or positivism. However, it is important to 
recall that Kierkegaard only began to exert an important influence on European 
thought at about the time of the first World War, through the early works of 
Jaspers and of Karl Barth. The case of Feuerbach and of Marx is somewhat dif
ferent. As representatives of materialism, they stand opposed both to metaphysi
cal idealism and to positivism, and would seem to constitute important excep
tions to the view that these were the only dominant and pervasive traditions in 
nineteenth-century philosophy. Nonetheless, as we shall shortly see, materialism 
did not present an alternative option to most philosophers in the nineteenth 
century: the frequently repeated generalization that the latter part of the cen
tury is to be characterized as an age of materialism is simply false. This does not 
entail that Feuerbach and Marx were not in many ways typical of the period; 
it only signifies that it was not through their systematic philosophy, but through 
other aspects of their thought, that they were intimately connected with the 
major intellectual developments of their time. 5 And, like them, Kierkegaard can 
be taken as providing important insight into the general structure of the period 
with which we shall be concerned; not because he was representative of its chief 
philosophic movements, but because he so clearly rejected and combatted some 
of its basic presuppositions. At this point, however, I shall not deal with these 
more pervasive aspects of nineteenth-century thought; I wish to confine my 
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attention to movements within the history of philosophy itself. In that history, 
as I have said, there were only two basic and continuing forms of philosophic 
commitment, idealism and positivism, and I shall start with a consideration of 
idealism. 

2 .  METAPHYSICAL IDEALISM 

When taken as referring to a form of metaphysical doctrine, "idealism" may 
be defined in a variety of ways, depending to some extent upon the context in 
which the definition is to be used. For the sake of offering a rather inclusive, 
non-technical characterization I would suggest the following: metaphysical idea l
ism ho lds that  wi th in natural human experien ce one can find the  clue to a n  
understanding o f  the  u lt imate nature o f  rea lity,  a n d  t h is clue i s  revealed through 
those tra i ts w h ich dist inguish man as a spiri tua l be ing. Implicit within this 
characterization is the fact that idealism, like every other traditional form of 
metaphysics, would regard it as both meaningful and important to speak of "the 
ultimate nature of reality, "  thus drawing a distinction between reality and 
appearance. In using the singular form, "the ultimate nature of reality, "  this 
characterization is also intended to suggest that idealists assume some form of 
oneness in the world, in contrast to doctrines which are ineradicably dualistic or 
pluralistic. That which is common to all things must of course be present in 
man; however, the foregoing characterization stresses the idealist contention 
that we come into closest contact with the nature of ultimate reality through 
entering most deeply into our own natures, rather than seeking reality in exter
nal and apparently alien aspects of the world. In attempting to discover that 
which is most ultimate, we need rely only upon natural human experience : 
according to the traditions of metaphysical idealism, we are not dependent upon 
a revelation to apprehend the truth. Thus, in sum, the metaphysics of idealism 
finds man' s own spiritual nature to be the fullest expression of that which is to 
be taken as basic in reality. 

According to this characterization, an idealist metaphysics would not only be 
opposed to materialism, but would be distinct from, and opposed to, a variety of 
other metaphysical systems, such as those of Aquinas or of Descartes. Thus, the 
above characterization, whatever its inadequacies, should help us to anticipate 
some of the more specific philosophic and religious convictions which are to be 
found in nineteenth-century thought. Further, it should help to clarify not only 
the similarities which exist among various forms of idealism, but the point at 
which their differentiating characteristics are to be expected. If the preceding 
characterization is taken as being substantially correct, the most important 
differences among idealist systems would lie in their conceptions of what con
stitutes the essential nature of man as a spiritual being, and how we are to 
apprehend that nature. Consequently, issues concerning metaphysical idealism 
would, in part at least, be separated from epistemological arguments concerning 
the independent existence and ultimate nature of material objects, with which 
they have too frequently become confused. 
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I f  we now turn from these generalities and examine the period with which we 
a re to be concerned, it immediately becomes evident that the critical philosophy 
o f  Kant does not, in any particular, con form to the cha racte rization o f  idealism 
which we have p roposed. 6 And this is as it should be. This does not o f  course 
imply that the Kantian s ystem did not in fluence-both positivel y and negatively 
-the development o f  the classic fo rms o f  Ge rman idealism. It does impl y that 
the sou rces o f  that idealism a re not to be found in Kant alone. To be sure, it is 
easy to t race the development o f  German idealism from Fichte th rough Schelling 
to Hegel in terms o f  technical problems within the Kantian s ystem; these prob 
lems did o f  course have a decisive fo rmative in fluence on the thought o f  all o f  
Kant 's immediate successors, i dealists and non-idealists alike. However, the Ger
man idealist movement as it developed at the close o f  the eighteenth and the 
beginning o f  the nineteenth centu ry cannot be adequately inte rp reted unless it 
is seen as part o f  a more general rebellion against the conceptions o f  man and o f  
nature which characte rized the Enlightenment. It was out o f  new convictions 
concerning the inner spi ritual forces in the individual, in natural objects, and 
in cultures, and out o f  a conviction that the re was a unity in all o f  these forces, 
that German i dealism a rose. The forms o f  a rgumentation within i dealism may 
have originally been parasitic on the Kantian s ystem, but it was not that s ystem, 
and its difficulties, which can be said to have engendere d  what was new in this 
movement. 

Once one acknowledges that the classic period o f  German idealism is not to be 
const rued primaril y as an attempt to resolve tensions within the c ritical philos
ophy o f  Kant, one can see that the i dealist t radition in Ge rman y di d not end 
with the Hegelian s ystem, and that Schopenhauer-in spite o f  his avowed rela
tionship to Kant-is to be regarded  as an important link in the continuing in flu
ence o f  idealism . To identi fy ultimate realit y with the Will, and not with Reason, 
is not to give up metaph ysical idealism with its distinction between appearance 
and realit y, its emphasis upon the one all-embracing totality, and its faith that 
this realit y is to be inte rp reted in te rms o f  that which constitutes the inner, 
spiritual nature o f  man. For Schopenhauer, this inner nature was poles apart 
from what Hegel conceived it to be, but it woul d be a mistake to hold that an 
i dentification o f  man 's spiritual nature with his reason (which is in fact Platonic 
rather than Hegelian), or  with his histo rical and cultu ral achievements (which is 
closer to Hegel 's own view), is a neces sa ry attribute o f  idealism. Nor need i deal
ism be pe rvaded by  optimism. When these points a re noted, it should be obvious 
that Schopenhauer stands squarel y within the t radition o f  metaphysical idealism 
in a sense in which his master Kant did not. 

It was not only in Schopenhauer that the t radition o f  meta physical idealism 
persisted in Ge rman y among those who rejected Hegel. To be sure ,  much o f  the 
intellectual li fe o f  the period tu rned away from all metaphysi cal issues; none
theless, during the middle years o f  the century, two philosophers t rained in the 
practice o f  the empirical sciences, Lotze and Fechne r, formulated new and 
influential systems o f  meta ph ysi cal idealism. 7 It was the ir  aim to provide a means 
by which idealism could do justice to the mechanical view o f  nature which other 
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ideal ists, fol lowing Hegel, were ready to condemn. I\Ieanwhile, Schopenhauer's 
influence continued to spread, and in  1869 Hartmann publ ished his Phi losophy 

of the Un conscious, which had an immediate and spectacular success. 8 This 
success was doubtless in part due to the very great i nfluence of Schopenhauer (or 
to whatever in the t imes made voluntaristic pessimism congenial to a wide audi
ence), but it should not be overlooked that Hartmann shared the concern of 
Lotze and of Fechner, endeavoring to find a means by which the concrete findings 
of science could be incorpora ted wi thin the framework of an idealist metaphysics. 
The task of relating philosophy and the sciences to one another can in fact be 
said to have been the dominant task of German phi losophy in the latter hal f  of 
the century. As we shall see, the short-lived materialism of Biichner and others 
had this as i ts aim ;  so too did the far more widespread and influential semi
posi tivistic  forms of Kantianism which grew up among Helmholtz and other 
scientists of the period. At this point it is only important to note that these 
movements  did not in the least obl i terate the traces of metaphysical ideal ism; 
because of the influence of Lotze in particular, that tradi t ion maintained i tself .  
For example, i t  is of interest to notice-as one can in  the case of vVundt-that 
when the major scientific figures in Germany in the lat ter part of the century 
departed from Kantianism and from positivism, and sought to undergird their 
thought with metaphysical notions, it was to idealism and not to materialism or 
any form of metaphysical dualism that they turned .  

If we now shift our attention from the German scene to those who represented 
academic phi losophy in France and in England, we do not find that ideal ism 
flourished in the earl ier decades of the century. In France, Eclecticism was 
entrenched, and in England the influence of the Scottish school and of Hami l ton 
were especially marked. However, by mid-century-at precisely the t ime at 
which it is  usually assumed that "scientism" was triumphing in phi losophy-we 
find that, in both countries, metaphysical ideal i sm was for the first time coming 
into i ts own. To be sure, the new idealist interests and systems did not wholly 
dominate the scene ; in France the influence of posi t ivism was strong, and in 
England John Stuart Mi l l  was advocating Ut i l i tarian moral and social phi los
ophy and developing a form of cri tical positivism in his theory of knowledge. 
However, by mid-century one of the truly dominant forces in the phi losophy of 
both France and England is to be found in the birth of a strong idealist tradit ion. 

For example, in France, i f  we trace the course of the Eclectic School against 
which both the posit ivists and the new ideal ists reacted, we can sec that i t  was 
tending away from i ts earl ier rel iance upon the Scot tish philosophy toward an 
idealism which had strong affini t ies wi th Schell ing. " The influence of Maine de 
Biran, which the Eclectics d ie! much to promote, led French philosophers to be 
concerned wi th those problems of the sel f  which eventuated in their character
istic personalistic ideal ism, emphasizing vol i tional act ivi ty and freedom. For 
example, it was the adoption of a vol i tional psychology that led Ravaisson, one 
of the seminal figures of the t ime, to reject monist ic ideal ism and embrace 
spiri tual istic pcrsonalism . 1 0  One can also note the exten t to which he empha
sized the importance of Leibni z '  though t, and used Leibnizian doctrines in his 
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evalu at ions of the th ought of other ph ilosopher s. A simil ar tendency t ow ar d  
spir itu al i st ic per son al ism is to  be foun d in both Renouvier and Lachel ier. E ach of 
the se ph ilosopher s st arted from a comb in at ion of K ant ian ep istemology and a 
fundamental concern for concrete hum an freedom ; Renouvier ende d  h is work 
at the turn of the century with an e xpl ic it met aphy sics of plur al ist ic ide al i sm 
wh ich he h imsel f was w ill ing to term a monadology , and Lachel ier's ideal ism ,  
wh ich cont ained a far-re aching cr it ique o f  the ult im acy o f  c ausal expl an at ions 
in our understanding of nature, pre pared the ground for much that w as to  
follow in French met aphy sic al th ought. 

To wh at extent the new plur al i st ic ide al ism in France was al so influenced by 
the em phasis u pon cont ingency found in Cournot's ph ilosophy of n ature and of 
method, I am not in a posit ion to e st imate ."  However, the same theme of con
t ingency is el aborately expounded  by Lachel ier' s pu pil Boutrou x in connect ion 
w ith his  de fen se of plur al istic ideal i sm . 1 2 With in Boutroux's ideal i sm, as he 
l ater developed it, there was al so c ont ained an inter pret at ion of the n ature of 
sc ientific th ought wh ich merged w ith developmen ts wh ich we sh all tr ace w ith in 
the h istory of posit ivism .  Th is inter pret at ion of sc ience c ame to  be ch ar acter ist ic 
of French thought at the turn of the century : it was basic to  the thought of 
Poinc are (Boutroux's brother- in -l aw) , of Milh aud (who was or ig inally a Comte an) ,  
o f  the Catholic P ierre Duhem, and o f  Berg son . But it i s  not only im port ant to  
note the wide spre ad acce ptance o f  th is now fam il iar inter pret at ion o f  sc ience, it 
i s  al so im port ant to  not ice it s compat ib il ity w ith a full- fledged met aphysic al 
ide al ism, and the affirm at ion of individual cre at ivity and freedom wh ich was one 
of the main themes of n ineteenth -century French ideal ism . 

We sh all l ater h ave occasion to re fer to  Berg son' s system in another context. 
Here it is only nece ssary to  rem ark th at w ith the advent of Bergson, 1 3 the course 
of French ph ilosophy for a t ime bec ame fixed, h i s  influence augment ing through 
the first dec ades  of th is century . Thus, fr om the middle ye ars  of the n ineteenth 
century well into th is  century , metaphysic al ide al i sm formed a cont inu ing 
str and  in French thought . Whether th is ide al ism w as most influenced by Schell ing 
or by Le ibn iz , or whether indeed a compromise was  sought between it and 
C athol ic the ism,  it h ad a strong volunt ar ist ic tone wh ich submerged the l ast 
ve st ige s of Hegel ianism and tended towar d  th ose person al istic forms of ide al i sm 
wh ich coul d pl ace em phasis on human freedom . 1 4  

In Engl and, there w as al so a cont inu ing str and of met aphy sic al ide al ism. The 
influence of German met aphy sic al ide al ism on Coler idge and on C arlyle is well 
known, and James Mart ine au's  influence, although le ss frequently noted, w as 
also considerable . 1 5 When one rec all s th at i t  w as in 1850 th at Mill could regard 
Coler idge as one of the two recent th inkers (the other be ing Benth am) whose 
thought had le ft the gre ate st im pre ss on the age, and th at it w as in 1 865 th at 
St irl ing publ ished h i s  Secret of Hegel and in 1 866 th at Edw ard C aird took u p  
h is post in Gl asgow ,  one c an recogn ize th at in spite of the dominance of the 
Ut il it ar ians  and the furor s of Darw in ism,  ideal ism took root w ith in Br it ish 
ph ilosophy in the middle ye ars  of the n ineteenth century . To be sure, the devel
opment of th is ide al i sm w as slightly different from th at wh ich w as ch ar acter ist ic 
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of Germany and France, for in Britain, during the course of the century, idealism 
tended to move from the dominant influences of Kant and Schelling and Fichte 
toward Hegelianism, while in Germany and France the Hegelian phi losophy was 
left almost wholly behind. 1 6 In spite of this historically conditioned difference, 
the aim and the upshot of the ideal ist movement was in all three cases the same: 
it constituted a reaction against the phi losophy of positivism, asserting the claim 
that ultimate reality was accessible to man; however, it was claimed to be acces
sible only if man abandoned the equation of scientific knowledge with truth, 
looking inward rather than outward for the clues to that which lay behind the 
realm of nature with which science was destined to deal . 

These remarks on German, French, and British phi losophy should be sufficient 
to show to what extent idealism constituted one of the two major strands in 
nineteenth-century thought. 1 7  We shall now consider positivism. 

3 · POSITIVISM 

It can be taken for granted that the systems of Comte and of Spencer were of 
very great importance in the history of nineteenth-century thought; yet if  one 
were to define positivism with special reference to these systems, one would prob
ably reach the conclusion that it was a much less widespread movement than 
metaphysical ideal ism had been. A similar conclusion would be forced upon one 
if positivism were defined solely with respect to the philosophy of science which, 
late in the century, came to be associated with thinkers such as Ernst Mach. 
However, there are many respects in which these two forms of positivism do in  
fact converge. While their programs were marked by  sharp differences, the pre
suppositions which distinguished them from other philosophic positions were 
in large measure the same. 

In order to characterize the positivist position in a manner that will include 
the systematic positivism of both Comte and Spencer, and wil l  also include the 
forms of critical positivism represented by Huxley and by Mach, one may pro
ceed as follows. First, positivism rejects metaphysics on the ground that the 
questions with which metaphysics is concerned presuppose a mistaken belief that 
we can discover principles of explanation or interpretation which are more 
ultimate than those which are directly derived from observation and from 
generalizations concerning observations. For positivists, any attempt to pass from 
the realm of "phenomena" to a more ultimate reality is a hopeless and unjusti
fiable enterprise, no matter how deeply rooted the urge to do so may be. How
ever, various positivists have adopted differing positions with respect to the 
traditional philosophic distinction between the phenomenal and the noumenal. 
Some have believed it necessary to assume an unknowable reality lying outside 
of all possible experience; others have denied that there is any such sphere. Still  
others, with more consistency, have swept aside all discussion of the question 
since it cannot be formulated in terms which (even in principle) are verifiable 
within experience. Thus, in so far as its first basic thesis is concerned, positivism 
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can be seen to have connections with some traditional epistemological discus
sions: in some cases it has been closely related to a Kantian form of phenome
nalism, in others to a philosophy of pure experience, and in still others to a 
position which resembles that of Hume . 

This first thesis, on the basis of which positivists reject metaphysics, does not 
provide a sufficient characterization of what they a ffirm . What distinguishes 
positivists from others who may accept a philosophy of pure experience, or who 
accept some form of Kantian or Humean phenomenalism, is a second thesis : that 
the adequacy of our knowledge increases a s  it approximates the forms of expla
nation which have been achieved by the most advanced sciences . At this point, 
of course, other opponents of metaphysic s frequently diverge from positivism . 
However, to complete the characterization of positivism one further step must 
be taken, and that is to note what constitutes an advanced science according to 
positivism . Since positivism confines all human knowledge to what has been 
experienced or can be experienced, it claims that a science which has freed itself 
from metaphysical preconceptions will restrict itself to discovering reliable cor
relations within experience; it is on the basis of such observed and repeated 
correlations that future events can be predicted, and it is on the same basis that 
past events are explained . According to this view, a scientific explanation does 
not involve appeal to any immanent forces nor to any transcendent entitie s: to 
explain a phenomenon is to be able to subsume it under one or more laws of 
which it is an instance. A law, in its turn, is simply a well -authenti cated general 
descriptive statement of uniformities which have been observed to occur in the 
past . Any alternative interpretation of the nature and the aims of the sciences is 
rejected by positivism as involving a mistaken metaphysical attempt to transcend 
the limits of experience. To summarize, then, positivism may be said to be 
characterized by three interlocking theses: first, a rejection of metaphysic s; sec 
ond, the contention that science constitutes the ideal form of knowledge; third, 
a particular interpretation of the nature and the limits of scientific explanation . 1 8 

Taken in this sense, the positivist position was one which was widely espoused 
in the nineteenth century . And it is worth noting that its interpretation of science 
-which in 1 865 Mill could quite properly regard as "the general property of the 
age " 1 9-even came to be absorbed into the idealist tradition . In tracing the his 
tory of the movement, as  we shall now do, it will not be necessary to deal with it 
in terms of national compartments; it will, however, be necessary to distinguish 
between its two branches, which are to be termed the systematic and the critical 
forms of positivi sm . 

Systematic positivism, which in its first formulation is to be identified with 
Comte, was a distinctively new movement in the history of thought . Other sys 
tems, to be sure, had rejected the belief that metaphysical questions were capable 
of solution, and other systems had also hailed the discoveries of science as illus
trating the manner in which truth was progressively being attained . However, 
there was genuine novelty in the conception of philosophy which systematic 
positivists avowed, and this novelty was recognized . One looks in vain for any 
prior modern attempt to transform philosophy into a synthesis of the sciences. 
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For Comte, Spencer, and others of the school, the task of philosophy became "the 
organization into a harmonious Doctrine of all the h ighest generalities of Sci
ence"/0 its method was to examine the empirical results attained by all sciences, 
seeking out the most general laws in each, and bringing these laws together into 
an integrated pattern of knowledge which was more general than that attainable 
by any single science. To be sure, neither Comte nor Spencer was able to confine 
h imself to discussions which conformed to this definition of the aim and the 
method of the new philosophy . However, this fact need not blind us to the 
originality which they claimed for themselves, and which many were willing to 
grant them. Whatever their inconsistencies, the conception of philosophy which 
they represented was a new conception, and they were convinced that the whole 
of the future belonged to it. 2 1  

The claim to have discovered a new method and a new aim for philosophy does 
not of itself explain the impact of systematic positivism on nineteenth-century 
thought. In addition there was, of course, the prestige which science possessed, 
and this prestige grew appreciably during the century . Moreover, the thought of 
both Comte and Spencer was dominated by the view that there had taken place, 
and was taking place, a progressive development of man and society. This con
ception, the history of which we shall trace, was deeply rooted in nineteenth
century thought; the fact that both Comte and Spencer placed extraordinary 
emphasis upon it, helped to ensure that their systems would attain widespread 
popular influence. If I am not mistaken, there is one further point which must 
be noted in order to account for the appeal of Comtean positivism in particular. 
In the eighteenth century it had been an important article of faith that intellec
tual enlightenment provided a basis through which societies might be trans
formed. This heritage of the Enlightenment was widely shared in England and 
in France during the nineteenth century, and was not the property of any one 
school of thought ; however, no other philosophy of h istory made claims as bold 
as Comte's  concerning the role which intellectual life played in organizing all 
aspects of society. To those who tended to link intellectual enlightenment and 
social reform, and who also placed the empirical sciences in the forefront of 
knowledge, the Comtean system had tremendous appeal. As a consequence, its 
spread in  intellectual circles was out of all proportion to its acceptance and 
defense as a viable philosophic system. 

In noting this connection between philosophy and social reform, one should 
not overlook the fact that, in general, nineteenth-century positivism was no less 
closely connected with moral and political issues than was the idealist movement. 
Looking back upon the nineteenth century in terms of those aspects of positivism 
which have had the most marked influence on our own thought, it is easy to 
underestimate the extent to which its theory of knowledge was linked with ideals 
of social change. However, it is not possible to study Comte's work at first hand 
without seeing that h is Cours de philosoph ic posi t ive is not an isolated treatise on 
the sciences, their methods and their classification, but is a part of a larger 
systematic whole the aim of which is moral and social. It must also be noted that 
a socially directed motivation was intimately connected with the systematic 
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positivism of others, both in France and in England. In England, for example, 
one finds this motivation m Spencer, and in such lesser representatives of the 
movement as Lewes and Harrison. It is also worth reminding ourselves that in an 
account of his reasons for writing his System of Logic, Mill laid stress on his 
hope that it would be of use in combatting false and injurious social doctrines.22 

Although the systematic form of positivism was frequently accepted at its own 
evaluation of itsel f, many philosophers and scientists who themselves shared the 
basic presuppositions of positivism subjected it to severe criticism. The primary 
objections were directed against the attempts of Comte and Spencer to provide 
a rigid codification of the results of the sciences. In the light of the new dis 
coveries which were being made in physics, chemistry, experimental biology, 
and psychophysics, the attempts of the systematic positivists to find a single all
inclusive system in which all empirical discoveries would fit seemed less and less 
plausible. Thus, although the views of Comte and of Spencer continued to exert 
a considerable in fluence throughout the nineteenth century, particularly in 
sociology, they did not attract important new adherents from the ranks of scien
tists or scientifically oriented philosophers. 

However, this did not mean that the general movement of positivist thought 
failed to spread. On the contrary, even as systematic positivism spent its force, 
there was a remarkable growth in the acceptance of positivist theses regarding 
the nature of scientific method and an increasing stringency in the interpretation 
of these theses. 2 3  On the part of scientists, this tendency was not always connected 
with a general philosophic position; it sometimes remained a methodological 
principle only. However, among philosophers and among many philosophically 
inclined scientists, it did develop into an important philosophic movement 
which is to be designated as critical positivism. The aims of critical positivism 
were twofold: on the one hand to analyze the foundations of scientific knowledge, 
on the other to examine the true sources and meanings of all concepts which 
tended to be used in an uncritical, metaphysically charged manner, whether 
those concepts were employed by laymen or by scientists. 

This new mode of positivistic thought had an earlier major exponent in John 
Stuart Mill. In addition to his psychol ogical i nterest in analyzing the sources of 
our knowledge in experience and in the association of ideas, Mill was intent 
upon bringing to the test any unjustifiab le common -sense moral or social or 
metaphysical doctrine. Unlike later critical positivists, he saw no special need to 
analyze the sources of speci fically scientific concepts; he took such concepts to be 
adequately grounded in experience and adequately justi fied by the universality 
of the testimony which experience yielded. Unlike Kant and Hume, Mill did not 
stress the limitations of science, and it was perhaps for this reason that he was 
not looked upon by later critical positivists as being a major forer unner of their 
views. It was, rather, to Kant and to Hume that they tended to trace their lineage. 

What led to the new interpretation of science was, I believe, a combination of 
factors, each of which deserves attention; I shall therefore deal with the history of 
critical positivism in some detail. The factors which I regard as having been of 
primary importance in its development were three. First, there arose among prac-
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ticing scientists a conviction that their investigations needed to be liberated from 
preconceptions which were metaphysical either in origin or import. They held 
that so long as their colleagues were interested in upholding or in combatting 
particular metaphysical positions, scientific inquiry could not be free; nor would 
it be free so long as there was an uncritical acceptance of concepts to which there 
clung associations derived from earlier, metaphysical forms of thought. Thus, a 
positivist interpretation of science was brought forward by scientists themselves 
in the interest of advancing scientific inquiry. A second source of critical posi
tivism was the rise of interest in what may broadly be termed the psychophysical 
problem, which was occupying some of the foremost physiologists and physicists 
of the day. These investigations led many to hold that a positivistic phenome
nalism was the only epistemological position in accord with the methods and 
results of the sciences. Third, there arose in connection with the development of 
evolutionary theory what may be cal led a pragmatic interpretation of the human 
mind, and that interpretation was then applied to scientific thought itself. To 
illustrate these three factors I shall briefly consider some important, representa
tive figures who contributed to the growth of critical positivism among scientists 
in the latter half of the nineteenth century. 

With respect to the first of these factors let us consider Rankine and Robert 
Mayer, who were not themselves positivists, but represent those scientists who 
felt it necessary to adopt a methodological positivism in order to free science 
from constrictions placed upon it by preceding modes of thought. In their 
attempts to liberate observation and generalization from the influence of hypo
thetical, mechanical constructs, their influence lay on the side of a growingly posi
tivistic interpretation of the sciences. Rankine stated his position with respect to 
a contrast between two types of procedure: 

According to the ABSTRACTIVE method, a class of objects or phenomena is defined by 
describing, or otherwise making to be understood, and assigning a name or symbol to, 
that assemblage of properties which is common to all the objects or phenomena com
posing the class, as perceived by the senses, without introducing anything hypothetical. 
According to the HYPOTHETICAL method, a class of objects or phenomena is defined, 
according to a conjectural conception of their nature, as being constituted, in a manner 
not apparent to the senses, by a modification of some other class of objects or phenomena 
whose laws are already known.2 4 

To be sure, Rankine did not wholly reject the hypothetical method, as a posi
tivist would have done; and, as Clerk Maxwell pointed out, he did not abandon 
a realistic interpretation of science, as contrasted with the phenomenalistic posi
tions adopted by critical positivists. 2 5  In these respects Mayer's views were 
similar to those of Rankine. 26 Nevertheless, the insistence of both on liberating 
empirical inquiry from constrictions placed upon it by hypothetical constructs 
had an important influence on the development of positivism among later figures 
in the history of thermodynamics, where positivism had one of its chief centers. 2 7  

Turning now to a scientist who went beyond Rankine and Mayer, using a full
fledged positivism in defending his objectives and methods of work, we may cite 
the case of Claude Bernard. In his In troduction a l'etude de la medecine ex-
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perimentale, publi shed in 1 865, Bernard set out to argue that the experimental 
method applie s to living beings no le ss than to inorganic things, and that deter
minism characterize s all phenomena associated with li fe. To support thi s position 
it was nece ssary to di scredit vitali sm, which constituted the chie f opposition to 
hi s view. The form in which he ca st his attack was to argue that only a critical 
positivi sm was con sonant with the methods to be followed in scientific inquiry; 
and thi s of  course precluded in principle all po ssibility o f  appealing to vital force s 
as a means o f  explaining the functioning o f  living things. Such an identification 
o f  a particular interpretation o f  science with the possibility o f  pur suing free and 
original scientific inquiry, unhampered by past prejudice s, was an extremely 
effective argument at the time. It wa s on the basi s  o f  it, rather than on the basi s  
o f  philosophical argument, that many scienti st s, including Bernard, came to ac
cept a critical positivi sm.28 

Thomas Henry Huxley present s a second example o f  the same tendency. While 
it was undoubtedly true that Huxley drew much from Hume and from Berkeley, 
and a good deal from Kant (as he interpreted him), it was not primarily on the 
basi s  o f  philo sophic considerations that he either put forward or de fended a posi
tivistic po sition. Running throughout hi s essays one finds emphasi s  on the le sson s 
which are to be learned from science. The primary le sson was the nece ssity for 
acknowledging limitations in human knowledge; a second le sson was the fact that 
i f  men scrupulously adhere to the di scipline which the practice o f  science i s  able 
to in still, they are capable o f  pushing back the boundarie s o f  ignorance. Thus, sci
ence trains us  to recognize what we can and cannot know; it s training serves to 
teach u s  the nece ssary rudiment s o f  epi stemology. Thi s a spect o f  Huxley 's thought 
represents a very wide spread tendency to interpret critical positivi sm a s  the 
natural outgrowth o f  accepting and u sing the methods o f  scientific inquiry. For 
those who adopted thi s view, philosophy was not to be regarded as a means by 
which the competence or the implications o f  science could be asse ssed; on the 
contrary, science was itsel f capable o f  showing the range o f  problems which men 
can solve. However, science could exerci se thi s function only so long a s  it re
mained free o f  metaphysical a ssumptions, and o f  the vestige s o f  those a ssumptions 
which lay concealed in earlier mode s o f  scientific thought. Thus, the scienti sts o f  
the period stre ssed the need for methodol ogical purity, that i s, for remaining 
within the boundarie s o f  those forms  o f  explanation which positivi sm held to be 
the only forms which it was legitimate for scienti st s to u se.29 

I turn now to the second factor which was important to the ri se o f  critical 
positivi sm: the development o f  p sychophysic s .  To be sure, p sychophy sic s does not 
in it sel f demand the adoption o f  any form o f  positivi sm; however, at the time, it 
was widely held to have important implications with re spect to the boundarie s o f  
human knowledge, and implication s for the interpretation o f  science it sel f. As an 
example o f  a scientist for whom critical positivi sm was linked to a concern with 
p sychophysic s, Helmholtz i s  e specially noteworthy; hi s own vast contribution to 
the development o f  the subject, and hi s stature a s  a scienti st, made hi s position 
particularly signifi cant in Germany . We shall later examine hi s views in more 
detail ; here it is only necessary to suggest their general import . 
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Unlike the other phi losophi cally inclined scientists with whom we have just 
been deal ing, Helmholtz d id not regard critical positivism as being merely an 
extension of the method and habits of thought followed by scientists who had 
freed themselves from a metaphysical heritage; for him, it was a specifically 
phi losoph ic  position which he took to be affiliated to the pos ition of Kant. 3 0 How
ever, one can scarcely imagine a version of Kantianism more antithetical to the 
presuppos itions of Kant's own thought, for the universal and necessary forms of 
experience were i nterpreted by Helmholtz as consequences of the nature of our 
sensing organs .  Thus, his  form of phenomenalism rested d i rectly upon the l imits 
of the human organism, not on apriori categories of the mind. Helmholtz de
veloped thi s  supposedly Kantian rejection of metaphysics in  an early lecture, on 
the occasion of his receiving his professorship at Konigsberg. In that lecture he 
offered an interpretation of experience i n  which sensations are construed as 
symbols for unknown relationships; accord i ng to him, the specific nature of what 
we experience is not to be iden t ified with anythi ng existing independently of us 
any more than the written name of a man i s  to be identified with that man him
self. 3 1  However, the fact that we can note an  orderly connection among our sen
sa t ions gives us the possibi l ity of knowledge, which is the discovery of patterns of 
relationsh ip among sensory elements. As Helmholtz recognized, this view of 
human knowledge ruled out all traditional metaphysi cal questions, including a l l  
ph i losophi c  i ssues concerning epistemological rea l ism and ideali sm. 3 2 Thus, as 
his  student Heinrich Hertz later pointed out, Helmholtz assumed that psycho
physics was able to establ ish an epistemological position. 3 3 This  position, which 
was Helmholtz 's version of Kant's Copern ican revolution , had a considerable 
influence throughout the latter part of the century. As we shal l later see, it was 
basic  to the claims of DuBois-Reymond regarding the necessary limitations of 
knowledge; and Lange's influential History of Materia l ism , which was published 
in 1865,  represents a similar physiologically oriented Kantianism. By the mid
seventies an acceptance of thi s  type of  position was said by Wundt to have almost 
been taken for granted in the German scientific community. 3 4  

The factors which I have already d iscussed were sufficient to establ i sh a very 
sol id  base for critical pos i t ivism, but its widespread extension was associated with 
sti l l  another movement in  late n ineteenth-century thought : thi s  was a new in 
terpretation of science which grew out of a pragmatic ,  or  economical , view of the 
human mind.  Accord ing to this view, we have a tendency to order our experience 
in whatever ways serve to make it most assimilable to our needs, interests, and 
expectations. To appreciate the radical transformation which thi s  assumption 
introduced into the interpretation of science, one need only recal l  the positivism 
of Bernard or of Helmholtz. For both, there was determi n ism in  nature, and the 
order of our experience depended upon that determinism. Thus, although we 
could not know things-in -themselves , it was assumed that the relationshi ps which 
we found wi t h i n  experience were not attributable to us ,  but to nature itself. This, 
for them , was the bas i s  on wh ich the very possibi l i t y  of science was founded , and 
they d id not inqui re on what grounds t hey ,  as positiv i sts, h ad  a right to make 
such an assumpt ion . " "  On a pragma t ic-econom ica l  v iew of the h uman mind, how-
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ever, even the order wh ich science e stabl i she s in exper ience, and wh ich we are 
incl ined t o  l ook upon a s an order fixed by nature it sel f, may be a product o f  o ur 
own tendencie s t o  arrange and summar ize exper ience in a manner u se ful t o  us . 
Th is con ce pt ion o f  the h uman m ind, and it s im pl icat ion s for an inter pretat ion o f  
science wa s pre sumably acce pted by !\Jach and by other s a s early a s the 1 86os, but 
it wa s not unt il the 1 88os that one fin ds t he fi rst h igh water mar k o f  it s develo p
ment. "" The ch ie f  fact o rs wh ich contr ib uted t o  that develo pment were three. 

In the fir st place, the Darw in ian th eory  o f  evolut ion wa s interpreted a s  hav ing 
proved  that all a spe ct s o f  l iv ing creat ure s mu st have an ada pt ive funct ion in the 
struggle for surv ival. 3 7 A s we see in Darw in h im sel f, th is a ssum pt ion wa s a ppl ied  
to  the evolut ionar y develo pment o f  h uman im pul se s and human in tell igence, no  
le ss than t o  the evol ut ionary develo pment o f  bod ily struct ure s. Having inter 
preted the develo pment o f  man ' s intell igen ce in term s o f  it s use fulne ss in sat isfy
ing needs, it wa s b ut a small ste p to the further cla im that science it sel f wa s to be 
regarded a s a form o f  ada ptat ion. Th is connect ion between Dar win 's theor y and 
an a cce ptance o f  a pragmat ic-e conom ical inter pretat ion o f  scien ce, a s well a s o f  
all other kn owledge, can be seen in one o f  the fir st e ssays in wh ich J\ Iach offered 
a systemat ic statement o f  the latter v iew; and in Laa s, among other s , t here is an 
equall y str ong em pha sis on the wa ys in wh ich the order ing o f  exper ience int o a 
system o f  knowledge reflect s l i fe -serv ing nee ds." It should be obv iou s that th is 
conce pt ion of scien ce hel ped t o  extend t he arg umen ts prev iou sl y advanced  by 
cr it ical po sit iv ist s, for it s acce ptance ent ;i iled  that e ven science could n ot be 
a ssumed to  have a cce ss to  relat ion sh ips ex ist ing o ut side o f  the doma in o f  ex
per ience. 

There wa s a second fact or wh ich influenced the devel o pment o f  a pragma t ic
e conom ical inter pretat ion o f  sc ience, add ing it s we ight to evolut ionary interpre 
tat ion s o f  m ind. Th is factor is t o  be fo und in the type o f  anal ysis o f  exper ien ce 
wh ich dom inated the psych olog ical theor ie s o f  the per iod, for exam ple, the v iews 
o f  the a ssociat ion ist s, o f  Helmholtz, and to some exte nt the earl ier view s o f  
\Vundt . In l ine w ith the her it age o f  trad i t ional Br it ish em pir icism, it wa s a ssumed 
by a sso ciat ion ist s and b y Helmh oltz that all o f  our e veryda y  con ce pt s, such a s o ur 
conce pt s o f  ordinary mate rial obje ct s, develo p  on the ba sis o f  a ser ie s o f  sim ple, 
recurr ing sen sat ion s, some o f  wh ich ord inar il y re cur in groups. Pa st re currence s 
create tac it expectat ion s rega rd ing futu re sen sat ion s, and when a pparently stable 
grouping s are forme d we fix them by g iv ing them a name. The fulle st a ppl icat ion 
o f  th is general v iew, ex tend ing it to the different iat ion between object s and the 
sel f, is, o f  cour se, to be found in the ph ilo so ph y  o f  pure exper ien ce o f  Avenar ius, 
but it had al so been develo ped  in l\fach 's influe nt ial Con trib u t ions  to the  A nalysis 
of Sensa t ions o f  1 886. The phen omenal ist ic im pl icat ion s o f  th is type o f  analysis 
of perce pt ion were not of cour se new : the y had been wh olly a pparent to Hume 
and t o  John St uart M ill, t o  name onl y two. And in Hume, at lea st, there is 
re cogn it ion of a connect ion between th i s  anal ysis and a conce pt ion of the human 
m ind wh ich (so long a s we leave ab stra ct rea son out o f  account ) do sel y re semble s 
what came to  be the pragmat ic-e conom ical v iew. However, it wa s not central to  
Hume ' s concern s t o  trace the im pl ica tion s o f  h is v iew s o f  exper ience for the 
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procedures which should be followed-or should be avoided-by scientists, 
although there are passages in which he did discuss that issue. In the case of Mach, 
however, it was precisely here that his major interest lay. One of his aims-which 
was in line with the whole development of positivism, both systematic and 
critical-was to purge the sciences of all concepts in which traces of metaphysical 
assumptions could be found. Another was to show that it was theoretically legiti
mate to pass back and forth among the data of physics, physiology, and psychology 
in exactly the ways that Mach's own research, and the research of others, had 
shown that it was feasible to do. Mach was able to achieve both of these aims by 
emphasizing the view of the human mind which had, in general, only been 
implicit in earlier, traditional empiricist analyses of perception: he made that 
view explicit, and applied it with rigor to the manner in which science itself 
proceeds. Just as perceptible objects are, in the last analysis, merely the sensory 
elements which we find often appearing together and to which we attach a name, 
so scientific concepts, properly conceived, only represent bundles of the elements 
of experience. This view allowed Mach to argue that concepts such as "force" 
and "atoms" had no proper place within science; it also permitted him to hold 
that different sciences are distinguished from one another solely with respect to 
the manner in which they find it useful to group the elements of experience. Ac
cording to these assumptions, science is confined to ordering the flow of ex
periences according to whatever patterns permit us to predict future experiences . 39 

This interpretation of science, which was wholly consonant with the dominant 
psychology of the day, made the pragmatic implications of evolutionary theory 
all the more plausible, and thus assisted the spread of critical positivism among 
the large number of scientists who were already predisposed to accept some form 
of a positivistic view. 

This self-criticism and self-limitation on the part of scientists was soon to have 
consequences unfavorable to the general aims of positivism, for it opened the way 
to a reintroduction of metaphysics. Those who had previously been attacked by 
positivists for pursuing metaphysical questions were in a position to point out 
that scientists themselves no longer interpreted science as a presuppositionless 
system of knowledge, but as a function of our own practical need to organi ze ex
perience in some readily manageable form. Thus, the pragmatic-economical 
interpretation of science deprived positivists of the possibility of offering any 
objective reasons for their belief that scientific procedures should serve as a model 
for philosophy or, indeed, as a model for any other form of thought. It was pre
cisely at this point that a strong reaction against positivism, and against other 
forms of "scientism," set in. However, before sketching the forms which that reac
tion took, it will be necessary to cite a third factor which helped to show that 
science was relative to the presuppositions with which it operated, thus under
mining the earlier positivist view that science offered an all-inclusive and necessary 
way of organizing experience. This extension of a pragmatical-economic interpre
tation arose out of the heavy emphasis newly placed on the roles of hypothesis 
and theory-construction in scientific method. 

Until almost the very end of the century, those philosophers and scientists who 



THE NINETEENTH CENTURY 1 9  

subscribed to positivism tended to interpret all forms of scientific theory i n  terms 
of generalizations drawn directly from repeated observations. While not all shared 
Mill's view that inductive inference must proceed from particular to particular, 
they did tend to regard repeated observations as the source from which any 
hypothesis useful to the sciences could be derived. However, after the middle of 
the century, developments in both geometry and physics began to undermine this 
emphasis on observation, and began to pose very grave problems for those who 
accepted a strictly positivist view of the sources of scientific knowledge in sense 
experience. For example, these developments seemed to be wholly at odds with 
the empiricist interpretations of mathematics given by Mill and by Helmholtz; 4° 

they also seemed to be at odds with Mach's  view, according to which all so-called 
axioms are the products of instinctive psychological functions which have operated 
uniformly in the past and have thereby become firmly rooted in our experience ." 
While Mach attempted in Erkenntnis und Jrrtum,  and in other later writings, to 
defend his epistemological views against all difficulties which had arisen in con
nection with new, non-observational developments within the sciences, it was not 
generally conceded that he had been successful in that attempt. Views such as 
those espoused by Poincare at the turn of the century became highly influential, 
and what was then emphasized was not the role of experience in science, but the 
creative, constructive aspects of scientific imagination in the formulation of 
hypotheses and of intellectual models. 

The philosophic upshot of the new emphasis on constructive imagination 
which one finds in Hertz and in Poincare, among others, was not in all respects 
different from Mach's own view of the general relations between science and ex
perience. Although the assumptions of the two schools concerning the nature of 
the mind were extremely different, both in fact held that the role of the mind in 
scientific theorizing was that of selectively ordering experiences in such a way that 
further experiences could be predicted. Neither held it to be within the scope of 
science (nor within the power of man) to say that one set of constructs more 
nearly approximated the characteristics of nature than did another : the test of the 
adequacy of a scientific theory lay wholly within the results which could be ob
tained by ordering past and future experiences in terms of that theory. The up
shot of such a pragmatic-economical interpretation of science buttressed the view 
that the human mind, so long as it followed the path of scientific inquiry, could 
not pretend to a knowledge of the ultimate nature of reality; that, on the con
trary, it was only an instrument which selectively ordered its experience according 
to its own interest in simplicity, coherence, and predictability. 

It is precisely at this point that the critical positivist movement became able to 
meet and merge with the idealist movement. To be sure there were persons in the 
positivist tradition who remained wholly committed to the general theses of 
positivism and who, after accepting a pragmatic-economical interpretation of 
science, refused to acknowledge the legitimacy of attempting to transcend science . 
But there were others who, at the turn of the century, were equally willing to 
make this attempt. Some among them sought to reestablish a metaphysics, now 
that science had not only been shown to be neutral on all metaphysical issues, 
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but had, through its self-criticism, been shown to be necessarily confined to a 
world of appearances. Among those who followed this path, Bergson was the 
most influential. However, it was far more frequent to find that once this self
criticism was accepted, philosophers sought to show that since science was limited 
in its methods, and therefore in the results which it was able to attain, other 
methods had an equally valid claim to consideration. Thus, in  James the prag
matic-economical interpretation of science was closely connected with his willing
ness to accept forms of pragmatic justification which lay wholly outside of what 
was trad itionally viewed as knowledge. Even more frequently, however, attempts 
were made to distinguish the method of the natural sciences from other methods 
of knowledge which had an equal right to be considered as fundamental forms 
of human understanding. This position did not stem primarily from the prag
matic-economical interpretation of science, but it was able to converge with it. 
In its origins,  it stemmed chiefly from the Neo-Kantian revival and from the 
growth of interest in humanistic historical studies. These studies, it seemed, de
manded a theoretical justi fication which would show them to be of an equal 
importance with science. The beginnings of this  movement can perhaps be traced 
as far back as Zeller, in whom we find both the attempt to revive Kant and the 
attempt to do justice to the place of historical studies in the economy of learn
ing : " certainly we find the latter motive strongly represented as early as 1883 in 
Dilthey's Ein lci tung in die Geisteswissenschaften . However, it  was not until al
most the turn of the century that the movement reached its height.4 3  From then 
until our own time it has not been unusual to find science interpreted as one of 
two distinct and equally legitimate means of ordering experiences, although we 
may here note that the differences between these forms of knowledge have not 
always been fixed with the precision which one might think was demanded by 
the importance of the question. 

Thus, at the encl of the nineteenth century, positivism had turned into a self
criticism of science, largely at the hands of practicing scientists, and the earlier 
systematic form of positivism had to all intents and purposes lost i ts hold upon 
the major streams of thought. What had once seemed to be the philosophic 
import of the physical sciences no longer carried the same conviction, and the 
way was open for twentieth-century philosophy to interpret these results in the 
most diverse fashions, the chief of which were that of setting up other modes of 
knowing side-by-side with science, or that of restricting the import of science in 
order to leave room for faith. 4 4  

4 · M ATERIALISl\f 

In the two preceding sections we have been at pains to trace the development 
of the dominant strands in nineteenth-century philosophy. In these discussions 
of metaphysical idealism and of positivism little mention was made of the 
doctrine of materialism. However, because it is so frequently claimed that the 
nineteenth century was a period in which the dominant modes of thought were 
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oriented toward materialism, it will now be necessary to examine the materialist 
movement. Before attempting to analyze its nature and fix the range and the 
time-span of its influence, let us first be clear as to some of the causes which have 
led to the misconception that materialism represents the ful lest expression of the 
dominant modes of thought in the nineteenth century. 

There are doubtless many such causes, but one of them is surely the fact that 
during the nineteenth century there was a tremendous growth in material goods 
and an enthusiasm for material progress. Since the word "materialism" is some
times used to connote a concern for material goods as wel l  as being used to 
designate a particular metaphysica l  position, and since it has often been bel ieved 
that the latter position must lead to the former, the two distinct meanings of 
"materialism" have tended to coalesce. However, there is no necessary relation 
between these two meanings. Furthermore, if the term " materialism" is to be 
used to connote an overweening concern for material goods to the exclusion of 
what might be designated as "moral idealism, " then the nineteenth century can
not by any stretch of the imagination be called a materialistic age :  it was 
characteristic of all schools of thought in the nineteenth century-and characteris
tic of the materialists no less than of the positivists and metaphysical idealists
that they were imbued with "moral idealism. " Each school in fact sought to show 
that its philosophic doctrines were the only sure foundation for moral progress. 

It is not with "materialism" in this loose sense of the term that we are to be 
concerned. "Materialism" has also been said to have characterized the nineteenth 
century for a specifical ly philosophic reason : during that century orthodox 
Christian theism was not held in high repute by a majority of the most influential 
thinkers. Yet this provides no adequate reason for characterizing the period as an 
age of materialism. In fact, many nineteenth-century idealists explicitly rejected 
a theistic position. In general, it was only among those who reacted against 
Hegelianism that theism came to be included as part of the idealistic position, 
and even among them this theism was frequently unorthodox. Thus, it is obvious 
that a rejection of the traditional Christian theist position is by no means 
equivalent to materialism. 

A third, and better, reason for considering the nineteenth century to have been 
an age of philosophic materialism lies in the fact that during that period there 
was an increasing number of persons who challenged the traditional dualistic 
view of the mind-body relationship. As ]\.f i l l  noted in one of his letters,"" the 
conventional definition of materialism which was current equated the materialist 
doctrine with the doctrine that all mental impressions resulted from the activities 
of the bodily organs. Such a definition of materialism is still sometimes held. 
However, those who acknowledge the dependence of all mental processes on 
bodily states need not be materialists, as the examples of Lotze and of other 
idealists clearly slww. 46 And Huxley, too, took such a position, asserting that an 
acceptance of what he called automatism, and which might have been termed 
epiphenomenalism, die! not entail materialism, and indeed hacl no specific meta
physical implications . 1 7 vVhether so extreme a pos i t ion is or is not justi fied, it is 
best to avoid using this psychophys iological thes i s  as  a means of  defining mate-
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rialism as a philosophic position. Instead, I shall propose a definition which can 
serve to make clear exactly where materialism differs from both idealism and 
positivism. 

Unlike positivism, materialism is  itself a metaphysical position. Materialists, 
like idealists, seek to state what constitutes the ultimate nature of reality, and are 
willing to distinguish between "appearance" and that which is self-existent and 
underlies appearance. Taken in its broadest sense, materialism is only committed 
to holding that the nature of that which is self-existent is material in character, 
there being no entities which exist independently of matter. Thus, in this sense, 
we would class as a materialist anyone who accepts all of the following proposi 
tions : that there i s  an independently existing world ; that human beings, like all 
other objects, are material entities; that the human mind does not exist as an 
entity distinct from the human body ; and that there is no God (nor any other 
non-human being) whose mode of existence is not that of material entities .  

While this type of characterization of materialism is one which would be very 
generally accepted, there is a stricter and more precise sense in which that term 
may be used. In the stricter sense materialists not only deny that there are entities 
which are not material ;  they also hold that whatever properties or forms of be
havior particular material objects exhibit are ultimately explicable by means of 
general laws which apply equally to all of the manifestations of matter. It should 
be obvious that thi s  stricter definition of materialism excludes most forms of a 
naturalistic metaphysics which accept the doctrine of emergence. For example, 
what is generally termed "emergent naturalism" would hold that while all entities 
are material in character, the varying forms of organization which matter may 
possess give rise to diverse properties and diverse modes of behavior, neither of 
which can be adequately explained, even in principle, by an appeal to any single 
set of laws. 4 8 Strict materialists, on the other hand, put forward the claim that i f  
one had a knowledge o f  the relevant conditions concerning their forms o f  or
ganization, all of the diverse forms of organized matter would be explicable in  
terms of one set of  basic laws. Thus, a strict materialism is a reductionist philoso
phy in a two-fold sense: it not only claims that all entities, however immaterial 
they may appear to be, have a material basis by means of which they are to be 
explained, but it also claims that whatever properties these entities reveal are 
explicable in an identical set of terms, regardless of their apparent disparities. To 
be sure, even the strictest materialist need not claim, and presumably will not 
claim, that at any one date the physical sciences have accurately and fully under
stood the properties of matter. For example, he need not hold (and today could 
not hold) that the atomism of Boyle and of Newton provided an ultimate ex
planation of all entities. However, the second element in his reductionism does 
demand a commitment to the view that there should be one all-embracing and 
basic science of nature which would, in principle, be capable of explaining all 
aspects of the behavior of material entities by means of a single basic set of 
properties, regardless of how these entities are organized. In trndi t ion a l  mate
rialist systems, the relevant set of basic properties has usually been identified with 
the properties which it is the goal of physics to discover, and physical laws (or 
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physi cal- chemical laws) have been regarded as the basic laws of matter ; however, 
in dialectical materialism it is not phys ics but the method of diale ct ical explana 
t ion itself which is held to serve as a basis for interpreting all manifestations of 
matter. Thus, diale ctical mater ialism is not wholly reduct ionisti c ( in one usual 
sense of that term), since a full-fledged doctr ine of emergence is compatible with 
it. However, diale ctical mater ial ism does go beyond what one usually identifies 
w ith the posit ion of emergent naturalism, sin ce it holds that one fundamental set 
of laws (t hough these are not identified with the specific laws of phys ics) is re 
garded as providing the basi c explanation of change at every level of existence . 

These distinctions w ill hel p to clarify the extent to which there may be said to 
have been wides pread a cceptance of material ism in the nineteenth century. If one 
were to identify mater ial ism w ith a rejection of m ind-body dual ism, then mate 
rialism was indeed not uncommon : many ph ilosophers and philosop hically 
or iented s cient ists gave u p  all attem pts to su pport the v iew that the human mind 
was an entity, and that it could fun ction inde pendently of the human nervous 
system. The pos it ions which were most often adopted w ith  respect to this problem 
were either a neutral monism or a psy cho- physi cal parallelism, both of which 
were compat ible with pos itiv ism, and ea ch of which could also be interpreted as 
compat ible w ith idealism, as is proved by the examples of Cl ifford and Wundt. 
However, if "mater ialism " is construed in a more usual sense, and is taken as a 
pos it ion whi ch is an alternat ive to idealism and to other forms of metaphysi cs on 
the one hand and to positivism on the other, then there were relatively few 
materialists in the nineteenth century. One looks in vain for any in France after 
Sa int-S imon, and in England Tyndall stands out as an almost unique example. 4 9  

Only in Germany does one find that materialism represented an important 
ph ilosophi c position. 

The reason why this fa ct has so often been overlooked is that commentators 
have too frequently a ccepted the views of t hose o pponents of pos it iv ism who re 
fused to a cknowledge t hat there was any di fference between positivism and 
mater ial ism. In the light of t he repeated, ex pl icit d isavowals of materialism on 
the part of Comte and Spencer, and on t he part of Bernard, Huxley, and Mach, 
among others, one m ight wonder how any such confusion was possible. 5 0 The 
answer lies in the fact that posit ivism and material ism had two elements in com
mon : both were o pposed to all tradit ional theolog ies, and (ex ce pt for Feuerbach) 
both hel d that the s ciences re presented the most rel iable knowledge attainable. 
It was on the basis of these sim ilarit ies that those who op posed what was later to 
be called "s cientism " felt just ified in ident ify ing posit ivism w ith materialism, 
helping to g ive currency to the myth that materialism dominated philosophy in 
the nineteenth century. 

Anot her source of an overem phasis on the s co pe of philosophic materialism in 
the n ineteenth century lies in a fa ilure to perceive the very marked di fferen ces 
between two originally d istinct philoso phic  movements which ex isted in Ger
many. On the one hand, there was a s ign ificant materialist controversy w hich 
or ig inally centered in t he problem of vitalism, eru pting in the e arl y 1 850s, and 
g iv ing r ise to a ser ies of sem i-po pular ex pos it ions of mater ialism over a per iod of 
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some twenty or twen ty-five  years. On  the o ther hand,  there already existed a posi
tion which identified itse lf  w i t h  materialism, but  which had in large measure 
arisen as a react ion aga ins t  Hegelian ideal i sm on the part of Feuerbach. I n  its 
original form, this posit ion  had lit tle to do with most of  the metaphysical issues 
which had always been cen tral to materialism . Thus, in Germany during the 
period with which we are here concerned, there were two forms of materialism 
which must be taken into account .  The ir aims and even their concept ions of  
philosophy were so  disparate that they migh t never have become related had it  
not  been for the polemi cal wri tings of Engels .  Since these wri t ings served to i nter
lace the two movements, it will be useful to v i ew nineteen th-cen tury materialism 
from the perspective afforded by l\ Iarxism. " 1 However, it should not be forgotten 
that the two movements  were distinct ;  nor should one overlook the fact that it 
would be anachronistic to at tribute to Marxism in the nineteenth century a 
phi losophic influence comparable to that which it has had i n  the twentie th. 

To understand even the defin i t ion of the concept "ma teri a l i sm" which is given 
by both Marx and Engels ,  and to understand aspects of their epis temology and 
of their v iews of man, one must go back to Feuerbach .  The manner i n  which 
Feuerbach expressed wha t  he found most obj ection able i n  H egel was the relation 
which the lat ter conceived to ex i s t  between thought and being. As Feuerbach 
never tired of emphasizing, existence precedes thought, and thought arises out  of 
the problems posed by existence. This convic tion, which was shared by Marx and 
by E ngels ,  constituted the pr imary positive thes i s  which li nked their thought to 
his . From th i s  it followed that the thought w i th  which they were concerned was 
the concrete though t of ex i s ting i nd i viduals ,  no t  thought in the abstract, and not 
thought removed from the problems of existing indiv idual s. That from which 
they star ted was, then,  the concrete, liv i ng, brea th ing human being, whose thought 
arises in the course of h i s  struggles with nature, and in his relationships with his 
fellows. To adopt this s tart ing poin t , to view thought as arising out of the prob
lems of an organic being's  exis tence , was for them equivalent to being a mate
rialis t .  This equivalence could, of  course, only be maintained so long as they 
rejected a dualis tic view of  man ' s nature, and held that as a part of nature man 
was i n  essence a materi al bei ng whose capacity for though t and for action was a 
funct ion of the nature of his bodily organs. On this point all three insisted. 5 2 
However, this does not constitute their definition of materialism. Throughout ,  
they define materialism in terms of  their opposition to Hegel' s  system, that is ,  in 
terms of the relations be tween though t and exi stence. 

Now, taken stric t l y ,  t his is not ,  as we have seen , an  adequate characterization 
of mater ial i sm. In fac t ,  unless one i n terpre ts ma terial i sm in a very loose sense, 
Feuerbarh cannot be c l ass i fied as a m a terial ist  at all .  While he did explicitly re
ject  both idealism and theism , and wh i le he i ns i sted upon the organic: basis of 
thought, h i s  own in terpreta t i on of t h e  rela t ion  be tween thought and existence 
was such as to make h im  rega rd all gen u i n e  philosophy as being "an thropological" 
in character, and not me t a ph ys ical. The problems of philosophy were for him 
solely the prob lems of the  na t u re of man ,  and these problems were not to be 
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solved by any attempt to push knowledge beyond that knowledge which we can 
reach through our own specifically human experience. 

However one may interpret Marx's own thought, it is clear that Engels goes 
beyond Feuerbach's starting point and develops a materialistic system of meta
physics. What divides his Marxism from Feuerbach 's views was not only the fact 
that he and Marx developed a sociological interpretation of man's nature, that 
they rejected Feuerbach's ethics of love, and that they had a hostility to religious 
modes of thought; more important was the fact that Engels constantly looked to 
the sciences for a knowledge of nature, and placed emphasis on the need for an 
understanding of nature in general if we are to attain an understanding of the 
nature of man. Genuine philosophy was not therefore to be confined to the self
knowledge of man through his personal and historical experience, but was to 
yield an all-embracing knowledge of existence. For both Marx and Engels the 
tools for such knowledge were to be found in the empirical sciences: to under
stand himself man could not merely reflect upon his experience, but was forced 
to employ categories of science. These categories, they claimed, were dialectical 
categories. Thus Engels held that the materials out of which a comprehensive 
philosophy could arise were being provided, and would continue to be provided, 
by the sciences. The tools with which these materi als were to be worked into a 
philosophic system were simply the tools of formal and dialectical logic. 

It is at this point that the thought of Engels made contact with that other form 
of materialism to which we have already a lluded : the materialism of l\Ioleschott, 
Vogt, and Biichner which arose in the early 1850s, and which represented a 
traditional form of materialism in which all processes were to be explained in  
terms of physical laws. " '  The position o f  Engels approached that o f  these 
" i tinerant preachers of materialism· ·  only with respect to the fact that both 
cla imed to rest their materialistic positions upon sci ence; they diverged in  their 
views of the methods and the conclusions of the sciences. With respect to these 
conclusions, Engels repea tedly insisted that the most fundamental new discoveries 
of science-the princi pie of the transformation of energy, the cell structure of 
living matter, and the theory of evolution-rendered obsolete a view of nature 
based upon the science of mechanics. He therefore regarded the materialism of 
Moleschott, Vogt, and Biiclmer as residual examples of an eighteenth-century 
mechanicalism which could not be squared with these new developments . How
ever, the real basis of his charge does not lie in the conflict between an up-to-elate 
and an outmoded knowledge of science, as Engels would have one believe, but 
in a difference between the two schools with respect to their views of the goal of 
scientific explanation, and therefore with respect to their views regarding the 
methods which it was appropriate for science to follow. 

Insofar as Marx and Engels viewed all of reality as a developing process, the 
goal of scientific understanding was for them the elucidation of the place of any 
phenomenon within this process, that is, the ability to show how it was related to 
other phenomena out of which i t  arose, and how it was related to those phe
nomena to which it in turn would give r ise. The method of science was therefore 
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conceived as a method in which the concrete and total nature of one type of 
entity was understood with reference to its relations to the conc rete and total 
nature of other types of entity with which it was developmentally connected. In 
Moleschott, Vogt, and Buchner, on the other hand, what might be denominated 
as the classic method of scientific explanation was assumed to be the p roper 
method for science to follow: a scientific explanation consisted in analyzing the 
concrete events to be explained into a set of specific characteristics, attempting to 
establish constant relationships among various of these characteristics, and from 
these relationships deducing by ordinary logic what conse quences would follow 
in any given case. Explanations of this type involve a piecemeal consideration of 
concrete entities, abst racting specific characteristics from the contexts in which 
they are embedded and examining them one by one. It also involves disregarding 
the temporal context in which such entities appear, on the assumption that what 
holds good of an entity at one particular time will hold good of it, o r  of any 
similar entity, at any time . Having tacitly accepted this model of scientific ex
planation, the non- Marxist materialists then proceeded to generalize on the basis 
of the results which had been (or which presumably would be) established by 
science. Their gene ralizations led to thei r specifically philosophic view that the 
total system of nature was one whole in which the place and function of each 
part was st rictly determined by the fundamental laws of matte r and energy as 
formulated by physics and chemist ry. It was against this fo rm of reduction that 
Engels protested. But while he p rotested on the basis of the claim that thei r very 
knowledge of the sciences was inadequate-that they held, in short, to a 
"mechanical " view of nature-the t rue basis of his c riticism, like that of Feuer
bach's criticism of Moleschott, 5 • lay in the fact that they had taken the classic 
model of scientific explanation for thei r own, while he wished to found a 
specifically modern materialism: that is, a materialism grounded in the belief that 
natu re is a dialectically developing, evolutionary process.5 5  

That this furnished the underlying motive fo r Engels 's slighting references to 
Moleschott, Vogt, and Buchner, is also evident from the nature of his attack on 
Duhring's metaphysics. Duhring was incomparably more competent as a philos 
opher than were Engels 's other opponents, and he scorned thei r dilettantism, 
with its easy reliance upon specific principles which had been utilized in physics, 
and its failure to be concerned with the problem of knowledge. 5 6  Yet he, too, 
shared the t raditional materialist position, in which the basic understanding of 
all nature was to be found in the physical sciences; and he therefore looked upon 
himself as the continuer of the eighteenth-centu ry materialist t radition, to which 
he, unlike the dilettantes, would give a fundamental philosophic justification. 
His language, li ke the language of Moleschott, Vogt, and B uchner, often sug
gested a purely "mechanical " view of nature, yet he was thoroughly cognizant of 
the inadequacies of t raditional, atomistic mechanism. What he sought to accom
plish was to deal with the problem of the di fferences between the various grada
tions of the material world in te rms which would make it possible to comprehend 
all of them through one system of categories . 5 7 But, to do so, he felt himself 
obliged to add to the types of concepts which physics employed, and to hold that 
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in physical phenomena themselves t here were, for example, sel f-fulfilling impulses, 
and that there was a law o f  opposition and contrast (Difjerenz) w hich applied 
equally to inorganic, organic, and mental states. By such means he sought to 
assimilate the nature of living things, and their evolution, to t he nature o f  matter 
itsel f. Since he was not success ful in establis hing t he validity o f  using such con
cepts in physics, it sometimes appears as i f  he, no less t han Marx and Engels, was 
relying upon the doctrine o f  emergence. Yet t his was not his aim. His aim was to 
s how t hat all o f  reality, including human and social existence, could be ade
quately understood in terms o f  t he underlying nature of universal matter, and 
that this nature could be adequately grasped by human t hought i f  the basic 
philosophic categories necessary for the physical sciences were uncovered. To t his 
reductionism Engels o f  course objected, and it is in his attack upon Dilhring that 
his own insistence upon the meaning o f  modern, or dialectical, materialism be 
comes most clear. At almost every point in t his attack, the genuinely philosophic 
argument (as distinguished from mere invective) turns upon t he fact t hat for 
Engels the mani festations o f  reality cannot be understood in terms o f  any uni
versal category except t hat o f  a dialectical development, and t his category makes 
it impossible to view t hought as grasping any eternal structure o f  t hings or to 
regard things as mani festing the same specific properties throughout all o f  t heir 
developments. 

In summary o f  t he contrast between t he opposed sc hools o f  materialism in 
Germany we may t hen make the following statements. Feuerbach, Marx and 
Engels, in their opposition to Hegel, found the essential basis o f  materialism to 
be the relation of t hought to existence. If one could accept suc h a definition o f  
materialism, all three could be unambiguously classified as materialists. However, 
the definition is inadequate, and the sel f-styled materialism o f  Feuerbach can 
only be construed as a form o f  materialism i f  one takes the latter term in its 
broadest sense, t hat is, as holding that all phenomena have a material basis, and 
that minds as separate from body-or God as separate from t he world o f  nature
are non -existent. In a stricter sense, Feuerbac h cannot be counted a materialist. 
His main effort was in the first place "ant hropological " rather than metaphysical ; 
in the second place, even his metaphysical commitments were not in line with 
an interpretation o f  all phenomena in terms o f  t he categories w hich were ade
quate to deal wit h the physical world. In hi s o ft -cited phrase, t he type o f  
mater ialism represented by Molesc hott was true o f  t he foundations o f  human 
nature and human knowledge, but not o f  its superstructure: "Rilckw arts stimme 
ic h den Materialisten voll kommen bei, aber nicht vorw arts. ""8 

T he Marxism o f  Engels, however, represents a materialism in the strict sense 
o f  that term. It was his contention t hat all events were mani festations o f  t he 
fundamental nature o f  matter, and that there was one fundamental science w hich 
could explain all o f  these mani festations by means o f  its grasp o f  t he nature o f  
the material world. This science, however, was not physics, but was t he dialectical 
interpretation o f  nature and man. In identi fying t he fundamental science with 
dialectics, rat her than wit h physics, he departed from traditional materialism, and 
could espouse the doctrine o f  emergence: the emergence o f  new and irreducible 
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properties in nature was taken to be a manifestation of the fundamental dia
lectical self-transformations of matter, and an acceptance of these properties did 
not therefore collide with materialism. 

In Moleschott, Vogt, and Buchner, a more traditional form of materialism was 
upheld. For them the definition of what constituted "materialism" was not the 
relation of thought to existence, but the problem of whether all aspects of reality 
could be analyzed in terms of the categories which the sciences of physics and 
chemistry were successfully applying to all inorganic thi ngs. They were firmly 
convinced that this was not only a possibility for the future, but that it was 
gradually beginning to be achieved in their time. It was this faith that lay at the 
foundation of their materialism. And it was therefore the growth of critical 
positivi sm, with its interpretation of the necessary limitations of science, that 
served to undermine materialism among those who followed the new movements 
of thought in the last quarter of the century. 5 9 

Diihring's brand of materialism had an initial and striking success, ,;0 but 
partly due to the vagueness of his fundamental concepts and partly due to the 
unfortunate polemical style which grew out of his personal afflictions, he shortly 
lost the influence which he had first exerted, and he is now chiefly known as the 
butt of Engels's most savage attack. 

Looking back, then, on the materialist movement in the nineteenth century, 
one can see that it was of relatively short duration. Even were one to include 
Feuerbach among its exponents, it would have first been newly affirmed in the 
1840s, and the last of its original as well as influential statements was probably 
Diihring·s Cursus der Ph i losoph ie, published in 1875 . Were it not for Haeckel's 
subsequent popularization of his evolutionary monism, and were it not for the 
influence exerted by the political and sociological views of this school, the 
materialist movement of the middle years would have been of only antiquarian 
interest by the turn of the century : all of the specifically philosophic reasons 
which have tended to operate against it in the last decades were by then already 
manifest, and were in fact definitive of the new positivism and of the new 
idealism. It is for thi s reason that it is necessary to reject the common view that 
the nineteenth century was an age in wh ich materialism flourished. It was almost 
totally absent in both England and France. And even in Germany it was not a 
movement which had the continuity and the pervasiveness of either idealism or 
critical positivism; nor was it fortunate enough to possess any figures of the same 
philosophic ability as were represented in both of the other movements. 

5 . VARIANT VIEWS OF RELIGION 

The conventional view of the place of religion in the thought of the nine
teenth century holds that science and religion were ranged i n  open hostility, and 
that unremitting warfare was conducted between them. The source of this belief 
is to be found in the very obvious fact that the Darwinian theory of evolution 
had widespread repercussions on the religious thought of the times, and was 
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combatted in varying ways ,  and to differe nt degrees , by a number of theolog ians . 
A nd the thes is can be made eve n  more plaus ible b y  ident ifying the r ise of the 
h istor ical cr it ic ism of the Bible w ith the method of sc ient ific thought-an ident ifi 
cat ion wh ich the h istor ically m inde d  t imes would not have de nied .  

Th is stereotyped interpretat ion of the place of rel ig ion in ninetee nth -ce ntury 
thought , and of its relat ions w ith sc ie nce , is one wh ich ca nnot be accepted . Per 
ha ps the real relat ions can best be illustrated by  a pa ss age fr om Tyndall who, it 
w ill be recalled, probabl y was t he cle arest proponent of material ism in ninetee nth
ce ntur y England. In h is celebr ated Belfast address , Tyndall expressl y stated that 
"the facts of rel ig ious feel ing are to me as certa in as the facts of ph ys ics," 0 1  a nd 
he hel d that in sp ite of the fact that many rel ig ions , both past and present, are 
"grotes que in relat ion to sc ie nt ific culture , " yet they are "forms of a force, m is 
ch ievous if perm itted to  intru de on th e reg ion of know ledge . . .  but be ing ca
pable of be ing gu ide d  to  noble issues in  the reg ion of emot ion ,  wh ich is its proper 
and elevated sph ere . "6 2  In the same connect ion he admitted that "w ithout moral 
force to  whip it into  act ion, the ach ieveme nts of the intellect would be poor 
indeed." 

vVhat led to the stereotyped convict ion that the ninetee nth centur y represented 
a n  age in wh ich sc ience and rel ig ion stood in open host il it y was the u ndoubted 
fact that sc ience a nd the h istor ical cr it ic ism of the Bible came into  conflict with 
widel y held theolog ical doctr ines, and that there was a cont inuing battle con
cerning the proper interpretat ion to be placed upon spec ific teach ings of the 
organized churches . Th is does not s ign if y  that those who were combatt ing var ious 
forms of theolog ical doctr ine felt themselves to  be combatt ing rel ig ion. I n  their 
minds (though not of course in the m inds of their opponents) they were combat
t i ng certa in  theolog ical doctr ines in  the interests of rel ig ion itself . At the very 
outset of the ce ntury, Schle iermacher had ins isted on separat ing rel ig ion from 
theology, and th is ins istence w as no less character istic of most of the theologians 
of t he ce ntur y than it was of , say, Carlyle , l\fatthew Arnold,  Hu xley, a nd Cl ifford .  

The cr it ic ism of theolog ical doctr ines on sc ie nt ific a nd h istor ical grou nds was 
not, of course, new in  the ninetee nth century; it w as a n  inher itance from the 
e ighteenth ce ntur y a nd was not challenged eve n  b y  those who were in other 
respects most opposed to  the te nde nc ies of e ightee nth-ce ntury thought . All of the 
leading figures in rel ig ious thought at the outset of the n ineteenth centur y were 
full y prepared to  dist ingu ish between rel ig ious bel ief a nd a n  acceptance of 
tradit ional interpretat ions of the doctr ines of the Chr ist ian churches . One can 
see th is most clearly in  the profound influe nce wh ich panthe ism exerted in  the 
earl y years of the century.  The struggles evoked  by  th is tende ncy  were theolog ical 
struggles in  wh ic h  those who most vigorousl y attac ked orth odox Christ ian pos i
t ions did so on behalf of rel ig ion itself . A s im il ar s ituat ion arose i n  1 835 . I n  that 
year David Fr iedr ich Strauss publ ished h is celebrated Das Leben ]em, and from 
it one may convenie ntl y date ninetee nth -century conflicts e ngendered by the 
h istor ical cr it ic is m  of the Bible . However , Strauss was utterl y convinced that h is 
cr it ic ism of the h istor ical authentic it y of the New Testament accou nt of Jesus' 
l ife in no way u nderm ined  rel ig ious fa ith in the esse nt ial truth of C hr ist ianit y. 63  
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The same pos1t1on persisted among others throughout the struggles which 
historical criticism evoked : for example, it was clearly the position of those who 
in the 1860s were condemned for unorthodoxy in the two most celebrated cases 
in English theology of the century, viz., the heresy trials of the seven authors of 
Essays and Reviews, and of Bishop Colenso of Natal. Furthermore, one can see 
precisely the same point in the struggles between geology and theology, and 
especially in the controversies which followed the Darwinian theory of evolution. 
While the orthodox felt that the Darwinian theory was one which undermined 
all genuine religious belief, those who used it in order to attack currently ac
cepted theological doctrines did not feel that they were attacking or in any way 
undermining what was most significant in religion. Huxley was typical of this 
strain of thought, for while he insisted that one must attempt to break up 
theological dogma, he wished to do so in order to enable man to start "cherishing 
the noblest and most human of man's emotions, by worship 'for the most part of 
the silent sort' at the altar of the Unknown. "64 Thus, in all three of the most 
notable cases in which nineteenth-century thought came into conflict with the 
established churches-in the pantheism struggle, in the growth of the critical 
historical treatment of theological documents, and in controversies concerning 
evolution-the position of the unorthodox was one in which theological dogma 
was being attacked not for the sake of undercutting religious faith, but as a 
means of freeing that faith for what were regarded as being nobler and more 
adequate forms in which it could find expression. 

In spite of the fact that there was this common feature in all of the major 
theological struggles of the century, there was a significant transformation from 
the opening of the century to its close. It had been characteristic of German 
idealism to stress the unity of art, religion, and philosophy through insisting upon 
the identity of that which they revealed. 65 Even though natural science was not 
taken to be the highest expression of this unity, it was claimed to be compre
hended within it. Yet, writing just after the close of the century, Boutroux found 
a striking contrast between earlier views of the relations between science and 
religion and those which had come to be widely accepted : 

To sum up, the relation between Religion and Science which had established itself in the 
course of the nineteenth century was a radical dualism. Science and Religion were no 
longer two expressions (analogous in spite of their unequal value) of one and the same 
object, viz. Divine Reason, . as they were formerly in Greek philosophy; they were no 
longer two given truths between which the agreement was demonstrable, as with the 
Schoolmen; Science and Religion had no longer, as with the modern rationalists, a 
common surety-reason :  each of them absolute in its own way, they were distinct at 
every point, as were di�tinct, according to the reigning psychology, the two faculties of 
the soul, intellect and feeling, to which respectively, they corresponded. Thanks to this 
mutual independence, they could find themselves in one and the same consciousness ; they 
existed there, the one beside the other, like two material ,  impenetrable atoms side by 
side in space. They had come to an understanding, explicitly or tacitly, in order to 
abstain from scrutinizing one another's principles. Mutual respect for the positions 
achieved, and on that very account, for each, security and liberty-such was the device 
of the period.GB 
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One need not agree with Boutroux·s assessment of the relations between science 
and religion in other ages, nor with the suggestion that the relationship which 
evolved by the end of the nineteenth century was unique in Christian thought. 
Yet, his general assessment of the trend of the nineteenth-century struggles re
garding the relations of science and religion can scarcely be challenged. It is to 
the task of briefly tracing some of the major factors contributing to this trend 
that I shall now turn. 

So far as the problem of religion was concerned, the heritage which Kant 
bequeathed his immediate successors, the German idealists, was twofold: in the 
first place, it involved a critical and largely negative view of traditional interpre
tations of theological concepts; in the second place, in Kant's system there was a 
complete cleavage between the realm of pure, or scientific reason, and the realm 
of the moral and religious. The first of these aspects of Kant's view was wil lingly 
accepted by the idealists, but the second was philosophically intolerable for them. 
To understand their position, it is not sufficient to recall that there were grave 
technical difficulties within the Kantian system, which they believed that only a 
new monistic metaphysics could overcome ; one must also take into account the 
appeal which the doctrine of divine immanence exerted upon German thought 
at the time. One finds that doctrine in Lessing, Herder, Goethe, and Novalis, as 
wel l  as in Fichte, Schel ling, and Hegel. However, it would be impossible to 
espouse such a view and yet remain within the framework of the Kantian system. 
According to the latter, the realm of nature as present within direct experience, 
and as known by science, cannot be considered as a manifestation of the divine: 
the formative power of the human mind in moulding the alien materials of sensa
tion yields an orderly world, but not a world which manifests within itself a 
unity which is independent of us and to which we also belong. Nor, according to 
Kant's view, is there any concrete form of experience through which, within our
selves, we find a unity between the phenomenal and the noumenal ; nor are there 
any concrete circumstances which elicit from us a total response in which all 
aspects of our nature-and not merely the noetic, or the moral, or the aesthetic 
-are ful ly incorporated and ful ly expressed. In order to see that there could not 
really be such experiences, according to Kant's system, one need merely think of 
his attempt to split sensibility from reason, or of his separation of inclination 
from awareness of duty . In short, Kant's system made it impossible to find any 
form of uitimate unity within experience, either between man and nature or 
within man himself. 

It was against such a view that Kant's idealist successors revolted. Behind all 
of their variant technical arguments, each in his way sought that higher unity 
which was part of the metaphysical pathos of the times, and each sought it in an 
idealist form of the doctrine of divine immanence. One can see this in Fichte's 
attempt to make the moral nature of man the clue to the whole of the world of 
nature ;  in Schel ling's attempt to overthrow Newtonian views (upon which Kant 
had so heavily relied), in favor of a conception through which man's alienation 
from nature would be overcome ; and, above all, one sees it in Hegel's interpreta
tion of u ltimate rea lity as that which is mediated in al l things, but reaches its 
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highest expression in the sel f-consc ious object ificat ion achieved wi thin art, 
religion, and philosophy. Thus, for all three, man's supreme achievements place 
him in harmony wi th the totali ty of being, and in these ach ievements he is able 
to find the clue to reali ty. For those who ident i fied a doctrine of divine im
manence with true religion, this form of metaphysi cal idealism was i tself a 
religious posit ion. That i t  was not necessarily an orthodox posit ion did not, of 
course, trouble them. On their view, that through which man could establish his 
uni ty wi th  reali ty, that through which he could experience this reali ty in both i ts 
magni tude and i ts inner significance was identical with the truly religious. Thus, 
the sphere of the religious was enlarged beyond any confines of orthodoxy, and 
in fact merged not only with philosophy, but  wi th all awareness of whatever was 
taken to be true or beauti ful or good . 

As a consequence of this doctrine, not only was there a broadening of the 
conception of religion, but there was a demand to reinterpret Christian doctrine 
as being symbolically rather than literally true . The way had already been opened 
for such an interpretat ion by Hamann's teachings, and even by Kant's, and it was 
also made necessary by the sympathetic interest vouchsafed to cultures in which 
Christian doctrine had no place . Since religious beli ef  was not viewed as a 
separate compartment of man's nature, the belief in the truth and beauty inherent 
in the products of these cultures made it impossible to restrict authentic religion 
to the doctrinal teachings of Christi ani ty. Thus, while Christi ani ty could still 
be regarded as the h ighest or most adequate form of religious belief, the specific 
formulations of Christian theology had to be interpreted as symbols, not as li teral 
transcri pt ions of matters of fact. 

A belief in the idealistic theory of divine immanence, a sympathy for the 
varieties of religious experience in all cultures, and a willingness to interpret 
theological doctrine in symbolic terms, was no less characterist ic of Schleiermacher 
than it was of his philosophic and literary contemporaries. However, Schleier
macher radically altered the stre;im of theological thought by h is separa tion of 
the religious aspect of experience from both the intellectual and the moral. He 
sought to define for his contemporaries what consti tuted the basic phenomenon 
of religious experience, an experience which he felt to be no less binding because 
it was autonomous with respect to the intellec tual. This basic phenomenon was, 
of comse, to be found in the realm of feeling: the Christi an fa i th is not a body of 
doctrine, but is  a condition of man. Therefore religion is not to be confused wi th 
theology. According to Schleiermacher's view, the lat ter presupposes the religious 
experience, but religion i tself does not need doctrinal expression: i t  is only be
cause of the needs of the intellect tha t we must a t tempt to formulate in theo
logical terms that which is immedia tely given wi thin religious experience i tself. 

One can see tha t  such a posi tion could lead to a number of di fferent at t i tudes 
wi th respect to the relat ions between knowledge and fa i th .  One might, for ex
ample, a t tempt to construct a theology which would interpret Christian doctrine 
in ways that were satisfactory to the intellect , wi thout seek ing to a ppraise the 
experience of Christian fa i th  i t,elf . Schle iermacher·s own theology may be looked 
upon as set t ing i tself this goal. However, as Schleiermacher recognized, such an 
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attempt demanded tha t theology be separa ted from phi losophy : the intellect was 
not to be ca l led upon to pass judgment upon the truth of Christian fai th, but 
only to interpret tha t  fai th .  Others, however, were not wi l l ing to accept so radical 
a separa tion of philosophy and theology, and they sought to offer a phi losophical 
basis for the acceptance of that which came through fai th .  This consti tuted an 
al ternat ive to Sch leiermacher 's posi tion, and a lso to the tradi tion of natural 
theology ; it consisted in developing a phi losophical posi tion in which the realm 
of feeling could lay cla im to a truth h igher than that which arises through the 
intel lect .  One could then defend Christian theology as being guaranteed by, or as 
being most consonant with, the spiri tual insights to which religious feeling gave 
rise. It was in the lat ter fashion that  .J acobi had already proceeded, and which 
Coleridge, Hare, and Francis Newman were to fol low. 

However, there are two other forms which religious thought may take when 
religious feeling is held to be prior to and independent of all the proposi t ions 
wh ich theology expounds.  On the one hand, it can be maintained that al l  of the 
bel iefs which are identi fied wi th theology are merely " projections" of the funda
mental na ture of religious feeling. This, in general, was the path fol lowed by 
those who, l ike Strauss and Feuerbach , adopted a mythica l or a psychological 
interpretation of the historic doctrines of rel igion. On the other hand, it was 
possible to view these doctrines as the reflections of the knowledge and ex
periences of certain peoples at certa in  t imes in the world's  history, and to hold 
that the importance of religion was to be found, first, wi thin the realm of im
mediate feel ing and, second, in the frui ts which this feeling bore. On the latter 
view, theological  beliefs are not direc t projections of feeling; they arise from 
sources outside of rel igion and they undergo change as these external factors 
change. 

One can see that each of the last two views contains precisely that duali ty 
between science and rel igion which Boutroux regarded as characteristic of the 
development of rel igious thought in the nineteenth century. But one can also 
note that the two views differ wi th respect to the degree to which they are 
potential ly hosti le to religion. According to the first view, all of the content of  
rel igious belief i s  to be regarded as error so long as i t  is  interpreted as being any
thing more than a projection of individual and social feeling. According to the 
second view, however, the content of religious belief is a reflection of the state of 
knowledge and experience of those who hold to the bel ief; and in so far as there 
is a change in the state of knowledge i t  is possible to reform rel igious belief, to 
make it no less adequate as an expression of feeling, but more adequate as an 
expression of wha t  is known to be true of the world . Thus, on the second view, 
one could believe in progress wi thin the domain of rel igious bel ief, and one could 
seek to reform rel igion to meet the needs and the knowledge of succeeding 
generations .  

In the history of nineteenth-century thought one finds that it  was the first of 
these views, rather than the second, which developed earlier .  In Germany i t  was 
chief ly exempli fied by Strauss and by Feuerbach ,  in France by Comte. ' ; , Al l  three 
of these th inkers represented cha l lenges to current Christi an orthodoxy, to eight-
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eenth century conceptions of natural religion, and to the religious positions 
generally characteristic of Romanticism and absolute ideal ism. Each of the latter 
views-though they were opposed in other ways-had involved a claim that there 
was a noetic aspect of rel igion, and that questions of truth and falsity were 
relevant to religious commitment. However, Strauss, Feuerbach, and Comte re
jected this claim. They did point out that the feelings which were associated with 
traditional forms of rel igion were capable of generating beliefs about the world, 
but they insisted that if these bel iefs were regarded as statements of matters of 
fact they were erroneous, and were to be fought. So long as no such cognitive 
claims were associated with the basic forms of feeling which are present in all 
rel igions, these feelings were considered by Strauss and Feuerbach and Comte to 
be of supreme human importance. 

In Comte, for example, a sharp distinction is drawn between the theological, 
fictive mode of thought, which was to be wholly rejected, and genuinely religious 
feeling, without which the unity of a good social order cannot be achieved. 
Similarly, Strauss never abandoned his faith in the value of rel igious feeling: his 
devastating criticism of orthodoxy was originally accompanied by his belief in 
the "eternal truth" of what the myths of orthodoxy symboli zed ; and even at the 
end of his l i fe, when he had abandoned Christianity, he, l ike Comte, attempted 
to substitute a new faith for the old. And Feuerbach, who was i f  anything more 
insistent than Comte and Strauss that the doctrines of Christianity were false, yet 
regarded religious feeling as that which gives man his worth. In Feuerbach, in 
fact, one finds an intense rel igious feeling, and a most passionate affirmation of 
the value of this feeling, combined with as radical an expression of the theory of 
the psychological, "projective" origin of rel igious belief as the nineteenth century 
has to offer. In his outspoken denial that there is any object outside of man him
sel f  which corresponds to the object of rel igious emotion, Feuerbach's position 
remains unparalleled unti l, at the turn of the century, one comes to Durkheim's 
theory, or, later in this  century, to the theory of Freud. 

However, the tendency represented by Comte, Strauss, and Feuerbach did not 
in fact come to dominate nineteenth-century rel igious thought. It was, rather, the 
less radical interpretation of the relation between religious feeling and rel igious 
bel ief which exerted the greatest influence. This interpretation, it will  be re
called, regarded religious belief as having arisen out of a natural human capacity 
for rel igious feeling, operating upon the knowledge and experience available to 
men at different times and in different places. Thus, rel igious bel iefs were 
mutable, but each gave expression to that which was taken to be true. Criticism 
of rel igious beliefs was necessary in order to bring them into l ine with current 
knowledge, but knowledge alone was not sufficient for man: religious feeling was 
a natural capacity which demanded satisfaction, and was justified by the fruits 
which it bore. 

This attitude was so prevalent among the l iberal theologians in England, and 
among English l iterary men, that its existence and importance need not be 
documented through individual discussions of the figures concerned. What may 
however escape the reader's attention is the intimate connection which existed 
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between this mode of thought and a factor which we have already noted to have 
been characteristic of the German Romantic and idealist philosophers of religion: 
the espousal of a belief in divine immanence. Such a belief (as the term is here 
used) denies that the object of religious worship transcends the world; instead, it 
finds the object of religious feeling within the totality of nature, of which man 
is a part. This one-worldly religious conception characterized liberal theologians 
such as Francis Newman, Seeley, and most, if not all, of the authors of Essays and 
Reviews; it  characterized Carlyle, Matthew Arnold, and Tennyson; and it  was 
no less characteristic of philosophers as diverse as Spencer and Bosanquet. For 
those who held that the object of religious worship did not reside outside the 
world, but at its heart, the theory of evolution posed no obstacles; indeed, it was 
possible for some who held this view to identify true religion with a worship of 
that immanent power which was at work in nature, evolving higher forms of ex
istence, bringing mankind out of crudity, ignorance, and selfishness into altruism, 
knowledge, and culture. This created a climate of opinion in which the 
boundaries of what was recognized as religion became greatly enlarged. One 
finds, for example, that positions characteristic of twentieth-century religious 
humanism are already explicitly stated when, according to l\ Iatthew Arnold, to 
be religious meant to worship "the Eternal," "the stream of tendency by which 
all things seek to fulfil the law of their being," "the enduring power not ourselves 
which makes for righteousness,"68 and when, in T. H. Green's phrase, "God is 
our possible or ideal self." 6 0 

According to such definitions of religion, the age was not an age of irreligion. 
To be sure, there were those who did not take the noetic claims of religion so 
lightly, and who, if they were not orthodox, or were unable to struggle to an 
acceptable compromise with orthodoxy, found it necessary to adopt a position of 
agnosticism. This, for example, came to be Darwin's view,7°  and it was also the 
view of Leslie Stephen. However, agnosticism was not widespread, and an openly 
avowed atheism was even less common. As we have noted in the case of Huxley 
(who coined the term "agnosticism") and in the case of Tyndall (who was a 
materialist), religion could be redefined in such a way that it made no noetic 
claims whatsoever, and the issue of agnosticism or of atheism would thus be by
passed. Such a position seems to have provided a welcome m odus vivendi between 
the allegiance felt toward science and the allegiance felt toward Christian belief. 
This compromise was only possible because religion had antecedently been 
defined exclusively in terms of feeling. Once this had been accepted, science could 
be held to yield our most certain knowledge; at the same time, any acknowledg
ment of the limitations of science (such as one found among critical positivists) 
would open an adjoining door through which access was given to another 
domain of existence, in which the endless questionings of the intellect had no 
place. Thus, poetry could be interpreted as depicting the truths of feeling, and 
could be apotheosized. And thus, also, the age which saw its chief moral problem 
as the problem of extending the bounds of sympathetic, altruistic action, could 
abandon the view that faith in God was either the source or the enemy of the 
social good, and could instead view God and the social good as synonymous. 



PHI LOSOPHIC BACKGROUND 

Such was the predominant view, during the latter part of the century, among 
those who had held that the essence of rel igion was to be found in feeling. There 
was, however, another tendency in nineteent h-century thought which a lso served 
to disengage religion from scientific and philosophic contro versy. It consi sted in 
interpreting religion as a manifestation not of feeling but of ideal  morality . Al
though this tendency undoubtedly had other sources as wel l, it was feel by the 
strong Kantian revival dur ing the latter part of the century; and just as Schleier
macher may be viewed as the fountainhead of one of these theological tendencies, 
so Albrecht Ritschl may be seen as the source of the other .  

Ritschl, l ike his  predecessor Kant, sought to divorce meta physics and theology. 
He attempted to justify h i s  view by holding that since metaphysics had the task 
of dealing with all forms of being, its categories would have to be applied to the 
natura l  world as well as to God . Yet, since he found an absolute cleft between the 
realms of spirit and nature,  and since rel igion, and a l l  theology, dealt with th ings 
of the spirit, the categories of metaphysical thought were inappropriate within 
the province of theology. However, he also insisted that theology was secondary 
to, and an adjunct of, the immedi ate rel igious experience of  man. This experience 
he found in a se l f-commitment to the mora l idea l .  The function of theology be
came that of interpreting accepted Christian doctrine in terms of the moral faith 
of  a believing Christian. Thus, Ritschl bears a close similarity to Schle iermacher, 
in spite of  the differences between their interpretations of the nature of  re ligious 
experience . Both found the authority of rel igion to l i e  within the sphere of im
medi ate experience ;  both interpreted that experience as autonomous with relation 
to theology, seeking through theology merely to explicate its Christi an signifi
cance ; and, finally, both d ivorced theological questions from the metaphysical 
questions with which, in  the ir  eyes, Christian doctrine had become burdened. 
Considered in the wider context of modern theology as a whole, one may say that 
both Schleiermacher and Ritsch l stood opposed to what had formerly been re
garded as the fundamental thesis of natu ral theology :  that the truth of  theism 
could be established through arguments based upon man's capacity to reach an 
explanation of the world and of his place within it . Yet neither wholly departed 
from the traditions of natural theology: it was within experience, and not by 
revelation, that man could become aware of the truth of Christi anity. In this 
transformation of  the very basis of natural theology, the influences of Schleier
macher and of Ritschl converged. Both contributed to the relaxation of demands 
for theologica l  orthodoxy, since each held that the truth of religion was to be 
found in the inner nature of religious experience, and that what was important 
to religion was the spiritual fruit of this experience, not an external conformity 
with one or another set of conflicting theological propositions. Both also con
tributed to the willingness to divorce religious commitments from theoretical 
commitments, since both held that the object of religious worship was inwardly 
revealed, and could not be found through an examination of that realm of nature 
and of history with which the methods of  empirical and rationa l  inquiry sought 
to deal. 

One can see how this reform of natural theology fostered the compartmentaliza-
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tion of religious and theoretical commitments with which we are here concerned. 
However, the most extreme degree of compartmental ization was only reached 
after the development of that form of cri tical posi t iv ism which interpreted 
theoretic knowledge as symbol ic, as a construction of our experience made in the 
interests of practice and of the economy of thought. Just as Spencer 's systematic 
posit ivism had permitted him to v iew both science and religion as two ever
present ways in which man sought to approach and adapt himself to the one 
Unknowable, so the later forms of posi t ivism saw in the symbols of science and 
the symbols of religion two different modes of interpreting differing forms of 
experience, each mode being guided by considerat ions appropri a te to i tself. And 
wi th the growth of the bel ief that the realm of nature as depicted by science was 
different from the realm of man's history and his moral commitments, there came 
to be an inneased emphasis upon a doctrine of the twofold nature of truth. Now, 
however, the two truths were not separated by the gulf between the natura l  and 
the revealed, but were to be found wi thin man's own natura l  experience : differing 
objects were to be differently v iewed, and even the same object or experience 
could equally wel l be regarded from different, purely human, points of view. It  
was the growth of this  spiri t, which first came to ful l flower in J ames, that may be 
regarded as the most extreme development of the tendency which dominated the 
religious thought of the nineteenth century. In spi te of the many conservat ive 
theologi ans, and the conservat ive rev ivals of the French Romantic reaction and 
the Oxford Movement, in spi te also of the persisting tradi tion of metaphysical 
ideal ism, the most influential  strand in nineteenth-century thought was that 
which a ttempted to divorce science and religion, and maintain the value of each. 
Posi t iv ism had merged wi th idealism to l im i t  the domain in which science had 
authori ty ;  and once these l imi ts were genera l ly agreed upon, a l l  schools relin
quished the view that religion could intrude into that domain. On the other 
hand, the scope of rel igion had been broadened, not narrowed : in giving up i ts 
claim to the possession of any l i teral knowledge, religion came to be identi fied 
wi th whatever ranges of feeling and of moral aspira tion were of most significance 
to man. Thus the assumptions of both natural theology and revealed religion 
were abandoned, and i t  was thought tha t at last a means had been found to 
effect a permanent reconci l iat ion of science and religion. Set against this back
ground in the la t ter part of the century, John Stuart l\ I i l l 's Theism seems no less 
out of touch with his age than had been Kierkegaard's passionate search for 
orthodoxy in an age dominated by Hegel. 





II H ISTOR IC IS M 

The discussions of every age are filled 
with the issues on which its leading 

schools of though t differ. But the general 
inte llectual  a tmosphere of the t ime is 

a lways determined by the views on wh ich 
the  opposing schools agree .  They 

become the unspoken presuppositions 
of all though t, the common and 

unquestioningly accepted foundations 
on wh ich al l  d iscussion proceeds. 

F. A .  Hayek, The Coun ter-Revolution of 
Science, p.  1 g 1 

The study of the h istory of man is now 
put  before us as that  by means of 

wh ich we are to understan d  man h imself, 
and know what  we ough t to  do. 

J. Grote, Explora tio Philosoph ica, I ,  xvii 





2 THE N ATURE AND SCOPE OF H ISTORICISM 

I . THE l\1EA:-.I I;\/G OF " H ISTORICISM" 

It is generally agreed that one of the most distinctive features of nineteenth
century thought was the widespread interest evinced in history. The manifesta
tions of this interest are not only to be found in the growth and diversification of 
professional historical scholarship, but in the tendency to view all of reality, and 
all of man 's achievements, in terms of the category of development.  This mode of 
thought was equally characteristic of idealists and positivists. It permeated and 
softened the materialism of the period; it was also an essential element in attempts 
to compromise the quarrels between philosophy and science on the one hand and 
"genuine" religious belief on the other. The use to which the concept of develop
ment was put constitutes what I shall term "historicism." The task of the present 
chapter will be to define the nature of this new mode of thought; in subsequent 
chapters we shall examine the variant forms which it took, and estimate its 
validity. 

The term "historicism" has been used-and is still being used-in a variety of 
ways. Among the earlier works which were especially concerned with the history 
of this complex phenomenon, Ernst Troeltsch's Der Historism us und seine 
Prob leme  ( 19 2 2 ), Karl Hcussi's Die Krisis der Historisrnus ( 193 2), and Friedrich 
l\fcinec ke's Die En ts tehung des Historismus ( 1936) arc perhaps the most fre
quently cited. In 1938, in The Pro b lem of Hist orica l Know ledge, I put forward a 
definition of historicism but made no effort to trace its history. Now I wish to 
return to an elaboration of that definition and to attempt to show the range of 
its applicability. '  

Given the variety of  characterizations of "historicism" which already exist, the 
usefulness of any other definition will depend upon how well it unifies and 
clarifies the phenomena with which others have also dealt. Since almost all 
writers use the term in a manner which leads them to discuss certain figures as 
examples of a h i storicist view, the denotation of the term is to some extent fixed. 

4 1  
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Although its connotations vary more widely, they always include reference to a 
specifically historical way of conceiving the world, and of evaluating its aspects, 
which first received influential expression in the latter half of the eighteenth 
century and became prevalent in the nineteenth. However, the thinkers who are 
invariably classified as clear examples of historicism are representative of a wide 
variety of philosophic positions, and they spring from diverse intellectual 
ancestries. For example, Herder, Hegel, Comte, Marx, and Spencer are all gen
erally considered to provide classic examples of historicism, yet their philosophic 
systems are obviously antagonistic in many fundamental respects. The problem 
of defining the term is therefore a problem of finding a congeries of characteristics 
shared by these and other major figures whom historians of ideas would un
hesitatingly class as representatives of this mode of thought, and which would 
at the same time be sufficiently precise to distinguish these figures from earlier 
writers whose ways of conceiving of the world, and of evaluating it, were different. 
A definition of the term "historicism" which would be useful in this  respect 
would also be useful in indicating why others, such as Burke, John Stuart Mill, 
or Carlyle, are in some contexts to be regarded as examples of historicism, while 
in other contexts they are not. A definition which would serve these functions 
would be as close as one could come to giving a successful definition of the term. 
The definition which seems to me to approximate that goal is the following: 
Historicism is the be lief tha t  an adeq uate understan ding of the na ture of any 
phenomen on and an adeq uate assessmen t of its va lue are to be gained through 
considering i t  in terms of the place wh ich i t  occupied and the ro le wh ich i t  played 
wi th in a process of developmen t .  

In order to suggest how radical a thesis i s  contained in thi s position, it will be 
useful to contrast it with what has often been called "the historical sense," which 
has also been regarded as characteristic of the late eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries. Possession of an adequate sense of history involved being able to shed 
the prejudices of the day, investigating past events in terms of the conditions 
under which they actually occurred. More specifically, it involved being wary of 
assuming that these conditions were identical with conditions which now obtain, 
or which obtained at some other time. Furthermore, those who prided themselves 
on a newly di scovered historical sense tended to insist that if one is to make a 
judgment of value concerning any historical phenomenon, one should, in the 
first place, view it in its own context ; and, further, one should avoid assuming 
that the moral practices or standards of worth characteristic of the present pro
vide the sole basis on which to ground such a judgment. It would surely be 
admitted today that these principles represent precautions which must be taken 
if one is to avoid treating past events anachronistically ; and an awareness of their 
necessity for a proper study of history did in fact arise hand-in-hand with the 
growth of historicism. 

However, the two positions are by no means identical. For example, those who 
would guard against misapprehending history due to our tendency to read the 
present into the past might none the less hold that individual events or specific 
periods of history can be understood in their concrete actuality without view-
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ing them as aspects of some larger process of development. It would also be 
possible to be thoroughly cognizant of the factors which have led to fault y 
evaluations of past events without holding that moral judgments of historical 
personages, or evaluations of the achievements of specific periods of history, are 
to be based on the roles which they played within some longer-range pattern of 
development. In short, one can be willing to regard as erroneous all judgments 
which d istort the nature of the past because of a faulty historical perspective, and 
yet hold that our understanding of a historical event, or our evaluation of it, 
is in the first instance concerned with the nature of the event itself, and not with 
its place within some process of change. The thesis of historicism, on the other 
hand, demands that we reject the view that historical events have an individual 
character which can be grasped apart from viewing them as embedded within a 
pattern of development. What is, then, essential to historicism is the contention 
that a mean ingful interpretation or adequate evaluation of any historical event 
involves seeing it as part of a stream of history. 

In the following chapters we shall be concerned to trace the various strands of 
thought which led to an acceptance of this position. However, in order to account 
for the convergence of what are in other ways radically opposed positions, it will 
be necessary to examine one concept which was fundamental to all of them: the 
concept of development. 

2 .  THE CONCEPT OF DEVELOPMENT 

The philosophic use of a term such as "development" frequently involves 
notions which are not included in our ordinary uses of that term. Nevertheless, 
philosophers rarely use an ordinary term in a wholly arbitrary way, whatever 
further specifically philosophic meanings they may read into it. For this reason 
it will be useful to begin by an examination of the manner in which the conce pt 
of development was used by nineteenth-century philosophers and then determine 
what is stil l the ordinary use of that concept by comparing and contrasting it 
with our use of the terms "change " and "progress." 

The concept of development always involves the concept of change. However, 
not every type of change is an instance of development. What strikes us as a 
random, patternless change is not regarded as an instance of development. 
Furthermore, we do not take all patterned changes-for example, the changing 
of traffic lights from red to green to red to green-as instances of development. 
"Development " involves the notion of a change taking place in a specific direc
tion, and, more particularly, it involves the view that what comes later in the 
process is an unfolding of what was at least implicitly present in its earlier stage.:;. 
This is the etymological origin of the term, and something of its original 
significance remains part of its current mean ing. There is, then, the suggestion 
o f  a linear quality in those processes which we designate as cases of development. 
It is for this reason that what appears to us as a purely cyclical process would not 
be characterized as a development, since that wh ich is man ifest at the end of the 
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process is not d ifferen t from that which was expl ic i t ly  presen t a t  the outse t .  On 

the other hand, even in  a cycl ical  process we do someti mes s ingle out  some 

part icular phase of the process and regard this  phase as a developmen t, that  i s ,  

as an un folding of such and such a qua l i ty up  to a specific  poin t  i n  the process 

as a whole. 

I t  i s  also to be noted that in  speaking of  th ings as developing we frequently 

read a value connotat ion into the process , implying that  i t s  end-stage is  "higher" 

or better than what was actua l ly  present in  i ts earl ier stages. Nevertheless, we 

do not i n variably do so . We may, for example, speak of  the development of some 

phenomenon which we consider to be of  negat ive value, a s  a believer in a free

enterpri se system might trace the h i story of  the development of  state i n terference 

in  economic  matters . Thus, the concept of development need not always have an 

evaluative component in its connotation, but it often-and perhaps usually

does so. 

Turning now to the concept of progress, it might be thought that we can 

dist ingui sh the notion of  development from the notion of  progress by virtue of 

the fact that whi le  the former need not carry a connotation of increase in  value,  

the l a tter invariably does .  However, so far as ord inary usage i s  concerned, this  

does not provide an adequate bas i s  for drawing a dis t inct ion between them. For 

example, there are times a t  which we speak of the progress of a d i sease, or speak 

with regre t of the progress ive undermining of  an idea or of  a soc ia l  system. Thus, 

use of the term "progress" does not always carry the connotat ion that what has  

emerged in the course of a temporal process i s  of higher value than what  was 

actual ly presen t in  the earl i er stages of that process. Nevertheless, i t  almost 

invariably does so when it i s  used with respect to long-run hi s torical  develop

ments, and it can always be assumed to do so when it is used in  connection with 

human his tory as a whole .  To d ifferen t ia te between the lat ter u se of  the term 

and i t s  other uses, I shal l  capital ize "Progress" when i t  i s  taken to mean that  

there i s  a pervasive opt imiz ing tendency in h istory . 

What the terms "development" and " progress" have in common i s, then, the 

idea that a given process of change has a pattern, and this pat tern in  turn has a 
d irectional property. Such a direction al  property i s  not ,  however, s imply a ques

tion of something succeeding what came earl ier, but i nvolves the bel ief  that what  

was present in  the earl ier  stages becomes more marked or more expl ic i t  in  the 

la ter stages. Such a not ion i s ,  I submi t ,  presen t i n  both the idea of development 

and the idea of  progress . To be sure,  i f  the original etymological  s ignificance of 

the two words sti l l  clung to these terms one could,  on that basis ,  d is t inguish be

tween development and progress . We would then speak of  those processes in 

which there was an u nfolding of that which was a lready at least impl ic i t ly  

present as a case of  developmen t,  and we would speak of those cases i n  which 

there was the element o f  a dva n cing toward somethi ng new as progress . However, 

there seems to be l i t t le warrant  in ei ther ordinary or phi losoph ic u sage for draw

ing this di st inction ; and ,  a s  we shal l  soon see, there was no fundamental conflict  

between the views of those who conceived of his tory as subject  to a law of  Prog

ress, and those who, on the analogy of the growth of l i v ing things, regarded 
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development as an inherent tendency within cultures to unfold that wh ich was 
implicit within them. 

One further element in our ordinary notions of both development and prog
ress deserves to be noted. Any process characterized as an instance of either is 
viewed as a relatively continuous process which proceeds not through random 
variations, but steadily, naturally, ancl through success ive stages toward its goal . 
\'v'hat we take to be the successive phases or stages in a developmenta l  or pro
gressive process are successively closer approximations to what we regard as the 
last stage of that process . This is clear from the fact that if we are tracing a de
velopment and find some point in the process at which what has been fore
shadowed as the end of the process is temporari ly supplanted by a " regression" to 
an earlier stage, we do not consider the latter as part of the development, but as 
a hiatus in it. Such a break in the directional process is only regarded as be ing 
a phase of the development i f  what then succeeds the break represents an ad,·ancc 
over what immediately precedell that break, rather than being merely a return to 
the st11 t 1 1s  q u o  a n te ;  in these cases the break is viewed as a phase of the develop
ment, constituting a necessary check in the process. It is  so regarded because it 
gave rise to a ful ler mani festation of that toward which the process was tending. 
Thus, "development" '  and "progress" '  arc both concepts which involve the notion 
of goal-orientation. 

So much for what I take to be our ord inary usage of the term "development" ' 
and our ordinary conception of the processes to which this term is applied .  It is 
now necessary to seek out some of the phi losophic assumptions which are usua l ly 
associated with our use of this concept. These phi losophic assumptions may not 
be of great significance with respect to our ordinary uses of the term, but in the 
context of more technical discussions it is necessary to become acquainted with 
them. 

In the first place it is to be noted that whenever we speak of a development we 
must always have in mind the idea of some th in g  which develops. To be sure, 
this "something" need not be a concrete entity (that i s, a "thing· • or "substance" ) ;  
it could, for example, be an attitude, an art form, a disease, or  the l ike. These 
alternative possibi l ities introduce a distinction which it is important to draw i f  
we are to understand the fundamental  presuppositions o f  historicism. 

To clari fy this distinction, con sider the cise in which a historian writes a 
specialized history, such as a history of some concept (e.g. , "historici sm' " ), or of a 
l iterary form (e.g., the novel), or of some attitude or widely shared conviction 
(e.g., the feminist movement) . "  In such histories we need not suppose that the 
development that has been traced represents a series of transformations under
gone by some substantival entity : the series of events itself  is the sole subject of 
the history. Similarly, i f  a historian traces the history of sculpture in a given 
country over a certain period of time, or traces the growth of some form of 
technology, or the l ike, he might adopt the same attitude: the true subject of his 
h istory is simply the set of related events he has traced. However, histories of this 
type are sometimes interpreted in a qui tc di fferent way . \Vhether rightly or 
wrongly, there have been those who have tended to view the development of a na-
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t ion' s  art or tec hnology as we somet ime s v iew a se rie s  of works by a single art ist: 
as succe ssive expressions of a development al proce ss whic h  occu rred  wit hin h im .  
Were t he historian t o  use th is anal ogy with re spect to  the se rie s  o f  eve nt s  whic h  he 
had est abl ished, t he development which  he traced woul d not merely be t he history 
of a cert ain conce pt, or l iterary form, or shared att itu de in a g ive n cou nt ry, or 
are a, over  a cert ain  pe riod of t ime; it would be a history of a development al proc
e ss t aking pl ace wit hin  an enduring e nt ity u nderly ing the specific change s. The 
t rue subject of devel opme nt would then  be t he ent ity it sel f, not merely a se rie s  of 
changes .  

Now, it so  happens that t hose who embrace d historic i sm u sed t he conce pt o f  
development in t he second of t hese ways. For t hem, t he observ able c hange in  
some aspect o f  nature or some aspect of hum an e nde avor was a sym ptom of some 
more b asic development al proce ss: behind t he qu al it ative changes w hich t hey 
could directly obse rve we re change s in whateve r basic sub st ance or proce ss g ave 
rise to  t hese qu al it ie s. Thus  any direct ional patte rn of change in t he art s, or in  
pol itic al l i fe, or in tec hnol ogy, w as t ake n as expressive of a patte rn of change 
wit hin a developing ent ity- for exam ple, in  t he culture as a w hole, or in  t he 
spirit of a people, or in Hum anity, or Re al ity . 

This  conce pt ion is not an u nnatural one, even if t he form in which  it has ju st 
bee n st ate d m ay m ake it appe ar ext rav agant to  t he contem porary re ader .  Surely 
it s de fe nde rs m ight point out that only such  a conce pt ion i s  com pat ible w it h  what 
we ordinarily me an by "development . "  That conce pt, as we have seen, involve s 
the not ion of a change whic h  is rel atively cont inuou s, inste ad of proceeding by 
random v ariat ions. I f, however, t he hist orian is pe rm itted merely t o  t race change s 
wit h re spect to  some part icul ar qu al ity without rel at ing t he succe ssive m anifest a
t ions of t his qu al ity t o  some unde rly ing process, is t he re real  cont inu ity in  what 
has bee n t race d? To be sure, in t ime t here m ay be a he ig htening of t he part icul ar 
qu al ity wit h whic h  he has concerned himsel f, but m ight it not be argued t hat 
t his in it sel f doe s  not c onst itute " re al cont inu ity "; that it i s, on t he cont rary, a 
mere st ring ing t oget her of be ads selected by t he hist orian for t he desig n  t hey will 
m ake ? O n  t he other hand, if we v iew a serie s  of change s as phase s  in one u nder
ly ing proce ss w hic h m anife st s  it sel f successively in e ac h  of t hem, t he n  what has 
bee n t raced is an actu al proce ss, not some c re at ion of t he historian' s  inte re st s  
and  im ag inat ion.  

That it w ould not be unnatural t o  argue in t hi s  way m ay al so be seen from 
t he fact t hat we have an invete rate tendency t o  ask wit h  re spect t o  any c hange not 
merely what  change s, but why it change s as it does .  I f  e ach  se parate c hange were 
t aken as t he ult im ate subject of a historian's accou nt of a developme nt al proc 
e ss, it is que st ionable whet her  we woul d eve r re ac h a genera l  expl anat ion of why 
t he whole se rie s  of c hange s occurred  as it did. I n  some inst ance s t he c au se of a 
part icul ar change m ight be t he direct influe nce of, say, one work of art u pon 
anot he r; in  other inst ances it m ig ht be att ributed to  t he im pact of t he same 
hist oric al influences on t he inde pendent work of two different me n; in other c ase s 
st ill othe r ty pe s  of expl anat ion m ight be g iven .  H owever, t he feel ing of nece ssity 
w hich we have when  we witne ss t he cont inu ity which  is present in a proce ss of 
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directional change seems to sugges t th at there must be some more b asic expl an a
tion, some sufficient reason why the whole p attern o f  ch ange assumed the form i t  
did. This conviction finds s atis faction in the belie f that these ch anges are m ani
fest ations o f  an underlying process which itsel f develops according to its own 
inner l aws. 

I am not mysel f inclined to accept the cogency o f  these arguments. In tracing 
the development o f  historicism and o f  o ther nineteenth-cen tury concepts I sh all 
not be using the method which they seek to defend. In fac t, in the final chap ter 
o f  this discussion o f  historicism I sh all cri ticize the view they represent. Here, 
however, it is merely a question o f  making somewh at more pl ausible the thesi s 
that the comprehension o f  any "genuine " deve lopment must be more th an a 
matter o f  tr acing a succession o f  ch anges; th at, on the con tr ary, the histori an is 
concerned with a developmen tal process in which some subjec t mani fests i tsel f 
in successive forms, e ach o f  these forms expressing a tendency which is ch ar ac ter 
istic o f  the whole. 

3 ·  Two SOURCES OF THE DEVELOPMENTAL V IEW 

It c an be s aid th at there were two distinct and presumably opposed sources o f  
the view that the c ategory o f  developmen t provided the basic means o f  under
st anding reality and hum an his tory. One c an be iden tified with the Rom antic 
rebellion agains t the Enlightenmen t, whereas the other w as, in some respects, a 
continuation o f  the Enlightenment tr adition. The firs t arose in the l ate eight
eenth century, primarily in Germ any; one o f  its most characteris tic features w as 
its tendency to view historic al development on the an alogy o f  the growth o f  living 
things. Though he went far beyond it, it w as to this movement th at Hegel also 
belonged. The second , which involved an attempt to est ablish a science o f  society 
which would be based on the discovery o f  l aws o f  social development, h ad its 
first major exponents in S ain t-Simon and Com te, and w as also represented by 
Marxism. However, it is doubt ful whether ei ther or both o f  these tendencies 
would h ave been sufficient to est ab lish historicism as the dominant mode o f  
thought in the nineteen th cen tury h ad it no t been for Darwin's theory o f  the 
origin o f  species . Largely as a conseq uence o f  th at theory, evo lu tion is m bec ame 
firmly entrenched as a w ay of  looking at al l  aspects o f  the world; and while 
evolutionism is not necess arily iden tic al wi th his toricism, when this mode o f  
thought became domin ant, his toricism flourished. 

Be fore turning to a consideration o f  this sequence of even ts , which will occupy 
us in the next ch ap ters, it will be use ful to introduce e ach o f  the two pre
Darwini an sources o f  the developmen tal view, show ing th at e ach h ad a cle ar 
affinity wi th historicism. Here we sh all first consider the general posi tion o f  those 
who, in opposi tion to the Enligh tenment, tended to use an alogies drawn from 
the grow th o f  living things as a source o f  insight into n ature and hum an history. 

I f  we observe the s tages in the grow th o f  a pl ant or an anim al, we find that it 
appe ars to be in some degree au tonomous with respec t to the environment. Under 
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normal environmental circumstances it seems to develop according to its own 
nature; if obstacles to its development threaten to block it, it will in many cases 
surmount these obstacles, continuing to grow until it reaches that state which is 
the fullest realization of the potentialities which we ascribe to a living thing of 
its kind. And when, for some reason, it fails to achieve this encl, we think of it as 
"stunted,"  as precluded from reaching its goal, that is, from the goal which 
others of its kind, in more favorable environments, were able to reach. This 
common-sense view is dose to the Aristotelian conception of the nature of living 
things, and it is to such a common-sense view of organic growth that those who 
used the organic ana logy a ppea led. 

Now, if this view of organic growth is taken seriously, then the way in which 
to explain a particular state of an organism at a particular time is to relate that 
state to the whole pattern of growth which that type of organism will normally 
display. Only if it fails to achieve its normal development clo we feel the need to 
invoke external factors as the causes for what has occurred. ,vhat holds of our 
explanation of why a particular state has occurred holds also of our explanation 
of why one particular state has succeeded another : this particular pattern of 
change is taken as an expression of an inherent tendency in the organism. Once 
such a view h a s  been adopted, it becomes impossible to explain why any 
particular state is what it is except through relating it to the pattern of the de
velopmental process as a whole. And this, of course, is the thesis of historicism 
with respect to the expfana tion of historica l  events. Similarly, in evaluating 
particular features of an organism, we must view these features in terms of what 
they contribute to the development and functiomng of the organism as a whole; 
and this too provides a para l lel with the manner in which historicism claims that 
specific events are to be evaluated. 

Turning now to the connection between historicism and the views of those who 
continued the traditions of the Enlightenment, we must take note of a special 
form of determinism which was accepted by those who sought to establish l aws of 
development. Like most of their predecessors-since Hume's influence was not yet 
felt-they tended to assume that a l l  natural laws were actual agencies which 
controlled or governed events." Unlike most of their predecessors, however, they 
assumed that the laws which would serve to explain social organization and 
change were not to be derived from a consideration of the psychologica l  disposi
tions of men, but referred directly to the course of history. Such l aws, they be
lieved, defined the direction in which change necessarily proceeds; these laws 
themselves, it was assumed, controlled the sequence in which events could occur. 
For those accepting these assumptions, it was not sufficient for a historian to 
trace the immediate causes of some specific historical change, for these causes 
were themselves the consequences of the basic underlying law of social develop
ment. Therefore, it was the latter which provided the only acceptable basis for 
the explanation of events which could be reg-ardecl as significant for human 
history. This meant, however, that every event h ad to be viewed in relation to the 
direction of the historica l  process as a whole. Thus ,  this form of determinism led 
to an acceptance of the explanatory thesis of  h i stor ic i sm. 
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At this point we can also see how it led to an acceptance of the evaluative form 
o f  historicism . In order to be significant, an event would have to be an exemplifi
cation of the overriding forces inherent in the developmental law : if any event 
were merely "accidental " and not directly related to the dominant laws of social 
change, it would not be worthy o f  attention ; it would not have contributed to 
history at all . Thus, the assumption th at there are laws which control the direc
tion of historical change leads directly to historicism, as I have de fined that term: 
to understand or evaluate any phenomenon one must consider it in relation to  
the p lace which i t  occupied and the role which i t  played within a larger process 
o f  deve lopment. 

It is important to note that this deterministic conception of social change could 
only be upheld so long as it was assumed that "history " was not in fact a series 
of di fferent streams, diverging and converging, and frequently a ffecting one 
another; but that, instead, all peoples could be said to be part of a single history, 
the history o f  Mankind . The latter conception, which had been characteristic o f 
the Enlightenment, was in fact explicitly adopted by Comte, for whom H umanity 
was a ctually a substant ival en tit y, " Le Grand Etre." It was also adopted b y  a ll 
later social evolutionists who regarded social forms of organization as di fferent 
stages in a single pattern of evolut ionary deve lopment. And, as we shall see, this 
evolutionary view, like the determinism with which it was associated, was a 
chie f factor in the dominance of historicism at the end o f  the nineteenth century . 

Thus, in the period with which we are concerned, historicism tended to spread 
through all schools o f  thought. On the one hand, those w ho rebelled against the 
Enlightenment on the basis of its mechanical conception o f  nature and its view 
o f  man, tended to conceive o f  history in terms o f  analogies with the g rowth o f  
living things, and this naturally led to an acceptance of historicism. On the other 
hand, those who regarded themselves as representing a continuing advance in 
the scientific aims characteristic of the Enlightenment adopted a form of deter 
minism which also led to an acceptance of historicism. I t  is to the attempt to 
trace these currents o f  thought that we shall now turn. In the end we shall re
examine and criticize the usefu lness of the organic ana logies and the soundness 
o f  the deterministic assumptions which we have here only briefly introduced. 





3 
THE FIRST PHASE OF H ISTORICISM: 

FROM THE ENLIGHTENMENT THROUGH HEGEL 

Because it is now deeply entrenched in our thought, it is easy to forget that the 
tendency to view all matters in terms of their histories may itself have had a 
history. In fact, that history has not been a long one. In 1 831, in the opening 
sentences of the first of a series of essays entitled "The Spirit of the Age," John 
Stuart Mill remarked: 

The "spirit of the age" is in some measure a novel expression. I do not believe that 
it is to be met with in any work exceeding fifty years in antiquity. The idea of comparing 
one's own age with former ages, or with our notion of those which are yet to come, 
had occurred to philosophers; but it never before was itself the dominant idea of any 
age.1 

What transformed it into a dominant idea was not, I believe, a consciousness that 
the age was itself undergoing rapid and profound historical change, even though 
the French Revolution and subsequent political movements deeply affected most 
of the figures with whom we shall deal. Rather, the new mode of thought seems 
to have been closely connected with tendencies of a more strictly philosophical 
sort. As I have already indicated, these were related to views which had been 
characteristic of the Enlightenment period, and we must therefore first turn to a 
brief consideration of attitudes toward history within that period.2 

As we shall immediately see, Enlightenment conceptions of history do not con
form to the definition of historicism which was put forward in the preceding chap
ter. To be sure, if one were to define historicism in terms of an interest in history, 
and in the concrete rather than the general or universal, as Meinecke 's treatment of 
the rise of historicism suggests one should do, then historicism did have its origins 
within the Enlightenment. However, the modes of explanation and of evaluation 
which were characteristic of that period were fundamentally different from those 
which subsequently arose. What was of importance within the Enlightenment for 
these subsequent developments was, of course, the growth of interest in history 
within that period. Even more im portant was , however, the Enlightenment 
doctrine of Progress. 

51 
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"'hile the mam ou t l ines of the ongrn and development of the concept of 
Progress are sufficient ly wel l known not to demand d iscussion here, i t will  be 
necessary for us to call a ttent ion to certain fea tures which were common to the 
theories of his tory of such represen ta t ive figures as Vol taire, Turgot, D 'Alembert, 
Lessing, and Condorcet . I t was through these common fea tures tha t the Enlighten
ment paved the way for the  development of hi storicism. 

Those who firs t  u ti l i 1ecl the doc trine of Progress as the basis for a comprehen
sive phi losophy of his tory firmly believed tha t there was a universal ly valid 
standard for the assessment of human ach ievements, and tha t such a s tandard 
was anessible to reason, which was the same a t all t imes and in al l  places. Yet it 
was obviom to them tha t the society in which they li ved was not a society ordered 
in accordance wi th tha t s tandard, and tha t no society which conformed to the 
s tandard had ever been achieved wi thin his toric t imes. Had they bel ieved in 
Original Sin they would have been furnished wi th an explana t ion for the dis
crepancy between the fac ts of social  exis tence and the omni presence of man's 
abi li ty to di scrimina te the good from the bad. Or had they doubted tha t reason 
was a force which could in the long run con trol human conduct, they could also 
have explained the dispari ty between actual condi t ions and the ra tionally 
grounded ideal. However, they vehement ly  affirmed the na tural goodness of man, 
and they did not quest ion the efficacy of reason. Instead, they held that the 
source of the dispari ty lay in ignorance, and their fai th in the efficacy of reason 
led them to the convic tion tha t ignorance would finally be dispelled. 

Thi s convic tion was associa ted wi th the view, made famil iar in the quarrel 
between " the Ancients and the ;\foderns, " tha t human his tory could be regarded 
as analogous to the development of an individual from infancy to maturi ty :  in 
the early years there was a lack of the experience necessary for knowledge. It was 
al so partly  grounded in an enthusiasm for the grea t advances which had been 
made in science and the new poss ibi l i t ies which technology had seemed to open 
up :  the tools for unders tanding and the tools for social improvemen t were now 
being placed wi thin the grasp of mankind. Bu t, above all ,  the fai th in the vinci
bi li ty of ignorance was merely the reverse side of their fai th in reason : men were 
endowed wi th the capacity to di s tinguish the true from the false and the good 
from the bad, and would never accep t a sta te of ignorance and barbarism if they 
had the opportuni ty to know the tru th and to live in a sta te of cul ture. 3 Thus, for 
Vol taire and the Encyclopedists the immedia te task was one of enlightenment . 
If supers t i t ion, tha t monstrous offspring of ignorance, could be overcome, then 
a growth in experience, in science, and in technology, would of i tsel f produce a 
harmony between the actual and the ideal. The war against superst i t ion was 
fough t on two fronts :  the a ttempt to undermine supers t i t ious explana t ions of 
natural phenomena through showing their absurdi ty, and the a t tempt to spread 
a knowledge of tho,e correc t explana t ions of phenomena which science had al
ready been able to achieve. The men of the Enligh tenment saw no grounds for 
doubt ing that enligh tenment was ushering in a new age : mankind could hence
forth make more rapid progress toward the idea l. 

One sees most clearly i n  Condorcet the extent to which this eighteenth-century 
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conception of Progre ss is tied to the ideal of a un iversal standard for conduct 
based upon the common possession o f  reason among all men. Condorcet not only 
expl icitly ju dged all o f  the past according to h is ideal o f  enlightenment, but went 
so far as to periodize history into dist inct epochs in terms o f  the ir relationship to 
advances in human knowledge; and he believed it possible to envis ion the future 
as the continuation o f  those ten denc ies toward enlightenment which he regarded 
as operat ive in the past. However, it is important to note that th is conception o f  
Progress was by no means ident ical with h istoricism. In the first place, unlike 
historicism, it insisted upon the existence o f  an eternal standar d  against which 
spec ific achievements and errors were to be measured; in other words, it did not 
find its standard with in the process o f  h istorical development itsel f. In the 
second place, believers in the doctrine o f  Progress did not hold that what oc
curred within history must always be viewed in terms o f  some larger develop 
ment : individual per iods o f  history could be a dequately known in the ir actual 
natures without placing them in the framework o f  history-as-a-whole. But there 
were nonetheless two points at which the doctr ine o f  Progress laid the basis for 
historicism. 

The more important o f  these points was the fact that the doctrine o f  Progress 
regarded history as the unfolding o f  a s ingle process which was not guide d  from 
without, but proceeded  according to a pr inciple immanent within it. The process 
itsel f was the e ducation o f  Mankind; the agent which furnished the impetus to 
this process was man himsel f. •  In holding to this v iew, the Enlightenment 
doctrine o f  Progress stood opposed to the tradit ional Christian philosophy o f  
history represented by August ine and Bossuet. While a Christian philosophy o f  
history could hold that all periods and peoples formed part o f  the drama o f  hi s
tory, it was usually less inclusive. Furthermore, rather than looking upon the 
fate o f  Mankind as a single developing whole, it tended  to view the manner in 
which peoples grew, flourished, and perished in terms o f  the manner in which 
they obeyed or fa iled to carry out the Divine Will. And it was al so assumed in 
the Christ ian philosophy o f  history that the drama o f  history would finally come 
to a close : it had a beginn ing, a cl imax, a denouement, and an end. Reward and 
punishment would  be meted out at the end, even more fully than had been the 
case within the span o f  the drama. Man 's h istory was not, then, a sel f- fulfilling 
process; the reason for its very existence was to be found in a state which lay 
outs ide o f  history. 

On the other hand, according to the eighteenth-century doctrine o f  Progress, 
an indefinite future opened up be fore man. All periods and peoples could be place d  
in the contin uing stream o f  Mankind's development toward higher achievements, 
and pra ise or blame was assigned in accordance w ith the role which individual 
periods or persons had played in the upward struggle o f  Man. This process was 
regarded as hav ing been continuous. There had been setbacks and failures, but 
the failures had been due to the encroachments o f  superstition, and even in the 
midst o f  the periods o f  fa ilure man 's struggle had continuously gone on. This 
view o f  all history as a single process o f  develo pment, stretching from a remote 
past toward a remote and a different future, a process which is impelled by a 
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power which is immanent within it, is, as we shal l see, also characteristic of the 
view of history maintained by those who first expounded and then developed 
historicism. 5 

The second point at which the Enl ightenment doctrine of Progress helped to 
lay the foundations for historicism is to be found in the way in which it widened 
the scope of what was regarded as historically signi ficant. In general, history had 
previously been a subject whi-:h had only been concerned with what would cur
rently be regarded as pol itical history. Because of the emphasis which the En
lightenment placed upon the intel lectual development of mankind, and on the 
struggle of the intel lect against ignorance and superstition, the province of history 
began to include more of those elements which we should regard as aspects 
of social and intel lectua l h istory. This widening of the horizon of historical 
wri ting continued, once it was no longer assumed that the subject-matter of 
history was to be construed solely in pol i tical terms . What came to be viewed 
as the true subject of history was the total way of l i fe and of feel ing of a people . 

Volta ire 's historical works mark the first sel f-conscious step in this direction, 
but parallels to his treatment can be found in Gibbon, in Turgot, " and in others . 
For example, the tendency to interpret the l i fe of a people in terms of factors 
which extended beyond th1e sphere of the pol i t ical is to be found in .\ lontesquieu, 
whose problem was that of viewing constitutional forms as being themsel ves 
related to alternative conditions of l i fe . 7 The attempts of 'Winckelmann and of 
Lessing to penetrate the spiri t  of Greek culture through the works of art which 
were its expressions are also steps in the same direction. Thus among typical 
figures of the Enlightenment we find a widespread tendency to include within  
the boundaries of history a greater diversity of materials than had formerly been 
included. Yet the scope of the interest evinced in the new types of historical 
material  was sti l l  l imited by the fact that, in general, these figures shared the con
viction that the lucid and eternal dictates of reason served as the basis for an 
evaluation of the individual and social achievements of man. This conviction 
tended to force them into a pattern of view ing history as i l lustrative of the 
capabi l ities (and, at times, of the foibles) of the human race . It was not unti l  
this standard of evaluation had been severely chal lenged that the h istorians of 
the latter part of the e ighteenth century could immerse themselves w ithout 
restraint in the l i ves and modes of feel ing of the most diverse segments of the 
past. 

Among the many cha l lenges to the standards of evaluation which dominated 
the thought of the Enlightenment, by far the most radical and influenti al was that 
of Rousseau. We need not deal with the manifold ways in which his emphasis 
upon feel ing, and his rejections of the ideal of civ i l ization and of Progress, ran 
counter to the main streams of thought in the period .  \Vhat is important to note 
i s that Rousseau h imsel f  was not interested in history, and in fact represents a 
reaction against the growing interest in the actual nature of man's past social 
l ife. s  Yet, by h is rebel l ion against Enlightenment modes of thought and his own 
emphasis upon feel ing and upon "the natural, "  his influence contributed to a 
magnificent expansion of that which was considered historica l ly important. When 
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his views of the nature and goal of man's social li fe came into c ontact with the 
expansion of the historical h orizon which had been achieved by the Enlighten
ment (and achieved precisel y because of its c oncern with Reason and Progres s), 
new elements within the pattern of history emerged. Whereas the Enlightenment 
had considered those forms of thought, feeling, and s ocial cohesiveness which 
characterized the lives of "simpler " peoples as vestiges of a primitive state of 
society which was being gra dually over come, the new influence caused men t o  
affirm the necessity and w orth o f  these elements within the fabric o f  social li fe, 
thus foc using historical attention upon them . 

Out of this combination of the Enlightenment 's expansion of the province of 
history and challenges to the Enlightenment's standard of what c on stituted the 
nature and goal of man's social li fe, there developed a radically new p osition . It 
held that the li fe of a people is a unitary thing, expressing itsel f in all laws and 
institutions, and in all artistic accomplishments ;  that this unity is achieved be
cause of a unity of feeling which has grown through the traditions and inner 
needs of the people ; and that such a unity of feeling is the s oul of the people. 
Thus the historian 's task is that of grasping the inner core of feeling which binds 
a people t ogether and which mani fests itsel f in all of the accomplishment s of that 
people; it is his aim to  see the people as a single, living, historical and history
making entity whose value must be judged in terms of its own inner harmony, 
not in terms of a rational and universal standard imposed upon it . 

It is obvious that such a view constitutes a break with the standards of the 
Enlightenment . A symptom of this break is t o  be found in the extent to  which a 
revaluation of the Middle Ages set in. Such a revaluation is t o  be found in per
sons who differed from one another as much as did Moeser, Herder, Burke, 
Chateaubriand, and Madame de Stael .  Their revaluation of the mediaeval was a 
symptom of a change which had been undergone ; it was n ot itsel f a cause of this 
change . This can be seen in the fact that each of these figures sel f-c onsciously 
challenged the standards of the Enlightenment on grounds other than those of its 
neglect of the mediaeval . A similar and as sociated change is t o  be n oted within 
the field of political theory . F ollowing the lead of Hume and of others, the con
cept of a s ocial contract had b een abandoned, and states were viewed as natural 
growths which had their roots in (a) the c ommon nature of men, (b) the nature 
of existing conditions, and (c) the customs and traditions upon which the people 
had been nurtured. At first, as one can see in Hume, this did not lead to a denial 
of the standards which the Enlightenment used in judging the w orth of a state: 
the state's function was to  foster the happiness, freedom, and enlightenment of 
its citizens . 9 Yet, the social contract doctrine (and the whole exis ting corpus of 
doctrines within p olitical theory) had been a mixture of supposedly descriptive 
statements with the expre ssion of a n ormative i deal. There fore, when the 
description of the basis of all civil p olities was altered, it was readily assumed 
that the true nature of these p olities also carried implications for the way in 
which the ideal end of the state was to  be conceived .  This end could then no  
longer be viewe d  wholly in  terms of individual well -being: as a natural grow th, 
the state had a being and a goal of its own .  States could be regarded not as the 
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products but as the destinies of individuals; they were living, growing things, the 
embodiments of long traditions, and the bearers of all that bound the individual 
to his soil, to his family, and to his fe llows. On such a view the universal state 
was a myth, for the appeal to the universal state was based upon the universal 
reason of man, but the national state was a reality, an embodiment of the feel
ings and traditions which bound a group of people together. It was to the na
tional state, thus conceived, and to its products that historians came to turn their 
attention. 

This view of the state would not have made the headway which it did had 
there not already been a challenge to the standards of the Enlightenment .  One 
might of course at tempt to hold that the traditionalism of Burke and of Chateau
briand was primarily due to their reactions against the French Revolution, and 
Moeser's views might be explained as being purely a function of his particular, 
restricted historical interests. However, it is clear in Herder and in Madame de 
Stael that their mode of viewing history was linked to their dissatisfaction with 
their predecessors' conception of the norm of "enlightenment ."  Madame de 
Stael, who was in many ways a product of the Enlightenment, attempted to in
troduce into her consideration of men and socie ties those forms of "sentiment" 
and "enthusiasm" which the Enlightenment had disparaged, or for which it had 
left no room. 1 0 And Herder, by whom she had been influenced, grounded his 
conception of history in a religious view of the world which he recognized 
to be diametrical ly opposed to the norms which the Enlightenment embraced." 
In them, as well as in Moeser, Burke, and Chateaubriand, and in fact in al l  
of their successors, the new conception of a " Volk"  (of  the living unity of  a 
people) came to the forefront of attention.1 2 The feelings and traditions which 
bound a people together, and which were expressed in their cul ture, were not 
themselves rationally grounded, nor to be rational ly justified. Such feelings and 
traditions sprang from a common language, a common heritage of customs, a 
common facing of the exigencies of life in a particular locale. As such they 
were at least as much the heritages of peasants as of cosmopolitan intellectuals 
or of rulers, 1 3  and folk-wisdom, folk-tales, and folk-poetry could be regarded 
as the expressions of the unity which underlay the life and growth of the nation. 

This interest in whatever sprang from the common people and was rooted 
in a common tradition readily merged with Rousseau's conception of purity 
of feeling as an endowment of man in his primitive and childlike condition. 
Since those who fol lowed Rousseau1 4  also held that the simplicity and integrity 
of this feeling was sul lied by the processes of "civilization" the canons of  
aesthetic and moral judgment changed. The opposite of refinement was no 
longer taken to be crudity, but simplicity; and simplicity was linked with the 
capacity for spontaneity. Sensibility was not the product of cu l tivation, but 
was an intense expression of the depths of man's nature as a passionate being. 
Whatever was unique and individual, whatever was rich and spontaneous, was 
an expression of this nature, and was of more worth than that which conformed 
to a universal and intellectualized canon of taste .  Genius was not to be limited 
by formal rules, for these could only serve to hamper the spontaneous ex-
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pre ssion of those in tense feeling s throug h whic h man was con sciou s  of hi s uni ty 
wi th na ture and wi th his fellow men .  Thus, new heroe s  were crea ted, new 
momen ts in the li fe of na tions  were singled ou t as wor thy of a dmira tion, and 
a new s tandard wa s a pplied to religiou s in sti tu tion s  and prac tice s. The ques
tion of wha t wa s im por tan t wa s no longer seen in terms of an opposi tion 
be tween enlightenmen t and darkne ss, bu t be tween in ten si ty and su perficiali ty, 
be tween the spon taneous  and the calcula ting, be tween tha t which re pre sen ted 
the mysteriou s  springs of crea tive power and tha t which the cold  ligh t of rea son 
ing could di scern. 

The separa te strands of this new mode of though t all have their individual 
hi storie s, bu t they converged in a view of the past  which was new. A t  the 
hear t of thi s new doc trine was the conce ption of the organic na ture of man 's  
social li fe, and the u se of the organic anal ogy among the thinker s of the las t  
quar ter of the eigh teen th cen tury sugge sts two com plemen tary the se s. Fir st, i t  
suggests tha t in dealing wi th social li fe we are dealing wi th a proce ss o f  change 
which i s  anal ogou s to the grow th of a li ving thing. Second, i t  suggests tha t  the 
variou s a spec ts of social li fe are to be conceive d  a s  rela ted to one another, and 
to the grow th of the whole, a s  the com ponen t par ts of a living thing are rela ted  
to  one another and to  tha t thing a s  a w hole. Both the se s charac terized  the 
period wi th w hich we are pre sen tly concerned, and in fac t tended to domina te 
all of nine teen th-cen tury though t. 1 5 

The fir st of these the se s  was by no  mean s en tirely new. One can find many 
previous analogie s be tween the grow th of a living thing and processe s  of change 
wi thin a socie ty a s  a whole, or wi thin various social in sti tu tions. One can al so 
find in the Enlig htenmen t (and be fore) the idea of the grow th of mankind 
from in fancy to ma turi ty. Fur thermore, the conce ption of socie tie s a s  organic 
grow th s  was fostered when the Enlightenmen t rejec ted the view tha t man's 
hi storical fa te wa s direc tly con trolled by God, holding tha t the power tha t 
made for progre ss was immanen t wi thin Man kin d i tsel f. H owever, the se fea 
ture s o f  the organic anal ogy , whic h were presen t in  the Enligh tenmen t, received 
far grea ter em phasi s  from the founder s of hi storici sm. On their view, the various 
a spec ts of man 's  social li fe were a s  in tima tely rela ted a s  were the par ts of an 
organi sm . Not only was each par t organically connec ted wi th all other par ts, 
bu t no par t coul d be understood as a living, func tioning thing exce pt by vir tue 
of i ts rela tion to the whole of whic h i t  wa s a par t. Thus, not  only par ticular 
insti tu tion s  were meaningle ss when they were considered in i sola ti on from one 
another, bu t their rela tion shi ps coul d be under stood only when they were 
viewed as func tioning wi thin a li ving w hole which gave li fe to each par t. Tha t 
w hich boun d the par ts toge ther and anima ted the whole was the soul of the 
people. Every aspec t of the li fe of a time was thus instinc t wi th the li fe of the 
whole , al though some a spec ts mirrored thi s w hole more fully than did others. 1 6 

No par t could be adequa tely understood in i sola tion, nor could one a ssign any 
value to any par t except in term s of i ts func tion wi thin that whole wi thou t  
w hich i t  coul d not  have been w ha t  i t  wa s. 1 7  

Both the se s of hi storici sm are obviously involved  in thi s manner of viewing 
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a soc iety. I f  spec ific inst itut ions are to be understood only in terms of what they 
contr ibute to the soc iet ies in which they are e mbedded, and i f  these soc iet ies 
are themselves v iewed on the analogy o f  l iv ing th ings, then each inst itut ion must 
be v iewed in terms of its place in a pattern of development . Furthermore, one 
cannot then meaningfully pr aise or blame inst itut ions, except in terms of the 
extent to which they promoted or h indered its growth. So long as each culture, 
or each h istor ical per iod, was treated as a separate ent ity, hav ing a l ife of its 
own, a full-fledged historic ism does not result from th is v iew. It st i ll rema ined 
poss ible to study one h istor ical "organ ism " in isolation from others, and it would, 
in pr inc iple, e ven be poss ible to set up some standard o f  value aga inst which 
they might be compared. However, if all h istor ical people and periods are to be 
seen as port ions or aspects o f  some larger development, then even th is possib il ity 
van ishes. In Herder we find the first example of such a v iew. 

Herder cont inually used the analogy of growth, and other analogies from the 
sphere of l iv ing th ings. He spoke of seeds and plants, of buds and flowers, and 
used "blossoming " as a root metaphor in h is conception o f  h istory. Most im
portant of all, he v iewed nature as a s ingle develop ing whole. 1 8  Starting w ith the 
earth's place in the cosmos, he related man to the earth, and the nature o f  man 
as an organic be ing to h is nature as a soc ial and h istor ical be ing. And, finally, 
he  interpreted all h istory as i f  it were the growth o f  a s ingle and marvelous tree, 
whose branches produced the cultures of mank ind. 1 9 

Such a v iew was assuredly fostered by the Enl ightenment v iew o f  the develop 
ment of Mankind, but even more important was the relig ious react ion against 
the Enl ightenment. This relig ious react ion we have seen to have been centered 
in the conce pt ion o f  d iv ine immanence, a doctr ine wh ich Herder  enthusiast ically 
accepted, and in fluent ially developed. 20 

The relat ion between the doctr ines of d iv ine immanence and h istor ic ism is not 
difficult to see. I f  all of reality is One, and the Div ine is present in all o f  the 
man ifestat ions of th is One, then what occurs w ith in the process of h istory is itself 
a Revelat ion. Some aspects o f  the h istor ical process w ill more fully reveal the 
nature o f  the Div ine than w ill others, but th is is not because they conform to a 
hu man standard of goodness or ev il ;  rather, it is because they more fully reveal 
the power which operates w ith in all of the manifestat ions of the Div ine. And 
since God is not a transcendent be ing, and the human consc ience is therefore 
not a re flect ion of the spec ific laws or commands of a transcendent creator and 
judge, the consc ience is fall ible if it seeks to approve or condemn isolated acts, 
fail ing to plunge below the sur faces of these acts to see them in their relat ion to 
God. Th us, because the power of God is w ithin all th ings, it is the role of man's 
heart and moral sense to penetrate deeper into the nature of all that ex ists. Not 
clarity of judgment, not the vo ice wh ich commands "thou shalt " and "thou shalt 
not," but a sense of the dark and the h idden, a feel ing o f  dependence and awe, 
a worsh ip ful acceptance o f  the fulness of being, these are the att itudes which 
put the rel igious man in touch w ith the Div ine. 

For Herder , as well as for others of the t ime, "the great World-Sp irit is the 
most sublime name for God," 2 1 and the inner forces of nature, the h idden drives 



FROM THE ENLIGHTENMENT TO HEGEL 59 

and secret powers in al l  things, were the expressions of i ts essence.2 2  But one may 
note tha t ,  in holding this doctrine, those who shared Herder's convictions came 
into conflict wi th the religious in terpreta tion of na ture wh ich had been held by 
their predecessors. According to both theists and deists, the l aws of mechanics 
were adequate to describe the mode of operation of the physi cal world , and these 
laws were embedded in na ture by i t s  transcendent Crea tor. The German Roman
t icists and idea l i s ts rebel led aga inst both of these theses. They not only conceived 
of Goel as the immanent vVorkl-Spiri t ,  bu t a ttempted to transcend the mechani ca l 
view of nature associated wi th Newton 's views. They emphasized those aspects of 
nature wh ich had not been comprehended within the Newton ian system , such 
as magnetism, chemica l affin i t ies, the format ion of crysta ls, and the inner forces 
in the l ives of plants and of anima ls. And they went even further, a ttacking New
ton wi thin the sphere of his own mechanical  interpretation of na ture ,  and sought 
to distinguish mechan ics from "true physics.' ' " "  For them the u l tima te forces in 
na ture were " l iving" forces ; and a l l  na ture ,  they found, was to be understood as 
one process of growth. 

It can readily be seen how this doctrine of the sel f-revela tion of the World
Spiri t through a process of self-transforma tions and sel f-development fostered 
an acceptance of al l  of the presupposi tions which we have noted as basic to 
historicism. So far as understanding the na ture of anything was concerned, the 
doctrine of divine immanence made it imperat ive that one should consider a l l  
phenomena as being internal l y  rela ted : not merely rel a ted in the sense of  being 
causa l ly  connected wi thin one mechani ca l system but rela ted in  essence, since a l l  
were man i festations of t he  one Divine Being. It therefore a lso led to  the view 
tha t there were two ways of knowing tha t wh ich was contained within the his
torical process : an outer, superfici a l  mode, and a mode by means of which man 
could penetrate into the hidden in ner springs of power from which a l l  things 
fol lowed. And so far as eva lua t ion was concerned, the princ iple of divine imma
nence led to the bel ief  tha t each thing had i t s  own value , each was an expression 
of the D ivine. I t  is for this rea son that  mora l j udgment came to be viewed as arbi
trary, and sympathetic understanding and a reverent ia l  a t t i tude tuward a l l  forms 
of cul ture was held u p  as an ideal. And, connected wi th th is, we find that  there 
was a transformation of the eva lua tion of persons and epochs: not moral i ty, but 
indwell ing power was what  characterized the obj ects of the age 's prai se. 

Yet , though we find these tendencies becoming more and more prominent in 
the period from Herder to Hegel ,  i t  is not un t i l  we reach Hegel ' s  own system 
tha t the fu ll  import of historicism is recognized and made the founda t ion of a 
complete view of the world. Wi thou t  summariz ing the Hegel ian system, we may 
indicate those poin ts at which Hegel 's  own thought diverged from tha t of his 
predecessors in such a way as to transform historicism in to the cardina l principle 
of a phi losophic system , ra ther than leaving i t  as a corol lary of the doctrine of 
divine immanence .  

In this connection we may first ment ion Hegel ' s  rebel l ion against wha t he took 
to be the undiscipli ned Romant ic  doctrine of fee ling, and h is  insistence tha t Rea
son was the sole mode of apprehending the nature of the world. To be sure, i t  
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was under the influence o f  previous variants o f  idealism that he t rans formed the 
usual conception o f  the methods by which Reason ope rated, viewing the course 
which it followed as a dialectical process. But hav ing conceived o f  Reason in 
this way, and hav ing made it the framework of both thought and things, he could 
no longer espouse some o f  the views to wh ich his predecessors had been com
mitted. So far as historicism was concerned, he could no longer hold, as Herder 
had done, that each cultu re was to be regarded as an e qually valid embodiment 
o f  the Divine. The d ialectical development o f  the Absolute ma de each successive 
cultu re a fulle r embod iment o f  the ult imate nature o f  real ity. Nor was there 
a constant standa rd o f  worth which one could disce rn w ithin the p rocess itsel f: 
the process was sel f-justi fying, and the births o f  new cultures, as well as their 
t ragic deaths, followed the judgment o f  Reason. The h istory o f  the world was, 
then, the world 's court o f  judgment. 

More importantly still, this conception o f  the rat ional dialectical order o f  the 
world precluded the possibility that Hegel could hold, as some o f  hi s predecessors 
had held, that an understanding o f  histo ry could be atta ined by considering either 
isolated periods, or  even all o f  human history, without seeing it as a part o f  the 
total process o f  nature .  His predecessors had been ready to bel ieve that by an 
empathic act one could understand individual cultures, and that by grasping 
them as ind ividual mani festations o f  the Divine, one could fully appreciate their 
natures. But Hegel ins isted that one must not only v iew them in thei r relations 
to the Absolute, but one must view them in thei r relations to one another, as 
logically se quential man ifestat ions o f  the Absolute. Thus no one culture, taken 
alone, would "make sense," even i f  one were to regard it as an expression o f  the 
absolute World -Spirit, or  God; one would have to know it "conc retely," as a part 
o f  a s ingle developing proce ss, none o f  whose aspects we could know until we 
had the key of the whole d ialectic wh ich would unlock all doo rs and enable us 
to follow the systematic connections among all periods o f  histo ry. There fo re, 
from the point o f  view o f  understanding, no less than from the point o f  view o f  
value, Hegel represents a complete histo ricism, systematically appl ied. 

Both the right-w ing and the le ft-wing Hegel ians were close enough to Hegel's 
histo ricism to put it to use, but only in the case o f  Marxian doct rine could one 
argue that it continued to be salient. Although the case o f  Feuerbach is not typi
cal, it is illuminating in this respect. Feuerbach ha d won his independence from 
Hegel by com ing to rega rd Hegel 's own system as a h isto rical fact, an d there fore 
as a system wh ich was to be transcend ed; however, his own positive position aban
doned both the explanatory and the evaluative theses o f  historicism, and 
g roun ded itsel f on a non -historical conception o f  what constituted the essence o f  
man . 24 Those who belonged to the Hegelian le ft o r  right did not deviate so radi
cally from the ir  source, but the ir inte rests were no longe r primarily metaphysical, 
and (with the e xcept ion o f  the jo int e ffo rts o f  Marx and Engels ) thei r thought was 
less oriented towa rd systematization. Thus, wh ile specific a reas o f  thought and 
act ion were still be ing interpreted in a h isto ric ist manner, an encom passing 
his toricism was no lon ger st ressed. This can be seen in the manner in wh ich both 
le ft -Hegelians and right -Hegelians formu lated the ir  po lit ical ph ilos ophies ; it is 
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al so mi ssing in the le ft -wing school of Biblical c ritici sm, and in the right -wing 
historian s of theology  and of philosophy. 

A s  a further sym ptom of the decline of hi st orici sm within German philosophy 
one can cite the fact that not onl y were Schopenhauer and Kie rkegaard untouched 
by  hi storici sm, but they were powerful antagoni st s of it. Conside ring thei r lack 
of immediate in fluence, thei r attitude s can onl y be conside red a s  sym ptoms, not 
a s  cau se s  of a tendenc y to  turn away from historici st mode s  of thought. Similarly, 
while all forms  of Kantiani sm al so tend to  be opposed  t o  hi storici sm, it woul d be 
a mi stake to att ribute it s decline to  a revival of inte re st in Kant. Rather, to fin d  
a cau sative factor one mu st tu rn to development s within the disci pline o f  hi story 
it sel f. 

Within the German hi storical school there was dee p opposition to  Hegel ' s  
attem pt to  construct a philosophy  o f  hi story. The opposition between Niebuhr 
and Hegel wa s, of course, open and complete. 2 ' And while Hegel had no occasion 
to mention Ran ke, the latte r could not, from the outset, have l ooked  with e qua 
nimit y on Hegel ' s  attac ks on the c ritical meth od, and on Niebuhr. In the end, 
Ranke criticized Hegel : and hi s own philosophical inte rpretation of hi story was 
utterly  opposed  to  Hegel ' s  hi storici sm."" However, long be fore this  time the cla sh 
of thei r methods was a pparent. In so far a s  one followed the c ritical method of 
si fting in dividual nati onal and regional and in stitutional hi storie s in order  to 
reconst ruct an understanding of the past - in so far a s  one occu pied one 's sel f, 
a s  did Ran ke, with the hi story of Venice, of Serbia, of the Papacy-the model of 
a single, linear, developmental proce ss, such as  had been demanded by  Hegel ' s  
philosophy, wa s seen to  be un reali stic. In deed, as  Ranke remarked in an unpub
li shed comment conce rning philosophie s of hi story in general, and conce rning 
Fichte's  philosoph y  of hi story in particula r, such views of the pa st were la rgel y 
fabrications. 2 7  In the face of thi s opposition in method, and given the in fluence 
an d prestige of the hi storical school, the hi storical dimension of Hegel' s thought 
was bound to l ose credit, and, with that loss, hi storici sm declined in Germany. 

To be sure, hi storiogra phy flourished, and it wa s al so the ca se that the members 
of the hi storical school, and thei r succe ssors, ten ded to use organic analogie s in 
much the same way a s  the Romantic s and the Ideali st s  had done. 2s Nonethele ss, 
given the fate of the Hegelian movement within phil osophy, and the ri se of the 
c ritical hi storical school, there is no  evidence that hi storici sm woul d h ave re 
mained a dominant nineteenth -century movement i f  the second cu rrent of thought 
which we shall t race had not contributed to  it s spread. A s  we shall see, even in 
the ca se of l\Iarxi sm the a ppeal of the hi storici st these s  stems less from the Hegel 
ian t radition than from the in fu sion of st re ngth which it gained from thi s second, 
inde pendent sou rce. 





4 THE SEARCH FOR A SCIENCE OF SOCIETY : 

FROM SAINT-SIMON TO MARX AND ENGELS 

I f  we are to understand the later development of historicism and the manner 
in which it merged with a comprehensive evolutionism, we must turn from the 
Romantics and from Hegelianism to  those thinkers who represented a c ontinu a
tion of the intellectual traditions of the Enlightenment and who, on that basis, 
s ought to  establish a p os it ive science of s oc ial development. The s ources of this 
movement were to  be found in France, and n ot in Germany. Although he h ad 
precursors, its first major representative was Claude-Henri de Saint-Simon. 

S aint-Simon stands in striking contrast to  his German c ontemporaries. In place 
of their metaphysic al idealism he espoused materialism. In contrast to  their re
jection of seventeenth- and eighteenth-century science in favor of an organic view 
of nature, he was an adherent of Newtonianism. 1 Whereas his German contempo
raries accepted all spontaneous expressions of the human spirit as mani fest ations 
of divine immanence, Saint -Simon did n ot reject the c osmopolitan ideals of civi
lization and knowledge which had characterized the Enlightenment. However, he 
did go beyond all of his predecessors among the philosophers of history of the 
Enlightenment, including C ondorcet, in his stress upon necessity and the gov
ernance of inexorab le law in human history. 

This assumption on S aint -Simon's part stemmed from his general met aphysical 
p osition. He believed th at m an was a machine, l ike all other parts of nature: a 
mechanistic microcosm within the great mechanical macrocosm.2 Furthermore, 
he believed th at human history paralleled man's physiologically grounded indi 
vidual development. • Thus, he was c onfident that there was a necessity in h uman 
affairs, and he cre<iited L ocke wi th having established a general l aw of human 
per fectability , which appl ied both to  the individual's intell igence and to  the in 
tellectual development of mankind.• However , it was through c onversations with 
the physici an Burdin, and n ot from L ocke, that Saint-Simon received a suggestion 
of the precise form which mankind's intellectual evolution had taken.5 This sug
gestion, which had also  been anticipated by Turgot and was to  be m ore fully 
developed by C omte, is that mankind has progressed-and each of the soences 
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has progressed-from a theological to a conjectural or metaphysical stage and 
then to a positive or genuinely scientific level. What Saint-Simon regarded as 
needed in the development of the sciences of his own day was that physiology 
should reach the positive stage of knowledge. He believed that physiology would 
be able to provide man with a scientifically grounded standard of value, since it 
could determine his needs ; and s ince Saint-Simon held that the development of 
the human race paralleled the development of the individual, he believed that 
there could also be a social physiology which would define the goals of historical 
development. What these goals were, and in what manner Saint-Simon wished 
to reform society, is not our present concern. What is important to note is how 
this developmental necessitarianism was related to historicism in Saint-Simon, 
since an understanding of thi s  point will considerably facilitate an understand
ing of the historicism of Comte and of questions which will arise when we con
sider whether the doctrines of Marx are also to be classified as historicist. 

At first glance it may not seem that there need be any connection between 
historicism and Saint-Simon's  view that all things are governed by laws of nature. 
However, if one construes the laws of nature as regulating a process of develop
ment from stage to stage in a continuous series, historicism can scarcely be 
avoided. For if what transpires is the necessary result of the operation of a de
velopmental principle, then one can only understand any event by viewing it  
in relation to the law which controlled it ;  and to relate it to the operation of 
such a law, one must connect it with what preceded it and what followed upon 
it. Furthermore, in so far as whatever transpired in the past was part of a neces
sary process, it would be frivolous to make moral judgments regarding past 
events :  the value of each would be a function of what it had contributed to the 
process as a whole. While one might still have a tendency to welcome or to de
precate individual occurrences in terms of how they were related to one's own 
goals, such an attitude could only be justified i f  one had reason to believe that 
one's goals coincided with those tendencies which represented the dominant 
course of history itself. Thus, both the cognitive and the evaluative theses of 
historicism follow from the assumption that there are laws which determine the 
direction of historical change. These laws, as we shall see, " possess a special 
logical structure, and it was not necessary for a follower of the Newtonian ideal 
to affirm that there were any laws which had this structure. Nonetheless, Saint
Simon did insist that there must be laws which controlled the direction of human 
development, and because of this form of necessitarianism there were a good 
many points at which he stood in far closer relation to a general historicism than 
he did to the standards of the Enlightenment. For a fuller development of that 
species of historicism which is first clearly noticeable in Saint-Simon, one can 
turn to an examination of the system of Comte. 

It is not easy to separate the thought of Comte from that of Saint-Simon, whose 
secretary and co-worker he originally was. However, even in his earliest works one 
can find a more radical historicism in Comte's position, and this is especially 
noticeable in his attacks upon Condorcet, toward whom Saint-Simon had an 
ambivalent relationship.7 In Comte' s  Plan des travaux scien t ifiq ues necessa ires 
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pour reorganiser la socicte, which was written m 182 2  while he was sti l l  an im
portant col laborator in the Saint-Simonian movement, there are a number of 
pages devoted to an evaluation of Condorcet's thought, and from these pages 
one can sec how widely Comte had diverged from the views of progress which 
had dominated the Enlightenment. 8 

Like Saint-Simon (although he came to express the utmost contempt for him), 
Comte attempted to carry out in a more adequate way the task which Condorcet 
had set himself in his Esq uisse d 'un tab leau historiq ue des progres de !'esprit 
humain . Comte held that Condorcet was the first to have seen that a positi ve 
science of politics could only be established on the basis  of discovering a natural 
law which would explain the necessary and progressive development of man
kind ; "  however, l ike Saint-Simon, he held that his predecessor had failed in his 
attempt to grasp the true necessity of history. Comte based thi s  charge on the 
fact that Condorcet had fai led to establish a proper and consistent periodization 
of history. In addition, he contended that Condorcet had failed to free himself 
from the evaluative prejudices of the eighteenth century. However, he defended 
Condorcet against a thi rd possible l ine of criticism: that he had attempted to 
predict the future.rn \1/ith respect to this third charge Comte held that it was 
precisely in this  attempt that Condorcet showed his appreciation of the proper 
basis  for a science of politics. The predictions made by Condorcet were vitiated 
not by any lack of necessity in the historical process, but were due to his  inade
quate periodization of history and to the non-scientific character of his  evaluative 
standpoint. 

With respect to the latter point, Comte held  that the eighteenth century had 
lacked a true h istorical sense, for it had evaluated past ages with reference to its 
own preferences, and not with reference to the contributions which these ages 
had made to the progress of civ i l ization. Thus, for example (and here Comte 
followed Saint-Simon), its eva luations of theocracy and mediaeval feudal i sm were 
faulty. As Comte pointed out, this  fai lure to adopt a proper standard of evalua
tion gave rise to a paradox in Condorcet's conception of the history of civi l iza
tion : on the one hand he had emphasized the great superiority of eighteenth
century culture to all previous cultures, regarding the latter as periods of fai lure; 
on the other hand he was convinced that there was a law of h istorical necessity 
that accounted for the birth of the present out of the past. How, Comte asked, 
could this be? If the present grows necessari ly  out of the past, its achievements 
would themselves have had to be prepared by the past, and past ages could not 
then be evaluated in a wholly negative manner. It wa s at this point that Comte 
expl icitly embraced the evaluative thesis of historicism. "We should," he said, 
"regard institutions and doctrines as having reached, at every period, the great
est perfection compatible with the corresponding civi l ization. " 1 1 Shortly there
after, in what can be taken as a rejection of Enlightenment standards, he said :  
" Instead of  regarding the past as  a tissue of monstrosities, we should, general ly  
speaking, consider society a s  having been, on the whole, guided with all  the 
wi sdom the situation allowed. " ' "  This acceptance of the view that a proper evalu
ation of any institution or doctrine consists in seeing its necessity at a given time, 
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did not  lead Com te to a purely neu tralis t a t ti tude. Like many others who have 
a ccep ted the his toricis t thesis, Com te in trod uced a cri terion of value which he 
assumed to be implici t wi thin the his torical process i tself : the cri terion of pro
gressive developmen t. Thus he dis tinguished be tween the period of full vigor 
of a socie ty, and the period of i ts decadence; a dis tincti on which was drawn in 
terms of when tha t socie ty was a par t of the march of civiliza tion, and when 
i t  had be come s ta tionary. However, C om te did not  ded uce revolu tionary poli tical 
consequences from this doctrine. Since he believed tha t all p oli ti cal sys tems and 
al l forms of social organiza tion necessarily refle cted the s ta te of civiliza tion whi ch 
was presen t a t  any time . the a ttemp t to inaugura te poli ti cal and social changes 
before new modes of though t  had developed could lead only to disorder, not  to 
progress . This characteris ti cally conserva tive doctrine of C om te's (which signal
ized a fundamen tal divergence from the basic e conomic and social program of 
the Sain t-Simonian movemen t) was, he believed, the practi cal impor t of a posi 
tive science of poli ti cs . The g oal of su ch a science he had already defined as 
being tha t  of de termining, through an examina tion of the pas t, the na ture of 
the social sys tem which the mar ch of civiliza tion tended to produce in the 
presen t. 1 3 

Bu t wha t was " the march of civiliza tion," as C om te concei ved i t? To  find an 
answer to this ques tion we mus t turn back to his firs t cri ti cism of C ondor ce t :  
tha t Condorce t's periodiza tion of his tory was faul ty. Wha t C om te had found 
wan ting in Condorce t 's view of the pas t epochs of his tory was i ts failure to pro
vide a homogeneous principle of classifi ca tion : each epoch was viewed as having 
been ushered in by a notewor thy even t, bu t some of these even ts were indus trial, 
others s cien tific, and others poli ti cal. Thus, a ccording to C om te, C ondorce t's 
actua l work n ever passed beyond the practi ces which characterize li terary his tory, 
as dis tin ct from s cien tifi c his tor y. Wha t C om te regarded as s cien tific his tory he 
then made clear. Since the problem was one of classi fying the epochs of his tory, he 

urged as a model the me thods of classifica tion used by na turalis ts when they 
survey the plan t or animal kingdoms . In other words, one should s tar t from some 
overall view of the mos t  general principle applicable to the domain, and sub
divide the classes in accordan ce wi th the real rela tions observed among the facts. 
By carrying through division after division one will end wi th a hierar chy of 
concep ts which reflect the ac tually observed rela tions among the phenomena in 
ques tion. Thus, an overall conspectus of his tory mus t proceed by showing the ex
is tence of an ar ti cula ted pa ttern in his tory, ra ther than by the more usual gene tic, 
narra tive me thod. As C om te said a t  the ou tse t of this passage :  "The dis tribution 
of epochs cons ti tu tes the m os t  impor tan t p or tion of the plan in a w ork of this 
na ture, or, to speak more correctly, i t  alone cons titu tes the plan considered in i ts 
grea tes t generali ty; since i t  de termines the principal mode of coordina ting the 
facts observed." 1 • Com te, of course, found the overall plan in the same law of the 
three s tages tha t Sain t-Simon had sugges ted, and i t  is this law tha t he then 
developed in opposi tion to Condor ce t 's divisions of his tory . 

The mos t  general principle of classifica tion appli cable to the domain of his tory 
was, according to Com te, the concep t of "s ta tes of civiliza tion . "  The elemen ts of 
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a civilization are the sciences, the arts, and industry, taking each of these terms 
in its widest sense. Thus, a civilization consists in a particul ar development of the 
human spirit and in the corresponding development of human actions on 
nature. 1 5 A classification of civilizations must therefore always take as its point 
of departure the modes of thought which characterize the sciences, the arts, and 
the industry of a given time and place. Since Comte, following Burdin and Saint
Simon, believed that there was a natural tendency for the human spirit to ad
vance from a fictive to a positive mode of thought, his classification of states of 
civilization took on a temporal dimension. This emphasis on the temporal dimen
sion sharply differentiated the domain of sociology from all  of the other sciences 
in Comte's system. 1 6 And he observed that within this temporally oriented 
science, a valid classification was even more important than in the other domains : 
an apprehension of particular facts, independently of their relations to other 
facts, is sometimes useful in other sciences, but is of no use within the domain of 
politics, where each fact must be grasped in its relation to the continuous and 
necessary march of civilization. 1 7 And in this connection it is interesting to note 
that Comte's emphasis on the unity of history always led him to speak of " Hu
manity, " or "the Great Being," or "the collective organism," as the subject of 
history : it was not with the specific histories of specific societies that his historical 
sociology was concerned. 1 8  

Not only did Comte hold that there was a necessary progression from stage to 
stage in the evolution of mankind, he also held that this evolution embraced al l 
aspects of human existence. According to his categories of human experience, this 
meant that the developmental process embraced thought, action, and feeling. '" 
At every stage in the course of human development there was a coordination of 
the intellectual, active, and affective princip les in man, and this coordination 
(which Comte discussed at length in his social statics) provided the necessary and 
orderly base for the dynamics of historical progress. ""  Thus, for Comte, the de
velopment of humanity from its most primitive roots to its highest future attain
ments represented not merely a necessary development, but a development which 
included all facets of human experience. Each period of history tended to form 
a single, unitary whole, and at the same time each was a necessary phase in the 
overall development of mankind. 

Having adopted this consistently monistic view of human history, Comte did 
not hesitate to draw its necessary epistemologica l  consequences, even though these 
consequences did not fit with the views of scientific procedure which one would 
expect from an exponent of positivism. 

The first of these consequences was that there is a higher form of historical 
knowledge than that which proceeds by tracing the specific and detailed interre
lations among particular historical events. As we have already noted in connec
tion with his earliest essay, Comte held that the crucial step for historical 
understanding was to find a general plan in history by means of which the 
particular facts could be coordinated. Throughout his writings he ascribed greater 
certainty to the knowledge of the truth of this plan than to any knowledge which 
could be obtained through an examination of historical records. For example, in 
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arguing that there never has been retrogression m history which was not of a 
partial and purely temporary sort, he held that what appears to be retrogression 
is usually the result of "a too detailed exploration" of human history : a con
centration of at tention on a single element within the undulatory orbit of 
civilization leads one to suppose that retrogression has occurred, but a tracing of 
the main trajectory of history quickly serves to correct this erroneous view. 2 1 

Here, as elsewhere, Comte granted positive philosophy a role higher than that 
granted to empirical science: any particular science becomes complete only by 
being placed within the larger synthesis of knowledge. It is the synoptic point of 
view which gives meaning to any element in our knowledge: the highest form of 
knowledge is not a knowledge of detail, but of overall structure. Thus Comte 
embraced one of the corollaries which, so far as I can see, always follows from a 
monistic theory of historical development: an acceptance of the view that there 
are two ways of knowing, and that the method of detail must be supplemented 
by that more adequate total vision of the whole, into which each detail can 
later be fitted . 2 2 

A second consequence of treating the historical process as a single, necessary, 
developmental process was Comte's quite unpositivistic introduction of teleology 
into his explanation of the basis of historical change. What Comte took to be the 
foundation for the law of the three stages was not (as has often been supposed) 
the assumption that the individual goes through these stages in his intellectual 
development,  and that the history of mankind necessarily parallels this individual 
development .  Such had been the view of Saint-Simon; and the fact that it has 
also been at tributed to Comte may be due to his well-known statement that the 
stages of his mental breakdown, and of his recovery, served as a verification of the 
stages of thought through which mankind passed ."  However, he could not use a 
pattern of individual development as a fundamental basis on which mankind's 
development was to be explained since this would not have been consistent with 
his doctrine of emergence. Nor would it have been consistent with his conviction 
that it is not the biological nature of man which determines the forms of social 
organization, but it is society which determines the social characteristics of the 
individual . 24 The actual foundation from which Comte sought to derive the 
necessity of his law of three stages lay in his social statics, which he developed in 
the second volume of his Systeme de pol i t iq 11e posit ive. There he claimed that the 
dynamic tendency of history derives from general conditions which are necessary 
if men are to fulfil each of their three basic faculties: thought, action, and feel
ing. What he attempted to show was that the conditions necessary for mankind 
to fulfil these needs are conditions which give rise to precisely the social transi
tions which the law of development summarizes. In other words, humani ty (the 
collective organism) evolved progressively not because individual human nature 
changed, but because human nature could only at tain its final and proper func
tioning, its ideal fulfilment ,  through remaking the forms of social organization. 2 0  

This, of course, i n troduced a teleological fac tor i n to history, and strangely enough 
Comte did not shr ink  from its a cceptance :  t h roughou t his exposi tion of the 
dyn am ics of h i stor i c a l  deYelopmcnt  h e  a ppea led to ;1 de t erm ina t i on  of the present 
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by what was to come. For example, one of hi s law s of sociological method In
volved him in holding that the understanding of any event depends not merely 
upon the past and the pre sent, but in seeing it a s  a link between the past and the 
future : "The sound appreciation of every intermediate state i s  subsequent to that 
of the two extremes which it i s  to connect . " " t; One can al so recognize a teleological 
element in Comte 's view of hi story in his in si stence that a proper understanding 
of any stage in the hi story of mankind, a s  well a s  of that hi story a s  a whole, de 
pends upon examining it s "adult state " (i .e ., it s fulle st and final development), 
viewing it s past a s  a gradual preparation for thi s stage . 2 7 This, in fact, i s  the way 
in which Comte viewed the succe ssive epoch s of civilization: a s  preparations for 
what wa s next to come . Thus, for exam ple, hi s interpretation of the Middle Age s 
(which he considered to be the period whose proper appreciation wa s decisive in 
forming his own true account of hi story) wa s dominated by an attempt to show 
that it was a necessary preparatory stage for the industrial, positive stage of 
civilization. 2 8  In fact, he i s  quite explicit in stating that we must not look upon 
history a s  a mass of events which occurred in the past, for in that way it remain s 
barren ; rather, it must be viewed dynamically, a s  a preparation for what i s  to 
come.29 

The justification (if it be that) for thi s departure from the model of the laws 
which characterize the non-human sciences  lie s in the fact that Comte, as we have 
seen based hi s dynamic law of development upon hi s view of what constituted the 
normal functioning of the ba sic facultie s present in all men, viz . ,  on the principle s 
laid down in hi s social statics. But these principles, too, were conceived in a 
teleological fa shion : a proper balance was necessary to fulfil the needs of human 
nature, and it wa s toward thi s self -fulfilment that man naturally tended. 30 There
fore, each hi storical modification of the ba sic mo des  of thought, action, or feel
ing i s  related, according to Comte, to the end which i s  normal for it and which, 
as normal, will ultimately be attained. 3 1 A s  Comte in si sted, in order to understand 
or explain any particular segment of hi story , one mu st view it in the context of a 
larger development, and thi s contention con stitutes an acceptance of the cognitive 
thesi s  of historicism. 

Comte 's acceptance of the evaluative the sis  of hi storici sm was clo sely linked to 
the po sition we have just outlined, and we need not deal with it in detail . It will 
be recalled that in hi s early critici sm of Condorcet, he hel d that if one were to 
reach a proper evaluation of event s one would first have to understand the 
nece ssity which i s  present within the proce ss a s  a whole . And since Comte re
garded th is proce ss a s  tending toward the full development and harmony of man 's 
potentialities  for thought, action, and feeling, each phase of the hi storical proce ss 
was judged in terms of what it contributed to that process. Thus, for Comte all 
events were to be judged, as well as being known, through the place which they 
occupied and the roles which they played within the stream of human hi story. It 
is small wonder then that d'E ichthal, who knew Comte 's earlie st work, saw a 
deep affinity between hi s thought and that of Hegel. 

That there was thi s affinity i s  al so atte sted by the confluences of their impacts 
on Taine and on Ren an . Looking back on the middle of the nineteenth cen-
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tury, i t may seem strange that Comte, the posi t iv ist, and Hegel , the ideal ist ,  
should have simultaneously exerted a profound influence on the same indiv iduals. 
To be sure, both Ta ine and Rcnan were extremely eclect i c, and Renan later ex
pressed, in let ters to Pasteur, some reserva t ions concerning Comteism as a move
ment. Yet is i t not apparently strange tha t two men who are qu i te properly 
conceded to fal l  wi thin the posi t ivist trad i t ion should somet imes pra ise the 
though t of Hegel in terms no less glowing than that of any Hegel i an?"" The 
answer l ies, I bel ieve, in the fact that  Hegel "s stress 011 the cont inu i ty ,  the un i ty, 
and the necess i ty of h istorical development toward a complete human fulfilment 
was paral leled in Comte and was shared by those in France and in England who 
rema ined wi thin the intellectual trad i t ions of the Enl ightenment. As Renan 
sa id in L'Avenir cle la sc ience, wh ich was wri t ten in 1848, but not publ ished unt i l 
much la ter : "L'histo ire, non pas curieuse ma is thcorique, de ! ' espri t huma in, telle 
est la  phi losoph ic du XIX" si ccle. " " "  

The influence of  Hegel on pos i t ivism was not ,  however, widespread , even in 
France: i t is in :\ Iarx ism that one finds the chief point at wh i ch his thought 
merged wi th a t tempts to expla in soc ial change in terms of scient ific laws of de
velopment .  A l though there unquest ionably were both posi t ive and negat ive ways 
in which l\f arx was influenced by Hegel, there is room for disagreement concern
ing the nature and extent of  these influences. There is, as we shal l  sec, a lso room 
for fundamental d isagreements concern ing :\Iarx 's own interpretat ion of the laws 
wh ich expla in soc ia l  change. Both types of quest ion inev i tably ra ise i ssues con
cern ing the rel at ionsh i ps between l\farx 's earl iest wri t ings and his la ter wri t ings, 
and concern ing the extent to wh ich his v iews arc to be ident i fied wi th those of 
Engels, and those held by la ter i\f arx ists. fn approach ing  these i ssues we shal l  
first cons ider the quest ion of :\ farx 's rel at ionsh ip to Hegel. 

In 1 87 3 ,  in the preface to the second ed i t ion of Capi ta l, l\Iarx discussed his 
indebtedness to Hegel 's d i alect ical method, and he d id so in a way that can be 
taken (and has been taken) to suggest that  he had first been influenced by Hegel 's 
phi losophy of h istory. In th is passage, when he interprets h imself as hav ing re
versed Hegel 's ideal ism, he might be though t to be referri ng to the fact tha t he 
had put forward an economi c interpretat ion of history wh ich rested not on the 
sel f-development of Sp iri t ,  but upon changes in the modes of product ion. Yet , i t 
is in this same passage that i\ Iarx referred to an earl ier cri t i cal study that  he had 
made of Hegel's d ialect i c ;  and this study, as we now know, const i tu ted the third 
part of h is Eronomir  a n d  Ph i !o.1oph ic 111an 11 srrip ts of d?44 . vVhcn one turns to 
this earl ier source one finds tha t Hegel 's primary infl uence on l\farx d id not in 
fact involve any aspects of Hegel 's mature v iews concern ing the ph i losophy of 
history. Rather, i t was from the Phcnom nwlogy of SjJirit tha t Marx drew h is 
concep t ion of the d ialect ic . 'H Furthermore, far from interpret ing human act iv i t ies 
as his tor ical ly rooted, as Hegel's doctr ine of Object ive Sp ir i t clcmancls ,  one finds 
that  l\farx's languag·e and whole mode of procedure had been deeply influenced 
by Feuerbach"s concern for the generic nature of man, and  for the quest ion of 
what characteri zes the cs,cncc of man as a spec ies. '"  To be sure, i\[ arx d id insist 
tha t man i s soc ia l .  In  these contexts h is emphasi s was s imi lar to Feucrbach 's, 
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stressing wh at might be termed m an 's generic soci ality; unlike Hegel, M arx was 
concerned with "social being " in general, and not with the rel ations o f men to 
the concrete n ature o f the historic al situ ations in which they are pl aced. 36 Thus, 
at this po int in his development, Marx c an sc arcely be s aid to h ave been engrossed 
in formulating a science o f society, the aim o f which would be to discover l aws on 
the b asis o f which the concrete m ani fest ations o f history could be predicted or 
expl ained . 3 7  

However, in the "Theses on Feuerbach," which d ate from the following ye ar, 
there is a r adical shi ft in M arx 's philosophic position. One major as pect o f that 
shi ft w as his attack on Feuerbach 's failure to gr asp the import ance o f concrete 
historical and sociologic al influences on men . Another w as his emphasis on 
pr actice. While this second aspect o f his criticism o f Feuerb ach w as wholly con 
sistent with all th at Marx h ad written be fore, it is not impl ausible to hold th at 
Marx 's cont act wi th Engels 's e arly work- and then with Engels himsel f-w as in 
part responsible for his new and radic al emph asis on the m anner in which 
historical forces shape men. For ex ample, in Engels 's "Outlines o f a Critique o f 
Politic al Economy," which M arx h ad published in the Deutsch-Franzosische 
Jahrbucher be fore their first meeting, Engels h ad applied di alectic al concepts to 
ch anges in social institutions in a m anner which finds no clear parallel in Marx 's 
e arlier writings . 3 8  To be sure, in Ludwig Feuerbach, which was written after 
M arx 's de ath, Engel s cl aimed th at the basic principles o f the M arxist conception 
o f history, as well as o f Marxist economics, are to be attributed to M arx himsel f. 3 0 

One would think, then, th at it would h ave been M arx who h ad originally h ad the 
sh arper historic al sense. However, i f  one comp ares wh at e ach h ad written prior to 
their coll abor ation, the contr ast between them is striking ; •0 and it is perh aps not 
unw arr anted to suspect th at Engels 's interest and ability in concrete historic al 
an alyses m ay h ave h ad an import ant influence on the development o f M arx 's 
thought. 

Whether or not this conjecture concerning the seminal influence o f Engels on 
Marx is sound, it is cert ainly the c ase th at in 1 845 and 1 846, beginning with The 
German Ideo logy, concrete historic al argument c ame to pl ay a m ajor and in fact 
indispens able role in Marxism.4 1 This r aises a second question on which there is 
room for consider able disagreement in interpret ation: wh at rel ation m ay be s aid 
to obt ain between historic al materialism, as one finds it in Marx, and those modes 
o f expl an ation and ev alu ation which ch ar acterize historicism ? 

In considering this question I sh all not be obliged to consider m any o f the most 
significant aspects o f historic al m ateri alism. For example, I sh all not de al with 
t he M arxist contention th at all other elements in a society depend u pon, or are 
determined by, the me ans o f production and the rel ations o f production within 
that society. Nor sh all I be  concerned with the factual tr uth or falsity o f the 
specific an alyses or the historic al predictions o f M arx . The subject which is to be 
discussed is sim ply the logic o f expl an ation and o f ev alu ation in Marxism, and 
this subject-though far more restricted th an either o f the other aspects o f 
historical m aterialism-poses more di fficulties in inter pret ation th an are apt to 
be recognized by some opponents o f Marxism, or by Marxists themselves . 
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A suggestive point of departure for this discussion lies in The German Ideo logy, 
where historical materialism is specifically formulated as a philosophy of history, 
and is contrasted with the philosophy of history of Hegel in particular. 4 2 In de
veloping historical materialism in this discussion, Marx and Engels attempted to 
illustrate their thesis through tracing epochs in the historical development of 
Western society, and in doing so laid the groundwork for their subsequent inter
pretations of the stages in man's economic and sociological development.4 3  Al
though they were not yet in a position to formulate their historical materialism 
in terms of those more complex analyses of economic processes which Marx 
developed in A Con tribu tion to a Crit iq ue  of Poli t ica l Econ omy and in Capital, 
it is clear that they were seeking to explain historical change in terms of basic 
economic laws. The problem of analyzing the logic of their mode of explanation 
turns, then, on how one is to interpret the explanatory laws which they used. In 
this connection we may recall that in the case of Comte the concept of a law of 
directional change, such as the law of the three stages, tended to force one to 
accept both the explanatory and the evaluative theses of historicism. The ques
tion now to be raised is whether the laws presupposed by historical materialism 
are also directional laws, or whether they are not.4 4 

Now, if we turn to the preface of the first edition of Capital, we find Marx 
stating that it is his aim "to lay bare the economic law of motion of modern 
society," and he spoke of the laws of capitalist production as "tendencies working 
with iron necessity towards inevitable results. "4 5 Furthermore, in the preface to 
the second edition of the same work, we find him quoting with approval a 
Russian reviewer who said : "The one thing which is of moment to Marx is to 
find the law of the phenomena with whose investigation he is concerned; and 
not only is that law of moment to him, which governs these phenomena, in so far 
as they have a definite form and mutual connection within a given historical 
period-Of s t i l l  grea ter moment  to h im is the law of th eir varia t ion,  of the ir de
velopmen t, i . e., of their transit ion from one form in to  another, from one series of 
connections into a different one ." 4 6 I have italicized the last phrases of this re
mark, since they suggest that Marx did in fact believe that there are ultimate laws 
of historical development, as well as that there , are "laws of mutual connection 
within a given historical period." It is not to be denied that in the rhetoric of 
The Communist Man ifes to,  as well as in other works up to and including Capital ,  
one finds statements which lend plausibility to the view that Marx and Engels 
actually believed in ultimate and irreducible laws of directional development in 
human history. On the other hand, when one poses the question of how the 
analyses of economic processes in Capital  were thought by Marx and by Engels 
to be directly relevant to historical materialism, the only tenable answer would 
seem to be that it was through the operation of these processes at each successive 
point in time that the directional trends of history were shaped. If this is true, 
directional laws would no t  be irreducible laws, but would be derivative from the 
non-directional laws of economic relationships ;  and this I take to have been the 
position actually adopted by Marx. 

That this is so can best be suggested by quoting further from the review to 
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which I have just alluded, which l\Iarx quotes extensively 111 the preface to the 
second edition of Capital .  The reviewer says : 

The scientific value of such an inquiry lies in the disclosing of the special laws that 
regulate the origin, existence, development, and death of a given social organism and 
its replacement by another and higher one. A.nd it is this value that, in point of fact, 
Marx' s  book has. 

To this l\Iarx h imself immediately acids :  

\V'hilst the writer pictures what he takes to be actually my method, in this striking and 
(as far as concerns my own application of it) generous way, what else is he picturing but 
the dialectic method? 

Of course the method of presentation must differ in form from that of inquiry. The 
latter has to appropriate the material in detail, to analyze its different forms of 
development, to trace their inner connection. Only after this work is done, can the actual 
movement be adequately described.4 7 

In short, the picture of a dialectical development, proceeding in necessary stages, 
is what results from tracing the inner connections which have successively de
veloped : the development is not one that fol lows l aws of its own. It is precisely 
this which l\Iarx seems to be say ing when he adds to the above statement : 

If this [detailed analysis] is done successfully, if the life of the subject-matter is ideally 
reflected as in a mirror, then it may appear as if we had before us a mere apriori 
construction. 

In other words, I take it that Marx is suggest ing that a successful reconstruction 
of the movement of history through step-by-step ana lysis wi l l  make it appear as 
if history itself fol lowed its own "apriori " necessary l aws, as Hegel had bel ieved; 
whereas, in fact, this is an i l lus ion arising from the very success of a step-by-step 
analys is. " '  If one were to reject this interpretation of what l\ Iarx's actual method 
of inquiry was, I do not sec how one would i nterpret such chapters of Capital as 
that in which he traced the genes is of the industrial  capita l ist. " "  Thus, it is my 
contention that so far as the logic of his argument was concerned, l\ I arx d id n o t  
depart from that classic form of explanat ion according to which any particular 
result would be either pred icted or expla ined on the bas is of applying general laws 
to specific histor ical circumstances : he d id not formulate any ultimate laws con
cerning the sequence of phases through which soc ieties would necessari ly pass.5 0  

Nonetheless, it cannot be denied that in the development of Marx ism the 
modes of explanation which characterize historicism came to be applied. Later 
Marxists d id speak in terms of ultimate laws of h istorical development, which it  
was cla imed that l\ farx had establ ished , and accord ing to which it was necessary 
that al l  societies should undergo simi l ar  evolutionary transformations. As a con
sequence of this view (which I do not take to have been Marx's own most usual 
view), a l l  social changes were seen in terms of the places which they occupied in  
these transformations. To find the primary source of  this doctrine one must, I 
believe, turn to Engels 's specifically phi losophic writings. 
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As we have noted, that aspect of Hegel' s  dialectic which was of preponderating 
influence on the thought of Marx was to be found in the Phenomenology of 
Spirit, and more particularly in the doctrine of alienation and its stages.5 1  How
ever, as one can see in Engels ' s Ant i-Diihring, that aspect of the Hegelian dialectic 
which had most influence on h is thought was associated with its three basic 
laws and their manifestation in all phases of reality. Such applications of the 
dialectic are not evident in Marx 's own works.5 2  To be sure, in his preface to the 
second edition of Ant i-Diihring, Engels referred to the fact that he had read the 
whole of that manuscript to Marx, and that Marx concurred in its publication . 
Thus, it would seem that the views which Engels expressed should also be con
sidered those of Marx. Nevertheless , as this passage makes clear, the application 
of dialectics to the natural sciences was wholly a product of Engels's own studies, 
and when Engels speaks in the same passage of the fact that it was he and Marx 
who had rescued dialectics from German idealist philosophy, applying it to the 
materialist conception of nature and history, the fact that he links a dialectical 
development of nature with history surely suggests that he is speaking more of 
himself than of Marx. 53  In fact, in traditional treatments of Marxian dialectics, 
such as one finds in so orthodox a source as Lenin ' s  "Teachings of Karl Marx, " or 
in M. M .  Bober's Karl Marx 's Interpretation of History , the references to dia
lectics derive almost exclusively from Engels 's Anti-Diihring or from two works 
written by Engels after Marx's death, Ludwig Feuerbach and Dialectics of Na
ture . 5 4  Thus, without accepting the emphasis which is currently being placed on 
Marx 's manuscripts of 1844 ,  and also without in the least denigrating Engels (as 
is currently the fashion) , it is possible to say that Engels 's later writings assuredly 
expand upon the doctrines of Marx, and that in doing so they make these 
doctrines conform more closely to the very wide and deep strain of historicism 
which characterized the later decades of the nineteenth century. 

That Engels ' s  conception of dialectics involved the assumption that there are 
laws of directional change is suggested in his famous phrase, "Dialectics is nothing 
more than the science of the general laws of motion and development of Nature, 
human society and thought. "55  It was this that he believed to constitute the 
fundamental connection between Marxism and Hegel 's dialectic. In speaking of 
what was revolutionary in Hegel' s  thought, Engels said: 

The great basic thought that the world is not to be comprehended as a complex of 
ready-made things, but as a complex of processes, in which the things apparently stable 
no less than their mind-images in our heads, the concepts, go through an uninterrupted 
change of coming to be and passing away, in which, in spite of all seeming accidents 
and of all temporary retrogression, a progressive development asserts itself in the end
this great fundamental thought has, especially since the time of Hegel, so thoroughly 
permeated ordinary consciousness that in this generality it is scarcely ever contradicted. 56 

As a consequence of this view, Engels explicitly drew the following inference as 
to what form modern scientific explanation should take: it was not to be an 
analysis of ready-made objects, but of processes, and to understand the concrete 
nature of such processes we must understand them in their origin and in their 



THE SEARCH FOR A SC I E:S:CE OF SOCIETY 75 

development, and in relation to "the interconnection wh i ch binds all these 
natural processes to one great whole."5 7 The form of this interconnection was, 
according to Engels, a dialectical development : one of the mistakes of the earlier 
form of materialism, which Engels connected with mechanicalism, "lay in its in
ability to comprehend the universe as a process-as matter developing in an 
historical process . " "8 It was Engels's contention that while the sciences associ ated 
with these earlier forms of thought had made gigantic strides, it was unfortunately 
true that: 

The analys is  of Nature i n to i t s  ind iv idual parts . . .  has also left us as a legacy the 
hab i t  of observing natural objects and natural processes in their i so la t ion ,  detached from 
the whole vast i n terconnect ion of things ;  and therefore not in the ir  motion, but  in their 
repose ; not  as essent ia l ly  changing, but as  fixed constant s ;  not in their l i fe ,  but i n  their 
death.59 

What Engels meant by understand ing processes in  their li fe and development 
emerges very clearly in his treatment of the law of "the negation of the negation" 
in A n t i -Duhring. The question which he there found it necessary to d iscuss was 
whether there are not innumerable ways in which a given phase of a process may 
be negated ; whether, for example, i f  is not equally meaningful to say that a grain 
of barley is being negated i f  it is  ground u p as to find its negation in its germina
tion. To this type of objection Engels answered that su ch a sequence of events 
would not constitute a dialectical explanation. In order to explain a process, 

I must not only negate, but  a l so i n  turn sublate the nega t ion .  I must therefore so 
construct the first negat ion that the second remain s  or becomes poss ible .  This depends 
on the particular na ture of each indiv idual case .  I f  I gr ind a gra i n  of  barley, or crush an 
i n sect, i t  i s  true that  I have carried out  the first par t  of  the act ion ,  hut  I have made the 
second par t  imposs ible . Each c la s s  of  th ings there fore has i ts appropria te form of  be ing 
negated i n  such a way tha t i t  g ives  r i se to a development .6 0 

Thus, to understand any particular phase of an ongoing process, we must 111-
terpret that phase in terms of its place in the process : we must not seek to under
stand it merely as it is here and now , but in terms of that out of which it arose 
and that to which, in its turn, it will give rise. And since, as we have seen, Engels 
insisted that all events in nature and history belonged within a single, intercon
nected series, it was essential to view them not as single instances of change, but 
in terms of their place in a unitary and all-embracing developmental process. " '  

This monism, embracing both nature and history, has obvious affinities with 
Hegelian monism, and Engels stressed this connection, never attempting to con
ceal it. For example, in sketching the background of his d i alectical materialism 
he said : 

This newer German phi losophy cu lminated in the Hegel i an system, i n  which,  for the 
first t ime-and this i s  its grea t  meri t-the whole natural ,  h i stor ical  and spir i tual world 
was presen ted as a process, that is ,  as in constan t  motion , change, transformat ion and  
development .  From this standpoin t  t he  hi s tory of mankind no longer appeared a s  a 
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confused whirl of senseless deeds of violence, all equally condemnable before the judg
ment seat of the now matured philosophic reason, and best forgotten as quickly as 
possible, but as the process of development of humanity itself. It now became the task of 
thought to follow the gradual stages of this process through all its devious ways, and to 
trace out the inner regularities running through all its apparently fortuitous 
phenomena.6 2 

Here we do indeed have one of Engels's many expressions of his belief in the 
existence of an inexorable law of development, embracing all of human history. 
And in Engels no less than in Hegel one finds that this developmental monism 
leads to an acceptance of the eva luat ive thesis of historicism. 

Such an acceptance is clearly present in the above rejection of what were 
presumably the Enlightenment standards of judgment as applied to history. How
ever, in Ludwig Feuerbach Engels makes this aspect of his historicism perfectly 
explicit when-in terms reminiscent of Hegel-he says: 

All successive historical situations are only transitory stages in the endless course of 
development of human society from the lower to the higher. Each stage is necessary, and 
therefore justified for the time and conditions to which it owes its origin. But in the 
newer and higher conditions which gradually develop in its own bosom, each loses its 
validity and justification.6 3  

However, it would be a mistake to attempt to interpret Engels's acceptance of 
either the explanatory or the evaluative theses of historicism solely in terms of 
Hegel's influence upon him-important as that influence had been. The Dar
winian theory of evolution, with which Engels became acquainted almost im
mediately upon its publication, also played a crucial role in the manner in which 
he phrased his historicist views. One may note the importance of this influence 
in almost every passage in which Engels contrasted modern, dialectical mate
rialism with earlier forms of materialism, for Darwinism was repeatedly cited in 
this connection. In fact, in his "Speech at the Graveside of Karl Marx, " Engels 
said: 

Just as Darwin discovered the law of development of organic nature, so Marx discovered 
the law of development of human history.6 4  

It is to the relationship between the theory of evolution and historicism that we 
shall now turn. 



5 EVOLUTION AND PROGRESS 

It is well known, and would in any case be obvious from the reception accorded 
Darwin's Origin of Species, that long before 1859 there had been the liveliest 
interest in problems associated with transformism, as the theory of biological 
evolution was then usually named. I have elsewhere briefly sketched the range of 
scientific problems which provided the background for Darwin's theory and 
which accounted for the fact that its implications were immediately grasped. 1 

Because almost all of these scientific problems had been closely interwoven with 
theological issues, it was not in the least surprising that the theological implica
tions of Darwin's theory received the immediate and widespread attention that 
they did. 

However, it is neither with the scientific nor with the theological aspects of 
Darwin's theory that we are here primarily concerned: its relation to historicism 
at the end of the nineteenth century was primarily associated with attempts to 
apply analogous concepts of evolutionary development to human traits and to 
social forms . Now, it is to be noted that, unlike Lamarck, Darwin did not at first 
explicitly apply his theory to man; one reason was that he wished to avoid the 
theological objections which he knew a discussion of human origins would pro
voke.2 However, he was clearly aware of the applicability of his fundamental 
concepts to questions concerning man's mental and social life, for in the con
cluding chapter of the Origin of Species the following paragraph appears : 

In the future I sec open fields for far more important researches. Psychology will be 
securely based on the foundation already well laid by Mr. Herbert Spencer, that of the 
necessary acquirement of each mental power and capacity by gradation. Much light 
will he thrown on the origin of man and his history.·' 

However, it was not until 187 1, when he published The Descent  of Mnn, that 
Darwin made public his own views on these questions; by that time, evolutionary 
conceptions of human origins and human social development were being widely 
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discussed, as i s  evident in the early works of Maine, McLennan, Lubbock, and 
Tylor. And,  wi thin a very short t ime, a fu l l - f ledged soc i a l  evolu t i onism made i ts 
appearance and became l i n ked wi t h  conceptions of necessi ty and of progress ; i t  i s  
th i s  congeries of concepts and the i r  rel a t i on to  h i stor ic ism that  we  must seek to 
understand . 

As we have already seen, the idea of general Progress, embracing a l l  of mankind, 
was deeply en trenched in  e igh teenth- and n ineteen th-cent ury thought ;  and i n  
Sa int-S imon and i n  Comte there was a l so an insistence upon the notion o f  a 
necessary law of soc i a l  developmen t .  However, in these earl ier forms of opt imist i c 
and necess i tarian doctr ines, human h i story was not seen in terms of a continua
t i on of the same laws which  obta ined in the non-human realm : with the except ion 
of Herder, the h istory of mank ind  was no t  regarded by any major pre-Darwinian 
phi losopher as representing a con t i nua t ion of t h e  forces i n herent in nature .  H ow
ever, in r,i is ing the issue of the emcrg·cnce of the human  species from a non
human ancestry, Darwin ism posed inescapable quest ions for psychology, archae
ology, and an thropology. If man had evolved from a non-hu man ancestry, what  
were the psychological characteris t i cs wh ich l ed  to  the  development of  soc ia l  l i fe ,  
a t  wha t  point i n  h istory d id such structures as fami l i a l  organi za t ion ar ise ,  and 
did they too undergo a na tura l ,  necessary evolu t ionary development? S imi lar 
questions arose concerning the origin, the basis, and the development of other 
aspects of  cu l tu re, such as rel igion.  These issues became i nescapable as soon as 
Darwinism was appl ied to the descent of man from non-human forebears ;  as a 
solution for them, ful l -sca le  theor ies of soc i a l  evolut ion were proposed . 

As a background for understand ing the development  o f  soci a l  evolu t ionism, I 
should l ike  to call  a t tention to three aspects of evolut ionary theory in  biology. 
These three points bear no necessary ,  logical  rel a t i onsh ips to one another,  but  
they  d id  tend to fuse ;  and, as  we sha ll l a ter sec, each  had i ts paral le l  in  the theory 
of soc i a l  evolution, where they tended to merge into the s ingle cohesive doctrine 
that  evolut ion consists in  a necessary and progress ive development .  The first of 
the poi n ts concerns the use o f  the compara t i ve method in the field of  evolu t ion
ary theory. The second cons ists in  t he  reasons why it was bel i eved that  b iologi ca l 
evolu t i on had establ ished progress to be a necessary consequence of the laws of 
nature.  The th ird involves an a t tempt to underst and the manner in which the 
concept of "a  law of nature"  was interpreted.  

The compara t ive method must be d iscussed first .  In a t tempt ing to establ ish 
the fac t  that  b iologi cal evolu t ion had taken place, i t  was necessary for any trans
formist to use a compara t ive method : it was not poss ible to ga ther observa t i onal 
data concerning the format ion of new vari e t i es in  a state of  na ture, nor was it 
possible to show that  new domest ica ted var iet ies could take on the character of 
dist inc t i vely new species .  Th e evidence for transformism was therefore bound to 
be ind i rect, consisting primari ly of comparisons among vari e t ies ;md speci es in 
order to construct a plausible genealogi cal connect ion between them . I f  it were 
possible to show tha t  a l a rge number of speci es of a given cl ass of plants or 
animals resembled each other sufficient ly  closely-di ffering only in a cont i n u
ous ser ies o f  m inor grada t ions-- thc  a ssum p t i on t h a t  they had had a common 
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ancestry would become plau sible. Thi s, of course, wa s what Darwin 's observa
tion s on the Galapago s I slands tended to suggest. Similarly, if t he re semblances 
between pre sently exi sting specie s and fossilized remain s were su fficien tly clo se 
to suggest a relation ship by de scent, thi s  would al so sugge st t hat pre se ntly e xtant 
specie s were not created in t heir pre sent form, but ha d developed over the course 
of time. Now, it i s  to be noted that the clo ser the re semblances, the le ss abrupt 
the gradations, and the more "missing link s" that could be found, the stronger 
would be the comparative evidence for tran sformi sm. Thi s  u se of the compara
tive method in tracing lineal de scent was doubtle ss associated with t he doctrine 
t hat nature con stitutes a Great Chain of Being (as t he p hrase "missing link" serve s 
to remind u s); however, it was al so in very large measure due to specific ally 
biological con sideration s ra ther than to metaphysical assumptions. • Given t heir 
conceptions of the cause s  affec ting in heritance, it was nece ssary to hold-as both  
Lamarck and Darwin held-th at variation must proceed by single, minute 
changes. For e xample, it would have run counter to all observation to suppose 
that there could be any sudden, radical variations due to in herited effect s of t he 
use or disme of specific organs; therefore, a ll variations for Lamarck, and some 
variations for Darwin, could only be regarded a s  slowly accumulating. The 
slowness of t he proce ss of c hange was al so a corollary of Darwin 's doctrine of 
natural selection : any variation would have to be t ransmitted to a large number 
o f  successive generation s before a stable new variety, better adapted to it s en 
vironment, could begin to be formed. 5 Thus, what too k the place of an actual 
tracing of descent was, nece ssarily, a com pari son of ca se s. So long as t he se ca se s  
showed marked similarities, and so long a s  t hey e xi sted at time s and place s 
which either sugge sted or  did not e xclude the possibility of common line of 
descent, they were u sed in support of transformi sm. W hile thi s  comparative 
method i s  clearly defensible when one i s  dealing with biological rela tionships, 
it can, as we shall see, become e xceedingly strained in it s application to social 
evolutioni sm. 

A similar situation came to obtain with re spect to t he manner in which the 
comparative method was u sed in marshaling another (and far le ss convincing) 
type of evidence in favor of tran sformi sm . Thi s  eviden ce con si sted in applying 
the comparative method to what were called rudimentary or vestigial organs. 
T he e xi stence of organs having no apparent active function was e xplained in 
terms  of t he vital function s w hich they had performed in earlier, pre sumably 
related species. The ju stification for viewing them in thi s  manner re sted partly 
on the assumption t hat every organ e xi st s  in order to contribute to the welfare 
of it s posse ssor (an a ssumption w hich, a s  we have seen, Darwin originally shared); "  
it al so rested on t he assumption t hat the stage s through which individuals pass 
in embryological development rep resent the evolutionary deve lopment of 
their specie s; thus, organs which are p re sent but are without function were con
sidered to be "ve stige s" of a former, ancest ral condition . 7 One can note t he con
nection between the com parative method and these inter pretat ion s of ve stigial 
organs and of embryological development w hen Darwin, in summarizing the 
way s in w hi ch he e xpected hi s t heory to revitalize n atural history, said : 
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Rudimen tary organs  wil l speak in fal l ibly with respect to the na ture of long-lost struc
t ures. Species and groups of species which are called aberran t, and which may fancifully 
be called liv ing foss ils , wil l  a id us i n  forming a picture of the anc ient  forms of l i fe .  
Embryology w i l l  often reveal to  us the  structure, in  some degree obscured, of the 
prototypes of each great  class.' 

Whatever one may think of the use of such evidence for evolutionary theory 
in biology, the later appl ication of similar doctrines to questions regarding 
social evolution was assuredly less wel l  grounded, and entailed extremely dubious 
consequences. 

The foregoing remarks on the comparative method as used in establishing the 
biological theory of evolution are not intended to do more than scratch the 
surface of this complex problem. However, as Erwin Ackerknecht has pointed 
out, comparative anatomy was the "glamor science" of the latter portions of the 
nineteenth century because of its role in establishing and supporting evolution
ary theory. "  Therefore, it is  not surprising that its methods served as the domi
nant model for the analysis of cu ltures during the same period. 1 0  To these matters 
we shall shortly return.  

The question of progress is to be discussed next. One can readily see how 
Darwin 's formulation of the doctrine of natural selection tended to sponsor a 
belief that the laws of nature inevitably lead to progress. To note this connection 
one need only recall some of the passages in the Origin of Species which are 
most striking from a rhetorical point of view, and which, as a consequence, were 
unavoidably influential . For example, at the end of Chapter I II, there is the 
famous passage which prefigures some of the utterances which were later to 
characterize "Social Darwinism" : 

Al l  that we can do is to keep stead ily in mind that each organ ic  being is striv ing to 
increase in a geometrical ratio ; that  each, at some period of i t s  l i fe ,  during some season 
of the year, during each genera tion , or at in tervals , has to struggle for l i fe and to suffer 
great ,lcstruction. \Vhen we reflect on this struggle we may console ourse lves wi th the 
full belief that the war of na ture is  not incessan t ,  tha t 110 fear i s  fe l t, that dea th is 
generally prompt, and that the v igorous ,  the healthy, and the happy surv ive and 
multiply. 

This statement serves to suggest that those individuals which, in  the long run, 
actually do survive are to be considered the m ost  fit, and this suggestion became 
exp l icit in the phrase which Darwin adopted from Spencer to characterize the 
principle of natural selection: "the survival of the fittest. " 1 1 Stri ctly speaking, 
however, a theory of natural selection only entai ls that individuals or varieties 
which actually were fit to survive and multi p ly under a specific set of conditions 
(including, of course, the individuals and varieties with which they were in  
competition) would in fact survive, and that their characteristics would there
fore tend to be passed on to future generations. In other words, the princip le 
of natural selection might properly be phrased as "the survival of the fi t , "  not 
"of the fittest ." Or the principle might have been expressed by using the com
parative form: "the survival of the more fit. " This would have helped to make 
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c lear the com parat ive and contextua l aspect of the doctrine of natura l  se lect ion :  
that , w ith in a specific t ype of environment, in dividuals or variet ie s wh ich, com
parat ive ly  speaking, we re bette r suited to  th at environment would ten d t o  sur
vive, whereas-i f the re were com pet it ion among them-those le ss we l l  suited t o  
the same environment would fai l t o  d o  so. However, the use o f  the superlat ive 
form, "t he fitte st," ten ded  t o  sugge st that those w hich did survive were not 
mere ly comparat ive ly bette r fitted to  do. so, hut t hat, somehow, t hey  we re idea lly 
suited for su rvival .  In ot he r words, use of the su pe rlat ive ten ded t o  conce al 
something that was actu ally e ssent ial to  Darw in 's t heory :  th at the proce ss de sig 
nated by him a s  "n atu ral se lect ion "  alw ays ope rate s within a part i cu lar environ 
ment, an d is t here fore re lat ive t o  t he com pet it ion an d  the condit ions  ch aracte rist ic 
of that environment- it cannot be viewed, so to spe ak, as picking and choosing 
spec imen s according to  some absolute st andard of viab i l it y  or of pe rfect ion .  

That Darwin himse l f  did not st re ss th is point may seem su rprising, but it i s  
not difficu lt to  com prehend why he fai led  to  do so .  His aim in t he Origin of 
Species was not confined t o  e st ablish ing the c auses  by me ans  of which t ran s
formism took place; h is inte re st in th at problem w as de rivat ive from an earl ier  
and cont in uing inte re st in t he whole h ist ory of l i fe upon the e arth. Thus, the re 
a re two different w ays in whic h  one c an view the Origin of Species, and both 
corre spond to  fe at ures which are fun damenta l t o  that work. On the one hand, 
Darw in 's t heory can be viewed a s  a means of answering a specific set of sc ientific 
que st ion s  conce rn ing the format ion of new variet ie s of plant s and animals, and 
of how some variet ie s c ame to  e st ablish themse lves  and ma int ain t hemse lves  as 
dist inct spec ie s. Looked at in t h is way, the re is no nece ssary connect ion between 
h is t heory and any be l ie f  in prog ress. On the othe r h and, one can  also view the 
Origin of Species as a work wh ich  showe d t hat al l  org an ic form s  deve loped  
over  the cou rse of t ime, an d that they re pre sent succe ssive stage s in a sing le 
e volut ionary proce ss. W hen the Origin of Species i s  approached from the latte r 
point of view, it is beyon d que st ion that Darw in did be l ieve evolut ion to  be pro• 
gre ssive : natu re, acting th rough t he su rvival of the fitte st among a ll forms  of 
l ife, had g radually, progre ssive ly  g iven rise to ever  h igher form s. The re sult s  
were such a s  to  fi l l  Darwin w it h  the dee pe st re ve rence for the processe s  o f  nature : 
he repe atedly expre ssed admirat ion for the m arve lously intric ate forms of plant 
and anima l l i fe, an d above all  for t he subt let y of t he i r  adaptat ion s. The slow, 
un iform operat ion of n ature 's laws  ach ieved g oals wh ich far surpasse d  what 
h uman de sign could h ave ac hieved, 1 2  and t he evolut ionary proce ss as a w hole had 
g iven rise to  forms  wh ich, for Darwin, unm ist akably posse sse d higher  beauty 
and value than those out of which the y had ar isen . 

I f  one examines the passages  in which Darwin most explic it ly spoke in te rms 
w hic h se rved to fu se t he conce pt s  of evolut ion and of prog re ss, one finds t hat 
t hey do not appear in those passage s  in which he was offering a t heoretica l 
account of how new spec ie s  deve loped; rathe r, t he y  are conta ined in passage s  
where he  wa s spe aking of the gene ral history of l i fe upon the earth .  I t  i s  im 
port ant to  note that in suc h passage s Darwin ' s  evalu at ive att itu de almost always 
had two cont rast ing aspect s :  regret an d even d ist ast e  w as somet imes evoked  by 
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the me ans through whi ch change had bee n brought about , and by its cost; but 
i n  the same passages Darwin  confidently welcomed the direction of t hat c hange . 
F or e xample ,  whe n he conclu ded his c ha pter e ntitled "N atural Selection;  or 
t he Survival of the Fittest " with his famous a nd e xtremely influenti al simile 
between nature 's production of new s pecies a nd the growth of a great br anchi ng 
tree, Darwi n s aid :  

The affinities o f  all beings o f  the same class have sometimes been represented b y  a 
great  tree. I believe this simile largely speaks the truth. The green and budding twigs 
may represent existing species; and those produced during former years may represent 
the long sequence of extinct species. At each period of growth all the growing twigs 
have tried to branch out on all sides, and to overtop and kill the wrrounding twigs and 
branches, in the same manner as species and groups of species have at all times over
mastered other species in the great battle for life . . . .  Of the many twigs which 
flourished when the tree was a mere bush only two or three, now grown into great 
branches, yet survive and bear the other branches . . . .  Many a limb and branch has 
decayed and droppe(! off; and these fallen branches of various sizes may represent those 
whole orders, families and genera which have now no living repre sentatives, arid which 
are known to us only in a fossil state . . . .  As buds give rise by growth to fresh buds, and 
these, if vigorous, branch out and overtop on all sides many a feebler branch, so by 
generation I believe it has been with the great Tree of Life, which fills with its dead and 
broken branches the crust of the earth, and covers the surface with its ever-branching 
and beautiful ramifications. 

An eve n  cle arer expres sion of Darwin 's mixture of evalu ative attitudes, a nd t he 
dominance of his view that, considered as a whole, nature dis plays a tende ncy 
toward progress, is present in the famous fi nal se ntences of the Origin of Species. 
There, after very brie fly listing the s pecific laws by me ans of w hich evolutionary 
change was to be expla ined, Darwi n concluded :  

Thus, from the war o f  nature, from famine and death, the most exalted object which we 
are capable of conceiving, namely, the production of the higher animals, directly follows. 
There is grandeur in this view of life with its several powers, having been originally 
breathed by the Creator into a few forms or into one ; and that .. while this planet has 
gone circling on according to the fixed law of gravity, from so simple a beginning endless 
forms most beautiful and most wonderful have been, and are being evolved. 

On t he basis of pass ages such as t hese, one might expect that Darwin w ould 
have regarded it as a law of nature-and perha ps nature 's most ultimate law
t hat all t hi ngs should progress toward higher forms. However, t his was a ste p 
whic h he re fused to t ake. While he did believe that progress was a necessary 
consequence of the oper ation of nature 's hws, he explicitly rejected t he view 
t hat the phe nomena of li fe were to  be explai ned by means of a law of progres
sive development. F or e xam ple, i n  his strictures on Lamarck 's views, he re
peatedly criticized the latter for holdi ng t hat t here is "a law of progessive de
vel opme nt," that is , for assert ing th at there is a n inherent te nde ncy toward further 
development i n  all living things. 1 3 Simil arly, he re peatedly criticized Nageli 's 
somewh at different form of such a law , e xplicitly contr asting it with his ow n view 
that adaptations follow from a long series of adaptive c ha nges, not from a n  i n-
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herent developmental tendency. 1 4  In other words, as Darwin said in a passage 
which he felt obliged to add to l ater editions of the Origin of Species, "Natural 
Selection, or the survival of the fittest, does not necessarily include progressive 
development-it only takes advantage of such variations as arise and are bene
ficia l  to each creature under its conditions of life ."  1 5 

This being so, one is forced to wonder why D arwinism was so frequently in
terpreted as a theory which had established the view that nature 's fundamental 
l aw was a law of progressive development. Sociological explanations of a l\farxian 
or of a quasi-1\farxian sort have sometimes been offered to account for this 
phenomenon ; rn however, there are factors internal to the history of ideas which 
provide a more adequate understanding of why even Darwin himself tended 
to emphasize the progressive aspect of evolutionary processes. Among these 
factors I shall select only two for comideration. The first is to be found in the 
influence of the doctrine of the Great Chain of Being. vVhile there were those 
who fol lowed a mechanical view of nature, derived from Descartes and from 
the corpuscu larian tradition, it is probably fair to say that the doctrine of a 
Chain of Being (which had Platonic and Aristotelian sources, and was reani 
mated by Leibniz) did tend to dominate the interpretation of nature immedi
ately preceding evolutionism. According to that doctrine, all forms of l i fe were 
part of a single, continuous, hierarchical order of species; however, the actual 
hierarchy outlined by different adherents of the Chain of Being varied accord
ing to the criteria which they used in classifying resemblances and differences. 
This was true even among those who attempted to confine themselves to classi
fications based solely on specific organic structures, for their results were neces
sarily relative to the structures on which they had decided to base their classi
fication." However, most writers who employed the concept of a Chain of Being 
did not in fact confine themselves to a consideration of specific structural simi
larities; instead, the rather vague criterion of the general, over-all simplicity 
or complexity which characterized different species was a criterion which was 
widely used. 1 8  In addition, such classifications frequently introduced psychologi
cal attributes into their systems, and the most important of these attributes was 
taken to be the assumed intellectual capacities of the various species . ' "  If I am 
not mistaken, it  was the introduction of this intellectualistic criterion, and the 
correlated a;sumption that man assuredly stands at the apex of the hierarchy of 
l iving forms, that helped to conceal, for so long a time, the impossibility of 
fitting all forms of life into a single, continuous, linear pattern. "" 

Darwin's theory of the origin of species, like Lamarck's theory before it, pro
vided a new basis for the classification of a l l  living forms : clas�ifications were 
to follow genea logical relationships, and not be expected to form a single linear 
order. Thus, as we have seen, D arwin used the simi le of a great branching tree to 
suggest the relationship among the various phyla, and the successive differentia
tions into orders, families, genera, and species. The differences between his 
simile and that of a Great Chain of Being are both striking and important, and 
I should not wish to minimize them; nonetheless, there were aspects of the 
doctrine of a Great Chain of Being which Darwin sha red . Ch i ef among them 
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was the fact that when he looked upon nature as a whole, surveying the various 
forms of l i fe which Nature had produced, these forms did seem to him to present 
a picture of what was, in general ,  a hierarchical order. As he interpreted his 
simile of the Tree of Life, there existed a series of gradations from the lowest, 
simplest organisms to the highest ones. Where gradations were l acking among 
extant forms, the fossi l record filled-in countless gaps. Thus, one had spread 
out before h im an ascending graded order of forms. Darwin regarded this  
ordered series as conforming to the ser ia l  order in which the various forms of 
l ife had successively branched off from what his simile suggested to be the 
main trunk of evolutionary development. It must be remarked that thi s  verti
cal trunk, or series of centrally ascending main branches, was surely at least as 
much a function of Darwin's simile as it  was of any evidence which he had 
marshaled concerning the actual l ines of descent of the various organic forms, 
and of their geographical dispersion. The hypothetical trunk which his s imi le 
demanded, and of which a l l  organic forms were the off-shoots, performed within 
Darwin' s  theory exactly the same function as did the idea of a s ingle continuous 
hierarchy of forms in the simile of the Chain of Being: it served as a means of 
identifying the place of each type of l iving creature with relation to a l l  others . 
In this connection it i s to be noted that Darwin, no less than his  predecessors, 
constantly referred to species as "lower" or "higher" ,  and his language also 
disclosed a temporal ,  progressive note when he distinguished among "lowly" 
species and those which were "more advanced. " 2 1 

The fact that Darwin used these modes of speech and considered them to 
be wholly legitimate indicates that he thought of evolution as a single process 
of development which not only had a single source but grew in a definite direc
tion-a direction which constituted an advance over earlier growth. However, 
Darwin's expl icit rejection of a J aw of progressive development should have 
rendered this assumption suspect, unless he had been in a position to show 
that the factors of variation and of natural selection do make it inevitable that 
there should be a particular axis along which growth tends to take place. How
ever, Darwin' s own treatment of variations asserted that they occur in a l l  direc
tions, and his own use of the concept of natura l  selection made it dear that 
selection i s  always relative to a particular environment. In accordance with 
these assumptions, one would suppose that instead of having viewed evolution 
as proceeding a long one dominant vertical axis, represented by the main trunk 
of the Tree of Life, Darwin would have viewed it as developing along a variety 
of divergent axes, spreading and branching as each individual shoot developed 
along the l ines of whatever variations were most suitable to the particular cir
cumstances of its own environment. To formulate such a conception in terms 
of a single simile, one might think of the evolutionary process as having been 
l ike the spread of ground cover from a single original plant, which had sent 
shoots in a l l  directions, some of the shoots having taken new root, others having 
withered and died, and others barely surviving. I do not wish to suggest that 
such a simile would present a more accurate model of evolutionary change 
than does the conception of a single, upward-growing tree possessed of innumer-
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able branches, eac h o f  w hich, a s  it spreads, also tends to grow generally upward. 
All I wish to point out i s  t hat a simile o f  t hi s  sort i s  no le ss compatib le with 
Darwin 's theory o f  the origin o f  specie s, and with hi s di scu ssion s  o f  classi fication 
by descent, than i s  the simile whic h he actually u sed. To be sure, one o f  Darwin's 
basic convictions would have been omitted from t he simile w hich I have sug
ge sted : my suggestion contains no hint t hat evolution proceed s by a scent. T he 
fact that Darwin conceived o f  the evolutionary process, w hen he viewed it a s  
a whole, in terms o f  upward growth wa s surely in part a re sult o f  the influence 
upon him o f  t he conception o f  an a scending hierarchy o f  forms.  Thi s  concep
tion, a s  we have noted, had been built into earlier sy stems o f  classi fication, and 
it was shot t hroug h t he w hole literature o f  natural history, and was (as Lovejoy 
has shown) a dominant traditional a ssumption in Western t hought. It i s  t here
fore not surprising t hat it tended to dominate Darwin 's views w hen he spoke 
as  a descriptive naturalist, even though it had not been legitimized by t he t heory 
w hic h he had advanced to account for the origin o f  specie s. 

I turn now to a second p hilo sop hic assumption w hic h, like t he doctrine o f  t he 
Great Chain o f  Being, may be viewed a s  a source o f  Darwin 's firm conviction 
that, taken a s  a whole, Nature reveal s progressive development, not merely an 
incessant and destructive struggle for exi stence in which individual s and specie s 
ari se only to peri sh. Thi s  a ssumption was t heological in c haracter, and was ac
cepted by Darwin t hroughout hi s early and middle li fe; it was also acce pted 
by two o f  hi s staunche st de fenders, Lyell and A sa Gray, even a fter he himsel f 
had abandoned it. It consi sted in the harmonizing o f  evolution with t hei sm 
by means o f  a di stinction between God a s  "the ultimate cau se "  o f  t he world 
and t he laws of nature a s  "derivative " or "secondary " cause s. It was to t hi s  
doctrine that Darwin had recourse t hroughout t he year s w hen he was working 
on the problems which culminated in t he Origin of Species. Applying the gen
eral doctrine o f  secondary cau se s  to evolutionary biology, t he Creator did not 
separately create t he variou s specie s o f  plant s and animals, but acted t hrough 
fixed laws, t he operations o f  w hic h account for t he origin o f  new specie s. In 
thus  maintaining t he divine origin o f  all natural forms-even t hough t heir 
origin was not attributed to special creation- Darwin was committed to a belie f 
that the general pattern o f  evolutionary development mu st be progre ssive : it 
coul d not be a retrograde proce ss or a morally in di fferent one.22 

The doctrine t hat God ' s  action in t he nat ural world proceed s t hro ug h  "second
ary means" had a lineage o f  considerable authority, and one whic h Darwin 
appo sitely cited on behal f o f  hi s own views. One secs t hi s  in all t hree o f  t he 
epigraphs through whic h he introduced the Origin of Species. The first, from 
W hcwcll, was particularly relevant in a work whose aim was to account for 
t he origin o f  specie s t hrough t he continuous action o f  nature, rat her t han 
through i solated act s o f  special creation : 

But with regard to the material world, we can at least go as far as this-we can 
perceive that events are brought about not by insulated in terposi t ions of D ivine power, 
exerted in each particular case, but by the establ i shmen t of general laws. 
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The doctrine that these general laws of nature operate always in the same, fixed 
manner, and that their apparent purposelessness need not contravene belief in 
divine purpose, was clear in the second epigraph, which derived from another 
source of unexceptionable eminence, Bishop Butler : 

The only distinct meaning of the word 'natural' is s ta ted, fixed or se t t led ;  since what 
is natural as much requires and presupposes an intelligent agent to render it so, i .e . ,  to 
effect it continually or at stated times, as what is supernatural or miraculous does to 
effect it for once. 

And, finally, in defense of the thorough, patient accumulation of a detailed 
knowledge of nature's operations-and we may recall that more than twenty 
years of dedicated work had intervened between Darwin's first discovery of the 
principles of the origin of species and his publication of that book-Darwin 
cited Bacon's A dvancement of Learning: 

To conclude, therefore, let no man out of a weak conceit of sobriety, or an ill-applied 
moderation, think or maintain, that a man can search too far or be too well studied in 
the book of God's word, or in the book of God's works; divinity or philosophy; but 
rather let men endeavor an endless progress or proficience in both. 

The use of these epigraphs, and Darwin's acceptance of the doctrine of second
ary causes, cannot be considered as insincere, that is, as an attempt to adopt the 
protective coloration of orthodoxy. Not only would such an interpretation be 
wholly at odds with what we know of Darwin's character and of the history of 
his religious beliefs, but it would omit the evidence of his notebooks and of his 
two earlier draft-essays concerning the principles of the origin of species. In each 
of these places, where the question of public reaction does not arise, we find 
Darwin accepting the doctrine of secondary causes and advancing in its favor 
arguments which rest on specifically theological assumptions. For example, in 
1837 when Darwin was first moving toward transformism, the following passage 
appeared in his Note Book, and this passage was used by his son as the epigraph 
for The Foundation of the Origin of Species: 

Astronomers might formerly have said that God ordered each planet to move in its 
particular destiny. In same manner God orders each animal created with certain form 
in certain country. But how much more simple and sublime power,-let attraction act 
according to certain law, such are inevitable consequences,-let animal[s] be created, 
then by fixed laws of generation, such wil l  be their successors. 

Subsequently, the power and sublimity of God's operation through secondary 
laws was argued, and not merely asserted, in Darwin's essay of 184 2 .  There he 
pointed out that it is impossible for us to comprehend how all of the various 
organisms, with their subtle workmanship, should have arisen through the 
operation of fixed laws, and so we tend to think in terms of separate acts of cre
ation, but our inability to form such a conception does not show that these laws 
do not exist; it only serves to "exalt our notion of the power of the omniscient 
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C reator. " 23 And in addition to this argument one finds twice repeated in these 
essays the contention that it would in fact demean our notion o f  God were we 
to think he had separately c reated parasites, organisms tha t delight in c ruelty, 
animals that lay their eggs in bowels o f  other sensitive animals, etc. ; 24  whereas 
the necessary existence o f  such animals as  products o f  secondary causes does not 
do so . And it does not do so precisely because the evolutionary process considered 
as a whole is good, that is, progressive.25 

Thus, even though Darwin explicitly rejected the view that there was a law 
of  p rogressive development, his theological convictions at the time o f  formulating 
and elaborating his views concerning the origin o f  species made it necessary 
for him to hold that progre ss would inevitably follow from the fixed laws o f  
inheritance, variability, and natural selection. However, in the years immedi
ately following the publication o f  the Origin of Species, his letters to Lyell and 
to Asa Gray begin to show doubts regarding his former theistic interpretations 
o f  the laws o f  nature, and his religious position ultimately became one o f  agnos
ticism.26 Had this been his position when he was at work on the writing o f  the 
Origin of Species, it seems very doubt ful that Darwin would have been quite so 
insistent on the p rogressive character o f  the evolutionary process. 

To be sure, in the same period, others went even further than Darwin in 
affirming the inevitability o f  progressive change, a lthough they did not share 
his or iginal theological position. Spencer's name comes immediately to mind 
in this connection, and there also were materialists, such as Buchner, who sub
scribed to a similar view. To understand the basis on which the doct rine o f  the 
inevitability o f  p rogress was confidently asserted by those who lacked any theo
logical g rounds for asserting it, we must examine their views concerning the 
status to be ascribed to nature's laws. 

In general, one may say that prior to the nineteenth century the dominant 
modern view o f  the laws o f  natu re was to regard them as rep resenting the action 
o f  physical forces which had o riginally been implanted in the world by its C re
ator. For most who shared th is view (e .g., for Newton), the nature o f  these forces 
was unknowable, and it was not possible to explain why they operate as they 
do. This invincible ignorance regarding ultimate causes was entirely compatible 
with ho lding that through close observation and care ful induction men could 
discover an order among the phenomena o f  nature, and could use this knowl
edge for the improvement o f  li fe. Thus, the regularity o f  nature was taken as 
representing the rules through which divine gover nance flowed. Because o f  the 
attributes o f  God, there was every reason to hold that these rules or laws must 
be constant, at all times and places. And, o f  course, advances in the physical 
sc iences in the seventeenth and eighteenth centu ries gave evidence o f  the g reat 
generality, yet the great simplicity, o f  the means through which the varied 
phenomena o f  physical nature were governed. Viewed against this background 
it is easy to understand how the term "laws o f  nature " should have been taken 
to re fer to operative principles ingrained in nature, not to formulae discovered 
by scientists; consequently, one can also understand why it was not felt to be 
straining language to speak as i f  these laws se rved to govern actual events, and 
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that events obeyed them. 2 7 While such modes of speech are now generally re
jected, it is not without interest to note that even though a theological interpreta
tion of the laws of nature cannot be ascribed to John Stuart Mill, he attempted 
to differentiate between those successful generalizations which are merely "em
pirical laws" and "the ultimate laws of causation," that is, the basic laws of 
nature. " "  Bearing such facts in mind, if we are to understand the position which 
was characteristic even of Comte, and certainly of Spencer, we must refrain from 
interpreting the status of scientific laws in the manner suggested by Mach, or 
Poincare, or Duhem; we must at tempt to th ink ourselves back into that earlier 
tradi ti6n from which-in spi te of their pretensions-the systematic positivists and 
most evolutionists had by no means succeeded in freeing themselves. Only in this  
way can we understand why, in the nineteenth century, i t  was widely held that 
one of the basic laws of nature was a law of Progress. 

As an example of a view wh ich lies halfway between the traditional, theologi
cally oriented conception of nature's laws and those later forms of positivism 
of which l\Iach may be taken as typical, consider the posi t ion of Comte wi th 
respect to this problem. As we have noted, it was one of the basic tenets of his 
system to reject the theological interpretation of the laws of nature; he also re
jected any employment of the so-called metaphysical concept of "forces." Yet, he 
did not cavil at treating scientific laws as if necessity could unquestionably be 
attributed to the particular sequences which such laws served to describe. Comte 
never examined or sought to defend the basis on which he held this view; like 
many of his contemporaries, he seems to have taken i t  for granted that once 
one abandons the appeal to God 's purposes as a means of explaining phenomena, 
i t  becomes necessary to assume that  the reign of law is absolute. 2 9 Putting the 
matter in terms of Comte's own system, the assurance of uniformity and neces
sity in the connections among phenomena is simply a question of having passed 
beyond theological and metaphysical stages of thought, and of adopting a posi
tive, scientific point of view. What was of most importance to Comte was the 
applicat ion of this point of view to societies and to their h istories . Although 
sociology was the last of the sciences to develop, Comte hoped to show that, here 
too, one could establish uniformi ty and necessi ty-in short, that there were laws 
governing h istory. However, h is method was not one of carefully sifting specific 
historical events for resemblances and uni form sequences ; as one can see as early 
as his essay of 182 2, he was contemptuous of traditional historiography, and sought 
to promote "l'esprit  d'ensemble" (in contrast to "l'espri t de detail" ) as a means of 
discovering the large-scale patterns of development in h istory as a whole. This 
method assumed that patterns which had repeated themselves under varying 
conditions in the past would in the future repeat themselves, regardless of dif
ferences in time and in place (or, as we should say, regardless of di fferences in 
ini tial and boundary conditions) ; but th is supposi t ion only makes sense if one 
thinks of such patterns as representing laws which actually govern the events 
which mani fest or embody them. That  Comte assumed this to be the case, comes 
ou t clearly in l\ [ ill 's ch aracteri za t ion of the general method of the Comteans : 
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This method, which is now generally adopted by the most advanced thinkers on the 
Continent, consists in attempting, by a study and analysis of the general facts of history, 
to discover (what these philosophers term) the law of progress: which law, once as
certained, must according to them enable us to predict future events, just as after a few 
terms of an infinite series in algebra we are able to detect the principle of regularity 
in their formation, and to predict the rest of the series to any number of terms we 
please.3 0  

Precisely the same point of view was adopted by Spencer. Like Comte, he took 
it to be the task of scientific sociology to discover the laws governing the develop
ment of societies, and for this purpose he attached little value to traditional 
forms of historiography, which he regarded as vitiated by concern for the effects 
of individual actions, rather than a concern for the operations of general laws. 3 1 

To be sure, there were a number of fundamental d ifferences between the positions 
of Comte and of Spencer regarding the relations of sociology to the other sciences, 
and also regarding the nature of scientific explanation. However, both insisted 
that social change was governed by law, that its direction was uni form, and that 
it proceeded in that direction by necessity ;  it was this convergence in their 
doctrines that was of great importance in establishing a mode of thought basic to 
Social Evolutionism. 

The conception of laws as governing phenomena and necessitating the direc
tion of their change is evident throughout Spencer's work; however, it is perhaps 
most readily documented in his autobiographical sketch of the stages through 
which his formulation of a general law of Progress developed. 32 The passage in 
which he describes these stages begins : 

In the narrative of my boyhood I pointed out that I early became obsessed by the 
idea of causation, 

and it continues, 

. . .  there grew up in me a tacit belief that whatever occurred had its assignable cause 
of a comprehensible kind. Such notions as uniformity of law and an established order, 
were of course not then entertained [by me] ; but the kind of thinking into which I had 
been led, and which was in part natural to me, prepared the way for the acceptance 
of such notions in due time. 

In the following pages, Spencer reviewed his earlier works and outlined the de
velopment of his  views regarding a single, uniform law of necessary progress. He 
employed such statements as : 

The doctrine of the universality of natural causation, has for its inevitable corollary 
the doctrine that the Universe and all things in it have reached their present forms 
through successive stages physically necessitated . . . . 

and 

In Proper Sphere of Governmen t ,  there was shown an unhesitating belief that the 
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phenomena of both individual life and social life, conform to law . . . .  Eight years later 
increased consistency and defini teness were given to these views in Social Statics . . . .  
Everything was referred to the unvarying course of causation, no less uniform in the 
spheres of life and mind than in the sphere of inanimate existence. 

This view of the uniformity and the necessity to be found in nature and society 
was not in the least softened or altered in subsequent passages ; indeed, it was 
made more explicit as Spencer traced the further stages leading up to his mature 
conception of his law of development, which he associated with "those ultimate 
laws of force similarly traceable throughout all orders of existence. "  

Unless i t  i s  recognized that there i s  this form of developmental necessitarianism 
in Spencer's doctrine-a necessitarianism which is extremely remote from the 
views of cause and of law which were subsequently associated with critical 
positivism-it is not possible to understand how he could have justified the ap
plication of one and the same law to al l  aspects of nature and society .  This 
Spencerian belief is what can best be described as "total evolutionism. " In using 
the term total evolutionism I wish to designate a doctrine even more comprehen
sive than one which attempts to show that there has been a constant process of 
evolutionary change from the origin of our solar system, through the history of 
the earth, the development of all forms of plant an animal life, man's develop
ment of increased mental abilities, and, finally, the development of societies. In 
addition to all this, Spencer promulgated the thesis that exactly the same pattern 
of development as can be traced within each of the individual series, and which 
can also be traced in the larger series taken as a single whole, will be found to 
obtain with respect to all of the more specific phenomena which they include. 
For example, the very same principle which was held to apply to the history of 
the sequence of societies was also held to apply to the development of the in
dividual societies included within that series ; furthermore, it was held to apply 
to all of the various aspects of the culture of societies, so that each of these 
aspects revealed a comparable developmental order, and each aspect within any 
given society also revealed the same order. Thus, in Spencer' s  total evolutionism 
-as in Leibniz' system of monads-each aspect of the whole obeys the same all
pervasive law, and each may be said to be part of a single, immensely dense series 
progressively unfolding. 

This total evolutionism was explicitly formulated by Spencer in 1857 in an 
essay entitled "Progress :  Its Law and Cause. " In it he took his clue regarding the 
law of development from the growth of individual plants and animals, and he 
formulated this law as "an advance from homogeneity of structure to hetero
geneity of structure. "  He then stated it as his purpose to show 

. . .  that this law of organic progress is the law of all progress. Whether it be in the 
development of the Earth, in the development of Life upon its surface, in the develop· 
ment of Society, of Government, of Manufactures, of Commerce, of Language, 
Literature, Science, Art, this same evolution of the simple into the complex, through 
successive differentiations, holds throughout. 3 3  

In fact, in his A u tob iography Spencer attempted to show that the same law even 
applied to the progressive development of his own system of philosophy ! 34 
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It should b e  obvious that there are grave difficulties i n  offering any account of 
a causal factor which could plausibly be held to be responsible for total evolu
tion: yet Spencer sought to offer such an account in terms of the laws of the 
persistence and transformation of force. 35 However, it seems wildly implausible 
to hold that this causal factor could not only account for the behavior of physical 
systems, but could be applied to the history of languages-unless, of course, 
Spencer could find some intervening laws of connection between changes in, say, 
syntax, and those physical principles of the transformation of energy which 
govern the human organism. This was not at all the method which Spencer any
where employed. Rather, his method was to survey the characteristics of a series 
of changes in order to "ascertain the character common to these modifications
the law to which they all conform." 36 This method was based upon his unalterable 
conviction that all phenomena must be governed by some one universal and 
uniform law. To find such a law, he thought it adequate to proceed as Comte had 
done: he sought some overt pattern of change which repeated itself in many 
different types of instance, and he attempted to show through an examination of 
further cases that this pattern was far more regular than would at first appear. 
On the assumption that nature's laws are uniform and constantly operative, the 
more instances of the same pattern of change one could find, the more surely 
they represented a basic law of nature. Thus Spencer sought confirmation of the 
law's universality in wider and wider ranges of phenomena. On the assumption 
that nature always operates in one and the same manner, the more remote were 
the observed instances, the more they added strength to his law. For example, in 
the chapter of First Principles in which he advanced his "Law of Evolution" in 
its most basic form, we find him citing a series of the most disparate instances, 
moving from the evolution of our sidereal system to the progressive integration 
which he regarded as characterizing the history of music :  in each of these areas 
he found that the universal law of progressive development was confirmed. 37  

I believe that it may be desirable to make just one further remark concerning 
Spencer's method, in order to elucidate the difference between it and what may be 
termed the standard method of generalizing in the empirical sciences. The stand
ard method presupposes that laws of great generality represent the operation of 
factors which can only be uncovered through analysis, and are not given in direct 
inspection. The basis for this methodological conviction lies in experience, since 
generalizations based on a collection of resembling instances have always been 
found to admit of exceptions, if the generalizations are stated with sufficient ac
curacy; and, in science, a law is not to be accepted if it admits of exceptions. (The 
dictum, "Exceptions prove the rule," is wholly correct-but only correct-if the 
verb "prove" is taken in its proper sense of "test.") Thus, any law of the requisite 
generality will presumably have to relate abstract aspects of concrete events, and 
not attempt to summarize the characteristi cs of the events themselves. It was 
precisely here that both Comte and Spencer failed. For while each thought it 
legitimate to infer from observed instances to further instances on the basis of 
resemblances and the postulate of nature's uni formity, they concerned themselves 
only with what may best be termed physiognomic resemblances, and not with an 
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analysis of the multiplicity of factors present in the concrete cases with which 
they sought to deal . " '  So convinced was each of the law of progression which he 
had found, that he did not regard it as counting against his view when negative 
instances, in the form of a lack of progression, or even retrogression, appeared.39 

The uniformity of nature, and the host of examples of what had been progressive 
change in the past, were taken as sufficient to establish the direction in which 
further change was bound to proceed. 

The doctrine that all aspects of reality did change, and changed in accordance 
with law, was taken to be the necessary upshot of the new, historically oriented 
sciences. We have already noted Engels's insistence on this point, and John Fiske, 
one of Spencer's American disciples, was no less emphatic : 

Now, what does all this drift of scientific opinion during more than two centuries 
mean? It can, of course, have but one meaning. It means that the world is in a process 
of development, and that gradually, as advancing knowledge has enabled us to take a 
sufficiently wide view of the world, we have come to see that it is so. The old statical 
conception of a world created all at once in its present shape was the result of a very 
narrow experience . . . .  Now that our experience has widened, it is outgrown and set 
aside forever; it is replaced by a dynamical conception of a world in a perpetual 
process of evolution from one state into another state . . . .  \,Ve can no more revert to the 
statical conception than we can turn back the sun in his course. \,Vhatever else the 
philosophy of future generations may be, it must be some kind of a philosophy of 
evolution.4" 

Should the reader be amused at Fiske's failure to foresee that philosophy itself 
might soon take quite a different turn, it would be because he has not yet under
stood the extent to which evolutionism seemed to demand that there be a law 
of directional change. Fiske would assuredly not have thought of his own system 
-or of any similar system-as being in any sense final : what was precluded was 
only that men should ever retrogress to a point where the direction in which 
change had thus far proceeded would suddenly be reversed. Fiske himself was not 
a necessitarian, 4 1 but the idea of controlling, directional laws was part of what he 
took to be the lesson of the sciences. Similarly, among quasi-materialists such as 
Haeckel ,  or materialists such as Biichner and Engels, there was a dogmatic as
surance that the direction of change was not only necessary but was universal and 
irreversible. ' "  Even among those whose views were not dominated by philosophic 
preconceptions to the same extent (such as Andrew Carnegie and Benjamin Kidd), 
the idea of a necessary, progressive evolutionary development of society seemed 
to be demanded by the laws which had already brought about other forms of 
evolutionary change . 4 3 
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It is obvious that those aspects of the theory of biological evolution which we 
have discussed, as well as the prevalence of a belief in an overriding law of 
historical development, would have been sufficient to engender a theory of Social 
Evolution. However, that theory, as it developed in the latter part of the nine
teenth century, was also fed by other interests and streams of thought. Among 
these was an interest in comparative law, an interest in the discovery and inter
pretation of prehistoric artifacts, and an increasing interest in the systematic and 
comparative study of the beliefs and practices of "the uncivilized races. "  These 
interests were not, of course, wholly new. As we have noted, throughout the latter 
part of the eighteenth century, there had been attempts to formulate a compre
hensive view of human hi story and human progress, and such attempts neces
sarily presupposed some beliefs-however vague--concerning the early history of 
mankind. In addition, in the latter part of the eighteenth century, particularly in 
France and in Scotland, political and social philosophers had attempted to answer 
specific questions concerning early human history in a more precise way than had 
formerly been done. While such questions were not entirely neglected during the 
first half of the ninteenth century, they had become less prominent. Nevertheless, 
they suddenly came to occupy one of the main centers of interest and debate 
among social theorists. This interest can be seen in an amazing series of works 
written by men trained in the law who attempted to reconstruct the nature of 
ancient law, with special reference to kinship, marriage, and property relations. 
The materials for such studies were, at first, largely drawn from Greek and 
Roman sources and supplemented by references to contemporary "savage" tribes, 
with the latter materials gradually taking on ascendency. As examples of such 
works and of the rapidity with which they followed one another, only the follow
ing need be mentioned : Henry Maine's  A ncien t Law ( 186 1) ,  Bachofen's Das 
Mut terrech t ( 186 1), McLennan 's Primi t ive Marriage ( 1865), and Lewis H. Mor
gan ' s  studies of kinship, which had begun with his earlier analysis of the Iroquoi s  
and which he developed systematically over many years, publishing Systems of 
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Consangu in i ty and Affin ity in 1 87 1  and A ncien t Society in 1877 .  Furthermore, 
these legal ly oriented works were by no means the only studies which, within this 
brief span of years, dealt  wi th  q uest ions of the early hi s tory of mankind . For ex
ample, both Tylor ' s  Resea rch es in t o  t h e  Ear ly His tory of Ma n k i n d  and Lubbock's 
Pre-Historic Timt's were, like McLennan's work, published in 1865 ; Darwin's 
Descen t of Ma n an<l Tylor's P1·im i t ive C u l tu re were both published in 1 871 ,  the 
same year as l\ Iorgan's Systems of Consanguin i ty a n d  A ffin i ty.  Thus ,  questions of 
social evolut ion came into promi nence only very shortly after the Origin of 
Species had been publ ished . However, i t  is necessary to repeat that some of these 
studies-and particularly those deriving from comparative law-were wholly 
independent of Darwinian theory or of any prior form of evolutionary theory in 
biology. It i s  striking, for example, that as late as 1877 ,  in A ncien t Socie ty ,  when 
Morgan was forced to speculate on the characteristics of man in his earliest state, 
he twice made reference to Lucretius but mentioned Darwin only  once; and this 
reference was only for the purpose of rejecting Darwin's qui te cogent argument 
that promiscui t y  was not likely to have been the earl iest stage in the relations be
tween the sexes in human life. 1 Thus, i t  is indisputable that full-fledged theories 
of social evolution could be held, and were held, qui te independently of any 
reference to evolut ionary theory in biology. 

On the other hand, some discussions of early man were very closely l inked wi th 
topics connected wi th the theory of biological evolut ion. In the first place, the 
dating of the archaeological discoveries of early stone implements was connected 
with evolutionary theory, for i t  rested on simi lar interpretations of geological and 
paleontological evidence. Thus it is not surprising to find that evolutionists took 
the keenest interest in questions relating to the authentici ty  of the discoveries of 
Boucher de Perthes at Abbeville, Falconer, Lyell, and Lubbock, among many 
others, having gone to examine the s i te i tself. The authentication of these dis
coveries immediately extended the period during which human beings, as makers 
of tools, had assuredly existed, thus allowing more t ime to be assigned for the 
gradual processes of social evolut ion. 2 The evolutionary context in which this 
archaeological evidence was discussed is especially clear in Lubbock's Pre-Historic 
Times, for Lubbock was a natural ist and a Darwinian ;  and in the concluding 
chapter of that book-a discussion greatly admired by Darwin3-the evidences of 
this connection were unmistakable. 

However, there was a second connection between evolutionary theory in 
biology and social evolutionism which was even more important than the dis
covery that primi tive man was a contemporary of animals long extinct. This was 
the need to establish some continui t y  between the mental attributes of the higher 
animals and those characteristics which could account for man's development of 
a social form of existence, and for the gradual expansion of social life until i t  
included the whole range of culture. This was all the more important since, as we 
have seen, the Darwinian view of the mechanisms of evolutionary change de
manded that such change should proceed by extremely small variations and very 
slow modification as to type. To show the possibi l i ty of establishing these very 
slight gradations between the higher animals and the ruder savages was the task 
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wh ich Darwin set h im sel f  in the Descent of Man. It must be recogn ized, however, 
that ne ither Darwin nor Lubbock linked organic and human evolut ion into a 
s ing le ind issoluble sy stem, as Spencer had done. And the most care fu l  and in 
fluent ial invest igator o f  cu ltural deve lopment , E. B. Tylor, expl ic itly separated 
h is own theory o f  progression as it appl ied to the e lements in culture from "the 
modern naturalist 's doctrine o f  progress ive development," on the grounds that 
ne ither h is method nor the ev idence ava ilab le to h im were "su itable for the d is
cuss ion o f  th is remoter part o f  the problem o f  c iv il izat ion."• Nonethe less, h is 
method d id in fact const itute a most strik ing parallel to the method which 
Darwin had appl ied to questions concern ing the or ig in o f  spec ies, as one can 
note when Tylor says: 

A first step in the study of civilization is to dissect i t  into details, and to classify 
these in their proper groups . . . .  What this task is l ike, may be almost perfectly 
illustrated by comparing these details of culture with the species of plants and animals 
as studied by the naturalist. To the ethnographer, the bow and arrow is a species, the 
habit of flattening children's skulls is a species, the practice of reckoning numbers by 
tens is a species. The geographical distribution of these things, and their transmission 
from region to region, have to be studied as the naturalist studies the geography of his 
botanical and zoological species.5 

Th is paral le lism should not be taken as estab lish ing an influence o f  Darw in ian 
theory on Tylor 's thought; nor, on the other hand, should it be construed as 
acc idental. Rather, wherever one finds an attempt to establ ish soc ial evo lut ionism 
on an empir ical bas is, one finds important methodological assumpt ions s im ilar to 
those by means o f  wh ich Darwin had e stabl ished h is theory o f  the or ig in o f  
spec ies. Thus, in addit ion to some instances o f  a d irect influence o f  Darwinism 
on soc ial evo lution ism, there was an important, ind irect, methodolog ical in 
fluence: the tr iumph o f  the comparative method in b io logy led to a wholesa le and 
somet imes uncr it ical use o f  it in soc iology. Even for those w ho d id not regard 
soc ia l evo lut ion as part o f  a s ingle and total evolut ionary process, and even when 
its truth was not taken to be a coro llary o f  Darwin ism, it was w idely be l ieved that 
the only sc ient ifically correct way o f  understand ing man 's h istory was through the 
use o f  the comparative method, in which d ifferent soc iet ies were seen as repre
sent ing d ifferent stages in human development." It is to a cons iderat ion o f  th is 
assumed paral le lism between the comparat ive method in b io logy and in anthro
po logy that I now turn. 

As we have noted, the only ev idence wh ich it was pos sible to muster concern 
ing the or ig in o f  b io logical species was ind irect in character: it cons isted in in 
ferences drawn from the d istr ibut ion o f  resembl ing forms o f  p lant and animal 
l i fe, from paleontolog ical ev idence, from the ex istence o f  rud imentary or vest ig ia l 
organs, and from the embryolog ical deve lopment o f  the more complex forms o f  
an ima l l ife .  In the case o f  cu ltural change, however, there was a great dea l o f  
ev idence which was far more d irect, since wr itten records, and other cultural 
art ifacts, made it poss ib le to trace many o f  the very rad ical changes in pract ices 
and bel ie fs which  had occurred in the course o f  human h istory. Neverthe less, th is 
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information was restricted in scope. For example, l ittle could be discovered con
cerning those earliest men, whose primitive stone tools gave the merest sugges
tions concerning their form of l i fe. Furthermore, wh i le explorers, missionaries, 
sai lors, and travelers brought back reports concerning the customs of a host of 
savage tribes, there was a l ack of knowledge concerning the earl ier h istory of 
these peoples : accurate information concerning their origins was not avai lable, 
and it was not possible to know what the beliefs and practices of their own 
ancestors had been.7 Thus, the h istorical record was wholly  inadequate as a basis 
for corn,tructing a general history of mankind ; if such a history were to be con
structed it, l ike evolutionary theory in biology ,  would have to rest on indirect 
evidence. 

Now, the assumption that it should be possible to construct a general history of 
mankind which would include all peoples, regardless of race and of the specific 
characteristics of their culture, did not face the initial obstacles which had to be 
faced by the theory of biological evolution. As compared with the enormous dif
ferences to be found in the various species of plants and animals, the biological 
characteristics of man were so similar that it seemed necessary to assume that all 
of the various peoples of the earth were related to one another.8 The problem 
then became one of accounting for both the simi larities in the cultures of various 
groups and for the differences among them. In general ,  two theories vied for 
ascendancy : one assumed an original common level of cu lture in all groups, with 
the present state of non-civ i l ized races being clue to retrogression from an earl ier, 
higher stage of civilization; the other was a progressionist theory, according to 
which the earliest human forebears started in an extremely primitive condition, 
that there had been gradual progress, but that not all races had evolved to the 
same extent. It is somewhat surprising today to note the extent to which leading 
anthropologists regarded it as necessary to combat the theory of retrogression. 
Not only was that theory logically vulnerable at many points, as Tylor showed, 
but almost no positive evidence could be mustered in support of it . "  A progres
sionist view, on the contrary, could cal l on the history of technology, as revealed 
through archaeological findings, to establish what one might have thought could 
not be doubted: that there had been a gradua l  accumulation of ski l ls  from pre
historic times to the present. However, whi le it was a relatively simple matter to 
trace the main outl ines of the earliest forms of technological development in 
various parts of the world, the problem of tracing the development of the non
material aspects of culture was more difficult. To be sure, the arti facts which were 
found permitted conjectures concerning the ski l ls  which underlay their manu
facture, and from these arti facts, plus other remains, inferences could be drawn 
concerning the domestication of animals, the types of foodstuffs which were 
presumably eaten, and the l ike. While this evidence was more conjectural and 
less detai led than the palcontological evidences for evolutionary theory in biology 
had been, it was qu ite sol id  as far as it went. Nevertheless, its scope was severely 
l imited with respect to the inferences it could y ield .  

To trace a process of cu ltural evolution, whether in the materia l  or the non
material aspects of culture, the archaeologica l method which consi sted i n  compar-
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ing items which were found, so to speak, at different "chronological levels," had 
to be supplemented by comparisons which suggested a geographical spread over 
time. It will be recalled that one of the methods by which Darwin had laid the 
foundation for his hypothesis concerning the origin of species was through trac
ing resemblances among the forms of life to be found in neighboring regions, 
with particular reference to his observations on the Galapagos Islands. The view 
that specimens which might otherwise have been regarded as constituting distinct 
species were really varieties, having a common ancestry, was argued on the basis 
of a combination of their close resemblances and their geographical distribution. 
This method, which was independent of paleontological evidence, was precisely 
the same as the method that was now used in some areas of the cultural domain. 
In fact, in philology it had already been used before Darwin in tracing genea
logical connections among the Aryan (lndo-European) languages, and Darwin 
had cited this example in connection with the theory of organic evolution itself. 1 0 

The same method now came to be successfully used in tracing relationships 
among many different cultural phenomena. The results did not immediately 
establish a great body of information concerning the earliest forms of man's 
social life, and even with respect to tools and basic techniques the possibility of 
multiple independent origins posed a major problem which had not really ex
isted with respect to evolutionary theory in biology. Only the gradual, systematic 
accumulation of evidence could help to overcome these difficulties. In the mean
time, however, Tylor-who had contributed very greatly to the formulation of 
the evidence in a variety of fields, and who recognized the difficulties in the inter
pretation of this evidence1 1-formulated the concept of "survivals," which served 
as an analogue in cultural matters to the role played by rudimentary or vestigial 
organs in the sphere of biology.1 2  These survivals he defined as "processes, 
customs, opinions, and so forth, which have been carried on by force of habit into 
a new state of society different from that in which they had their original home, 
and they thus remain as proofs and examples of an older condition of culture out 
of which a newer has been evolved." 1 3 In the third and fourth chapters of Primi
t ive Cul ture ,  Tylor gave a host of examples in which survivals served to establish 
historical connections which no one would be likely to challenge. However, in 
some of these examples, and in similar instances in his Researches in to the  Early 
History of Mankind, he used the concept of a survival in a way which is quite 
obviously suspect. I shall illustrate this dubious use by the example with which 
his Researches opens. 

In the first paragraph of that book Tylor suggests that the jeweled earrings 
worn by modern European women are to be understood through relating them to 
forms of decoration which are to be found among contemporary primitive 
peoples, such as "the rings and bones and feathers thrust through the cartilage of 
the nose; the weights that pull the slit ears in long nooses to the shoulders," etc. 
Thus, he remarks, "the modern earring of the higher nations stands not as a 
product of our own times, but as a relic of a ruder mental condition. " Now, what 
is here of interest is not the question of whether, without further ado, the modern 
earring is to be understood by placing it in a particular lineage of development, 
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nor whether it actually conforms to Tylor 's own later definition of a survival. 
What is of importance to note is his assumption, as illustrated in this example, 
that practices to be found among contemporary primitive peoples are to be taken 
as reliable indices regarding the practices characteristic of the remote ancestors 
of modern European man . 

Tylor was not, of course, alone in making this assumption; it had been taken 
over from earlier speculative philosophers of history, it was accepted by those 
concerned with comparative law, with systematic sociology, and with interpreting 
the archaeological data concerning pre-history. For example, this methodological 
assumption was perfectly explicit in the full title of Lubbock 's book: Pre-Historic 
Times, as Illustra ted by A ncient  Remains and the Manners and Customs of 
Modern Savages. And in that work Lubbock, taking his cue from the methods of 
evolutionary theory in biology, said: 

Deprived, therefore, as regards this period [of pre-history] , of any assistance from 
history . . .  the archaeologist is free to follow the methods which have been so successfully 
pursued in geology-the rude bone and stone implemen ts of bygone ages being to the 
one what the remains of extinct animals are to the other. The analogy may be pursued 
even farther than this. Many mammalia which are extinct in Europe have representatives 
still living in other countries. Much light is thrown on our fossil pachyderms, for 
instance, by the species which still inhabi t  some parts of Asia and Africa; the secondary 
marsupials are illustrated by their existing representatives in Australia and South 
America; and in the same manner, if we wish clearly to understand the antiqui ties of 
Europe, we must compare them with the rude implements and weapons still, or until 
lately, used by the savage races in other parts of the world. In fact, the van Damiener 
and South A merican are to the an tiquary what the opossum and the sloth are to 
the geologist .14 

Now, I do not wish to suggest that Lubbock allo wed this analogy to distort his 
account of contemporary primitive societies, nor that he introjected into 
genuinely prehistoric times too many speculative conjectures derived from con
temporary sources. And Tylor explicitly mentioned the dangers of thinking tha t 
the condi tions of life among "the savage tribes of modern times " must in all 
respects resemble the conditions which may have obtained in the early history of 
the human race. 1 5 Others, however, had been less cautious. In his e ssay on "Prog
ress: Its Law and Cause," and throughout his later work, Herbert Spencer as
sumed that he could reconstruct the early social organization of man in terms of 
his general law of evolution, and that he could actually document the truth of 
that law through reference to contemporary primitive societies. Similarly, Comte 
had believed that one of the means through which h e  could establish his law of 
the three stages was by using the comparative method with respect to presently 
existing societies, among them contemporary primitive societies. 16 The underlying 
principle of this speculative method of a rational reconstruction of human history 
has never been more clearly expressed than by McLennan, who-in speaking of 
the tribes of Central Africa, the wilds of America, the hills of India, and the 
islands of the Pacific-said: 

These facts of to-day are, in a sense, the most ancient history. In the sciences of law 
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and socie ty, old means not old in chronology but in structure : that  is most archaic 
which l ies nearest to the beginning of human progress considered as  a development, 
and that is most modern which is farthest remm ecl from tha t beginn ing." 

99 

A partial justification for classifying this widely scattered set of contemporary 
primitive societies with what :\IcLennan identified as the primitive stage of 
barbarism is to be found in the fact that written language does not appear in 
either. Of course, other similarities, such as the degree of development of various 
forms of technology, can be found. However, in order to reconstruct the history 
of the human race in terms of traits exhibited by contemporary primitive 
societies, these societies must themselves be graded in serial order. Although he 
invoked examples drawn from Africa, America, Asia, and the islands of the 
Pacific, McLennan did not believe that there were any serious obstacles to dis
covering such an order. In this connection, he said : 

The preface of general history must be compiled from the materials presen ted by 
barbari sm. Happily, if we may say so, these ma terials are abundant .  So unequally has 
the species been clevelopecl, tha t  almost every conceivable phase of progress may be 
studied, as somewhere observed and recorded . And thus the phi losopher, fenced from 
mistake, as to the order of development, by the i n tercon nection of the stages and their 
shading in to one another by gentle gradations ,  may draw a clear and decided outline of 
the course of human progress i n  times long an teceden t  to those to wh ich even phi lology 
can make reference . 1 8 

In short, he was willing to assume that one did not need actual chronological 
evidence to classify societies in an order which showed how they had developed 
from the earliest to the latest. 

Precisely the same mistaken assumption was made in l\Iorgan's A n cie n t  Society : 
a classificatory system by means of which social institutions were compared was 
taken as representing the chronological order in which they had actually de
veloped. The mistake in this view may be easily recognized when one reflects on 
the following statement made by Morgan in his chapter on "The Sequence of 
Institutions Connected with the Family" : 

Like the successive geological formations, the tribes of ma nkind may be arranged , 
according to the ir rela tive condi tions, i n to rnccessive stra ta .  \Vhen thus arranged, they 
reveal wi th some degree of certa i n ty the ent ire range of huma n progress from savagery 
to civiliza tion .1 0  

Geological strata are known to be formed by processes following a definite 
chronological order, and the fossils and skeletons and artifacts contained in them 
can be dated according to the objective order in which the various strata were 
laid down. However, in the case of "arranging" presently existing tribes in a 
linear order of development "according to their relative conditions," no such 
objective measure of sequence is given. In other words, before one should assume 
that a process of development has proceeded in one direction rather than another, 
or that it has always proceeded in the same direction, it is necessary to have 
independent eYidenre regarding the chronological order of t he data which con-
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firm that development; and this is evidence which Morgan did not possess. 2° The 
point is so obvious that it now seems surprising that an investigator as dedicated 
and rigorous as Morgan actually was, should have been betrayed into so elemen
tary an error ; yet, one finds at least traces of precisely the same error in the far 
more cautious and penetrating treatment of the evolutionary problem in Tylor's 
Primit ive Cul ture. 

The primary reason why such errors occurred i s  to be found in the presence of 
assumptions regarding progress which were analogous to the assumptions which 
had led Darwin and others to look upon biological evolution as being inherently 
progressive in its over-all tendency. However, there was one additional factor in 
the case of social evolutionism which cal ls for special mention: it was the error 
of comparing the mental and emotional attributes of the adult members of so
called savage tribes with the mental and emotional attributes of chi ldren. It is 
surprising how frequently such a comparison was made. Even Tylor, who em
ployed the comparison with considerable caution, attempting to remain close to 
facts concerning uses of language, methods of counting, and the l ike, introduced 
the topic with the following remarks :  

The trite comparison of savages t o  "grown-up children" is in the main a sound one, 
though not to be carried out too strictly. In the unciv ilized American or Polynesian, the 
strength of body ar.d force of character of a grown man are combined with a mental 
development in many respects not beyond that of a young child of a civilized race . . . .  
Few educated Europeans ever thoroughly realize the fact, that they have once passed 
through a condition of mind from which races at a lower state of c iv ilization never 
fully emerge ; but this is certainly the case, and the European child playing with i ts  doll 
furnishes the key to several of the mental phenomena which disti nguish the highly 
cultivated races of mankind from those lower in the scale. 2 1  

When the capacities of  savages are compared with those of  chi ldren, it is easy 
to draw the further inference that their capacities also throw l ight on the nature 
of early man, for it had been widely assumed-as we have already noted in the 
case of Comte-that the stages through which civi l i zation passes must resemble 
the stages through which the individual passes in his development toward 
maturity. In biology, such an assumption seemed to have been more than an 
analogy, and to have been established as a fact through the evolutionary interpre
tation of embryology-a fact summarized in the doctrine that ontogeny re
capitulates phylogeny. The confusing merger of the latter principle with a com
parison of the mentalities of savages and chi ldren can be seen in the following 
passage from Lubbock : 

Savages have often been likened to children, and the compari son is not only correct ,  
but also highly instructive. Many naturalists consider tha t the early cond it ion of the 
individual indicates that of the race,-that the best test of the affini ties of a species 
are the stages through which it passes. So also it is in the case of  man ; the l i fe of  each 
individual is an epi tome of the history of the race, and the gradual development of 
the child illustrates that of the species. 2 2  
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Here Lubbock assumes that contemporary savages represent the early history of 
mankind, and that the principle of ontogeny repeating phylogeny therefore 
clinches one's right to compare the capabilities of children and of savages. How
ever, it should have been obvious to a collector of pre-historic artifacts that the 
characteristics of early man could not possibly have been similar to those of a 
European child of the nineteenth century. Furthermore, he was aware of various 
talents possessed by primitive peoples of contemporary times which were suf
ficiently unusual to evoke astonishment on the part of European travelers ; for 
example, he discussed the skill of Australian natives in their use of spears and 
boomerangs, a skill which must have been paralleled in constructing these imple
ments. To compare adults who possessed such talents with children of our own 
civiliza t ion would seem to be wholly arbitrary. However, like others of his gene
ration, Lubbock was thoroughly dominated by the conviction that  there had been 
a single progressive direction in evolutionary change, and this conviction fostered 
the view that contemporary savages represented what  were only the first stages of 
evolutionary change, just as a child represents only a stage in the individual's 
intellectual, emotional, and moral development . 2 3  It is the assumptions underly
ing this progressive conception of evolutionary development that I now wish to 
examine. 

As we noted in the case of Darwin, the interpretation of biological evolution 
as a progressive development was not primarily a function of the specific 
mechanisms by means of which he had explained the origin of species, but grew 
out of his at tempt to gain a synoptic view of the total history of life upon the 
earth . Such was also the case with respect to the theory of social evolution. Tha t 
theory, as it had developed prior to the nineteenth century, and as it flourished in 
that century, was not primarily concerned with tracing the specific changes in 
particular societies, nor with the histories of particular races or cultural com
munities ; rather, it a t tempted to survey the whole of human development .  In the 
latter half of the nineteenth century this was taken to mean tracing the intel
lectual and cultural evolution of man from the earliest times when human beings 
evolved from higher mammalian forms to the present state of civilization in 
Western Europe. 

In tracing this course of development there were, as we have seen, close 
parallels between the paleontological evidence for organic evolution and archaeo
logical evidence concerning the early development of technology. What is un
mistakable concerning this technological development is that, from a stage at 
which all tools were "rude," "simple," and "primitive," they had developed in 
refinement, complexity, and efficiency ; furthermore, this developmental tendency 
was not only obvious as a result of the archaeological investigations of prehistoric 
t imes, but was clearly evident within the course of recorded history. In addition, 
all of the evidence suggested that the accumula tion of new tools to satisfy diverse 
needs had been continuing at an accelera ting ra te. This point was stressed by 
Lyell and la ter by Morgan, each of whom cla imed tha t the movement could be 
assumed to be proceeding at a rate of increa se approximating geometrical pro-
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portions.2 4  Thus, in so far as the development of technology was concerned, there 
was scarcely any room for doubt that, considering it from an over-all point of 
view, there had been, and was continuing to be, progress. 

,,Vith respect to this progressive development, there were at least two points at 
which it suggested a comparison with Darwin's conception of the over-all pattern 
of evolutionary development. In the first place, there had in general been an 
obvious growth from simplicity toward complexity along the axis of time: the 
earliest artifacts, taken as a group, were far simpler in structure than those which 
had come late in the historical development of man, just as the earliest fossils 
indicated simplicity of structure as compared with such late developments as the 
primates. In the second place, some of the implements which were in use among 
some primitive tribes closely resembled implements which could be dated as 
having existed very early in human history ; thus, like the still extant branches of 
some of the earliest forms of plant and animal life, these tribes were taken as 
representing an early stage in what had in most cases been a general develop
mental process. 

Now, assuming these parallels to have been influential (as there is no reason to 
doubt that we should), 2 "  it readily becomes apparent why it was thought that 
contemporary primitive societies could be regarded as representing an earlier 
stage in the cultural life of man. Not only was their technology simpler, but the 
absence of written language and the existence of only rudimentary forms of 
arithmetical reckoning-to mention only two further items-suggested a com
parison between their present state and the earlier stages through which mankind 
must, at one time, have passed. It then became incumbent upon the social evolu
tionist to arrange these tribes in a serial order, according to the places which they 
had occupied in a similar development of forms of marriage, property relation
ships, religious beliefs, and the like. However, it must again be recalled that 
evolutionary theory demands that one establish the existence of genealogical 
connections, not merely that resemblances should be found. Here the social 
evolutionist encountered grave difficulties, for evidence as to the earlier forms of 
these institutions was not, in most cases, available. To be sure, there were mate
rials through which the historical backgrounds of European institutions could be 
traced, for example, through classical and biblical sources ; and such knowledge 
was also becoming increasingly available with respect to even more ancient 
civilizations. While this was in many cases sufficient to establish particular pat
terns of developmental connection, it could not possibly prove that wherever 
there were resembling institutions there must have been genealogical connections. 
To be sure, in biology the mechanisms of evolution made it likely that marked 
resemblances were to be attributed to such connections, even though D arwin did 
acknowledge that there might be contrary cases in which convergence had taken 
place . " "  In the case of soda! evolution, however, there was no equally convincing 
single, or unified, theory of the mechanisms of institutional change ; as a con
sequence, resemblances should not have been taken as decisive indices of his
torical connections, and an ordering of societies from the supposetl ly most simple 
to the most complex should not have been taken as indicative of the order in 
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which social evolutio n had in fact taken place . I n  short, even for those who took 
the Darwinian theory a s  justi fying a progressive i nterpretation of evolution-an 
interpretation epitomized i n  Darwin ' s  own simile of the Tree of Life-there was 
insu fficient evidence to show that there had been a n  a nalogou s deve lopment , 
which was order ly and progre ssive, in  the hi story of man' s  social Iife. 2 7 We must 
there fore ask on  what pre suppositio ns thi s convictio n ultimately re sted .  I fi nd 
these to have been two: one might be called a spiritual i nterpretation o f  man's  
nature , and the other a convictio n that there was consi stency and u niformity i n  
all things, human a s  well a s  non-human. The se two presuppositions may fairly be 
said to parallel the two presuppositions which we fou nd to be basic in a pro 
gre ssivist i nterpretatio n of biological evolutio n. I n  that ca se, a s  we saw i n  Darwin, 
there was a theological motivatio n for a belief that the new, evolving forms o f  
life had higher significance than those out of which they arose; there wa s al so 
the presupposition that whatever tendencie s one fi nds u niformly repeated i n  a 
sequence of event s  must be taken a s  expressive of u nderlying laws which serve to 
govern the direction of change. To be sure, the spiritual i nterpretation of man 
with which we shall here be concerned was le ss clo sely connected with orthodox 
theology than Darwi n's origi nal motivatio n had been .  ( In fact , the most orthodox 
theological po sition provided  strong re si stance to every progre ssioni st view of 
human institutions .) It i s  al so necessary to say that the u niformitarianism of the 
social evolutioni st was generally le ss har sh than earlier nece ssitariani sm had been. 
However , a s  we shall see, the para llel was not i nsignificant . 

As an  example of the spiritual presuppo sitio n which u nderlay a progressivi st 
view of social development, I shall cite the conclu sion  of Tylor 's chapter on  "The 
Development of Culture" i n  Primitive Culture : 

We may fancy ourselves looking on Civilization, as in personal figure she traverses the 
world; we see her lingering or resting by the way, and often deviating into paths that 
bring her toiling back to where she had passed by long ago; but, direct or devious, her 
path lies forward, and if now and then she tries a few backward steps, her walk soon 
falls into a helpless stumbling. It is not according to her nature, her feet were not 
made to plant uncertain steps behind her, for both in her forward view and in her onward 
gait she is of truly human type.2s 

And, i n  a more theological vein, we find that after discussi ng Asa Gray 's recon
ciliation of the Darwinian theory with natural theology, Sir Charle s Lyell con
cluded  his treati se o n  Geological Evidences of the An tiquity of Man i n  the follow
i ng manner : 

It may be said that, so far from having a materialistic tendency, the supposed introduc
tion into the earth at successive geologkal periods of life,-sensation,-instinct,-the 
intelligence of the higher mammalia bordering on reason,-and, lastly, the improvable 
reason of Man himself, presents us with a picture of an ever-increasing dominion of 
mind over matter. 

These sentiment s, coming from the most distingui shed repre sentative s of their 
re spective fields of scientific i nquiry, are not to be lightly dismi sse d :  the evolutio n 
of mankind was a progressive development i n  which the spiritual capacitie s of 



1 04 HISTORICIS\1 

the race could be seen as un fold ing ,  and i n  the long process a t ta i n i ng a new and 
higher development .  

Should such v iews be cons idered a s  mere sen t imen ta l i t y, i t  i s  on ly  necessary to  
recal l  that, a t  the  t ime, there was an  i nsufficien t appreci a t ion of  the  capac i t i es of 
primi tive peoples, and because of th is  there was a w idespread feel ing of their 
utter remoteness from modern \Nestern man .  In thi s  connect ion it  may be useful 
to ci te Darwin's account  of his own react ions to those primi t ive peoples w i th 
whom he came i n to con tact on the voyage of the Beagle. In a passage summariz 
ing the impression gained from his voyage, he wrote :  

Of individual objects, perhaps nothing i s  more certa i n  to create aston i shmen t tha n  
the first s ight in  his  nat ive haunt o f  a barbarian-of man in his  lowest a n d  most savage 
state. One's mind hurries back over past cen turies, and then asks, could our progen i tors 
have been men l ike these?-men, whose \'Cry signs and expressions  are less i n te l l ig ible 
to us than those of the domestica ted an imals :  men ,  who do not  possess the imt inct of 
these animals, nor yet appear to boas t  of hum;m reason,  or at least  of ; 1 r t s  con sequen t 
on tha t  reason. I do not bel i e,·e i t  is poss ible to descr ibe or pa i n t  the d i fference between 
savage and c iv i l i zed men. It i s  the d i fference betwee1 1  a w i ld  and tame a n ima l :  a n d  
part o f  the i n terest i n  behold ing  a s; l \ age, i s  the same which would k;1d c\ 'cry o n e  to 
desire to see the l ion in his desert ,  the tiger tear ing  his prey in the jungle, or the 
rhinoceros wandering over the w i ld phins  of A.frica. " "  

\Vhen one bears in  mind th i s  Y iY id react ion to the unfami l i ar cond i t i ons o f pr imi
tive l i fe, one can better understand what  would otherw i se a ppear to be the un
mitigated smugness of a passage such as the following, drawn from Darwin 's 
reject ion of the theor y  of retrogress ion : 

To bcl ie\'e tha t man was a borigi na l ly c iv i l i 1cd and  then .su ffered utter dcg-r; ,da t ion i n  
so many rcgiom, i s  t o  take a p i t i ably low v iew o f  human na t l l rc .  I t  i s  a pp : t n- n t ly a 
truer and more cheerful v iew that progress ion has been much more gen eral than retro
gression : that man has r i sen, though by slow and i n terru pted s teps .  from a lowly 
condit ion to the highest standard as yet a ttained by him in knowledge. morals ,  and 
rel igion."" 

Thus Darwin, no l ess than Tylor and Lyell ,  concei Yecl of progress i n  terms of a 
developmen t of man ' s  sp ir i t, and as we sec i n  The Dc.W'C I I I of 11fo 1 1  t he  soc ia l  
factors which  were uppermost i n  h is mind when he  cons idered the na ture of  
human development were not primari ly connected w i th  subsi stence, fami ly, 
regulatory organizat ion ,  property, or technologi cal  growth,  but w i th  man's in 
tellectua l powers and w i th the foundat ions of soc ia l  mora l i t y . " 1 

Lewis H. !\[organ ' s  A ncie 11 t Society and Spencer's Pri1 1 c i  pies of Socio logy show 
evidence of d ifferent  con cerns. I nstead of deal ing w i th  the progressive deYelop
ment  of Yar ious speci fic aspects of human cu l tu re, considered topical ly, they 
viewed the evolut ion of  mank ind as a process in wh ich types o f  socie t y  succeeded 
one another, and in which  it was i m portan t  to reconstruct the pa ttern of rel a t ion
ships among the inst i tu t i ons in  each type .  Thus, un l i ke some of  the ir  con tem
poraries (e .g . ,  Lubbock) ,  and un l ike many la ter evolut ion i s ts (e .g . ,  \Vestermarck), 
they d id  not use the compara t ive method on i sola ted fragments  of soci e t i e s :  what-



SOCIAL EVOLUTIONISM 

ever their error s  with re spect to the nece ssity o f  establi shing chr onol ogical and 
genealogical connection s be fore claiming t o  have e stabli shed  an evolutionary 
patte rn, thei r theorie s did not neglect the fact that the vari ou s custom s  and insti
tuti on s whic h characte rize a given society belong toget her  in a functi oning whole . 
In this re spect Comte may be viewed  a s  one o f  their fore runners . In addition, 
their views paralleled hi s in the em phasi s  which they placed on the necessity wit h 
which progress occu rred .  Neither Morgan nor Spence r regarded progre ss a s  being 
guided by deli beration, in divi dual deci sion, or by the moral qualitie s inherent 
in man . For Morgan, progre ss wa s both  natural and nece ssa ry, a s  we see in t he 
paragra phs with w hic h A ncien t Society o pens :  

The latest investigations respecting the early condition of the human race, are tending 
to the conclusion that mankind commenced their career at the bottom of the scale and 
worked their way up from savagery to civilization through the slow accumulations 
of experimental knowledge. 

As it is undeniable that portions of the human family have existed in a state of 
savagery, other portions in a state of barbarism, and still other portions in a state of 
civilization, it seems equally so that these three distinct conditions are connected with 
each other in a natural as wel l  as necessary sequence of progress. 

Morgan 's belie f that there was universality in this  natural o rder re sted on an 
assum ption which may be c om pared to Lyell 's uni fo rmitariani sm in geology, for 
he a ssumed "t hat the ex perience o f  mankind has run in nearly uni form channel s; 
t hat human nece ssities in similar c ondition s have been substantially the same ; 
and that the o perati ons o f  the mental princi ple have been uni form in virtue o f  
the specific identity o f  the brain in all race s o f  mankind . " 3 2  Furthermore, like t he 
geologi st, he assumed that t he proce sse s  had gone on in a sl ow, cumulative man
ner ove r ve ry l ong peri ods o f time, and that, in general, increments to knowledge 
were not su dden and discontinuou s discoverie s, but the re sult s o f  these cumula
tive proce sses .  We read, fo r exam ple, in one o f  the e pigraphs which introduces 
A ncient  Society that "all t he elements o f  cultu re-as the art s o f  li fe, art, science, 
language, religion, philo so phy-have been wrought by slo w  and pain ful effort s,"  
and in anothe r, "Our wondrou s  civilization i s  t he re sult o f  the silent effort s o f  
millions o f  unknown men, a s  the chalk cliffs o f  England are formed of  the con
tributions o f  myriads o f  fo ramini fera . " And ·  at another place Morgan him sel f 
commente d, "the phonetic al phabet came, like ot her  great inventions, at the end 
o f  successive effort s . . . " 3 3  Throughout hi s account o f  mankind's a scent, Morgan 
em phasized uni formity and continuity; the accidental, the sporadic, t he di scon
tinuou s, seem t o  have no  place in hi s view o f  t he past . And thus, like C omte, his 
view o f  social devel o pment seem s to  be that progre ss wa s governed by an inner 
nece ssity; unlike Comte, however, Morgan a pparently did not articulate a 
phil o so phic positi on which served as a mean s o f  ju sti fying thi s  a ssum ption. 

In Spencer' s evolutioni sm the re wa s, however, an insi stence on t otal evolution 
in accordance wit h one com prehen sive law. To be sure, he did  not in si st that 
every society had progre ssed; in fact, in cont rast t o  other evoluti oni st s, he ceded  
considerable ground to  those who regarded contem porary primitive societie s a s  
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having retrogressed from an earlier, higher state of civilization . 34 Nevertheless, 
taking an over-all view of the history of s pecific institutions, as well as of the 
history of mankind as a whole, he believed in progressive develo pment, with 
higher ty pes of social organisms emerging, and with more heterogeneity and more 
c om plete integration being achieved . I £  one examines S pencer's soci ol o gy in an 
attem pt to  discover the means by wh ich he accounted f o r  these processes of 
evolutionary change, one finds that, at va ri ous points, his ex planations followed 
d ifferent patterns . Sometimes the changes were explained by an appeal t o  what 
were taken to be inherently intelligible psycholog ical factors governing develo p
ment; somet imes the ex planation was in te rms of the usefulness of an institution 
for the survival of the society possessing it ; sometimes, on the other hand, the ex
planat ions were almost wholly speculative and were dominated by an assumed 
parallel with what S pencer held t o  be true in biology . 35 In all cases, h owever, he 
claimed that social evolution had proceeded in terms of the one general, overarch
ing law of develo pment . It was by means of this law that he classified all of the 
vari ous ty pes and constituti ons of soc iety, and at the end of that classification he 
dogmatically stated: 

In this order has social evolution gone on, and only in this order does it appear to be 
possible. Whatever imperfections and incongruities the above classification has, do not 
hide these general facts-that there are societies of these different grades of composi
tion; that those of the same grade have general resemblances in their structures; and that 
they arise in the order shown. 36 

In th is statement one sees the mistake which we have already n oted in the case 
of Morgan : the order acco rd ing to  which s ocieties had been a rranged by S pencer 
was n ot an o rder which had been established by independent chronological 
evidence, but was a function of the system of classification which he had em
ployed . S pencer's failure t o  see this er ror  may, like Morgan's, be attributed t o  a 
general c onviction that there necessarily was progress in human affairs . Even had 
he not been predis posed t o  bel ieve that change is fundamentally progressive, his 
conce ption of the nature of ultimate scientific laws would have led him t o  impose 
an orderly sequence on all of the di fferent f orms of social institutions which he 
s ought t o  survey . This f ollowed from the fact that he believed that the funda
mental laws of nature are c oncerned with the order in which changes appear, that 
is t o  say, he c onceived of them as developmental laws . 37  Given the fact that he 
regarded the institutions of modern Western society as m ost recent in o rigin, it 
was necessary fo r  him to arrange all other institutional f o rms in an o rderly 
sequence which led u p  to them . Thus, the system of classification which he 
ado pted a ppeared to him to c onstitute a natu ral and necessary order, and man
kind's history was divided by him into stages through which societies had 
gradually evolved t oward thei r present, m ore ad�anced state. 

There is a n oticeable di fference between the necessitarianism which one finds 
in S pencer's soc ial ev olut ion ism, or even in that of Morgan, and the temper of a 
progressivist view such as Tylor's . The contrast between these views may merit 
further sc rutiny because of the hel p it will a fford in discussing philoso phic issues 
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whic h  are connected w ith hist or ic ism, issues w it h which  our next chapter is t o  be 
concerned .  

In connect ion w it h this c ontrast it must first be ins isted that Tylor was no  
less convinced than was Spencer o f  nature's un iformity and o f  t he un iversal ap
plicabil ity o f  natural laws .  Almost at the outset o f  Primi t ive Cul ture, he wrote: 

Our modern investigators in the sciences of inorganic nature are foremost to recognize, 
both within and without their special fields of work, the unity of nature, the fixity of 
its laws, the definite sequence of cause and effect through which every fact depends on 
what has gone before it, and acts upon what is to come after it. 38 

He then argued that one must accept the same assumpt ion w ith respect to human 
a ffa irs generally, and, more spec ifically, w ith respect t o  t he history o f  mankind .  
While admitt ing that it was not currently poss ible t o  establ is h a phil os ophy o f  
history capable o f  "explaining t he past and predict ing t he future phenomena 
o f  man 's l i fe in t he world by re ference to general laws," Tylor attr ibu ted th is 
inab ility t o  the amount o f  knowledge whic h  was presupposed, not t o  any inherent 
imposs ibil ity in the tas k. 3 0 He t here fore chose what he c ons idered to  be a nar
rower field o f  inqu iry, not attempting to  deal w ith history as a w hole, b ut "w ith 
that branc h o f  it which  is here called Culture, the h ist ory, not o f  tr ibes or nat ions, 
but o f  the condit ions o f  knowledge, rel ig ion, art, c ustom, and the l ike . " •0 W hile 
one can assuredly doubt that t his did in fact const itute a narrower field o f  inqu iry, 
Tylor bel ieve d  it t o  be more manageable . W hile he recogn ized that there wo uld  
be difficult ies in establ is hing general laws appl icable to  the development o f  cul
ture, this was nonetheless t he tas k -.vhic h  he set h imsel f. It is prec isely here that 
one can note at least an impl icit difference between Tylor's view o f  the nature o f  
such laws and the view wh ich was assuredly c haracter ist ic o f  Comte and o f  Spen
cer, and wh ich  it is probably als o just ifiable to  attr ibute to  Morgan . The dif
ference l ies in t he fact t hat Tylor did not assume t hat t he general laws wh ich  
c ould presumably explain cult ural change were laws regulating or govern ing the 
success ive steps in t he processes t o  w hich they appl ied .  One n otes t his, for ex
ample, in his statement that the field o f  culture is more manageable than history 
because the facts can be class ified into dist inct groups, and t hese groups can be 
individually invest igated w ith respect to the ir distr ibut ion, the spec ific changes 
wh ich  they underwent, and the causal con nect ions ex ist ing among them .41  The 
same point is evident in Tylor 's interest in the problem o f  whether part icular 
developments were to  be attr ibuted to  h ist or ical contacts or were in all l ikel ihood 
the results o f  independent invent ion . 4 2 This was not a problem w hich  was 
relevant to  the invest igat ions o f  those who bel ieved in the necessary, stadial evolu
t ion o f  culture : laws o f  development were assumed by them to  be determinat ive 
o f  the course o f  change wh ich was character ist ic o f  all soc iet ies . Finally, we may 
note that in most cases in which Tylor made concrete suggest ions concerning the 
types o f  laws which  explain cultural phen omena, these did not define and sum
marize a necessary direct ion in whic h  change proceeded; instead, he attempted to  
�how how facts concerning language, myth, mag ic, and the l ike, depend upon 
general pr inc iples govern ing the processes o f  human thought . 4 3 Un fortunately, 
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these facts concerning Tylor's views have usually been overlooked, for his position 
has been chiefly described with reference to his theory of the development of 
religious belief from animism through polytheism to monotheism. However, even 
within this field, it is clear that he did not hold that there was a necessary 
sequence governing the course of all phases of this pattern of development. For 
example, he pointed out that the notion of a Supreme Deity evolved in different 
forms among different primitive peoples ; he also used culture-contacts and 
specific survi\·als to account for differences among those peoples who held roughly 
similar forms of belief. In short, Tylor's views regarding the evolution of religion 
consisted in the attempt to classify the wealth of detail regarding different 
religious doctrines in certain broad categories, and to establish a general chrono
logical order among these categories, as one might establish a chronological 
sequence in general types of technology ; he did not seek to lay down a specific 
law of stages through which the religious beliefs of each society must necessarily 
pass. 4 4  

That Tylor did not hold to a strict form of social evolutionism docs not of 
course mean that he was not a progressionist : as \\'e have already noted, his gen
eral interpretation of man as a spiritual being, like that of Charles Lyell, de
manded that the footsteps of civiliLation should not fa lter. In the case of Tylor, 
this belief rested on a conviction that a l l  progress depended upon intelligence, 
and upon the growing uses to which intelligence could be put. Thus, he was 
convinced that those arts which were useful would not, in general, disappear. 4 " 

Furthermore, he believed that just as one could trace "the history of an upward 
development" in the arts, so it was also the case that the history of man's mental 
condition shows "an upward progress, a succession of higher intel lectua l processes 
and opinions to lower oncs. " 4 r. This progress was, furthermore, linked to a growth 
in morality, for Tylor was a convinced utilitarian in a l l  aspects of social theory . 
For example, in the concluding chapter of his A n th ropology , he first argued that 
the differences between the lower and higher races of men with respect to their 
morality rested upon differences in imagination and understanding;" and then 
went 011 to show that there had been progressive advance not only in mora l  belief 
but in all of the major institutional  forms by means of which social authority was 
exercised . In fact, Tylor envisioned modern "\Vestern culture as having entered a 
new stage of progress by virtue of its advances in knowledge. In the concluding 
paragraph of his A n thropo logy,  he said :  

Had the experience of  ancient men been larger, they would have seen their way to 
faster steps in culture. But we ciYilized moderns have just that wider knowledge which 
the rude ancients wanted. Acquainted with events and their consequences far and wide 
over the world, we arc able to direct our own course with more confidence toward 
improvement. In a word, mankind is passing from the age of unconscious to that of 
conscious progress. 

Given this belief, one ran understand the specia l  value which Tylor attached to 
ethnological studies. Noting the persistence of custom and the fact that all in
stitutions  have their roots  deep in the past, the ethnologis t was in a position to 
trace the history o f  the opinions of the day, enab l ing his rnn temporaries to judge 
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wh ich were jus tifiable , wh ich m igh t s ti l l  be o f  l imi ted  use , and wh ich were in 
fac t su rv iv ing fo rms o f  supers tition. 4 8 Thus , on a level far h igher than ever be 
fore , knowledge was the means through wh ich mankind could con tinue to ad
vance , wi th the c ompa ra t ive sc ience o f  e thnology playing a new and crucial r ole. 

I t  is no t  ou r presen t concern to trace the dec l ine o f  fa i th in p rogress , whe ther 
tha t fa i th was based on the theory o f  na tural selec tion , whe ther i t  de rived from 
the idea o f  an inev i table law o f  direc tional change , or whe the r, as in the case o f  
Tylor and o the rs ,  i t  was cla imed t o  be a conse quence o f  a s teady improvemen t in 
knowledge . Ra ther , we shal l now tu rn ou r a t ten tion to the manner in wh ich the 
theory o f  b iolog ica l evolu tion and theor ies o f  soc ial evo lu tion were rela te d to 
h is toric ism. 

Were h is to ric ism mere ly  a ma tte r  o f  lo oking a t  all ques tions h is toricall y, there 
cou ld be no doub t tha t eve ry evolu tionary theo ry would involve an accep tance 
of tha t thes is , for by  defin it ion an evolu tionar y accoun t o f  any phenomenon 
purports to be a h is tor ical accoun t. There are , however, two diffe ren t wa ys o f  re 
garding evolu tionary change . One is to regard i t  as a sum o f  successive , indiv idua l 
changes , where the pa ttern which one can re trospec tively trace is regarded as 
be ing adequa tel y expla ined as due to spec ific conjunc tions o f  even ts a t  success ive 
po in ts in time . On such a v iew , evo lu tiona ry change is no t a func tion o f  some 
inheren t tendenc y for even ts to succeed one ano ther in any particular pa ttern . I t  
should now be c lear tha t the mechanisms by  me ans o f  wh ich Darwin sough t  to 
accoun t fo r the transmu ta tion o f  spe cies and fo r the adap ta tions o f  organ isms to 
the ir env ironmen ts , would have fav ored this v iew . On the o the r han d, i t  is also 
poss ible , in loo king bac k on an evo lu tionar y devel opmen t, to in te rpre t it as hav
ing had, from the ou tse t, a tendenc y to move in one direc tion ra ther  than 
ano ther. Once such a morph ic tendency is assumed, and a par ticular cou rse o f  
deve lopmen t is expec ted ,  change in tha t direc tion is taken as prog ress ive , whereas 
an absence o f  change , o r  changes occurring in o ther direc tions , a re cons idered as 
ins tances of  s tagna tion ,  o f  re trogress ion ,  or as hav ing been , in one wa y or  ano ther , 
aberran t .  As we have seen , this was no t  an uncommon v iew wi th respec t to 
b iolog ica l evolu tion ; and when Darw in su rve yed the whole sequence o f  l iv ing 
forms , he tended to look upon evolu tion as a s ingle , progress ive process , even 
though such an in terpre ta t ion did no t  ac tuall y con fo rm to the mechanisms he 
invoked in orde r  to exp la in the changes wh ich had occurre d. In fac t ,  i t  is 
probabl y no t  misleading to sa y tha t there a lwa ys ex is ts a tens ion be tween these 
two ways o f  v iew ing a his to rica l process . On the one hand, tha t wh ich is an ob
jec t o f  h is torica l inves tiga tion may be rega rded  as cons t i tu ting a who le on ly to 
the ex ten t to wh ich the re ex is ted  a particula r sequence o f  even ts wh ich were 
causall y rela ted; or,  on the o ther hand, such a process may be regarded as a 
whole wh ich dom ina tes i ts par ts , tending to con tro l wha t can affec t i t  or wha t 
can become a par t o f  i t. 

These two v iews have qu ite diffe ren t consequences w i th respec t to the exp lana
tion o f  h is to rical even ts , and a lso  wi th res pec t to the evalua tion o f  those even ts. 
As we have seen in our discuss ions o f  ea rl ier  ph ilos oph ies o f  h is to ry, the assump
tion tha t there had been a necess ary direc tional tendenc y in human h is tory led 
to an accep tance o f  h is tor ic ism . And the theory brough t  forward by  an thro-
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pologists ,  which held that  there had been a u n i t arv process of soc ia l  evolut ion i n  
materia l  cul ture and in the development o f  in s t i tu tions, h a d  exactly t h e  same 
consequences. In fact, h i stor ic ism only dec l i ned in  anthropology when the 
tendency to v iew the human past as  a s ingle l i ne of developmen t \\· as abandoned . 

The connect ion between soc ia l  evolut ion i sm and his toric ism cm readi ly  be 
seen even in the modi fied evolut ion ism of T) lor, ,rho remarked : 

It is indeed hardly too much to say that C i v il ization, being a process of long and 
complex growth, can only be thoroughly understood when studied through its enti re 
range ; that the past is continually needed to explain the present, and the whole to 
explain the part. 49 

On the basis of this assumption i t  would fol low that to understand a part icu lar 
socia l  inst i tut ion i t  would not be sufficient to see i t  in rel at ion to i ts spec ific 
h istorical antecedents, and in relat ion to the needs of  the people l iv ing at  a 
parti cular pl ace and t ime ;  one would have to view i t  as an aspect in  the whole 
developmental  process of which it was only  a fragmentary part . As we have noted, 
this pos i t ion did not correspond to the actual methods fol lowed by Tylor. How
ever, it did conform to the methodological assumptions which \\'ere present in  
the soci al evolutionism of  Comte and of  Spencer, as wel l a s  those whi ch we have 
seen to be charac terist ic of McLennan and even of Morgan. In each of their 
theories the manner in which the lineage of a part icular phenomenon was 
established did not consist in tracing i ts actual h istorical  connect ions, but in  
at tempting to show wha t  place i t  occupied i n  a developmental series whi ch 
ranged from the simplest and presumably earl iest forms to those forms of inst i tu
t ional l i fe which character i 1e con temporary \Vestern society .  That  th is  was indeed 
the manner in which the comparat ive method was used as a pri nc i ple of explana
t ion can be i l lustra ted by a quotat ion from John Fiske :  

The point of  the comparative method, in whatever field i t  may be applied, is  that it 
brings before us a great number of objects so nearly alike that we are bouncl to assume 
for them an origin and general history in common, while at the same time they present 
such differences in detail as to suggest that some have advanced further than others in 
the direction in which all arc travelling; some, again, ha,·c been abruptly arre.stcd, 
others perhaps even turned aside from the path . . . .  5 0  

Then, turning more spec ifically to the resul ts of the comparat ive method as ap
plied to soci al evolu t ion, F iske cont inued : 

\Vhen we have come to survey large groups of facts of thi s  sort, the conclusion is 
irresistibly driven home to us that the more advanced societies h aH: gone through 
various stages now represented here and there by less advanced societi e s ;  that there is a 
general path of social development, along which, owing to special c in umstanccs, some 
peoples have advanced a great way, some a less way, some hut a very little way : and 
that by studying existing savages and barbarians we get a valuable clue to the inter
pretation of prehistoric times. All these things are today commonplaces among students 
of history and archaeology : sixty years ago they would have been scouted as idle 
vagaries. It is the introduction of such methods of study that is making hi story 
scientific. 5 1 
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As we have h ad occas ion t o  note with res pect to  Comte and t o  Spencer , th is 
conce pt ion of a sc ient ific h istory-as contrasted with tradit iona l methods of 
h istor ica l in qu iry-was character istic of the new sc ience of society. The laws thus 
estab lished on the bas is of a comparat ive meth od were laws of direc tiona l change ; 
and it was these , rather than spec ific h istor ica l connect ions , which were taken as 
explanatory of the character ist ic sequences of major inst itut iona l events . 

Turn ing to  the prob lem of the eva lu at ion of spec ific events , one ca n r eadily ,ee 
the consequences of th is assumpt ion. Given a necessary , progr ess ive deve lopme nt, 
a l l  ear lier forms of be lief were to  be cons idered rudimentary, or as stages necessary 
f or further advance. 5 2  Thus , the truth of a be l ief or the mer it of a custom was 
not eva luated in terms of what was asserted by it, nor in terms of the cons equences 
to  wh ich it led, but in terms of the place wh ich such a be l ief or custom occup ied 
in a larger process of h istor ic development. John l\forley summar ized both the 
nature of h istor ic ism as a mode of understanding , and a lso its eva luat ive implica 
t ions , in h is character izat ion of what he termed "the Histor ic Meth od,"  saying : 

The Historic Method may be described as the comparison of the forms of an idea, or a 
usage, or a belief, at any given time, with the earlier forms from which they were 
evolved, or the later forms into which they were developed, and the establishment, 
from such a comparison, of an ascending and descending order among the facts. It 
consists in the explanation of existing parts in the frame of society by connecting them 
with corresponding parts in some earlier frame ; in the identification of present forms 
in the past, and past forms in the present. Its main process is the detection of cor
responding customs, opinions, laws, beliefs, among different communities, and a grouping 
of them into general classes with reference to some one common feature. It is a certain 
way of seeking answers to various questions of origin, resting on the same general 
doctrine of evolution, applied to moral and social forms, as that which is being applied 
with so much ingenuity to the series of organic matter. The historic conception is a 
reference of every state of society to a particular stage in the evolution of its general 
conditions. 

Then, turn ing to  the eva luat ive implicat ions of th is meth od, Mor ley cont inues : 

Character is considered Jess with reference to its absolute qualities than as an interesting 
scene strewn with scattered rudiments, survivals, inherited predispositions. Opin ions 
are counted rather as phenomena to be explained than as matters of truth and false
hood. Of usages, we are beginning first of all to think where they came from, and 
secondarily whether they are the most fitting and convenient that men could be got to 
accept. In the last century men asked of a belief or a story, Is it true? \Ve now ask, How 
did men come to take it for true? In short the relations among social phenomena 
which now engage most attention, are relations of original source, rather than those of 
actual consistency in theory and actual fitness in practice. The devotees of the current 
method are more concerned with the pedigree and genealogical connections of a custom 
or an idea than with its own proper goodness or badness, its strength or its weakness. 5 3 

I do not propose to  enter into  dispute concerning the eva luat ive thes is of 
h istor ic ism, for I be l ieve that if its exp lanat ory thesis can be shown to  be fa lse , 
the foundat ion for its eva luat ive thesis will have been undercut. It is, therefore, 
to a cr it ic ism of that e xp lanatory thesis t hat I shal l  next turn. 
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One problem, with which we have had frequent occas10n to deal in the pre
ceding pages, was the prevalent but by no means universal belief among nine
teenth-century social theorists that there are laws which determine the direction 
in which any society or institution will tend to move over the course of time. 
That belief, as we have seen in Comte and Spencer, to mention only two, was 
intimately connected with the explanatory thesis of historicism; it will, there
fore, be appropriate to open our critical discussion with an evaluation of it. 
We shall then be in a position to understand that there are interesting and com
pelling parallels between this sort of scientific necessitarianism and that earlier 
phase of historicism in which teleological conceptions had been favored, and no 
attempt was made to establish societal laws. 

This meeting of two otherwise antagonistic positions is a phenomenon which 
has been made familiar by Karl Popper's Poverty of Historicism and by Isaiah 
Berlin's Historica l Inevita b i li ty .  However, there is one aspect of historicism 
which was of special concern to them, but which I shall avoid : the effect of his
toricist modes of thought on questions relating to individual freedom and re
sponsibility . In my opinion, it was because of their concern with this issue that 
Popper and Berlin to some extent failed to isolate historicism from a quite 
different doctrine with which it had been associated : a theory of the nature 
of societies frequently designated as "holism." 1 To be sure, the connection be
tween historicism and one particular form of "holism" was very close during 
the period with which we are concerned; however, the two views have not always 
been jointly held. 2 I therefore regard it as important to separate them, and I 
shall confine my present discussion to a single topic: whether or not the ex
planatory thesis of historicism can withstand critical appraisal. 3 

I shall, as I have said, start from a consideration of the position of those who 
attempted to establish deterministic laws of development, and who claimed 
it was with reference to such laws that particular instances of historical and social 

I 1 3  
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c hange are to be expla ined. I s hall a ttemp t to es tabl is h the fact tha t i t  is a m is 
take to assume tha t there are any laws of the sor t wh ic h  these h is tor icis ts were 
a ttemp ting to find.  I shall then examine the modes of e xplana tion whic h  were 
c harac ter is tic of the firs t p hase of histor ic ism and i ts teleological approach, ra is ing  
some issues wh ic h  have equal a ppl icab il i ty to a belief in the exis tence o f  direc 
tional laws. If these discus sions se rve to es tabl ish the fac t tha t ne ither form of 
his tor ic ism presen ts an adequa te model for unders tanding his tor ical even ts, 
then i t  w ill follow tha t some of the dis turb ing ways in w hich his tor icis ts have 
deal t w i th ques tions concern ing free dom an d respons ib il i ty w ill be recogn ized 
to have been misconce ived. A t  tha t  po in t  my discuss ion w ill have reac hed the 
same type of conclusion wh ic h  Popper and Berlin were concerned to defend. 

1. THE PROBLEM OF DIRECTIONAL LAWS IN HISTORY 

Turn ing now to the de term inis tic model of explana tion adop ted by those 
h is tor ic is ts w ho w is hed  to es tabl is h a r igorous sc ience of soc ie ty, le t us ask w he ther 
or no t it would be reasonable to expec t tha t  there are any general laws w hich 
define a direc tion of c hange, which are irreducible, and whic h  would apply to 
his torical and soc ial processes . In speak ing of a direc tional law as " irredu cible," 
I shall be referr ing to any such laws whic h  woul d no t themselves be explicable 
through trac ing the effec ts, a t  success ive momen ts of time, of w hat I s hall term 
"func tional laws . "  The term "func tional, " in this connec tion, der ives from the 
ma thema tical use of the no tion of a func tion, as when i t  is sa id of empir ical 
laws tha t  they s ta te "the func tional rela tions hips be tween the var iables." •  This 
does no t imply tha t all func tional laws mus t be s ta te d  in spec ifically quan ti
ta tive terms, as one can see from the fac t tha t we may formula te laws such as 
the follow ing :  "w henever a sol id is dissolved in a l iquid, the boil ing  poin t  of 
the l iqu id is r aised," or "whenever a magne tic ro d is broken in two, the p ieces 
are magne ts . "5 S ince the difference be tween func tional and direc tional laws does 
not res t on a dis tinction be tween quan tita tively formula ted laws and those which 
are no t expressed in quan tita tive terms, it mus t be sough t elsew here . I t  w ill be 
my con ten tion tha t  this difference consis ts in the ways in which the rela tion
ships wh ic h  they formula te are themselves rela ted to ac tual processes o f  c hange. 
Func tional laws, I s hall hold, express concurren t rela tionships ra ther than a 
ser ies of success ive rela tions hips , and they do so even when they deal w i th proc 
esses of change; direc tional laws , on the o ther hand, formula te s ta temen ts wh ich 
refer to a se t of sequen tial rela tions .6 

Tha t there are many cases in whic h  func tional laws do, undeniably, deal with 
concurren t ra ther than sequen tial rela tionships can readily be seen in a case 
such as Boyle's law, wh ich is one o f  the mos t frequen tl y c i ted  para digm ins tances 
of a func tional law:  the rela tions hip be tween the pressure and the volume of a 
gas (a t cons tant tempera ture ) is expressed as a concurren t rela tionship, no t a 
success ive one . However, it is to be no ted tha t Boyle's law does enable us to un
ders tand changes over time, even though time does no t en ter as one o f  the 
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var iable s in the law : g iven a change in the volume, t he pressure of the gas w ill 
change, and v ice ver sa. Thus, concurrent re lat ion sh ip s may serve to  expla in 
the succe ssive state s of a system. On the other hand, t here are ca se s .  in wh ic h 
t ime does enter into the expression of a funct ional law, and yet it is per fectl y 
clear that the law expre sses  a funct ional and not a sequent ial relat ion sh ip. For 
e xample, the t ime ( t) wh ich it takes  a pendulum t o  complete one full swing 
var ie s w ith it s length ( l) , 7  but thi s  relat ion sh ip between per iodic it y  and lengt h 
is clearly not to  be construed a s  sequent ial. I call attent ion to  these ca se s  in 
order to  make two related p oint s, both of wh ich it w ill be u se ful to  be ar in m ind  
in what immediately follows: fir st, t hat laws wh ic h state concurrent rel at ion 
ship s can be appl ied in the e xplanat ion of c hange, and, second, t hat it woul d 
be fal se to  a ssume that the pre sence of t ime a s  one of t he var iab le s  in a law en
ta il s  that the law is direct ional r ather t han funct ional. 8 

In the foregoing cases, the non -sequent ial c haracter of the relat ionsh ip s ex
pressed in funct ional laws shoul d have been obv ious. It is al so nece ssary to  
consider in st ance s in wh ich the factor of t ime introduce s c hange s in the magn i
tudes of the other var iable s. A frequentl y c ited example is provided by  Gal ileo's 
laws of falling bodies. In suc h in st ance s it might seem difficult to cl aim t hat the 
relat ion ship s which are expressed  in funct ion al laws are always to  be regarded  
a s concurrent rel at ion sh ips. Nevert hele ss, it mu st be note d that what i s  st ated in 
laws of t his t ype are change s in t he magn itu de s  of other var iables  per u n i t 
of t ime;  they do not attempt to  trace succe ssive st ages in a sequent ial proce ss. 
In short, such l aws  are not, str ictl y spe aking, c hronolog ical in c haracter. Thus, 
although funct ional l aws  of this t ype inv olve change s in t he magn itu de of the 
other var iable s w ith respect to  t ime (an d t hus  differ from l aws suc h as Boyle's 
law), the y  are l i ke all other funct ion al l aws in one fundament al re spect: at 
any moment what soever, every funct ional l aw formul ate s fixed  rel at ionsh ip s 
wh ich concurrently hold among t he v ar i able s. It is for th i s  re ason t hat suc h l aws  
have, following Ferdin an d de Saussure, frequentl y been termed "sync hron ic l aws." 

In contradist inct ion t o  the se funct ional, synchron ic l aw s, it has become u su al 
to spe ak of "diachronic l aws": l aws  w hic h seek to  e st abl ish a necessary  sequence 
o f  relat ion ship s, that i s, p atterns of change.9 Suc h l aw s  may, of course, t ake 
v ar iou s forms, but perhap s the most general w ay in wh ic h one can de scr ibe 
the ir structure is to say that t he y  attempt to  formul ate necessar y rel at ionship s 
between a ser ie s of three or more succe ssive st ate s of an object or system, and 
in doing so they  define t he course of change s wh ich ( if  noth ing inter fere s) such 
an object or system necessar il y  undergoes. It is for this re ason t hat I find it most 
sugge stive to  spe ak of them as "direct ional l aws. "  

T aken in th is sense, it i s  not difficul t t o  fin d in st ance s of direct ional l aws. 
The second l aw of thermodynamic s  (t he incre ase of en trop y in a cl osed system) 
woul d be one ; what is u suall y re ferred to as Kepler 's fir st l aw (t hat of the ellip ti
c al orb it of the pl anet s) m ight be anot her. As these t wo illu strat ions suggest , a 
direct ional l aw may define a tendency to  move along a single axis of change, 
or, on the ot her hand, it may invol ve a c ycl ic al form of movement ; e ach of these 
alternat ives ,  has, of course ,  been accepted in one form or anot he r  by ph ilosopher s 
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of h is tory. However, for our presen t pur poses it 1s not  impor tan t to d iscuss the 
var ie ty of the forms wh ich direc tional laws may assume, bu t to try to become 
clear abou t  the rela tionsh ips wh ich such laws may be sa id to bear to func tional 
laws . In th is connec tion I should l ike to poin t ou t tha t s ince my concern is 
w i th empirica l laws , the follow ing discuss ion w ill not a ttem pt to deal w i th 
the s pec ial problems wh ich a ttach to the in ter pre ta tion of the second law of 
thermodynamics . 1 0 

As one or more of the foregoing exam ples may sugges t, wha t is formula ted 
as a direc tional law need not be regar ded as irreduc ible; tha t is, i t  may be known 
to be, or conjec tured to be, a consequence of the cons tan t opera tion of func
tional rela tionsh ips. Given a se t of in i t ial condit ions, and assum ing tha t no  
fac tors not  known to  be presen t w ill in ter fere, the cons tan t opera tion of func
tional rela tionsh ips can serve to expla in direc tional processes. For example , 

Gal ileo's func tional laws e xpla in the cons tan t accelera tion of freely fall ing  
bodies and the parabol ic pa ths o f  projec tiles, and New ton's laws of grav i ta tion 
and of motion serve to ex pla in Kepler's direc tional law of the ell ipt ical orb i ts 
of the plane ts . 

I t  mus t, howeve r, be noted tha t the exam ple of wha t is usually re ferre d  to 
as Ke pler 's first law has some times also been used to show tha t wh ile i t  is true 
tha t such a law may , a t  some la ter time, be expla ined in terms of the opera
tion of forces descr ibed by func tional laws ,  originally direc tional laws can be 
formula ted  inde penden tly of func tional laws; and if they are su fficien tly accu
ra te they w ill be accepted, regardless of whe ther or not the ir poss ible rela tion 
sh ips to  func tional laws are known . Wh ile th is con ten tion may be true , Ke ple r's 
law of the e ll i pt ical plane tary orb i ts is probably not  a good e xample to use 
as a means of es tabl ish ing i ts tru th . To be sure , New ton's laws were formula ted 
long a fter Keple r's ;  in fac t, the law of gravita tion was taken as par t ially con
firmed th rough the very fac t  tha t it se rved  to expla in Ke ple r's laws. However, 
i t  mus t not be overlooked tha t wh ile Ke pler only discovere d h is th ird law a t  
a la ter time , he publ ishe d the firs t two laws s imul taneously , and i t  is l ikel y 
tha t wha t we now call h is second law was discovered pr ior to the firs t, and in 
a sense served as i ts founda tion .  Tha t law , unl ike the law of the ell iptical orb i ts, 
is clearly a func tional, and not  a direc tional law : i t  ascribes cons tan t equal i ty 
to the areas swe pt over by the radius vec tors of the plane ts in equal in tervals 
of t ime . Moreover, i t  woul d seem tha t Kepler's discovery of th is func tional law 
was connec ted w i th h is conjec tures concern ing a force emana ting from the 
sun-a force whose c ons tan t opera t ion, and whose diminu tion w i th dis tance, 
make i t  c omparable to New ton's gravitat ional force. 1 1  When these h is torical 
fac ts are cons idered, and when i t  is recalled tha t wha t we now re fe r  to as Kepler's 
firs t  law did not merely s ta te tha t the plane ts moved in ell iptical orb i ts bu t also 
s ta ted tha t the sun s tood a t  one focus of these ell ipses , i t  sh oul d be apparen t 
tha t, in th is case, the acce ptance of a direc tional law may not  have been in
de penden t of pr ior conjec tures concern ing func tional laws. Th is ,  we may note, 
can have been true even though , a t  the time , there was no way of show ing how 
one ty pe of law was reduc ible to the other. 
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Now, I should not wish to claim that a relationship of this sort holds in abso
lutely all cases. For example, should we say that someone who, through obscn a
tion, had learned the life-cycle of a particular species of plant or of insert would 
feel obliged to press for the reduction of his general description of that life
cycle to the operation of non-directional (i.e., functional) laws? Or, if one can 
formulate genera l  statements concerning, say, a series of phonetic changes in 
a group of languages, as is the case in "Grimm's law, "  would one not be inclined 
to accept such statements as being wholly legitimate examples of empirical laws, 
even without the formulation of conjectures as to how they might be shown to 
result from the operation of factors which can be sta ted in terms of functional 
laws? Actually, "Grimm's law" has often been regarded in precisely this way.1 2  

Given such cases, i t  might seem most pruden t to hold that scien tific inquiry 
should always be free of methodological prejudices, admitting wha tever types 
of laws are useful, and not at tempting to force any form of empirical generali
zation into a mold which had not developed out of inquiry itself. 'IVhile a t trac
tive in other ways, a neutralism of this sort fails to take into a ccount the possi 
bility that there are genuine difficulties in regarding an empirical iaw which 
at tempts to define a series of directional changes as constitut ing an adequa te 
explanation of the changes one observes, however regular they may be. I t  is 
with at least some of these difficul ties that I shall now be concerned."  

Let me approach these difficulties through pointing out two basic formal 
characteristics in which functional laws differ from directional laws. The first 
is the degree of abstraction from concrete events which is, in general, charac
teristic of functional laws; the second is the fact that functional laws must be 
treated as conditional, not as categorical, in their application. '\\That each of 
t hese characteris tics involves will become clear as we proceed; and we shall see 
that the difficulties which arise with respect to directional laws are rela ted to 
the fact that they differ from functional laws in these respects. Thus, we may 
say that directional laws can be charged with two fundamental errors : the mis
take of insufficient abstraction, and the mistake of taking laws to be categorical 
rather than conditional, in their application. I now turn to a considera tion of 
the degree of abstraction which is characteristic of paradigmatic cases of func
tional laws. 

As a point of departure, let us note tha t in any case in which we a t tempt to 
formulate a functional law that is to be used to explain particular objects, events, 
or processes, that law must deal with types of objects, events, or processes : the 
relat ionship which is said to hold must be claimed to hold not only of this par
ticular ent i ty, but of all entities which are of a similar type. This is the first 
level at which functional laws may be said to be abstractive : they abstract from 
the times and places of the occurrences with which they deal, designating rela tion
ships which hold whenever and wherever the same set of relevant circumstances 
may occur. However, if such a law is to be of any explanatory significance, it 
will involve a further degree of abstraction from the events to which it refers : 
the type of event wi th which one deals cannot he characterized in terms of a l l  
propert ies possessed hy any one of i ts instances , s ince one could then ncyer cfTec-
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tively generalize from case to case. Thus, any law will not only abstract from 
the time and place of the instances to which it is to be applied, but will also 
abstract from many of their characteristics, confining itself to some of their 
aspects which are not only presumably repeatable in principle, but can be known 
to be repeated in fact. Even in those cases in which our law-like statements are 
very crude, both of these levels of abstraction can readily be recognized. If, for 
example, we explain the fact that a particular object floats or sinks by saying 
that it is made of cork or of solid i ron, we have in the first place said something 
that presumably applies to all objects of these types; and, in the second place, 
we have characterized the type in terms of what we consider to be the specific 
factor which is relevant to its behavior when immersed in water : its composi
tion, not its color, or shape, or size, or the like. Similarly, when we explain 
the transformations which a particular plant or insect undergoes in the course 
of its development, referring to the fact that it belongs to a particular species, 
we not only assume that such developmental changes characterize all members 
of that species, but we are abstracting from the differences in the environments 
in which individuals of the species mature, and from whatever differences among 
individuals (such as size, or variations in color) which we do not regard as essen
tial properties of the species. Thus, there are basic similarities between func
tional and directional law-like statements, in so far as the first two levels of 
abstraction in their formulation are concerned. 

Nevertheless, it must be noticed that, in some cases, there is a very significant 
difference between explaining the development of a plant or of an insect in 
terms of the species to which it belongs, and explaining the floating of a piece 
of cork or the sinking of a piece of iron through reference to its species, that is, 
with reference to its being made of cork or iron. The cases in which such a 
difference exists are those in which we attribute the contrary forms of behavior 
of cork and iron to a specific factor, viz. , the light bulk of the one and the heavy 
density of the other, rather than to the general fact that one is "cork, " and the 
other "iron." In such cases we have abstracted what we take to be a single quali
tative factor, and we attempt to explain an occurrence in terms of that factor. 
On the other hand, when we explain the development of an individual plant 
or insect by reference to its belonging to a particular species, there is no isolable 
factor of a similar sort to which we are making reference. It is here that we 
reach the third and most essential level of abstraction in the classical examples 
of functional laws. It is because of the fact that there are isolable factors-factors 
such as pressure and volume, or velocity, time, and distance-which constitute 
aspects of the most diverse sorts of occurrences, that functional laws can be 
extremely specific in what they state, and yet be extremely general in their appli
cability. As one can learn from Galileo's method, the first step that must be 
taken, if one is to find constant functional relationships, is to resolve complex 
occurrences into their simple aspects, each of which can be considered in abstrac
tion from the others, however diverse the concrete appearances of these occur
rences may be. '4 

Now, I would not claim that, in principle, it is impossible for laws of direc-
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tional change to be formulate d in terms of abstract fe atures, rather than in 
terms of sequences among complex entities; that it is possible to do so is clear 
from Spencer 's consider ation of factors of growth, complexit y, and differentia 
tion of function in  the most heterogeneous sorts of objects and events. How
ever, it must be pointed out that this has not been the char acteristic way in 
which, in most instances, developmental laws have been formul ated. In the 
social sciences, such laws have in general attempted to est ablish a particular 
series of successive stages through which institutions pass, and this has involved  
tracing, or attempting to trace, the nature of these institutions in  previous 
societies. The onl y verific ation which would be possib le with respect to such 
a developmental law, would involve sifting further historic al evidence to show 
that, in all other societies, these stages h ad also existed, and had e xiste d in the 
particular or der predicted by  the law. Thus, such an approach involves "an 
immediate reference to the historically given realit y and to the actual course 
of events," as Kurt Lewin remarked  with respect to an allied mo de of expl an a
tion, which he termed "Aristoteli an. " 1 5 On the other han d, in the Galile an 
resolution of comple x phenomen a into their basic aspects, there is an abstr ac 
tion of particular attributes from the concrete objects or events which possess 
them: terms such as pressure, velocity, temperature, or m ass apply to a h ost 
of otherwise disparate objects . Since functional laws are stated in terms of rela
tionships between these abstracte d attributes, they are not necess arily tied to 
specific types of objects or occurrences. '" 

The fact that the method which is ch aracteristic of the modern physic al sciences 
is an abstractive method is now so familiar that it need not be l abored; however, 
it might be thought that another method which does not attain the same level of 
abstraction, but explains beh avior in terms of the concrete natures and differences 
among species, could (in some cases at least ) still hold its own. Thus, it might be 
claimed that it would be mistaken to abandon the search for laws of directional 
ch ange , as long as there is an y hope of fin ding such laws. While one cannot en 
tirely reject this position, the issue is not whether one c an formul ate l aws of direc
tional change, but whether such l aws are not simply gener alizations of what 
usually occurs because of the operation of those factors whose relationships we 
attempt to state in terms of functional laws. The question is, then, one which 
concerns the reducibility of one type of law to the other. Yet, even here, the 
specter of unwarranted dogmatism can easil y be raised. As we have already noted, 
if we are called upon to explain a particular change occurring in some form of 
insect, we are apt to offer a gener alization concerning the development al sequence 
of stages throu gh which specimens of th at species pass , an d we m ay be at a loss to 
suggest an y me ans by which to account for this particular ch ange in �er.ms of the 
effects of functional laws. Although this may be the case, a ch arge of unwarranted 
dogmatism is still not in order, for we shall shortly see th at directional l aws run 
into very fundamental di fficulties when we fin d wh at appe ar to be e xcept ions to 
them. Before showing why this is the c ase, it will be useful to indic ate the second 
general point at which it becomes clear that direction al l aws must be regarded as 
fundament ally different from functional l aws. This di fference can be summaril y 
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expressed by saying that functional laws are always conditional with respect to 
their  appl ication, a ltho 1-1gh they arc categorical with respect to the relationships 
which they formulate , whereas directional laws are categorical with respect to 
their applications, as wel l  as with respect to the sequential relationships which 
they affirm." 

To say that a functional law is categorical with respect to  the relationsh ips 
which it formulates is merely to say that such a law states an invariant relation
ship between the factors with which it is concerned : for example, wherever and 
whenever a gas i s kept at a constant temperature, its pressure ar:d volume bear 
a cons t ant relationship to one an other. 1 8 A directional l aw is, in a simi lar man
ner, categorical with respect to the relationships which it formulates : whenever 
and wherever one finds a set of  conditions of  a specific type, one can say that it 
wi l l  have been preceded or that it wi l l  be fol lowed (or both) by some other sets of 
specified conditions, so that one can trace a series of  changes proceeding in a 
definite direction. Tlrns, such a directional law is also categorical . However, the 
two t) pes of law di ffer in the manner in which they apply to concrete cases. From 
the knowledge of a functional law, unaided by any further detai led information 
concerning specific matters of fact, one cannot pred ict or explain any concrete 
event whatsoever. Edgar Zd sel stated this point in an exceptiona l ly  pithy manner:  

Astronomers cannot pred ict from Newton ' s law what the posi t ion of the planet  l\fars 
will be on next N'f'w Year's Eve. In addi t ion to the law they need the knowledge of 
the p05 i t ions ,  ,-eloc i t ies ,  and ma sses of a few celes t ia l  bod ies at some given t ime :  they 
need knowledge of " i n i t i a l  condi t iom" as the physicist Fli ts it . Knowledr�e of a law, 
therefore, is not a sufficien t but on l y  a neres"iry condi t ion of pred i ct ion . ' " 

It is obvious that what Z i l sel ind icates with respect to prediction also holds of  
expl anation : l.aws, taken by thcmsel\'es, do not explain speci fic occurrences, nor 
do they explain why other specific events did not occur. Furthermore, it is im
portant to note that we must know not only the initial condi tions to which Z ilsel 
makes reference, but al so the boundary conditions which obtain in a given situa
tion, that i s, whether or not t here is some factor, not currently  a ffecting the proc
ess, which wi l l  later affect it. I f  one remembers these fac•s, it becomes obvious 
that a functional law does not provide explanations or predictions regarding 
actual ewnts, except in conditional form. Applying Gal i leo's laws, we can only 
say tha t if a body situated relatively near the earth were in a posit;on of rest, and 
were to fa l l  freely in a vacuum, and if its fal l were not interrupted, then it would 
have a ,·elocity v at time I .  Thus, to expla in a speci fic event, it becomes essential 
to ra i se questions as to whether, in  fact, these conditions are fulfi l led; and when 
we are deal ing with freely fa l l ing bodies which are not in a vacuum, in some cases 
we may not be in a pos i t ion to say  anything at al l concerning the distance that 
some specific object (e.g., a leaf) wi l l  traverse, nor what veloci ties it will attain 
over any particular i ntervals of  time. 

If there were irreducible d irect ional laws, the same stringent l imitations would 
not obtain with respect to them . To be sure , we would have to make some initial 
observations concerning t i l e  sta t e  of the syste:n in order to place it in a pattern of 
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developmental stages, but once having made those observations we could ex
trapolate on the basi s  of the law to say what, in general, had previously occurred 
within that system, and, furthermore, in what direction the system is tending. It is 
in this sense that the application of a directional law to actual occurrences may 
be said to be categorical, not conditional. For example, if there were a directional 
law defining a sequence of stages in the forms of marriage, then, in order to ex
plain the existence of a particular form of marriage, one would relate that form 
to its necessary antecedents, and one would also know what subsequent form of 
marriage might be expected to replace it : one would not account for these changes 
in terms of specific historical conditions , appealing to the ways in which (under 
these specific conditions) changes were brought about through the operation of 
psychological, ecological, or functional factors, or by the effects of external con
tacts .  An explanation by means of a law of developmental stages would be 
analogous to an explanation of why a particular planet follows a particular trajec
tory over one section of its course through appealing directly to the fact that this 
trajectory constitutes a segment of the planet ' s  elliptical orbit . While such an 
answer would, under certain circumstances, allay further questioning-and would 
thus, in one sense, be "an explanation"-what one can regard as its explanatory 
power is in no way comparable to an explanation which is based on Newton's 
laws of motion and gravitation, operating constantly over successive moments of 
time. 

It may appear unfair to say that those who bel ieve in developmental laws 
neglect to take into account initial and boundary conditions, seeking to explain 
past occurrences and to predict future occurrences through the direct application 
of such laws. And it must be acknowledged that among contemporary �ocial 
evolutionists there is some tendency to speak of evolutionary developments as 
occurring "when conditions permit ," or to say that their occurrence depends upon 
"other factors remaining constant . " Furthermore, there is also a tendency, al
though it is rarely made ex plicit , to relate laws of development to a set of basic 
functional laws . 2 °  In spite of these changes in the classical forms of social evolu
tionism, it remains important for us to examine the conception of laws of direc
tional change in its unalloyed nineteenth-century form, since the acceptance of 
such laws was integral to the dominance of historicism. 

What, then, i s  to be said against laws which do not have the highly abstractive 
character of functional laws, but seek to deal directly with concrete institutions or 
societies, and which, in addition, are categorical rather than being conditional in  
their application? The answer, I suggest , l ies chiefly in  the fact that these law-like 
statements fail because of their if!abitity to handle instances which appear to pro
vide exceptions to them. Such instances are of various types, but in each case, as 
we shall see, the deficiency in the directional law must be compensated by an 
appeal to factors whose effects can be adequately understood only in terms of 
functional laws . 

Let us start from the fact that there are instances in which , over many succes
sive observations, there appear to be no cases in which the stages of development 
in some type of biological organism fai l  to conform to our expectations, and we 
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therefore regard the law of directional change which predicts this sequence of 
forms as being more than adequately fulfilled. To be sure, there will be cases i n  
which individual members of the species die at some early stage i n  their develop
ment, but we may be convinced on the basis of all previously examined cases that 
had such an organism lived it would have completed the normal life-cycle. Under 
these circu mstances, premature death would not be taken as providing a counter
instance to the law which had been formulated. However, it is to be noted that 
such a law would then have to be phrased (or be interpreted) in a condit ional 
form: An organism of type A will, in all cases, go through stages a , ,  a 2 , a 3 , etc., to 
a9 ( i ts natural death) unless something intervenes to bring about earlier death. 
The introduct ion of this condi tional clause is not as trivial as it may at first 
seem; as we shall find, it entails the consequence that a directional law will not 
be adequate to explain particular instances of a development independently of 
the ini t ial and boundary conditions which character ize those instances, Further
more, the introduction of these condit ional factors will show that our explana
tions of particular instances must be stated in terms of functional relationships, 
not directional laws. 

Take first those cases in which a law of developmental stages will not be fully 
instantiated because an organism has been killed. To speak of the organism being 
k illed implies that something external to i ts normal organic processes interfered 
wi th these processes, inducing i ts death. This obviously is a case in which the 
expected boundary condi t ions were not maintained : something which was not 
predictable by the law i tself i n terfered to negate the complet ion of the sequence 
of stages . Rut what is equally important to notice is the fact that our explanation 
of the organism's fa ilure to survive will have to be based on some relationship 
between the intrusive factor and those processes which normally sustain i ts life. 
Thus, in those cases in which organisms fail to develop due to external causes, 
the exception to the normal pattern will be explained in terms of functional 
relationsh ips, not patterns of directional change. S imilarly, if an organism dies 
prematurely " from natural causes, " our explanations will have to take i n to ac
coun t  i n i t i al and boundary condi t ions, and will also involve functional laws. In 
such cases we attribute the shorter life of the organism ei ther to i ts original con
sti tution or to the effects of what happened to i t  during the course of i ts develop
ment .  Furthermore, in tracing the effects of such conditions, we are not explaining 
the organism's premature death in terms of a directional law; on the contrary, 
when something in terfered with i ts normal pattern of development, we are forced 
to shift our at tent ion from that pattern to special factors which are to be found 
in this case, but not in others. In all exceptional cases, then, we are led t0 look 
for fu nctional relationships as explanations of why the part icular directional law, 
which normally holds, does not hold in these instances. 

The fact that except ional cases must be explained i n  terms of funct ional rather 
than directional laws has a further consequence of major importance : it follows 
from this fact alone that in normal cases, no less than i n  unusual or abnormal 
ones, we must assume that the same set of functional relationships is present and 
is relevant to what occurs or fails to occur. I do not wish to suggest that we must 
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in all cases know what these constant functional relationships actually are, nor 
how their presence or absence is able to affect the pattern of development which 
occurs. I only wish to point out that it would be a mistake to assume that such 
relationships are only needed to explain exceptional cases : the exceptional cir
cumstances could not serve to bring about an unusual result unless, in some way, 
they deranged, interrupted, excited, or otherwise altered a set of ongoing proc
esses which sustain the usual course of development. Thus, in explaining an ab
normal case bv appealing to the fact that a specific condition altered some 
particular process, we presuppose that this process was essential to the usual 
pattern of development. Consequently, it is through a set of functional relation
ships, not through a directional law, that we must ultimately explain what occurs 
in particular instances. We may not be made aware of the need to do so if the 
pattern of development holds without exception; on the other hand, let there be 
any dislocation of such a pattern, and we will immediately be forced to take into 
account the constant operation of functional relationships. Thus, in so far as we 
are interested in explaining concrete cases (and we do not confine our attention to 
loose generalizations concerning "what usually happens") we must ground these 
explanations in functional rather than directional laws. 

It may appear doubtful that so strong a conclusion could be established on the 
basis of examples which are as apparently trivial as the interrupted patterns of 
development which I have discussed. However, if my conclusion was warranted in 
these cases, in which the only change in pattern was that occasioned by premature 
death, it can be expected to apply in all other cases as well. If one bears in mind 
the differences which exist between functional and directional laws, one can see 
why functional laws serve to explain concrete instances, whereas directional 
laws do not. A directional law, it will be recalled, is closely tied to actual concrete 
cases, seeking to trace a necessary course of sequential developments in these 
types of :nstance, wherever and whenever they are found; whereas a functional 
law abstracts particular types of factors from concrete instances and attempts to 
state the fixed relationships between these factors. Paradoxical as it may sound, it 
is precisely because a functional law is abstractive and is not directly concerned 
with actual cases, that it can serve to explain such cases. For, if one tries to 
generalize about actual events which conform to a given type (say, about all 
swallows, or all revolutions, or all wars)-and if one then attempts to use such a 
generalization as an explanation of what occurs in an instance which conforms to 
this type, one has not advanced beyond a classificatory explanation, which is, of 
course, where one had actually started. If, on the other hand, one has abstracted 
a given type of factor from a set of concrete instances, and is able to formulate a 
functional law expressing a constant relationshi p  between this factor and some 
other factor or factors, then such a law can serve to explain cases which are ex
tremely different from those through which this relationship had been discovered: 
genuinely new cases will thus be brought under the law. 

In the second place, the fact that functional laws are conditional rather than 
categorical in their applications entails that not every instance which may at first 
sight appear to constitute an exception need in fact be a case in which the law 
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fai ls to apply :  the init ial or boundary conditions may be such that the effect 
which usually ensues wi l l  not do so, even though the law is correctly stated and 
is genu inely appl icable in this instance . For example, the fact that an object is 
at rest on a table, or the fact that  balloons may rise, does not signify that the 
earth's gravi tational force does not affect them precisely as i t  affects a freely fall
ing body. On the other hand, the categorical manner in which directional laws 
are appl ied, makes i t  necessary-whenever there is an apparent exception-to 
draw a dist inction between "normal" and "abnormal" instances. A functional 
law, however, does not license exceptions: as we have already noted, i t  is the 
apparen t exception which provides the testing ground for the law. As a con
sequence of this di fference, it is possible to say that functional laws, when taken 
in connection with the relevant ini tial and boundary condi t ions, serve to explain 
concrete cases in a way in which a direct ional law never does. 21 We may sum
marize thi s fact in saying that functional laws serve to explain each individual 
case because they hold in all cases, whereas a directional law, since i t  permi ts of 
exceptions, can never tell us why a particular instance was a normal case and not 
an exception. Furthermore, in those cases in which it is  possible to have a suf
ficient knowledge of initial and of boundary conditions, a functional law wil l  also 
permi t us to predict  a future event with accuracy, whereas predictions which are 
based on a directional law can only be said to hold in normal cases and, as a 
consequence of this fact, they fail to provide an adequate basis for prediction in 
individual cases. 

The points which I have been making have more importance for the history of 
the social sciences and for understanding the defects of historicism than might be 
suggested by the very simple and crude examples on the basis of which I have 
developed thi s  argument .  However, our earlier historical survey of theories which 
at tempted to explain social change in terms of directional laws should suffice to 
show that i t  is  no straw man which is here under attack. The theories wi th which 
we have been concerned were necessi tarian : they were not content to dismiss 
apparen t exceptions as due to chance, nor were they couched- in probabilist ic 
terms (that in x percent of the cases a society would conform to a particular 
sequence of stages) . They at tempted to formulate universal laws on the basis of 
which i t  was possi ble to explain specific transformations which social insti tutions 
had undergone, and to predict the direction in which they would a lso sub
sequently move . 

I t  should now be clear why no such Jaws can be expected to hold in any cases 
which are of importance to the understanding of social insti tutions and social 
change. In the first place, i t  would be unreal istic in the extreme to think that the 
history of any social group can be treated as a closed system in which there wil l  
not be any changes in  the boundary condit ions over protracted periods of t ime. 
Even were we to take the most isolated societies and postulate that there had been 
no contacts between them and other societies during a significant portion of their 
h istories, it would st i l l  be the case that because of their interaction with their 
natural enYi ronments, changes would have been introduced in the amounts and 
ava i labi l i ty  of their food supply ,  tha t droughts, disease, and the like, would have 
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a ffected the s ize of the ir popu lat io ns in an irregu lar manner, etc . 2 2 In the second 
p lace , it wou ld be equa lly unrea list ic to assume that the a ctua l cond it ions obtain
ing in all societ ies at any one stage in the ir deve lopment would be so s im ilar as to 
warrant overlooking the ir d ifferences . However ,  if one fa ils to take into account 
such init ial cond itions , it is unrea list ic to assume that the ir subsequent deve lop
ment would a lso be the same . ( For  examp le , it is bec ause we th ink that a l l mem
bers of the same spec ie s a re es sent ia lly s imi la r, that we expect them to undergo 
the same patte rn of deve lopment.) As we have noted , we do in fact take into 
account d ifferences in in it ial or boundary condit ions when we see k to exp lain 
why one soc iety may not have gone through a ll stages of that pat te rn wh ich is 
assumed to be norma l. S imi larly , one would a lmost sure ly have to take such 
condit ions into account to explain why one soc iety deve loped mo re rap id ly than 
another, or why there were at least m inor variat ions in the fo rms wh ich the 
pattern assumed in d ifferent soc iet ies. An acceptance of overrid ing direct ional 
laws involves a neg lect of such d iffe rences in in it ia l cond it ion s: it is m istaken ly 
ass umed that such laws necess itate what happens regardless of what differences 
there may be in the actual condit ions obtain ing in d ifferent soc iet ies . 

Wh ile these two po ints should be suffic ient to underm ine the be lief in ult imate 
laws of d irect iona l change , the fo llow ing observations may he lp us to understand 
the appeal of such laws. First , the manner in wh ich d irect iona l laws are most 
frequently formulated a llows for a number of bu ilt - in sa feguards aga inst the ir 
d iscon firmat ion . For example , wh ile a g iven sequence of stages in the evo lut ion 
of soc ial inst itut ions may be prophes ied , it is ra rely the case that the respect ive 
durat ions of these stages is a lso pro phesied ; 2 3  as a consequence , it rema ins in many 
cases possible to assume that a g iven stage wi l l  in the future be forthcoming , al
though it has been de layed. Furthermore , in those instances in wh ich deve lopment 
has not proceeded in accordance w ith one 's prognoses , it is possib le to speak of a 
soc ial inst itution as being "a survival , "  exempl ifying a rrested development , or of 
a soc iety as be ing "a l iving fossil ." To c ite mere ly one further w ay in wh ich an 
unwaver ing be lief in a d irect iona l law can be squared w ith a lack  of adequate 
evidence , we may once aga in cite what we have p revious ly noted w ith respect to 
Spencer's method: h is tendency to subst itute a comparat ive method for any at 
tempt to trace actual patterns of success ive h istorical ch an ge .  By the comp ilat ion 
o f  resemb ling instances , chosen w ithout regard to the ir h isto rical conn<:>ct ions , it 
may appear  that there had been a s ing le developmenta l patte rn, even t hough such 
a patte rn wou ld , as we have seen , be l ike ly  to have been an a rt i fact o f  the system 
of comp ilat ion itself . 

Each of the foregoing fac tors has lent some degree of spec ious p lausib il ity to 
the thesis that there are laws of d irect iona l change in soc ia l inst i tut ions . How
ever, there is a mo re important reason why th is thesis has continued to  remain 
plaus ible; it cons ists in the fact that there a re cases in wh ich functiona l  relat ion
sh ips foreclose certain poss ibil it ies for fu rther development , and open others. For 
example , in soc iet ies in wh ich there is no w ritten language , what we regard as 
h istor ica l knowledge cannot be present , no r can such soc iet ies estab l ish the same 
sort s of reciprocal relations w i th a l iterate soc iety as a re poss ible among two or 
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more literate sonetJes. Similarly, the lack of metallurgy precludes the develop
ment of certain other forms of technology, just as the lack of domesticated animals 
would preclude certain forms of agriculture. Given such limitations of the 
available possibilities, it is not surprising that one can arrange societies in a kind 
of serial order which roughly corresponds to steps which can be traced in the 
actual histories of those societies for which we have more or less continuous 
archaeological and historical records. However, since these changes can be ex
plained in terms of the effects of functional relationships, they are not to be taken 
as confirming evidence for laws of necessary directional change. Like the cases 
which have already been noted, the sequential order of the individual stages is to 
be comprehended as the result of a series of relationships operating concurrently 
within a society faced by certain needs and characterized by a particular set of 
historically and environmentally generated conditions : it is not the result of a 
law defining a set of stages through which any society will assuredly pass. 

If this argument has been sound, the explanatory thesis of historicism cannot 
be maintained by any one who seeks to understand social institutions and social 
change through an appeal to scientific law. Historicism, it will be recalled, in
volved the belief that, in order to understand any phenomenon, one must view 
it in terms of the place which it occupied and the role which it played within a 
process of development. \,Ve have seen, however, that in order to understand an 
actual pattern of development, we cannot view it as a single process formed in 
accordance with a directional law; if we are to explain it by means of a reference 
to laws, we must do so by showing how particular functional relationships, operat
ing on specific initial conditions, shape each of the successive steps of change. 
Once completed, these successive steps may be regarded as having defined some 
definite pattern, but that pattern would be a consequence of other forces, and 
would not itself represent a directional tendency. Thus, insofar as we wish to use 
models of explanation which are derived from scientifically acceptable modes of 
explanation, we shall not seek to explain any phenomenon by placing it within 
the context of a developmental series : we shall, on the contrary, explain every 
phenomenon in terms of the specific conditions and the functional laws which, 
at each moment of time, was responsible for its being precisely what it was. In 
all cases in which such phenomena can be shown to have conformed, with some 
degree of regularity, to a directional pattern, this pattern will have its own ex
planation in repetitive factors, but will not itself serve as the basis for an ex
planation of what has in fact occurred. 

Now, if this is true with respect to those cases in which some clear pattern is 
actually discernible (as, for example, a pattern is discernible in the life-cycle of a 
plant or of an insect), it is even more clearly true of those cases in which we deal 
with complex sets of historical events in which no single pattern is equally dis
cernible, and where-if one were not already committed to the view that there 
must be some pattern-no such pattern would in fact be found. In such cases, the 
explanatory thesis of historicism would suggest that until some pattern is found, 
no understanding of particular events would be accessible. Following the classic 
model of scientific explanation, this would not be the case : the specific successive 
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events would be no less fully understandable than they would if they had sug
gested there was some necessary course of developmental change. Thus, whether 
or not a pattern seems to characterize the sequence of events with which one must 
deal, if we are to proceed along the lines of traditional scientific explanation, we 
must proceed by explaining each event in terms of whatever functional laws are 
applicable to it, and our explanations will be couched in terms of how these laws, 
operating within the total set of initial conditions, bring about the successive 
changes which they do. Thus, instead of seeing the history of specific social insti
tutions, or of specific societies, as implicitly containing any necessary directional 
tendencies, any such tendencies would themselves have to be explained in piece
meal terms. 

2 .  PROBLE:\IS CONCERNING PATTER'-IS OF CHANGE IN HISTORY 

The failure of all attempts to understand history in terms of laws of develop
ment would have occasioned neither surprise nor dismay in those thinkers whose 
historici sm rested on teleological principles of explanation, and on metaphors of 
organic and spiritual growth. As a consequence, if we are to criticize their ac
ceptance of the explanatory thesis of historicism, we cannot effectively do so on 
the basis  of the arguments thus far advanced. However, there exist other grounds 
on which their views may be criticized ; and, as we shall see, most of these further 
objections also apply to those whose historicism had been dominated by the 
assumption that there are ultimate laws of directional change. This similarity 
between the metaphysical, teleological view and the scientifically oriented view of 
human hi story derives from a single shared assumption : that, in all normal 
cases, there is a sequence of stages through which development necessarily pro
ceeds. For the one school, such a developmental pattern rested on the fact that 
there were controlling laws of directional change ; for the other, such patterns did 
not represent any form of external necessity, but was the expression of an inner, 
autonomous, self-fulfilling tendency. 

In order to understand the latter position, it may be useful to start from 
Aristotle's distinction between that which exists "by nature" and that which 
exists by other causes. All of those things which exist by nature were taken as 
having within them an inner impulse to change; " 4 and this change was conceived 
by Aristotle to be purposive, in which the earlier steps in the process were for the 
sake of that which was to come later . " "  It would be mistaken to assume that this 
purposiveness was the result of some externally imposed plan; it was by virtue of 
their own inherent natures that objects tended toward their appropriate goals. In 
contrast to this  Aristotelian view, the form of teleological explanation which 
was most frequently found in the later seventeenth and in the eighteenth cen
turies conceived of purpose in nature on the analogy of mechanical contrivances ; 
objects were capable of attaining specific ends because they had been created to 
do so in accordance with a preconceived plan. In  so far as this  later form of 
teleological explanation dominated the interpretation of natural processes, 
historicism could not arise, for such processes would have had to be understood 
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and enlua ted w i t h  re ference to tha t  plan. H istoricism, however, involved the 
reject ion of any such fixed poi n ts of reference, and of a l l  ex ternal points of view : 
i t  was held th a t  t h e  s igni fi cance of wha t occurs in a developmental  process was to 
be under,tood and eva lua ted in terms of a logic inheren t in the process itsel f. I t  
was the doctr ine  of  d iv i ne  i mmanence, in  con trast to the doctrine of  a divine 
plan, wh i ch he lped to in troduce thi :; new point of v iew; it is therefore not sur
pri s ing t o  fi nd Hegel pra i s i ng  Aristo tle's teleologi cal  conception of nature as being 
nobler t han  tha t  \\'hic l 1 had come to dominate modern thought, " for with him 
the pri 1 1 c ipa l  point i s  t he determ ina t i on of [ the] end as the inward determinate
m'ss of n a tma i  things. Thus  he comprehended natu re as life, i . e . ,  as that which 
has i ts end  \l' i thi n itsel f'. " ' , ;  

There i l l'e ,  it seems to me, two fundamental  presupposit ions which underlie 
t h is ,\r i s to t c l i an  and  H egel i an  concept ion of developmen tal  processes, and I have 
a l ready ca l led a t tent ion to the f irst of them in my earl ier discussion of one of  the 
ways in \\' h i ch  the concept of "development ' '  is usedY I t  consisted in the fact  tha t 
th ere wa s presupposed an  u nderlying substance or subject w h irh changes. Thus, 
a pat tern of change c011ce i \·ell i n  the terms made familiar by Aristotle and by 
Hegd i s not  to be constru ed s imply as a sequence of rela ted forms; these succes
s i ve forms a rc regarded as hav ing an inherent connect ion with one another be
cause each of them is \' iewed as a phase in a single, unified process, and because 
each expresses some necessary fea ture o f  t h a t  process. 

The sernnd bas i c  presupposi t ion  connected \\' i t h  treat ing history in terms 
conson;m t wi th the  ,\ri s to t e l i an  and the Hegel i an v iews of developmental  proc
esses i s  t h e  fac t  t h a t  the  la ter s tages of the,e processes were considered as being 
h igher rea l i z a t i on s , or fu l fi lmen ts ,  of wha t  was o n l y  impl i ci t  in  the earl ier stages. 
To be sure,  s ign i fican t  d i fferences ex isted bet,\·cen the Ari stotel i an doctrine of the 
rel a t ion of ac t  t o  potency and Hegel ' s  d i a lectica l emphasis on the role of negation 
in change .  Nevertheless in both cases the end was con ceived as representing a 
h igher and more perfect level t h an  had been a t t a i ned in any of the developmental 
s t ages preceding i t .  This did not en ta i l  t ha t ,  according to Hegel (or even accord
i ng  to .\r i s to te l i ;m i sm) ,  t he \' a lue of each of the earl ier stages was whol ly rela tive 
to the \' ; due  of the end .  S i nce the end could not be a t t a i ned i n  one leap, but  only 
thro ugh ti a n sfonna t i on s  from one s tage to the next ,  each stage had  its own value. 
That  \' ;due, howe\·cr, could only be adequa tely apprec i a ted through understand
i ng  how each stage in the developmen t was rela ted to the  goa l-directed process of 
wh i ch i t  was  a part .  And  s ince, as \\'e sh a l l  l a ter sec, histor ic i sm cha llenged any 
a t temp t  to separ; 1 t c  wh a t  wa s  t aken to be va l uable and what  was to be regarded as 
t ru e ,  a s im i l a r  thes i s  \\· ; i s u pheld \\· i t h  respec t  to hi s torical  understanding:  it is only 
in t erms of  t h e  l a t er s t ages of  dc,clopmcn t ,  when Lt ten t powers have become ful ly  
expl i c i t ,  tha t  we arc  i n  a posi t i on  fulh to unders t and  the  nature of a develop
men t a l  process, an d  adequa tely i n t erpret  t he ear l ier stages of that process. This 
fam i l i ar te leologi ca l  theme i , ,  o f  course ,  most  man i lc s t  i n  Hegel : 

The 1 i ,· i 1 1 g  subs ta nce . . .  is t h a t  be ing wh i ch  i s  t ru l v  subjc c  l ,  or wha t  is the  same thing, 
1 s  tru ly  rea l i zed and ac tua l  ( 1, • i 1 h l i c l, )  so le ly  in the p roc ess o f  pos i t i ng  i tse l f . or i n  
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mediat ing wi th i t s  own self i t s  transit ions from one state or posit ion to the opposite . . . .  
I t  i s  the process of  i ts own becoming, the circle which presupposes its end as i t s  purpose , 
and has its end for i t s  beginning ;  i t  becomes concrete and actual only by being carried 
out, and by the end i t  involves. 2 8 

Without reference to such an end, the unity of the process, and consequently the 
significance of each of its phases, would be lost; for, on Hegel's view, a process 
consists of an interplay of d ifferent moments, but cannot be broken into parts. 2" 

Before attempting to criticize the acceptance of these presuppositions by those 
who conceived of the historical process in teleological terms, I should like to 
point out that, strangely enough, the same presuppositions were frequently ac
cepted by historicists who condemned both metaphysics and teleology. Consider, 
for example, Comte's view of history, or that view which came to be characteristic 
of Marxism. In both cases one finds not only that all of history was treated as a 
single process, including all peoples, but this process was viewed as the develop
ment of man's true social nature, much as Hegel had viewed it as the develop
ment of Objective Spirit. Furthermore, both Comte and the Marxists shared 
Hegel's view that, during any phase of this developmental process, the various 
attributes of society were organically related to one another, forming a coherent 
whole. Even the reference to the end of the process as an essential means of 
understanding its nature was not confined to those who accepted the teleological 
view: in Comte's system, and in l\Iarxism, the understanding and the evaluation 
of earlier phases of the historical process demand that we grasp the tendency of 
history as a whole. Given these similarities between those whose basic philosophic 
views are in other respects so different, it would seem difficult to find any one 
point of view from which to criticize the acceptance of their presuppositions. How
ever, it is not impossible to do so. In the first place, I believe that there are un
acceptable consequences if one conceives of history as the development of some 
form of substantival entity, and of historical events as manifestations of this con
tinuing development. Since my objections to such a view will be based on 
empirical grounds, it can be argued independently of an acceptance or rejection 
of either set of philosophic views. With respect to the second presupposition-, 
that one must relate the stages of a process to the terminus of that process if one 
is to understand these stages-I shall show that it too may be criticized without 
specifically referring to the metaphysical views with which it is most frequently 
associated. I shall argue that this presupposition, whether held by teleologists or 
by strict determinists, rests on what I shall designate as the retrospective fallacy. 

As we have noted, the view that the processes of historical change represent the 
successive manifestations of an underlying entity wh irh changes has one of its 
sources in analogies that can be drawn between organic growth and historical 
development. In the case of organic growth there is , of course, a visible entity 
which has a life-cycle, and the successive changes constituting this li fe-cycle are 
clearly attributes of it. In history, on the other hand , it is by no means obvious 
what sort of entity can be regarded as underlying the spec ific changes with which 
historians deal. There are many histories--of nations, of epochs, and of civiliza-
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tions, of science or of industry, of the various arts, of lega l  inst i tutions, etc.-and 
the quest ion of where one can find the  subject of his tory seems to be almost sense
less. Yet, one can see that  when these various h i stories are tr; tced out, they are not 
wholly sel f-contained, but h ave connections with one another, and sometimes 
seem to share in a common development .  Readers of Toynbee 's S t u dy of His tory 
wi l l  reca l l  that  at the outse t of tha t work he sought the proper "un i t "  for the 
study of history, and took as i ts identifying mark that  i t  should be a field of study 
which would be intel l igible i n  i tself .  This  is to say tha t  such a un i t  would have i ts 
own history, and that  the spec ific changes which would be traced were changes in 
it .  The substantival ent i t ies which had a history, and which underlay the detai led 
changes wh ich historians normal ly  traced, ,\·ere designated by Toynbee as "c ivi l i za
tions . "  Others have regarded a Vo/1,sgcis t ,  or spiri t of  the people, as t he true 
bearer of history, with the various events in the l ife  of a na tion or people as 
expressions of the cont inuing un i ty  of that  spiri t as i t  man i fests i tse l f  m·er t ime . " "  
And for others, as  we find in  the  case of Hegel, the substance of h istory consisted 
in the development  of the realm of Objective Spirit, wi th each nat ion-state that  
successively achieved greatness representing one of i ts essent ia l  phases. For those 
who stood closer to the En l ightenment tradi t ion, as d id  Comte, tha t which 
developed was Humani ty, which transcended a l l  national boundaries, and which 
shaped itse l f  through progressive intellectual and moral development ; whi le 
Spencer conceived of progress in the superorganic realm as a sequence of  types of 
social  organi1ation which, l ike organic species, formed a single evolutionary de
velopment, ascend ing from the earl iest and the most primi t ive to the most recent 
and advanced. On each of these v iews, a true understanding of  the human past 
depended upon showing how the speci fic eyents which had occurred were rela ted 
to a single c\eyeloprnental  process, with the connections among them being deter
mined by the ways in which each was an expression of that  which underlay them 
a l l ."  It was on the basis of such a conception that  Hegel, Comte, and Spencer, as 
wel l  as many others, regarded tradi t ional h istoriography as lacking in depth, and 
as lost in superfici a l  deta i l .  

Al l  such concept ions are faced by fundamental  empirical di fficul ties which they 
cannot overcome and cannot avoid . " "  These d ifficul t i es take many forms, but their 
scope am\ severity may be suggested by three types of consi c\erat ion, to which 
others might easily be added .  In the first place, those who look upon human his
tory as representing a single developmental process can be justly accused of not 
being able to find a place within tha t process for much that  has occurred in the 
human past. This is not merely that  details are omi l led from consideration; the 
conception of a single developmen tal process does not permi t  one to view large 
tracts of the past as having any genuine h istor ica l significance a t  a l l .  Consider, to 
choose merely one example, the drastic restriction in the scope of history which 
was characterist i c  of Hegel ' s  out l ine of the developmen t of Object i ve Sp i r i t :  not 
only were nst regions of  the world den i ed any place in that development, but 
each region which was a ct u a l l y  in l luded was reganled as ha Y i ng  belonged to the 
realm of  tru e  h i story dur i ng only one per iod o f  t i me.  These fami l i a r  a spects of his 
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Philosophy of History were boldly anticipated in a brief section on World History 
in Hegel's Ph ilosophy of Righ t ,  from which the following passage is taken: 

[A] nation is dominant in world history during [only] one epoch, and it is only once 
that it can make its hour strike. In contrast with this absolute right of being the vehicle 
of this present stage in the world mind's development, the minds of the other nations 
are without rights, and they, along with those whose hour has struck already, count no 
longer in world history (Sect. 347) . 

While so militantly forthright a proclamation of a restrictive principle of selec
tion is not to be found in other linear views of historical development ,  all have 
involved similar restrictions. And, in fact ,  it is necessary that they should do so. 
Putting the matter quite generally, since a linear conception of historical develop
ment demands that one view history as proceeding in a single direction, it com
mits one to looking backward upon the past as if it had constituted a single 
lineage. Western philosophers of history have seen this lineage in terms of modern 
Western man, and what could not be regarded as having had a role in his de
velopment was not regarded as having been part of the historically significant 
past. Regardless of what other perspective one may adopt, precisely the same sort 
of restricted view will follow if one interprets human history as a single develop
mental process which stretches straight from the past to the present.3 3  

Nor can one avoid restricting the scope of the significant past, even if one 
abandons a linear conception of history, so long as one maintains the assumption 
that human history is a development inherent in some form of substantival 
entity. For example, if one regards history as the development of discrete civiliza
tions, as did Toynbee, or if historical events are taken to be the expressions of the 
spirit of various peoples, each of which has its own birth, its own fulfilment, and 
its own decline, much that has occurred in human societies will nonetheless be 
regarded as lacking in genuine historical significance, for it will not have formed 
part of the life of those entities which are taken to be the bearers of history. For 
example, it is never claimed that the events in the lives of a l l  peoples have 
manifested a specific Volksgeist , nor that any one nation has, throughout its ex
istence, ever maintained the vigor of its spirit ;  those who hold that the spirit of 
a people is the true locus of history will therefore regard much of the human 
past as entirely "dead." The same point is obvious with respect to Toynbee's 
characterization of civilizations, since not only did he exclude all primitive 
societies and all so-called arrested and abortive civilizations from his purview, 
but there exist long periods in the lives of some civilizations which were not 
counted as belonging to history at all.34 Thus, even a pluralism of substantival 
entities excludes from the realm of the significant historical past a great deal that 
can be the subject of legitimate historical investigation. 

In the second place, the variety of features present in any culture are so diverse 
that one cannot plausibly maintain that all of them are to an equal degree mani
festations of a single underlying process. As a consequence, the assumption that 
historical understanding depends upon relating specific events to some unitary 
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process of development wi l l  lead to a neglect of  some-and, indeed, of  many--of 
the aspects of l i fe which are presen t in any parti cular culture. To be sure, this 
has not usual ly  been denie:d by those who depict history as consist ing, basical ly, 
in a developmen ta l  process ; what is c laimed is that i n  any society there are many 
aspects which can be safely neglected by those who seek to understand what has 
been essen t ia l  in man 's past. This cl a im has usual ly  been coupled with the view 
that there is some one cen tral factor--fo1 Hegel the na tion-sta te, for l\I arxism the 
means  of product ion, for Comte the stage of in tel lectual advancemen t-which 
dominates the direction of change, and which, over t ime, molds a l l  other mani
festations of cul ture. Thus, h istory is regarded as including two qui te different 
sorts of phenomena : those which are of genuine historical  importance in ei ther 
fostering or tending to obstruct  historical  change, and those which are epiphe
nomena!  on ly, since they do not play an effective role in the process. It is at this 
poin t  that conflicts arise between empirical historiography and the types of view 
with which we are here concerned . In the field of empirical his toriography, the 
question o f  the rela t ive importance of any event is on ly to be discovered through 
tracing i ts specific effects ;  that it is an event of a certain type, whether tech
nological, pol i tical, intellectual ,  or art is t ic, does not suffice to indicate i ts im
portance or lack of importance in the network of relat ionships wi th which 
histori ans are concerned . And, of  course, the importance to be assigned to any 
such event  wi l l  vary in re lat ion to wha t  part icular series of changes is the subject 
of  the h i stori an ' s  account .  On the other hand ,  when history is viewed as a single 
developmen t:i l process, the division of histori cal  phenomena in to those which 
h ave an absolute importance, and those which do not, becomes a hard and fast 
di stinction; as a consequence, much of wha t  we find to h ave been historical ly 
s ignificant  a t  a particular  t i me in the l i fe of  a part icular  society wi l l  be relegated 
to an i n ferior hi s tori cal s tatus  on the basis of a prior conception of the n a ture of 
h i s tory a s  a whole. "·' 

In the th ird place, the conception of history as a process of autonomous sel f
developmen t takes inadequate accoun t of the possibi l i ty  of sign ificant external 
i n fluences upon any soc ia l  order. These ex terna l  i n fl uences may take a variety of 
forms. There is, for examp le, the phenomenon o f  cul tural d iffusion,  where that 
which has been developed elsewhere, and was brought  in to a society through 
cul tura l contact . i s  assi m i l a ted in to tha t  society in either an unal tered or an 
a l tered form.  I n  such ca ses t h ere wil l  h ave been the i n troduct ion of an ex ternal 
i n fluence; in most cases i t  would be d i fl indt to  hold that such an  elemen t would 
have been crea ted in ei ther ib assimi la ted form, or in any equivalent form, wi th
out cul tura l contact .  There a l so are cases in which, for example, mi l i tary inva
sions change the tem po or the d irec t ion of  ongoing processes, or i n  which sub
jugation and external  dominat ion in terrupt developmen ts, or extirpate much 
that  had been characteri s t ic:  of t h e  l i fe of the invaded society .  The view tha t in 
vasions and domin a t ion can only k i l l  tha t  which has  a l ready out l ived i ts a l lot ted 
period of v i gor (as those who bel ieve that  a l l  h i s tory represen ts the effects of in
herent deve lopmen t a l  pa t terns  tend to suggest), is not a view which has much 
plaus ibi l i ty . I t  i s  cert a i n l y  not a Yiew which should appeal to those who c i te 
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organic analogies, since the lasting effects of a period of drought or of a d isease 
must also be taken into account when one is tracing the development of a specific 
individual plant or animal. 

There also are other, more subtle forms of external influence, which deserve 
special comment and which may be compared with ecological factors in the en
vironment. For example, a given developmental process may be affected by the 
fact that a simi lar process has gone on in another society .  In some cases the ex
istence of a parallel development wi ll, if known, serve as the model for imi tation 
and thus instigate or accelerate an imitative process ; in other cases i t  might pre
sumably serve as a warning of what is to be avoided, i f  possible .  Furthermore, 
there are less conspicuous ways in which parallel forms of development may in
fluence one another; for example, if two societies are tending in a single direction, 
but have started at different times or are proceed ing at different rates, the fact 
that one reaches a particular stage of development (e.g., in colonization or in in
dustrial i zation) before that stage is reached by the other, i ts earlier fruit ion may 
permit i t  to gain a sufficient competi tive advantage to allow i t  to choke off a 
similar development on the part of i ts neighbor . 3 6 Each of these types of fact 
concerning h istory is sufficient to show that one cannot interpret historical change 
solely in terms of autonomous processes of development ; taken together, they 
suggest that the infl uences which can be exerted by so-called external factors on 
the processes of historical change are widespread, and that they can be extremely 
penetrating. 

But how, then, shall we conceive of history, if not in terms of developmental 
tendencies? The foregoing cri ticisms suggest that if we wish to base our views on 
the methods and the resul ts which characterize empirical historiography, the 
human past wi l l  not be taken to have been a single developing process, nor a set 
of such processes going on independently of one another. It wi ll, on the contrary, 
appear as a very complex web whose individual strands have separate though 
interlacing h istories; as a consequence, no one group of peoples, and no one set  of 
aspects of social li fe, will be seen as consti tu ting t he  subject matter of history. 
More specifically, one can say that the complex rela tions among peoples, whose 
individual histories may for generations run along independent paths before 
coming into contact, a fter which they may or may not again diverge, precludes 
the possib i l i ty of looking upon the past as consti tu ting a single historical 
sequence. Furthermore, because of the diversi ty of the elements wi thin cultures, 
i t  is also rarely if ever possible to constru e all of them as sharing a common de
velopmental pattern : some, which may have been closely connected in their 
origins, will tend to become independent of one another, others may enter into 
new rela tionships, and the pace a t  which change proceeds in any one series of 
events may differ greatly from that which characterizes others. Thus, the many 
individua l strands of continui ty tha t must be traced i f  we are to understand 
what actually happened in the human past, form an indefini tely complex net
work. In this network, no event is l ikely to have a place in only one of the criss
crossing lines of causal connection, and i t  could therefore be extremely  mislead
ing to view speci fic events solely in terms of the positions which they occupied in 
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one among these strands . It might, for example, be the case that the actual 
causes of some specific event belong within one strand of facts, whi le its most 
important consequences could only be seen if we were to trace its effects in quite 
a different direction from that which its actual causes might have led one to 
expect . Or, its causes may themselves be complex, resulting from the meeting of 
two previously independent l ines of development ; in such a case, if one were to 
attempt to understand that event in terms of only one of these two earlier strands, 
one would necessarily have mi sunderstood it . Such possibi l ities are, I submit, left 
whol ly out of account by historicism, which proceeds on the assumption that any 
event is to be understood and to be evaluated in terms of its place in some par
ticular process of development . ·" 

That such an assumption should have been so widely held in the late eight
eenth and the nineteenth centuries was connected with the bel ief that it was 
possible to look upon Humanity as having had a single history, which embraced 
all special histories . \Ve have traced some of the forms which that conviction took 
and have seen that the Enlightenment conception of history, the use of organic 
analogies, the bel ief in necessary developmental laws, and the spread of evolu
tionary modes of thought, all contributed to its nineteenth-century dominance. 
Nonetheless, it is surprising that during a period in which there had been 
spectacular growth in almost all forms of empirical historiography, the assump
tion persisted that there had actual ly been one single dominant l ine of develop
ment in human history. To explain the persistence of such an assumption we 
must, I believe, take into account an extremely prevalent human error which is 
not in the least restricted to speculative thought and which I shall cal l  "the 
retrospective fal lacy." 

This fal lacy, crudely put, consists in looking at a series of events in terms of its 
ultimate outcome, interpreting each of the earlier events with reference to that 
outcome. It is readily understandable that we should have a tendency to do so, for 
knowing what did in fact eventuate, we seek out the l ines of connection between 
it and previous events, and we are thus led to consider these events in their roles 
as contributing to what occurred later. Our tendency to view organic growth 
in this way leads, of course, to a teleological form of explanat ion. When we view 
the historical past in the same way, we are led to an acceptance of historical 
determinism :  knowing what occurred, and having traced the steps that led to its 
occurrence, the chain of events as a whole seems to be characteri zed by an inner 
necessity. However, if we do not look at a series of events in terms of that in 
which this series eventuated, but examine each of these events as it was related to 
the occasion of its occurrence, the series wi l l  present an entirely different aspect. 
At each step in the series, alternative possibi l ities may be seen to have been open, 
and we may find that which of them did in fact material i ze was dependent upon 
the occurrence of extraneous events. Thus, in adopting what may be cal led a 
prospectively oriented view, the end of any process of change is to be regarded 
simply as the result of a sequence of events which did occur ; it wil l  not provide 
any point of reference with respect to which the earlier events are subsequently 
to be interpreted . The retrospective fallacy is a fal lacy because it rests on the fact 
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that, when we have learned the actual outcome of a series of events, we tend to 
forget that other conclusions might have been possible : we ascribe a privileged 
position to that outcome and we view all earlier events as if they had been con
trolled by it . 

The same point may be made in another way, and one which better succeeds in 
avoiding the problems inherent in questions concerning either teleology or deter
minism. It may be said that the retrospective fallacy consi sts in assuming that i f  
we read the past "backwards"-that is, i f  we start from any part icular state of 
affairs and trace the connections between it and the events which preceded it
we shall arrive at exactly the same view of thi s  series of events as i f  we had been 
observing it in the order in which it occurred . In denying that this is the case, I 
do not  wish to be understood as suggesting that the causal connections which we 
find when we look back upon past events could not (in principle) a lso have been 
seen had we been observing these events in the order of their occurrence. (\Vere 
there this difference between the two views, the consequences for historiography 
would be disastrous . )  However, granted that the actual causal connections are in 
both cases the same, there is at least one very significant difference between a 
prospective view of events and the manner in which a series of such events appears 
if we view it retrospectively only : on the basis  of a purely retrospective point of 
view, the past becomes greatly simplified. In looking back from the vantage point 
of the present, we tend only to take account of connections between actual occur
rents, and we are not forced to explore the many possibilities which , at every 
point in time, remained open for future change if some other events, elsewhere, 
had not occurred when they cl id and as they did .  Hi storians are obliged to take 
such possibilities into account, and are forced to wonder "\Vhat would have 
happened if . . .  ? " ;  but this  is merely to say that their method of dealing with the 
past i s  not limited to a retrospective point of view. \\That historians attempt to do 
is to build up a view of the past which takes into account not only the particular 
relationships which obtained among those events which did occur, but they seek 
to establish what factors might have inhibited their occurrence, had such factors 
been operative at particular times and places. In compari son with the investiga
tion of these relationships, some of which were actualized and others of which 
were not, a purely retrospective view offers a simplified picture : it is only after 
the fact that, so to speak, the nap of history seems to lie flat and be uni form in 
texture. Thi s  simplified picture, in which all unactualized possibilities appear 
never to have been real, leads to the view that there i s some form of inherent de
velopmental tendency in events, and that human hi story has a direction and 
meaning which escapes empirical historiography . 

It should be evident from what has just been said that the acceptance of 
determinism in h i story will be characteri stic of all who adopt a purely retrospec
tive point of view-it cloes not depend (as has often been claimed) on an inap
propriate appli cation of scienti fically oriented forms of explanation to human 
actions. The proper interpretation of deliberation and choice in human history 
is obscured i f  1\T l ook u pon the past solely in terms of what d id eventua te, with
out tracing each step in the series of events as it happened , seeki ng ou t  what 
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possibi l i t ies had originally been present. Nor is this difference between a retro
spective and a prospective view of events confined to cases which involve human 
deliberation and choice : in any series of events which does not form a closed 
system, there is a simi lar contrast between the unity and necessity wh ich a process 
appears to have i f  we view it retrospectively, and the aspect which i t  presents if we 
view i t  as i t  developed, tracing i ts course in a step-by-step chronological sequence. 
The di fference may be suggested by an analogy. If one considers a great river 
system as it appears on a physiographic map, one finds that if one starts from the 
conclusion, where that system empties in to the sea, and fol lows back along each 
of i ts main tributaries, and traces out each of their branches, and follows back 
along each of the streams which fed these branches, one is always ascending to 
higher ground. There thus appears to be a uni ty of principle which gives in
tel l igibi l i ty to the course of the system as a whole. However, should one wish to 
understand the formation of these river beds in  the past, or should one wish to 
account for the gathering of the waters in to a single system, one cannot proceed 
in that direction : one must start from each of the separate sources, tracing their 
various channels and junctions, for i t  is not un ti l  they meet that these streams 
and branches and tributaries form one river. That they meet where they do, can 
only be understood through having fol lowed the course of each, noting the 
contours of the land and the resistances which at various poin ts diverted them, 
proceeding along each originally separate stream, along each branch and tribu
tary, fol lowing as they gather in to a single river, and together reach the sea. In 
reading history backwards, as in fol lowing the course of such a river system in the 
opposi te direction from that which determined the flow of its individual parts, 
one will  be led to a system of interpretation that has l i t t le relationship to the 
principles which were responsible for the encl-result which one sees and endeavors 
to explain. 

Once one recogni zes the difference between tracing the connections of a series 
of historical events in  the order in  which they developed, and viewing them 
retrospectively only, it is not possible to regard long-term changes as providing a 
basis on which to understand the specific events which actually occurred: the 
whole wi th respect to which these specific events are supposedly to be in terpreted 
actually exists only because of the successive parts which it is alleged to explain. 
Thus, i f  what I have said of the retrospective fallacy is true, the explanatory thesis 
of historicism is left wi thout justi fication . 

\Ne are now i n  a posit ion to recognize the difficulties inherent in that aspect of 
historicism which constitutes its evaluative thesis and which, up to this point, we 
have not specifical ly discussed. That thesis, it w i l l  be recalled, asserts that an 
evaluation of any phenomenon demands that we view i t  i n  relation to what it 
contributed, or fai led to contribute, to the larger processes of development of 
which it was a part .  An acceptance of the moral theory of historicism consequently 
presupposes that one can, in  fact, assign to each phase of man's social life some 
place in a larger developmental process. The assumption that it is legitimate to 
construe either the past or the presen t in terms of any single developmental series 
is what my preceding arguments have been designed to refute. Thus, if those 
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argumen ts have been correct, the founda tion wh ich the eva lua tive thesis of 
h is tor icism presu ppos es has been r emoved. 

This poin t is of su fficien t  im por tan ce to deserve fur ther elucida tion, pay ing 
par ticu lar a tten t ion to i ts a pplica tion to ques tions of evalua tion .  Su ppose tha t 
one traces each s tep in a ser ies of even ts in order, examin ing the con ditions under 
wh ich each occurred, wha t a l terna tive ou tcom es a ppeared to be  open, wha t 
knowledge  was ava i lab le concerning thes e  poss ib le a l terna tives, and the l ike .  
Having adopted th is pros pec tive poin t of  view, and therefore abs tracting from 
the ac tua l r esu lts wh ich subsequen tly occurred, how wou ld on e evalua te the 
pa ttern ing of ins t i tu tions, the decis ions wh ich were  taken, the competing for ces 
wh ich exis ted a t  any par ticu lar time? Not knowing wha t was to occur, one cou ld 
on ly eva lua te each of the var ious fea tures of pa st s ocia l  l i fe in terms of the par
ticu lar con text in wh i ch i t  ac tua lly exis ted. To be  s ure, one m igh t la ter r ecogn ize 
tha t ther e had been poss ib il i ties for action which were  not r ecogn iz ed a t  the time. 

However, on ce a h is torian pla ces h imself in the pos i tion of look ing a t  a s er ies of 
even ts pros pec tively, h is eva lua tion of ea ch as pect of the pas t will be  simi lar in 
s tructure to the ways in wh ich we eva lua te the s i tua tions we ours elves face: we 
envis ion var ious a lterna tives and assess them in com par ison with each other. In 
con tras t to this, thos e whose  eva lua tions der ive from a r etrospective poin t of view 
assess the var ious fea tures of pas t soc ia l  l i fe with reference to a s ingle l in ear  s er ies 
whos e or ig ins and ou tcome are a lr eady known ; thus , they do not  judge even ts in 
terms of wha t, a t  the tim e, were  the a ctua l a l terna tives, wha t actions other than 
those taken m igh t have  been preferred to them, or wha t fun ctions they curren tly 
served. Thus , the retros pec t ive poin t of view ac tua lly leads to a form of anachro
n ism : i t  leads us to look a t  ac tions and a t  ins t i tu tions not  in terms of their own 
con texts, bu t in rela tion to wha t th ey inh er i ted from the pas t and what they 
bequea thed to the fu ture .  Consequen tly, our eva lua tions of them are not, str ic tly 
speak ing, eva lua tions of them ; these eva lua tions der ive from our a tt i tude toward 
tha t process in wh ich we see them as embedded. F or this r eason, the eva lua tive 
thesis of h is tor icism has a lways appeared to i ts cr i t ics as pr esen ting a pecul iar ly 
perverse and dis tor ted s tandard of ju dgmen t :  in dividua l a ctions and s ta tes of 
a ffa irs ar e not ju dged for wha t they are, bu t in ter ms of the exten t  to wh ich they 
are believed to have con tribu ted to wha t h as a ctua l ly come to pass . As M ill sa id 
of Th iers, and of others, " th ey have arr ived at the annih i la tion of all mora l dis 
tin ctions except success an d no t  success ," 38 and this form of cr i t icism of h is tor icism 
has been widely shar ed. 

It mus t be acknowledged tha t thos e  who accepted the eva lua tive thesis of 
h is tor icism were  not  un prepared to meet such cr i t ic isms, for they wer e  no less 
will ing to a pply their basic con ten t ion to a l l  pas t s tandards of eva l ua tion than 
they were  to apply i t  to other as pec ts of soc i al l i fe . Thus , Mi l l's claim tha t they 
had ann ih ila ted mora l dis tinc tions , or my cla im tha t they subs t i tu ted eva lua tive 
a tt i tudes toward the his torica l process for eva lu a tions of s pecific ins t i tu tions or 
actions, wou ld be  coun tered by  t h eir c la im tha t wha tever s tandard one m igh t 
propose  for evalua ting in sti tu tion s  an d ac tions is i ts el f  a s tandard which de
veloped his toric ally ,  and is therefore rela t ive to i ts place in the h is tory of human 
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societies. The only way in which one could escape from an anachronistic evalua
tion of the past, they would claim, would be to view every aspect of human 
history in terms of the meaning which lies wi thin that process taken as a whole. 39 

To this, I hope, I have already provided a sufficient answer : that i t  is in fact a 
mistake to suppose that we can legi timately view the human past as a single 
developing process. However, so far as the specifically evaluative thesis of histori
cism is concerned, there is another quite d ifferent way in which it can be at tacked. 
That is to show that the view of human nature which i t  presupposes is mistaken. 
That view, it will be recognized, involves the assumption that man is almost in
defini tely malleable, being formed in and through the changing forms of his social 
environment .  It is to a consideration of the history of that doctrine, and to i ts 
cri t icism, that I shall next turn. 



III THE MALLEABILITY OF MAN 

It is only by his torical analysis that we can 
discover what makes up man, s ince it is 

only in the course of his tory that he 
is formed. 

Emile Durkheim, The Dualism 
of Human Nature and its Social 

Conditions, p .  325  





8 CHALLENGES TO CONSTAN C Y  

In the later eighteenth and throughout the nineteenth century, marked changes 
developed in what, in a very inclusive sense, can be called the theory of human 
nature. One such change consisted in a series of chal lenges to the widely held 
assumption that human nature is constant. The question at issue was not, of 
course, whether all men at all times have held the same beliefs and have acted in 
exactly simi lar ways : no defender of the constancy of human nature would sup
pose that such had been the case . However, it was assumed by those who regarded 
human nature as constant that, underlying the varying beliefs and forms of 
action of different individuals, there are characteristics common to all men, and 
that such characteristics are not subject to change. This view had been widely 
held among moral and social theorists in the late seven teenth and in the eight
eenth century, although it was beginning to be undercut by some tendencies in 
eighteenth-century thought. Later, in the course of the nineteenth century, it was 
general ly  abandoned. I shall refer to what took its place as the doctrine of the 
mal leabil ity of man. 

As we shal l see, a conception of man's malleabi l ity may arise from disparate 
and even opposed streams of thought. So long as what was common to these 
tendencies was only a negative thesis, consisting in what they denied rather than 
affirmed, it was possible for them to have a cumulative influence on the presup
positions of the age and yet remain fundamental ly  opposed to each other. This, 
I bel ieve, was what occurred in the n ineteenth century wi th  respect to the doctrine 
of man's mal leabi l ity. What was common to its variant forms was not a shared 
conception of man, but the purely negative thesis that there are no specific ways 
of think ing and acting which are so deepl y  entrenched in human nature that they 
cannot be supplanted either by the effects of the circumstances in which men are 
placed or by means of man's own effort:;. Thi s view was held in many forms and 
became a pervasive assumption within n ineteenth-century thought .  

The almos t unl imited faith which the nine t een th  century placed in education 
was a direct expression of the pervasiveness  of th i s  bel i e f .  I f  men had  been re-
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garded as endowed with fixed native capaoues, and were believed to have dis
positions not subject to change, what could be expected to be achieved through 
educative processes would doubtless have been seen as important, but it would 
have been confined within the same limits as had obtained at every earlier stage 
of man's history. However, it was characteristic of the period to believe that, in 
a new age, man's individual and social life could undergo almost unlimited 
change : a radically new order of social relationships could be established, and in 
that new order there would be fundamental transformations in human nature. 
This optimism, which was shared by the major reform movements in the century, 
would have been wholly untenable had there not been a pervasive belief that 
human nature could change. 1 

As was true with respect to historicism, the belief in man's malleability had 
roots in the Enlightenment and also had roots in the rebellion against the En
lightenment. Furthermore, like historicism, its dominance in later nineteenth
century thought was in a considerable measure dependent on the uses to which 
evolutionary theory was put. However, as we shall see, many of its formulations 
were not actually linked with historicism; therefore, the relationships between 
these two positions will later have to be indicated. 

I .  GENETICISM, ORGAN ICISM, AND MAN AS A PROGRESSIVE BEING 

The form of the malleability doctrine to which I shall refer as "geneticism" 
actually received full expression in the eighteenth century, and did so in the 
thought of some who, like Helvetius, were in other respects more typical of En
lightenment modes of thought. It arose in connection with associationism, al
though some representatives of the associationist doctrine (for example, Bentham 
and James Mill) did not accept the view that human nature changed over the 
course of time. On the other hand, others believed that the cumulative effects of 
experience on the formation of character would alter the motives which in the 
past had been dominant in men. 

In order to be more precise in formulating the position which I shall designate 
as geneticism, and in order to show the way in which experience was assumed able 
to alter fundamental characteristics of human nature, I shall contrast geneticism 
and "nativism." In speaking of geneticism I shall be referring to the view that 
the thought and the actions of individuals can be understood as functions of the 
particular experiences they have undergone, each person's thought and action 
being the product of influences brought to bear upon him in the circumstances in 
which he was placed. In opposition to geneticism, all forms of nativism hold that 
some instances of thought and action-although not by any means al l-are to be 
explained in terms of native propensities inherent in the individual, although 
these propensities may not become manifest unless evoked by a particular type of 
situation. Thus, what would count in favor of nativism would be any wholly un
conditioned responses, or any instincts, if these were totally independent of past 
experience, and if they were directly responsible for the specific ways in which 
individuals thought and behaved. Of course, there could be positions other than 
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geneticism and nativism, as thus defined, which some persons might wish to 
hold. For example, it might be claimed that all thought and action necessarily 
involve the interplay of native propensities and past experience. I shall not be 
concerned with this or other alternatives, for the analysis by means of which I 
shall attempt to show that geneticism is false should also be sufficient to show th at 
in some cases nativism is true. In other words, I shall argue later that in ex plai n
ing human action we do not in all cases have to a ppeal to the fo rmative effects of 
past experience. 

It was precisely this type of nativistic thesis that geneticism sought to deny. 
Experience was claimed to play a dominant role in al l  as pects of thought and 
of action, and it was widely claimed, in conjunction with associationism, that, in 
the course of his ex perience, an individual acquires wholly new ca pacities which 
become, quite literally, a second nature to him. They are to be viewed as a se cond 
nature because they become so deeply ingrained in him that they are ex perienced 
as wholly natural, as being an essential part of his nature. On the foundation of 
these new capacities, further transformations are then reared. 

This process obviously refers to the ways in which any one individual 's nature 
grows, and is transformed by experience into something which it was not at birth. 
But how, one may ask, is such a theory of individual development related to the 
doctrine that, over the course of time, man as a species undergoes changes, and 
that men have it in their power to effect such changes in the natures of all man 
kind ? It was in this possibility, as we shall see, that those who upheld geneti cism 
were primarily interested. 

The manner in which geneticism justified belief in the possibility of radically 
altering human nature was to hold that, when individuals were transformed 
through the effects of their own experiences, they would create conditions which 
would affect the next generation in new ways, and thus further alter the natures 
of those coming after them. Through slow successive changes spreading through 
whole communities, old propensities which had been acquired under former 
conditions would be extirpated, and new ways of acting inculcated. In this ex
planation of man's malleability, the mechanisms underlying change are obviously 
conceived in terms of how individuals are formed by their own experiences: the 
principles of character-formation which are used to expl ain the changes in human 
nature are, it may be said, s pecificall y ps ychological, or "individualistic. " Further 
more, such an explanation tends to stress the passivity of the individual in the 
changes which he undergoes: it is experience which forms him, even though he 
may play a role in forming others b y  being able to affect (or even to control) the 
experiences they then undergo. 

What I shall term "organicism " rejected this individualistic, psychological 
account of man 's malleability, yet it too emphasi zed the formative power of en
vironing in fluences. From the point of view of organicism, it is culture as a com
plex whole, not specific individual experiences, which creates and changes the 
natures of men. On such a view, of which Comte, Hegel ,  and  Marx will later be 
seen to be ex ponents, human natu re may be sai d to be a cultu ral product, not a 
nati ve endowment of those born into the s pecie s i\ la n .  
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In grasping what i s essent ia l  to the organic i s t posi t ion ,  one mus t be careful not  
to ident i fy i t  with the more moderate thesi s tha t  the knowledge , the values , and 
the behav ior of a l l  person s wil l  always to some extent be i nfluenced by the cul
turt'S to which they be long. It would be whol ly implaus ible to deny that  such i s 
t he case , and I know of no form of na tivi sm which has  c la imed tha t  cultural in 
fl uences have no effect on the larger par t  of  man ' s behavior. However ,  organic i sm 
goes far beyond thi s moderate thes i s . I t  holds tha t  there arc no tendencies or 
abi l i t ies i n  men which arc not  a ffected by cultural  i nfiucnccs : that  every characte,·
ist ic which a na t  i v i s t m ight a ssume to be common to men in  all cu l tures i s i tsel f  
pen e t r a ted a n d  modi fied by the e ffects of socie t y  o n  m a n .  Thus , varia tion s i n  the 
knowledge, values ,  and speci fic modes of behavior o f  those reared i n  d ifferent  
cultures would no t  be the product of an  i n teraction be tween con stant  a t tr ibutes 
and variable condi tions , as a n ativi st could hold ;  on the contrary, such variat ions 
would be regarded as due to the d i rect in fluence any cu l ture wil l  have on those 
who part i c i p a re in i ts l i fe . Thu s , organic i sm resemble, genc t i cism in s tressing the 
pass i v i t y  of man,  and the format ive i nfluence which h i s e rwi 1 onmen t  has u pon 
h im.  

I n  fact , i n  one respect ,  organ i ci sm i nvolves an even more ex t reme form of the 
malleab i l i t y  doctr i ne than i s to be found i n  gene t ic i sm. I t  was necessary for those 
who accepted g-ene t i cism to assume that there are some un iversal ly  appl i cable 
laws of psychology, such as the associat ion of ideas , which serve to explain how 
the resul ts of an indiv idual ' s experience become i ngra ined in him. However, if 
t he organic i , t  thes i s  is accepted, even this measure of con s tancy i s los t .  For ex
ample , accord i ng to Comte , Hegel ,  and :\Iarx, a l l  forms of ind ividual  behavior 
which occur i n  a cul tura l  con text must  be undcr,tood i n  terms of the nature of  
tha t  con tex t :  there i s no science of  psychology which can deal with i ndividuals 
independen t l y  of the i r  actual  soc ia l  rela t ionsh ips . For th i s  reason ,  as we shal l  sec ,  
organ ic i sm b i t terly opposed the ind iv i dua l i st ic  psychologi cal approach character
i s t i c  of  genct ic i sm,  ;md the two v i ews should therefore not be confu sed .  Even 
though ne i t her support ed the other, they did haw a jo in t  i n fluence , s ince each 
contribu t ed to the perva s ivene,s of  a be l ie f in the malleabi l i ty of  man .  

I n  add i t i on to  these two types o f  view, and in  contras t to them, there ·was a 
third pos i t im1 which I shal l  term the progress ive view of man .  I t  held  that ,  by 
nature , man i s  i n herent l y  a progress i ve be i ng. Throughout the period wi th which 
we are deal ing, there were those who regarded i t  as certa in  that  a cons i deration 
of  h i story showed that  there had been bas i c changes in human nature ; these 
changes . it was he ld,  could not be adequately understood on the assumption that  
indiv idual s were mere ly pass i ve , react ing to factors and forces external to them. 
Emphas i s  wa s there fore placed on what men made of  themse lves ; i t  was as a 
resu l t  of act i ve forces w i th in  ind iv i dual,  tha t  mankind a s a whole was claimed to 
advance . 

This v iew, wh i ch wa s prnbably  more widel y  hel d  than e i ther gen et i c i sm or 
organ i < i sm d ur ing  the lu t tN jJar t of the  n ineteenth cent \l ry, was expressed i n  a 
varie ty of d i fferent  and some t i mes opposed forms .  One  fcrm, which was often 
rnn ne< ted wi th  met aph ; s i c a l  idea l i sm, \\·as  tu be found in  F i chte ,  a t  the beginn ing 
of the cen tury ;  i t  -,\·a s  subseq uen t ly  revived when E11 gl i sh  and American ph i lmo-
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pher s and psychologis ts rebe lled aga in s t the basic all y passive v iew of the m ind 
charac ter istic of a ssoc ia tion ist psychology, and there fore of gene tic ism. In opposi 
tion to assoc ia tion i st doc tr ines, ide al is ts in par ticul ar-bu t al so other s- held tha t 
the hum an per son is to be regar de d  a s an ac tive moral agen t, cre ating the con di
tion s of se lf-fulfilmen t for h im sel f and for other s through struggle, through c hoice, 
and through aspir ation tow ard ideal ends . 

A differen t form of progre ssiv ist doc tr ine, wh ich h ad no na tur al affin i tie s w i th 
an y type of me taphysical pos i t ion ,  s tre ssed  the im portance of extending the r ange 
of human se ns ib il i tie s, and therefore the r ange of ac tion s in which ple asure w as 
taken, thu s cul tiv ating  and social iz ing man .  Unl ike the sel f-r eal iz ation i st v iew of 
ideal ends, of wh ich F ich te w as one e xponen t, th is v iew of m an's progre ssive 
n ature conce ived of the summ u m  bonum a s the enjoyment  of those h igher 
ple asure s to wh ich men had, over the cour se of h is tor y, learned to be sen si tive . 
Such a v iew, a s we sh all see, w as not only char ac ter is tic of John Stu ar t  Mill, bu t 
of Matthew Arnold and Huxle y as well. 

St ill others took a progre ssiv i s t v iew of a qu i te di fferen t kind. On the ba sis of 
ana logie s to the development of new b iologic al spec ie s, they saw the human 
spec ie s as developing, acqu ir ing new c apac i tie s over the cour se of time. In gen
eral, they rejec ted hedon ism, siding w i th those who regarded  s truggle and e ffor t 
as more basic than the de s ire for ple asure. W i th few exce ption s, they and the 
me taphysic al ide al ists did not  make common cau se .  Ide al ists tended to rejec t the 
a ppl ic ab il i ty of spec ifically b iological an alogie s to the spir i tual grow th of m an, 
and evolu tion is ts did not  genera ll y  regard the developmen t of the r ace as a 
produc t of an inheren t ten dency tow ard se l f- fulfilmen t in the indiv idu al . Accord
ing to most ev ol u tion ar y  form s of progre ssiv ism, it was the race wh ich progressed, 
and not nece ssar il y the indiv idual s who h appened to be the agen ts of change. On 
th is v iew, then, human n ature w as be ing tr an sforme d, even though the ac tiv i tie s 
of individual human be ings migh t  be st be expl ained in terms of fixed in stinc tive 
c apac i tie s which the y  inher i ted .  

In spite of the se impor tan t  difference s among the v ar iou s form s of wh at I term 
the progre ssiv is t v iew  of m an, there w as en ough .in common among them to m ake 
the ir posi tion an im por tan t tendency perme ating a gre at segmen t of the though t 
of the age .  Th is fe ature, common to all, and de fini tive of the doc trine as a whole, 
w as the assum ption tha t i t  w as natura l for mank in d  to develop new form s of 
sen s ibil i ty and new springs of ac tion ove r the cour se of h is tory ;  and i t  w as to be 
expec te d  th at, given the c apac i t ie s of men, such progre ss w as not at an en d. The 
env isioned developmen t w as not  merely a m atter of cul tur al adv ance, or of an 
amel ior ation of soc ial ev il s ; i t  was to be a tr an sform ation of man himse lf, of h is 
own nature.2 

2 .  HISTORICISM AND MAN'S MALLEABILITY 

There are a number of poin ts of con tac t  between h is tor ic ism and the doc trine 
of hum an malle ab il i ty, bu t the se posi t ion s are d ifferen t and mu s t be distingu ished. 
Histor ic ism is the more inclu sive doctr ine, since i t  can, in pr inc iple, apply  to the 
expl anation and the ev aluation of all type s of phe nomena, rather th an be ing 
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restricted to questions concerning human nature. However, the fact that histor
icism had widespread acceptance tended to foster a belief in man's malleability: 
if all other phenomena were to be viewed as aspects of a developing process, then 
human nature might also be regarded not as constant but changing. As we shall 
see, in the organicism of Hegel, of Comte, and of Marxism, the two doctrines were 
intimately associated. 

Nevertheless, the doctrine of man's malleability does not have any necessary 
connection with historicism. For example, the view that the forms of thought and 
action of individuals result from their experience rather than reflect native pro
pensities arose in connection with associationist principles in psychology, yet the 
modes of explanation and standards of evaluation characteristic of associationism 
were directly opposed by historicism. Similarly, those who looked upon man as 
being by nature a progressive being, whose social progress reflected his inherently 
progressive nature, were not inclined to accept historicist modes of explanation, 
and in almost all cases they rejected the evaluative principle of historicism as well. 
Thus, a firm commitment to a belief in mankind's capacity for progress was not 
by any means linked to an acceptance of historicism, as the examples of John 
Stuart Mill and of Huxley should serve to make clear.3 

In the case of theories of the malleabil ity of human nature which were most 
intimately connected with evolutionary theory in biology, we again find that 
historicism played an important role. What was characteristic of these theories 
was that they stressed a phylogenetic point of view : it was the human race that 
exhibited unmistakable signs of a changing human nature, and it was the race, 
and its progress, which was regarded as being of primary importance. Thus, 
whatever effects their experience or changing forms of social organization may 
have had upon individuals, what was ultimately important about such changes 
was, quite simply, the way in which they had affected the future of man. Thus, in 
this  case as in others, hi storicism tended to shift all questions concerning explana
tion from the issue of how a particular result was in fact brought about, to the 
question of how a particular case was to be construed when seen against a back
ground of some larger process, considered as a whole. 

We may therefore expect that in the following discussion the doctrine of man's 
malleability will sometimes be closely related to historicism, and sometimes the 
two will diverge. Speaking generally, what I have termed geneticism will be 
antagonistic to historicism, and so too will many, and perhaps most, forms of the 
progressivi st doctrine of man. On the other hand, organicism and the evolutionary 
approach to the malleability of human nature will be closely, although not in
separably, linked to historicism-not inseparably, for we shall later see that some 
more recent forms of organicist theory, such as that represented by Ruth Benedict, 
is  as opposed to the basic tenets of historicism as any theory can be. What bears 
repeating, however, is the fact that the dominant influence of historicism in the 
nineteenth century helped to promote widespread acceptance of the view that 
man 's nature is not to be regarded as unalterably fixed, but that at any point in  
time it can best be  understood as being merely one phase in  an  ongoing process 
of developmental change. 
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If  one considers the history of psychological theories prior to t he rise of eight
eenth-century asso ciationism, it is clear t hat t hey were dominated by w hat I have 
termed nativism . Although t he effects o f  experience were not, o f  course, w holly 
dis counted, it was assumed that there were broad ranges o f  facts concerning hu 
man t houg ht and human a ction w hi ch were dire ctly attributable to native 
capa cities common to all men. Furthermore, it was generally assumed that such 
capacities were constant, not having changed substantially over t he course of re 
corded time . In spite, then, o f  a frequent re cognition o f  the transiency o f  customs, 
the thesis o f  man's malleability had not deeply penetrated eit her the ex planation 
o f  human behavior or views w hi ch were held regarding the history o f  mankind . 

That an a cceptance o f  nativism dominated psy chologi cal theories immediately 
prior to the time w hen associationism became dominant is a fact t hat needs only 
slight documentation . For example, those w ho belonged to the egoisti c s chools o f  
politi cal and moral philosophy in t he seventeent h and eighteent h centuries were 
predominantly nativists, for in t heir accounts o f  t he more complex forms o f  hu
man action as reflexes o f  sel f-interest and foresight, t he s pecific nature o f  past 
experience rarely played a decisive role. For these same philoso phers the processes 
of human thought reflected an inherent ratio cinative ca pacity, the results o f  w hich 
were, in most instances , taken to be inde pendent o f  t he nature o f  the specific 
ex periences w hich the individual had previously undergone. In addition, we may 
note that those w ho op posed egoism sought to undercut egoisti c a ccounts o f  
human a ction by multi plying t he number o f  distinct and inde pendent motives 
attributable to man. In doing so, they greatly rein for ced nativism, extending the 
range of  those s pe cific forms o f  sensi bility and o f  a ction w hich were claimed to be 
inde pendent o f  prior ex perience . 1 T hese were not t he only im portant nativisti c 
tendencies then o perative : in France, nativism was, at the time, dominant in the 
physiologi cally or i <"nted a ccounts o f  human behavior. 2 Nevert heless , it is not our 
present concern to analyze t he various forms o f  nativism w hich dominated the 
philoso phy o f  mind prior to the wides pread a cce ptan ce o f  asso ciationism, but to 
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show how a strain of geneticism separated i tself off from the hedonistic and gen
erally egoistic psychology of the period, becoming highly influential in establish
ing a doctrine of the malleabili ty  of man. 

If one wish es to locate a single source from which modern geneticism derived 
i ts greatest power, that source must surely be found in Locke's theory of knowl
edge. His a ttack of innate idea s and innate princi ples was an attack or nativism 
in the theoretic sphere :  all human knowledge depended upon factors given to the 
mind in the cou rse of experience. However, as we shall see, his successors inter
preted his doctrine in a narrower and more radical sense than was justi fied by the 
Essay Concern ing the  Hum an  Unders tanding. The accounts of knowledge to be 
found in most who expressed their indebtedness to Locke do not assign to the 
mind's operations the same scope and freedom which one finds in Locke's own 
doctrine. Nor do most of his successors share his conviction that i t  is possible to 
establish �. demonstrative system of morali ty. 

Let us first recall what. Locke's doctrine actually was. According to him, all 
knowled?;e was dependent upon experience, our m inds being furnished wi th no 
i nnate ideas. Furthermore, however intricate any man 's knowledge might become, 
all of i ts original or primit ive elements were actually derived from experience : 
those elements were s imple ideas given through the senses, or s imple ideas given 
through introspection (which Locke called " reflection") , or a combination of 
both. Even though the ultimate and primi tive elements of knowledge come 
through experience, i t  is important to note that not all of the actual con ten t of 
our knowledge can be said to do so. According to Locke, the human mind is act ive 
as well as passive. Because we do not merely accept ideas, but compare them wi th 
one another, compound them, and abstract from them, much of our knowledge is 
not a direct reflection or reproduction of what was originally given : the elements 
of experience are generally rearranged, through the mind's autochthonous 
activi ties, and our actual knowledge is the product of such rearrar:gements. To be 
sure, when a number of s imple ideas go constantly together, we tend to view them 
as a group, and to denominate them by one name; ar:d in this way our complex 
idea of a part icular material object, or of a specific type of material object, is built 
up. In such cases, our complex ideas may be regarded as primarily due to the 
effects of experience. In most other cases, complex ideas do not directly reflect the 
original presentations of experience, and the second book of Locke's Essay is in 
large measure devoted to the analysis of the latter cases. Among these complex 
ideas are modes such as number, the modes of place and of t ime, the conception 
of power, and mixed modes such as beauty or parricide. There are also concep
tions of moral rela t ions, and ideas of collective substances, such as armies. In 
these cases Locke o ffers an account of how it is that we can form a particular 
complex idea . He of course assumes that all such ideas are ultimately grounded 
in a set of sim ple ideas wh ich serve as their primi tive elements, but the complex 
idea i tself is regarded by h im as something different from those elements and not 
directly a t t r ibutable to ei ther sensat ion or introspection ( i .e. , "reflection") .  

Unfort una tely , Locke h imself was not c lear on this difference between instances 
i n  wh ich the content  of knowledge is heavily dependent upon the mind's own 
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activi ty , and those in wh i ch i t  is more dependent upon the order of experi ence. 
Nor was he compelled to draw such a d i st inction for hi s  chief purposes. However, 
almos t all of hi s followers came to emphasize the role o f experience in de termin
ing the actual content of knowledge , and thi s led to a far more rad ical gene tic ism 
than was present in Locke h imsel f. To tha t point we shall shortly re turn. Before 
doing so , i t  will be useful to indicate that Locke ' s  account of our moral and 
religious beliefs ra i ses prec isely the same issue : on the one hand, he at tributes 
many of our complex ideas to the act ivi ty of the mind operat ing on the elements 
given in experience , and, on the o ther, he emphas izes the role o f experience i tself 
in forming some of those ideas. 

I t i s not surprising that there should be this parallel between Locke ·s theory of 
morals and of religion and his more general theory o f knowledge. The original 
impe tus for the Essay came from his interes t in reach ing some conclusion con
cern ing the poss ibili ty of ga ining reliable knowledge in the moral and religious 
spheres , and throughout the Essay one can note passages in which moral and 
re l igious concerns are important elements in Locke 's trea tment of some more 
general argument." In hi s  a ttacK on inna te ideas , for example, Locke was at least 
as much concerned wi th disprov ing the inna teness of practi cal principles and 
religious truths as he was to d isprove an apriorist  view of logical ,  ma thema t ical, 
or met.:iphysical axioms. However, it i s  not to be assumed that hi s  at tack on the 
theory of inna te ideas led him to deny the poss ibil i ty of certa inty in ei ther morals 
or rel igion. On the contrary , h i s  pos i t ive theory involved a d i st inction be tween 
the very l imi ted degree of assurance to be atta ined in beliefs concerning the 
ma teria l  wodd, and the certainty which can be cla imed for the truths of morali ty 
and religion. On his v iew, the latter tru ths are demonstrable. \Vhi le rnch demon
s trat ive proofs must be grounded upon elements given in experience , the con
clusions which we are capable of reaching are dependent upon man ' s  rationa l i ty , 
not upon the characterist ics of tha t  wh ich was originally present in experience. 
Tha t  this was Locke 's v iew is obvious from his use of the cosmological proof for 
the existence of God ;  i t  i s  also present ,  as we shal l  now see, in hi s complex account 
of moral i ty. 

According to Locke , moral i ty consists in obed ience to the rules inst i tuted by 
men in societ ies , these rules be ing a re flection of the bas i c  needs of men and the 
commands of God .  In deal ing with such rules and their appl icat ion to vo luntary 
actions, we are of course dealing with the kinds of complex ideas which Locke 
terms mixed modes and relat ions, and these ideas-though ultimately dependent 
upon elements given in experience-are themselves products of the mind's act ive 
powers. To judge whether an action is morally right, one need only consult these 
ideas : one need not appeal to dictates of conscience, or to a calculat ion of con
sequences, or to observa t ion o f how men actual ly behave .  In th is freedom from 
any appeal to experience, Locke held tha t moral reasoning is to be compared wi th 
mathema t ical reasoning :  in bo th , one need only follow out the agreements and 
d i sagreements among ideas. (The defic iencies to be found in moral reasoning, as 
compared with ma themat ics, Locke a t tributed to the fact tha t  moral rules have 
no t been defined wi th equal accuracy.) 
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It is important to recognize that, while Locke believed that it is possible to 
attain demonstrative truth in morality and in religion, he was by no means 
satisfied with many of the moral and religious beliefs which men held. To under
stand his position, one must distinguish between moral and religious beliefs which 
are attributable to the use of reason and those which are to be attributed to 
custom: the former are warranted, but the latter are not. Frequently, Locke speaks 
of merely customary beliefs as superst i t ions, and denounces them in passages such 
as the following: 

. . .  doctrines that have been derived from no better original than the superstitions of 
a nurse, or the authority of an old woman, may at length of time and consent of 
neighbors, grow up to the dignity of principles in religion and morality. For such, who 
are careful (as they call it) to principle children well . . .  instil into the unwary, and 
as yet unprejudiced, understanding, (for white paper receives any characters,) those 
doctrines they would have them retain and profess. These being taught them as soon 
as they have any apprehension; and still as they grow up confirmed to them, either 
by the open profession or tacit consent of all they have to do with . . .  come, by 
these means, to have the reputation of unquestionable, self-evident, and innate truths 
(Essay, Bk. 1 ,  Ch. II, Sect .  2 2 ) . 

It is to be noted that the formation of such superstitious or ill-founded beliefs 
is not wholly dissimilar from the manner in which custom operates to make us 
think that we truly understand the nature of a particular material object, or type 
of material object. In the latter case, too, it is custom that habituates us to regard 
a particular set of qualities as belonging necessarily together, but there is no 
demonstrative proof that such qualities wil l  always be found together. In spite 
of this similarity between the two types of case, Locke did not condemn an ac
ceptance of custom in the case of beliefs concerning material objects as he 
condemned it in morals and in religion. The reason for this difference is twofold. 
In the first place, he did not regard the experienced grouping of the qualities of 
a material object as an arbitrary or accidental grouping: he assumed that it was 
regularly present because of the properties actually possessed by that which ex
isted independently of our awareness. In the second place, such a custom
engendered view of the nature of material objects-while it is not an adequate 
view-is sufficient for most of the ordinary concerns of our lives. In the case of 
moral and religious superstitions, there was not the regularity which was present 
in our common-sense views of material objects; on the contrary, there was an 
indefinite variability among the beliefs characteristic of different societies. As he 
said in the Essay : 

He that wil l  carefully peruse the history of mankind, and look abroad into the several 
tribes of men, and with indifferency survey their actions, will be able to satisfy himself 
that there is scarce that principle of morality to be named, or rule of virtue to be 
thought on . . .  which is not somewhere or other, slighted and condemned by the general 
fashion of whole societies of men (Bk. 1, Ch. II, Sect. 1 0) . 

Now, Locke was unwilling to accept such variability as the ultimate truth in 
morality, for he believed in the theory of natural law, which was definitive of 
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certain moral duties, and in the ultimate origin o f  moral rule s in God's com
mand s. There fore, these variant and alien rule s were looked upon by him as  
constituting moral errors, not a s  providing ju stifiable base s  for a ction in the 
communitie s which accepted them. They were due to the effect s of cu stom, not o f  
reason. 

In thi s connection it i s  al so relevant to note that Locke held that it was custom, 
and not their native endowment s, which was accountable for the differen ce s  
among men of different culture s. A s he  remarked in  the Essay : 

Had you or I been born at the Bay of Soldania, possibly your thoughts and notions 
had not exceeded those brutish ones of the Hottentots that inhabit there. And had the 
Virginia king of Apochancana been educated in England, he had been perhaps as 
knowing a divine, and as good a mathematician as any in it . . .  And if he had not any 
idea of a God, it was only because he pursued not those thoughts that would have led 
him to it (Bk. 1,  Ch. m, Sect. 1 2 ) . 

Thi s contrast between superstition or ignorance on the one hand, and men 's 
capacitie s to arrive at demonstrative truth s in moralit y and religion when nothing 
inhibit s the full u se of their intellectual capacitie s, could scarcely help but lead 
Locke to the question o f  how human being s were to be reared so a s  to learn to 
u se their facultie s aright . Some Though ts Concern ing Educa t ion was the product 
o f  thi s intere st and of the request s o f  per son s seeking hi s advice concerning the 
education of their children.• 

Consi dering hi s theory o f  knowledge, a s  well a s  hi s observations on the varia 
bilit y of moral and religious practice s in different societies, 5 it i s  small wonder 
that, in thi s book, Locke should explicitly say of the overwhelming majority of 
men that 

[they] are what they are, good or evil ,  useful or not, by their educat ion. It is that which 
makes the great difference in mankind. The little, or almost insensible, impressions on 
our tender infancies, have very important and lasting consequences : and there it is, 
as in the fountains of some rivers, where a gentle application of the hand turns the 
flexible waters into channels, that make them take quite contrary courses; and by this 
l i ttle direction, given them at first, in the source, they receive different tendencies, and 
arrive at last at very remote and distant places. 

I imagine the minds of children as easily turned, this or that way, as water itself 
(Sect. 1 - 2 ) .  

Throughout thi s work Locke emphasizes the malleability of the individual, both 
with re spect to hi s body and hi s conduct, 6 until-in conclusion-he referred to 
the fact that, in formulating hi s advice, he had considered the young child "only 
as white paper, or wax, to be moulded and fa shioned a s  one pleases"  (Sect. 2 16). 

It i s  im portant to remember that expressions such a s  the se do not have reference 
to man a s  a being capable of rea soning : Locke i s  here speaking of the effects of 
custom, which he regarded a s  antithetical to rea son . This contra st, which we have 
now noted in other a spect s of Locke' s thought, receives what i s  perhaps it s cleare st 
ex pression in hi s di scussion of the a ssociation of i dea s .  And it i s  important to 
understand hi s position with re spect to a ssoc iat ionism, if we a re to ap preciate one 
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of the chief poi n ts a t  which his successors modified hi s  view of  the human mind, 
paving the way for an acceptance of  the theory of man ' s  i ndefini te ma lleabi l i ty . '  

As  i s  wel l  known,  Locke added a chapter ent i tled " O f  the  Assoc ia t ion o f  Ideas" 
to the end of Book I I  i n  the fourth edi t ion of the Essay . '  In that d i scussion he 
consisten tly treated the assoc ia t ion of  ideas as something which was by i t s  very 
nature ant i thetical to reason .  For example, he sa id : 

Some of our ideas have a na tura l correspondence and connexion with one another : it  
is  the office and excellency of our reason to trace these, and hold them together in that 
union and correspondence which is founded in their peculiar be ings. Besides this, there 
is another connexion of ideas wholly owing to chance and cus tom (Essay ,  Bk.  11 , Ch. 
xxxm, Sect. 5 ) .  

The lat ter connection is ,  o f  course, the assoc ia tion of  ideas .  
I f  we examine the i l lustrations of  the assoc ia t ion of  ideas which Locke gives in 

this  chapter, we find that these associations a l l  depend upon assoc iat ions by 
contiguity ,  and not at all upon assoc ia tions by resemblance. This  fac t  i s  important ,  
s ince Locke-l ike others-found the n ature of reason to be the perception of  
agreement or disagreemen t  a mong our ideas .  Therefore, those cases i n  which two 
ideas are associa ted wi th one another because of the effects of  their  resemblances, 
or because of a contrast between them, could not be used as ins tances an t i th e t ica l 
to reason : they would cons t i tute cases i n  which there was "a n a t u ra l  correspond
ence and connex ion . . .  founded in their pecul iar beings . "  On the o ther hand, i n  
cases where t h e  presence of  one idea evokes another s imply because t h e  two ideas 
have previously been experienced together, there i s  no "natu ra l  correspondence 
and connex ion ,"  and it is not surpris ing tha t  Locke should contrast such cases 
wi th examples of reason ing . "  Furthermore, in the same chapter, Locke conjectures 
that those assoc i a t ions which depend u pon con t iguity are ul t imately dependent 
upon physiological causes ,  that  is ,  upon " tra ins  of  motions i n  the an imal  spiri ts ,  
which, once set a going, cont inue in  the same steps they have been used to" ; rn i n  
th i s  respect ,  too, they a r e  n o t  t o  b e  counted among t h e  act iv i t ies  of t h e  mind, but  
a s  examples in  which i t  i s  passive. I t  i s important  to take  note  of  such facts, i f  one 
i s  to understand how Locke came to adopt the very ex treme pos i t ion i n  which he  
characteri zed the effects of  associat ion as " th i s  wrong connex ion i n  our minds  of  
ideas i n  themselves loose and independen t of  one another . " 1 1  O n  Locke 's view, 
such l inkages, being wholly clue to con tigui ty, represen t  a tota l l y  d i fferen t  
pri nciple o f  connection than i s  t o  b e  found when the mind act ively employs i t s  
discr iminatory powers i n  compounding, abstract ing, and rela t ing the materials 
original ly given to it .  It  i s  only i n  the la t ter ins tances that we build conceptions 
which in  their degree of  abstractness, their genera l i ty , and i ndeed their novelty, 
represent  a level of awareness far d i fferent  from that represented in the origina l  
flow of experience . 

I t  has been of importance for us to stress Locke 's doctrine  concerning the act ive,  
native powers of the mind , for i t  i s  primari ly wi th respect to these powers that 
h i s  theory of knowledge d iffered from that  o f  h i s  successors . He  had prepared the 
way for their more radical reject ions of  n a t iv i sm through hi s  i n s i s tence that a l l  of 
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the materials of human knowledge must be furnished by experience. However, 
he stopped short of the view that the mind's own operations were to be inter
preted in terms of the effects of experience; thus he stopped short of a tl1orough 
rejection of traditional forms of nativism. On the other hand, his successors came 
to view that which Locke had at tribu ted to the powers of judgment as being due 
to experience. "  I t  is to this radical shift that we must now turn our attention. 

In tracing this development, we must first note that Berkeley and Hume, who 
followed Locke's way of ideas, explicitly rejected his doctrine of abstract ,  general 
ideas. This rejection, as one can see in the Princip les of Human Knowledge, was 
the first  point at which Berkeley felt it necessary to challenge Locke, and his 
challenge was cited by Hume as "one of the greatest and most valuable discoveries 
that has been made of late years in the republic of letters. " 1 3 Locke had held that 
once experience had provided the human mind with simple ideas, the mind 
could, by its active powers, form genuinely new ideas from these elements. For 
example, once having touched or seen objects, we could frame the abstract general 
idea shape, which was not to be identified with any of the specific elements on 
the basis of which it had been formed . And this idea, as an abstract general idea, 
could itself function as one of the building blocks which the mind used in forming 
further ideas. Thus, most of our complex ideas (except for those of particular 
material objects) are ideas in which the original elements from which they were 
derived play a very small role. The effects of this "pyramiding" activi ty of the 
mind can be very clearly seen in Locke's doctrine of moral relations. These rela
tions, it will be recalled, depend upon the conformity of a voluntary action to 
some moral rule. Now a moral rule relates to types of acts such as sacrilege or 
parricide, each of which is an abstract general idea of a mixed mode. While it is 
true that all of the materials necessary for our conceptions of mixed modes are 
ultimately derived from simple ideas of sensation or of reflection, these complex 
ideas are not necessarily tied to the particular simple ideas by means of which we 
first formed our conceptions of them. Thus, Locke grants the human mind a 
freedom in its use of experience which Berkeley and Hume came to deny. Accord
ing to their view, whatever general concepts we use always remain tied to some of 
the individual simple ideas which originally served as the bases for these con
cepts. This doctrine brings Berkeley and Hume close to the position of the sensa
tionalist school, in spite of the fundamental differences between their own 
epistemological positions and the views of most sensationalists. 

In addition to this point ,  i t  is to be noted that Berkeley and Hume also ap
proached the sensationalist position in the alterations which they made in Locke's 
theory of the sources of our simple ideas : they eliminated "reflection" as an in
dependen t source of ideas ,  co-equal with sensation. To be sure, the first paragraph 
of Part I of Berkeley's Prin ciples of Human Knowledge apparently accepts Locke's 
view, admitting ideas "such as are preceived by at tending to the passions and 
operations of the mind. "  Nevertheless, Berkeley did not actually make use of such 
ideas in his account of the scope of human knowledge. 'Whenever he departed 
from a d i scussion of ideas deriving from sensa tion, he in t roduced the concept of 
our n o t ion s  of spiri t .  Such notions, however, are not to be con strued as analogous 
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to simple ideas of sensation, for they are not the building blocks out of which 
further complex objects of knowledge are formed. In short, the specific ideas 
which Locke characterized as original simple ideas of reflection play no part in 
Berkeley's system. This unacknowledged alteration in Locke's  views became ex
plicit in Hume : many of the ideas to which Locke had referred, Hume denied 
that he could find within his own experience; and those which Hume did find, 
and called impressions of reflection, he held to be dependent upon prior impres
sions of sensation. In this he was of course at one with the sensationalists. 

The connection between these alterations in Locke's doctrine and sensational
ism can be noted in Condillac. While avowing his deep indebtedness to Locke, 
and praising his work, Condillac criticized him for having assumed that there are 
operations of the mind which are not reducible to sensation. 1 4 The freedom to 
form new ideas, which Locke had believed that the human mind possessed, was 
denied by Condillac. 1 5 As his Traite des Sensations suggested, the human being 
was no more active in the formation of complex ideas than would be a statue 
which had been endowed with no powers other than having the capacity for 
sensations : the nature and the sequence of these sensations would be sufficient in 
themselves to account for the whole of knowledge. 1 6  This emphasis on the role of 
sensation as the foundation of knowledge is of course continued in later French 
thought by Helvetius and by d' Holbach; 1 7  and in England it is paralleled in the 
associationism of Hartley and Priestley. 1 8 

While Hobbes can rightfully be regarded as the first major figure in the history 
of associationism in England, it was not to him but to Locke that the British as
sociationists themselves traced their lineage. 1 0 For example, in the first chapter of 
his O bserva t ions on Man, Hartley pointed out that the basis of his own doctrine 
was a theory of vibrations which derived from Newton, and the theory of associa
tion which derived from Locke. To be sure, in the preface to his work, he had 
also remarked that he first came to consider "the power of association" on hearing 
how John Gay had suggested that it might account for in tellectual  pleasures. 
However, these remarks concerning his indebtedness to Locke and to Gay do not 
involve a contradiction. 2 0  By his own testimony, Hartley was thirty-one years old 
when he heard about Gay's suggested account of intellectual pleasures, but he 
assuredly knew Locke's work before that time. Apart from the fame of the Essay, 
we have his son's testimony on this point,2 1 and Hartley himself said that from 
Locke "and other ingenious Persons since his Time" he had learned 

the Influence of Association over our Opinions and Affections, and i ts Use in explain
ing those Things in an accurate and precise Way, which are commonly referred to the 
Power of Habit and Custom, in a general and indeterminate one.2 2  

His indebtedness to Gay was therefore not one of learning to appreciate the gen
eral power of the association of ideas, but something much more specific. Grant
ing Hartley's familiarity with the way in which the association of ideas could ex
plain "the Power of Habit and Custom," Gay 's dissertation showed the applica
bility of the same principle to the formation of the moral sense in man. This 
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attempt on the part of Gay constituted a decidedly new step,2 3 and one which 
stood in sharp contrast to Locke's disparagement o f  the effects o f  association on 
moral and religious belie fs. Unlike Locke, Gay was not attempting to show that 
the principles o f  morality, like the principles o f  mathematics, form a demonstra
tive system. He was attempting to square the traditional account o f  the impor
tance o f  other-regarding motives in a li fe o f  virtue with an acceptance o f  an 
egoistic psychology. The r ewards and punishments o f  another li fe had, o f  course, 
o ften been invoked to do so. However, as Gay noted, 

The generali ty of mankind do approve of Virtue, or rather virtuous actions, without 
being able to give any reason for their approbation ; and also . . .  some pursue it wi thout 
knowing that it tends to their own private happiness ; nay even when it appears to be 
inconsistent with and destructive of their happiness.2 4 

It was for the sake o f  explaining such approbations that Gay invoked the prin
ciple o f  association, appealing to the formative powers o f  experience to give men 
standards which others had held to be dependent upon innate moral cognition, 
or an innate moral sense . In offering this account, he was not, o f  course, denigrat
ing these approbations: he regarded them as the basis o f  morality, founded in the 
nature o f  man and consonant with the Divine Will. Thus, Gay had trans formed 
Locke 's doctrine: the association o f  ideas was not to be regarded as a source o f  
moral and religious error, but was, on the contrary, the means by  which new and 
praiseworthy motives arose through the effects o f  experience, with sel f-interest 
becoming converted into virtue. Such, one must suspect, is what Hartley saw as 
"the power " which Gay had discovered in the association o f  ideas . In Hartley 's 
own work, as his pre face tells us, he was interested in tracing the consequences o f  
this power with respect to morality and religion . 

In spite o f  several comparisons which early associationists drew between the 
association o f  ideas and the Newtonian law o f  gravitation, associationism was not, 
in its origins, an attempt to formulate and validate a specifi c psychological law. 
It was not, as Hartley had suggested it should be, an example o f  "the method o f  
analysis and synthesis recommended and followed by Sir Isaac Newton." 2 5  Rather, 
it was the formulation o f  a principle which served to bridge the gap between the 
very general proposition that all knowledge derives from sense experience and 
specific observations concerning reasoning, the use o f  language, the operation o f  
the imagination, the growth o f  complex emotions, and the basis o f  moral belie fs. 
For example, one may note that Hume was less interested in establi shing that 
associations among ideas follow patterns o f  resemblance, contiguity, and cause 
and-effect, than he was in showing how this view would lead one to treat prob
lems o f  "Logic, Morals, Criticism, and Politics. " 26 Even Hartley, whose interest 
in the details o f  the theory o f  associationism was far greater than Hume 's, and 
who was deeply interested in the phys ical basis o f  the association o f  ideas, was to 
a very considerable degree motivated by moral and theological concerns.27 One 
may also note that Joseph Priestley, Hartley's chie f follower, e xpressed his interest 
in extending Hartley's system as it applied to questions concerning the conduct 
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of l i fe and "the natural progress and perfection of intel lectual beings. " In this 
connection he said of the Hartleian system that "the most important application 
of Dr. Hartley's doctrine of the association of ideas is to the co11d11ct  of human 
life, and especially the business of ed11ca t ion . " 2 ' Hartley himself had explicitly 
noted these applications. for he had said: 

It is of the utmost consequence to Morality and Religion, that the Affections and 
Passions should be anaiyzed into their simple compounding Parts, by reversing the .',teps 
of the Associations which concur to form them. For thus we may learn how to cherish 
and improve good ones, check and root out such as are mischievous and immoral, 
and how to suit our Manner of Life, in some tolerable Measure, to our intellectual and 
religious Wants. And as this holds in respect of Persons of all Ages, so it is particularly 
true, and worthy of Consideration, in respect of Children and Youth. 29 

Thus, in its origins, associationism was not what James !\f i l l  and especially Alex
ander Bain later sought to make it, a ful l-blown psychological system serving to 
classi fy and relate all aspects of mental l i fe ;  it was, rather, a principle used to 
connect a general epistemological position with more specific issues of intellectual 
and practical concern.3 " Among these issues, questions concerning the foundations 
of morality and the relations of morality to religion had an especially important 
place. 

It is no part of my present purpose to trace the history of associationism, except 
as i t  bears on the contrast between nativistic and geneticist views of the nature of 
man. In this connection, one can safely assume from the outset that all associa
tionists accept geneticism to some very appreciable degree. To be sure, associa
tionism demands that we attribute to men certain innate capacities and pro
pensities; among them, of course, are the capacity to receive elementary sensations 
and the propensity to connect the elements thus given in the speci fic way or ways 
summarized by the theory of associations . In addition, most associ ationists stressed 
the original, inherent tendency in men to pursue their own interests, seeking 
pleasure and avoiding pain. However, these may be considered to be general 
principles which underlie specific forms of action ; what associationists denied was 
not the existence of such principles but the assumption that there were any 
specific convictions or ways of acting which were na tu ral and independent of 
experience. Furthermore, associationists attempted to keep even the most general 
principles to a bare minimum, regarding it as one of the most signi ficant ad
vantages of their theory that it was able to reduce diverse phenomena to a single 
and all-encompassing law.3 1 As Priestley remarked in his criticism of Reid and 
other members of the Scottish school : "l\Iy view in the following inquiry is to 
relieve dame nature of the unnecessary load which Dr. Reid has laid upon her. " 3 " 

Thus, assuming that nature has endowed men with a l imited number of simple 
capacities of a highly general sort, the associationists explained the specific content 
of human thought and patterns of action in terms of experience. ,vith the ex
ception of Hume, most of the major eighteenth-century associationists made the 
further assumption that a l l  associations could themselves be accounted for solely 
through the effects of successive experience, that is, by means of the effects of 
temporal contiguity.'l 3 



GENETICISM: THE ASSOCIATIONIST TRADITION 1 57 

The doctrine of a ssociationi sm, a s  thu s conceived, obviously stre sse d  the mal 
leability of individuals, a ccounti ng for com plex patterns of thoug ht and be havior 
by an a ppeal to  t he ways in wh ich ex perien ce had acted u pon t he in dividual . All 
trait s which were specifically human were thu s a ssumed to  be  a cquired t rait s, 
rather than being "natural.' " ·" Under these circumstance s it would of course 
be ea sy to a ssume-an d perha ps today it would be widely a ssumed-t hat a ssocia 
tioni sm mu st have stre ssed t he diversity of men, since the formative ex periences 
of di fferent per son s  would presum ;ibly be di fferent . However, t hi s  was not  in fact 
the position of t he early a ssociationist s, other than Locke. A s  one can see in 
Hartley, and al so in Hume and in A dam Smith, the prin ci ple s  of a ssociationism 
were first invoked  to  ex plain the similarities among  men , not their differences .  
In fact, a fter attem pting to  show, on t he basi s  of his theory of vibrations, that our 
complex, acquired idea s may be no  le ss vivid t han sim ple i dea s which are clue to 
the direct a ction of object s u pon u s, Hartley drew a number of corollaries from 
that proposition, and among them we may note the following :  

Cor. 6. If Beings of the same Nature, but whose Affections and Passions are, at present, 
in different Proportions to each other, be exposed for an indefinite Time to 
the same Impressions and Associations, all their particular Differences will, 
at last, be over-ruled, and they will become perfectly similar, in a finite 
Time, by a proper Adjustment of the Impressions and Associations. 

C or. 7 .  Our original bodily Make, and the Impressions and Associations which affect 
us in passing through Life, are so much alike, and yet not the same, that 
there must be both a great general Resemblance amongst Mankind, in respect 
of their intellectual Affections, and also many particular Differences. 3 5 

Hartley 's stre ss on the element of a great general re semblan ce among men, rather 
than on the parti cular d ifferen ce s  among them, can be seen in the fact that from 
the two preceding corollarie s he draws the swee ping conclusion that "association 
tends to  make u s  all s imilar. " 36 

Should thi s con clusion be regarded  as sur pri sing, one need merely recall that 
Hartley, l i ke other associationi st s, had a ssumed that ideas su ch a s  those which 
we have of individual material objects, and al so our ideas of distance in the third 
dimension, were the e ffe ct s  of a re petition of simple ideas w hich came t o  be 
combined through  a ssociation . Now, original ly, t he spe cific sense-experiences  of 
any one in dividual might be su pposed to di ffer con siderably from the spe cific 
ideas  re ceived by ot her s, s in ce the original surroun dings in which the individuals 
were placed would be different. However, it was a ssumed that as an individual's 
ex perien ce increa sed, the content of that ex perience would tend more and more 
to  overlap with the experience s of other s. A s  a consequence, it was entirely rea
sonable for Hartley to  hol d  t hat the e ffe ct s  of continuing experience w ould func 
tion in  an equalizing manner : our characterization s of object s  would tend to  
converge, rather than being disparate, and our ideas o f  space, being built u pon 
the correlation of our tactile and vi sual sensation s, would al so become increasingly 
c ongruent . These equalizing effect s  of ex perience wit h relation to  the material 
world were al so or iginally a ssumed by the a ssociat ioni st s  t o  be paralleled by t he 
e ffects  of men 's ex periences  in the ir social env ironments .  
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That which was assumed to function in the social world in a manner analogous 
to the functioning of material objects in causing sensations was, for most associa
tionists , the tendency of men to pursue their self-interest, seeking pleasure and 
avoiding pain under all circumstances. While this tendency to pursue only one's 
own interest would originally lead to conflicts , the painful effects of such conflicts 
would gradually teach men to refrain from acts of naked and direct selfishness :  
thus i t  was claimed that self-interest became transmuted into the pursuit of vir
tue, that is, into a concern for the good of others. It is precisely this account of the 
origin of morality that we have noted in Gay, and a not wholly dissimilar one is 
present in Hartley. 3 7  While Hume differed from Gay and Hartley in not regard
ing any one motive as a sufficient basis from which to derive a general account of 
moral notions, he did share their conviction that it was possible to explain the 
virtues which underlie social and political life through the effects of experience. 
As one can see in his account of justice38 and also in his account of promise-keep
ing, 30 many of our moral ideas are rooted in social experience and become, as it 
were, a second nature in man. In such cases , the effects of experience can be seen 
to lead not to radical differences among men, but to basic similarities in belief 
and in conduct. Thus, according to Hume, experience instils in us virtues which 
are as "stedfast and immutable . . .  as human nature. And if they were founded on 
original instincts , could they have any greater stability?"•0 

Associationism did not invariably lead to an acceptance of this view.41 We find , 
for example , that Joseph Priestley drew a sharp distinction between the effects of 
association on the basic patterns of action in men and its effects on ideas of moral 
right and wrong. Speaking of the first set, which he had illustrated by such ac
tions as grasping, sucking , and blinking, Priestley said : 

Who can help admiring the admirable simplicity of nature, and the wisdom of the 
great author of it, in this provision for the growth of all our passions, and propensities, 
just as they are wanted, and in the degree in which they are wanted through life?4 2 

Nevertheless , he differed from those associationists who had stressed the similarity 
and constancy of men's moral beliefs. Instead , he used the doctrine of associa
tionism to account for the variability in those beliefs. 

This opinion of the gradual formation of the ideas of moral right and wrong, from 
a great variety of elements, easily accounts for that prodigious diversity in the senti
ments of mankind respecting the objects of moral obligation; and I do not see that any 
other hypothesis can account for the facts.4 3  

As illustrations of such variability, Priestley cited differences in men's views as to 
what constituted justice or murder, and the differences among men with respect 
to the moral stigma attaching to lying and swearing. All such differences he 
attributed to the effects of education, operating through the association of ideas. 
In drawing such a distinction between the constancy of certain forms of action 
and the variability in moral convictions due to education, Priestley had been 
anticipated by Helvetius, whose work represents a consistent attempt to trace the 
differences among men to the differences in their education. 
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The general psyc hologic al and philosop hic al views of H elv eti us had thei r  
origins in that sens ation alism and assoc iation ism wh ich, as we  h ave  s een, arose 
out  of th e heri tage of Locke; how ever, the uses to which Helv etius pu t  thes e 
doc trines were essen ti ally new. He  took as h is task th at of being the theoretici an 
of wh at migh t  be  call ed socia l  education.  Locke's conc ern w i th education had 
foc ussed upon the upbring ing-chiefly mo ral and in tell ec tual-of a s ingle  in
div idual by his paren ts, and Rousseau's Emile, in spi te of th e range of i ts implic a
tions, was also concerned specific ally w i th ch ild- rearing p rac t ices and princ ipl es 
of ins truc tion. On th e  o ther han d, Helv etius's theory of education w as indis
solubly l inked to a sys tem of social psychology and an in teres t  in social reform. 
The backgroun d  agains t wh ic h  his views on thes e subjec ts were b ro ught forw ard 
in his firs t  major work, De /'esprit, was of cours e  furn ished by Mon tesq uieu's 
work, De !'esprit des lois. Mon tesq uieu had con tended that i t  was necess ary for 
laws and governmen ts to be  in conformi ty wi th the charac teris tics of the people 
to be  governed, and he had attemp ted to accoun t for differences in n ation al 
charac teris tics on the bas is of differences in climate.4 4 I t  w as this se t  of rel ation
sh ips which  Helv eti us attacked in the Third Disco urse  of De l'espri t . 4 5 

For Helveti us, the charac teris tics of peoples were no t p roduc ts of the cl imates 
in which they liv ed, but  were fo rmed by thei r  educat ion. The concep tion of edu
cation w hic h H elv etius us ed in attemp ting to es tablish this claim w as an ex
tremely broad one, incl uding every influence thro ugh which an individual 
acq uired new knowledge, b eliefs, o r  skills. I t  was on this bas is th at h e  pu t  forward 
the cl aim that no two persons could  ever be s aid  to hav e  the same  education. 4 6  

And s ince the laws of a coun try, and all of i ts ins ti tutions, were among thes e  in
fluences, Helvetius insis ted that i t  w as mis taken to think that the l aws of a coun try 
s hould  conform to the c harac teris tics of a people; their charac teris tics would al
w ays conform wi th their laws.47 In j us tification of this view, and in oppos i tion to 
Mon tesq uieu's use of cl imat ic differences as a means of explaining nation al 
charac teris tics, Helv etius ci ted the dissimilari ty of the people of modern G reece  
from thos e of anci en t times. As he  sai d  in this connec tion: 

Semblable a l'eau qui prend la forme de tous Jes vases dans lesquels on la verse, le 
caractere des nations est susceptible de toutes sortes de formes; c'est qu'en tous Jes pays, 
le genie du gouvernement fait le genie des nations.4 8  

To be sure, this doc trin e  is no t to be  in terpreted as a deni al of the un iformi ty 
of the f undamen tal psychologic al p rinc iples operative  in men: like almos t all of 
h is contemporari es, Helv etius ass umed that men are all informed by the same 
types of mo tives an d by the s ame  p assions. I t  was h is vi ew th at in diff eren t  ages, 
and indeed in differen t  s ec to rs of a soc iety,49 th e influence of educ ation resul ted 
in the fac t  th at thes e  pass ions became  at tached to differen t  objec ts. Th us, in sp i te 
of an original un iformi ty among men ,  the sp ec ific val ues of differen t  c ul tures were 
div ers e, and no t inf requen tly an tagon is t ic."0 With respec t to in tell ec tual qual ific a
tions , Helv etius adop ted an analogo us v iew , fo r i t  was part of h is arg umen t  that 
all endowmen ts whic h  were relevan t  to in tell ec tual capaci ty were in i tially eq ual 
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in a l l  men, the d ifference between mediocri ty  and the highest in tel lectual  achieve
men ts being a t tributable to t he  dfn ts ol educat ion :  

L'homme de  genie n'cs t done que  l e  produit de s  c i rc onstamcs dallS ksquc l lcs  cct 
homme s ' cst trouv<'·. 0 1 

While this  radica l  doctr i ne  rnnccrning the effects of educa t ion was sufficien tly 
evident throughout Helvet i us '  first m: 1 jor work, De / 'esprit ,  i t  was not the expl ic i t  
subject-mat ter of  that  work. However, i t  was  the theme "·h i ch dominated De 
l'h ommc, a work published posthumously because of the furor which had been 
created by De /'esprit. As Helvetius put the matter, the quest ion which he was 
a ttempting to solve in the la ter work was whether the di fferences in men's minds 
(la difference des esprits) is to be reckoned as the effect of d ifferences in organiza
t ion or in educat ion." "  And to th i s  quest ion he answered : 

Quintilien, Locke, et moi ,  disons : L ' i ru'ga li te  des espri ts est l'c[ff'I d 'un !' m use ron n 1 1 !' ,  
e t  ce t t e  cause !'St la differenre de / 'ed11 ca t io11 . " '  

Helvet ius '  assumption that  men are a l l  original ly  equal by nature, and tha t  
their differences a rc  whol ly  a t tributable to  educat ion, was s imp ly  a radical form 
of a widely held doctrine. One finds Rousseau placing s im i lar emphasis on a 
native equa l i ty in men ; '" this  doctrine was also of importan ce to Hurne, whose 
account of the foundat ions of pol i t ical  l i fe wa, predicated u pon the fac t  that  a l l  
men arc  nearly equal "in their bod i ly  force, and even in the ir  mental  powers and 
facul ties, t i l l  cul t iva ted by educa t ion." " '  One finds a s imi lar  assumption in Adam 
Smith as well :  

The difference of natural talents i n  different men i s , i n  reali ty, much less than we are 
aware of ; and the very different genius whi ch appears to dist inguish men of d i fferent 
professions, when grown to maturity, i s not upon many occas ions so much the cause 
as the effect of the division of labour. The difference between the most d i 5'imi lar 
characters, between a philosopher and a common street porter, for example, seems to 
arise not so much from nature as from hab it, custom and education . ·"; 

As we have noted, both I Iume and Smi th  had used th i s  doctrine to account for 
the s imi lari t ies in the basic values of di fferent societies, no less than to explain 
individual and class di fferences. Helvetius, however, ,vas not fundamental ly  in
teres ted in constructing a theory of the moral sent iments ;  h i s  interes t in psycho
logi cal theory was bound up wi th his interest in soc ia l  reform. At  the t ime, it was 
Helvetius alone who drew the pol i t i cal and soc ia l  consequences which were 
obviously implic i t in the theory tha t  the d ifferences among men were primari ly 
due to the cond i t ions u nder which they l ived . Shortly  a fter Helvet i us ,  and  largely 
through his  influence, these implica t ions became fam i l i ar. One can sec h i s  in
fluence on the t hought of  Godwin" ' and, above all, on the origins and develop
ment of ph i losophic  radical i sm.'· '  

I sha l l  not  a t tempt to trace in any deta i l  the  e ffects of the  doct rine of  man's  
mal leabi l i t y  on doc t rines of pol i t ical  and social reform during th i s  period . None-
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theless, i t  i s  important to note the element of what might be cal led " interven
tionism," with which these doctrines were connected. This element may be 
typified in Robert Owen' s  statement which he affixed as a motto to the title page 
of A New View of Society; Essays on the  Principle of the  Forma tion of the  Human 
character ( 18 13) : 

Any character, from the best to the worst, from the most ignorant to the most 
enlightened, may be given to any community, even to the world at large, by applying 
certain means; which are to a great extent at the command and under the controul, or 
easily made so, of those who possess the gouvernment of nations."" 

The same doctrine was present in Godwin, in the Util itarians, and one might say 
in almost all who stood for l iberal reform. 

In order to hold an interventionist view of this sort, it was not enough to sup
pose that individual men were by nature mal leable, taking on the characteristics 
which their educations impressed upon them. It was also necessary to assume that 
the power to direct these formative forces were either actual ly or potentially 
under the control of governments . Now, those who held thi s  to be the case did 
not envision-nor would they have embraced-any form of totalitarian state. 6 0 

\\!hat regulated their thought was the assumption, which had been characteristic 
of almost all modern social theory, that the stale constitutes the central institution 
in any society, being capable of controll ing all other institutions, and is not itself 
control led by them. Thi s assumption can be seen in Godwin no less than in 
Helvetius. For example, in hi s  Enq uiry Concern ing Polit ical Justice, we find that 
Godwin's first chapter attacks what he takes to be the usually received view that 
political institutions are primarily negative in nature, and do not exert a posi tive 
influence on all aspects of life. Against thi s  view he sets up  his own hypothesis 
that the pol itical institutions of a society shape its people and all  aspects of their 
l ife. As he says in this connection : 

Perhaps government is, not merely in some cases the defender and in others the 
treacherous foe of the domestic virtues. Perhaps it insinuates itself into our personal 
dispositions, and insensibly communicates its own spirit to our private transactions. 
\Vere not the inhabitants of ancient Greece and Rome indebted in some degree to their 
political liberties for their excellence in art, and the illustrious theatre they occupy in 
the moral history of mankind? Arc not the governments of modern Europe accountable 
for the slowness and inconstancy of its literary efforts, and the unworthy selfishness that 
characterizes its inhabitants? . . . .  If government thus insinuate itself in its effects into 
our most secret retirements, who shall define the extent of its operations? If it be the 
author of thus much, who shall specify the points from which its influence is exclucled?6 1 

The emphasis which Godwin thus placed on the influence of the state was not, 
unfortunately, balanced by an equa l  emphasis on the effects of other social insti
tutions. And in the l ight of preceding socia l  theory, it is  not surprising that such 
was the case. 

Nor is it surprising that those who stood in the direct line of descent from 
Hartley and Helvetius should have been sanguine about the possi b i l ity of radical 
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soc ial re form on the bas is of t he ir t heory of t he state . The ut il itarian v iew of t he 
state , wh ich rece ives what is pe rhaps its classic express ion in James Mill's a rt icle 
ent itle d Govern ment, hel d that all gove rnme nts are founded upon t he inte rests 
of indiv iduals , and they would not have arise n,  nor would  they be s usta ine d, were 
they not inst ruments for the satis fact ion of the inte rests of individuals. This 
he ritage from the e ighteent h ce nt ury ,  w he n  coupled w it h  the v iew t hat t he 
polit ical inst it ut ions of a soc iety const it ute its dominant inst it ut ion,  g ives t he 
gove rned the right-and ult imately the power-t o m old  the i r  ow n l ives . Thus ,  
in  oppos ing the v iew t hat me n are characte rize d by t he possess ion o f  a fixe d  set of 
"nat ural " or inherited t ra its , ge net ic ism led to  t he concl us ion that t hrough 
pol it ical re form man coul d be the agent of his ow n ever-increas ing devel opme nt . 

Att ract ive as this doct rine was to  those who shared  the e ightee nth-ce nt ury 
ideals of enl ighte nme nt and re form, it met w ith  formidable challenges. These 
challe nge s, howeve r, we re not directed aga inst the not ion of human malleabil ity. 
Rathe r, the y we re directed against t he se nsat ional ist theory of knowledge a nd t he 
ut il ita rian  theory of morals and polit ics w it h whic h t he doct rine of malleab ility 
had come to be connected. I n  ot he r connect ions ,  and affil iated w ith othe r posi
t ions , the doct rine of malleab ility was affirmed in a no less radical way . 
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Was der Mensch sei, sagt nur die 
Gesch ich te .  

Dil they, Gesammelte Schriften, IV, 529  

In the rise of geneticism, as we have thus far traced it, the approach to social 
institutions remained essentially what it had been throughout the seventeenth 
and eighteenth centuries : political and social theory proceeded on the assumption 
that it was through psychology-i.e. , through an analysis of the needs and 
capacities of individual human beings-that one could both understand and 
evaluate the forms of institutions which characterized social life . It is not difficult 
to see why this assumption should have dominated modern attempts to establish 
a non-theological basis for understanding and evaluting political institutions. 
That a society was to be construed simply as a set of individuals standing in 
reciprocal relations to one another was taken to be a truth too obvious to doubt. 
And the assumption that such a system of reciprocally related parts could be 
understood by analyzing the forces operative in each of these parts had become 
thoroughly familiar through the natural philosophy of the seventeenth and eight
eenth centuries. 

By the end of the eighteenth century, as we have had occasion to note, there 
had occurred a widespread revolt against the mechanical assumptions of that 
philosophy, and nature came to be viewed in terms of organic analogies. Such 
analogies, when applied to the body politic, shifted attention to the notion that 
the state is a whole, having a life of its own, and is not to be regarded as a sum of 
individuals, each of whom pursues his own ends. This anti-summative view of the 
state, which tended to be connected with organic analogies, can be suggested by 
citing the following passage from Aristotle's Poli t ics :  

The state i s  by nature clearly prior t o  the family and t o  the individual, since the 
whole is of necessity prior to the part ;  for example, if the whole body be destroyed, 
there will be no foot or hand, except in an equivocal sense, as we might speak of a 
stone hand; for when destroyed the hand will be no better than that. But things are 
defined by their working and power ; and we ought not to say that they are the same 
when they no longer have their proper quality, but only that they have the same name. 
The proof that the state is a creation of nature and prior to the individual is tha t 
the individual, when isolated, is not self-sufficing : and therefore he is like a part in 
relation to the whole (1253a18-28) . 
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I do not wish to suggest that Aristotle himself drew the moral and poli tical 
implications from this analogy which were to be drawn from i t  by many nine
teenth-century philosophers. In fact, the essential needs and capaci t ies of in
dividuals were the bases upon which Aristotle's political philosophy rested. This 
was also the opinion of those who, in the eighteenth century, shared Aristotle's 
view that the state was a natural growth : while they regarded laws and systems 
of laws as the results of h istorical experience, rather than as depending upon 
deliberate decision and rational compromise, they continued to hold that social 
insti tutions were grounded in the needs and the capaci t ies of individual human 
beings. One sees this in Montesquieu, and one sees it especially clearly in the 
manner in wh ich the origins and functioning of insti tutions were explained by 
Hume, by Ferguson, and by Adam Smi th. According to Hume, for example, there 
were basic trai ts of human nature wh ich remained unalterable : since i t  was these 
trai ts which explained societ ies, i t  was not to be assumed that social insti tutions 
could account for them.1 It was this assumption that was to be challenged by 
those who stressed organic analogies, for they came to look upon mankind as 
divided into distinct cultures, each wi th i ts own character, and each exerting a 
formative influence over the minds and the sentiments of those who participated 
in i ts life. 

The sources of this new doctrine were various, and we shall be dealing wi th a 
number of them. What i t  is init i ally important to note is their common character
ist ic :  a shift of at tention from the individual to the culture into which that in
dividual had been born. Even so radical a defender of the principle of geneticism 
as Helvetius had been willing to characterize a nation as nothing more than the 
ci tizens of whom it was formed,  speaking as if these c i t i zens did not themselves 
have a special character because they belonged to th is particular nation, rather 
than to another. 2 It was the discovery of the d istinctiveness of d i fferent cultures 
and of different historical epochs, and of the power which they exercised over the 
thoughts and feelings of men, that eventually led to the new organicist thesis of 
the malleabili ty of man. 

1 .  M ILL AND CoMTE : Two Vrnws OF A " S PIRIT OF THE AGE" 

The beginning of th is transi tion may be signalized by the opening paragraph of 
John Stuart Mill 's  essay The Spirit of the  A ge ,  which we have already quoted, 
but which is once again apposite :  

The "Spiri t of the Age" is  in some measure a novel  expression. I do not believe that 
it is to be met with in any work exceeding fifty years in antiquity. The idea of com
paring one 's own age wi th former ages, or wi th our notion of those which are yet to 
come, had o,xurred to philosophers; but it never before was itself the dominant idea of 
any age . 

Mill's own sensi tivity to this new mode of though t gives us some clues to the 
sources of the change, and it i s  to tracing  these i n fluences on him that we shall 
first turn. 3 
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In the first place, we may note that in The Spirit of the  A ge Mill argued a point 
which his father's  essay on Govern m en t  had wholly failed to recognize :  that each 
age has its own problems, and that what i s  possible in one age may not be 
possible in another. As he put the matter : 

To find fault with our ancestors for not having annual parliaments, universal suffrage, 
and vote by ballot, would be like quarreling with the Greeks and Romans for not using 
steam navigation, when we know it is so safe and expeditious: which would be, in short, 
simply finding fault with the third century before Christ for not being the eighteenth 
century after. It was necessary that many other things should be thought and done, 
before, according to the laws of human affairs it was possible that steam navigation 
should be thought of. Human nature must proceed step by step, in politics as well 
as in physics.4 

To have come to thi s  view-obvious as it may seem to us-involved a radical 
break with the assumptions of those theories of  government which, like Ben
tham's, sought to derive the justification of political i nstitutions from assump
tions concerning the universality and the constancy of human capacities and 
human motives . "  

It had been J\f acaulay's attack on h i s  father's essay on Government  that had 
forced i\ I ill to reexamine his own position. That attack was pithily summed up 
by l\ Iacaulay himself in saying:  

Our objection to the essay of Mr. Mil l  is fundamental . We believe that it  is utterly 
impossible to deduce the science of government from the principles of human nature.6 

The reason given by .'\Iacaulay was that there is i n  fact no constancy in human 
nature : 

\Ve do not believe that it is possible to lay clown a single general rule respecting the 
motives which influence human actions. There is nothing which may not, by association 
or bv comparison, become an object either of desire or of aversion.7 

Thus the doctrine of associationism was itself turned against those who, like 
Bentham and .James Mill, purported to derive a theory of government from an 
associationist psychology. As M acaulay said in his rejoinder to a critic (whom he 
took to have been Bentham) , 

Our knowledge of human nature, instead of being prior in order to our knowledge of 
the sciC'nce of government, will be posterior to it. 8 

While .John Stuart M ill could not accept the premises of many of the argu
ments brought forward by Macaulay, the two years between M acaulay's attack on 
his father's position and the publication of his own essays on "The Spirit of  the 
Age" marked a change in Mill' s  views concerning social institutions.  This change 
die! not consist in an abandonment of the principle of utility as the basis for 
social and political evaluations ;  the standard of human happiness as the test of 
the ri �·htness of human conduct, ancl as the criterion for judging institutions , was 
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never in fact abandoned by Mi l l .  What Mi l l  a ltered in the Uti litarian doctrine as 
it had been formulated by Bentham and his father, was the v iew that an a ppraisa l 
of institutiona l forms cou ld be a ppl ied t o  the po litica l life of any society without 
taking into account the stage of cu lture of that s ociety, and thus without viewing 
that cu lture in terms of a process of historica l deve lo pment . As Mi l l's A u to
b iography makes c lear, there had been two sets of influences-both u ltimate ly 
Cont inenta l in their or igins-out of which this revisi on of h is ear lier Uti litarian 
ism had deve lo ped.• Each of these s ources of influence cou ld, of itse lf, have led 
Mi l l  t o  use the phrase "The Spirit of the Age," and cou ld have suggested t o  him 
the n ove lty inherent in the uses t o  which , in his own time, such a phrase was be 
ing put. 

The first of these sources was that which can best be denom inated as a German 
influence. It com prised the direct influence of Goethe, the influence of Coleridge, 
and the influence of Mi l l 's friends F .  D .  Maurice and John Sterling who re pre
sented the party of Co leridge . On the who le, it is difficu lt t o  assess the strength of 
this influence, f or it is primari ly through M il l 's retr os pective account of it in his 
A u tobiography that we have evidence of h ow it affected him. 1° F or exam ple, in 
that account, he s peaks of Goethe 's influence u pon him, yet it is not poss ib le (s o 
far as I know) t o  reconstruct precise ly what Mi l l  knew of Goethe; 1 1  n or is it pos 
sible t o  reconstruct enough of the persona l doctrine of Ster l ing to  deci pher what 
effects of an inte l lectua l sort his strong persona lity had u pon Mi l l. It seems safe to  
assume that what Mi l l  f ound most s ignificant in what may be designated as  "the 
German influence " on him was (a ) that its mode of thought was concrete and 
historica l, instead of proceed ing deductive ly on the basis of psycho log i ca l  assum p
tions, and (b ) that it stressed fee ling, and was thus ne ither s im ply inte l lectua l nor 
who l ly ana lytica l. That this was what Mi l l  f ound attractive is n ot on ly visib le in 
the re levant . passages in his A u tobiography,  but in his character izati on of what he 
ca l led "the Germano-Co leridgian doctrine" in his essay on Co leridge. He said of 
this doctrine: 

I t  expresses the revol t  of the human mind aga inst  the philosophy of the eighteenth 
cen tury. I t  i s  ontological ,  because that was experimenta l ;  conservat ive because that  was 
innovative ; rel igious ,  because so much of that was infidel ;  concrete and historical, because 
that was abstract  and metaphysica l ;  poetical  because that was mat ter-of-fact and 
prosaic . 1 2  

He he ld that it was "the Germano -Co ler idg ian schoo l "  wh o were "the first (exce pt 
a s o litary thinker here and there ) who inquired, with any c om prehensiveness or 
de pth, into the inductive laws of the existence and growth of human society . . . . 
They thus produced, not a piece of party advocacy, but a phi los ophy of s ociety, in 
the on ly f orm in wh ich it is yet possib le-that of a ph i losophy of h ist ory. " 1 3 

As his subsequent discussion makes c lear, what he f ound particu lar ly n ote
worthy was the fact that this schoo l  recognized the diver sity of cu ltures, an d their 
particu larity : 

Every form o f po l i ty, every condi t ion of society,  wha tever else it had done, had formed 
i ts type of nat ional  character. What tha t  type was, and  how it had been made what  i t  
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was, were questions which the metaphysician might overlook : the historical philosopher 
could not. Accordingly, the views respecting the Yarious elements of human culture, and 
the causes influencing the formation of national character, which pervade the writings 
of the Germano-Coleridgian school, throw into the shade every thing which had been 
effected before. 1 4  

The context of this discussion would make i t  appear that Mi l l  might have been 
directly acquainted with Herder's writings ; ' "  however, other sources make it clear 
that he was surely not wel l  versed in German phi losophy in general .  As he told 
Comte in a letter written as late as 1 843, although it was through their views that 
he had freed himself from the excessively analytic tendencies of Bentham and of 
eighteenth-century thought, he had never read either Kant, or Hegel, or any other 
representative of their school. 1 r, Thus, what he said concerning the new views of 
culture which had been introduced into modern thought by German phi losophy 
came to him primarily, if not exclus ively, at second hand. Such was not the case 
with respect to the second major Continental influence which affected his theory 
of government and altered his phi losophy of culture ; this influence consisted in 
the Saint-Simonian movement, and the positive philosophy of Comte. 

In his A utob iography,  Mil l  acknowledged his debt to the Saint-Simonian move
ment for having given him a new conception of progress .17 In particular, he was 
struck by the distinction which its members drew between organic and critical 
periods in the history of civi l ization, a distinction which he used in The Spirit of 
the  Age as a means of assessing the nature and the needs of his time. Through his  
contact with the Saint-Simonian movement, M i l l  had come to know Comte's early 
work, which had stressed the difference between organic and critical periods, 1 8  

but Comte's chief influence upon him dated from the time that Mi l l  was in the 
process of completing his System of Logic, when he was also reading the later 
volumes of the Cours de ph i losoph ie posi t ive . The exchanges of letters between 
Comte and Mill, which Levy-Bruhl published, are especially striking as revealing 
the personal relationshi ps between the two men ;  but one need merely study Book 
VI of the System of Logic, and in particular the chapter on the historical method 
( "the inverse deductive method"), to see the extent of this influence. However, 
what Mil l  gained from Comte, and wherein he differed, becomes most explicit in 
the articles on Comte which he later publ ished, in 1 865, in the Wes t m inster Re
view . With reference to our present concern-that of understanding the sources 
of Mil l 's rebellion against the theory of society which had been accepted by 
Bentham and by his father-one passage in praise of Comte contained in these 
articles is of special interest. Mi l l  contrasted the Benthamite and Comtean views, 
saying: 

Since . . .  the phenomena of man in society result from his nature as an individual being, 
it might be thought that the proper mode of constructing a Social Science must be by 
deducing it from the general laws of human nature, using the facts of history merely for 
verification. Such , accordingly, has been the conception of social science by many of 
those who have endeavored to re ndn it positive, particularly by the school of Bentham. 
M. Comte considers this an error. \\'e may, he says ,  draw from the universal laws of 
human nature some concl usions  (though even these , we think, rather precarious) con-
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cer1 1 i 1 1g the n:ry earl iest stages of human progress, of which there ; i re e i ther 1 10 ,  or very 
imperfect ,  h istorica l records.  But as society proceeds in i t s  dc, c lopmcn t ,  i t s  phenomena 
are determined, more and more, not by the simple tendencies of un iHTs; i l  human 
nature, but by the a ccumula ted inf luence of pa .s t  generat ions 01 'Cr the present .  The human 
beings thcrnseh cs, on the laws of whose nature the facts of history depend , arc not 
abstract or un iversal but historical human beings, a l ready shapcd, a 1 1d made what they 
are, by huma n society . r n  

And, very shortly, Mi ll went on to state his estimate of Comte's contribution in 
this  respect, saying: 

\Ve know not any thinker who, before M. Comte, had penetrated lo the phi losophy of 
the matter, and p laced the necessi ty of historical studies as the foundation of soc iological 
specu lation on the true foot ing. From this time any pol i t ical thinker who fancies him
sel f  able to dispense wi th a connected v iew of the great facts of history, as a chain of 
causes and effects, must be regarded as below the level of his age . " "  

Thus, what Mi ll drew from Comte (in spite of their many more specific disagree
ments) supplemented what he had learned from M acaulay 's  attack on his father's 
theory of government, and supplemented what he had learned from the interest 
in history among members of the Germano-Colcridgian school.  1Ve may further 
note the essential point at which he held that Comte had far surpa ssed al l  pred
ecessors : Comte had specifically attempted to create a social science instead of 
simply a ppealing to a col lection of historical instances as, '\ f i ll  felt, :\ Iacaulay had 
done. 2 1  

However, l\Iill refused to accept Comte's evaluative standards, and in the 
second of his essays in the TVes trn inster Review, that on "The Later Speculations 
of Auguste Comte," he  made this opposition entirely clear. In that essay he 
attacked Comte's insistence on the need for unity wi t hin a society and h is  submer
sion of the individual in the social wholc.2 2 \Vhen one recalls '\ f i ll's essay On 
J, iberty , it becomes obvious how fundamental this con fl ict was, and the traces of 
bitterness in his attack on Comte's system of positive pol ity arc readily under
standable. Nonetheless, it would  be a m istake to attribute their differences in 
social philosophy solely to d ifferences in their eval uative standards, or to their 
ways of envisioning the socia l  needs of their time. It is import ant to note that the 
d ifferences between their analyses of social and of political institutions had an 
important theoretical foundation as wel l . 2 3 For l\I i l l ,  psychologica l analysis as it 
had developed within the tradition of associationism was ind ispensable for under
standing all human activit ies. While it could not, of itself, provide a deductive 
basis for theories of government, as Bentham and his father had bel ieved, no 
understanding of the foundations of social l ife was possible without it. As I have 
elsewhere tried to show, Mill also believed that standards of good and of evi l had 
their roots in the psychological characteristics of men. 21  Comte , 011 the other hand, 
rejected the assumption that there was, or could he, a positive science of psy
chology. He assumed that any analysis of the human indiv idual  which was to be 
free of fictive and metaphysical  modes of thought wou ld necessar i ly  be included 
within the province of biology : there was not to be any specia l  science of m ind . ' "  
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Thus ,  following the suggestion s  of Cabani s among  oth ers ,  bu t basing hi s views  
primarily on Gall , 26 he claimed tha t the moral and men tal a ttribu tes of in
divi dua ls w ere  to be  unders tood physiologi ca lly . Howev er ,  he  did not  conceive  of 
human beings primarily in biologi cal terms: they w ere  social beings  who lived 
their liv es wi thin the framework of a set of social in sti tu tions ,  and su ch in sti tu 
ti on s always form ed a single in tegra ted system ,  or "social organi sm . " 2 7 I t  was from 
these social system s  tha t in dividua ls received their modes of though t and feeling, 
and derived the basi c  beli efs whi ch characterized their common form of li fe. 
Th erefore, a separa te sci ence of psy chology had no pla ce in Com te's  hi erarchy of 
the sci ences :  sociology consti tu ted the immedia te successor of biology ,  and was 
u sed to expla in the differen ces in the thou ghts and the feelings whi ch character
ized individual s who belonged to di fferen t socia l systems .  

On e can readi ly understan d Mill 's opposi tion to Com te wi th respect to thi s 
poin t .  Whi le h e  had given u p  the vi ew , held  b y  Ben tham and b y  hi s fa ther ,  that 
social in s ti tu tions  depended directly u pon abstra ct prin ci pl es of human na ture, 
Mill did not doub t tha t there w ere  su ch prin ci ples, and tha t they a ppli ed wi th 
equa l a ccuracy a t  all times and pla ces. Wha t he h eld  wa s tha t  the pri or exponen ts 
of a ssocia tioni sm should hav e ha d more  in terest in the concrete na ture of ac tuall y 
exi sting hi storical in sti tu tions ,  sin ce these in sti tu tions  a ffected the experi ence of 
indivi dual s and therefor e  changed their though ts and feelings. Su ch a recogni tion 
of the in flu ence of in sti tu tions  on individua ls wa s a far cry from the posi tion 
which had been adopted by Com te .  For exam ple ,  a ccording to Com te, men do 
not a t  all times thin k in the sam e wa ys : there is a developm en t in the mode of 
thought from the theologi cal or fictiv e, throu gh the meta physical to the posi tive 
or sci en tific, and ea ch of these modes of thou gh t  develops hi stori cal ly, spreading 
su ccessivel y to di fferen t fields of in quiry . For Mill , on the con trary, the ba sic 
characteri s ti cs of human thou ght always remained the same: it wa s sol ely the 
ma teria l for knowledge, furni shed by experi ence,  tha t  changed. Therefore, it was 
not through an in ner hi stori ca l  n ecessi ty bu t throu gh an a ccumula tion and win
nowing of experi ence tha t  increasingly a cceptable,  posi tiv e knowl edge wa s grad
uall y gai ned. In shor t, a ccording to Mil l, the ba si c  chara cteri st ics of human na ture 
were  common to all in dividual s, regardl ess of when or where they may have lived. 
While there  were  v ery marked di fferen ces between in dividua l s  who were  brough t  
u p  under di fferen t circum stances, these differen ces were t o  be  a ttribu ted to the 
specifi c na ture of the circumstances : no  society cou ld sha pe an individua l in any 
way other than through i ts cumu la tive  effects on hi s experi ence .  A society ,  accord
ing to Mil l , wa s not  in any sen se an en ti ty independen t  of the individual s whose 
activi ti es gave ri se to i ts vari ous  s tru ctures. The con trary vi ew ,  h eld  b y  Com te and 
by  others, i s  genera ll y denom ina ted a s  "organ ici sm . " 2 8 

I n  speaking of "organi ci sm " in socia l theory ,  one mu st proceed wi th extrem e  
care. The term i s  an in clusiv e one whi ch h as been used t o  designa te a vari ety 
of posi tion s; fr equ en tly these hav e been rela ted, bu t not a l l have been concerned 
wi th the sam e qu estions, nor hav e a l l  had simi lar im plica tions .  F or exam ple, a s  
w e  h ave  already noted wi th r espect t o  Ari stotle ,  w hen organic  ana logies are u sed 
wi th reference to pol i t i ca l  and socia l  l i fe, these analogies need not be taken a s  
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suggesting that the nature of i ndividual s i s  wholl y de pendent on the characte r
i stic s of the particular societie s to  which they belong. Nor should one assume 
that, whe neve r  em phasi s i s  pl aced upon the unit y of a n  age, there will be a 
denigration of i ndividualit y, such as one finds i n  Comte. For exam ple, among 
those who influe nced Mill, not onl y  Cole ridge b ut He rder  and Goethe had 
em phasized the princi ple that the c ult ure of an  age posse sse s organic unity, yet 
the y had al so st ressed the creative powers of the indi vidual, and had looked  upon 
individualit y as a pri nci ple to  be cheri shed in man. Even  those who asserted that 
societie s a re entitie s which have a re alit y of thei r own and are not to  be explai ned 
i n  te rms  of the actions of individuals ,  sometime s held that the touch stone of val ue 
i s  to  be found in  the sati sfactions a nd ful filme nt s of individual s. While thi s can 
scarcely be claimed to  have been the ca se i n  the social philosophie s of either 
Hegel or Comte, it i s  possible to reg ard Marxi sm as combini ng organicism with 
the view that the ultimate st andard of val ue lie s i n  i ndividual well -bei ng. Or, to  
take another exam ple, Spence r had carried out analogie s between societie s and 
organi sms  i n  far g reate r detail th an had a ny of hi s predece ssors, yet hi s views on 
social ethics we re milita ntl y individualistic. Bearing the se fact s i n  mi nd, it  i s  
nece ssa ry to exe rci se a high deg ree of caution i n  disc ussi ng the me aning and im
plicati ons of orga nici sm i n  social theory. 

The point with which we are here concerned  is the que stion of the malleability 
of h uman nat ure: whether, i n  fact, the re are fundame ntal ch aracte ri stic s of men 
which are i n  some measure inde pendent of their social environme nts-a part, of 
course, from those biological characte ri stic s which se rve to  characte rize man as 
one among othe r animal specie s. Or, put conversel y, our que stion is whethe r 
social envi ronments are to be hel d re sponsible for sha pi ng men in  all of those 
re spect s which a re relevant to thei r modes  of thought and thei r social actions. A s  
should  be clea r from m y  ea rlie r di scussion of the alte rnative views c once rning 
man 's malle ability, I shall use "orga nicism " to re fe r to the doct ri ne that h uman 
th ought and acti on a re i nvariabl y de pendent upon the forms of orga niz ation of 
social i nstit utions. On some theorie s thi s woul d  be to  say th at the y are de pe n
dent upon the partic ular stage s of development which the societ y h as reached. A s  
we have noted, one o f  the basic re asons why !\ [ill rejected Comte 's doctrine was 
because it was (i n thi s se nse )  a form of organicism. Thi s fact se rve s to sugge st what 
sh ould  i n  any ca se be clea r-that organici sm is  to  be disti ng ui shed from ge neti 
ci sm even  though each is equall y opposed  to nativi sm. It is with organici sm that 
we are he re conce rned. 

While it i s  im portant to remember that the re wa s, a s  we have noted, conside r
able diversit y i n  the views of th ose who acce pted some form of orga nici sm, it i s  
al so im portant to  find a n  explanation o f  wh y,  at the time , th at view had g re at 
appeal to thinkers who were ve ry di ssimila r i n  othe r re spect s. The explanation 
lie s in the fact th at, at the end of the eig hteenth ce n tury and at the begi nning of 
the ninetee nth, soci al theori st s  em anci pated them sel ve s from a set of assum pti ons 
which (out side of politic al economy) had bee n scie ntific all y sterile, in spite of 
their im portance in e st ablishing a partic ula r normative point of view. Thi s 
em ancipation consi s ted in di scovering it was a mi s take to su ppose th at the origins 
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of any society, or of any widely prevalent social institutiqns, could be understood 
through analyzing how individual human beings, when first brought together in 
a social situation, might be expected to behave. The lack of realism in such an 
approach becomes obvious as soon as one asks where, outside of groups resem
bling families or tribes, the individuals who formed societies might have originated. 
However, the di fficulty lies even deeper and was later pointed out by Sidgwick and 
others . 29 The only materials on which we could draw in order to generalize as to how 
beings physiologically like ourselves would actually behave if they had had no 
previous social contacts and no socially acquired experience, would be materials 
drawn from how men behave when they are in a social state. However, such 
evidence is surely suspect: one has no right to assume that the nature of men 
living in civil society furnishes a model by means of which we can explain how 
the institutions of society arose out of some antecedent "state of nature." Or, to 
phrase the new departure in social theory in a more general manner and more in 
conformity with recent discussions, it came to be held that facts concerning insti
tutions could not be reduced to facts concerning individual behavior. 3° An ac 
ceptance of this position seemed to many nineteenth-century thinkers to justify 
an acceptance of some form of organicism although, in point of fact, it provided 
only a necessary and not a su fficient condition for a ccepting that view. In Chapter 
1 2  we shall have occasion to see that this is true. First, however, it will be useful 
to examine in what ways this anti-reductionist thesis led a number of major social 
theorists to accept that view of human malleability which asserts that the nature 
of men depends upon the nature of the societies in which they h ,  ve their ex 
istence. For this purpose we shall start with Comte, whose thought provides one 
of the clearest manifestations of the relationship between an institutional ap 
proach to social theory and an acceptance of organicism with respect to the 
malleability of man. 

2 .  COMTE'S ORGANICISM 

There are three distinguishable lines of argument by means of which Comte 
sought to dismiss an individualistic approach to all social phenomena. One of 
these-though it was by no means the most dominant-was related to a fact that 
has already been suggested: what we know as human beings are always to be 
found in a social milieu, and it is impossible to conceive of what we regard as 
human individuals were they to be stripped of their social inheritance. As Comte 
repeatedly insisted, a human point o f  view is a sociological point of view . 3 1  In this 
connection we may note that as early as his 1 8 2 2  essay on the Plan des travaux 
scien t ifiq ues, Comte contrasted a biological point of view-even in the case of 
social animals such as the beaver-with a sociological point of view , and he said in 
this connection : 

No doub t  the collective phenomena of the human race , as well as i t s  ind iv idua l  
phenomena , must ,  u l t imately ,  be traced to the  spec ia l  n a ture of i t s  organizat ion .  But  
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the condition of human civilization in each generation directly depends only on that of 
the preceding, and directly produces only that of the following generation. 3 " 

In more contemporary terminology, this  implies a contrast between the essentially 
non-cumulative nature of biological inheritance and the cumulative nature of 
social inheritance. 3 3  Pressing this point, Comte held that to understand the in
dividual in his capacities as a social being, and not merely as a biological entity, 
one had to look not at the individual but at the historical process itself : any 
individual was merely a representative of a stage in the development of social life, 
an abstraction from the collective being, Humanity, which embraces all men: 

L'homme proprement <lit n'est, au fond, qu'une pure abstraction; ii n'y a de reel que 
l'humanite. 3 1  

I n  this  same vein, contrasting man as an individual with Humanity, le Grand
Etre, he said: 

Man indeed, as an individual, cannot properly be said to exist, except in the too 
abstract brain of modern metaphysicians. Existence in the true sense can only be pred
i cated of Humanity. as 

In addition to Comte's emphasis on the role of men's social inheritance in mak
ing them specifically human, there was a second and even more important reason 
which led him to insist on the irreducibility of social phenomena to the behavior 
of individuals : this was his general theory of the hierarchy of the sciences. Since, 
as we have seen, Comte had rejected the possibility of there being a positive 
science of psychology, he regarded sociology as the immediate successor of biology 
in the hierarchy of the sciences. As in other cases, he took what clues he could 
concerning the nature of any higher science from that which preceded it, though 
without attempting to reduce the higher to the lower. "" In this case, therefore, he 
looked to the fundamental features of organic life for suggestions as to what 
characteristics might have been developed to an even higher degree in the realm 
of the social. 3 7 Now, what Comte had held with respect to biology, as contrasted 
with the lower sciences, was that the phenomena of life showed a higher degree of 
mutuality among the parts-or, as we might say, a higher degree of internality of 
relations among its parts-than did the constitutive elements which formed those 
wholes which were investigated by the inorganic sciences. Furthermore, he insisted 
that the genuine elements of which an organic being was composed were its 
structures, not the chemical elements into which it could be analyzed. Thus, in 
his  analysis of  organisms, what he took to be essential was what he termed the 
consensus in living beings: their mutually related organs which, in functioning 
together, sustained the organism as a whole. It was this conception that he carried 
over into sociology ; throughout his treatment of social statics, he insisted upon 
the unity within the social organism. 38 This emphasis, which stands in a clear 
ancestral relation to twentieth-century functionalism in anthropology, emphasizes 
(as later functionalism also did) that the elements into which a society is to be 
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analyzed are themselves social structures, not individuals. 3 9 It is in this connection 
that one can best understand Comte's insistence that the original uni ts out of 
which societies grew were not individuals but fami lies." '  However, i t  is to be noted 
that la ter social developments were not viewed by Comte in terms of fami lies, but 
as the development of complex and interrelated inst i tut ional structures arising 
out of a division of social functions corresponding to social needs."' The resultant 
whole, Comte insisted, was a unified whole in which each part was related to all 
others, and none was independent of the total system of which it was a part: 

De quelque element social que ! 'on veuille partir, chacun pourra a isemen t  
reconnai tre, par un  u ti l e  exercise scient ifique,  qu ' i l  touche rccllcmen t  toujours, cl 'une 
maniere plus ou moins immediate ,  a ; • ensemble de tous !cs au trcs, meme de ceux qui en  
paraisscn t  d 'abord i ndepenclans . ·" 

This view consti tutes one form of what 1s sometimes termed "organicism" in  
social theory, but i t  need not necessarily lead to  the form of  organicism w i th  
which we  are here concerned . That i s  to  say, i t  need not enta i l  that one should 
regard all of the basic intellectual and moral characterist ics of hum;.in beings as 
being dependent upon the societies in which they live. A society might be held to 
be consti tuted by a set of insti tutions which stand in close interrelationship with 
each other, and which function as a whole, so that i f  one inst i tution were to be 
changed, the repercussions of such a change would be fel t  throughout the society 
as a whole ; but any such society might none the less be construed as an environ 
men t in which individuals l ived, and not as  Lletennining the nature of the forces 
operating with in them. To understand why Comte held that a pos i tive science of 
social insti tutions was at the same time a posi tive science of the mental and moral 
characteristics of human beings, we must turn to a third important meth
odologi cal conviction which had application both to his biology and to his 
sociology: the conviction that, in these fields, one must deal directly with total 
structures, w i th phenomena in the aggregate. 

The basis of this conviction lay in Comte's maxim that a posi t ive science always 
proceeds from the better known to the less well known. ';\;'hile he held i t  to be true 
that in astronomy, and indeed throughout the inorganic sciences, one could best 
proceed from the analysis of parts to an understanding of the whole, in the 
biology of complex organic systems and in sociology the whole was known with 
far more assurance than were the parts. 4 3  vVhile Comte himself d id not believe 
that the genuine parts of a social system were the individuals who l ived wi thin 
that system, the methodologi cal principle which we are here examining would 
have been sufficient to rebut anyone who did adopt such a v iew. He could, for 
example, have used this principle against John Stuart Mill, arguing that one 
knows much more concerning the nature of a particular, historical social system 
than one can possibly know concerni ng the processes which have gone on within 
the individuals and which have molded them to be as they are. And when one 
considers �fill's frequent insistence that every experience affects the individual,44 

one can recognize that the tradi tional approach of geneticism to the individual ' s  
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moral and me ntal di spositi ons coul d not possi bl y ser ve a s  an adequate ba si s  for 
under standi ng social phenome na i n  the large .  4 5  

H owever, Comte had a nother rea son for insi sti ng that the pri orit y of our 
knowle dge of the whole to a knowledge of it s part s demanded  that we view the 
mental and moral attri bute s of me n as bei ng full y determ ined  by the nat ure of 
their societie s . For Comte, as we have noted, ever y social system forms a n  integrated 
whole . I n  that system, the stage of i ntellect ual de velopment which ha s been 
reached i s  of cr ucial im portance : not onl y  religion and gover nme nt, but all i nsti 
t utions are affected by whether the dominant mode s of thought are theol ogical ,  
or meta ph ysical, or scie ntific . It  i s  a lso the ca se (a nd thi s is  a point on which, as 
we have seen, Comte had i nsi sted) that the bel ie fs which any  i ndivi dual posse sse s  
are due to  hi s social i nheritance, that i s, to  the c um ulati ve re sults of the ex
perience of past generations. Th us, the ge neral categorie s which determine the 
thought of a n  indivi dual will them sel ve s have bee n determined  by the stage of 
social evolution whic h hi s society ha s reached; furthermore, all of the i nstit utions 
in terms of which i ndividual s interact with one a nother will have bee n sha ped by 
these same modes  of thought . Thus one can see why, on Comte's view, it  i s  im
possi ble to under stand individual s without relati ng them to  what he conceived to  
be the progre ss of mankind a s  a whole . Wh ile it i s  undoubtedl y  tr ue that Comte' s 
em pha si s  on the great collect ive bei ng, H uma nit y, a nd hi s rejecti on of all form s  of 
i ndi viduali sm, did spri ng from fundame ntal eval uational attit udes  of a highl y 
per sonal sort, it would be misleadi ng-and would lead us to  undere stimate the 
im portance of organicism i n  ni netee nth-century thought-i f we did not al so 
rec ognize that the se convicti ons had dee p i nte ! Ject ual r oot s. 4 6 Whatever the error s  
o f  Comte 's organici sm-to which, indee d, we sha ll later devote some attention
the em pha si s  which he placed on Humanity had one of it s r oot s i n  hi s fruit ful 
recognition of the importance of taking into  account the formative i nfl uence of 
social i nheritance on all i ndividual s. Furtherm ore , while other s  be fore him had 
come to  l ook upon social instit uti ons a s  hi stor ical product s, he wa s am ong the 
fir st to see that it wa s i nconsi ste nt with the fact s of social i nheritance t o  ex plai n 
these in stit utions in terms of some post ulated set of pre-existi ng huma n needs .  
The hi stor y of mankind th us became the cl ue to the nat ure of me n, accordi ng to 
Comte; and it i s  thi s im portant doctrine that constitute s one of the point s at 
which hi s views and the view s of Hegel m ost cl osel y a pproximate one a nother ." 

3 . HEGEL 

In any attem pt to under stand Hegel 's thought, it is im portant to recognize that 
he regarded knowledge a s  a concrete system : knowledge, properl y speaking, was 
never unsystematic. One can readi l y  see how thi s view might be e ngendered .  Let 
it be suppose d  that i f  we are to under stand a ny fact we m ust relate it t o  other 
fact s; i n  order t o  under stand the se, we m ust relate them to  further fact s; and the 
latter, i n  t ur n, m ust be relate d to still other fa ct s .  On  thi s ba sis, of course, genuine 
knowledge w ould not be gained until one had come full circle and had related 
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all facts, systematically, to all other facts . Put in this manner, the task would 
appear to be sel f-de feating ; however this a ppears to be the case only because we 
have been speaking in wholly abstract terms and have failed to consider what it 
means to relate one fact to another . Whether a relation be logical or causal, or o f  
any type whatsoever, the ability to relate one fact to another presu pposes that we 
have grasped respects in which they are to be considered as similar, and respects 
in which they are different . Thus, in seeking understanding, it is inescapable that 
we shall be concerned with similarities and with differences, and this entails that 
we are concerned with the specific nature o f  whatever aspects o f  the experienced 
world we are seeking to understand. Thus, the empty abstractness which made 
the search for systematic connection appear as i f  it were the pursuit o f  a will -o-the
wisp was misleading: wherever one might start in a search for understanding, a 
specific content would be given, and the system being traced would be a concrete 
system in which similarities and differences, and there fore concrete particularity, 
would be preserved at every step o f  the way . Whatever the difficulties within the 
Hegelian system, and however abstract Hegel's terminology may be, one cannot 
charge him with lack o f  concern for the concrete character o f  various forms o f  
human experience. 

Given Hegel 's ideal o f  a concrete system, it is difficult to deal with any one o f  
the aspects of  his thought in  abstraction from his system as a whole. The best that 
one can probably do is attempt to make clear both the meta physical and the 
empirical reasons which led him to hold the position he did with respect to 
whatever particular issue one wishes to understand. In the absence o f  any better 
alternative, it is this dual method which we shall here follow . First we shall discuss 
Hegel's organicism in terms o f  two general metaphysical theses which (among 
others) run through his system as a whole; we shall then turn to some o f  the more 
important empirical considerations from which Hegel drew confirmation for these 
theses. Each o f  the metaphysical theses with which I shall deal represents a view 
which Comte wholly rejected ; nonetheless, when we consider Hegel's interpreta
tion of  the em pirical facts regarding the relations between individuals and social 
systems, we shall find that his position frequently coalesces with that o f  Comte, 
leading to strikingly similar forms o f  an organicist doctrine. 

One fundamental metaphysical presupposition o f  Hegel 's doctrine was that 
reality, no less than human knowledge, constitutes a single coherent system o f  
mutually related parts . The form i n  which Hegel maintained this doctrine can be 
phrased in a variety o f  ways, but it cannot be phrased more succinctly than it was 
by Hegel himsel f in the Phenomenology of Mind : 

The truth is the whole .  The whole, however, is merely the essential nature reaching its 
completeness through the process of its own development. 4 8 

From this it follows that to view any particular in abstraction from its relation
ships to other particulars, and there fore in abstraction from its place within a 
system, is to falsi fy its nature, to misconceive it. Or, put in terms o f  the Hegelian 
doctrine o f  relations, no particular constitutes a sel f-su fficient independent unit: 
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any particular is what it is only because it stands in relationship to other units, 
each of which to some degree modifies its n a tu re, just as these are themselves 
modified in the process. This metaphysical assumption, however one chooses to 
phrase it, wil l  obviously tend toward some form of organicism, for the self wi l l  be 
constituted by its relat;onships, not by a set of inherent attributes which it would 
be possible to investigate by examing the individual in isolation, apart from his 
activities wi thin a socia l  whole .  However, it was not si mply this very general 
metaphysical assumption that provided a basis for Hegel ' s  organicism; there also 
were more specific metaphysical problems concern ing the nature of the self which 
contributed to it. While  the latter were less crucia l  to Hegel 's  philosophy as a 
whole than was his general doctrine of the internality of a l l  rel ations, they had 
considerable importance in connection with the topic here under discussion ; and 
the fact that they were less conspicuous within Hegel 's  system makes it all the 
more worthwhile to single them out for attention. 

In the first place, we may note that Hegel rejected metaphysical theories which 
regarded mind and matter as belonging to different realms and as capable of 
existing independently of one another. 49 In rejecting this ultimate dual ism, h e  
also rejected two other widely accepted contrasts. One such contrast consisted i n  
the view that the materia l  world was characterized b y  necessity, but that mind 
wholly escaped necessity;  according to the other, the realm of mind was the inner, 
subjective realm, whereas the material  world consti tuted an external, objective 
order of objects and processes whose structures were wholly independent of mind. 
Against the first of these dichotomous divisions, Hegel insisted that  a correct 
understanding of freedom and of necessity showed that there was no genuine 
opposition between them; 00  and he took the same position with respect to the 
traditional  dichotomy between self and object. For example, in the Phen ome
no log;y of Mind, he said :  

IndiY idua l i ty i s  wha t i ts world, i n  the sense of i t s  o w n  world, i s .  I ndiv idual i ty i t se l f  i s  
the cycle of  i t s  own action, i n  which i t  h a s  presented and  estab l i shed i tse l f  a s  rea l i t y, 
and is s imply and  sole ly  a u n i ty 0f what  is g iYen and what  is con structed-a u n i ty  whose 
aspects do not fa l l  apart . . .  i n to a world giYcn per se and an  i nd iv idua l i ty ex i s t ing for 
i tse lf .5 1  

In insisting on the interpenetrating unity of self and world, Hegel recognized 
that it was impossible to attempt to construct empirical  l aws of psychology which 
would serve as a basis for understanding the concrete nature of different in
dividuals, since such l aws would attempt to abstract the individual from his 
world. Thus we find him speaking with considerable disdain regarding the pos
sibility of there being an observational science of psychology. 5 2  He insi sted that, 
in attempting to understand any individual, it is necessary to relate him to his 
socia l  environment, that is, to shift attention from the realm of subjective to ob
jective spirit; this realm is, of course, the civil society or State, and the h i storical 
period to which the individual belongs. 

It would  be mistaken to suppose that this very important doctrine in the 
Hegel ian system was based solely upon the fact that Hegel rejected the d ichoto-
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mies which we have noted: that i s ,  between mind and body, freedom and necessity, 
inner and outer, and between the individual and his  world. It is also the case that 
he at least suggested an analysis of individuals which rendered it plausible to hold 
that, in the end, their characters and their thought3 were to be interpreted in 
social terms. This positive analys is constituted Hegel ' s basic psychology-a theory 
which should not be confused with the many striking psychological aperp1s which 
one finds scattered throughout his works, and most especially in the Phenome
nology of Mind.  In depicting Hegel ' s basic theory of individual human nature, 
we are dealing with what must be admitted to be one of the least developed 
aspects of the whole Hegelian system; in fact, it can only be reconstructed from a 
variety of discussions which were written from different points of view. In the 
present context, I shall be content to suggest its general nature rather than to 
attempt the formidable task of analyzing it in detail. 

According to Hegel, if we are to understand the attributes of man as an in
dividual being, it is necessary that he be related to the organic world, although 
not assimilated to it. Adopting this point of view, it is clear that the unity which 
is present in the individual ' s  minded-body does not depend upon a set of cognitive 
capacities (for example, upon any form of transcendental ego) ,  but upon feeling 
and will. 5 3  This  comes out clearly when, in the Ph ilosophy of R igh t ,  Hegel says: 

As a person, I am myself an immedia t e  individual [u n m i t t e lbar Einzeln er] ; if we give 
further precision to this expression, it means that I am alive in this bodily organism 
which is my external existence, [and is] the real pre-condition of every further determined 
mode of existence . . . . .  .\s person, I possess my life and my body, like other things, only 
i:i so far as my will is in them. 5 4 

Thus, self is activity, but as activity it reaches out to touch and to seize upon 
elements in its environment, elements which do not in themselves possess will . 
The first and essential stage in this extension of the self i s, according to Hegel , an 
appropriation of the external, a making of things into property: 

A person has as his substantive end the right of putting his will into any and every 
thing and thereby making it his, because it has no such end in itself and derives its 
destiny and soul from his will. This is the absolute right of appropriation of men over 
all things. 0 0  

The extension of the individual ' s nature to include those external things which 
belong to him through his appropriation of them is the first step toward the for
mation of a common will or social condition of existence. Hegel stated this  
expli citly in the paragraph in which he traced the "Transition from Property to 
Contract": 

One aspect of property is that it is an existent as an external thing, and in this 
respect property exists for other externa; things and is connected with their necessity 
and contingency. But it is also existent as an embodiment of the will, and from this 
point of view the 'other' for which it exists can only he the will of another person. This 
relation of will to will is the true and proper ground in which freedom is existent. The 
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sphere of contract is made up of  this mediation whereby I hold property not merely by 
means of a thing and my subjectiYe will, but by means of ano ther person's will as well 
and so hold it in Yirtue of my participation in a common wi! I. 0 0  

Thus, in the m utual recogn i tion o f  that w hic h e ach  has appr o pr iate d  as an exten
s ion o f  his own w il l, the common wi l l  has i ts or ig in .  To be sure, the persons c on
cerned may n o t  be over tly aware that pro per ty en tai ls a c ommon will, for e ach  
person m ay tend  t o  acco un t  for the con tr ac ts in to w hic h he en ters in terms o f  
some pr ivate cons ider ation, such  as that w hic h is t o  his advan tage . This is one o f  
m an y  ins tances in which  Hege l finds that what, on the s ur face, appe ars t o  be 
purs ued on pure ly person al  gro unds mani fes ts a hidden and deeper pur pos ive
ness; in this c ase i t  c ons t i tutes the bas is for a gen uine ly soc i al e xis tence in w hic h 
the freedom attained is a wider freedom than an y individual co uld attain for him
sel f through  his own inde penden t wi l l .  

The m utual i ty which  is presen t in con tr ac ts cons ti tutes on ly the firs t s te p  from 
the individual wi l l  to the larger wi ll, and to Hege l's insis tence that the tr ue n ature 
o f  the in dividual is on ly re alized throug h his par t ic ipat ion in a wi l l  which is more 
inc lus ive than his own . In fol low ing Hegel 's re ason ing w i th res pec t to this iss ue, 
e i ther o f  two paths c an be taken : one invo lves trac ing the n ature o f  mora l  cus tom 
and the general n ature o f  free dom in the e thic al l i fe, w here as the o ther tr aces the 
rel ations be tween individual needs and soc ial org an iz ation in the fami ly and, 
more es pec iall y, in Civil S oc ie ty .  E ach  path has the same go al, a c ons ider ation o f  
the n ature o f  the S tate . 5 7  S ince i t  w i l l  be conven ien t t o  disc uss the n ature o f  
mor al i ty and o f  the e thica l  idea l  l a ter, in connec tion w i th Hegel's view o f  the 
S tate, we shall fo l low the second o f  these al tern ative paths . 5 s 

Civil S oc ie ty (die bilrgerliche Gesel lschaft), according to Hegel 's use o f  that 
term, cons is ts of an organ ized, s truc tured c omm unity, c arr ying on all of the 
ac tivities necess ar y for the subs is tence o f  the individuals l iving w i thin i t; i t  pos 
sesses an economic s ys tem, a leg al s ys tem, and me ans o f  e xerc is ing author i ty in 
regulating these s ys tems . 5 9 Or, as Hegel s ays at one po in t, C ivil S oc ie ty m ay be 
reg arded  as that form o f  s ta te wh ich  is b ased exc lus ive ly  on need. 6 0 W hat i t  lacks, 
and what a S tate possesses, are those forms o f  po l i t ic al l i fe, embodied in a cons ti
tution, throug h  w hich the un i ty of a s ing le peo ple becomes a dom in an t  force 
which  expresses i tsel f in al l ins t i tutions- above all, in ar t, re l ig i on, and phil os 
o phy. Ye t even in Civil S oc ie ty, be fore this gre ater un i ty is ac hieved, individuals 
have passed beyond a s tate o f  inde pendence o f  one ano ther, and the ir ac tivities 
have c ome to express a wi l l  whic h, in later par lance, is more than the s um o f  the ir 
individual w ills . F or example, in Sec tion 1 83 o f  the Ph i losophy of R igh t, Hegel 
s ays :  

In the course of the actual attainmen t  of selfish ends . . .  there is formed a system of 
complete interdependence, wherein the livelihood, happiness, and the legal status of one 
man is interwoyen with the liYelihood, happiness, and rights of all . On this system, 
individual happiness, etc . ,  depend ; and only in this connected system are they actualized 
and secured . 
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Thus, wha t we have termed "Hegel' s basic psycholog y" con si s ted  in tracing the 
sequence of force s through which the will inheren t in each in dividual i s  trans
formed through his ac tive rela tion shi ps wi th other s, and finds i ts expre ssion in the 
str uc tures of an organized comm uni ty. According to thi s doc trine, the real will of 
the individual merge s wi th a larger whole of which he i s  and m ust  be a par t. 6 1 

Hegel's posi tion i s  there fore unal terabl y opposed  to all in ter pre ta tions of h uman 
na ture which proceed on the assum ption tha t each in dividual possesse s  a speci fic 
inheren t na ture, independen tly of hi s rela tion shi ps. Against such an a ssum ption 
Hegel insi sted tha t an individual i s  never in telligible in hi s bare par ticulari ty, a s  
merely one of a collec tion of in stance s of the h uman specie s: each i s  wha t he i s  
only because he extends hi s ac tivi ty in to a world larger than him sel f, and in  his 
socie ty he becomes one wi th tha t world.6 2 Thi s doc trine exem pli fie s the general 
me taphysical proposi tion, which we have already noted, tha t the par ticular i s  
wha t i t  i s  onl y  because o f  i ts rela tion s  t o  other par ticular s in a concre te system . 
As we shall see when we consider the em pirical ba si s  for Hegel' s social and 
poli tical philosoph y, thi s doc trine finds full expression in the rela tions exis ting 
be tween the individual and the Na tion S ta te. 

I now turn to a second me ta ph ysical pre supposi tion which i s  to be found 
throughout Hegel's  w ork, and which i s  equally im por tan t in un der standing hi s 
social and poli tical philosoph y. I t  con sis ts of a doc trine which i s  fundamen tall y 
norma tive in charac ter, and i s  summed u p  in the famous Hegelian dic tum: 

Was verniinftig ist, <las ist wirklich ; und was wirklich ist, <las ist verniinftig . 
[What is rational is actual 
and what is actual is rational. ] 0 3 

To be sure, a t  fir st glance thi s  dic tum may not  appear to be speci ficall y norma
tive in charac ter, for we are acc ustomed to think tha t norma tive sta temen ts will 
incl ude term s such a s  "good" or "bad," "righ t" or "wrong," or make re ference to 
wha t "ough t" to be. H owever, Hegel heaps scorn on those who moralize, or who 
disparage the ac tual by  con tra sting i t  wi th some i deal tha t they cheri sh, and 
which they claim is tha t which ough t to exist. F or exam ple , in The Smaller Logic 
he says : 

This divorce between idea and reality is especially dear to the analytic understanding 
which looks upon its own abstractions, dreams though they are, as something true and 
real, and prides itself on the imperative 'ought' ,  which it takes especial pleasure in 
prescribing even on the field of politics. As if the world had waited on it to learn how 
it ought to be, and was not ! 6 • 

In the Philosophy of History he speak s in the same manner: 

Reason is not so powerless as to be incapable of producing anything but a mere ideal, 
a mere intention-having its place outside of reality, nobody knows where ; something 
separate and abstract ,  in the heads of certain human beings.6 " 
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On the contrary, it was his conviction that what ough t to be was present in the 
realm of actuality, in the world, for " the truly good-the universal divine reason 
-is not a mere abstraction, but a v i tal principle capable of realizing itself. " 66 

This position should occasion no surprise if  we recall Hegel 's  doctrine of divine 
immanence_ c ,  And, in point of fact, immediately after enunciating his doctrine of 
the equivalence of the rational and the actual, Hegel said, "The great thing [for 
philosophy] is to apprehend in the show of the temporal and transient the sub
stance which is immanent and the eternal which is present. ' ' c s  This conviction set 
the task for philosophy in its consideration of the world's  history, and Hegel ex
plicitly recognized that fact :  

God gon'rns the world: the actual working of his government-the carrying out of his 
p lan-is the History of the ·world. This plan philosophy strives to comprehend; for 
only that which has been de,·elopcd as the result of it, possesses bona fide reality. 
That which docs not accord with it, is negative, worthless exist(·ncc. Hefore the pure light 
of this divine ldl:a-which is no mere Ideal-the phantom of a world whose events arc 
an incoherent concourse of fortuitous circumstances, utterly vanishes. Philosophy wishes 
to discover the substantial purport, the real side of the divine idea, and to justify the 
so much despised Reality of things: for Reason is the comprehension of the Divine 
work_ r; n  

As a consequence, Hegel explicitly denominated his Ph ilosophy of History as a 
Theodicy, a justification of the ways of God, ' 11 and he concluded that work with 
the paragraph: 

That the History of the \\Tork!, with all the changing scenes which its annals present, 
is this process of development and the realization of Spirit-this is the true Theodicaea, 
the justification of  God in History. Only t h is insight can reconcile Spirit with the History 
of the \Vorld-viz., that what has happened, and is happening every day, is not only 
not 'without God, ' but is essc 11tially his work . 

It is in the light of this doctrine, and not in terms of worship for any actually 
existing state, that one should interpret Hegel's thought when he makes such ex
treme statements as "The State is the Divine Idea as it exists on Earth. " "  In this 
form of assertion, Hegel was not at tempting to say that actually existing political 
structures were not subject to cri ticism. What he was asserting is that any true 
state is, in the first instance, to be recognized as an actualization of a spiritual de
velopment .  This constituted the fundamental positive condition of its existence, 
regardless of what shortcomings might be present within it . 7 2 In other words, 
whatever i ts faults, a state was viewed as embodying the real will of its members, 
in which, and through which, their common life and aspirations were fulfilled. 
Therefore, to think of the state as an absolute external power, agains t which in
dividuals had no rights, would be to falsify what Hegel at tempted to say. Indi
viduals had no special rights against the state simply because the s tate was that 
through which individuals first gained that form of life in which one could speak 
of their rights at all. 7 3 As we have noted, the foundation of the s tate ultimately 
rested upon the conditions necessary to human existence: the will of the indi-
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vidual exte nde d  beyond himsel f, and the exerose of t hat will e st abl ished  his 
depe ndence upo n  ot hers, a nd t he ir dependence upo n  him. Thr ough the growth 
o f  a common  l i fe, individual s together ac hieved  what the y  would never have 
known (let alone what t he y  would have been able to  ac h ieve) had it bee n in t heir 
nature to be single, sel f-encl o sed be ings, atoms whic h  were u nable to become o ne 
wit h  anot her . For Hegel, it was not t he fam ily, nor c ivil soc iet y, but the state 
which  brought to  fru it ion this course o f  devel opme nt, th is  shar ing in the wide st 
po ssible sphere s a single commu nal l i fe .  T hus, the state is a n  et hical fabr ic, wove n  
out o f  pract ice s whic h  repre se nt the co ncrete will ing o f  human be ings. T he 
divinit y  o f  the state is l ike t he divinit y  o f  all ot her th ings: it spr ings from it s true 
actual it y, not from a n  ot her-worldl y  source. It s ethical ju st ifi cat ion l ie s  in it s o wn 
nature. To appeal t o  a standard o f  moral r ight ne ss aga inst whic h  a state is to  be 
measured is t o  set up individual c onsc ie nce s aga inst what has indeed ma de it 
po ssible for o ne to be a n  individual, and to have a moral ity, at al l . 7 4 

Thus  we come to  Hegel 's view o f  the relat ion  betwee n t he individual and the 
state. There are few po int s  at wh ich his  doctr ine ha s bee n so severely cr it ic ized, 
but in some ca ses  t hat cr it ic i sm has been ba se d  o n  a fa ilure to  comprehend t he 
c o ntext in  whic h  his  views were formulated. T he two metap hysical a ssumpt ions 
whic h  we have bee n exam ining-the inter nal it y of r elat ions, and t he ident it y  o f  
t he actual a n d  t he rat ional-help t o  provide suc h a context, a n d  permit u s  t o  
u nderstand o n  what ba sis Hegel held the views that he did. 

A s  we have seen, for Hegel, no individual th ing ex ist s  in isolat ion. I n  applying 
this doctr ine to  man, he insisted that no human be ing can be u nder stood as hu 
man except in his relat ionship s  t o  other persons; a nd in h is phil o so phical analysis 
of soc ial ex istence (a s well as on t he emp ir ical grou nds which  we shall shortly ex 
am ine), Hegel held that thi s  network o f  interpersonal relat ionsh ips  e ngender s a n  
organic whole embodying the total culture o f  a people . It was t hi s  whole, a nd not 
simpl y the pol itical sovere ign, whic h  Hegel denom inated a s  "the State. " We have 
al so noted t hat, for Hegel, t he sphere o f  t he eth ical re side d  in communal l ife: a n  
individual would be without c onsc ience, a n d  woul d be without a c oncept ion  o f  
r ights, were it not for t he communit y  o f  which he i s  part . W hile a n  individual 
m ight, u nder the se c ircumstances, meaningfull y cr itic ize spec ific a spect s o f  the 
inst itut ional orga nizat ion  within any  state, Hegel rejected the legit imacy o f  a ny 
attempt to turn aga inst t he state it sel f, a nd to attempt t o  discredit t he e nds 
embodied  in  it. For any individual, to cla im t he r ight to place some allegedly  
higher goal s in place o f  those whic h  give t he state it s very ex iste nce would be t o  
destr oy  t he fabr ic o f  soc ial l i fe withou t  whic h  the individual would be str ipped 
o f  all tra it s  that make up his humanit y. It is t his  interpretat ion o f  t he b .i.sis of 
soc ial l i fe, and of t he foundat ions of m oral it y in soc ial ex iste nce, which  mu st be 
borne in m ind whe n  o ne interpret s what Hegel means in sa ying that "the State 
is t he actuall y ex i st ing, real ized moral l i fe . " 7 5 

The forego ing po int should be so obvious  that, for our pre se nt purpo se s, l ittle 
further need be sa id b y  way o f  c haracter iz ing Hegel 's  ph iloso phic doctr ine c on
cer ning the relat ions  o f  t he individual and the state . H owever, t o  avoid mi su nder 
standing, it should at lea st be noted that Hegel ' s  concept ion of freedom differ s 
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radically from the position of those who hold that the individual is free only if 
he can do whatsoever he may choose to do. For Hegel, such a state of affairs is to 
be identified with caprice, not with freedom: to be free, is to be unhampered by 
external constraints in achieving the fullest possible self-realization, and such self
realization is only to be achieved in and through society . As Hegel put the matter 
in one of his many discussions of it : 

The perpe tually recu rring misapprehension of Freedom consists in regarding that term 
in only its formal, subjective sense, abstracted from its essential objects and aims: thus 
a constraint put upon impulse, desire, passion-pertaining to the particular individual 
as such-a limitation of caprice and self-will is regarded as a fettering of Freedom. We 
should on the contrary look upon such limita tion as the indispensable proviso of 
emancipation. Socie ty and the State are the very conditions in which Freedom is 
realized. 7 6 

As a consequence, Hegel viewed as most free those individuals whose wills coin
cided most perfectly with the goals of the state, who identified themselves most 
completely with the larger life of their nations, and did so without hesitation and 
without tension. Of this relationship he said : 

The Sta te, its laws, its arrangements, constitute the rights of its members; its natural 
fea tures, its mountains, air , and waters are the ir country, their fa therland, their outward 
material property ; the history of this State th e ir deeds; what their ancesors have pro
duced, belongs to them and lives in their memory. All is their possession, just as they 
are possessed by it; for it constitutes their existence, their being. 7 7 

This identification of the individual's fundamental nature with the existence 
and nature of the society to which he belongs constitutes an expression of what I 
have designated as organicism. However, up to this point we have only been 
concerned with tracing the way in which some of Hegel's more general philo
sophic principles led him to adopt that position. Now, in conformity with our 
earlier suggestion, we shall direct our attention to the more empirically oriented 
aspects of his social analysis. 

It cannot be doubted that Hegel's theory of societies was based on a rich 
historical background. Of all major philosophers (for I should not be inclined to 
include Vico in that group), Hegel was the first whose thought was in large 
measure formed by a study of the history of culture. It is therefore not surprising 
that throughout his work he analyzed the fundamental forms of human ex
perience as elements in cultural history, and not at all in terms of how particular 
individuals acquired their skills, their knowledge, and their attitudes. One sees 
this most clearly in the structure of the Phen omenology of Mind.  There, in spite 
of the fact that the work purports to trace the growth of the forms of experience, 
Hegel did not regard it as necessary to offer explanations of development which 
took into account the nature of the specific conditions by which individuals were 
confronted at particular times in their lives. What rendered any such accounts 
unnecessary was Hegel's assumption that the history of the individual's forms of 
consciousness would be identical with the history of the forms of consciousness 
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in the race . 7 8 Thus, individuals exi sting at any st age of man's hi storical develop
ment would represent in thei r own p syches an inheritance drawn from the whole 
human past ;  the stage of thought and of feeling which they would have att ained 
would be preci sely the st age of development th at thei r own culture had achieved . 7 9  

Thus, Hegel could affirm the unity of the individu al and hi s ti me, holding th at 
each person i s  "the Son of hi s Nation . . .  the Son of hi s Age," 8 0  "a child of hi s own 
time " who cannot possibly "ove rleap hi s own age . " " 1 

The form which thi s doct rine took in the thought of Hegel should not be 
identified with that which wa s most ch aracte ri stic of hi s p redece ssors and con 
temporarie s .  Among them, many tended to  l ook upon the unity of a people o r  of 
an age a s  a spont aneous  expre ssion of feeling ; it c annot be said th at, in general, 
thi s wa s Hegel's view."2 Although he laid n o  le ss st re ss than did Herder upon the 
unity of thought and feeling exi sting within any st ate at the height of it s vit al 
powe rs, he regarded such a unity as de pendent u pon the natu re of the in stitution s 
which the people had developed in the course of their hi story. As one c an see in 
the concrete analyse s  contained in Hegel 's  Ph i losophy of History (a s di stinct from 
the more familiar, theoreticall y oriented int roduction to  th at work), the unity and 
the spirit of a people i s  grounded in the specific natu re of thei r social in stitution s, 
and in particular in the st ructure of the state a s  that i s  embodied in a con stitution . 
When one takes note of thi s fact, Hegel' s social philosophy can be viewed a s  a 
form of empirical social theory, and the re semblances between hi s organici sm and 
the explicitl y f ormulated sociological theorie s of Comte and of Marx n o  longer 
remain mysteriou s. 

Like others who upheld organicism, Hegel insi sted that any societ y-even if it 
were only a civil society, but more especi ally if it were a t rue state-h ad to be 
con strued as an entity in it s own right. We have n oted that in his meta ph ysical 
analysi s  of the social nature of individual s he had grounds on which to  base such 
a conclusion, but he seems al so to  have relied upon the f act that if one i s  to  hold 
that a society influence s individuals, then one cannot say that only individual s 
are real, and the state and it s in stitution s are not . "3 However, even though a 
society must be an entity in it s own right, Hegel did n ot suggest that it exi sted a s  
a bare external reality, independently of the activitie s, and the will s of person s: 
without the relationship s into which persons  ente red, and the mutualit y of thei r 
will s, no  social activitie s whatsoeve r  could exi st . The means  by which Hegel at 
tempted to  re sol ve thi s apparent antinomy, to  which he had called attention in 
the Phenomeno logy of Mind, becomes more clearly articulated in hi s later 
works. 8 4  In them it becomes apparent that the world of culture, that is the realm 
of the objecti ve spirit, ha s a realit y which i s  independent of the desires of all 
particular individuals, even though it depends upon the interaction s among their 
wills. I f a simile which i s  not alien to  some of Hegel' s own simile s may be u sed, 
the worl d  of culture-i .e ., of objective spirit-i s li ke an organism, having 
tendencie s and goal s of it s own, different f rom the tendencie s and g oal s of the 
nucle ar cell s out of which it m ay have been generated . Using thi s simile, we may 
point out th at, when we refer to  the v arious  "mem bers" of an organi sm, we a re 
inclined to  think of it s organized, differenti ated organs-it s heart, lungs, eye s, 
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limbs, etc.-not of its cells, nor of the ultimate chemical constituents of which it 
is composed; so, too, the true members of any state are to be sought in its institu
tions, not in the individual persons on whose activities its existence may be said 
ultimately to depend. That this was in fact Hegel's view, the following discussion 
will attempt to make clear. 

Hegel repeatedly referred to the state as an organism, and in one of his most 
explicit comparisons between it and physical organisms he said : 

The fundamental characteristic of the state as a political entity is the substantial 
unity, i.e., the ideality, of its moments . . . .  Much the same thing as thi s  ideality of the 
moments in the state occu rs with life in the physical organism. Life is present in every 
cell. There is only one life in all the cells and nothing withstands it . Separated from that 
life every cell dies. This is the same as the ideali ty of every single class, power, and 
Corporation.""  

In this passage it should be clear that the mem bers, whose unity within the state 
Hegel wished to stress, are not individuals, but institutional structures. Should 
this be doubted on the ground that Hegel here refers to "moments, " not to "mem
bers, " another passage can be cited: 

The patriotic sentiment acquires its specifically determined content from the various 
members of the organism of the state . . . .  These different members are the various powers 
of the state with their functions and spheres of action.8 6  

Furthermore, throughout the Philosophy of History ,  in those discussions in which 
Hegel emphasizes the organic unity of the nation state, it is upon the organic 
connections among its cultural achievements and its institutional structures that 
he places emphasis, and not (in the first instance) upon a common spirit which 
animates the individuals who share in the life of the nation state. In  fact, when 
one considers the role of individuals in the dynamics of historical change, one 
finds that Hegel did no t  emphasize their bonds of unity with one another, nor 
the harmony of their wills with the goals which were destined to be realized by 
the nation states to which they belonged. On the contrary, it was "the cunning 
of Reason" to use the discordant passions and private interests of individuals to 
accomplish larger designs, of which they remained in ignorance. 8 7  Such designs 
were the goals achieved by nation states: 

Thus, the passions of men are grati fied; they develop themselves and their  aims in 
accordance with their natural tendencies, and build up the edifice of human society . . . .  
They gratify their own interest; but something further i s  thereby accomplished, latent 
in the actions in question, though not present to their  consciousness, and not included 
in their design.ss 

In the midst of this passage, there appears Hegel's famous aphorism: the indi
viduals have fortified "a position for Right and Order agains t  themse lves. " 89 

The fact that Hegel conceived of social wholes as systems of institutions, rather 
than as groups of individuals acting in consort, is the first of the two features of 
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hi s emp irical soc ial t heory t o  w hich it is here impo rtant to call attent ion . The 
second con sist s  in t he fact t hat he conceived  o f  all o f  the se in stitution s as be ing 
organ ical ly rel ated t o  one another, fo rming a single interdependent w hole. "A 
State," he sa id, "i s an indi vidual t otalit y, o f  which you cannot select any par
ticular side, although a su premel y imp ortant one, such a s  it s p olit ical con stitut ion; 
and de liberate and dec ide re spect ing it in t hat i solated fo rm . " 9 0  Thi s he conceived 
t o  be t rue because he saw t he State a s  "t he basis and cent re o f  t he othe r c oncrete 
element s o f  t he l i fe o f  a people-o f  Art, o f  Law, o f  Moral s, o f  Re lig ion, o f  
Science . " 9 1 

Once having accepted t hi s  doctrine, affirming t hat a ll a spect s o f  cultural li fe 
form a single o rgan ic whole, we once again come t o  a p oint w he re "organici sm," 
taken a s  a fo rm o f  sociol og ical t heory, make s c ontact wit h what is t o  be designated 
as  "organici sm " with re ference t o  t he doctrine o f  man 's malleabilit y. Having 
accepted o rganic ism in soc iol ogical t heory, Hegel 's othe r  assumptions made it im
po ssible fo r him to suppose t hat t he re were any c ha racte ri stic s o f  individual hu
man be ings w hic h were n ot t o  be  accounted for in term s  o f  the soc ietie s t o  w hich 
t he y  belonged.  This  fo ll ow s from the fact t hat Hegel did n ot bel ieve it po ssible 
t o  con sider  specific capacitie s i n  abst rac tion from t he c oncrete forms i n  w hich 
t he y  man i fested t hemselve s; fo r  example, he re jected t he po ssib il it y  o f  invest igat 
ing modes o f  t hought in abst raction from t hat w hich wa s thought, o r  seeking t o  
isolate the essent ial nature o f, say, art i n  abst raction from t he actual hi st o ry o f  t he 
art s .  Such attempt s w ould involve appeal s t o  a fal se fo rm o f  generalizati on w hich 
depended upon ab st ra cting c ommon t rait s rat he r t han g ra sp ing concrete un ive r
sal s; the y  would be merely form al, representing an attem pt t o  deal wit h fo rm in 
t ota l abstract ion from content. These p o ssibil itie s were rejected out o f  hand b y  
Hegel at every p o int in h i s  system . A s  a con sequence, one c ould n ot unde rstand 
what con st ituted, say ,  art o r  rel igion or  mora lit y a part from the i r  concrete his
t o rical mani fe sta tio ns .  And since we have n ow seen t hat all element s within a 
culture are mu tua lly re la ted in a single whole, w hich c on st it ute s the spiritual 
l i fe o f  the n at ion sta te , it fol lows that t o  un ders tand  any fo rm o f  an individua l' s 
activit y one must view t hat act ivit y  in te rms  o f  t he cu lture o f  h is age . However, 
a s  we al so know, Hege l held t hat each nat ion and age rep resent s a different and 
e ssenti ally un ique development o f  spir it: 

Every step in the process, as differing from any other, has its determinate peculiar 
principle. In history this principle is idiosyncrasy of Spirit [Best immtheit  des Geistes]
peculiar National Genius. It is within the limitations of this idiosyncrasy that the spirit 
of the nation, concretely manifested, expresses every aspect of its consciousness and 
will-the whole cycle of its realization. Its religion, its polity, its ethics, its legislation, 
and even its science, art, and mechanical skill, all bear its stamp." 2 

As  a consequence, t he ve ry natu re o f  m an changes a s  t he Worl d-Sp irit develop s, 
and in o rder to underst an d  men at one t ime o r  anot her  one must place them in 
t heir appro priate histo ri cal c ontext s, viewing them in term s  o f  t he ir p lace in a 
large r p ro cess o f  sp i ritua l devel o pmen t .  T hu s, Hege l ' s  o rgan icism and h i s  his
t o ric ism merged w it h  o ne ano the r ;  in dividual h um an na ture , no le ss th an our 
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st andards of v alue for any cult ur al act ivit y, c ame to be looked upon mere ly  as 
moments in a s ing le pattern of deve lopment embr ac ing the h istory  of c ult ure as a 
whole. 

4. MARX 

Turn ing our attent ion from Hege l to Marx, we find the s ame conv ict ion th at 
m an 's n at ure does not rem ain const ant over t ime, b ut ch anges with the b as ic ways 
in wh ich soc iet ies ch ange. To be sure, in Marx 's e ar l iest re lev ant wr it ings, the 
Econ omic and  Ph ilosoph ic Man uscripts of z844,  an attem pt was made to  depict 
the essent ial  nat ure of m an .  However, as I h ave alre ady suggested,9 3  at th at point 
in h is inte l lect ual deve lopment Marx 's conce pt ion of h um an n at ure was c lose ly  
l inked  to Fe uerb ach 's v iews ;  conse quent ly, he conce ived of m an 's soc ia l  n at ure in 
terms of direct interperson al re lat ionsh ips, and not as reflecting the ch ang ing 
forms of soc ia l  org an iz at ion under wh ich men 's l ives were l ived in different h is
tor ica l  e pochs. In these m anuscr ipts, for ex ample, he he ld th at if one c ontrasted 
"Soc iet y" with indiv iduals, one was de aling with an abstr act ion only; 94  f urther
more, when he pr aised Fe uerb ach 's m ater ia l ism, he attr ib uted its correctness t o  
the fact th at its b as ic pr inc iple was t aken to  be the soc ia l  re l at ionsh i p  of "man to  
man. "95 Wh i le th is t ype of interpret at ion of man 's soc ia l  re l at ionsh i ps somet imes 
re appe ars in Marx 's later works, it on ly  does so in connect ion with h is d isc uss ions 
of a st age of h um an ex istence in wh ich al ien at ion has been overcome. 9 6 In dis
c uss ing the re lat ionsh ips among men under the h istor ic al condit ions wh ich 
actual ly obt ained under  different systems of product ion and different re l at ion
sh ips of product ion, he assure dly did n o t  hold th at h um an n at ure ex presses its 
essence in d irect inter pers onal re lat ionsh ips, and th at soc ia l  inst it ut ions are mere ly  
abstr act ions which rest on these re lat ionsh ips .  In f act, as one sees in the s ixth and 
the seventh of h is Theses on Feuerbach, Marx ex plic it ly  rejected Fe uerb ach 's 
attem pt to  underst and m an 's n at ure in terms of generic tr aits : the concrete n a
tures of human be ings were to  be understood in terms of act ual ly ex ist ing s oc ia l  
structures.9 7 These t wo h igh ly  re lev ant cr it ic isms of Feuerb ach (which, I should 
s ay, are also  cr it ic isms of Marx 's own e ar l ier v iews), are st ated as fol lows: 

THESIS VI 
Feuerbach resolves the religious essence into the human. But the essence of man is 

not an abstraction residing in each single individual. In its reality it  is  the whole of 
social relationships. 

Feuerbach, who does not enter upon the criticism of this real essence, is  consequently 
compelled: 

(1) To abstract from the historical process and to fixate the religious feeling as some
thing self-contained, and to presuppose an abstract-iso la ted-human individual. 
(2) To conceive the essence of man only as "the species, " as an inner, inarticulate, 
na tural tie, binding many individuals together. 

THESIS VII 
Feuerbach does not therefore see that "the religious feeling" is  i tself a socia l product , 
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and tha t the abstrac t individual whom he analyzes belongs in reali ty to a specific form 
of society."8 

That these theses did constitute an essentia l  change in l\Iarx's point of view is at 
least suggested by Engels's retrospective statement · 

The step which Feuerbach did not take nevertheless had to be taken. The cult of 
abstract man which formed the kernel of Feuerbach ' s  new religion had to be replaced by 
the science of real men and of their historical development."9 

It was precisely this step which, together, Marx and Engels took in the first section 
of German Ideo logy in which they set themselves in full opposition to Feuer
bach. 100 

The view of man which is boldly stated in the German Ideology starts from the 
fact that, while man's original nature undoubtedly depended upon his bodily 
organization and on the conditions obtaining in his original environment, what 
those conditions had been is not known to us; what we do know is that men 
differ from animals in producing their means of subsistence. 1 0 1  l\Jarx and Engels 
immediately point out that, in producing the means of their subsistence, men not 
only provide for their physical survival, but create their own form of existence : 
they enter into specific forms of activity, creating a way of life, and it is this way 
of life which makes individuals what they are. 1 0 2 

After very briefly sketching a history of the forms of organization of social life 
in terms which refer primarily to the division of labor and to property relations, 
Marx and Engels return to a discussion of the effects of these forms of organiza
tion on individuals. Once again they insist that the characteristics of individuals 
always depend upon the material conditions under which they produce the means 
of their subsistence, and these conditions, which are independent of their wil ls, 
provide the basic preconditions for a l l  of their activities."1 3 That al l  activities are 
to be included, and not merely those relating to man's material existence, becomes 
immediately clear, for Marx and Engels continue : 

The product ion of ideas, of concep tions, of consciousness, is a t first directly inter
woven with the ma terial act iv i ty and the ma terial intercourse of men, the language of 
real life. Conceiving, thinking, the mental intercourse of men, appear a t this stage as 
the direct effiux of their ma terial behavior. The same appl ies to mental product ion as 
expressed in the language of the poli t ics, laws, morali ty, religion, metaphysics of a 
people. Men are producers of their concept ions, ideas, e tc . . .  

In direct contrast to German philosophy which descends from hea,·en to earth, here 
we ascend from earth to heaven . . . .  We set out from real, act ive men, and on the basis 
of their real l ife-process we demonstra te the development of the ideological reflexes 
and echoes of thi s  life-process. The phantoms formed in the human bra in are also, 
necessarily, sublima tes of their ma terial life-process, which is empirically verifiable and 
bound to ma terial premises. Morali ty, religion, me taphysics, all the rest of ideology and 
their corresponding forms of consciousness, thus no longer reta in the semblance of 
independence. They have no history, no development ; but men, developing their 
ma terial product ion and their ma terial intercourse, alter, along wi th this their real 
existence, their thinking and the products of their thinking. Life is not de termined by 
consciousness, but consciousness by life. 1 0 4 
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From this it immediately follows that there could not be a single and unchang
ing essence of the human species, the same in all existing individuals, as l\farx
like Fcucrbach-had previously assumed; in fact, l\fan: and Engels explicitly re
ject that possibility . 1 0 0 Instead, all phases of the life of an individual-even his 
relationships to nature-were claimed by them to be reflections of the forms of 
his social existence. 1 06 In fact, Marx and Engels held that what previous philos
ophers had attempted to identify as man's  inherent nature (das TVesen des 
Menschen) was simply the sum of those productive forces and social relations 
which constitute the social inheritance of any specific gcneration. "1 7  

One can document the same beliefs in l\ Iarx' s  Poverty of Ph i losojJhy ,  which was 
published shortly after the German Ideology had been written, as well as in all of 
the other subsequent works of both l\Iarx and Engels. ms  However, in writings 
postdating the Germa n  Ideology , some shift of emphasis in Marx's thought can 
be traced. The earlier manner in which he and Engels had formulated their posi
tion had  been dominated by their relationships to Feuerbach and to Hegel, and 
their questions about man tended to be posed in terms of those issues which, 
today, arc most likely to be discussed under the rubric of "philosophical anthro
pology . "  Such questions arc, for example, likely to be concerned with man's es
sential nature or the nature of human consciousness, taking that term as designat
ing the forms according to which men grasp themselves and their world. On the 
other hand, in the Poverty of Ph i losophy ,  and in Marx's subsequent works, much 
greater emphasis was placed on problems which may be said to belong either to 
the sociology of knowledge (on the development of which l\ farx h ad, of course, 
a preponderating influence) , or which apply sociological analyses to other aspects 
of culture. Thus, for example, in his Second Observation on Proudhon, Marx 
insisted that the categories of explanation which are used in economics reflect 
existing social relations, and thus depend upon forms of production.'""  Similarly, 
in the Communist Man ifesto there is an attempt to unmask the pretensions to 
objectivity on the part of the bourgeoisie: 

Your ycry ideas are but  the outgrowth of the cond i t ions  of your bourgeo i s  product ion 
and bourgeoi s  property, jus t  as  your jurisprudence i s  but  the wi l l  of  your class  made 
into a l aw for a l l ,  a wi l l  whose essen t i a l  character and d irect ion are det ermined by the 
economic condi tions  of  ex i stence of your class .  

The sel fish misconcept ion that  induces  you to tran sform i n to eternal l aws of na ture 
and of  reason ,  the soci a l  forms springing from your presen t  mode of  product ion and  
form of  property�historical rela t ions tha t  rise and d i sappear i n  the  progress of  produc
t ion�-this  misconception you share with every rul ing class that has  preceded you . ',\'hat  
you sec c lear ly i n  the case o f  anc ien t  property, wha t  you admit  i n  the case of  feuda l  
property, you are of  course forbidden to admi t  i n  the ca se  of  your  own bourgeoi s  form 
of property . 1 1 0 

The implications of such a view for a theory of human nature should be 
obvious :  the thought of individuals, as well as their motivation, is not to be re
garded as due to their inherited potentialities and the particular situations in 
which they are placed : the categories in terms of which they sec the world, and 
the forms of their responses, arc dictated by the organization of the society into 
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which they are born . W hile i t  is eas y to accep t  suc h  a thesis if i t  is pu t forward in 
an a ttenua ted form, m er el y  holding tha t  every individual is to some  degree in
fluenced by  the s truc tures of his society and the place tha t  he occupies in tha t  
s truc tur e, l\Iarx 's v i ew s  cannot r eadil y be  in terpr eted in this fas hion . Ins tead, one 
mus t  s ee his vi ews as r epres ent ing a full -fledged organicism w hich rej ec ts the 
possibili ty of ther e  being a trul y  gen eral sci ence of psyc holog y, explaining the 
na ture  of individual modes of thought  and of ac tion through  an appeal to the 
f orma tive powers of social ins ti tu tions . To un ders tand the radical form in whic h 
Marx hel d  such a doc trine, one mus t  examine two aspec ts of his though t :  one 
p hilosophical, the other sociological. 

The philosophical aspec t can be  deal t wi th ver y  bri efly .  W e  hav e already seen 
tha t  in the German Ideology Marx and Eng els had claimed tha t even the manner 
in w hich man becomes conscious of his na tural env ironmen t is a social produc t, 
depending upon his r ela tionships wi th others. This doc trine can, of course, b e  
connec ted wi th F euerbach 's views, 1 1 1  bu t i t  bears an even clos er r esemblance to 
the posi tion of Hegel in the Phenomenology of Mind: " Individuali ty is wha t  i ts 
world, in the sens e of i ts own world, is . " 1 1 2 Given this Yiew, the self and i ts world 
are not two indep en den t forms of exis tence, bu t in terpen etra te; and this in ter 
penetra tion i s  s tr ess ed even mor e  b y  Marx than i t  had been b y  H egel, because  o f  
the Marxian emp hasis on praxis. As i s  cl ear in  his Theses on  Feuerbach, Marx 
regarded knowledge  as an ac tivi ty in which subjec t  and objec t w ere  reciprocally 
transformed; in no  case was knowing to be  regarded as a disengaged, con templa
tive r ela tions hip. 1 1 3  Consequen tl y, all human knowledge  will r eflec t  the indi 
vidual 's prac tical ac tivi ties, bu t the world in  w hic h men have their concrete 
exis tence is a lways a socially s truc tured world. Thus, it f ollows n ecessaril y (on the 
Marxian view) tha t  thought  can n ev er be divorc ed from soc ial struc ture .  Gran ted 
this vi ew, the analysis of thought, and of all forms of motiv ation, will involv e an 
analysis of soc ial s tr uc tur e, and i t  is therefor e  to the basic principles of Marx 's 
sociology tha t  we  mus t  turn. 

There are many al terna tive ways in whic h one can proc eed in delinea ting 
Marx 's sociological theories, and I do not  wish to claim tha t thos e  f ea tur es whic h  
I shall now discuss r epresen t  the mos t  basic f ea tures, nor tha t  the order t o  be  
followed is an order r epresen ting logical priori ties. On the con trary, I am only 
concerned to dev elop as muc h  of Marx 's sociclogy as is n ecessar y to un ders tand  
his views regarding the ma lleabili ty of human nature under the con di tions which 
have ob tained in organized soci eti es during tha t  por tion of man 's pas t which is 
his toricall y accessible, and wi th which Marx hims elf sought  to deal. 

Like Com te and Hegel, Marx believ ed tha t  each s oci ety forms a single, uni tary 
s ys tem, the g enuine par ts of w hich are i ts concr ete social s truc tures, not the hu
man individuals whose  ac tivi ties en ter in to and sus tain tha t  s ys tem. Tha t  Marx 
r ej ec ted the view tha t  one coul d  unders tand soci eti es in terms of the in terac tions 
among individuals is cl ear throughou t his works, bu t i t  is n ev er mor e  cl early ex 
pres sed than in thos e  passages in w hich he separa tes his social thoug ht from tha t  
of earlier p oli tical economis ts who a ttemp ted to analyz e social r ela tions in terms 
of individual behavior, and who sometimes wen t  so far as to employ Robins on 
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Crusoe analogies in their analyses . In the original (but unused) preface to his 
Critique of Political Economy, Marx pointed out that an appeal to individuals 
pursuing their individual interests cannot possibly serve as a means of under
standing the basic forms of social organization, for the pursuit of purely indi
vidual interests reflects a form of social life that only came into existence with 
the bourgeois revolution. Thus, instead of serving as the basis for a historical 
derivation of social organization, the image of primitive hunters and fishermen 
attempting to satisfy their own individual needs involves a thoroughly distorted 
projection of the historically conditioned nature of contemporary man onto a 
remote past. 1 1 4 In fact, as Marx remarked, the farther back one goes in history the 
less independent individuals appear to be, and the less society appears to be a 
means of satisfying private interests . 1 1 5 Therefore, if one is to understand com
munities, one must start from the communities themselves, not from the assumed 
nature of individual persons existing outside of particular communities. Further
more, Marx immediately insisted that one cannot start with abstractions which 
concern the conditions of social life in general . While it is undoubtedly true that 
all communities have certain characteristics in common, he did not consider it 
fruitful to speak of these characteristics in wholly general terms : one must always 
refer to the particular forms which these characteristics assumed in specific 
societies . 1 1 6  It was this that defined his historical, institutional approach to all 
problems in sociological theory. 

In connection with that approach it is also crucial to bear in mind that Marx 
held that all institutions in any society tended to form a single, unitary whole. 
This view was implicit in his doctrine that the productive forces of any society 
provide the foundations of all other phases of its activities . In the preface to his 
Critique of Political Economy he put forward this doctrine of substructure and 
superstructure in a classic form: 

The sum total of these relations of production constitutes the economic structure of 
society-the real foundation, on which rise legal and political superstructures and to 
which correspond definite forms of social consciousness. The mode of production in 
material life determines the general character of the social, political, and spiritual 
processes of life. 1 1 1  

Furthermore, i t  must be  borne in  mind that Marx always held that "the produc
tion relations of every society form a whole. " 1 1 8 And, in the latter connection, one 
may a lso note Marx's insistence that "no social order ever disappears before all 
the productive forces, for which there is room in it, have been developed; and 
new higher relations of production never appear before the material conditions 
for their existence have matured in the womb of the old society. " 1 1 9 This doctrine 
presupposes a coherence and internality of relationship among all the forces of 
production within a society, and taken in connection with Marx's doctrine of the 
relationship between the forces of production and the superstructure, it offers a 
view of the essential unity within a society which is strikingly similar to the posi
tions put forward by Hegel and by Comte. To be sure, Marx stressed the conflicts 
and tensions within societies to a far greater extent than even Hegel had done. 
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However, his analysis of the acc umulation of the strains introd uced by new pro
ductive forces coming into conflict with previo usly existing relations of prod uc
tion, and the manner in which these changes a ffect the political, legal, and 
ideological superstr ucture, obviously pres upposed that e very society is a single, 
unitary whole: the strains which build up cannot be confined to any one part of 
the social organism, b ut spread thro ugh all of its str uctures. 1 20 As a consequence, 
there was no possibility of regarding the var io us elements in the superstr uct ure as 
autonomous elements which depended upon how the individuals within any 
given society responded to the particular intellectual and moral sit uations which 
they faced. And, therefore, Marx was committed to holding that the forms of 
tho ught and of action were always, and under all circ umstances, time-bound; that, 
as he phrased it, 

The same men who establish their social relations in conformity with their material 
productivity, produce also principles, ideas and categories, in conformity with their 
social relations. 

Thus these ideas, these categories, are as little eternal as the relations they express. 
They are h istorical and transitory products. 1 2 1  

Given this position, i t  i s  small wonder that Marx's tho ught turned to what we, 
today, should refer to as the sociology of knowledge, and that for him-as for 
others since his time-the sociology of knowledge was taken to be a s ubstitute for 
a psychological investigation of the fo undations of knowledge and of action. Like 
Hegel, and like Comte, the organicism to which he s ubscribed merged with his 
historicism ; as a conseq uence, his attempts to understand tho ught and behavior 
were couched in terms of a schema of social development, rather than in terms of 
any general principles of psychological explanation. We shall later be concerned 
with the weakness of this approach. 
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ll me semble que le premier fa il qu i  soil 
compris dans le mot civi l i sat ion . . .  c'est le 

fa il de progres, de deve loppemen t; ii reve ille 
aussi tot  l'idee d'un peuple qu i  marche, non 

pour changer de place , mais pour changer d'etat; 
d'un peuple dont la condition s'etend et 

s'ameliore. L'idee du progres, du developpemen t, 
me para it etre l'idee fondamentale contenue 

sous le mot  de civilisa tion . 1 

Franr;:ois P. Guizot 

In the history of the doctrine of human malleability we have traced representa
tive forms of two different, fundamentally opposed doctrines, geneticism and 
organicism, each of which stressed the formative influence which men's environ
ments have on their natures. However, in the period with which we are concerned, 
there were also those who espoused the doctrine of man's malleability, but were 
opposed to its predominantly environmentalist forms. Some among them, as we 
have noted, stressed man's inherent tendency toward self-fulfilment which, they 
believed, would manifest itself naturally, and ever more completely. This was a 
form of self-realizationism which we shall discuss in terms of the thought of 
Fichte and, among others, of Thomas Hill Green. However, if I am not mistaken, 
a more frequently exemplified view of the progressive nature of man was less 
antagonistic to geneticism, was explicitly hedonistic, and was not connected with 
the metaphysics of idealism. John Stuart Mill was the chief theoretical exponent 
of this position which, in slightly varying forms, was widely shared. It was 
characteristic of this view to hold that, through the development of forms of 
sensibility higher than those which were natural to man in an uneducated and 
undeveloped state, human nature had acquired new capacities, and had under
gone radical transformations with respect to the old. According to Mill, Arnold, 
and Huxley, such changes had not been accidental, nor were they brought about 
primarily through external forces : they had been, and were, dependent upon the 
efforts of men. 

In addition to these forms of progressivist doctrine there was, as we have noted, 
a third form which derived directly from evolutionary theory in biology. Since it 
arose later, discussion of it will come last. In terms of chronology, it would be 
equally appropriate to begin with a discussion of either the self-fulfilment doc
trine or the doctrine typified by Mill . However, since the background for a dis
cussion of Mill has already been provided by my discussion of geneticism, and by 
our having seen the reasons why he rejected the atomistic view of society which 
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had charac ter ized the though t of Ben tham and of h is fa ther (and since, indeed, 
the very ti tle of th is chapter i s drawn from l\I ill ) 2 I sh all comme nce my discussion 
w i th an accoun t of h i s v iew s, and of other v iews rela ted to i t. 

I .  foEALS OF A BETTER SELF : MILL, ARNOLD, AND HUXLEY 

In m any ways, as we shall see, M ill repre sen ts a c on t inua tion of the though t of 
the Enl igh tenmen t, even though h is rebell ion aga inst  the posi tion of Ben tham 
and h is fa ther all ied h im w i th an im portan t gr ou p  of i ts foes. In consider ing both 
a spec ts of h is doc tr ine, i t mu st be remembere d tha t, when we trace d the influence 
on h is though t of those whom he termed " the Germano-Coler idg ians,"  our a tten
tion was confined to two qu i te spec ific poin ts :  first, h is recogn i tion of the need for 
a concre te-h istor ical ra ther than a psycholog ic al- deduc tive a pproach to h istory and 
governmen t ;  and, secon d, h is recog ni tion of the fac t tha t the view s of hum an 
na ture accepte d  by Ben th am and h i s fa ther placed too l i t tle em phas is on feel ing s 
and on the imag ina tion. 3 Both of the se poin ts, a s  we shall soon see, had a n  im
por tan t influence on h is v iews regard ing hum an na ture. H owever, these de par
ture s from or thodoxy should not  be taken a s  signs th at, in other re spec ts, he had 
abandoned the pos i t ion of Ben th am and of h is fa ther. For example, throughou t 
h is l i fe, he con tinued to accept  the ir a ssoc ia tion ism, not  only a s  a ba sic doc tr ine 
in psychology, bu t a s  a founda tion for h is theory of knowledge. In th is connec tion 
we m ay note th at, before going on to pra ise other aspec ts of Coler idge 's though t, 
M ill ex pl ic i tly rejec ted  the na tivism wh ich charac ter ized h is theory of knowledge.•  
S im ilarly, i t i s not  possible to conce ive of M ill a s  acce pt ing the "Coler idg ian " view 
of moral not ions, wh ich (for example) was s ta ted  by F. D. M aur ice when he held 
tha t  " in the human m ind [there is ]  a sim ple and pr imary idea of the d istinc tion 
be tween r igh t and wrong, not  produced by ex per ience, bu t developing i tsel f in 
propor tion to the grow th of the m in d."5 In con trad istinc tion to th is view, M ill 
always adhered to the Ben tham i te pr inc iple of u til i ty, even though he modified 
Ben tham 's own appl ica tion of tha t pr inc iple in many im por tan t way s. 6 W i th 
re spec t to both h is theory of knowledge and h is mor al theory, one may, then, in 
general, say th at  h e  rema ined w i th in the trad i tion of ge ne tic ism no le ss than 
Ben tham and h i s fa ther had done, ye t  he so al tered the earl ier form s of tha t 
doctr ine tha t i t y ielde d  a qu i te d ifferen t pic ture of the na ture of m an. In order to 
under stand how th is could be the ca se, we mu st ex am ine (however br iefly) the 
change s wh ich he in troduced in the psycholog ical a ssum pt ion s of Ben tham, and 
the ways in wh ich he al tered, or a t  le ast stre tched, the sy stem embodied  in h is 
fa ther ' s  A na lysis of the  Phenomena of the Human Mind . 7  

In s pi te of M ill 's very grea t adm ira tion for Be ntham 's accom pl i shmen ts, in h is 
e ssay en ti tle d  "Ben tham" he severely cr i t ic ized the l im i tations of Ben tham's 
temperamen t, par ticularly h is lack of sym pa thy for posi tion s and for ty pe s  of 
charac ter wh ich were divergen t from h is own. 8 Wha t has unfor tunately been far 
too l i t tle known i s tha t M ill had wr i tten  a nother, e arl ier, anonymou sly publ ished 
ar t icle on Bentham in wh ich sim il ar a nd even  more dam ag ing rem ar ks were 
made, bu t in wh ich those remar ks were rela ted to the differe nce s be twee n Ben 
tham's psycholog ical theory and M ill 's own psycholog ic al views.9 
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Whereas Bentham had supposed that men's act ions are always d irected toward 
achieving some future pleasure, or avoid ing some future pain, it was Mill 's posi 
t ion that men always act in accordance w ith the pleasantness or unpleas antness of 
their present  ideas, whatever these ideas may be. C onsequently, unlike Bentham, 
Mill did not hold that men were always acting under the guidance of what they 
took to  be the ir self-interest; m ot ives such as patr iotism, or benevolence, or a 
sense of virtue, were n o  less effective s ources of act ion than was a desire for s ome 
future pleasure for one's self . F or example, on Mill 's view, the only prerequisite 
necessary for patriotism to  serve as an autonomous motive was that the c ourse of 
action denominated by that name should, through past experience, have become 
an idea having a positi ve a ffective tone (i .e ., that it should have become a 
pleasant present idea), or that lack of patr iotism should have become an idea hav
ing a strong negative affective tone (i.e., that it should have become p osit ively 
d istasteful) . 1 0 This mod ificat ion of Bentham's doctrine, which had stressed self. 
interest, led Mill to  say: 

The attempt to enumera te motives, that is, human desires and aversions, seems to me 
to be in its very conception an error. Motives are innumerable : there is nothing 
whatever which may not become an object of desire or of dislike by association.11 

And in one of h is extens ive n otes to h is father 's A nalysis of the  Phenomena of the 
Human Mind, Mill said (with perhaps too great pra ise of the subsect ion s  in ques
t ion): 

The two preceding subsections are almost perfect a s  expositions and exemplifications 
of the mode in which, by the na tura l course of life, we acquire a ttachments to persons, 
things, and positions, which arc the causes or habitual  concomitants of pleasurab le 
sensations in us, or of relief from pains: in o ther words, those persons, things, and 
positions become in themselves pleasant to us by associa tion ; and, through the multitude 
and variety of the pleasurable ideas associa ted with them, become pleasures of greater 
constancy and even intensity, and a l together more valuable to us, than any of the primi
tive pleasures of our constitutions. 1 2 

Th is doctr ine, wh ich holds that what was orig inally a means to  pleasure can 
become an object desired for itself alone, is an instance of what is now often re 
ferred to as "functional autonomy ." It was this doctrine (in a hedonist ic f orm) 
which l\Iill immediately applied to  moral questions; for example, he did so  in 
Utilitarianism, where he accounted f or the miser's l ove of m oney in these terms, 
seeking thereby to  show h ow our concept ion of virtue, wh ile ult imately founded 
on its assoc iation w ith good consequences, can become an end desired for its own 
sake. 1 3 H owever, h is appl icat ion of th is doctrine to  quest ions of m oral theory 
need not here concern us. What is important t o  note is that this psycholog ical 
doctrine allows for the self-transformat ion of man: what was or ig inally dom inant 
in the individual's nature becomes transformed by assoc iation, and may in fact 
altogether cease to  be dom inant as an operat ive force in that individual's l ife . 

I speak of th is as a self-transformation of man's nature, but cr it ics of Mill, and 
of a ssoci ati onism, might point out that, in a strict sense, it is n ot the individual 
who transf orms h imself: he has become transformed thr ough the e ffects of his 
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experience. In  short ,  it might be claimed that the power of remaking the self does 
not,  even on John Stuart Mill 's view, lie within the individual; it is a power ex
ternal to him. Mill explicitly sought to refute this type of allegation in his chapter 
on "Liberty and Necessity, " in Book VI of his System of Logic. Whether that 
argument had the probative force which he assigned to it, I am inclined to 
doubt;  but those doubts, even if justified, are not of crucial importance in the 
present context . What is important to note is that whether or not any given indi
vidual is in a position to change his individual nature, it is assuredly the case that  
Mill's psychological theory did allow him to hold that human nature does change 
over the course of time, and that the source of change lies in the actions of men. 
In any generation, the effects of human action will lead to changes not only in the 
external conditions of life, but can lead to changes in the mot ives of men in the 
following generation. Because of these accumulating effects, we may say that it is 
men who are primarily responsible for what man has become. 

This position marked a departure from those earlier views of associationism 
with which we were previously concerned; among earlier associa tionists there was 
no belief that during the course of history man's fundamental motivation could 
change. Not only were the laws of association held to be constant (as, of course, 
John S tuart Mill also believed) ; but each individual had been looked upon in 
terms of his own experience, and the cumulative effects of the past history of the 
race tended to be left wholly out of account. 1 -' In contradistinction to this view, 
Mill 's doctrine of the emergence of new, autonomous motives permitted him to 
regard history as effecting incremental changes in human nature over successive 
generations.1 5 The mechanism for such changes should be obvious. Forms of 
conduct which were originally associated with beneficial social consequences 
would, as we have seen, come to be prized for their own sakes. These evaluations 
would not have had to be learned anew by each generation on the basis of its own 
experience of what promoted social well-being; such evaluations would have been 
a natural and indeed an inescapable part of the education of successive genera
tions. A failure to conform to modes of behavior which had come to be prized 
would, in some cases, be punished by external sanctions ; in all cases, however, the 
internal sanctions of feeling would have become attached to an avoidance of that 
which was rejected by others, satisfaction being felt in acting in a socially ap
proved way. 1 6  Consequently, only a clear recognition that some forms of approved 
conduct are in fact disadvantageous to society will serve to undermine the au
thority which derives from their original utility. While Mill did believe that, in 
some cases, people had become accustomed to accept modes of conduct which had 
a definite disutility, he had faith that whenever such a disparity between estab
lished beliefs and actual utility arose, the exigency of facts and the application of 
intelligence would force the revision of those beliefs which had lost their original 
utility.1 1 On the other hand, forms of conduct which served to promote happiness 
would continue to be prized for their own sakes. Thus, Mill's psychology pro
vided him with warrant for his faith in the gradual improvement of human 
nature. 

The form of this improvement was, on Mill's view, primarily a matter of the 
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cultivation of more complex-and, as he often said, h igher and no b ler-forms of 
feeling. To be sure, he held that knowledge also inevita bly advanced with ex 
perience, but he did not hol d  that, in itsel f, knowledge trans formed human 
nature; it was only an instrument by means of which deleterious modes of action 
could be cleared away, and by which im proved social relationships could be dis
covered and translated into action, giving rise to  further im provements . i s  What 
directly trans formed human nature was the manner in which ex perience a ffected 
the sensibilities of men . It increased the depth anc! the r ange of their social feel 
ings, making them more sensitive to the r ights and the wel fare of others, thereby 
causing that wel fare to  be a matter of immediate personal concern ; and, in addi 
tion, it opened to  them, for their own immediate pleasure, the more cultivated 
and com plex forms of enjoyment of civilized men. 

As we shall very soon see, doctrines of a similar sort were to be foun d in thinkers 
as di fferent from one another as Matthew Arnold  and Thomas Henry Huxley . 
However, be fore withdrawing our attention from l\Iill, it is necessary to note that 
his theoretical interests and his practical -re formist interests (which were never 
wholly unconnected) led him to  at tem pt to  establish a new science whose ge n
eralizations would throw light on the formation of character under s pecific ty pes 
of circumstances . This scie nce, which was to  deal with the character both of indi
viduals and of nations, l\Iill termed "ethology ." ' "  

According to  Mill's usage, ethology was to  be distinguished  from Psychology, 
in that the latter dealt with the basic laws of the mind, whereas the former trace d 
the e ffects of these laws in com plex sets of circumstances . \Vhile Mill believed that 
it was in many cases already possible to deduce from the general laws of Psy 
cholog y  what the e ffects of particular sets of ci rcumstances on the formation of 
character would usually be , he held that it was necessary to  establish "middle 
principles "-the principles of ethology-i f one were to understand "the origin 
and sources of all those qualities in human beings which are interesting to  us, 
either as facts to be produced, to be avoided, or merely to be understood. " 20 His 
own interest in this field of inquiry had already been made clear in his early 
essay The Spiri t  of the Age , and a recognition of its importance had been implicit 
in his criticism of the ahistorical assum ptions of Bentham and his father with 
respect to the theory of g overnment. We may also note that even though he be 
lieved th at the methods of " political economy " did not rest on a consideration of 
ethology, but on the principle that "a greater gain is pre ferred to a smaller,' ' 2 1 he 
was aware of dangers in assuming that such laws held universally, regardless of 
the character of the people concerned. 2 2  In fact, throughout his dis cussion of the 
social sciences, we see the im por tance which he attached to  the still undeveloped 
science which he termed "political eth ol ogy," that is, "the theory of the causes 
which determine the ty pe of character belonging to  a people or to  an age. "23 Of  
this study he said: 

To whoever well considers the matter, it must appear that the laws of national (or 
collective) character are by far the most important class of sociological laws. In the first 
place, the character which is formed by any state of social circumstances is in itself the 
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most interesting phenomenon which that state of society can possibly present. Secondly, 
it is also a fact which enters largely into the production of all other phenomena. And, 
above all, the character, that is , the opinions, feelings, and habits of the people, though 
greatly the results of the state of society which precedes them, are also greatly the causes 
of the state of society which follows them; and are the power by which all those of the 
circumstances of society which are artificial-laws and customs, for instance-are al
together moulded. 2 4 

As a result of this  conviction, Mill held that a study of the principles of education 
as applied to social groups constituted the basis for the fullest understanding of 
history, and provided enlightenment as to those conditions which would best 
promote the future well-being of Humanity. 

It is at this point that one can see that, in spite of Comte's great influence on 
Mill's philosophy of the social sciences, their views involved diametrically opposed 
assumptions. Ethology rested upon "psychology" according to Mill ; and psy
chology therefore remained the fundamental social science. As Mill said ,  

The succession of states of the human mind and of human society cannot have an 
independent law of its own; it must depend on the psychological and ethological laws 
which govern the action of circumstances on men and of men on circumstances. 2 5  

For Comte, on the contrary, psychology was not an independent science, and the 
laws of sociology were not in any sense derivative from laws of other sciences. 
Furthermore, Mill clearly believed that men cou ld change their circumstances, 
and that they could do so deliberately through the powerful tool of education, 
for it  was his belief that "the power of education is almost boundless." 2 6 As he 
said in The Subjection of Women, 

Of all difficulties which impede the progress of thought, and the formation of well
grounded opinions on life and social arrangements, the greatest is now the unspeakable 
ignorance and inattention of mankind in respect to the influences which form human 
character. \Vhatever any portion of the human species now are, or seem to be, such, it is 
supposed, they have a natural tendency to be . . . .  History, which is now better under
stood than formerly, teaches another lesson: if only by showing the extraordinary 
susceptibility of human nature to external influences, and  the extreme variableness of 
those of its manifestations which are supposed to be most universal and uniform.2 7  

It was Mill's view that the dominant thought of his own age neglected this fact, 
and accepted nativism. He attributed this to a failure to pursue an analytical 
account of the principles of psychology, and believed that this failure was linked 
to a reaction against the philosophy of the eighteenth century. 2 8  In his criticism 
of this  aspect of the thought of his age he included not only those who, like the 
Coleridgians, had come under the influence of German metaphysics, but also 
Comte, since Comte believed that human nature (and also present differences be
tween the psychologi cal natures of men and of women) was determined by 
physiological laws. In looking back on the eighteenth century as a time in which 
the malleability of man was recogni zed, Mill of course had the traditions of 
geneticism in mind. While his own doctrine of malleability was, as we have seen, 
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more far -reaching than those of hi s predece ssors, in th i s  re spect he re pre sented a 
continuation of view s which had been characteri sti c of eighteenth-cent ury 
thought . 

With re spe ct to  hi s be lie f that men could transform their own nat ures  through 
the a pplication of inte lligence , and through the educati on of the indivi dual ,  he 
was a lso close r  to the tradi tions of the eighteenth cent ury than he was to the or 
ganici sm of Comte , or of Hege l ,  or of Marx. 2" For e xample ,  un like Comte , Mill 
did not be lieve that there were laws of socia l change which operated in a necessary 
manner , inde pen dent ly of men 's  wi lls .  On the contrary, he was convin ced that , 
with knowledge ,  men could to  some extent contro l thei r own destinie s. However , 
he did not ba se hi s faith in im provement so le ly on kn ow le dge and deliberate 
de sign ; as we have noted, the ve ry m echani sms b y  whi ch changes were brought 
about in men's nat ure ' s  were not on ly ca pab le of being changed,  b ut the laws of 
a ssociation made it inevitab le that , over time , the y would change . In the se changes  
Mill saw a growt h in  sensitivit y to  the nee ds of oth ers a s  being capab le of over 
coming the com plete dominan ce of se lf-intere st . He a lso be lieved that past hi stor y  
showed an in crea sing intere st i n  those forms o f  enjoyment whi ch were re lated to  
idea l ,  rather than to  materia l ,  ends. So  long a s  the se deve lopments continued to  
bring about greater ha ppiness in men's socia l li fe-as Mi l l  had no  doubt that they 
would-it wa s a prin ci ple of psychology, and not j ust a pious hope ,  that men 
would contin ue to  de velop their nat ure s toward le ss se lfi sh , nob ler pursuit s .  

When one reads Mi l l's  stri ct ure s on the societ y of hi s time in such essays a s  t hat 
entit led "Civi lization , "  or hi s di scussion of " Individua lity, a s  One of the E le 
ment s of Well -Being" in On L iberty , it doe s  not seem out of the way to  a ssociate 
hi s views with those of Matthew Arnold . 3 °  To be  sure , in their di scussion s of the 
scope of the state 's a uthorit y ,  they a ppear a s  antagoni st s, a lthough perhaps le ss 
antagoni sti c than Arnold had supposed . 3 1 However, when one note s the profound  
effect o f  Goethe 's  i dea ls on the thought of A rnold, and re ca l ls the extent to which 
Mi l l  had modifi ed Utilitariani sm to  a ccomm odat e simi lar idea ls , the possibi lit y of 
a fr uit ful com pari son , r ather t han a cont ra st bet we en them , sugge st s  it se l f. 

The compari son which I wi sh to  draw i s, of course , primari ly  a question of 
t heir views regarding human nature; of the possibi lit y of regarding man as  a 
progre ssive being, ca pab le of transforming himse l f  through the cultivation of hi s 
capacitie s for higher forms of sensibi lit y .  In t hi s  respe ct ,  a s  I sha l l  show, their 
views were remarkab ly simi lar . To be sure , even here one m ust note point s at 
whi ch Arnold' s  views were different from those of Mi l l .  F or example ,  he fre 
quent ly  spoke a s  i f  t he national character s of different people s-a topi c in which 
he , no le ss than Mi l l ,  was profoundly int ere sted-were a function of racia l in 
h eritance , not of in stit utions  and hi stori ca l  experien ce ; 32  and it i s  not to  be 
over looked  that Arn old specifi ca l ly cha ract erized Mi l l ' s  vi ew s a s  a degenerate form 
of "Helleni sm . " 3 3 Nevert he le ss, on ce the views of Mi l l  are disentangled from the 
stereotypes  of Uti litariani sm (Arn old, un fort unately, was never able to do thi s) , 
one can see that Mi l l  and Arnold were in basi c  agreement concerning t he goals of 
li fe w hich it wa s their hope that the re form of contem pora ry societ y could 
a chieve .  Various of the simi lariti es and di fferen ce s between t heir views, as we l l  a s  
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the actual connections ex1stmg between them, have been carefully traced by 
Edward Alexander in his Mat thew A rnold and John Stuart Mill . 34 However, the 
specific similarity with which we shall here be concerned needs separate docu
mentation. What must be shown is that, in spite of differences in their back
grounds and general philosophic positions (in spite, for example, of the differences 
in their positions with respect to religion and with respect to social reform), the 
form of Arnold's belief that human nature is capable of undergoing progressive 
change is similar to Mill's . What places them in the same stream of thought, 
distinguishing them from most other representatives of their age, was the fact that 
both held that the basis for human improvement consisted in the cultivation of 
human sensibilities, the effects of which are capable of transforming the lives of 
individuals and, through them, the lives of the societies to which they belong. 

To establish that this was indeed Matthew Arnold's view, one must first 
establish that he did truly believe in progress. This point might be doubted on 
the basis of some of his best-known poetry; it might also be challenged because 
of his high estimate of Greek thought and his criticism of the state of affairs 
which he took to be characteristic of his own time. Yet there are numerous points 
at which he expressed an unmistakable belief in progress, and he frequently did 
so even when he had been serving as a critic of his time. For example, in spite of 
his hostility to contemporary middle-class culture, he saw in that class the possi
bility for progress, if middle-class education were fundamentally changed. In 
this connection he said: 

The truth is, the English spirit has to accomplish an immense evolution ; nor, as that 
spirit at this moment  presents  i tself in  any class or description amongst us ,  can one be 
perfectly satisfied with i t, can one wish i t  to prevail just as i t  is. 

But in a transformed middle class, in  the middle class raised to a higher and more 
genial cultu re, we may find, not perhaps Jerusalem, but, I am sure, a notable stage 
towards i t .  I n  that great class, strong by i t s  numbers, i t s  energy, i t s  industry, strong by i t s  
freedom from frivoli ty, not by any law of nature prone to immobil i ty of mind, actually 
a t  this momen t  agi tated by a spreading fermen t  of mind, i n  that class, l iberalized by an 
ampler culture, admit ted to  a wider sphere of thought ,  l iv ing by larger ideas, with i t s  
provincialism dissipated, i t s  in tolerance cured, i ts  pett iness purged away,-what a power 
there will be, what an elemen t  of new l i fe for England ! 3 5 

It was his belief that if the middle class could be brought to a higher level of 
culture, it could also serve as an influence in transforming the working class. His 
sensitivity to the needs of the latter should not be overlooked. In one passage, for 
example, he referred to it as 

. . .  this obscure embryo, only just beginn ing to move, travail ing in labour and darkness, 
so much left out  of account  when we celebrate the glories of our A tlan tis, now and 
then, by so mournful a glimpse, showing i tself to us  i n  Lambeth, or Spitalfields, or 
Dorse tshire ; this  immense working class, now so withou t a practicable passage to all the 
joy and beauty of l i fe . . .  a s 

And immediately thereafter, addressing an apostrophe to that class, Arnold said : 
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Children o f  the future, whose day has not yet dawned, you, when that day arrives, wil l  
hardly believe what obstructions were long suffered to prevent its coming! . . .  You will 
wonder at the labour of its friends in proving the self-proving; you will know nothing 
of the doubts, the fears, the prejudices they had to dispel ; nothing of the outcry they 
had to encounter . . . .  But you, in your turn, with difficulties of your own, will then 
be mounting some new step in the arduous ladder whereby man climbs towards his per
fection; towards that unattainable but irresistable lode-star, gazed after with earnest 
longing, and invoked with bitter tears; the longing of thousands of hearts, the tears of 
many generations. 

In addition to evidence of this sort, and to the many occasions on which Arnold 
invoked the concept of progress in  his criticism of the culture of his own and of 
other times, there are passages in which he explicitly stated his own progressivist 
views. Three of these passages may be quoted, al though they are perhaps less 
typical of Arnold, in being more abstractly phrased. In one Arnold said :  

Other creatures submissively follow the law of their nature; man alone has an impulse 
leading him to set up some other law to control the bent of his nature; 3 7  

and in another he said, 

The only absolute and eternal object prescribed to us by God's law, or the divine 
order of things, is the progress toward perfection ,-our own progress towards it and the 
progress of humanity. 3s 

The third passage which I shall cite deals with the difficulty, and yet the possi
bili ty, of man's self-transformation. In  discussing the need for a fuller develop
ment, Arnold said :  

If  i t  is said that this is a very hard matter, and that man cannot well do  more than one 
thing at a time, the answer is that here is the very sign and condition of  each new 
stage of spiritual progress,-increase of task .  The more we grow, the greater is the task 
which is set us. This is the law of man's nature and of his spirit's history. The powers 
we have developed at our old task enable us to attempt a new one; and this, again, 
brings with it a new increase of powers. 39 

Thus, l ike Mil l ,  he held that i t  was possible for man to attain powers not 
originally part of his nature. 

It was because Arnold bel ieved that society had fal tered in his own time, that 
the tone of his wri tings so often seems anti -progressivistic, as compared with the 
wri tings of most of his contemporaries. For example, in discussing what he took to 
be the dominant characteristic of England in his time, he said : 

What brings about, or rather tends to bring about, a natural, rational l i fe, satisfying 
the modern spirit? This: the growth of a love of industry, trade, and wealth ; the growth 
of a love of the things of the mind ; and the growth of a love of beauti ful things . . . .  
of these three factors of modern l ife, your middle class has no notion of any but one, 
the first . ' "  
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However, this stricture on the material orientation of contemporary middle-class 
life should not be taken as suggesting disbelief on Arnold 's part in the potentiality 
of his time for progress with respect to culture. He took it as his task-the task of 
a critic-to develop such potentialities. In his famous essay on "The Function of 
Criticism,"  he characterized criticism as a "disinterested endeavor to learn and 
propagate the best that is known and thought in the worlcl, "4 1 and he believed 
that by this means the limitations of contemporary standards could be, and would 
be, transformed. He viewed his own era as "an epoch of expansion,"  and he ex
pressed not only a hope but a faith in the promise of culture, when, for example, 
he said 

. . . in spite of al l  that is said about the absorbing and brutalising influence of our 
passionate material  progress, it seems to me indisputable that this progress is likely, 
though not certain, to lead in the end to an apparition of intel lectual life ; and that man, 
after he has made himself perfectly comfortable and has now to determine what to do 
with himself next, may begin to remember that he has a mind, and that the mind may 
be a source of great pleasure." 

From Arnold's point of view, a too-absorbing concern for material goods, and 
all that he described as Philistinism, was not the only source of danger to his age, 
and to its potentialities for progress in thought and in all aspects of culture; he 
saw at least equally grave clangers in what he designated as "anarchy," that is, a 
degree of individualism which to him betokened a failure in a concern for the 
state. However, in Cul t ure and A narchy it is clear that he did not speak as a 
traditional political conservative; on the contrary he identified himself  as a liberal, 
but as one who did not belong within the then dominant liberal camp. As he 
said in his introduction to that volume, 

. . .  al though, like !\fr. Bright and Mr. Frederic Harrison, and the editor of the Da ily 
Te legraph , and a large body of valued friends of mine, I am a Liberal, yet I am a 
Libera l tempered by experience, reflection, and renouncement, and I am, above a l l, a 
believer in cul ture. 4 :1 

What he sought was that men should be moved by forces beyond their individual 
interests and their class interests ; that they should be guided by what he termed 
their best selves, not their ordinary selves ; to ask this was to ask that they should 
be moved by an ideal of the State. One passage may illustrate this view: 

Well, then, what if we tried to rise above the idea of class to the idea of the whole 
community, the Sta te ,  and to find our centre of light and authority there? Every one of 
us has the idea of country, as a sentiment ;  hardly any one of us has the idea of the  
S ta te  as  a working power. And why? Because we habitual ly live in our ordinary selves, 
which do not carry us beyond the ideas and wishes of the class to which we happen 
to belong. And we are al l  afraid of giving to the State too much power, because we only 
conceive of the State as something equivalent to the class in occupa tion of the executive 
government, and are afraid of that class abusing power to its own purposes . . . .  By 
our everyday selves . _· .  we are separate, personal, at war ; we arc only safe from one 
another's tyranny when no one has any power ; and this safety, in its turn, cannot save 
us from anarchy . . .  



MAN AS A PROGRESSIVE BEING 

But by our best self we are united, impersonal, at harmony. \Ve are in no peril from 
giving authority to this, because it is the truest friend we all of us can have; and when 
anarchy is a clanger to us, to this authority we may turn with sure trust. Well, and 
this is the very self which culture, or the study of perfection, seeks to develop in us . . . .  
So that our poor culture, which is flouted as so impractical, leads us to the very ideas 
capable of meeting the great wan t  of our present embarrassed times ! " "  

All of this may ring hollow, as i f  Arnold were totally unaware of the im
mediately pressing, practical needs of his time. It was with this charge that 
Frederic Harrison taunted him. 45 Nevertheless, we must in fairness note that (as 
we have seen) Arnold was aware of the existence of a rising new class, the popu
lace, and he did not regard their needs as being adequately satisfied. Part of his 
ideal was to remove inequalities; he held that to be placed in a position of in
feriority, "to be heavily overshadowed, to be profoundly insignificant, has, on the 
whole, a depressing and benumbing effect on the character. " 46 \1/hat he advocated 
was that culture should animate the life of a whole people, that it should not be 
confined to any one class. 4 7 For Arnold, culture was not an aristocratic ideal; 48  it 
was what we should denominate (in the language of ethical theory) as a un iver
salis t ic ideal : 

And because men are all members of one great whole, and the sympathy which is in 
human nature will not  allow one member to be indifferent to the rest or to have a 
perfect welfare independent of the rest, the expansion of our humanity, to suit the idea 
of perfection which culture forms, must be a gen era l expansion. Perfection, as culture 
conceives it ,  is not possible while the individual remains isolated. The individual is 
required, under pain of being stunted and enfeebled in his own development if he 
disobeys, to carry others along with him in his march toward perfection, to be continually 
doing all he can to enlarge and increase the volume of the human stream sweeping 
thitherward.4" 

This universalism, as well as Arnold's awareness of the handicaps under which the 
populace suffered-an awareness not diminished by a recognition that the current 
ideals of the populace were not ideals which he could accept-provides an exact 
parallel to what is to be found in the social conscience of John Stuart Mil l .  

An equally exact parallel exists in their conceptions of  that nobility of  character 
which is the goal of the individual's progress. In each case, however, it is difficult 
to specify the exact content of this ideal . In Mill, it was the ability to find happi
ness in those higher forms of enjoyment which are specifically human, to lead a 
life in which narrowness and selfishness have no part, and in which virtue comes 
to be loved for its own sake. 50  Arnold emphasized similar ideals. "Culture," he 
ssiid, "places human perfection in an in ternal  condition, in the growth and pre
dominance of our humanity proper, as distinguished from our own animality. It 
places it in the ever-increasing efficacy and in the general harmonious expansion 
of those gifts of thought and feeling, which makes the peculiar dignity, wealth, 
and happiness of human nature. " 5 1  As part of this personal ideal, Arnold ex
pressed a deep and abiding concern for the social good : 

. . .  the impulses towards action, help,  and beneficence, the desire for removing human 
error, clearing human confusion, and diminishing human misery, the noble aspiration 
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to leave the world better and happier than we found it ,-motives eminently such 
as are called social,-come in as part of the grounds of culture, and the main and 
pre-eminent part . 5 2  

In such passages, the similarity between Mill's ideal of nobility of character and 
Arnold's ideal of culture shows itself to be very close indeed . If one were to seek a 
fundamental difference between them, it would arise in Arnold's  stress on well
roundedness, on what is not improperly identified as a Goethean ideal of char
acter. Thus, in speaking of perfection in human character, Arnold said: 

Perfection-as cul ture from a thorough disinterested study of human nature and 
human experience learns to conceive it-is a harmonious expression of all the powers 
which make the beauty and worth of human nature, and is not consistent with the 
overdevelopment of any one power at the expense of the rest." 3 

It is unlikely that Mill, in spite of his criticism of any tendency to narrowness, 
would have placed as much emphasis as did Arnold on the equipotential develop
ment of all sides of one's character, for he recognized sources of strength in 
strongly marked elements of individuality. However, if the influence of Goethe 
with respect to this particular point separated Arnold from Mill, it separated him 
no less from those who, like Fichte and T. H. Green, had ideals of character 
which were formed on the model of what he termed " Hebraism," in contrast to 
"Hellenism." To understand this point, and to take further note of the affinities 
between Arnold and Mill, we must briefly examine what Arnold meant by these 
terms . 

While he sometimes tended to identify Hebraism and Hellenism rather too 
closely with the peoples from whom he took these designative names, one must 
conceive of the contrast in broader terms, if one is to be faithful to Arnold's  
meaning. In general, Hebraism and Hellenism were taken by him to stand for 
two different attitudes, or stances, toward the world. To each of these attitudes 
there corresponded a different conception of what was intrinsically of greatest 
worth. In contrasting them, he said: 

The final aim of both Hellenism and Hebraism, as of all great spiritual disciplines, is 
no doubt the same : man's perfection or salvation . . . .  and this aim and end is august 
and admirable. 

Still, they pursue this aim by very different courses. The uppermost idea with 
Hellenism is to see things as they really are ; the uppermost idea with Hebraism is 
conduct and obedience. 54 

While Arnold not infrequently claimed that true perfection must include both 
Hebraism and Hellenism,5 5  i t  cannot be doubted that his own sympathies lay 
with Hellenism. To be sure, he sometimes justified his strong advocacy of the 
latter by citing the fact that Hebraism had been too exclusively dominant in 
England for too long a time; 56 however, what would seem to be a more correct 
view of his conception of the proper relationship between them was that the at
titude represented by Hebraism, the attitude of moral earnestness and effort, had 
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been-and remained-a necessary element in progress, b ut t hat the end w hich 
was to be attained by s uc h  exertions, t he goal o f  progress, was to be a condi tion 
o f  man represented by t hose attributes o f  t he human spirit w hich Hellenism, 
rather than Hebraism, espoused . 

That suc h  was Arnold's view tends to be concealed by his initial characteriza
tion of  Hellenism as "seeing things as t hey really are," a characterization w hich 
may be interpreted in too narrowly an in tellectual sense . To o ffset t his tendency 
one needs to supplement Arnold's initial description by another o f  his apothegms 
concerning t hese two attitudes toward t he world: w hereas Hebraism represented 
strictness of conscience, Hellenism represented spontaneity of consciousness; 57  and 
spontaneity o f  consciousness was never, for Arnold, identified with intellectual 
activity alone. It was in fact identical with c ulture,5 8  in t he honorific sense in 
w hich Arnold systematically used t hat term . T hat t here was t his connection, and 
t hat spontaneity o f  consciousness (and t herefore Hellenism) was t he goal to be 
attained, can be seen in t he following passage, in w hic h Hellenism is identified 
with swee tness and light-in s hort, with c ulture: 

To get rid of one's ignorance, to see things as they are, and by seeing them as they 
are to see them in their beauty, is the simple and attractive ideal which HeJlenism holds 
out before human nature; and from the simplicity and charm of this ideal, Hellenism, 
and human life in the hands of Hellenism, is invested with a kind of aerial ease, 
clearness, and radiancy; they are full of what we call sweetness and light.5 9  

What Arnold termed "sweetness and light" were t he inseparable components o f  
tr ue culture ; by sweetness he meant beauty, and light he identified with intel
lectual grasp . T he culture in w hich t hey were combined was not conceived by 
Arnold as a condition in which individuals p urs ued t hese interests in isolation 
from one another, seeking merely t he satis faction o f  t heir own taste and t heir own 
curiosity; as we have already noted, Arnold 's ideal o f  per fection incl uded a strong 
universalistic element, "because men are all members o f  one great w hole ."  Thus, 
although he conceived of per fection as an individual development-as did Mill
it was an individual development w hich was neither sel f-centered nor sel f-ab
sorbed . The ideal o f  human per fection, as Arnold said, 

. . .  is an inward spiritual activity, having for its characters increased sweetness, in
creased light ,  increased life, increased sympathy . " "  

Between t his ideal and Mill 's conception of what constitute the most essential 
elements in human c haracter, t here is no radical dissimilarity. At most, one mig ht 
say t hat Arnold believed t hat it was both possible, and in t he end necessary, for 
any one w ho was to approximate t his ideal to combine all o f  these traits in a 
balanced harmony; w hereas Mill was very m uc h  more willing to hold t hat, a l
t hough all were important elements in t he ideal, even the most ad mirable men 
were apt to combine t hem in varying degrees . This difference may be considered 
relatively minor when compared wit h the extent o f  their agreement . T hat agree 
ment not only consisted in t heir general conception o f  the elements w hic h entered 
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into individual well-being, but in the fact that, unlike many of their contem
poraries, the standard against which they measured progress was solely a matter 
of that well-being." 1 

An actual and important opposi tion between the doctrines of Arnold and Mill 
is to be found in what they considered it necessary to do in order to promote a 
society in which the well-being of individuals could flourish to a greater extent 
than was the case in their own time."" For Mill, i t  was necessary and proper for 
government to intervene wherever the social good was at stake, although he feared 
the interference of government in the private affairs of individuals, and wished 
to check the spread of such interference. Arnold, on the o ther hand, did not 
believe in the possibili ty of promoting individual well-being through direct action 
on the part of the government ;  however, he did fear the consequences of Mill's 
attempt to give larger scope to the individual's freedom of action.  In both of these 
respects his posi t ion was closer to that of Burke than i t  was to the views of Mill.6 3 
One sees this best in C u lture and A n archy .  In the chapter ent i tled "Doing as One 
Likes, " he at tacked Mill's defense of the individual against the state, whereas in  
the chapter enti tled " Our Liberal Practi t ioners ," he  at tacked interventionist re
form. Near the conclusion of the latter chapter, he stated his own tenets as to how 
individual well-being was to be achieved, when he said :  

Everyth i ng,  in short, confirms us  i n  t h e  doctrine , s o  unpabtable t o  the believers i n  
act ion, t hat our m a i n  business a t  the present moment i s  not s o  much to work away a t  
certain crude reforms o f  which we haw already the scheme in our own mind, a s  to 
crea te, through the help of that culture which at the very outset we began by pra i sing, 
and recommend ing, a frame of mind  out of which the schemes of really fru itful 
reforms may with time grow."4 

In appealing to the long, gradualist processes of history to bring about reform, 
Arnold was appealing to the power of education, and the self-cultivation which 
i t  would bring. In the end, i t  was on this power that l'vf ill also relied. The dif
ference between them lay in whether or not i t  was necessary, as !\ f ill believed, to 
enact legislation which would remove the chief obstacles to progress ;  it would be 
a travesty of Mill's views to interpret him as believing that the elements of char
acter on which progress depended could in any way be legislated into existence. 
In fact, he shared Arnold's view that what ultimately counted was something 
much more posi t ive than government could directly achieve: what counted was 
the education of individ uals not only with respect to knowledge but wi th respect 
to their sensibili ties, lead ing to an enlargement of their sympathy and their taste.6 5 

Ultimately, then, M ill and Arnold represent closely allied posi t ions not only wi th 
respect to their ideals of  character, but with respect to what they believed to be 
the condi t ions necessary for the at tainment of a society in which persons having 
such characters would provide the norm according to which all persons would 
live. Both recogni zed that no such society was close at hand, for nei ther possessed 
a superabundance of opt imism, nor a high estimate of the state of society at the 
time. Yet ,  both believed that there was a tendency toward progress, and that in the 
course of that progress man would have changed his own nature, ridd ing himself 
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of many of those l im itat ions by wh ich he st ill remained cha ined to h is earlier 
nature. 66 

It may a ppear odd that Thomas Henry Huxley should be l inked  with Arnold  
and Mill, s ince Huxley is correctly ident ified w ith Darw in ism, and ne ither Arnol d  
n or Mill was s ign ificantly affected b y  Darwin's thought . Furthermore, even a part 
from que st ions directly related to  evolut ionary theory, Huxley ' s  profe ssional tra in 
ing forced h im to  lay far more stress on man ' s  b iol og ical nature than is even 
impl icit in the thought of Arnol d  or Mill. 67 The effects of th is contra st are par 
t icularly str iking in Huxley ' s  usual insistence that man can never ext ir pate, nor 
can he tran scend, those tendenc ies wh ich are a ssoc iated w ith h i s  b iol og ical na
ture; 68 in general, Huxley took the posit ion that it is only possible to exerc ise 
cont inuing control over the se tendenc ies. Furthermore, we may note that Huxley 
stressed a biolog ical basis f or differences in character, which went far beyond  
Arnol d' s  use of race to  expla in nat ional character istics. Th is was diametr ically 
oppos ed to  what we have seen to  have been the v iew held by Mill, w ith Huxley 
cla iming that there were fundamental rac ial differences in intell igence and traits 
of character between blacks and whites, and s imilar differences due to sex between 
men and women. 69 Nevertheless, h is bel iefs w ith res pect to  b iol og ically ba sed 
differences in potent ial ities did n ot lead h im to  soc ial v iews which were different 
from those of M ill: for example, he did in fact side w ith abol it ioni sm, hol ding 
that the dominat ion of one person over another was harmful to  both, and in 
s peaking of the r ights of women he concluded h is es say, " Emanc ipat ion-Black 
and Wh ite," by say ing, 

The duty of man is to see that not a grain is piled upon that load beyond what Nature 
imposes; that injustice is not added to inequality. 7 0  

A further contrast between Huxley on the one hand, and M ill and Arnol d  on 
the other, may be n oted with res pect to  the ir v iews concerning the pr oper content 
of e ducat ion. In numerous essay s Huxley pr opagandized f or sc ient ific educat ion 
a s  basic t o  any l iberal e ducat ion, and denounced the tradit ional em phas i s  on 
clas sical studie s. M ill, h owever, agreed w ith Arnol d  in defending the value s wh ich 
they t ook t o  be as soc iated w ith the classics, and b oth attached far m ore importance 
than did Huxley t o  the role of l iterature, and part icularly poetry, in educat ion. 7 1  

It i s  poss ible t o  overem pha size such differences. Though A rn ol d  attacke d  Hux
ley' s v iews w ith respect t o  the relat ive importance of science and the classic s, h i s  
discussion s  of Hellenism were n ot intended to  serve a s  defense s of cla ssical 
l iterary culture only. A s  we have not iced, he spec ifically defined Hellenism as "the 
abil ity t o  see things a s  they are," and he connected it so  closely w ith the sat isfac
t ion of curios ity that it could include sc ient ific a s  well a s  aesthet ic culture. Hux
ley, for hi s  part, did n ot seek t o  exclude l iterary studie s  from the curr iculum, nor 
did he deny that one funct ion of e ducat ion was t o  promote a l ove of beauty ; what 
he attacked was, pr imar ily, the great proport ion of t ime allotted t o  such studies 
and the neglect of the sc iences. It would be mi sleading t o  underest imate the dif 
ferences in the ir v iews a s  t o  what was most e ssent ial in e ducat ion if there were 
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to be an improvement in contemporary society. Huxley not only objected to the 
heavy emphasis  placed on Latin and Greek litera ture, ra ther than on the modern 
literatures, and to the methods used in studying Latin and Greek ; in effect, he 
was also attacking the class bias in such education. Arnold, for his part, did in
clude science among the indispensable aspects of culture, but he was generally 
using the term "science" in that broad sense in which it is equivalent to "Wissen
schaft, " and not in the sense which was of primary concern to Huxley. We may 
also note that, whereas Huxley was energetically and successfully advocating 
schools which emphasized technical education, Arnold took obvious and quite 
good-natured delight in satirizing the use of labora tory training. 7 " Recognizing 
this fundamental cleavage, it is probably fair to say that i t  had two sources. On 
the one hand, the opposi tion between them was to some extent (and possibly to a 
very great extent) dependent on differences between their attitudes toward the 
social forces which both felt to be transforming England in their time. For 
Arnold, as for Mill, De Tocqueville's analysis of democracy had indicated very 
great dangers to the most important cultural values of modern society. Huxley, 
however, rarely exhibited such anxieties. 7 3 On the other hand, their opposition 
also had roots in their views as to what was primary in the sphere of human 
understanding. As we see in the introduction to Litera t u re a n d  Dogma, Huxley 
was taken by Arnold as a representative of the claim that kn ow ledge is of higher 
value than judgmen t ,  that "hard reasoning" is the way to wisdom. A rnold, how
ever, was convinced that, for fair-minded men, judgment supervenes upon 
knowledge, gradually r ipening into true understanding without the benefit of any 
"formidable logical apparatus, " such as that with which Huxley wished to equip 
the young men of his time. 74 The grea t  difference between them on this point is 
illustra ted in the form and the substance of their  respective attacks on the reli
gious orthodoxy of their time. Originally, the controversies in which Huxley was 
engaged centered in his acceptance and defense of Darwin's theory ;  in those con
troversies it was inevitable that questions of scientific fact would be of crucial 
importance. Nonetheless, questions directly related to evolut ionary theory played 
an extremely small part in a majority of his religious controversies : the issues 
were for him, as they were for Arnold, questions of authori ty versus the true in
wardness of religion. The difference between their modes of argument was im
mense : for Huxley, i t  was natural science and detailed scientific scholarship in 
biblical history that were to be the means for striking off the shackles of eccle
siasticism, whereas Arnold fought his bat tles almost solely with the weapons of 
the literary humanist .  

Given all of these differences in their backgrounds and views, and their lack of 
explicit references to one another on many relevant occasions, one might almost 
suppose that even when they were engaged in similar tasks of biblical cri ticism, 
their arguments simply passed each other by, unrecognized. Yet, granted the 
eminence and the influence of each, such a supposit ion seems scarcely credible. 
Fortunately, the exchanges of let ters between Arnold and Huxley, concerning 
Arnold 's St .  Pau l  an d Pro t es ta n t ism and his Li tcra t 1 1 re a n d  Dogm a ,  are now rela
tively easily available . " '  From this and other correspondence one can see tha t they 
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were not only acquainted, but were on extremely frien dly term s. 7 6 However , our 
own interpretative ta sk i s  not one of tracing c onnection s or of drawing detailed 
compari sons  between them , but of seeing to what extent Huxley agreed with 
Arnol d  and with Mill in hi s general views regarding man's nat ure; and whether 
for him , too, man could-in Mill 's phrase-be designated a s  "a progressive be
ing." 

The an swer to  thi s question i s  le ss ea sy to  come by than might be supposed. 
Unlike many of h,i s  contemp orarie s w ho were i denti fied with evolution ary theory , 

Huxley had strong reservations regarding the more wi dely di ffused  form s of the 
progressivi st view. As  two outstanding example s of such re servation s, I might cite 
hi s regret that Darwin had accepted Spencer' s terminology " survival of the fittest " 
as equivalent to "nat ural selection , "  because the su perlative form ( " fitte st ") sug
ge sted an enhancement of value; 7 7  and, second, it i s  to  be noted that hi s view of 
morality , a s  expressed in hi s  Romanes Lecture , "Evolution and Ethic s ,"  consi sted 
in hol ding that " social progre ss means a checking of the cosmic proce ss at every 
step and the substitution for it of another , which may be called the ethical proc 
e ss. " 7 8 Nonethele ss, I believe that i t  remains true that Huxley 's own standard o f  
value did lead him to  believe that progre ss had gone on in  the past and could 
continue (through man' s e ffort s) well into the future. In hol ding hi s view , he 
al so held that such progre ss involved a long, slow transformation in man' s nature 
it sel f. A s  will become clear , thi s transformation was for Huxley-as it wa s for 
Arnold and for Mill-a transformation in men 's sen sibilitie s, a s  well a s  an in
crea se in human knowledge. If there was a di fference between Huxley and 
Arnold or Mill with re spect to  t hi s  point , it lay in the fact that Huxley placed far 
more stre ss than did they on the importance of organize d knowledge a s  an i nstru
ment of progre ss. 

The place at which one can best find a clear delineation of Huxley' s views re
garding human progre ss i s  in the e ssay which he wrote a s  a prolegomenon to  
"Evolu tion and Ethics," attempting to  

. . .  remove that which seems to have proved a stumbling-block t o  many-namely, the 
paradox that ethical nature, while born of cosmic nature, is necessarily at enmity 
with its parent. 7 9  

In order to  r emove that st umbling-block, Hu xley contr asted nature in an un
cultivated state with what is to be found a fter men have made gardens. In such 
gardens, he points out , 

. . .  considerable quantities of vegetables, fruits, and flowers are produced, of kinds 
which neither now exist, nor have ever existed, except under conditions such as obtained 
in the garden; and which, therefore, are as  much works of the art of man as the frames 
and glass-houses in which some of them are raised. That the " stage of Art," thus 
created in the state of nature by man, is sustained by and dependent on him, would at 
once become apparent, if the watchful supervision of the gardener were withdrawn, 
and the a ntagonistic in fluences of the general cosmic process were no longer sedulously 
warded off, or counteracted.80 
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Huxley m akes cle ar th at he is not denying th at "m an, physic al, intellectual, and 
moral, is as much a part o f  n ature, as purely a product o f  the c osm ic process, as 
the humblest weed. " 8 1 This acknowledgment does not contradict the st atement 
th at the act ions o f  men c an tr ans form other elements in n ature: as Huxley indi
c ates, throughout n ature there is a stri fe of forces, and the v ar ious m ani fest at ions 
of the same n atur al processes are often at w ar w ith one another. His argument is 
th at m an, in cult iv at ing a garden, c an st and in opposit ion to all o f  th_ose elements 
in n ature wh ich would flourish were it not for the forces re presented by m an him
sel f. The par allel between the garden and a mor al soc iety is pres sed even farther 
by Huxley when he s ays: 

Not only is the state of nature hostile to the state of art of the garden; but the 
principle of the horticultural process, by which the latter is crea ted and maintained, is 
antithetic to that of the rnsmic process. The characteristic feature of the latter is the 
intense and unceasing competition of the struggle for existence. The characteristic of 
the former is the elimination of that struggle, by the removal of the conditions which 
give rise to it. The tendency of the cosmic process is to bring about the adjustment 
of the forms of plant life to the current conditions; the tendency of the horticultural 
process is the adjustment of the rnnditions to the needs of the forms of plant life 
which the gardener desires to raise:'" 

Given the fact th at we are here dealing with Huxley 's own views, "the gar 
dener " in th is illustr ation c annot be interpreted in  a su pern atur alistic w ay :  he 
must either st an d  for the process of n atur al selection oper ating with in an d be 
tween soc iet ies, or he must be t aken as re present ing m an's own deli ber ate action 
in fostering condit ions wh ich produce "the surv iv al of those forms which most 
ne arly approach the st andard  of the use ful, or the be aut i ful, which he h as in his 
m in d." 8 3 These two poss ible inter pret at ions do not involve incom patible altern a
tives; in fact, Huxley held th at both n atural selection and deliberate hum an inter 
vention in n atur al processes have pl ayed a role in the evolution o f  m an as a 
soc ia l  being. 

With res pect to  the first of these factors we m ay note th at Huxley held it to  be 
a part of m an 's biologic al her it age th at he should h ave greg arious and sym pathetic 
im pulses ; and, l ike Darw in, he bel ieved th at these non-egoist ic springs of act ion 
were among the most v alu able endowments in the struggle for surviv al. Thus, 
n atural selection would tend to foster the preserv ation of these tr aits. Further
more, Huxley pointed out th at the more closely men c ame into cont act with one 
another, as they would as the ir soci al li fe developed, the more effect ively the 
sym pathetic im pulses would operate, and the more scope there would be for m an 's 
n atural potenti al ities for imitat ive beh avior. Thus, a soc ial st ate o f  existence, in 
which sym pathetic im pulses and cooper at ion could flourish, would gr adu ally and 
natur ally come to su pplant a st ate in wh ich there was a const ant and remorseless 
· struggle for existence between indivi du als. 8 4 To be sure, Huxley did not antici pate 
never-ending im provement in th is res pect. Like Mill and like Arnold,85 he w as 
dee ply trou bled by the threat o f  po pul ation growth ; he fe ared th at i f  it were not 
checked, it would le ad to  a new struggle for survival, and a consequent tendency 
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to rely on those traits of human character which were most dangerous to the social 
order. 86 Furthermore, he was aware of the existence of such forces operating 
within the economic and social conditions characteristic of his own time, the con
sequences of which were the degradation of large segments of the population in 
industrialized areas. 87 It was at this point that Huxley found it necessary to rely 
upon the second factor in social evolution, man's deliberate and intell igent inter
ference in the social process. ""  

One of Huxley's best known similes is that in which he compared nature with 
a master chess-player, and in which he pointedly argued for the need of an educa
tion in the rules of the game, if men were not to be defeated by nature. 89 These 
rules, of course, are to be discovered by the methods of science, and a failure to 
advance scientific knowledge would make it impossible for man to intercede 
successfully in the natural order. Thus, science could confer enormous new 
powers and practical benefits on society, and Huxley, with great rhetorical inci
siveness, made the most of this fact in his superb essay " On the Advisableness of 
Improving Natural Knowledge. " However, the aim of that essay was to show that 
great as these immediate, practical benefits had been, they were of far less con
sequence than the effects which science had had in reshaping men's beliefs. Those 
beliefs were partly intellectual, and partly moral, and in both respects Huxley 
regarded them as having been instruments of social progress. On the one hand, 
that intel lectual advance which had originally been sought primarily for its 
practical benefits, had changed men' s  view of the world and of their place in it. 
In this connection, Huxley emphasized the importance of such a change with 
respect to religion, as when, for example, he said: 

If the religion of the present differs from that of the past, it is because the theology 
of the present has become more scientific than that of the past; because it has not 
only renounced idols of wood and idols of stone, but begins to sec the necessity of 
breaking in pieces the idols built up of books and traditions and fine-spun ecclesiastical 
cobwebs: and of cherishing the noblest and most human of man's emotions, by worship 
"for the most part of the silent sort" at the altar of the Unknown. 0 0 

Connected with this shift in religious attitude and commitment, but even more 
fundamental, was the moral shift which Huxley held was demanded by the rise of 
scientific culture. This moral shift was away from authority and to tested knowl
edge, away from justification by faith to justification by verification.91  It was this 
lesson that led him to formulate the position which he named "agnosticism, ' ' 92  

and which he insisted involved a moral commitment, not an intellectual one only. 
Agnosticism held it wrong, both morally and intellectua lly, "for a man to say that 
he is certain of the objective truth of any proposition unless he can produce evi
dence which logically justifies that certainty."'"' In this proposition Huxley was 
challenging ecclesiastical authority on moral grounds, just as vigorously as he had 
challenged it on the evidence which it claimed to possess. He found it intolerable 
that his opponent, Dr. Wace, should seem to be l aying claim to moral superiority 
in the very same sentence as that in which he was saying that Huxley ought to 
have found it unpleasant to state pla inly and forceful ly what he actua lly belicved."4 
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For Huxley, such an attitude threatened to block every advance in knowledge; it 
was as an antidote to that attitude that he formulated t he principle of agnosticism. 
As the magnificent concluding paragraphs of "Agnosticism and Christianity" 
make clear, Huxley was convinced that it was only through a rigid adherence to 
this principle that men could free themselves of a hidden inclination to allow 
personal interest to distort their beliefs, impeding their acceptance of truth. Thus, 
the principle was of the highest practical importance, and it was applicable not 
only to scientific inquiry but to the whole range of human choices.9 5 It was 
precisely what Huxley claimed it to be, "a principle which is as much ethical as 
intellectual. "96 

The justification which Huxley everywhere offered as a basis for this moral 
commitment lay in its utility, and it would be difficult to interpret his ethical 
theory in any but Utilitarian terms.9 7 His standard of value was always stated in 
terms of human happiness and, in his most explicit characterization of what con
stituted social well-being, he said: 

I take it that the good of mankind means the attainment, by every man, of al l  the 
happiness which he can enjoy without diminishing the happiness of his fellow men.98  

After this characterization of the ideal end, Huxley immediately went on to list 
some of the forms of satisfaction which individuals could enjoy without diminish
ing the happiness of others, and he gave as his examples the happiness that comes 
from a sense of security or peace; from the fruits of trade; from art ; from knowl
edge; and from sympathy or friendship. This list, like those instances of the 
higher pleasures in which Mill found man's chief good to lie, obviously stressed 
specifically human forms of enjoyment, as distinct from the satisfactions of bodily 
appetites or specifically sensuous pleasures. This suggests what was in fact the 
case, that even though Huxley differed from Mill and from Arnold in stressing 
man's kinship with the rest of the animal kingdom, he did regard the evolutionary 
process as one in which human beings developed new potentialities, and that it 
was in the satisfaction of these higher capacities that man's true good lay. This 
conviction is repeatedly expressed in Huxley's discussions of evolution and ethics, 
but nowhere more clearly than when he said: 

The primitive savage, tutored by !star, appropria ted whatever took his fancy, and 
killed whomsoever opposed him, if he could. On the contrary, the ideal of the ethical 
man is to limit his freedom of action to a sphere in which he does not interfere 
with the freedom of others; he seeks the common weal as much as his own; and, indeed, 
as an essential part of his own wel fare. Peace is both end and means with him; and 
he founds his life on a more or less complete self-restraint, which is the negation of the 
unlimited struggle for existence. He tries to escape from his place in the animal 
kingdom, founded on the free development of the principle of non-moral evolution, 
and to establish a kingdom of Man, governed upon the principle of moral evolution. 99 

Thus, like Mill and like Arnold, Huxley conceived of man as a progressive be
ing. While he held that this development was originally rooted in man's bio
logical inheritance as a social animal, and that its growth was at first slow and due 
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to t he exigencies of increasing so ci al li fe, Huxley looked upon t he men of modern 
historical time as beings w ho, in l arge measure, have held  their fat e in their own 
han ds: 100 he r eg ar ded appli ed intelligence as t he agency throug h w hich the p ast 
progress of Western civiliz ation had come, and upon w hich, alone, the possibilities 
for f ut ure  progress depen ded. In this he differed from many others among his 
contemporaries w hose t houg ht had also been connected wit h evolutionism and 
w ho believed in progress. On t he w hol e, t hey had t en ded to regar d  s uch progress 
as inevit able, and had sometimes spoken as i f  t here were  a l aw of evolution, mak
ing for progress. 101  Huxley 's position w as, on t he contrary, a steadf ast meliorism: 
he insisted that men do have it in t heir power to remove evils, and to promote 
good, t hus i mproving t he quality o f  lif e. In t his he w as w holly at one with Mill 
and with Arnold. 1 0 2 Furthermore, what H uxley considered as an improvement in 
t he quality o f  li fe w as, in all essenti al r espects, what Arnold and Mill al so took as 
the st andar d  of  improvement: it consisted in the cultivation of men 's s ensibiliti es, 
so t hat every individu al would become in creasingly able to find enjoyment in 
forms of activities which had not exist ed, or at best could only have exist ed in a 
very rudi ment ary st at e, during most o f  the history o f  t he hu man race. Further
more, t he possibility of a continuing advan ce l ay open to men, if they m ade 
adequ ate us e of their opportuniti es. In a so ci ety fr eed of t hose debilit ating condi 
tions of m ateri al deprivation w hi ch were  all too char act eristi c o f  cont emporary 
indus tri al soci ety,10 3 men could increasingly come to fin d t heir satisf actions in t he 
pursuit o f  knowledg e, t he enjoyment o f  t hings o f  b eauty, and thro ug h  t he so ci al 
affections. In s uch a so ciety, r eligion co uld also increasingly become that w hi ch, 
at its b est, it always had b een: an inw ard st at e, "the r everence and love for t he 
ethical i deal, and t he desire to realize t hat i deal in life . " 1 04 S uch an i deal de
m anded t he suppression of man 's r ut hl ess egois m, and the cultivation of his more 
beneficent traits. H uxley r eg ar ded t his development as one in which, unfor
tunately, man 's s usceptibility to p ain had also increased. Yet even in st ating his 
belief that such was the cas e, he showed no more hesit ation as to which w as t he 
better form of life t han had Mill, w hen Mill was forced to s ay whet her it w as 
b etter to b e  Socr at es dissatisfied or a pig s atisfied. In dis cussing p ain, H uxley s ai d: 

This baleful product of evolution increases in quantity and in intensity, with advanc
ing grades of animal organization, until it attains its highest level in man. Further, 
the consummation is not reached in man, the mere animal ; nor in man, the whole or 
half savage; but only in man, the member of an organized polity. And it is a necessary 
consequence of his attempt to live in this way; that is, under those conditions which 
are essential to the full development of his noblest powers. 1 0 0 

Huxley's accept ance of increasing p ain as the price of enjoyments not directly 
connected with the s atisf action o f  m an 's physical needs, should suggest t he strong 
kinship b etween his con ception of human n at ure, and human good, and t he 
conceptions that one finds in Arnold or in Mill. For all t hree, t he st andar d  of 
worth in human lif e is a st andar d  w hich is in herent in man's own potenti alities, 
and is not derived from any ex tern al sour ce. T he n at ur e  of t hat st an dar d  is 
defined in t erms of enjoyment, b ut in t hos e forms of enjoyment which Mill most 
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often referred to as "higher" or "nobler," and which were embraced w ith in 
Arnold's use of the concept of "perfect ion." These were enjoyments which de
pended upon cultivat ion, wh ich involved a transformat ion of men from a condi
t ion in wh ich they were dom inated by appetite and instinct, to a cond it ion in 
which knowledge, taste, and a feel ing of be ing at one w ith others, were the sources 
of the ir fullest enjoyments. 

To speak of the standards a ccepted by Huxley and A rnold and Mill as stand
a rds l inked to human enjoyment const itutes not only an accurate port rayal of 
the ir basic eth ical theories, but immed iately separates them from those th in ke rs 
w ith whom we shall now be concerned. The abrupt t rans it ion m ight be sym
bol ized in the contrast between the ir v iews and Carlyle's gospel of work, but the 
stream of doctrine w ith wh ich we a re now to be concerned is of such general in
tellectual importance that it is best not to allow it to become entangled in the 
id iosyncras ies of Carlyle's thought. I shall therefore seek to int roduce it through 
Fichte, who must be cons idered as one of its most characte ristic, although one of 
its most extreme, repre sentatives in early n ineteenth-century thought . 

2 .  IDEALISM AND ITS DOCTRINE OF SELF-REALIZATION 

Fichte and those who stood in what, for convenience sake, I shall refer to as 
"his t rad it ion" were no less ins istent than Mill, Arnold, and Huxley that the 
standard for human conduct was rooted in man's own nature, that its content was 
not derived from any exte rnal source, and that obed ience to it d id not depend 
primarily  upon the threat of sanctions. Th is, of course, was a heritage wh ich came 
to F ichte from Kant's moral ph ilosophy, and came to the age as a whole from the 
Enl ightenment. It was also ag reed that men were able to bring themselves to a 
stage of development in wh ich the mot ives wh ich most pervas ively in fluenced 
the ir conduct could be regarded as ev idence that there had been moral p rogress . 
Yet, in sp ite of these s im ilarit ies between Mill, A rnold, Huxley, and the idealist 
t radit ion w ith wh ich we are now to deal, we must immediately note two cruc ial 
po ints at which they d iffered . In the first place, F ichte and those who followed 
in h is t rad it ion rejected hedonism as a standard of conduct : they d id not hold 
that the object ives which men ought to pursue could best be defined in terms of 
the rel ief of suffering on the one hand, and the cult ivat ion of h igher forms o f  
sensibil ity on the other. In the second place, they held it to be a d ist inct ive and 
essent ial aspect of human nature that men possess freedom, and that human 
act ion is no t to be expla ined as if it occurred in conform ity w ith causal laws. 1 06 

These two po ints of d ifference had a common root in the bas ically horm ic v iew 
of man 's nature that characterized the t rad it ion w ith wh ich we shall be deal ing. 
Tha t t radit ion rejected, and sought to ext irpate, all t races of a psychology wh ich 
analyzed experience in terms of elements g iven in sensat ion ; it subst ituted con
cepts which suggested that man's nature was dominated by inner dynamic tend
enc ies toward growth. Th is v iew is nowhere more ext remely stated than in F ichte's 
thought, and it is w ith h is fo rmulat ion of the posit ion that we shall fi rst deal. 1° ·  
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It is fortunately not necessary for us to follow the dialectic of Fich te ' s exposition 
of his technical philosophy, since his views concerning h uman nat ure and man 's 
progress receive their fullest expression in works o ther than the multifario us ex 
posi tions of his theory of knowledge . 1 0• However, s ince he believed tha t his sys tem 
provided a means by which one could move from en tirely abstrac t, necessary 
principles to a p sychological unders tanding of h uman ac tion and of the goals of 
socie ty, i t will be useful to take no te of what he took to be the ul tima te fo undation 
of his sy stem . 

As is well known, Fich te was one among many who found it impossible to 
accept the ultima te dichotomies within the Kan tian sys tem, and he radically 
al tered that sys tem through an unres tric ted acceptance of the primacy of the 
prac tical reason, that is, a primacy of the moral over empirical and scien tific forms 
of experience . 1 09 In essence, wha t Fich te ac tually d id was to stress only that part 
of Kant 's doctrine according to which knowledge depended upon the mind 's 
forma tive powers ;  he rejected the Kan tian view tha t i t also depended upon a 
fac ulty of receptivi ty, that is, upon something being given . Instead, Fich te in
terpre ted the mind as wholly ac tive, and the experienced world was taken to be a 
produc t of tha t inner, creative ac tivi ty ;  not external facts ( Tha tsachen), b ut the 
ego 's own acts ( Thathandlugen) provided the materials for all that could be 
thought .Ho In addi tion, Fichte identified those ac ts of the ego which were basic to 
knowledge as ac ts which expressed the self's own basic moral ac tivity . When one 
recalls the manner in which Kant had deliberately separated morality from 
empirical knowledge, as signing to each i ts own competence, one can recogn ize the 
sharp break and the new beginning which Fich te 's position represented in the 
his tory of modern though t . In a corollary to the firs t proposi tion in h is Science of 
R igh ts, Fichte sta ted his position in terms which closely followed his more abs tract 
s tatement of the same view in his theory of knowledge: 

It is here maintained, that the practical Ego is the Ego of original self-consciousness; 
that a rational being perceives itself immediately only in Willing, and that it would 
not perceive itself, and hence would also not perceive the world, and that it would 
therefore not be Intelligence, if it were not a practical being. Willing is the real 
essential character of reason . . . .  The practical faculty is the inmost root of the Ego ;  to it 
everything eJse is attached, and with it connected (p. 36). 

In the Vocation of Man, one can see the same posi tion elaborated in more con
crete terms, and therefore in a manner more closely related to the issues of moral 
practice: 

In short, there is for me absolutely no such thing as an existence which has no relation 
to myself, and which I contemplate merely for the sake of contemplating it ;-whatever 
has an existence for me, has it only through its relation to my own being. But there 
is, in the highest sense, only one relation to me possible, all others are but subordinate 
forms of this:-my vocation to moral activity. My world is the object and sphere of my 
duties, and absolutely nothing more. 1 1 1 

In the whole tenor of such pas sages it become s clear tha t F ich te 's theory of 
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knowledge was primarily a propaedeutic to an exposition of his view of man's 
nature as a free, creative, moral being. Because of his epistemology, and the meta
physics which followed from it, man could not be considere d  as a product of an 
alien and external worl d  of nature: on the contrary, empirical objects, as we ex
perience them, have to exist as they do because of the relationships in which they 
stand to  our own inner being . Furthermor e, our being is not under the in
fluence of an external causal law: the necessity which we attribute t o  the external 
worl d  has n o  place in a true conception of ourselves. Th is emphasis on human 
freedom was all-pervasive in Fichte 's thought ; as he said in a letter to  Reinhold ,  
who was his pre decessor as professor at Jena, "My system is  from beginning to  end 
only an analysis of the idea of f reedom. ' ' 1 1 2 Even the worl d  of nature, which may 
sometimes limit human action, is interpreted by Fichte as being-in an ultimate 
analysis-that which has existence onl y  be cause it is neede d  as a source of opposi 
tion and resistance against which men are to struggle and exert the force of their 
creative energy . T o  exert this force is t o  be what one tru ly is, " for man is his own 
end,-he should determine himsel f, and never allow himsel f t o  be determined by 
anything foreign t o  himself. ' ' 1 1 3 

The radical na ture of Fichte's view of man's freedom expressed in such state
ment s, and in his metaphysics, obviously separates his position from tha t of Mill 
and that of Huxley-and it w ould be difficult to  find any strong ties between it 
and what Arn ol d  bel ieved .  No  less important, however, an d no  less intimately 
connected with Fichte's hormic psych ology, was his abs olute rejection of happiness 
as a standard of value. In a passage reminiscent of Spinoza's psychology, and 
anticipating the standard psycholog y  of sel f-realization, Fichte said: 

An article of food has a pleasan t  taste to us, and a Hower a pleasant smell, because 
they exalt and enliven our organic existence; and the pleasant taste, as well as the pleasant 
smell, is nothing but the immediate feeling of this exaltation and enlivenment. 1 1 4 

This doctrine was basic t o  his view of morality, for he held tha t whatever was 
moral consisted in the exercise of man's inherent active powers. As he said in 
another passage which is also reminiscent of Spinoza, but has a different, moral
istic twist: 

. . .  far from being true that man is determined to moral goodness by the desire for 
happiness, the idea of h�ppiness itself and the desire for it, ra ther arise in the first place 
out of the moral nature of man. Not, ' That wh ich produces happ in ess is good ;-but , 
That only w h ich is good produces happiness. 1 1 5 

N ot only the rejection of a hedonistic standard separated Fichte from Mill, 
Arnold, and Huxley, he also di ffere d  in his over-riding moral ism :  there probably 
has never been another philosopher who so  clearly represented the view of li fe 
which Arn old  designated as Hebraism. F or example, in the Vocat ion  of Man , 
Fichte s aid: 

There is but one point towards which I have unceasingly to direct all my at tention.
namely, what I ough t to do, and how I may best fulfil the obligation. All my thoughts 
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must have a bearing on my actions, and must be capable of being considered as means, 
however remote, to this end; otherw ise they are an idle and aimless show , a mere 
waste of time and strength, the perversion of a noble power which i s  entrusted to me 
for a very different end.1 1 6 

The goal of this noble, active power was conceived by Fichte to be a progressive 
transformation of man to a higher condition of existence; it was this which, in 
The Voca t ion of Man , he expressed as follows:  

In  the mere consideration of the world as i t  i s  . . .  there arises w i thin me the w i sh, the 
desire,-no, not the mere desire, but  the absolute demand for a better world. I cast 
a glance on the present  relations of men towards each other and towards Nature ; on 
the feebleness of their powers, on the strength of their desires and passions. A voice 
wi thin me proclaims wi th irresistable conviction-"It  i s  impossible that it can remain  
thus ; i t  must become other and better." 

I cannot think of the present  state of humanity as that in which it is destined to 
remain . . . . Only in so far as I can regard this state as the means towards a better, as 
the transition-point  to a higher and more perfect state, has i t  any value in  my eyes;-not 
for i t s  own sake, can I support i t ,  esteem i t, and joyfully perform my part i n  i t . 1 1 7 

The basic clue to the character of that better world is to be found when one 
recognizes that Fichte held that man's essential self-realization was necessarily in
complete except insofar as i t  could be completed in and through social existence. 
For Fichte, man is not merely social by nature, possessing social impulses among 
his  other basic impulses, he is essential ly social : "Man becomes man only amongst 
men. " 1 1 8 While Mill, Arnold, and Huxley would probably not have interpreted 
this doctrine in as s trong as sense as did Fichte, it would not have been wholly 
unwelcome to them. However, by virtue of Fichte's theory of self-realization, the 
fact that man was essentially social in nature led to the view that the true goal of 
human action, man's only true welfare, is not to be found in his own individual 
fate, but in the progress of the race: 

The Life according to Reason consists herein,-that the I ndividual forget himself in  
the Race, place his own l i fe in  the l i fe of the Race and dedicate i t  thereto . . . there i s  
but One Virtue,-to forget one's own personali ty ;-and but One Vice ,-to make self 
the object of our thoughts . . . .  

He who but thinks a t  all  o f  his own personali ty, and desires any kind o f  l i fe o r  being, 
or any joy of l i fe, except in the Race and for the Race, w i th whatever vesture of good 
deeds he may seek to hide his deformity, is nevertheless, a t  bottom, only a mean, base, 
and therefore unhappy man.1 1 " 

The particular content of the Fichtean ideal of the progress of the human race 
need not occupy us in detail, although one may in passing note that Fichte should 
be assigned a place of some importance in the his tory of socialist thought. For our 
purpose, it is sufficient to be cognizant of the fact that in the ideal state toward 
which man's sense of perfection inclines him, there would be "reciproca l activity, 
mutua l  influence, mutua l  giving and receiving, m utua l  suffering and doing" ; not 
subordina tion , but coordina t ion among free, reasona b le be zngs. 1 2 0 This internal 
social harmony was not conceived by Fichte as being restricted to any one nation 
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or any one civilization; in fact, he insisted that if there is to be that ult imate 
progress of which man is capable, and for which he strives, progress must include 
all peoples: 

. . .  until the existing culture of every age shall have been diffused over the whole 
inhabited globe, and our race become capable of the most unlimited intercommunication 
with itself, one nation or one continent must pause on the great common path of 
progress, and wait for the advance of others . . . .  [But] when every useful discovery made 
at one end of the earth shall be at once made known and communicated to all the rest, 
then, without further interruption, without halt or regress, with united strength and 
equal step, humanity shall move onward to a higher culture, of which we can at 
present form no conception. 1 21 

In this connection we may finally note that Fichte recognized that the ach ieve
ment of this ideal demanded the self-transformation of men: 

Humanity is not so far cultivated in us; we ourselves sti ll stand on the lowest grade 
of imperfect humanity, or slavery. We ourselves have not yet attained to a consciousness 
of our freedom and self-activity, for then we should necessarily desire to see around 
us similar,-that i s, free beings. 1 2 2  

If it  be asked how Fichte proposed that such a self-transformation in human 
nature was to be achieved, the answer is that he believed it would follow naturally 
fro m  man's inherent nature. To be sure, in his own country, at his own time, the 
requisite tendencies toward growth needed to be fostered by a radically refor med 
educational system; as the structure of his Speeches to  the German Nation makes 
clear, the education of youth is the foundation of the life of a people. 1 2 3  How
ever, F ichte recognized that an educational system can only help to develop 
capacities which are already incipiently present, and in an interesting flight of 
fancy in the Science of R igh ts he contrasted man's inherent nature with the 
nature of animal species, holding that men are not suitably compared with 
animals, but are in some respects more like plants. 1 " 4 Unlike animals, they are not 
equipped from birth with pre formed instincts which are sufficient to meet the 
exigencies of life; men are dependent on others for the ir early nurture and care, 
and their development does not proceed in accordance with an inherited pattern. 
Nature, Fichte says, has allowed the human race latitude for shaping its own 
destiny, which no animal species ever has. 1 2 5 Thus, in this passage as elsewhere, 
Fichte drew a sharp contrast between man's inherent nature and what is com
monly referred to as "man's animal nature : "  from the first, man is not an an imal, 
and therefore need not suppress or control an alien animal inheritance. He is by 
nature a moral being-a being who is free, and freely aspires to a constantly ex
panding sphere of activity. Thus, for Fichte, the history of mank ind is not one in 
which the fundamental attributes of human nature undergo any change; men 
simply become better able to express their own essential natures, to realize them
selves. However, through this greater self-realization, Mankind will have pro
gressed, and the cond itions of life will have become such that all men can fully 
enter into a harmonious relation with one another; they will then be at one with 
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tha t  fundamen tal principle of Reason which lie s behind and beyond Na ture and 
which i s  indeed the well- spring from which the individual' s own free, crea tive 
ac tivi ty comes. 

The similari tie s be tween the though t of T. H. Green and Fich te are striking, 
in spi te of the differences be tween the poin ts of depar ture which charac terized 
their theories of knowledge. Whereas Fich te had a ttemp ted to overcome dicho t
omie s wi thin the Kantian system, and thus correc t i t, Green was no t primarily 
concerned wi th i ts ou tcome ; instead, he u sed Kan t' s  general view of the mind' s 
judgmental ac tivi ty a s  a means of a ttacking the empiricist tradi tion in Bri ti sh 
philosophy. A s  we shall see, he too reached an ideali st me taphysics in which na
ture i tself wa s taken to be an expression of mind ; thi s led him-as i t  had led 
Fichte- to rejec t the view tha t the mind' s ac tivi tie s were subjec t to na tural law, 
and therefore unfree. Fur thermore, like Fich te, he couched his theory of man' s 
basic na ture in terms of a striving toward self-realiza tion and, in defending this 
standard, he too was emphatic in his rejec tion of hedonism. 

All of this consti tu ted a self-conscious a ttack on the curren t form of Bri tish 
empiricism. However, i t  should be no ted tha t Green' s was by no means the fir st 
such a ttack wi thin the cen tury: o ther s, bo th in England and Sco tland, had already 
been influenced by Kan t and German ideali sm, and had a ttemp ted to in troduce 
tha t philosophy in to Bri tain. In thi s connec tion, Coleridge and Sir William 
Hamil ton were the ou tstanding figures, a s  Mill' s te stimony bear s wi tness. 1 26 There 
also were o thers: Carlyle, who had been influenced by Fich te a s  we ll as by Goe the, 
and liberal Anglican theologians, such as  F. D. Maurice and Julius Hare-bo th of 
whom were closely allied wi th Coleridge-may be men tioned in thi s connec tion. 
None thele ss, a ssocia tionism and Utili tariani sm remained impor tan t and perhaps 
dominan t forces in the in terpre ta tion of human na ture, par tly because of the 
influence of Mill, and the added influence of Bain in p sychology; bu t perhaps 
e specially because Herber t Spencer, among o ther s, e ffec tively merged an empiricist 
account of knowledge wi th evolutionary theory. However, Green' s book-leng th 
in troduc tion to the works of Hume, which he and T. H. Grose edi ted in 1 8 74-
75, consti tu ted a full -scale a ttack on empirici st a ssump tions, and by the mid-
1 8 8os, when his Prolegomena to Eth ics was posthumously published, a new an ti 
a ssocia tionist tendency was strikingly eviden t. Thi s  tendency can readily be seen 
in almost every volume of Mind which appeared during tha t period. Since 
psychological theory had been in tima tely linked wi th e thical theory, bo th by 
Utili tarians and by evolu tionary theori sts, this change had immedia te repercus
sions on ethics, and therefore al so on poli tical theory. 

The chief documen ts in this a t tack on the presupposi tions of recen t Bri ti sh 
psychology probably were the first chap ter s  of Green' s Prolegomena (originally 
publi shed in Mind in 1 8 8 2 ), and Ward' s famous Encyclopaedia Britannica ar ticle, 
"Psychology," which appeared in 1 8 8 6. Bo th challenged a ssocia tioni sm on the 
ground tha t the fac ts of consciousness pre suppose the existence of a perduring 
self. In at temp ting to e stabli sh this con ten tion, each emphasized the importance 
of a grasp no t of the a tomic elemen ts of sensa tion alone, bu t an apprehension of 
rela tionships. A similar emphasi s  on the impor tance of rela tionships charac terized 
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the psychological analyses of William James and of F. H. Bradley, even though 
neither construed the presence of these relationships within experience as pro
viding a basis for arguing to the necessary existence of a knowing, judging self. 
However, common to all four was the conviction that experience cannot ade
quately be interpreted if it is held to consist of entirely separate elements ,  that is, 
if relationships are not regarded as equally ultimate constituents of knowledge. 
The contrast between the new and the old views can be seen in Bain' s  balanced 
and appreciative appraisal of Ward's  Encyclopaedia article. He quoted Ward as 
saying, with reference to the basic process involved in the individual' s  psycho
logical development , that 

Psychologists have usually represented mental advance as consisting fundamentally in 
the combination and re-combina tion of various elementary units, the so-called 
sensations and primitive movements, or, in  other words, in a species of mental chemistry. 

To which Bain himself immediately replied: 

Not altogether without reason, as it seems to me. Our education from first to last 
takes principally the form of adding unit to unit, under the retentive or adhesive attribute 
of our nature, with which we are so marvelously gifted ; and any other process is quite 
secondary in  comparison.127  

Even though Bain remained unconvinced, the effective days of an associationist 
psychology were at an end in England, and, at the time, the movement found no 
growing room in America. As we shall shortly see, the emphasis on instincts which 
was connected with evolutionary theory was of some effect in limiting the claims 
of associationism; however, as the example of Spencer shows, evolutionism and 
associationism were not necessarily antagonists .  Rather, as I have suggested, what 
was of paramount importance was an attack on the "atomism" of associationist 
doctrine. Those who criticized this aspect of the theory-a theory which had 
relatively little to do with the experimental work on associations and memory 
which was proceeding in Germany-criticized it for distorting experience because 
of metaphysical and epistemological preconceptions. For example, William James 
put the case in the following way: 

The traditional psychology talks like one who should say a river consists of nothing but 
pailsful, spoonsful, quartpotsful, barrelsful, and other moulded forms of water. Even 
were the pails and pots all  actually standing in  the stream, still between them the 
free water would con tinue to flow. I t  is  just this free water that psychologists resolutely 
overlook. Every definite image in the mind is steeped and dyed in the free water that 
flows round it. With i t  goes the sense of i ts relations, near and remote, the dying 
echo of whence i t  came to us, the dawning sense of whither it is  to lead. 1 2 8 

This was a point to which James constantly returned, and he labeled a failure 
to recognize its importance as "the psychologist ' s  fallacy. "  And in F .  H. Bradley's 
psychological papers one finds the same insistence that relationships are basic 
among the data of consciousness. For example, in "Association and Thought ," 
Bradley said: 
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First, the Atomism must go wholly. \Ve must get rid of the idea that our mind is a 
train of perishing existences, that so long as they exist have a separable being, and, so 
to speak, are coupled up by another sort of things which we call relations. If we 
turn to what is given this is not what we find, but rather a continuous mass of presenta
tion in which the separation of a single element from all context is never observed. 1 2 9  

I cite both James and Bradley to suggest that this form of criticism was common 
to those whose views on other philosophic topics might differ very sharply. Even 
among idealists, such as Green, \Vard, and Bradley, an emphasis on relationships 
was not used in exactly the same ways, nor in the interest of similar metaphysical 
conclusions. For example, whereas Green used the judgmental grasp of relation
ships as entailing a self, and made the existence of that self basic to his meta
physical doctrines, 1 3 0  Bradley (as we have noted) denied that the relationships 
found within experience entail any such self. While Ward criticized Bradley's 
doctrine,1 3 1  he-unlike Green-refused to interpret the self which was presup
posed by psychology as providing an adequate basis for any form of metaphysical 
theory. 1 3 2  These are but a few of many illustrations which might have been 
chosen to suggest that a list of English and American philosophers and psychol
ogists who, at the time, sharply rejected the assumptions of associationism would 
be both long and impressive. However, it is our aim to trace Green's views on 
human perfectability, and with reference to this topic he differed profoundly 
from the other critics whom we have mentioned; and we may note in passing that 
he also differed significantly from Bosanquet, who became another of the chief 
critics of associationist assumptions. 1 3 3  

Having taken the consciousness of  relations as  indicative of  the existence of  a 
perduring self which is able to apprehend these relationships, and viewing reality 
as involving a system of relationships, Green was led to the following conclusion: 

If by nature we mean the object of possible experience, the connected order of 
knowable facts or phenomena . . . . then nature implies something other than itself, as 
the condition of being what it is. Of that something else we are entitled to say . . .  that it 
is a self-distinguishing consciousness; because the function which it must fulfil in order 
to render the relations of phenomena, and with them nature, possible, is one which, 
on however limited a scale, we ourselves exercise in the acquisition of experience, 
and exercise only by means of such a consciousness. 1 3 4 

It is noteworthy that Green had introduced the foregoing statement by saying: 

The purpose of this long discussion has been to arrive at some conclusion in regard to 
the relation between man and nature, a conclusion which must be arrived at before 
we can be sure that any theory of ethics, in the distinctive sense of that term, is other 
than wasted labour. 

Thus, Green's metaphysical idealism was frankly put forward as a basis for a 
moral philosophy, and the noumenal self which he held to be presupposed by our 
conceptions of nature was, at the same time, held by him to be a moral self. Of 
course, this had also been characteristic of the thought of Fichte, with whom 
Green is too infrequently compared. 
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For Green, as for Fichte, this metaphysical doctrine meant that the sel f  was not 
under the dominance of natural causation : its actions did not form a part of a 
chain of events in which each antecedent is linked to each consequent in an 
invariant sequential relationship. Rather, he conceived of the self as "a free 
cause," that is, as an originating agency acting in terms of its own consciousness of 
sel f, and of its own ideal ends."3 5  When drawing this distinction between natural 
events and moral actions, Green also distinguished between "cause" and 
"motives." 1 3 6  Since Green believed that it is not possible to construe motives as 
themselves being dependent on natural causes, he held that, although moral ac
tions could be said to be "determined" by motives, the agent must be said to be 
free : an agent's actions expressed the character he had made for himself by the 
ends he had chosen. Whether or not Green's classic statement of this idealist form 
of the sel f-determinist position is both self-consistent and tenable is not our 
concern. What is important in the context of our present discussion is that he 
should have viewed the sel f  as creating its own character, as making itself by its 
own choices what it was ultimately to become. While some aspects of this doctrine 
are noticeable in many other, earlier forms of a self-realizationist psychology
one thinks, for example, of Aristotle on habit-Green's whole moral psychology 
is couched in terms of this form of progressive self-development . All  experience 
becomes transformed through the moral growth which ensues when men, in con
cert with one another, pursue ideal ends. These ends, needless to say, do not 
consist in promoting a life characterized primarily in terms of enjoyment. Like 
others of his generation, Green had rebelled against a hedonistic psychology, say
ing of those who held that view: 

Whereas with them the good generically is the pleasant, in this treatise the common 
characteristic of the good is that it satisfies some desire. In all satisfaction of desire 
there is pleasure, and thus pleasantness in an object is a necessary incident of its being 
good . . .  but its pleasantness depends on its goodness, not its goodness on the pleasure 
it conveys.1 3 7  

Similar accounts of the relationship between desire, pleasure, and the good 
came to be widely accepted, and the dominant moral psychology of the time 
changed from hedonism to self-realizationism. 1 3 8 However, unlike most who later 
developed the position of self-realizationism, Green 's moral psychology was wholly 
cut off from any naturalistic base: the self which was to be realized did not, for 
Green, include those organic needs which linked man to the biological realm. 1 3 9  

Nor did Green attempt to define the content of a life in which the sel f  is increas
ingly realized, specifying the basic types of needs and desires common to all men. 
There were many later attempts to build such moral systems, but Green's position 
followed that of Fichte in holding that man's striving for the good assumed what
ever form of growth was necessary to his nature as a moral being. Or, to alter the 
figure of speech, there were not set channels through which the tendency toward 
good always flowed. Of course, what constituted the moral good did not, accord
ing to Green, consist of a life in which transient and incoherent desires were 
satisfied ; a good life represented a growth in character, and therefore in self-
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determin ation tow ard a desir able end. On the basis o f  his met aphysic al view th at 
there is a d ivine being working within all individu als, Green held th at "the right 
path" th at each should follow is "the path in which [man's consciousness ]  tends 
to become what, according to the imm anent div ine l aw of  its bei ng, it has in it to 
be." 1 • 0 Green not only admitted th at such a char acter iz ation does not concretely 
s peci fy the ultim ate go al o f  m an's sel f-re aliz at ion, but he denied th at it is possible 
to st ate in any positive terms wh at such a go al, which he re fers to as "the Best," 
would be. Instead, he appe aled to the exist ence o f  wh at might be termed a 
tro pistic tendency in m an toward those forms of  re aliz ation which are better th an 
his current st ate o f  bei ng. Thus, while we do not know the Best, we c an at any 
time discern th at which is Bet ter, and Green s pe aks in this connection o f  

. . .  how man has bettered himself through inst i tutions and habits which tend to make 
the welfare of all the welfare of each, and through the arts which make nature, both as 
used and as contemplated, the friend of man .  And just so far as this is plain, we know 
enough of ultimate moral good to guide our conduct. 1 41 

As this quot ation suggests, Green conceived o f  the Better as involving a grow
ing sense o f  the needs and as pir ations o f  others, and a widening o f  the aims o f  the 
sel f. Unlike Mill and Huxley, it w as neither through an appe al to needs for co
oper ation , nor through inborn tendencies such as sym pathy, th at Green accounted 
for man's soci alit y ;  in fact, he rejected any attem pt to offer a genetic account o f  
this ch aracteristic. 1 4 2 I nste ad, he insisted th at m an's soci al n ature must be t aken as 
a primitive fac;t. In a m anner reminiscent o f  Fichte's insistence on the soci al 
n ature o f  man, Green sim pl y  st arted from the fact th at persona li ty,  as we are 
conscious o f  it in ourselves and in others, c an only be present in society. 1 4 3 This 
did not im ply th at he acce pted a theory o f  society in which soc ial institutions 
were autonomous ; unlike Comte, Hegel, or Marx, he insisted th at soci al institu
tions depend u pon the recognition o f  one personalit y by another-ult im ately de
pend u pon wh at Green ch aracterized as a rel ationsh ip o f  " I "  and "Thou." 1 4 1  And 
the st andard o f  v alue ag ainst which society w as to be me asured w as alw ays a 
st andard de fined in terms o f  individual person ality. While Green agreed with 
Fichte in holding th at there w as an imm anent tendency tow ard a soci al growth 
which would include the whole o f  hum anity, 1 4 5  the good o f  the R ace was not th at 
which was the pro per object o f  m an's as pir ation and love: it w as with his own 
sel f-develo pment, and-as a necess ary part o f  th at-with the sel f-develo pment o f  
his fellow hum an beings th at a m an w as to be concerned. At this point one c an 
see the difference between Green and his student Bos anquet, to which I have 
already alluded ; for it is probabl y  not unfair to s ay th at for Bos anquet, as for 
Hegel, the St ate itsel f, and its instit utions, were expressions o f  the Absolute, 
whereas for Green the Absolute was only to be known in and through individual 
persons, whose autonomy and cre ative power were its only finite m ani fest ations. 

The growth o f  individu als in history, the growth o f  their community o f  s pirit, 
involved a tr ans form ation o f  the whole condition o f  m an's existence, and Green's 
doctrine c an be looked u pon as being, indeed, a s piritu al Evolutionism. O f  th at 
doctrine he s aid : 
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According to  the doctrine of this treatise , a s  we have previously endeavoured to  state 
it, there is a principle of self-development  in man . . . .  He is capable of being moved 
by an idea of himself, as becom ing that which he has it in h im to be-an idea which 
does not represent previous experience, but gradually brings an experience into being, 
gradually creates a filling for itself, iu the sha pe of art, laws, institutions and  habits 
of living, which, so far as they go, exhibit the ca pabilities of man, define the idea of 
his end, afford a positive answer to the o therwise unanswerable question, what in 
particular it is that man has it in him to become . 1 4 " 

3 . EVOLUTION AND THE MALLEABILITY OF H UMAN NATURE 

This Spiritual Evolution ism, as I have termed it, was regarded by Green, and 
by others, as involving a radically different view of man and the world than was 
to be found in natural istic evolutionary theories. I n  this, they were i ndisputably 
correct. However, if we clo not focus our attention on the question of man 's place 
i n  nature, but on the present characteristics and future hopes of mankind, the 
two forms of evolution ism were, in some cases, more nearly simi lar than opposed. 
To i l lustrate these simi larities, it wi l l  be useful to consider the thought of Darwin 
and of Spencer. 

In approaching Darwin 's  interpretation of man, it is necessary to bear i n  mind 
the conditions under which he put forward his views. In the Origin of Species he 
had del iberately avoided all questions concerning the appl icabil ity of his conclu
sions to the human race, though his work was immediately received in terms of its 
implications for the interpretation of man. 1 4 7 Twelve years later he published 
The Descen t of Man ,  and i n  it he attempted to establ ish the view that he had 
long held, offering evidence to show that there was continuity between man and 
the rest of the animal kingdom not only with respect to physical form, but with 
respect to mental powers as wel l .  Now, if we recall Darwin's use of the compara
tive method, we shall not expect him to start his analysis from any overall  
characterization of human nature. Instead, we shall expect just what we find: a 
collection of instances i n  which specific traits which are supposedly distinctive of 
human nature can be shown to bear a close resemblance to a series of traits found 
among non-human species. The range of the traits which Darwin discussed was 
extremely wide, and he made no pretense of offering either a systemetically con
structed l ist or  an exhaustive one; nonetheless, it is possible to i nterpret what 
he said as providing a general conception of man 's fundamental nature. 

In the first place it is clear that, apart from i ntell igence, Darwin connected 
many of man 's basic traits with the instinctive behavior of animals. 148 Given this 
assumed connection, one might suppose that his theory of man's  nature would 
minimize mal leabil ity: ea rl ier theories of i nstinct had tended to identify that 
which was instinctive with that which was universal and necessary, and our more 
recent conceptions of an imal instinct have also emphasi zed the rigid ity of instinc
tive behavior. However, Darwin 's approach was a phylogenetic one, and from 
this point of view he could easily combine a theory of human nature in which 
instincts were of preponderating importance in  human behavior with the conten-
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tion that man's nature was subject to important changes over time. The primary 
mechanism of such phylogenetic changes was, of course, the possibility that there 
are slight variations among individuals with respect to their instinctive patterns 
of reaction, that such variations can have a relation to the survival of the in
dividuals possessing them, that they are inherited, and thus that natural selection 
is brought into play. 14° Furthermore, we must recall that Darwin did not deny 
that, in some cases, it was possible for individually acquired characteristics to be 
inherited; therefore, in addition to explanations in terms of chance variations, he 
was able to hold that habits might sometimes be transformed into instincts, after 
many generations.1 0° For example, in accounting for the sagacity of animals in 
avoiding traps in those regions in which trapping had long been practiced, he 
assumed that the results of past learning had been transformed into an instinctive 
wariness.1 5 1 Regardless of the source of the changes which were introduced, 
natural selection would of course operate on them; in the course of time, new 
forms of instinctive behavior would therefore arise, becoming dominant in the 
species, whether animal or human.1 5 2  

Darwin's emphasis on the role of instinct in human behavior, and his interest 
in establishing continuity between the higher animals and human forms of be
havior, led him to reject a consistently hedonistic account of human motivation. 
While he attributed some actions to the operation of the factors of pleasure and 
pain, he did not hold that it was warranted to do so in all cases. For example, 
after recognizing instances in which fear-reactions were attributable to the effects 
of pain, he said : 

In  many cases, however, it is probable that instincts are followed from the mere force 
of inheritance, without the stimulus of either pleasure or pain. A young pointer when 
i t  first scents game, apparently cannot help pointing. A squirrel in  the cage who pats 
the nuts which i t  cannot eat, as i f  to bury them in the ground, can hardly be thought 
to act thus either from pleasure or pain. Hence the common assumption that men must 
be impelled to every action by experiencing some pleasure or pain may be erroneous. 1 5 3  

Thus, at two fundamental points, Darwin's psychology came into conflict with 
the traditions which had dominated English and French geneticism: first, in re
jecting its emphasis on the individual's acquisiton of distinctively human traits 
through the medium of his social environment, and second, in rejecting a 
hedonistic psychology. On the basis of these changes in point of view, Darwin 
and the Darwinians did not look upon t he  individual as being fundamentally 
malleable; however, malleability remained characteristic of the race as a race. It 
is to a consideration of that malleability that we now turn. 

In tracing the continuity between human nature and its origins in animal 
instinct, Darwin devoted most attention to the problems of the development of a 
moral sense. He did so since it was commonly held that, in this respect, there was 
an even greater gap between human nature and animal instinct than there was 
with respect to man's intellectual powers. It was Darwin's aim to show that this 
gap could be bridged by using the same comparative method and the same ex
planatory concepts that he had used in accounting for the origin of new species. 



MALLEABILITY OF MAN 

To unders tand the manner in which he proceeded we m us t  unders tand his con 
ception o f  h uman mor al i ty. He believed in  the exis tence o f  a s peci al mor al sense 
or conscience, which he regarded as a com ponen t in m an 's affec tive and voli tional 
li fe but  not  as a source of cogni tive insigh t. His conce ption of mor ali ty als o in
cluded the acce ptance of a non-egois tic moral s tand ard which he iden ti fied wi th 
the Golden R ule, saying " this lies a t  the found ation of morali ty. " 154 

Given this gener al conce ption of morali ty, and seeking i ts remote origins in 
animal ins tinc t, i t  was n atural tha t Darwin should have c oncerned himsel f 
prim arily wi th the soci al ins tinc ts in animals. To find con tinui ty be tween s uch 
ins tincts and the soci al beh avior of men, he could not  l ay primary s tress on the 
pa tterns of ins tinc tive ac tion found in birds, an ts, bees, e tc ., wi th which he h ad 
been mainly concerned in the Origin of Species. Ins te ad, he focused a tten tion on 
those forms of behavior among the higher animals which migh t  have a more 
direc t evolu tion ary connec tion wi th soci al im pulses in m an .  Out  of s uch im pulses, 
when coupled wi th a higher degree of in telligence, i t  migh t  then be  pres umed 
tha t m an 's mor al sense h ad developed. Darwin s tated this gener al hy pothesis 
clearly and explici tly at the outse t of his tre atmen t of the origins of the mor al 
sense: 

The following proposition seems to me in a high degree probable-namely, that any 
animal whatever, endowed with well-marked social instincts, would inevitably acquire 
a moral sense or conscience, as soon as i ts in tellectual powers had become as well 
developed, or nearly as well developed, as in  man.155 

The par tic ul ar ins tinc ts on which Darwin placed prim ary emph asis were not 
exam ples of those forms of behavior in which animals h un ted in packs or b anded 
toge ther in mutual de fense, al though he ci ted such ins tinc ts as being of im por
tance to the s urvival of s pecies, and his use of them did ill us tr ate the fac t tha t 
ins tinc tive behavior w as not  necess arily an ti-social, as some h ad tended to main
tain. The two forms of ins tinc tive behavior which he regarded as es pecially 
relev an t to h uman social behavior were those which, even in s peaking of the 
lower anim als, he design ated as l ove and as sym pa thy. 156 A l though he did not  
attem pt to s ta te wh at  ch ar ac teris tic differen tia ted love and sym pathy from other 
ins tinc ts, i t  is perha ps acc ura te to say tha t in these cases Darwin assumed th at  
the anim al 's behavior was tied to the well-being of some other animal whose 
ac tual presence elici ted the res ponse . F or ex am ple, he ci ted ins tances of animal 
a t tachmen ts to their y oung as ins tances of love, and a dog's attem pt to de fend i ts 
mas ter as an ins tance of sympathy . Unlike ins tinc ts which governed h un ting in 
packs, and simil ar cases (which he often re ferred to as "s peci al ins tinc ts "), love 
and sym pathy were directly connec ted wi th promoting the good of another in
divid ual .  There fore, the presence of this s ame sor t  of ins tinc tive re ac tion through 
out a s pecies would tend to es tablish close bonds among the individuals living in 
proximi ty to one another . Darwin also re ferred to a tendency tow ard imi tative 
beh avior as a fac tor which could serve to s trengthen common forms of beh avior 
wi thin a group. I t  w as out of these basic ins tinc ts tha t  he believed morality h ad 
origin ally grown. 
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The s pec ific steps in that g rowth need not be followed in detail. W ith res pect 
to the question o f  the ult imate or ig in o f  an instinct such as parental affect ion, 
Darw in was incl ined to invoke chance var iat ions and natural selection, s ince th is 
instinct would have been o f  hel p in the st ruggle for surv iva J.m A s imilar con 
jecture was offered by Darwin to account for the development o f  sym pathy and o f  
other soc ial inst incts. He po inted out that such instincts not only lead to a more 
gregarious form o f  ex istence, but that they ten d to flour ish and become hab itual 
under these circumstances : thus they tend to be sel f-re in forc ing, or, as we should 
now say, to continue develo ping due to pos it ive feedback. Furthermore, as we 
have noted, Darwin was wholly w illing to acknowledge that pe rs istent hab its were 
inherited; thus, soc iality would have continued to develo p by g radual increments 
over t ime. However, Darwin had not establ ished what he had sought to establish : 
an account o f  the bas is o f  conscience as an effect ive influence, among other in 
fluences, on conduct. Now, consc ience-according to h is v iew o f  morality-always 
reflected man 's social im pulses, not tho se wh ich were connected w ith sel f-regard
ing instincts; and the question wh ich Darw in there fore wished to answer was how 
condit ions could ar ise which would make the force o f  consc ience st ronger than 
hunger, and stronger even than the instinct o f  sel f-preservation. 1 5 8 H is answer 
cons isted in holding that the social im pulses a re actually stronger than impulses 
such as hunger  in so far as they a re more pers istent. For exam ple, the social 
im pulses constantly ma inta in themselves, whereas im pulses such as hunger are 
t rans ient, and disa ppear as soon as they are sat isfied; thus, according to Darwin,1 59 

the reverberat ions o f  the social im pulses continue, ex pressing themselves in the 
d iscomfiture o f  conscience, when we have succumbed to a trans ient im pulse. On 
future occas ions, this w ill hel p to forestall a repetit ion o f  the same behavior. 
These effects o f  the social im pulses are then re in forced, according to Darwin 's 
account, by the praise and blame o f  others. 1 6 0  Thus, social moral ity comes into 
existence. 

Th is by no means concluded what Darwin had to say concerning the moral 
stan dard which had thus originated. Adher ing to h is evolutionary po int o f  view, 
the s pec ific forms o f  conduct wh ich were praised or blamed, and wh ich were thus 
re in forced w ith in any g iven g rou p, were necessa rily those forms o f  conduct which 
a ided the grou p to survive. Thus the actual standard o f  ju dgment wh ich underlay 
all moral codes was a standard o f  the general good o f  the g rou p, and Darwin 
contrasted this conclusion w ith Mill 's "Greatest Ha ppiness " pr inc iple. 1 6 1  To be 
sure, in the h istory o f  the race, many d iffe rent customs received moral sanct ion 
because they contributed to the good o f  the g rou p under whatever conditions 
then obta ined, and, as a consequence, different soc iet ies sometimes pra ised d i f
ferent v irtues and condemned different actions as v ices. Nevertheless, there were 
some general forms o f  a ction which would, under almost all ci rcumstances, be 
e ither benefic ial or deleter ious, and Darwin praised  Bagehot's art icles on Physics 
and  Polit ics for hav ing po inted to the ex istence o f  these forms o f  sanctioned and 
o f  proh ib ited behavior. 1 6 2  Wh ile such standards were not in most instances 
orig inally attr ibut able to man 's powers o f  fores ight and reason ing, Darwin readily 
admitted that our judgments o f  r ight and wrong came to be more and more 
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directly related to an apprehension of that which would promote the general 
good. 1 6 3 Any society which maintained standards which did not promote the wel
fare of the group, or in which ignorance and supersti tion beclouded man's judg
ments as to group welfare, were societies which could be cri t ic ized by moralists ; 
they were also societies which would not, in the long run, survive. Thus, pro
gressive enhancement of group welfare was a natural accompaniment of the 
h istorical process, and while Darwin was not an extreme progressivist, 111 4  he did 
conclude his  d iscussion of how natural selection applied to civili zed nat ions wi th 
words which we have already quoted : 

It is apparently a truer and more cheerful view that progress has been much more 
general than retrogression; that man has risen, though by slow and interrupted steps, 
from a lowly condition to the highest standard as yet attained by him in knowledge, 
morals, and religion.rns 

In add i t ion to Darwin, there were others who used the princ iples of individual 
varia t ion and natural selection to account for long-term changes in h uman nature, 
and for social change. As we have already noted, Bagchot used the Darwinian 
theory to explain why some tra i ts were socially sanctioned and others were not, 
and Darwin accepted his account.  Furthermore, the investigations of Francis 
Galton, Darwin's cousin, arose out of an i n terest in questions raised by D arwin,r n6 

and his book, Her£:ci i tary Gen ius, was highly pra ised by Darwin in The Descen t 
of Man .  In Galton's later work, In q u iries in to Human  Facu lty ,  in which he re
ported his research on the capacit ies of twins, Galton sta ted the problem wi th 
which he was concerned as being that  of estimat ing the rela t ive forces of "Nurture 
and Nature, " and he summarired his conclusion in saying that  he had established 
"the vastly preponderat ing effects of na ture over nurture." 1 1" This work, which 
was a primary source of the eugenics movement, fi t ted very closely with Darwin's 
own views, for The Descen t  of Afan placed far grea ter emphasis on the effects 
which inheri tance has on the intellectual and moral quali t ies of indiv iduals than 
one would today be inclined to do.ms  This emphasis on inheri tance, together w i th 
the analogy which Darwin always drew between natural selection and selection 
under condi tions of domestication, led to the ideal of a controlled improvement 
of the human race, which Calton summarized in saying: 

My general object has been to take note of the varied hereditary faculties of different 
men, and of the great differences in different families and races, to learn how far 
history may have shown the practicability of supplanting inefficient human stock by 
better strains, and to consider whether it might not be our duty to do so by such efforts 
as may be reasonable, thus exerting ourselves to further the ends of evolution more 
rapidly and with less distress than if events were left to their own course. 1 6 9  

In W. K .  Clifford's essays, one can find a parallel to Galton's applicat ion of 
Darwinian principles; however, unlike Galton, Clifford applied these principles 
not to individuals primarily, but directly to societ ies .  As Frederick Pollock in
forms us, Clifford was one of a group who had been enormously infl uenced by 
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the concept o f  natural selection, and wanted to establish on  the basis of it "a  
new system of  ethics, combining the exactness of the utilitarian with the poetical 
ideals of the transcendentalist ." 1 7 0 In his early exposition of his conception of the 
development of human nature, Clifford invoked what he took to be a basic  
biological law, "that the development of an organism proceeds from its activities 
rather than its passivities. " 1 7 1  In other words, he regarded change as being induced 
in an organism from within, and not because of its relation to its environment. 
This doctrine, which fitted well with the ideal of freedom and self-development 
which Clifford connected with Mazzini, 1 7 2 and with his emphasis on constant 
growth and development in individual character and in history, 1 7 3 also fitted 
(though only loosely) with Darwin's theory : it minimized any direct action of the 
environment, and located the primary source of the variability of species in traits 
possessed by the organisms themselves. While this analogy between their views 
regarding the sources of variability is only a very loose one, the factor of selection 
to which Clifford appealed was, preci sely, Darwin's own theory . 1 7 4 And in his 
later essay, "On the Scientific Basis of Morals, " Clifford emphasized the element 
of selection in a thoroughly Darwinian manner. 

However, there was one fundamental difference between Darwin's theory and 
that of Clifford. In analyzing moral development, Darwin had placed emphasi s  
on the attributes of  individuals, and had tended to regard the survival of  a society 
as dependent upon these character traits. While Clifford accepted Darwin's 
genetic account of the origins of the individual's conscience,m and while he ap
parently saw no difference between his own theory and that of Darwin, 1 7 6 he 
tended to identi fy all that was moral with the dominance of what he termed a 
"tribal self" over the individual self. It was Clifford's  conviction that among prim
itive peoples a sense of group-identity preceded a sense of individuality, and 
he designated as "Piety" the disposition to give supremacy to those motives which 
had their origins in the tribal self ; in other words, piety was acting for the benefit 
of the group. On this basis he gave the following account : 

The tribe has to ex ist .  Such tribes as saw no necessi ty for i t have ceased to l ive. To 
ex ist, i t must encourage p iety ;  and there is a method wh ich l ies ready to hand . . . . 

If a man does anyth ing general ly regarded as good for the tribe, my triba l self may 
say . . .  "I l ike that th ing that you have done." By such common approba tion of 
ind ividual acts the influence of p iety as a mot ive becomes defined; and natural selection 
wi l l  in the long run preserve those tribes wh ich have approved the right th ings ; namely, 
those th ings which a t tha t t ime gave the tribe an advantage in the struggle for 
ex istence. 1 7 7  

While this stresses the role of natural selection and social well-being in the de
velopment of moral standards, just as Darwin's theory had done, Clifford's account 
of morality was fundamentally different. He did not seek its roots in the utility of 
a number of different forms of individual action, such as instinctive tendencies to 
love and sympathy, or dispositional traits such as courage and self-control, nor in 
mental capacities such as foresight : morality rested for him on group solidarity, 
on the dominance of the tribal self. Consequently, when he came to make value 
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judgments, he d id not regard particular tra its as morally good becau se they did 
in fact contr ibute to the welfare of the soc ial group: they were only morally good 
in so far as the welfare of the g roup was the end toward wh ich they were expl icitly 
d irected . 1 7 8 In the same connection, he d ist inguished between p iety and altruism: 

Piety is not Altruism. It is not the doing good to others as others, but the service of the 
community by a member of it, who loses in that service the consciousness that he is 
anything different from the community. 1 7 9 

For Cl ifford, it is p iety, not altruism, which is bas ic to moral ity. 
We can say w ith some assurance that Cl ifford 's pos it ion would have been re 

jected by Darwin, both as an account of the roots of moral ity and as a judgment 
of relat ive value. Nevertheless, his posit ion was typ ical of the emphas is of a good 
many later wr iters who assumed that the only po int of v iew from wh ich a Dar
w in ian should assess the value of a trait of character or of a form of act ion, was 
w ith respect to the contribut ion which it made to soc ial surv ival . To be sure, 
there were also many wr iters who interpreted Darw in ism in a qu ite d ifferent and 
incompat ible way, holding to a completely ind ividual istic standard of value ; on 
their v iew, each indiv idual was committed by h is nature to ruthless compet ition 
wi th others in a struggle for surv ival . The opposit ion of these two v iews-each of 
which was fundamentally d ifferen t from Darwin's own account of moral ity
suggests the need for character iz ing what const itutes the underlying form of ex
planat ion wh ich, when a ppl ied to man 's nature, can properly be called "Dar
w in ian ."  This form of explanat ion involves more than an appeal to "natural 
select ion," wh ich, following Spencer, Darwin termed "the surv ival of the fittest . "  
In addit ion, it involves an  account of the genes is of the part icular c haracter ist ics 
upon wh ich the selective process operates. In th is respect it is probably fa ir to say 
that no account of an evolut ionary process is "Darw in ian " if it does not hold that 
new characteristics ar ise as random var iat ions among the t ra its of indiv iduals 
belong ing to a part icular spec ies, and that such var iat ions are passed on by 
b iolog ical inher itance to t he offspr ing .  F inally, we may note that no theory would 
generally be termed "Darw in ian " if it did not include the hypot hesis that there 
is, in some form, a "struggle for surv ival," that is, that there is compet it ion wh ich 
does not permit all new va riations to surv ive. 

A character izat ion of th is sort obviously excludes some forms of evolut ionary 
theory from be ing des ignated as Darwin ian ; for example, Bergson separated his 
orthogenet ic evolut ion ism from the Darw in ian theory on the bas is of h is postulate 
that there is a d irect ion al factor in variability, wh ich Darwin had left out of 
account . Furthermore, if one carefully cons iders Lamarck 's evolut ionary theory 
(and does not e quate it w ith a bel ief in the inher itance of the effects of u se and 
d isuse, wh ich Darw in in some cases also accepted), one finds that the fundamental 
d ifference between Lamarck 's theory and that of Darwin consists in their con
cept ions of how the env ironment operates in foster ing the development of new 
spec ies . Accord ing to Darw in's t heory, the pr imary influence o f  the env ironment 
is select ive . Apart from some few cases in wh ic h  he, l ike Buffon, ass umed that it 
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could have a direct effect on the genetic constitution of animals and plants , 
Darwin held that variations arose independently of environmental influences . 
Consequently, when one speaks of "adaptation" in Darwinian evolution, one is 
speaking of how well a particular variety can survive and multiply in the par
ticular environment in which it exists . In a Lamarckian theory, however, the 
need for adaptation is the basis on which new structures gradually arise, and the 
lack of a need for a particular structure eventually causes it to disappear. Thus 
adaptation is a positive factor, being the tendency of an organism , impelled by 
its inner needs , to grow into closer relationship with its environment. Thus , on 
Lamarck' s theory, there is a tendency on the part of every type of animal to make 
itself into that which, given a particular environment, it will eventually become. 
This Lamarckian view of evolution was characteristic of Herbert Spencer's 
biology, and of his psychology as well. 

The role which positive adaptation to the environment played in Spencer's 
theories was evident in the first edition of his Principles of Psycho logy ,  a work 
antedating his First Principles. In it he defined life in a manner that then became 
fundamental to his biology, saying: 

The broadest and most complete definition of Life wil l  be-The con t in uous adjust
ment of internal re la t ions to external relat ions. 1 80 

Spencer then developed this conce pt in terms of an equilibrating interplay of 
forces, as was demanded by his acceptance of a to tal  evolutionism . At a later 
point in the same work he said: 

It is scarcely possible too much to emphasize the conclusion, that al l  these processes 
by which organisms are re-fitted to the ir ever-changing environments, must be equilibra
tions of one kind or another. As autho::i ty for this conclusion, we have not simply 
the universal truth that change of every order is towards equilibrium; but we have also 
the truth which holds throughout  the , Jrganic world, that l ife i tself is the maintenance 
of a moving equilibrium between inner and outer actions--the continuous adjustment 
of in ternal relations to external relatiom.1 8 1 

Spencer recognized that his theory was fundamentally different from Darwin's, 
though it could include Darwin's principles as being of some importance in the 
evolutionary process . In one section of his Princip les of B iology ,  Spencer made 
his position absolutely clear, saying "There must be a natural selection of func
tionally-acquired peculiarities , as well as of incidental peculiarities" ; 182  or, in 
other words , chance variations and natural selection a lone could not account for 
the origin of new species-direct adaptation to the conditions imposed by the 
environment was the primary factor on which change depended. 

To be sure, if these adaptive changes were to be effective in bringing about 
evolutionary change, they had to be transmitted by inheritance; and Spencer, 
looking at the process of evolution as a whole, rather than cons idering what could 
be observed with respect to individual organisms and their offspring, was willing 
to allow far wider scope to the inherited effects of experience than Darwin had 
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done. This difference is particularly evident with respect to Spencer' s  views re
garding the evolution of mind. While Darwin had, for example, taken most 
animal instincts to be ultimately dependent on chance variations," 3 Spencer re
garded them as compound reflex actions which had grown up through accumu
lated experience, and were preserved by the inheritance of the effects of that 
experience. 1 84 Spencer' s  theory of the particular way in which experience affected 
the individual, and hence (ultimately) the race, was through the establishment of 
an association of ideas. To hold, as he did, 1 85 that the effects of the association of 
ideas would be inherited was clearly at odds with earlier forms of geneticism; 
however, its acceptance becomes somewhat more intelligible when we take i�to 
account Spencer's correlation of mental phenomena with the nervous system: if 
other bodily changes brought about by habit could be inherited, then the effects 
of an association of ideas, which could be reflected in "the modified nervous 
tendencies produced by such new habits" could also be passed on to later genera
tions. 186 In fact, we find that Bain, who was the most eminent associationist 
psychologist of the day, and who did a great deal to relate the traditions of as
sociationism to the growth of physiological knowledge, also believed that simpler 
and constantly iterated habits, when they were of importance to the animal, could 
be inherited, since "in virtue of the acquired strength of nervous connections, 
these might in some degree persist in the germ. " 1 8 7 Nevertheless, Bain was far 
more restrictive than was Spencer with respect to the characteristics which could 
be inherited . 188  For Spencer it was even possible that, within the scope of modern 
history, new capabilities had developed through habit, and that these capabilities 
had-within that relatively short time-become inherited traits. 189 Since only 
those capabilities which represented successful adaptations would eventually sur
vive, it is not surprising that, unlike Darwinians who counted more on chance 
variations than on adaptive habits as the primary source of inherited variations, 
Spencer believed that the basic facts of psychology and of biology assured man
kind of a continuing cumulative progress . 

In addition to the fact that his associationist psychology and his belief in the 
inheritance of acquired habits provided an explanation of the progressive tend
encies of mankind, Spencer explained the sequence of historical change in terms 
of tendencies inherent within societies themselves. Unlike Darwin, or Calton, or 
Bain-and with an emphasis quite different from that of Clifford-Spencer' s  
evolutionary account of man's development depended upon his recognition not 
only of changes in the nature of individual men, but of changes in social institu
tions . 1 00  For Spencer, the realm of societal facts was to be characterized as different 
from the physical and from the organic realms : it was designated by him as 
"superorganic. " Like Comte, or Hegel, or Marx, he held that the phenomena 
characterizing the structures of society are not capable of being understood in 
terms of the principles which explain individual actions, even when these actions 
represent responses to the presence and the actions of other individuals . 1 91 Thus, 
according to one meaning of the term "organicism,"  Spencer might be character
ized as belonging to that school of thought. However, as I have already in
dicated, 192 I am not here using that term with that particular signification; in-
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stead, "organicism " is here only being taken to re fer to a certain type of theory 
regarding the relationship which exists between the characteristics o f  individual 
human nature and the societies to which those individuals belong .  With respect 
to this issue, Spencer did n o t  hold an organicist doctrine, as will now become 
clear. 

Spencer identified a society as a discrete aggregate, o f  which the ag gregated 
units were individual human beings. Since he believed that the character o f  any 
aggregate depended u pon the nature o f  the units o f  which it was composed, and 
upon the forces influencing them, it is clear that he did not view an individual 's 
nature as being wholly molded by society . Nor would such a view have been 
consistent with there being an independent science o f  individual psychology, in 
which-unlike Comte and unlike Hegel-he did o f  course believe . On the other 
hand, Spencer did not hold that man 's nature was constant over time. This was 
obviously precluded by his insistence on an evolutionary develo pment in which 
acquired habits became inherited traits. What he held, there fore, was the view 
that there was a constant interplay between society and its units : 

As soon as a combination of men acquires permanence, there begin actions and reac
tions between the community and each member of it, such that either affects the other 
in nature. The control exercised by the aggregate over its units, tends ever to mould 
their activities and sentiments and ideas into congruity with social requirements; 
and these activities, sentiments, and ideas, in so far as they are changed by changing 
circumstances, tend to re-mould the society i nto congruity with themselves.193  

This interplay involved a moving equilibrium, since the nature of the individuals 
would not remain static because o f  their accumulating experience, and the insti
tutions would likewise be changed by the individuals, and also by external factors, 
such as changes in the geographic environment. And such a dynamic equilibrium 
was, o f  course, precisely what Spencer 's total evolutionism demanded: a constant 
interplay and redistribution o f  forces. With respect to the applicability o f  this 
principle to the relationships between individuals and their society, we find 
Spencer saying: 

Conformably with the laws of evolution in general, and conformably with the laws of 
organization in particular, there has been, and is, in progress an adaptation of humanity 
to the social state, changing it in the direction of such an ideal congruity. And the 
corollary before drawn and here repeated, is that the ultimate man is one in  whom 
this process has gone so far as to produce a correspondence between all the promptings 
of his nature and all the requirements of his life as carried on in society.194 

Once again, it might be assumed that the acceptance of such a standard brought 
Spencer close to the "organicism " o f  Comte, Hegel, or Marx. However, once 
aga in, it is im portant to remember-and the extreme individualism o f  Spencer's 
social ethics should remind us o f  the fact-that he placed no less em phasis on the 
individual than he did u pon society as an aggreg ative organism. Pleasure and pain 
remained touchstones o f  value, for they were signs o f  well-being in the function
in g o f  the indiv idual, and the good o f  soc iety never su pplanted the good o f  indi-
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viduals, according to Spencer's view. Throughout his statement of his theory and 
his evaluation of change, both the individual and the social organism maintain 
themselves as distinct although interacting elements, both of which are to be con
sidered in understanding the forms of life which have characterized human his
tory. As each has grown, so has the other, and if society is now more developed, 
and more progressive, so too is man. While this  conclusion is directly deducible 
from what Spencer regarded as the ultimate law governing the evolutionary proc
ess, he was never wholly arbitrary in his use of that law . As we have noted, his 
theories of the association of ideas, of the inheritance of habitual associations, of 
the need for adaptation to the environment, and of the interrelation of indi
viduals and the social institutions under which they live, provided what he took 
to be an adequate explanation of the vast mass of data which he attempted to 
survey, giving scientific support to what from the first he had believed : 

Progress . . .  is not an acciden t, but a necessi ty . Instead of civilization being artificial 
i t  i s  a part of nature ; all of a piece with the development of an embryo or the unfolding 
of a flower. The modifications mankind have undergone, and are stil l undergoing, 
resul t  from a law underlying the whole organic creation ;  and provided the human race 
cont inues, and the constitution of things remains the same, those modifications must end 
in completeness . As  surely as the tree becomes bulky when i t  s tands alone ,  and 
slender if  one of a group ;  as surely as a blacksmith' s arm grows large, and the skin of a 
laborer' s hand thick; . . . as surely as a clerk acquires rapidity i n  writing and calculation ;  
. . .  as surely as a passion grows by indulgence and diminishes when restrained; as 
surely as a disregarded conscience becomes inert, and one that is obeyed active ; as surely 
as there is any meaning in such terms as habit, custom, practice ;-so surely must the 
human faculties be moulded into complete fitness for the social sta te; so surely must 
evil and immorality disappear; so surely must man become perfect. 195 

When Spencer speaks in this fashion, the term "man" must not be taken as 
referring to any individual human being, nor to individuals taken simply as a 
collective aggregate, but to a historically developing entity, Man or Humanity ;  
and this applies also to most of  those with whom we have been dealing in discus
sing either organicism or the doctrine that !\fan is to be conceived as a progressive 
being . 1 96 

As we have seen, this was a view which was, at the least, different in emphasis 
from that held by those philosophers of history in the Enlightenment who dis
cussed the education or the progress of Mankind . Change had been viewed by 
them as a tendency to bring about conditions under which truth and happiness, 
and the other values of civili zation, could be individually and collectively 
achieved . Consequently, their  emphasis  was placed on the goal of the process, on 
what was the ideal condition of man . Given their cosmopolitan standards, little 
sympathy was evinced for the earlier stages of history, which had to be overcome 
before that goal could be reached . It was as a revolt against this and other aspects 
of Enlightenment standards of value that another conception of the historical de
velopment of man was introduced : cultural diversity was emphasized, as was the 
element of tradition which served to bind a people together, giving unity to 
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historica l change. However, on this view of the human race, as one sees it par
ticularly in Herder, the species expressed itse lf in a mu ltitude o f  different ways, 
but it was not itse lf a historica l entity, a subject which had rea lity and under
went historica l change. 1 9 7 On the other hand, according t o  the metaphysica l 
idealists, the human condition did n ot remain the same : the race, as a race, had 
developed and, through se lf-education, brought about not mere ly a fu lfi lment o f  
des ires which were a lready present, but a whol ly new condition o f  man. Thus, for 
exam ple, in h is Speeches to the  German Nation,  Fichte c laimed that through 
education mankind w ou ld endow itse lf  with a new form: it wou ld actua lly create 
itse lf, making itse lf that which it had a lways imp licit ly been. 1 9 8 And Hegel's 
Phenomenology of Spirit actua lly attempted t o  trace the stages in such a se lf
creation o f  humanity, in which an increasing depth and c omprehensiveness o f  
the spirit t ook place. 1 99 

This genera l view was not a specia l characteristic of German metaphysical 
idealism ; it was, for example, equally characteristic o f  C omte, and o f  a l l  who 
came under his influence. 2 0° Furthermore, we may n ote-not without surprise
that in spite o f  Mi ll's rejection o f  C omte 's socia l views, he praised the Comtean 
conce ption o f  Humanity as an object o f  re ligious reverence. 2 0 1 Totally apart from 
that praise, the c onception o f  progressive trans formations o f  human nature was 
present throughout Mi ll 's writings; this was, in fact, the p oint at which, as we 
have seen, he pro found ly modified the associationist psycho logy o f  his predeces 
s ors. And a fter Mi ll, even independently o f  bio logica l and s ocio logica l evo lu 
tionism, there was a tendency toward a historical, deve lopmenta l psychology o f  
the human race. One sees this in G. H. Lewes' Study o f  Psycho logy, in spite o f  the 
fact that his phi losophic c onvictions demanded that he view the human mind as 
directly re lated t o  the body. The point was put very forcibly when he said, 
"Psychology investigates the Human Mind, n ot an individual's thoughts and 
fee lings. " 2 0 2 The manner in which Lewes harmonized these a pparent ly antithetica l 
views was through his acceptance o f  the d octrine o f  emergence. F or example, in 
the passage just cited he went on t o  ho ld that in man "animal impulses are 
pro found ly modified by s ocia l influences, and his higher facu lties are evo lved 
through socia l needs." And, again, one finds him saying, 

Biology furnishes both method and data in the elucidation of the relations of the 
organism and the external medium;  and so far as Animal Psychology i s  concerned this is 
enough. But Human Psychology has a wider reach, includes another important factor, 
the influence of the social medium. This is not simply an addition, . . .  it i s  a factor which 
permeates the whole composition of mind. 2 0 3  

Thus, Lewes' psycho logy was wedded t o  an historica l c onsideration of man's 
nature,2°4 and the psychology o f  the individual became in effect a psycho logy o f  
the Genera l Mind.2°5 

Finally, we may n ote that in the se lf-realizationism o f  Wundt, which was re 
latively far removed from the phi los o phic presupposit ions o f  Lewes, and certainly 
from those o f  Spencer, the same histor ica l deve lopmenta lism was at work. In 
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Wundt's Eth ics, which dates from 1886, development  furnishes the underlying 
preconception of the whole work. 2 0 6 The basis for his actual working out of his 
theory was in the famous doctrine of heterogeny of ends: 

. . .  manifestations of will, over the whole range of man's free voluntary actions, are 
always of such a character that the effects of the actions extend more or less widely beyond 
the original motives of volition, so that new motives are originated for future actions, 
and again, in turn, produce new effects. 2 0 7  

Since Wundt (like T .  H. Green) held that the ends which an individual strives 
to attain are not purely individual ends, it is obvious that his doctrine of the 
heterogeny of ends opened the door to a belief in an indefinitely extended range 
of human progress .  This belief Wundt consistently maintained . Moral value did 
not reside in the satisfaction of desires which had the individual' s  own ends as 
their goal; it was confined to those desires which were directed toward universal 
ends. 2 0 8 However, it was not merely the universal satisfaction of desire, the general 
happiness, which man had as his goal; rather, man strove for self-realization 
through an ever-increasing flow of psychical creations, 

. . .  a process in which the individual consciousness bears its part, yet whose final object 
is not the individual himself, but the universal spirit of humanity. 2 0 9  

Thus, "the ultimate end of human morality is the moral ideal, . . .  its immediate 
end is the progressive perfection of humanity." 2 1 0 While the individual conscious
ness plays an all-important part in this progress, Wundt might well have said with 
Clifford: 

Conscience and reason form an inner core in the human mind, having an origin and 
a nature distinct from the merely animal passions and perceptions; they constitute the 
soul or spirit of man, the universal part in every one of us. In these are bound up, 
embalmed and embodied, all the struggles and searchings of spirit of the countless 
generations which have made us wha.t we are. Action which arises out of that inner core, 
which is prompted by conscience and guided by reason, is free in the highest sense o f  
al l ;  this a t  last is good in  the ethical sense. And yet, when we  act with this most 
perfect freedom, it may be said that it is not we that act, but Man that worketh in us.2 1 1 

The belief that one can legitimately speak of Man, or Mankind, or Humanity, 
as a unitary historical being, as that which transcends every individual, making 
each of us what we are, was a belief which was among the most distinctive tenets 
of nineteenth-century thought. Like geneticism and like organicism-with both 
of which it was not infrequently connected-it rested on philosophic preconcep
tions which it would be well to examine. And to such tasks we shall now turn. 
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CONSTANCY AND CHANGE IN H UMAN NATURE : 

A CRITICAL AccoUNT 

Each of the doctr ines which we have now examined rejected the assumpt ion 
that the basic attr ibutes of human nature were constant, but each invoked a d if
ferent type of principle to account for the fact that changes in these attributes 
occurred. Genetic ism was concerned w ith the role of ind iv idual e xper ience in the 
formation of character; organicis m, on the other hand, turned its attention to the 
effects on the ind ividual of the patterns of culture wh ich were character istic of 
the t imes . In short, while both assumed that man's nature was almost indefinitely 
malleable, the psychological b ias of the one contrasted sharply w ith the historical 
and cultural bias of the other. Th is helps to explain how genet icism could 
flourish within the context of eighteenth-century thought, whereas organ icism 
was l inked w ith the growth of h istor ic ism. 

The third doctr ine which we have been considering, that man is by nature 
a progressive be ing, had po ints of contact w ith each of the other two v iews. It 
rese mbled organ ic ism, rather than genet icism, in tending to stress the h istorical 
development of mankind; on the other hand, it rejected the assumption that 
soc iet ies could change in an autonomous fash ion, and therefore, l ike genet ic ism, 
sought a pr imarily psychological bas is for the changing nature of man . However, 
all forms of the progress iv ist v iew rejected the emphasis wh ich both genet ic ism 
and organ ic ism had placed on the plasticity of human nature, rather than on the 
ind iv idual's act ive powers . It was this difference wh ich separated John Stuart Mill 
from the genet ic ism of pr ior assoc iat ion ism, and wh ich separated Fichte and 
Green from organic ism. As we have seen, Mi ll, Arnold, and Huxley, no less than 
F ichte and Green, held that with in man's changing nature there was a power of 
self-transformation: men had the ab il ity to bestow new capacit ies upon them
selves, actually transfor ming themselves rather than be in g transformed. Further 
more, among progress iv ist theories wh ich used the analogy of b iolog ical evolution 
to explain changes in human nature, emphas is also was placed on the active side 
of man: only when ind iv iduals varied and soc ieties were innovative could the 
selective process operate and mankind advance . Thus, on all progress ivist views, 

237 
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it was not primarily because men could be shaped by experience, but because 
they tended to bring new forces to bear upon future experience, that human 
nature itself changed. 

These differences among the various theories with which we have been con
cerned should not be allowed to conceal the point which they had in common: 
their rejection of the previously dominant nativistic views of the human mind. 
Instead of regarding variations in human behavior as merely reflecting the ways 
in which a common set of characteristics expressed themselves under varying cir
cumstances, they held that the characteristics of man's nature had basically 
changed during the history of mankind, and would presumably continue to 
change. 

In order to analyze this contention in a manner which will be directly relevant 
to issues that have been important to the social sciences from the nineteenth cen
tury to our own day, it will be useful to begin with one of the more recent forms 
of the malleability thesis, the doctrine which may be designated as "socia l condi
tion ing. " This doctrine provides a useful point of departure since it combines the 
psychological approach of geneticism with the cultural approach of organicism; 1 

furthermore, it has surely been one of the most pervasive concepts in social 
psychology in the twentieth century, on both quasi-popular and scientific levels of 
discussion. 

I .  THE CONCEPT OF SOCIAL CONDITION ING 

One need not trace the history of the concept of "social conditioning" in detail 
in order to be aware of its origins and of the sources of its appeal. When the 
doctrine of condition ing which had been developed by Pavlov in the early years 
of the century came to be known in the United States, it became an important 
force in American experimental psychology, and helped promote the acceptance 
of behaviorism, through which it had in large measure been introduced. 2  While 
Pavlov was no less opposed than were the behaviorists to any use of the concept of 
consciousness in explaining behavior, 3 his primary importance in the develop
ment of their views was through the concept of conditioning: his results had 
suggested that conditioning could provide a well-grounded alternative to in
stinctivist theories of behavior. Until then, instinctivism had been an important 
element in early twentieth-century psychological thought, since it was connected 
with those forms of comparative psychology which had been stimulated by Dar
win's evolutionary theory. Furthermore, through the influence of McDougall's 
In troduction to  Social Psycho logy the instinctivist interpretation of human 
characteristics had come to have widespread popularity in the United States, as 
well as in England. It was this popularity which the theory of conditioning began 
to undermine in the 1 920s and 1 930s. 

If we are to understand the development of the concept of "socia l condition
ing," we must not only take into account the factor of conditioning, which was 
stressed by the behaviorists, but must also note that within American psychology 
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there were those who placed great emphasis on the role of social interaction in 
the formation of character. For example, the sociologist E. A. Ross wrote a 
pioneering work entitled Social Psychology (which was published in 1908, con
temporaneously with McDougall' s  book) ,  and his account of human behavior 
assigned a primary role to imitation and custom, not to instinct. Similarly, in the 
works of C. H. Cooley and in John Dewey's influential Human Nature and Con 
duct, which was published in 192 2 ,  one can see clear exemplifications of the trend 
toward interpreting individuals as interacting with one another to form a social 
environment which enters deeply into each individual's nature. This type of 
socio-psychological theory may be said to represent one form of a theory of social 
conditioning, but unlike later forms it did not place primary emphasis upon 
environmental influences in explaining the characteristics of individuals . Instead, 
as one sees most clearly in George Herbert Mead, it emphasized the factor of an 
ongoing interchange between the individual and his social environment, through 
which each formed the other. 

The widespread acceptance of this view undoubtedly paved the way for what 
might be designated as social conditioning in its strictest, narrowest sense : a view 
which had earlier been exemplified in such works as Sumner' s  Folkways and 
Westermarck' s  Origin and Developmen t of Mora l  Ideas, both of which were 
published during exactly the same period as the social psychologies of Ross and 
McDougall. The works of Sumner and of Westermarck placed primary emphasis 
on the diversity of cultural norms, and explained the ideals of individuals in 
terms of the social group.•  This theory of moral codes exerted a considerable in
fluence on popular thought, and more than a negligible influence on sociology 
during the subsequent decades. Nevertheless, the dominance of the theory of 
social conditioning in the 1930s and subsequently is most properly identified 
with the impact of a number of anthropological investigations such as Margaret 
Mead's Coming of A ge in Samoa ( 19 28) , Growing Up in New Gu inea ( 1930) , and 
Sex and Temperament  in Three Primi t ive Societ ies ( 1935) ,  to mention merely one 
fairly typical series of related studies. In such studies one can see a strong re
semblance between the doctrine of social conditioning and organici st views of 
man's malleability. It must be remembered, however, that anthropologists of this 
period had rebelled against social evolutioni sm (and also against cultural diffu
sionism) ; as a consequence, they had rejected the possibility of giving historical 
interpretations of changing schemes of value, as nineteenth-century organicists 
had done. Furthermore, unlike most earlier organicists, these anthropologists had 
a strong positive interest in using psychological concepts in explaining the impact 
of culture on the individual; and for thi s  purpose they made use of the concept 
of "conditioning," although they first applied it in a loose and very extended 
sense. Later, under the influence of a special concern with child development, and 
with the popularity of the theory that differences in culture might be explained 
in terms of differences in child-rearing practices, the mechanisms of the relevant 
forms of conditioning were spelled out in somewhat greater detail. However, it 
is not with these differences among the proponents of various forms of social con
ditioning theory that we need here be concerned : what I first wish to establish is 
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that no form of such a theory can legitimate ly hold to an i ndefini te mal leabi l ity 
in human nature. What I have to say in this connection wi l l  shortl y be seen to 
be relevant to most of the doctrines which were characteristic of geneticism and 
of nineteenth-century organ icism as well. 

To establish this point, let us consider the conditioning experiments which 
Pavlov himself or iginal ly performed . In conditioning a dog to sal ivate at a spec ific 
sound, it was necessary that this sound should have been repeatedly connected 
with the presence of food; obviously, i f  food were not itself capable of inducing 
salivation, it could not serve as a vehicle for the conditioning process. To be sure, 
what constitutes an unconditioned response in any particular set of trials may 
itself have been due to prior conditioning. For example, it is a conditioned re
sponse that an animal sal ivates at the mere sight of food; and this  conditioned 
response can serve as a basis for further conditioning. However, the regress can
not be indefinitely extended: there must eventually be some unconditioned re
sponse (in this case, salivation when food i s  present in the dog's mouth) upon 
which the conditioned response is based. Furthermore, as Pavlov quickly d is
covered, conditioned responses do not persist through an indefinite number of 
repetitions without being restored through re-conditioning. Thus, it  i s  c lear that 
conditioning presupposes the existence of native tendencies to react in specific  
ways : not every response can be a conditioned response. 

Pavlov not only  admitted this fact, but insisted upon it. His system depended 
upon there being a relatively large number of unconditioned reflexes, and among 
those which he discussed we find not only reflexes of grasping, and of salivating 
when food is placed in the mouth, but also unconditioned reflexes which he 
designated as reflexes of purpose, of freedom, and of slavery (as when puppies fall 
on their backs in the presence of larger dogs) . 5 On the other hand, J .  B. Watson 
attempted to cut down in drastic fashion on the number of unconditioned re
sponses which psychologists would have to postulate in order to explain behavior. 
This attempt served to forward the belief that human beings were almost in
definitely malleable, and Watson himself drew this conclusion from his theory. 
Nevertheless, neither Pavlov 's experimental work, nor Watson's assumptions re
garding the existence of complicated chains of conditioned responses, provided 
concrete help in explaining the actual differences in social behavior with which 
anthropologists were concerned. Sti l l, the views of Pavlov and Watson had already 
had sufficient impact to make it appear that "conditioning" was a synonym, or 
almost a synonym, for "learning. " Under these circumstances, it was assumed that 
the differences in attitudes, bel iefs, and behavior which anthropologists described 
were to be explained in terms of "soc ial cond itioning. ""  

In contrast to the classi cal form of conditioning theory characteristic of both 
Pavlov and Watson, one must take cognizance of what is termed "instrumental 
conditioning," the condit ioning process primarily associated with the name of 
B. F. Skinner. 7 This form of conditioning theory is undoubtedly closer to what 
most persons have meant when they have spoken of "social conditioning." Accord
ing to it, a conditioned response develops and becomes stable, or it is  ex
tinguished, because it has led to what can be designated as reward or punishment. 
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For exam ple , in the e xpe rimen ts of Thorndike ,  o r  in those of Skinner, a cat 
come s t o  be conditi oned t o  pull a st ring , o r  a rat t o  pre ss a leve r, because in pa st 
t rial s these action s have led t o  obt aining food .  In short ,  the conditi oning proce ss 
is in strume ntal to the attainment of a state which the organi sm na turall y see ks, 
o r  on e which it would natu rall y avoid. On such a t heory the initial succe ss, o r  
initial failure , might be con st rued a s  having re sulte d f r om t ri al and error, or  f rom 
chance; in that c ase, the only unconditione d factors which woul d be needed t o  
expl ain the proce ss of c onditioning would a ppear t o  h ave been the animal's 
tendenc y to pu rsue o r  avoid that which se rved a s  rewa rd or puni shment . Yet , 
even in such ca se s, what i s  involved  is somewhat more com plex th an initiall y 
a ppears, f o r  in in st rumental conditioning the ten dency t o  pu rsue or avoid  that 
which serves  a s  reward o r  puni shment actu all y h as two facet s. On the one hand, 
the anim al' s behavior  would not be what it w as in the absence of some speci fic 
drive or  pro pensit y (the te rm to  be used i s  not pa rticularl y im portant) : f o r  ex
am ple , it i s  obvious  that a conditi on of de privati on with re spect t o  hunger o r  
thi rst i s  presuppo se d  in man y animal experiment s. On the othe r hand, conditi on 
in g al so dem ands th at the satisf act ion of such a drive o r  pro pen sit y will re sult in 
rein fo rcement : the animal must be a ssume d to have a tendenc y to re pe at whatever  
act s led to  t he sati sfaction of it s drive . 8 As  an exam ple of thi s second t ype of fac
t o r, we ma y refe r t o  Thorndike 's  "Law of Effect ,"  which wa s phra sed in te rms  of 
state s of a ffai rs which were sa tisfy ing o r  discomfort ing;  an d othe rs have refe rred 
t o  thi s t ype of fact or  a s  the "ten sion -reducti on " of  reinforce rs, o r  a s  "drive- reduc
ti on . "  While the theorie s c onnected with the use of the se te rms are not identical , 
each of the te rms  is meant t o  refe r t o  some generic fact o r  in condit ioning . How
ever, any such generic f act o r  i s  to  be distin gui shed from speci fic drive s o r  pro 
pensitie s, such a s  hunger, thirst , o r  a tendenc y t o  activit y .  The se two t ype s of 
fact o rs ma y be said t o  se rve quite di ffe rent expl anato ry functi ons .  A s  Skinner ha s 
argued, if one i s  attem pting t o  di scove r  ge nera l l aw s  of conditioning , one need 
not cat alogue and cla ssif y the di ffe rent f o rms  of behavior  pre sum abl y connected 
with di ffe rent pro pen sitie s-a t ask w hic h he characte rized a s  "the bot anizing of 
reflexe s ." 9 On the othe r h and, thi s should not le ad one to neglect the fact that in 
eve ry in st rumental conditioning experiment some drive or pro pen sit y is presu p
posed :  it i s  not sufficient merel y t o  a ppe al t o  the general conce pt of reinfo rcement 
(or to one of it s equivalent s) when ana lyzing the f act ors which mu st be present if 
conditi oning i s  t o  occur.  Thu s, in st rumenta l conditioning pre su ppo se s  elements in 
behavior  which a re themselve s unc onditioned,  ju st a s  c la ssical Pavlovian theory 
had done . 

It i s  at preci sel y  thi s point that one can see a m ajo r  cau se of f ailure in vaguely 
formul ated theorie s of " social conditi oning . " Those who have been identi fied 
with thi s doct rine have no t  been su fficiently c oncerned with the fact that condi
ti onin g presu ppo se s  aspect s of beh avior  which a re e ssential t o  the occurrence of 
conditioning , and are not them sel ves  product s of it . It i s ,  of course ,  possible that 
the se uncon diti oned f act ors might di ffer  widely f rom in dividu al t o  individual , 
wit h ve ry little simil ari ty am ong them; however, I know of no  one who w ould 
regard thi s as a pl au sible su gge sti on . Nor  would most psychologi sts ,  soci ol ogi st s, 
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or anthropologists be inclined to expect a high degree of variability in native 
endowment when the populations of different societies are compared. In fact, 
those who have laid greatest stress on the concept of social conditioning have been 
especially inclined to insist on the unity of mankind with respect to inherent 
capacities, and have generally rejected explanations of cultural differences which 
postulate differences in biological inheritance. Thus it would not be consistent 
for them to suppose that the process of conditioning involves widely different 
propensities in people belonging to even the most widely differing cultures. They 
generally fail to make this explicit. Instead, they emphasize the fact that what 
serves as an effective reward or punishment in one society may not do so in 
another. This is a fact which no one is likely to deny . However, from it we cannot 
legitimately infer that the propensities of people in different cultures are them
selves different, for exactly the same propensity may be satisfied by different ob
jects. It is the differences among these objects which theories of social condition
ing have stressed; unfortunately, they have not also been concerned with the 
particular propensities which must be present if conditioning is to take place at 
all. We shall later be in a better position to estimate the significance of the varia
bility of specific rewards and punishments ;  at this point it is only important that 
such variability should not be permitted to obscure the fact that whenever some
thing serves as a reward or a punishment, there is presupposed some definite type 
of propensity, in the absence of which it could not function either as a reward or 
a punishment. 

This conclusion should be sufficient to throw fundamental doubt on any thesis 
which affirms the indefinite malleability of human nature. Nevertheless, it does 
not fully uncover the flaws in the general theory of social conditioning. To do so, 
one further preliminary step must now be taken : it must be shown that the theory 
of conditioning does not commit us to holding that there is only a restricted 
range of basic properisities in human nature. Once this is acknowledged, it will 
quickly become evident why social conditioning only remains plausible as long as 
it remains vaguely stated. 

From a number of points of view it might be considered theoretically satisfac
tory if one could successfully hold that the only unconditioned responses in hu
man beings could be reduced to some very small number, and it might seem to be 
maximally satisfactory if there were only one type of unconditioned response. 
Perhaps the most persistently prevalent theory which has attempted to explain 
all human action in terms of a single causal factor has been psychological 
hedonism. Originally, hedonistic theories of motivation were phrased in a manner 
that emphasized the universality of a desire for pleasurable experiences : for con
tinuing in a state of hedonic satisfaction, or for achieving as much future pleasure 
as one could. The differences among the variant forms of this general type of 
hedonistic theory should not be minimized ; however, each was a theory which 
treated the desire for pleasure (or for the avoidance of pain) as a specific pro
pensity regulating all behavior. It was assumed either to do so directly, or because 
new desires and aversions could be built into us through the pleasures and pains 
which we had experienced in the past. Nevertheless ,  as we noticed in discussing 
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Fichte and Green, pleasure is frequently only a by-product of the satisfaction of 
desire, rather than being that which itself elicits the desire . It is therefore not 
plausible to hold that our only propensity is that which directs us to seek pleasure . 

There is another form of hedonism which supposedly avoids this difficulty . It 
was held by Locke and, as we have noted, it was the view which John Stuart Mill 
adopted in opposition to Bentham's psychology . According to it, the decisive 
factor in motivation is the pleasantness or unpleasantness accompanying present 
ideas, not a desire for future pleasures ;  it has therefore often been referred to as 
"psychological hedonism of the present moment . " Unlike the more traditional 
form of psychological hedonism, this theory does not hold that there is only one 
fundamental propensity in human nature; in fact, it does not refer to specific 
propensities at all . Rather, it  suggests that affective tone provides the common 
denominator which is present whenever action follows one course rather than 
another; it is thus roughly comparable to more recent explanatory concepts, such 
as "the law of effect . " Unlike them, this form of hedonism does not lend itself to 
the explanation of animal behavior, nor does it serve to explain those forms of 
human behavior which do not include deliberate choice :  it is surely not on every 
occasion that, before acting, we envision some future state of affairs, and are led 
to act as we do because our idea is either agreeable or not . r n  Therefore, it would be 
self-defeating for those who may wish to explain all human behavior in terms of 
some single common denominator if they were to accept this form of hedonism . 
Furthermore, it is important to note that, even in those cases in which the theory 
might be applied, it does not serve to explain the existence of our drives or pro
pensities: if we were not attracted or repelled by an envisioned state of affairs, the 
idea of that state of affairs would not be pleasant or unpleasant to us . Therefore, 
like the law of effect, the theory would not offer a sufficien t  explanation of the 
springs of action: appetency remains irreducible to the concepts of pleasure and 
pain. 

If this point may now be taken for granted, we can turn to the question of 
whether the drives, propensities, or appetites which are not themselves engendered 
by conditioning, but which must be presupposed in order to explain it, are to be 
assumed to be highly restricted in number, or whether it is plausible to assume 
that there are many such tendencies . In order to answer this question, no extensive 
"botanizing of reflexes" is demanded . \Vhen we consider the general nature of the 
experimental method (which is most effective when only one factor is varied at a 
time), we can understand why, in conditioning experiments, every effort is made 
to elicit responses which presuppose only one very specific native propensity, in 
order that all variations among the responses will be attributable to the process 
of conditioning itself . Thus, only hunger will be presupposed in one particular 
set of experiments; in another, only thirst . For the same reason, environmental 
conditions must be carefully controlled in a stimulus-response experiment, so that 
the responses elicited are-in so far as possible-limited to those directly involved 
in the conditioning . Bearing these methodological demands in mind, one can 
readily understand why the units of behavior in conditioning experiments tend 
to be restricted to relatively simple elements . However, the same propensities 
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which are essential to the conditioning process under artificially controlled condi
tions are, of course, known to enter into far more complex forms of behavior in 
both animals and humans. Hunger, for example, gives rise to food-seeking be
havior which can be much more complicated than pressing a treadle or running a 
maze. What is said of hunger can also be said of thirst; or it can be said of any 
other propensity used in animal conditioning. It is to be noted, however, that 
these are themselves different propensities: hunger is not to be identified with 
thirst, nor is either to be identified with the avoidance of electric shock, 1 1  Further
more, hunger and thirst and shock-avoidance by no means exhaust the list of 
propensities which have been used in conditioning experiments. As H. F. Harlow 
and his ass�xiates, as well as others, have shown, the satisfaction of curiosity can 
be as effective a reward as is food when monkeys are being conditioned; manipula
tion as well as exploratory behavior have also functioned in this way in animal 
experiments. Given even this degree of variety of drives, propensities, or appetites, 
all of which are sufficiently specific to provide a basis for animal conditioning 
under experimental conditions, the range of unconditioned propensities which 
might reasonably be assumed to be present among animals would be rather 
wide; 1 2  among men, there is reason to believe, it would be very wide indeed. 

The assumption that the repertory of human propensities may be wider than 
that of animals demands some defense. Against that assumption, some might be 
inclined to invoke C. Lloyd Morgan's well-known canon. In his pioneering work 
in comparative psychology in 1894, Morgan stated his canon as follows: 

In no case may we interpret an action as the outcome of the exercise of a higher psychical 
faculty, if it can be interpreted as the outcome of one which stands lower in the 
psychological scale.1 3 

This methodological principle has led to the supposition that all complex forms 
of behavior can be analyzed in terms of compounding factors which are simpler 
in character; and it must be admitted that, in many cases, the results of such 
analyses have been wholly adequate. However, it is worth noting that Morgan 
tended to look upon his principle as a necessary consequence of evolutionary 
theory, as one can note in his use of the terms "higher" and " lower . " 1 4  Interpret
ing it in this fashion, one can presumably drastically reduce the number of dif
ferent factors which must be invoked to explain the behavior of the higher 
animals ; thus, Morgan's canon would seem to conform to the principle of Ock
ham's razor, avoiding the multiplication of different "entities. "  In general, animal 
psychologists have tended to interpret the canon this way, and have not been 
tempted to challenge it. On the other hand, one should notice that this canon 
makes the explanation of the behavior of the so-called higher animals far more 
complex than it might otherwise be presumed to be: in explaining what are 
designated as higher processes in terms of compounding those which are lower, 
one does save ent i t ies, but in doing so, one multiplies the steps through which 
such an explanation must proceed. Therefore, if Ockham's razor is interpreted as 
commending the simplest explanat ion ,  it would not necessarily constitute an 
endorsement of Morgan's canon. Now, I do not believe it possible to hold that 
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one should always seek simplicity in explanation at t he cost of multiplying 
entitie s, nor that one should always proceed in t he opposite direction; on the 
contrary, I am inclined to believe that t he relative adequacy of eit her proced ure 
must be decided from case to ca se .  Neverthele ss, i n  t he contex t of t hi s di scu ssion 
of Morgan's canon, and of t he presuppositions  of the proce sses  of conditioning, I 
wish to argue that it i s  not nece ssary, in principle, for us  to a ssume that the num
ber of independent unconditi oned propensitie s in human nature mu st be re 
stricted to very few. 

Evolutionary theory doe s  not demand that such should be the ca se . In fact, 
w hen Darwin analyzed animal instinct in the Origin of Species, he a ssumed t hat 
these inherited c hanges in b ehavior could be explained by the same factor s a s  
changes in bodily organs ;  in  both case s, natural selection acted upon in dividual 
variations  and, over the course of time, gave rise to new forms .  Thus, it i s  w holly 
consonant with Darwinian theory to hold t hat new and more complex forms of 
behavior are due to c hanges in t he con stitution of organi sms, rather t han being 
complex re sultant s of simpler pattern s of reaction .  In fact, conside ri ng the evolu
tionary changes in t he nervous  sy stems of t he higher animals, it might even be 
considered surpri sing were there no  characteristic s of human behavior w hic h 
were wit hout counterpart s among many of the lower animals. Evolutionary t heory 
doe s  not force us  to suppose t hat the only di stinctive characteri stic s of new specie s 
wi ll be anatomical feature s w hich are readily appar ent, and that no c hange s in the 
propen sitie s and behavioral capacitie s of t hese species will accompany the other 
c hanges whic h they have undergone. 

To be sure, if one were to say that t he propensitie s of men were ab solutely 
different from those of any other anim als, one would be making a claim t hat 
would be regarded a s  implausible by evolutionists. T hi s  would al so be true if the 
lines of kin ship w hich one claimed to trace between the p syc hological character
i stics of men and other animals did not in general conform to t he lines of 
biological de scent t hat evolutionary t heory has e stablished . Neither claim i s  here 
being made . The on ly p oint at i ssue i s  w hether evolutionary t heory does  not 
permit u s  to suppose that along with those p sychological trait s in w hic h men and 
other animal s re semble one another there may not be a number of in herited 
capacitie s which are crucial for t he analysi s  of human behavior, but w hich are 
not possessed by most other specie s; and w hether, among t hese, there may not also 
be some not posse ssed even by t hose animals most closely re sembling man . 1 " It 
seems t o me not in the least implau sible to hold that such is the ca se. 

However, there is a rather wide spread tendency to a ssume t hat t he basi s for 
every unconditioned drive or reflex, and for every inherited capacity, must be 
connected  with some specific organ or structure, a s  hunger i s  often a ssumed to be 
connected with t he stomach, sex wit h t he genital organs, re flexe s  wit h specific 
neural connect ion s, etc. 1 6 Once t his a ssumpti on is made, any attempt t o enlarge 
the number of man 's propensitie s beyond the limit of t hose a scri bed to ot her 
animals i s  likely to encounter difficultie s, since t he supposedly relevant anatomical 
feature s of men will have close analogue s among other specie s .  However, t he 
assumption i s  one w hich should not be made . Totally apart from t he doubt w hich 
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attaches to the analysis of either hunger or sex in these terms, it will be recalled 
that Pavlov believed it necessary to assume unconditioned reflexes of freedom, of 
power, and of slavery, which are not related to specific organs. While he firmly 
believed that every response, whether conditioned or unconditioned, did depend 
upon neural mechanisms, he did not insist that it was necessary to discover them 
in order to decide that a particular form of behavior was conditioned, or that it 
was an unconditioned response. The same point has, of course, been a basic 
methodological principle in B. F. Skinner's work, which involves a self-conscious 
attempt to avoid any physiological assumptions whatsoever, let alone assumptions 
which relate to specific anatomical organs. One can in fact be as reductionistic as 
one likes with reference to the physiological foundations of behavior without 
assuming that every basic drive must be connected with a specific organ or with a 
specific neural connection. Therefore, the similarity of man to other animals with 
respect to anatomical structure is largely irrelevant to the question of what are 
the basic propensities of human nature. 

Bearing this in mind, and in order to make the following discussion more con
crete, I should now like to propose that among men's basic propensities there is 
one which was most commonly designated as "pride" by eighteenth-century moral 
psychologists, but which might better be termed self-esteem. I place no special 
emphasis on singling out this particular propensity for attention, and it would 
not be fundamentally damaging to the points which I wish to make if one could 
show that it happens to be a response acquired through experience, by means of 
conditioning. 1 7 What I wish to illustrate is the fact that while self-esteem is surely 
not a derivative of the specific propensities which are used in the experimental 
conditioning of animal behavior, and while we are not likely to attribute it to 
animals, 1 8 nor likely to be able to find any specific anatomical or neural basis for 
it, it is itself an important factor in influencing human behavior; furthermore, it 
is especially important in what is referred to as "social conditioning." 

Consider, for example, the manner in which praise and blame can be used in 
guiding the actions of children. Casting these facts into the terminology used in 
conditioning theory, we may say that the rewards and punishments which serve as 
reinforcements with respect to some social actions often consist in having other 
persons praise us or blame us. Nevertheless, if we are to derive satisfaction from 
another's praise, or to be troubled by his blame, we must first have an inclination 
to be thought well of by others. This is in principle no different from the fact that 
food can only serve as a positive reinforcer for a rat because that rat, without 
being conditioned, is the sort of organism which (under the conditions of the 
experiment) has strong food-seeking propensities. Similarly, we are the sorts of 
organisms whose social conditioning would not proceed as it often does, if we 
were not affected by self-esteem, and if we were not also tied to others by bonds 
which make their feelings toward us relevant to our own self-feelings. Thus, the 
efficacy of self-esteem in social conditioning is closely tied to the existence of what 
has often been loosely designated as sympathy .  Yet self-esteem and sympathy are 
not the same, for either can function independently of the other. In the particular 
case with which we are here concerned, that of conditioning by means of praise or 
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blame, both propensities m ust be ass umed to be present: there m ust be an urge 
to think well of oneself, and, in addition, there m ust also be bonds of a ffectivity 
which relate us with others, in order that it should happen that what they may 
think of us will influence what we think of o urselves. 

Of course, there are cases in which self-esteem and sympathy may not enter into 
what is often designated as "social conditioning." In some cases, we have learned 
to pay attention to the good or bad opinions of others through having learned 
that it will be of some special advantage for us to do so: in s uch cases, we are 
primarily interested in assuring o urselves of fut ure rewards, or seeking to avoid 
oyert p unishment. However, we are not always thus motivated. There are 
phenomena s uch as being o ffended by others, and "being o ffended " is different 
from being physically h urt ; yet both types of being "hurt" are e ffective condi
tioners. In fact, each type seems to be e ffective in all societies of which we have 
careful reports ; it might therefore be safe to ass ume that each is eq ually to be 
regarded as rooted in man 's nature, rather than itself having been "socially con
ditioned ." 

To be s ure, those who have stressed social conditioning have placed great 
emphasis on the fact that individuals in di fferent societies manifest sympathy or 
self-esteem, or other similar states, under very different sets of circ umstances ; they 
have also stressed the fact that the forms through which s uch attit udes express 
themselves di ffer widely. That there is s uch diversity is a fact which, as I have 
admitted, no one would be inclined to deny. The q uestion, however, is whether 
sympathy or self-esteem could be condit ioned in to an organism if either were 
originally absent ; and, if so, upon what unconditioned responses s uch a process of 
conditioning would rely. To make a plausible case for holding that either is in 
fact a product of prior conditioning, one must be in a position to s uggest how 
the conditioning proceeded: as we have seen, neither Pavlovian nor instrumental 
conditioning can take place unless unconditioned propensities are present and 
serve as a foundation for the conditioned responses. However, it is worth noting 
that even if traits s uch as sympathy or self-esteem are probably not explicable in 
terms of conditioning, s uch traits can be rem oved, or rendered generally inopera
tive, through conditioning. For example, in describing experimentation on a 
partic ular dog, Pavlov showed that what he designated as an unconditioned reflex 
of freedom could be removed through a process of condit ion ing. 1 9 In th is case, as 
in many others, there is an asymmetry between the possibility of conditioning "in" 
and conditioning "o ut": the fact that a person can be trained n o t  to he sym
pathetic under certain circumstances does not prove that he was first rendered 
capable of feeling sympathy by any analogous process of conditioning . 

Taking this into account, we are in a better position to understand some aspects 
of the variability which characterizes di fferent societies. Given similar propen
s ities, we may expect that the occasions on which these propensities will be ex
h ibited may ( in some cases at least) be a ffected by the manner in which rewards 
and p un ishments were d istributed under ro ughly similar circumstances in the 
past. Some of these rewards and p unishments might have been deliberately as
s igned w ithin the soc iety ; others m ight have arisen independently of conscious 
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design. In either case, certain standardized forms of behavior could result; but 
these forms of behavior might be expected to vary from one society to another. 
That such variability could occur, and could nonetheless be consistent with the 
presence of the same propensities in all societies, should be obvious from the fact 
that even propensities such as hunger and thirst can be satisfied by different 
objects, and from the fact that sexual drives can be satisfied in variant ways. In 
the case of a propensity wch as self-esteem, the occasions which would provide for 
its gratification, or occasion its frustration, would be myriad: it is difficult to 
imagine any object which might not, on some occasion, be experienced as having 
a direct connection with a person's self-esteem. Granted these facts, it would be 
astounding if there were not radically different ways in which different societies 
(each of which had developed through a different history in a different environ
ment) rewarded or punished the various ways in which specific human pro
pensities were satisfied. 

Or, to put the matter differently, in terms more closely related to the theory of 
conditioned responses : different forms of behavior will be reinforced in different 
societies, just as different animal responses are reinforced in different experiments. 
Nevertheless, we must in every case assume the existence of particular propen
sities which are satisfied in the course of these experiments, or reinforcement would 
not occur. Similarly, when one says that particular social responses are either 
rewarded or punished, there must be preexisting propensities with reference to 
which something serves as a reward or a punishment. It is these preexisting, 
underlying drives or tendencies which are neglected in the usual, vaguely formu
lated, statements which hold that men are indefinitely mal leable, being formed by 
socia l  conditioning. As soon as attention shifts to the propensities which must be 
postulated in order to account for conditioning itself, the plausibility of the 
thesis of complete malleability quickly disappears. One will then become aware 
of some needs which human beings must have been able to satisfy in order that 
they could survive, either individually or as a species. Any such needs could not, 
of course, be assumed to have been engendered by social conditioning, since their 
existence, and the means of satisfying them, would be presupposed if social life 
were to be possible at a ll .  Furthermore, if one assumes that psychological char
acteristics tend to be the same in all individuals belonging to the same biological 
species, varying around some fairly constant biologically based norms, the postu
late of indefinite malleability suffers further loss in plausibility. What then be
comes import;mt, of course, is to explain the degree of variabi lity which one finds 
in human behavior from society to society. Our consideration of conditioning 
theory suggests a way in which this variability can be explained. Differences in 
the conditions accompanying the exercise of any propensity wil l lead to di f
ferences in the ways in which that propensity wil l  be expressed ; at the same time, 
however, it will not be possible even to begin to explain the behavior if one does 
net first acknowledge the existence of the propensity itself. Since, as we have seen, 
even in the most restricted forms of animal experimentation various different 
propensities account for the conditioning which takes place, one would expect 
that under non-experimenta l  conditions (in which neither the propensities nor 
the environments are rigidly controlled) an interplay of factors would be present 
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and a greater degree of variability in individual response s  w ould therefore occur. 
Thus, even were one t o  assume t ha t  the proce sse s  of c onditi o ning are the sole 
fact ors invo lved in learning,2° the the si s  of indefinite human malleability would 
be erroneous in the form in w hic h it was e spoused  both  by tho se subscribing t o  
genetici sm and by those w ho accepted organici sm. 

First, l et u s  con sider the di fficultie s in genetici sm, in so far a s  it i s  a theory of 
malleability. 2 1  It will be recalled that genetici sm viewe d the development of in
dividuals a s  shaped by the specific nature of their experience s, eac h per son being 
the product of t he serie s of influences brought t o  bear upon him in t he circum
stance s in w hic h he was placed. T he model on w hich t hi s  t he ory of c haracter was 
originally based was the doctrine of t he a ssociation of ideas, according t o  w hich 
all knowledge could be traced back t o  a series of i deas inscribed on t he mind by 
experience. To be sure, neither Hobbes n or Locke had accepted a ssociationi sm in 
t hi s  form, and t here were variou s differences among other a ssociationist s. How
ever, the standard manner of treating the a ssociation of ideas a s  an explanatory 
principle was t o  hol d  t hat the mind wa s fundamentally passive in acquiring 
knowledge, t he primary connections among our ideas being dependent upon the 
order and fre quency of their pre sentation. N ow, it i s  t o  be noted that the principle 
of the a ssociation of ideas w ould n ot, of itself, account for t he formation of a per
son 's character, for w hile it might be assumed t o  account for hi s t hought s, it 
would only account for hi s behavior in so far a s  hi s thoughts were re sponsible for 
hi s behavior, either directly or indirectly. Therefore, in accounting for the sum 
total of an indiv idual 's behavior, some principle in additi on to  t he a ssociation of 
ideas was called for. As  we have noted, thi s  principle was general ly taken to  be 
one or another form of egoi stic impulse, the most common interpre tati on of such 
an impul se being hedoni stic: that every per son , on all occa sion s, i s  motivated by 
a propensity to favor that w hic h brings pleasure or avoi ds pain . Given the assump 
t ion that men are so motivated, and t hat associative connecti ons have been formed 
between particular state s of a ffair s  and past pleasures or pain s, every individual 's 
tendency t o  be have in one way rather than another can be explained in term s of 
the effec ts of his past experiences :  the order and fre quency of occurrence of the 
elements in hi s past experience will a ccount for the a ssociations among  hi s ideas 
and for the fact that he seek s or avoids certain object s. Thu s  it i s  hi s past which 
wil l make him into w hatever he becomes. 

Our preceding analy si s  of " social c onditioning" should have been sufficient to  
show t hat t hi s  classic a ssociationist form of  genetici sm i s  basically misleading. 
Even if it were t rue that a propensity t o  favor pleasure over pain were regarded 
a s  the decisive factor in every instance in w hich any individual behave s in one 
way rather t han another,2 2  it w ould still remain t he case t hat in many suc h in
stances t hi s  hedonic propensity can come into play only because the individual 
has other propensitie s a s  well . A s  we have seen, t he se pro pensitie s must t hemselves 
be unconditioned, ju st a s  it is a ssumed that the tendency t o  fav or plea sure over 
pa in i s  a native, uncon ditioned propensity. Thus the attempt t o  explain t he t otal 
character of a person through the effect s of pa st experience upon him i s  a program 
which simply cannot be carried t hr ough .  

To  be sure, we have admitted t hat t he e ffect s of  experience will have a great 
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deal to do with how an individual's propensities will be channeled, and in this 
sense every individual may be said to be malleable in some degree. This follows 
from the fact that different objects are capable of satisfying the same propensity. 
Of course, the types of object capable of doing so are sometimes relatively 
restricted; not everything, for example, can serve as a foodstuff and allay the 
hunger of human beings. In other cases, however, the range of potential satisfiers 
seems to be almost indefinitely extensible, as we noted with respect to self-esteem. 
Yet, even in the latter type of case, the propensity itself is not an effect of learn
ing, nor can its first manifestations be ,held to be: the effects of experience can 
only come into play after there has been some actual experience in which that 
particular propensity was or was not satisfied, and whether it was then satisfied 
would have been dependent on forces operating then, not in the past .  This point 
is so obvious that it probably appears not worth saying; yet it is highly important, 
for it applies in every case, and not merely in the case of what is taken to be the 
first instance in which some propensity comes into play. This fact is easily over
looked because the effects of experience are often so obvious in influencing the 
choices which we make. However, in all cases in which anything that we choose 
proves to be either satisfying or dissatisfying, it has that character here and now, 
not in the past. It is, then, because of a direct relationship between a present 
state of affairs and a present propensity that we find something satisfying or not .  
While past experience may strengthen a propensity which we already had, and 
while it may also have established the fact that a particular type of action can 
satisfy a particular propensity, this by no means proves that present satisfactions 
are derivative from past satisfactions. In short, satisfaction is not itself a product 
of learning, even in those cases in which learning may help to explain how we 
came to seek satisfaction in one quarter rather than another. It is a confusion 
with respect to this point that accounts for the fact that variations in the forms of 
expression of a propensi ty have led so many people to hold that where a person 
finds satisfaction is merely a matter of how he has been trained. This, as we have 
seen, was unfortunately the lesson which was drawn by the later associationists 
and, more recently, by those who have sought to explain human behavior in terms 
of "social conditioning. " Both schools have inferred, from the variety of the 
changes in behavior which can be traced to learning, that the only stable psycho
logical factors in human nature are very general, contentless principles according 
to which the individual's nature is affected by his experience. That such a view 
should have been held prior to the rise of evolutionary biology is more readily 
understandable than that it is s till widely held. 

2. THE LIMITS OF ORGANICISM 

Up to this point we have directed our attention to that form of the malleability 
thesis which rests on psychological grounds, that is , we have been concerned with 
geneticism. It is now necessary to consider the views of those who have argued for 
the same conclusion on the basis of the history of human development. This, as 
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we have seen, was a position which Comte and Hegel and Marx held in common. 
Each held that human nature is not constant, but changes as the forms of human 
social life change. On their view an understanding of the nature of a person is not 
to be gained through tracing the specific series of experiences which make up his 
personal history, as geneticism held; rather, we must approach the individual 
through first understanding the dominant cultural forces in the community to 
which he belongs. Since this approach to the fundamental forms of human be 
havior did not rest on the concept of conditioning, nor on any direct analogue o f  
it, the foregoing argument cannot be assumed to provide a cogent reason for re 
jecting the organicist version of the malleability thesis .2 3 Furthermore, if we are to 
show in what precise respects the malleability thesis is mistaken, we must dis 
engage it from other issues with which it may sometimes be associated. For ex 
ample, organicism is not necessarily connected with the belief that there is an 
evolutionary pattern to which all social institutions must themselves conform. 
While these two doctrines were not adequately separated in the thought of Comte, 
Hegel, or Marx, Durkheim's sociological theory provides a case in which it is easy 
to see that the arguments in favor of organicism can be wholly independent of 
considerations which presuppose an evolutionary point of view .2t In what follows, 
I shall therefore treat the q uestion of organicism as a problem i n  sociological 
theory, separating it from those developmental questions with which it was 
frequently entangled in nineteenth-century thought. 25 

There is one presupposition basic to all forms of organicism. It consists in hold 
ing that, even though the existence of human societies presupposes the existence 
of individuals, no society is simply an interacting aggregate of individuals: 
societal facts are irreducible to facts concerning the beliefs, desires, habits, actions, 
etc. , of the individuals on whose activities the existence of the societv de pends. 

MAN AS A PROGRESSIVE BEING 2 1 9  

that fundamental principle of Reason which lies behind and beyond Nature and 
which is indeed the well-spring from which the individual's own free, creative 
activity comes. 

The similarities between the thought of T. H. Green and Fichte are striking, 
in spite of the differences between the points of depart ure which characterized 
their theories of knowledge. Whereas Fichte had attempted to overcome dichot
omies within the Kantian system, and thus correct it, Green was not primarily 
concerned with it s outcome; instead, he used Kant's general view o f  the mind's 
j udgmental activity as a means of attacking the empiricist tradition in British 
philosophy. As we shall see, he too reached an idealist metaphysics in which na
ture itself was taken to be an expression of mind; this Jed him-as it had Jed 
Fichte-to reject the view that the mind's activities were subject to natural law, 
and therefore unfree. Furthermore, like Fichte, he couched his theory of man's 
basic nature in terms of a striving toward self-realization and, in defending this 
standard, he too was emphatic in his rejection of hedoni sm. 

All of this constituted a self-conscious attack on the current form of British 
empiricism. However, it should be noted that Green's was by no means the first 
such attack within the century: others, both in England and Scotland, had already 
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power over him, "they impose themselves upon him, independent of his indi
vidual will." 3 0  This externality and objectivity was the basis on which Durkheim 
argued against any attempt to reduce societal facts to the thoughts and actions of 
individuals : what is true of any given individual is true of every individual-each 
is constrained by societal facts , and indeed, within any given society , each is 
constrained by the same set of facts , by a system of punishment, by a system of 
kinship, etc. Therefore, one must resist the temptation to suppose that societal 
facts can be reduced, seria tim, to an aggregate of interactions among individuals :  
it i s  the pattern which i s  all-important, and i t  i s  the pattern which constrains 
every individual within the society . In short, when we are dealing with institu
tions , it is gro5sly misleading to say that we are dealing with nothing more than a 
set of interactions among individuals, for these individuals are not simply reacting 
to each other; it is to the institutional pattern of action , which each has learned, 
that each is reacting. 

In seeking to describe the difference between the sphere of individual thought 
and action and the nature of institutions , Durkheim appealed to the concept of 
"collective representations. "  While it is not difficult to understand why he did so, 
the term immediately gave rise to misunderstandings and needless debate. 3 1 For 
our purposes , we shall avoid his terminology and speak of institutions , using that 
term to refer to all aspects of a society which, in consonance with Durkheim's 
main line of argument, are not reducible to the behavior of individuals. That 
there are such aspects is a point on which I am in agreement with Durkheim, and 
also, of course, with Comte, Hegel , and Marx. 

One standard objection to all forms of this thesis is that the elements on which 
every aspect of social life depends are to be found in the activities of individual 
human beings; that a society is simply a group of people living and working 
together. Or, differently put, it is claimed that a society is, simply, its members. 
Durkheim denied this proposition , constructing a defense in terms of the doctrine 
of emergence , as that doctrine had been applied in chemistry and in biology . 3 2 

However, in order to defend Durkheim's general position, it is not necessary to 
follow him along this brambly path. Instead, one can show that the objection 
itself rests on a fundamental mistake: that it assumes that when one says of a 
group of individuals that they are "members of a society" we mean to affirm that 
a society is composed of individuals who are its constitutive elements or parts . 
However, if we are to make sense of the fact that a particular society cannot be 
said to have undergone a change, as a society , because a king dies or a presidential 
term expires , we cannot say that it is individual persons who are the constitutive 
elements of societies ; rather, it is the roles which individuals play that compose a 
society's "parts." Roles , however, are defined by institutions ;  and while roles may 
be inherited, ascribed, or won by individuals , they are not identical with the 
individuals who function in them, nor are individuals identical with their roles . 3 3 

If this is not already obvious , the reader need merely take account of the fact that , 
when we describe the differences between two societies , we do not describe specific 
individuals who live in those societies; we describe each society as a system of 
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role s , taking into account the different role s which any one individual can a ssume; 
that i s , we describe societie s in institutional terms.  

There are , of course , other standard objection s  t o  the type of thesi s  which 
Durkheim maintained , in defen se of which the preceding argument wa s con
str ucted . Some are based on epi stemological grounds (e.g. , "How can we know 
instit ution s  except by observing individual behavior ?") ;  other s are based on 
quasi -metaphysical ground s (e.g. , "How can in stitutions  be said to  be real , except 
in so far a s  they exi st i n  the behav ior of individuals?") .  I shall not attempt to  deal 
with such objections here.  In my opinion , the preceding argument i s  deci sive a s  
an answer to  the view that in stitution s  m ust  b e  red ucible to  the behavior of indi
viduals , and thi s view i s  one on which , to some extent , most formulation s of both 
the epi stemological and the metaphysical objection s re st .  A s  I shall now show , 
the argument which I have given i s  al so deci sive a s  an argument against or

gan ic1sm. 
There i s  no paradox in h olding that the same argument can function in defend

ing the irreducibility of societal fact s and al so function as a counter-arg ument 
again st organicism: a s  I have already remarked , the the si s  that in stit ution s  cannot 
be red uced to  the behavior of individuals i s  a necessary presupposition of or
ganicism , but thi s  irreducibility doe s  n ot provide a sufficien t condition for 
organici sm 's truth . 34 We shall now quickly see that thi s i s  the ca se. 

In arguing that it i s  not individ ual s who are the constitutive elements in a 
society , we saw that it was nece ssary to  di st ing uish between individ ual s and their 
role s. While we saw that thi s di stinct ion en sures the irreducibility of societ al 
fact s , it al so e stabli shes the point that the individual cannot be identified with 
whatever social role s he may p iay. In fact , we have already n oted in pa ssing that 
any one individual plays a n umber of different role s ;  and , of cour se ,  d ifferent 
individ ual s in the same society often play exactly the same role s. Th is doe s  n ot 
serve to make the two individuals one , nor doe s  it suggest that they will closely 
re semble one another in temperament or ideas , nor in all a spect s of their behavior , 
merely because they have the same social roles to  play . Thi s point i s  obvious if 
one simply c on siders how the individ ual personality of a president or a king may 
affect the functioning of a society , even though the description of that society , a s  
a society , doe s  not change merely because one pre sident or king has succeeded the 
other: unless the effect s of their personal differences change the institutional re 
lationsh ip s within the society , the fact of a royal or a pre sidential succession doe s  
not force us to  describe the society in different terms .  

Should the foregoing point seem in any way doubtful , we may ret urn to  the 
fact from which we started in explaining Durkheim 's views. Every individual , as  
he in si sted , i s  born into an ongoing society , and the d uties which he i s  to  perform 
are something external to  himself; they are defined by law and by custom , and 
must be learned . 35 However , it i s  a h uman individual who learn s what the se laws 
and customs are , and the capacitie s necessary for social learning-for coming into 
one 's social inheritance-must be innate. For example , one such capacity i s  the 
ability to use fa.nguages: whatever characteri st ic s underlie thi s a bility must be 
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inherited before any particular language to which the child is exposed can be 
learned. What is true in this case is true also in others : members of the human 
species must possess certain psychological characteristics not possessed by other 
species, for only our species has developed a form of existence which is entirely 
dependent on the transmission of learned modes of behavior. Thus, underlying 
all cultural differences between societies, there are similarities in inherited 
capacities which are not themselves explicable in social terms. 

A similar point can be made through a comparison of individual persons, 
rather than through the contrast between humans and other species. We find 
significant variations in the capacities of different persons. Even if it were never 
the case that the variations which we note are solely attributable to the indi
vidual 's biological inheritance, there can be no doubt that there are some in
herited differences in the capacities for learning which different individuals 
possess. Such differences would not themselves be attributable to the social roles 
which people assume in the course of their lives. 3 " Therefore, in so far as Durk
heim's type of position depends upon the fact that individuals are molded by 
their social inheritance acquired through an educative process, it does not estab
lish a complete malleability of human nature: the capacities for learning which 
human beings possess are not themselves functions of the societies in which they 
live. Rather, we are forced to say that, in order to understand the nature of hu
man beings in any society whatsoever, we need a science of psychology which is 
independent of sociology. This, as we saw, was a point which Comte, Hegel, and 
Marx all denied. 

Durkheim differed from them in believing in a science of psychology which 
would investigate the connections among "individual representations," as distinct 
from "collective representations. " Nonetheless, he drastically restricted the scope 
of those phenomena with which psychological explanations are usually assumed 
to be concerned: wherever the subject-matter of thought involved what he termed 
"collective representations," he assigned the question of why individuals thought 
in that way to the province of sociological explanation, not to psychology. This 
procedure is most apparent in the introductory and concluding chapters of The 
Elemen tary Forms of t he Rel igious L ife. 

It is not easy to state Durkheim's position with respect to how society influences 
human thought without using his concept of "collective representations; "  none
theless, I shall once again avoid using that term because of the confusions which 
it tends to invite. Putting the matter quite generally, what Durkheim attempted 
to establish was that the forms of life characteristic of a particular society con
stitute the sources for whatever is common in the ways in which its individual 
members think. He held this conviction not only with respect to moral and 
religious beliefs, but with respect to the categories of time, space, causality, and 
the like. In fact, he held that whatever appears to us as a priori, rather than as 
being based upon our individual experience, is a product of the form of life of 
our social group. 37  As he said in speaking of the categories, "Not only is it society 
which has founded them, but their contents are the different aspects of the social 
being. " He illustrated this general dictum by saying: 
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I t  i s  the rhythm of social l ife which i s  at the basis of the category of time; the territory 
occupied by the society furnished the material for the category of  space ; i t  is the 
collective force which was the prototype of the concept of efficient force, an essential 
force, an essential element in  the category of causality.38 

In speaking in this way, Durkheim did not intend to suggest that the rudimentary 
forms of temporal and spatial experience were socially acquired ; in an im
mediately subsequent paragraph he admitted that such forms of experiencing 
were undoubtedly found in animals as well as in human beings. What he wished 
to establish was the fact that our general conceptual frameworks of space and 
time-that is, the ways in which we organize the experienced world-are a func
tion of the forms of life characteristic of our society. Time, he held, is organized 
and measured by the recurrence of rites and public ceremonials ; space is given its 
coordinates of right and left, up and down, north and south, in terms of values 
attributed to specific regions by  the society, and in some societies the totality of 
space is conceived according to the same plan which characterizes the manner in 
which the tribal community is divided. 39 Furthermore, Durkheim attributed the 
concept of to ta lity itself, which he regarded as performing a crucial role in build
ing up the conceptual frameworks of space and of time, to a sense of the social 
group as a totality.4 0 

The concrete evidence which Durkheim o ffered in favor of this radical thesis 
was really very slight, even if one were not to challenge any of his interpretations 
of that evidence. The basis on which he rested his case was less a matter of 
empirical evidence than of one particular argument : that concepts could not 
originate in the experience of individuals, for they would not then be universally 
shared by the members of a society. In advancing this argument, Durkheim con
tended that each individual 's experience was fluid rather than fixed, and was 
di fferent from the experience of others ; consequently, any concepts originating in 
that experience would not be applicable beyond the scope of the individual 's 
own experience.4 1 Yet, as Durkheim pointed out, the concepts which individuals 
use, and the language in which these concepts are embodied, impose themselves 
upon individuals, and are socially shared. Thus, he argued, their source must be 
sought in the group itself. If this argument holds of concepts generall y, then it 
holds most especially of those concepts which are to be regarded as categories, by 
means of  which we organize all of  our experience. These categories, Durkheim 
remarked, have so great a stability and impersonality "that they have often passed 
as being absolutely universal and immutable." To this he added : 

Also, as they express the fundamental conditions for an agreement between minds, i t  
seems evident that they have been elaborated by society.42 

If one wishes to understand why this seemed evident to Durkheim, one may 
turn to his essay "The Dualism of Human Nature and its Social Conditions," 
which was acknowledgedly written to help clarify The Elementary Forms of the 

Religious L ife. In that essay Durkheim 's psychology is explicitl y stated, and is 
summarized in the following way :  
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Our intelligence, like our activity, presents two very different forms: on the one hand 
are sensations and sensory tendencies; on the other conceptual thought and moral 
activity. Each of these two parts of ourselves represents a separate pole of our being, 
and these two poles are not only distinct from one another but are opposed to one 
another. Our sensory appetites are necessarily egoistic :  they have our individuality and it 
alone as their object. . . . [Conceptual thought] and moral activity are, on the contrary, 
distinguished by the fact that the rules of conduct to which they conform can be 
universalized. Therefore, by definition, they pursue universal ends . . . .  A sensation of 
color or sound is closely dependent on my individual organism, and I cannot detach the 
sensation from my organism. In addition, it is impossible for me to make my awareness 
pass over into someone ehe. I can, of course, invite another person to face the same 
object and expose himself to the same effect, but the perception that he will have 
of it will be his own work and will be proper to him, as mine is proper to me. Concepts, 
on the contrary, are always common to a plurality of men.43 

Any such sharp separation of sensations and concepts is, of course, open to chal
lenge, as is the supposition that "sensory tendencies" are always egoistic, and that 
the privacy of sensations entails a variability from individual to individual which 
the individual's grasp of a concept does not. It was these epistemology-ridden 
assumptions of Durkheim's psychology which made him assume that the uni
versality which we attribute to our basic concepts establishes the fact that they 
have a social origin, and are not to be understood except in social terms. 

Even if the foregoing objection were to be rejected by those who follow Durk
heim, it can be shown that there are other respects in which the views which he 
put forward in The Elemen tary Forms of the  Religious L ife presuppose constant 
and universal psychological factors in human nature, in spite of all that he said 
to the contrary . Consider, for example, the distinction which Durkheim drew be
tween the  sacred and the  profane. It was this distinction which, he held, was at 
the root of all forms of the religious life. It was his contention that 

All known religious beliefs, whether simple or complex, present one common 
characterist ic :  they presuppose a classification of all the things, real and ideal, of which 
men think, into two classes or opposed groups, generally designated by two distinct 
terms which are translated well enough by the words profane and sacred (profane, 
sacre) . This division of the world into two domains, the one containing all that is sacred, 
the other all that is profane, is the distinctive trait of religious thought. 4 4 

This, however, presupposes a constant feature in human experience, based upon 
a trait common to all men: it is not a feature of some societies, and not of others, 
nor is it a characteristic which has no basis in human nature, as such. This can be 
noticed in the manner in which Durkheim assumed a psychological interpretation 
of religious commitment : 

If we give the name delirious to every state in which the mind adds to the immediate 
data given by the senses and projects its own feelings into things, then nearly every 
collective representation is in a sense delirious; religious beliefs are only one particular 
case of a very general law. Our whole social environment seems to us to be filled with 
forces which really exist only in our own minds. 4 5  
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Th is is obv iou sly a general izat ion concern ing a psycholog ical fact, and it is a fact 
e ssent ial to the dist inct ion wh ich is drawn in all soc iet ie s between the sacred  and 
the profane-if one acce pt s Durkhe im ' s  v iews. A sim ilar psycholog ical general iza 
t ion is ev ident in the statement wh ich Durkhe im made in account ing for the 
or ig ins of totemic symbol ism, when he sa id: 

That an emblem is useful as a rallying-centre for any sort of group it is superfluous to 
point out. 

And he ex plained thi s  dictum in the follow ing terms: 

If left to themselves, individual consciousnesses are closed to each other . . . .  It is by 
uttering the same cry, pronouncing the same word, or performing the same gesture in 
regard tO" some object that they become and feel themselves to be in unison.46 

Such general izat ion s  un derl ie the whole of Durkhe im 's explanat ion s  of the 
e ffect s of societ ie s on indiv idual s. Yet such general izat ion s  are psycholog ical in 
character, not soc iol og ical: they are not fact s concern ing soc ial organ ization, fact s 
external to indiv idual s, that i s, they are not what Durkhe im denom inated  a s  
th ings. In stead, they are processes by means of wh ich he sought to ex pla in why 
societal fact s a ppear a s  external, and are capable of influenc ing human behavior. 
Such processe s  are psycholog ical, and if Durkhe im's theory of re lig ion is actually 
correct, they are un iver sal. Thu s, they themselve s w ould  not be ex pl icable 
through reference to the part icular forms of social organ izat ion wh ic h  are present 
in some place s, and not in other s. 

Exactly the same point can be made w ith respect to Durkhe im's classic study, 
Suicide. The correlat ion s  which, for exam ple, he found between European 
su ic ide rates  and rel ig iou s affil iat ion s  e stabl ished h is point that su ic ide bear s a 
sign ificant relat ion sh ip  to inst itut ional factor s. However, according to h is own 
et iol ogy of su ic ide, th is connect ion was mediated  by psycholog ical factor s, the 
su ic ide rate vary ing inver sely w ith the degree of integrat ion of the rel ig iou s 
soc iety to wh ich indiv idual s belong. 4 7 Or, quite generally put, in all soc iet ie s in
div iduals tend to commit su ic ide when subjecte d  to part icular stra in s  wh ich 
der ive from a lack of integrat ion in the social groups through wh ich the ir l ive s 
are organ ized .  The needs wh ich induce such stra in s are psycho logical needs, and 
are un iver sal. What is not attr ibutable to these psycholog ical needs are the par
t icular forms  of organ izat ion according to wh ich such needs are sat isfied, or be
cau se of wh ich they fa il to be sat i sfie d. These forms  of organ izat ion cannot be 
directly attr ibute d  to the needs, prec isely becau se they are no t  un iver sal, but vary 
from society to soc iety. Thu s, for exam ple, in Suicide Durkhe im pre su pposed  
that indiv idual s have a need for integrat ion into a grou p, and for su pport from 
the grou p; of cour se, he recogn ize d  that there are var iou s ty pe s  of grou ps ca pable 
of lending such su pport, and that the ir efficacy var ie s in different countr ies. 
S imilarly, in The Elemen tary Forms of the Religious L ife he argue d, a s  we saw, 
that a dist inct ion between the sacred and t he profane i s  un iver sal, but the spec ific 
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forms of the religious life vary enormously. N ow, if one is to understand the 
behavior of individua ls in any given society one will have to  take into account 
both the psychological needs of these individuals and the specific forms of social 
organization which ch annel the ways in which those needs are satisfied, or because 
of which they remain unsatisfied. It will therefore be necessary to  take into 
account both psychological and sociological factors, and neither will prove to  be 
reducible to the other. 

It is important to  a cknowledge that the views of Durkheim, as well as th ose of 
Comte, Hegel, and Marx, provided a historically important corrective to  earlier 
attempts at purely psychological explanations of societal facts. However, it is one 
thing to  show that the facts of history and of social organization are not to  be 
explained in terms of universal psychological principles, and another th ing to  
establish that there are no  such principles. I have used the example of Durkheim 
to illustrate the difference between these two theses, for in his case the hi atus is 
particularly apparent. I shall now illustrate the same general point through 
reference to  the sociological theories of Marx. 4 8  

Let us first concede, for the sake of the argument, that the systems of belief, the 
approved forms of attitude, the categories of interpretation and explanation, and, 
in general, all aspects of the intellectual and moral life of a society reflect the 
modes of production and the class structure characteristic of that society. Even 
acknowledging this t o  be true, it would be a mistake to  suppose that there is no  
room for an  independent science of psychology. This i s  the first point which I 
wish to  establish. 

In speaking of systems of beliefs, approved forms of attitudes, categories of 
interpretation--or, in short, "ideologies "-one is speaking of what it is that a 
particular group of individuals accepts as true, what they regard as good, etc.: 
that is, one is speaking of the c ontent of their beliefs. An an alysis of this content 
may be the task of t he historian, anthropol ogist, or descriptive sociologist; it is 
not the tas k of the psychologist. N or is it a prim ary task of psychol ogists t o  cor 
relate differences in the content of socially accepted beliefs with specific forms of 
social structure. Rather, the central problems of psychology have involved at 
tempts to  find and to  apply general explanatory or interpretative principles to  the 
experience and the behavior of individuals. Different branches of psychology  have 
specialized in different phases of their subject, but all have had as their first tas k 
that of establishing general principles. In short, they have not been primarily 
concerned with differences in the specific nature of the experience and behavior 
of di fferent individuals. This can be seen even when, for example, a psychologist 
attempts to  explain why the thoughts of a particular individual continually 
revert to certain materials, or why an individual repeatedly behaves in some 
particular way; it is not with the content as such that psychologists are in such 
cases primarily concerned, but with the principles which account for its repeti
tion. 49 To choose another example, the psychologist who is concerned with learn
ing, with memory, or with perception will not be inv olved in describing what is 
learned, remembered, or perceived. To be sure, the nature of th at material may 
in some cases affect the processes themselves, as one finds in comparing the le arn-
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ing of nonsense syllables with the learning of other materials. Nevertheless, it is 
still not the case that the psychologist is interested in the content as such; rather, 
he is intereste d in the ability, attempting to  establish the principles which best 
describe its modes of operation. 

Translating this into terms which are relevant to  Marxian thought, one can say 
that, even i f  it is assumed that everything that Marx said about the relation of 
i deologies to  the economic substructure were true, there would still be adequate 
room for the science of psychology. This would not merely be a psychology con
cerned with problems of learning, or perceiving, or of any other field which 
might be supposed to have restricted import for problems of social organization. 
Psychologists have investigated the ways in which social pressure can influence 
con formity in the expression of opinion, and some have claimed that it influences 
con formity in perception itsel f; they have also investigated the e ffects of various 
forms of deprivation on thinking, and some of the ways in which alienation or 
frustration a ffect the personality of individuals. No one, I take it, would hold  that 
generalizations concerning such matters would necessarily conflict with Marxian 
analyses of the relationships between ideologies and social organization. Further
more, in Marx 's own writings (even apart from the early Economic-Philosophical 
Manuscripts) , one finds at least implicit psychological generalizations, and these 
generalizations were not meant to apply to some forms of s ociety but not to  
others. For example, i t  would be a mistake to  interpret Marx as having held that 
men's reactions to  alienation or to  oppression count for nothing in the historical 
process; and he did not treat such reactions as i f  they were simply causal con
sequences of a particular set of historically conditioned institutions. Or, to use a 
related example, it would not be plausible to interpret Marx as believing that 
individuals seek equality only because their s ocieties have antecedently instilled 
i deals of equality in them. At this basic level of human experience, his theories 
actually presupposed the existence of attributes of human nature which were not 
derived from specific forms of social organization. 

Un fortunately, Marx failed to  recognize this fact. Whether because of the in
fluence of Hegel upon him, or for some other reason, he too readily assumed that 
i f  one can sh ow that great changes have been brought about in men's belie fs and 
attitudes by institutional changes, then one can abandon the supposition that 
there is anything constant in human nature. Yet it should be apparent from 
ordinary experience that changes in our belie fs and attitudes do not necessarily 
reflect changes in our abilities : for example, it is frequently the case that, when 
our convictions change, it is not because the form of our thinking has changed, 
but because we have acquired new knowledge, or because we have been exposed 
to  new modes of experience. There fore, i f  changing social institutions provide 
new modes of experience (as they undoubtedly do), one would expect such changes 
to  be reflected in differences in the c ontent of generally accepted belie fs. Thus, 
Marx was undoubtedly correct in hol ding that belie fs and attitudes are deeply 
influenced by the social institutions under which men live, and he was un
doubtedly correct in criticizing Feuerbach's interpretation of religion for overlook
ing this fact ; but this does not in itsel f prove that men change in all fundamental 
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respects as their institutions change. Thus, the new insights of Marx and of 
Engels, in the German Ideology and elsewhere, which established connections 
between economic and ideological factors, should not have led to an advocacy of 
the view that an interpretation of man's nature has to be couched in exclusively 
sociological terms. This was the first point which I wished to make clear. 

Turning now to J\farx's sociological analysis itsel f, there are a number of prob
lems which arise with respect to the relationship between the superstructure of a 
society and its economic substructure, and one among these problems is directly 
relevant to questions concerning constancy and change in human nature. That 
problem is, whether the modes of production and the relations of production in 
a given society determine the ex istence of some particular element in the super
structure, or whether their influence upon such an clement is limited to al tering 
it in one direction or another. The very important difference between these two 
interpretations of the substructure-superstructure relationshi p--a difference 
which l\farx himself appears to have overlooked-may be i l lustrated by the fol
lowing cases . 

First, take the question of the organization of familial l i fe. One can readily 
admit that in every society the structure of the family wil l  be deeply affected by 
the modes of production of that society, and that changes in these modes of pro
duction will be reflected in changes in the conditions of familial l i fe. However, 
the fact that all societies possess some form of family-structure is not itself to be 
explained merely in terms of the needs people have to produce the means of their 
subsistence : sexual controls, and the protracted period of dependency of the hu
man offspring, must also be taken into account. Thus, it would not be plausible 
to seek to explain the existence of the institutionalized structures of familial 
organization solely in terms of the economic substructure, no matter how deeply 
changes in the substructure may penetrate particular forms of family organization. 
To explain the universality of this institution, an appeal must be made to some 
constant factors in human nature. On the other hand, there may also be cases in 
which a particular type of institution has been present in all societies, but in 
which its existence is not to be explained in terms of some particular set of 
biological or psychological factors. According to some interpretations of religious 
institutions (including that usually attributed to Marx himself), rel igion does 
not spring from any basic human need ; on the contrary, it is held that these in
stitutions reflect the interests of a particular social class, and are designed for the 
sake of consolidating power and social control . Although such an interpretation 
of religion is surely suspect, it does i l lustrate the fact that one should not too 
readily assume that any type of institution which is to be found in all societies i s  
one which exists to fulfil some specific type of  biological or psychological need. 
And, quite obviously, if there are institutions which exist in some societies and not 
others, their existence will have to be explained in historical or sociological terms, 
and not in terms of factors which can confidently be taken as representing uni
versal human needs. 

On the other hand, when we turn to the question of how one is to explain 
a ltera t ions in particula r  institutions, rather than the existence of the institutions 
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themselves, the s it uat ion is quite different. We h ave alre ady noted th at the type of 
soc iolog ic al analysis wh ich Marx 's doctr ine of substr uct ure-superstr ucture off ers 
m ay do much to  expl ain ch anges in f am ily organ iz at ion, even if it c annot serve to  
account for the existence of the inst it ut ion itsel f. On the other h and, when we con
s ider any inst it ut ion wh ich is not univers al, and whose existence m ust therefore be 
expl ained in h istor ic al or in sociolog ic al terms ( or in both), it m ust not be as 
s umed th at every alter at ion in s uch an inst itut ion is t o  be expl ained only in these 
terms. However important m ay be the specific ally econom ic f actors which Mar xist 
doctr ine uses in expl ain ing h istor ic al ch ange, it is nonetheless tr ue that psycho
log ic al f actors may also  have to be t aken into account. F or example, we h ave 
alre ady rem arked on the f act th at M ar x  h imself impl ic itly ass umed that at the 
most b as ic level of exper ience men w ill re act in s im il ar w ays, rebell ing against 
depr ivation and oppress ion ;  and we m ay note th at the existence of th is tendency 
in h uman n at ure w as an essent ial assumpt ion in h is analys is of the growth of 
cl ass -consc iousness and of revol ut ionary act ivit y. Th is is not to  s ay that th is p ar 
t icul ar f actor would, of itself, allow one to  explain the f orms wh ich that revol u
t ion ary act ivity would t ake ; nor would' it be dec is ive w ith respect to  the s uccess of 
any revol ut ion: M ar x's content ions concerning the importance of spec ifically 
soc iolog ic al f actor �  in revol ut ion ary s ituat ions would not be affected by what I 
h ave just been s ay ing. All th at it is necess ary to  note is th at, in s uch a c ase, 
psycholog ic al forces as well as soc iol og ic al f orces are respons ible f or h istor ic al 
change. 

Th at alter at ions in inst itut ions m ay be brought about by a comb inat ion of 
psychologic al and soc iolog ic al f orces m akes it pl aus ible to  s uggest th at there m ay 
also be m any c ases in wh ich the m anner of f unct ion ing of an e xist ing inst itut ion 
is to  be expl ained in the s ame w ay, r ather than in terms of e ither f actor alone. 
We h ave alre ady noted th at such is the c ase w ith respect t o  family org an izat ion, 
s ince the very e xistence of the instit ut ion depends upon univers al f actors in h u
m an n at ure, but the forms of the inst itut ion depend upon h istor ic al and soc i
ologic al f actors. The s ame interplay of these disp arate f actors c an be noted in 
other c ases as well. C ons ider some p art icul ar inst itut ion whic h  is ch ar acter istic 
of our own soc iety, but not of all others; f or example, cons ider the system of 
elect ive represent at ive government, e ither as it ex ists in the Un ited States or in its 
more gener al f orm- as a system which h as come to  be char acter istic of modem 
Western-style democr acies. The p art icul ar w ay in which s uch a system f unct ions 
c annot be understood apart from h istor ic al and soc iolog ic al f actors ; among these 
f actors one m ay w ish to  include prec isely those which M ar x  w as concerned to  
analyze in h is doctr ine _ of s ubstr ucture and s uperstr ucture. However, even on a 
Marxian bas is, psychological f actors would h ave to  be t aken into account in order 
to  expl ain the f unct ion ing of th is inst it ut ion ; and th is would be tr ue even if 
Mar x  were wholly correct in th ink ing th at there are no  un ivers al psychologic al 
ch ar acter ist ics to be foun d among men. F or we are not in th is c ase attempt ing to  
expl ain the ex is ten ce of th is inst it ut ion, and we are not attempt ing to  expl ain an 
inst itut ion wh ich is un ivers al. We are als o not trying to expl ain how th is inst itu
t ion h as ch anged. Wh at we are trying to  expl ain is how such an inst it ut ion f unc-
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tions here and now. To do so, even in Marxist terms, we need to take into 
account the historically and sociologically conditioned forms of thought character
istic of the bourgeois class. Even though these particular modes of thought are the 
products of forces residing in the substruc ture, it is through them that con
temporary political activities are carried on . \Vhat is said in this respect of politi
cal institutions can be said with equal force regarding any other institution which 
Marx would care to designate as part of the superstruc ture of a society.  

It might be temp ting to hold that the foregoing point can be generalized with
out limitation, and to say that in explaining every fac t  concern ing any society 
one must take into account psychological as well as historical and sociological 
factors. This might seem tempting since it is undoubtedly true that it is only 
through the activities of individual human beings that any of the ongoing proc
esses of a society are carried on . Nevertheless, for reasons which I shall not here 
attempt to adduce, I believe that this sweeping generalization should be resisted; 
and nothing that I have said would entail that , whenever some relationship be
tween two institutions-say, between the growth of scientific technology and 
changes in industrial organization-is to be explained, one must necessarily in
troduce psychological factors into such an account . What I have argued has been 
more restricted in scope. I have argued ( 1) that there are some cases in which the 
existence of a particular type of institution in all societies presupposes common 
factors in human nature, but ( 2 )  that the universality of a particular type of 
institution does not necessarily rest upon such factors. (3) I have also argued that , 
in explaining changes in institutions, it is sometimes necessary to invoke both 
psychological and sociological factors, and (4) I have suggested that in many cases 
the ways in which a specific institution functions may also have to be explained 
in terms of both sets of factors. It should be apparent that , if these theses are 
accepted, they will severely limit the claims of Marx, or of Durkheim, or of others 
who uphold organicism, and they will involve us in often appealing to psycho
logical, as distinct from sociological, generalizations . " "  Yet these claims do not in 
any way serve to undercut the important contributions made by those who re
belled against the individualistic and psychological approach of geneticism, and 
who established once and for all the importance of historical studies and the 
irreducibility of societal facts. 

3 . SELF-REALIZATION AND THE I LLUSIONS OF PROGRESS 

In the foregoing sections, we have seen reason to doubt two types of argument 
which have stressed the indefinite malleability of human nature. One had at
tempted to show that tendencies to think, to feel, and to act in one way rather 
than another are to be explained in terms of the individual's personal history; 
the other held that such tendencies were primarily at tributable to the nature of 
the society in which the individual lives. According to both views, whatever 
tendencies might be assumed to be the possession of individuals from birth were 
of the most restricted and rudimentary kind; either pain-avoidance or biologically-
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based needs would be example s of them . On the other hand, our variou s  skill s, 
our belie fs, and our attitude s, and all of t he complex sentiments t hat c haracterize 
our emotional lives, were l ooked upon as having no  basis  in our natures until 
they became ingrained in u s  through external influences .  

As we have noted, t here was another view w hic h was characteri stic of nine 
teenth-century t hought: t hat man i s  by nature a progre ssive being . W hile t hi s  
view was held in  various  forms, in general they shared t he belie f t hat mankind 
had undergone a sel f-transformation through force s  rooted in t he individual's 
nature; furthermore, t hey all tended to hold that t he talents and powers of indi
vidual s were capable of continuing to  tran sform virtually all a spect s  of men 's 
social exi stence .  Changes w hich had been ac hieved, and were still to  be ac hieved, 
were regarded a s  constituting mankind ' s  progre ss . T hey were progre ssive not 
merely in the sense t hat men were gradually learning better way s of mastering 
t heir environment s and achieving t heir goal s, but in the sen se t hat t he se goal s 
were themselves becoming higher in value. Thus, human nature was viewed a s  
changing, wit h new and nobler ends coming to  dominate t he lives o f  individual s .  

As we saw in di scussing t he t houg ht of Fic hte and Green, one form of t hi s  
doctrine stre ssed the concept o f  sel f-development, or sel f-realization, taking it to  
be t he most important key to  understanding man 's intrinsic nature . W hi le t his  
concept was intimately connected with an ideali st metaphy sic s in bot h  Fic hte and 
Green, it could also be held on other grounds; for example, in Nietz sc he a s  well 
a s  in other s, it was connected with a biologically -oriented form of voluntari sm . 
Regardle ss of these di fferences, sel f-realizationism alway s involved an outright 
rejection of a hedoni stic p sychology; it al so involved a rejection of nativi sm . In 
the pre sent context, it i s  t he latter a spect of t he doctrine w hich i s  of primary im
portance .  In accounting for the way s in w hich human beings think and act, t he 
self-realizationi st t he si s  did not appeal to  i solated principle s of explanation, a s  
nativi sm inclines to  do; rather, i t  sought a single underlying tendency toward 
growth and sel f-development which mani fe sted it sel f in all human activitie s, ex
pre ssing it sel f in multi fariou s and ever -changing way s. Be fore examining t he gen
eral the si s  that progressive c hange i s  a fun damental c haracteri stic of t he human 
race, we shall fir st consider t he di fficultie s in sel f-realizationi sm a s  a p sychological 
concept . 

W hen stripped of it s metaphy sical a ssociations  and treated a s  a basic psycho
logical concept, the notion of sel f-realization or sel f-development i s  un fortunately 
empty . I f  one considers how t he concept would be u sed in interpreting individual 
development in t he ca se of an infant, t hi s  emptine ss becomes immediately ap 
parent ; and the same lack of significance attache s to  it a s  a p syc hological principle 
i f  one attempt s to  apply it to  any other stage of a per son 's li fe .  Let u s  fir st 
illustrate the point wit h re spect to  the infant . 

The biological proce sse s in an in fant do, of cour se, tend to sustain it s li fe and 
promote it s growth, and they lead to the succe ssive development of new forms of 
activity. However, these processe s  are not un der  the control of a general tendency 
toward sel f-devel opment . T he specific propen sitie s which the in fant exhibit s
sucking, swallowing, yawning, sleeping, gra sping, kicking, stretc hing-may lead to 



MALLEABILITY OF MAN 

self-development, but they are not to be explained as being engendered by a 
tendency toward that end. To think that they are, would be to fall once again 
into what I have termed "the retrospective fallacy. " 5 1 

Nor is the situation different if we look to the psychological forces in a person 
at any stage in his later development, rather than focusing on the basically 
organic needs of the infant. Every person, whether young or old, has concrete 
particular ends which he seeks, which are associated with his present wants and 
desires, and it is in terms of these particular ends that we must understand his 
choices. If it is the case-as it often is-that a person has an ideal of the self 
toward which he wishes to develop, that too is a particular end which is presently 
desired. To say, however, that he desires "self-development," or "self-realization," 
without indicating what he regards as being an instance of self-development for 
him, is to speak in terms which lack meaning. To be sure, a person may some
times actually say that he wants to realize himself, but when he speaks in this 
way, he generally has in mind some set of conditions which he wants to have 
removed, because they presently inhibit him from getting what he wants; or he 
may have in mind certain capacities which he hopes to be able to develop, in 
order that he may in the future attain some presently envisioned ends which he 
is not yet in a position to achieve. In such cases, the concept of self-realization 
has meaning, but it has this meaning because it actually refers to concrete par
ticular ends which are to be attained : it is not to be interpreted as if it were be
ing sought as an independent end in itself. 

This fact was not always noted. In Nietzsche's  voluntarism, for example, self
surpassing was interpreted as an end-in-itself; in Bradley's  Eth ica l S tudies we are 
told that men never aim at particular ends, but that they always actually aim at 
that whole which is their true self.5 2  These two positions-though they have been 
influential-were by no means typical of self-realizationist doctrines. If one ex
amines such standard texts of the period as those of Paulsen, of Muirhead, of 
James Seth, or of Mackenzie,5 3 one sees that they did not deny the psycho logica l 
fact that desire is related to concrete, particular ends which are heterogenous in 
nature; what they were concerned to establish was a specifically e th ica l thesis 
which they put forward in opposition to hedonism and in opposition to Kant. 
Their thesis was that the good is to be conceived in terms of the fulfilment of 
desire, not in terms of pleasure nor in terms of the Kantian conception of duty. 
It was also essential to their view that men's desires can only be adequately ful
filled when they are harmoniously integrated within the individual, and when, 
through a growing sense of community, the good of each individual is also 
brought into harmony with the good of others. I shall not attempt to estimate 
this specifically ethical thesis, for it is only with psychological questions concern
ing man's nature that we are here concerned. In this connection, I need merely 
point out that all ethical self-realizationists admit that it is unfortunately possible 
for particular persons to fall short of the ideal, obsessively pursuing very restricted 
ends, permitting selfishness to override communal good, and the like. Thus, it 
would not be correct to say that all individuals, as a matter of fact, are to be re
garded as dominated by a tendency toward progressive growth;  this is rather 
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claimed for them only when they are "at their best , "  when they exhibit )lealth i n  
the li fe o f  the will. S uch , at least , is the way i n  which one m ust i nterpret the 
doctrine of sel f-realizationism which te nde d  to  domi nate Anglo-American philo
sophical theories of conduct at the t urn  of the cent ury. 

I n  poi nt of fact , r unning through this form of sel f-realizationism , there was a 
premise concerning man's nat ure that often entered the arg ume nt , but was seldom 
si ngled out for attention , perhaps because it was thought too obvious to . be 
designate d as a fundamental principle of h uman action. It was the principle that 
there m ust be s ome consiste ncy i n  the manner in  which we behave , that i n  acting 
today we feel constrained not to negate what we strove for yesterday , unless we 
now find ourselves to have been mistaken: i n  short , that i n  behavior no le ss than 
i n  thought , we avoid  disjointed sequences , the abse nce of c ontinuity , and what
ever is completely random or disordered. This characteristic tende ncy , which , as 
I say , was implicitly prese nt i n  the theory of h uma n nature held by sel f-realiza
tionists , is not , of course , a concrete particular desire; i nstead, it provides a 
principle of connection among these desires. As s uch , it helps to  explain the de 
velopme nt of a stable sel f which tends to  grow i n  one way rather than another; 
and it does so without making the ass umption that every concrete desire is to  be 
i nterpreted as merely one mani festation of the si ngle , all -inclusive desire for self
development. 54 

If the foregoing s uggestion commends itsel f to  the reader , it will be obvious 
that there is no necessary connection betwee n stressing the so-called hormic 
aspects of h uman nat ure and i nterpreting h uman nature as being essentially 
"progressive" i n  character. Conseq uently , the view that me n's nat ures become 
radically trans formed over time , with primitive imp ulses s ubjugated or extirpated , 
and a new race (psychologically speaking) being bor n , is a view of human history 
for which historical evide nce m ust be supplied. Unfortunately , the evidence for 
the progressivist thesis , though it was widely accepted , was extremely weak. 

That evidence consisted i n  ass umi ng that all societies could  be arranged i n  a 
single evolutionary order i n  which contemporary non-literate societies represent 
the comparatively early stages , with development moving i n  a linear fashion 
toward the highly literate , scientifically a nd tech nologically advanced societies of 
the contemporary world. This evolutionary hypothesis was not severely challenged 
until Franz Boas's essay "The Limitations of the Com parative Method of A n
thropology " i n  1 896 , a nd the i nflue nce of his essay was a ppare ntly not felt for 
some time. However , there can now be little doubt that the comparative method , 
as it had bee n used  by a nthropologists , was not based  on historical evidence , b ut 
was forced to rely upon preconceived theories as to  what stages there may have 
been i n  the history of mankind. In  this respect , it differed markedly from the 
manner i n  which the comparative method had contributed to  the theory of 
orga nic evol ution. I n  biology , evol utionists had well -grounde d  geological a nd 
paleontologic al evidence on the basis of which the y could  trace the seq ue nce of 
species , but there was no historic al evide nce of compar able weight upon which 
soci al ev ol uti onists could  rel y in  str uct uri ng their views of the p ast. C onsequently , 
when they as signe d partic ul ar places i n  a n  evol utionary seq uence to various 
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contemporary non-literate societies in North America, Africa, or Oceania, class
ing them as "survivals" of earlier forms, they were unable to show from what 
particular earlier societies their descent was to be traced. 55  In fact, so long as one 
did not depart from the evidence, no geP..eral movement of social evolution could 
be discovered. To be sure, one could say that, in certain areas of the world (for 
example, in Western Europe and in those regions to which European influence 
had spread) ,  it was possible to trace a sequence of changes in specific respects: 
there had been growth in literacy, in science and in technology, there had been 
specific changes in certain forms of social institutions, such as the forms of family 
organization, or ownership of land, and the like. Now, regardless of what judg
ments of value one might make with respect to these changes, it remained an open 
question as to whether other societies would be assumed to possess a tendency to 
develop in the same ways. In fact, the evidence on this question would appear to 
have been negative. Contemporary non-literate societies were acknowledged not 
to have done so, nor had the vast societies dominated by religions other than 
Christianity which existed in the East ; yet all of these were assumed to be older, 
not younger societies. Therefore, the progressive nature of man could not be 
established on the basis of historical evidence any more than it could be estab
lished through an appeal to the psychological concept of self-realization. Yet this 
progressive view was nonetheless widely held, and we must seek to understand 
why this was so. 

While one can find a variety of more specific influences at work, one funda
mental reason why nineteenth-century thought, from Comte and Hegel through 
Spencer, was dominated by the theory of a progressive course of social evolution 
is to be found in the growth of interest in what might be called a rudimentary 
form of comparative history .  When it was recognized that societies were not arti
facts designed by individuals in order that they could secure their own ends, but 
were the products of cumulative historical change, attention was shifted from the 
desires and interests of individuals to the growth of social institutions. Social 
theorists sought to compare institutions, and to locate their place in the history 
of the human race. Just as it was of historical interest to know what sorts of 
implements pre-historic man possessed,  and to trace how these implements 
changed over time, so it would be of interest to trace similar changes in religion, 
in family organization, and in all other aspects of social life. Thus, the point 
of view which was adopted did not seek to explain any specific society in all of its 
concreteness, as later anthropologists attempted to do; instead, a vantage point 
was chosen from which it was thought that one could trace the development of 
different institutional forms, and could thereby place different societies along a 
single developmental scale. This assumed the unity of the human race, that the 
human race does indeed have a single history. This assumption had of course 
been characteristic of eighteenth-century views of Progress, no less than it was a 
presupposition of most historically oriented thought in the nineteenth century. 
We shall now show that, far from being obviously true, it is a theory which should 
be regarded as highly suspect. 

I do not wish to be taken as suggesting that it is necessary to assume that the 
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human species arose in di fferent places, and at different times, from different non
human or semi -human progenitors. T his issue, w hich has often been heatedly de 
bated, is irrelevant to the point w hich I wish to make. Let us t here fore accept t he 
contrary assumption : let us sup pose t hat t he w hole human race has a single 
biological ancestry w hic h (in theory) can be traced back to a single place of origin, 
with all of the progenitors of w hat we now know as human beings having been 
of  common stock. Still, human beings have spread throughout t he world, and 
wherever they now exist, they live in organized societies. The question is whether 
we s hould say that all o f  these societies have a common history, and it is clear 
that we s hould not. Even though my present assumption commits us to saying 
that there was some point o f  remote time w hen t he ancestors of all presently ex
isting men existed together, and even were we to suppose that t hese men t hen 
had some one common form o f  social life, w hat has happened since t hat time is 
that various groups have split off, have taken up residence elsewhere, and each 
has had a history w hich (over some stretch of time) is different from t he history 
of the others. Thus, it would be grossly misleading to say t hat the w hole human 
race has had t he same history. In fact, we must say that t he contrary is t he case, 
and t hat all societies have to some extent had t heir own quite di fferent histories. 

Once this is granted, the supposition t hat mankind is inherently progressive will 
lose its plausibility. W hatever standard o f  progress we accept, it will assuredly 
not be true that we s hall find all societies exhibiting progress. Even with respect 
to t he actual history of any one society, it is not likely that we s hall find t hat 
t here has been only one directional tendency t hroughout the entire course of its 
history. W hat we may more reasonably expect is t hat, w hatever standard we 
c hoose to apply, t here have been times at w hich t hat society has progressed, and 
other times during which it has regressed; and there may be stretc hes o f  time 
during whic h there were no significant changes with respect to the particular 
criteria by means of w hich we estimate progress. W hat is in this respect true of 
each society would assuredly be true were we to examine t hem all. 

At first glance, this conclusion might seem to be w holly sceptical with reference 
to questions o f  value; however, such is not the case. To be sure, if one were to 
maintain that our judgments of value rest on t he movements o f  history, t hen the 
lack of a single directional tendency within all history would entail t hat we 
would be le ft without a way of knowing what is good or bad, right or wrong. 
However, as I have obliquely suggested, a belie f in progress is not established 
through history, but it is brought to history. This s hould have been abundantly 
clear in the progressivist views and t he social criticism o f  Mill, Arnold, and Hux
ley. It was also clear in t he self-realizationism o f  Fichte and Green. It was even 
true, as we have seen, of the organicism o f  Comte, o f  Hegel, and o f  Marx, w hose 
standards o f  w hat constitutes social well-being were not actually deduced from 
history, but were critically applied to it. But w hat, one might then ask, could be 
the source of suc h standards ? 

If our earlier arguments against theories of social conditioning were correct, the 
answer should be obvious: these standards have a basis in t he specific propensities, 
interests, and needs w hich are basic in human nature. To be sure, we have not 
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a t tempted to designate a l ist of inherent tendencies upon which all judgments of 
value may be supposed to be based, but we have mentioned some tendencies 
which surely have relevance to the moral standards which one finds in any com
munity. We have noted pain-avoidance and the existence of biological needs ; we 
have noted the existence of sympathy and of self-esteem; and in discussing self
realizationism we have also noted a tendency to be uncomfortable wi th incon
sistencies in our actions. Any such admittedly heterogeneous list of presumably 
uncondi tioned propensi ties might be greatly expanded, and while those which I 
have just mentioned may not unreasonably be supposed to have some fairly direct 
connections with the fact that we make moral judgments, and with the actual 
nature of the moral judgments which we make, there will be others which i t  
would not b e  plausible t o  suppose t o  b e  directly connected with the moral l ife . 
For example, as we noted, curiosi ty appears to be an unconditioned propensity 
in some animal species, and may perhaps be so among men; yet i ts relevance to 
the fact that we make moral  judgments at al l ,  or that we make the moral judg
ments that we do, would appear to be so slight  as to be negligible. Thus, the rela
t ionship  between moral i ty and the existence of native propensit ies is  l ikely to 
prove complex, not simple . 

Furthermore, in saying that the source of the fact that we make moral judg
ments l ies in our psychological dispositions, and in suggesting that these disposi
tions may also be reflected in the actual nature of the moral judgments we make, 
I am not denying that the social matrix is also an important influence on the 
specific moral codes which individuals and groups accept.  As I noted in the case 
of self-esteem, the concrete forms of behavior through which self-esteem can be 
sat isfied, or even be expressed, will  vary according to the society in which the in
dividual l ives; it  is well-known that, under certain ci rcumstances, even extreme 
self-abnegation can grea tly enhance self-esteem. As I have sought to poin t  out ,  
the channel ing of our propensit ies, and the precise na ture of the things that we 
seek or that we avoid ,  cannot be understood wi thout taking into account the 
societies in which we l ive .  Nor would i t  be sufficient merely to cite the general 
condi tions dominant in our society: account must also be taken of the roles 
which we play and of our own individual experiences as well as of any particular 
dispositional trai ts of temperament which we may have inheri ted. Yet, all of these 
elements of variability among men should not be taken as suggesting that there 
are no basic psychological traits which they have in common, regardless of dif
ferences among their societies, and regardless of differences in their l ife-histories. 
If our earlier arguments have been correct, these basic forms of unconditioned 
responses, these common propensit ies and basic human needs, are also of impor
tance in determining the course of human development .  

It should now be clear that there is_ no necessary antagonism between some 
fea tures of geneticism, some features of organicism, and some of the types of pro
posi tions concerning human nature and moral psychology which nativists have 
always sought to uphold. For example, in comparing geneticism and the form of 
nativism which has here been defended, the primary d ifference l ies in the fact 
that geneticism, in both i ts classic hedonist ic-associationistic form and in recent 
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behavior ism, has a t temp ted to res tric t the na tive disposi ti onal trai ts of men to an 
abso lu te ly minimal number. As we have seen, there are reasons w hic h make i t  
doub tfu l tha t  any such radica lly res tric tive a ttemp ts wi l l  be successfu l; and we 
have seen no  me thodo logica l reasons w hic h wou ld jus tify tha t  they shou ld be 
made. To be sure , one can find reasons of a specifica lly hi storica l s or t  w hic h ac 
c oun t for the a ttacks of the associa tionis ts upon  pri or forms of na tivi sm; there 
were o ther his torica l reasons w hy behavioris ts he ld the p osi ti ons they did. Going 
back to the si tua tion in w hich the associa tionis ts found themse lves, one can indeed 
sympa thize wi th the a ttacks w hich they direc ted agains t the supposedly apriori 
charac ter of a l l  basic in te l lec tua l and mora l proposi tions. However, scep tici sm 
regarding the c laims of aprioris ts need n o t  lead  to the conc lusion tha t  the on ly 
basis on whic h human experience is to be exp lained is thr ough p leasures and 
pains, and through the effec ts of associa ti ons among our ideas. T he range of our 
experience and our capaci ties of thought  need n o t  be assumed to have s o  narrow 
a compass. 

If we now compare organicism wi th the form o f  na tivism w hich is here being 
defended, there need be no  incompa tibi li ty in w ha t  they affirm, b ut on ly in wha t 
they deny. The irreducibi li ty of s ocie ta l fac ts to fac ts c oncerning individua l be
havior can be accep ted; the re la tivi ty of differen t forms of ins ti tu tion to differen t 
peri ods of his tory can a ls o  be accep ted; a l l  tha t  has been denied is the ass ump tion 
tha t these fac ts en tai l tha t  we rejec t the p ossibili ty of any s tabili ty in human 
na ture, and therefore rejec t the possibi li ty tha t there can be a genera lizing science 
of psycho logy . T hese rejec tions had their s ources in his toric ism, and in the be lie f 
tha t  the his tory of mankind is a sing le and uni tary proce ss ;  they were not made 
necessary by w ha t  was in fac t one of the grea t in te l lec tua l ac hievemen ts of the 
la te eighteen th and of the nine teen th cen tury. This was, firs t, the discovery tha t  
the charac ter of s ocia l ins ti tu ti ons is t o  be his torica lly unders tood, ra ther than 
in terpre ted in terms of tha t w hich was c ons tan t in human na ture; and, second, 
tha t  these ins ti tu tions do have an influence upon the c harac ters of individua ls, 
he lping to de termine a l l  tha t  they can become. 





IV T HE LI MITS OF REASON 

Human Reason has th is peculiar fate that 
in one species of its knowledge it is burdened 
by questions wh ich, as prescribed by the very 

nature of reason itself, it is not able to 
ignore, bu t  wh ich, as transcending all its 

powers, it is also not ab le to answer. 

Immanuel Kant, The Critique of Pure Reason, 
Preface to the First Edition 
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CRITIQUES OF THE I NTELLECTUAL POWERS OF MAN : 

THE IDEALIST STRAND 

The reader may have been surprised that up to this point three extremely 
significant figures-Schopenhauer, Kierkegaard, and Nietzsche-have not been 
di scussed. To be sure, of the three only Schopenhauer h ad an important influence 
during the period with which we have been concerned. However, that has not 
been my reason for delaying discussion of them; rather, it has been because t he 
basic pre suppositions of their thought did not in most re sper:ts relate to the move
ments we have traced. Each, for example, was extremely hostile to historici sm; 
each also rejected the conce ptions of human nature which were characteri stic of 
geneticism and organicism. With respect to the view that man is by nature a 
progressive being, nothing was more alien to the thought of Schopenhauer and 
Kierkegaard. However, in the case of Nietzsche, one finds fairly strong re sem
blances to idealist forms of the progressivist doctrine, as well as obvious re sem
blances to biologic ally oriented theories. Nonetheless, the basic presuppositions of 
Nietzsche's thought can be seen most clearly in relation to the issue with wh ich 
we shall now be concerned: To what extent can reliance be placed on the human 
intel lect as a means of knowing ourselves and the world ? 

G iven this to pic, it is a temptation to focus one' s attention almost exclusively 
upon Schopenhauer, Kierkegaard, and Nietzsche, since they adopted positions 
which were far more extreme than those of most of their contemporaries. Never
theless, to do so would lead to a false e stimate of the extent to which there had 
been a deeply critical attitude toward the intellectual powers of man in many 
phases of tho ught, almost throughout the nineteenth century. To confine our 
attention in this way would also involve stressing what subsequently became 
highly influential, rather than that which was most infl uen tial at the time. There
fore, before approaching the radical, voluntaristic critiques of the intellect which 
are to be found in Schopenhauer, Kierkegaard, and Nietz sche, I shall examine 
two other tendencies in the nineteenth century, each of which attempted to show 
in what ways the intellectual power s of man were necessarily limited. The earlier 
of them arose in connection with developments within idealism and religious 



LIMITS OF REASON 

though t; the second  was linked to reformula tions of the basic tene ts of posi tivism 
in the la tter half of the cen tury. The presen t chap ter and tha t which follows will 
deal wi th these two tendencies, al though in each case I shall confine my a tten tion 
to fewer figures than the scope and the impor tance of the tendency woul d jus tify . 
As we shall see, both will provide help in unders tanding some aspec ts of the re
la ted bu t more radical posi tions of Schopenhauer, Kierkegaard, and Nie tzsche . 

As a general background for the discussions wi th which the presen t chap ter 
is concerned, we mus t note one developmen t wi thin psychology which was im
por tan t for wha t followed. This was a change in the tradi tional ca tegoriza tion of 
men tal ac tivi ties, involving a new theory of the fundamen tal facul ties of the mind. 
Ins tead of the view tha t all specifically men tal ac tiv i ties belong ei ther to the 
Unders tanding or the ·will, a third dis tinc t and coe qual facul ty was recognized
tha t  of Feeling. 1 The concep t of "feeling" was almos t  immedia tely applied to a 
hos t  of differen t aspec ts of men tal life, and no  one usage es tablished i tself as 
s tandard. H owever, al l of these uses involved reference to tha t which is "s ubjec
tive," whereas the Unders tanding was in terpre ted  as dealing only wi th tha t which 
is in some sense "obje ctive. " As a conse quence, a sharp an ti thesis was drawn be
tween the aspec ts of experience which belonged wi thin each of these facultie s: i t  
was widely held tha t our in tellectua l  powers are only concerned wi th tha t which 
exis ts in the ex ternal world; all tha t concerns the inner life of man can only be 
apprehen ded in and through Feeling. On this basis i t  was claimed tha t  there is a 
fundamen tal difference be tween two spheres of knowledge : those cases in which 
we are solely in teres ted in objec tive, non-human knowledge, which is the proper 
sphere of the Unders tanding, and the res t of our experience, in which Feeling and 
Will are als o engaged. Thus, there arose a series of challenges to the view tha t  
in tellec tual analysis and the canons of logic are the bes t ways of comprehending 
man and his place in the world. 

1 .  JACOBI AND FICHTE : THE SUPRASENSIBLE 

Among those who denied tha t we can rely upon in tellec tual analysis to provide 
an adequa te way of in terpre ting human experience, one obvious and impor tant 
s tar ting poin t for our discussion is to be found in Kan t's theory of knowledge. 2 

As we shall see, i t  was dissa tisfac tion wi th tha t  theory which helps to explain the 
posi tions of Jacobi and of F ich te, who represen t the firs t type of cri tique wi th 
which we shall here deal. 

If we approach Kan t 's sys tem through the dis tinc tion which he drew be tween 
phenomena and noumena, i t  is obvious tha t he was a t temp ting to es tablish the 
exis tence of limi ta tions in the knowledge which i t  is possible for us to a ttain . Ye t, 
as the epigraph to this sec tion of our s tudy a t tes ts, Kan t recognized tha t there is 
in us a cons tan t urge to a ttemp t to transcend these limi ta tions. In the technical 
terms which he used in  this connec tion, our Unders tanding ( Verstand) is unable 
to yield the ul tima te knowledge which our Reason ( Vernunft) seeks to possess. 
In seeking to show how this predicamen t was to be resolved, Kan t held tha t wha t 
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drives u s  to t ry to t ranscend the l im it s  o f  human knowledge a re moral convict ion s 
and rel ig ious concerns: were it a matter o f  our intellectual interest s  only, it would 
not be important to speculate about anything wh ich may l ie beyond the bound
a rie s o f  experience. While Kant h imsel f was deeply sympathetic w ith the moral 
and rel ig ious commitments wh ich he regarded a s  underlying t rad it ional meta
physic s, he re fused to allow such commitments to con fu se issue s  concerning the 
ce rta inty and the extent o f  our actual knowledge. (Nor d id he hold that e ither 
moral ity o r  rel ig ion needed to be buttressed by metaphysical cla ims.) Therefore, 
he held that, when we speak o f  knowing, and not o f  moral ity o r  rel ig ious fa ith, 
only tho se concepts wh ich have an appl icat ion w ith in the world o f  experience a re 
legit imate. Thus, it was Kant 's  claim that it is only through the Understand ing, 
and not through Reason, that we know all that we can ever know .  

I ron ically, it was again st th i s  re strict ive conclusion that some o f  Kant' s succes
so rs used h is own di st inct ion between the Understand ing and the Reason. Accord 
ing to Kant, the sphere o f  the Understand ing is  the world a s  it appears under the 
forms o f  space and t ime, and a s  it is organ ized by tho se categorie s  wh ich the hu
man m ind nece ssa rily impose s upon experience. Th is h is successors admitted. 
However, they rebelled again st a ssuming that all knowledge is re st ricted to what 
the Understanding, thus l im ited, can apprehend. To extend the l im it s  of what we 
can leg it imately accept a s  t rue, they appealed to what Kant had rejected: Rea
son 's authority to dec ide tho se ult imate question s. O f  course, they d iffered from 
Kant in the ir inte rpretat ion s o f  "Reason. " Unl ike h im, they d id not regard our 
Reason as an illeg it imate exten sion of concepts borrowed from the Understand
ing; they held it to be an e ssent ially d ifferent and more p ro fo und faculty o f  the 
human mind. Somet imes, but not always, they identified th is  faculty w ith Feel 
ing. In all ca se s, however, they regarded Reason a s  d i st inct from, and oppo sed to, 
those forms o f  thought which depend upon sen se -experience, and they rejected 
the v iew that truth was to be obta ined by means o f  the methods and the categorie s 
wh ich had accompanied the rise o f  the modern physical sciences. 

As  A rthur 0. Lovejoy has po inted out, Jacob i wa s actually the first among the 
succe ssors o f  Kant to u se the latter's d ist inct ion between the Understand ing and 
the Reason in a manner wh ich altered the degree of authority to be a ssigned to 
each. 3 In an examinat ion of what he took to be the unsat isfactory outcome o f  
Kant' s c rit ical ph i losophy, Jacob i placed the blame on  Kant's w i l l ingne ss to a llow 
the Understand ing to a rb itrate the moral and sp iritua l cla ims wh ich were made 
by Reason. In opposit ion to Kant, he in sisted that the correct relat ion sh ip be
tween the two facult ie s was that it was Reason wh ich had the right to evaluate 
the conception o f  the world wh ich our Understand ing p rov ides.• Although he 
d id not formulate th is  po sit ion in Kantian te rms  unt il 1 80 1 ,  all o f  Jacob i' s earl ier 
works  had made u se o f  an equ ivalent d ist inct ion between two facult ies of cogni 
t ion in man, attempt ing to e stabl ish the same conclu sion regard ing the authority 
to be a ssigned to each. 5 For example, in his  famous letters to l\fo se s Mendelssohn 
concerning Sp inon, Jacob i held that any attempt to e stabl ish a ph ilosophic sy s
tem through the employment o f  man' s power of rea son ing led to athe ism and 
nece ssitarian ism. On the other hand, he cla imed for man the po ssession of another 



LIMITS OF REASON 

faculty, which he designated as faith (Glaube) .  Through this higher power, we 
have a direct intuition (an A hn ung) of the suprasensible, which allows us to 
affirm God's existence, human freedom, and immortality . Had we not this  higher 
power, we would be driven by a rigorous course of reasoning to accept the 
Spinozistic system, according to Jacobi . 6 

When Jacobi refonnulated this contrast between the intellectual powers of 
men and their innate capacity for suprasensible intuition, stating it in terms of 
an opposition between the Understanding and the Reason, he not only altered 
Kant's view of the relative authority of these forms of thinki ng; he also radically 
changed the meaning to be assigned to the term "Reason" itself. In fact, almost the 
only features common to the contrast which each drew was the fact that both he 
and Kant denied that the Understanding could provide answers to any questions 
concerning the existence of God, the freedom of the will, or the soul 's im
mortality ; and both agreed that this was what Reason attempted to do. In con
tradistinction to Kant's use of that term, Jacobi did not regard Reason as a 
tendency in us to extend the concepts which characterize the Understanding be
yond the boundaries of sense experience; for him, Reason had nothing to do with 
concepts, nor with the ways in which the Understanding functioned, nor with any 
ratiocinative process whatsoever. 7 On the contrary, what Jacobi referred to as 
" Reason" was a special  form of feeling. To be sure, it was feel ing which in its 
responsiveness to spiritual truths was in some way different from other feelings; 
Jacobi described this difference in characterizing feelings which were directed to 
the suprasensible as being object ive and pure. 8 This characterization of them as 
a form of objective aesthesis tended to connect them with the Kantian doctrine 
of sensibility, of a faculty of receptivity in man, and Jacobi in fact insisted that 
man has a sensibility for that which cannot be sensed (ein Sinn fur das Uebersinn
liche)"-a position which Kant, of course, absolutely denied. In stressing the ele
ment of feeling, Jacobi was also stressing the immediacy of our sense of the 
suprasensible, and he repeatedly compared it with the beholding of that which is 
presented to our bodily senses. 1 0  These two forms of presentation he took to be 
our only sources of truth ;  and he contrasted the Understanding with them. Unlike 
the senses and unlike that awareness of the suprasensible which he called our 
Reason, the Understanding lacked immediacy, proceeding deductively through 
the use of concepts. Jacobi regarded this parallel between the senses and Reason 
as warrant for holding that the Understanding could never be used to cast doubt 
upon the intuitions of faith: just as he believed that it is impossible by means of 
argumentation to undermine convictions which are based upon the testimony of 
sense experience, so he held that it is not really possible to offer argumentation 
sufficient to dispel the authority of faith. 1 1  It was in this way that he completed 
what he took to be his task of correcting the upshot of Kant's system, freeing the 
concerns of Reason from those tests of truth imposed by the Understanding, and 
showing that the conception of the world which depends upon the Understanding 
must be made subservient to a higher truth. 

This way of attempting to defend the claims of religion against probings by 
the critical intellect has had many parallels, both in earlier and in  later religious 
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thought. However, from our p res ent po int o f  view, it is not the upshot o f  Jacobi's 
pos it ion wh ich is o f  p rimary s ign ificance, but the more specific o bject ions wh ich 
he raised against the Understanding, and aga inst ph ilosophy itsel f. 1 2 Among 
these objections are asseverat ions that were frequently echoed by later th in kers, 
some o f  whom may have been influenced by Jacob i, although othe rs undou btedly 
were not. 1 3 

To understand Jaco bi's attack on the Understand ing, and upon ph ilosophy, we 
must bear in m ind that he d id take se riously the suppos ition that Sp inoza's sys 
tem was the only cons istent conclusion that could be reached so long as one were 
w ill ing to confine onesel f to canons o f  p roo f acceptable to the Understand ing. 
However, the log ical necessity wh ich he attributed to the Sp inoz ist ic system had 
led Sp inoza to an acceptance o f  complete determinism in nature, a determin ism 
wh ich negated teleology and also the freedom o f  the ind ividua l 's w ill. These were 
two princ iples o f  Reason wh ich Jacob i regarded as absolutely t rue. 1 4 There fore, 
the more cons istent a ph ilosophy is, the farther it departs from the truth. 1 ' In 
t ry ing to illuminate the natu re o f  existence, ph ilosophy only succeeds in conceal 
ing it, accord ing to Jacob i ;  it attempts to offer proofs, wh ich depend upon con
cepts and upon demonst rat ive in fe rence, whereas an apprehens ion o f  the t ruth 
comes through feel ing and needs no p roo f. 1 6  

If it should then be as ked what can be ach ieved by ph ilosophy, or by any 
sc ience which, l ike ph ilosophy, uses the Understand ing, Jacobi 's answer is an 
ent irely negat ive one. In 1 799 in a lette r to F ichte, and in almost identical words 
when he was attacking Schelling twelve years late r, Jacob i condemned all sys
tematic knowledge (i.e., all forms o f  Wissenschaft), characteriz ing the attempt to 
gain such knowledge as a mere playing o f  games through wh ich we wh ile away 
our t ime, w ithout advancing the cause o f  t ruth by one iota. 1 7 What is lacking in 
these games is any genu ine content, that is, any contact w ith actual, substant ive 
real ity (eigen t liches, wesenhaftes Daseyn). 1 8 Because o f  th is lack, these games a re 
complete w ith in themselves, and we can there fore become masters in them. When 
we tu rn to real ity, howeve r, each o f  us only comes into possession o f  it in so far 
as he is able to e xperience it w ith in h imsel f-as it comes al ive, su bject ively, in 
h im . 1 9 In short, the contrast between the games o f  our intellects and the actuality 
o f  existence is, for Jacobi, a contrast between the empt iness o f  concepts and that 
concrete ind ividuality which is not g rasped by means o f  concepts. The Under
stand ing, he cla ims, always seeks to reverse the p rope r orde r o f  knowledge, assum
ing that spec ies e xist pr ior  to ind ividuals,"' er (as later th inke rs have put the 
po int) that essence precedes existence. In opposit ion to th is tendency, in a very 
impass ioned d iscussion o f  the weakness o f  Kant's system, Jacobi a rgued that we 
are d irectly acqua inted w ith ind ividual ity in ourselves, in our own l iving and 
th inking and feel ing; and th at we can never  conceptual ize th is mode o f  e x
perience. Thus, for Jacob i (as late r for K ie rkegaard), t ruth is subject ively grasped; 
the attempt to get beh ind phenomena by the catego ries o f  the Understand ing is 
not only delus ive, but is a complete reversal o f  ou r natural knowledge, o f  that 
indwell ing Reason through which the t ruths o f  fa ith are revealed.2 1 Thus, when 
it is asse rted by those who rely upon the Un derstand ing that freedom is an illu-
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sion, and when they look upon Divine Providence as a philosophic prob lem, they 
have lost touch with the true sources o f  our knowledge, since for actually existing 
individuals freedom is no illusion, Divine Providence no problem: these are the 
truest and most fundamental o f  all o f  our thoughts, and are known directly 
through feeling . 2 2  This, then, is the beginning and the end of Jacobi 's positive 
doctrine: knowledge is not established through proofs, but through that inner 
awareness in which reality is revealed to us, and it is always with re ference to the 
primacy o f  this awareness that any other noetic claims must be estimated. 2 3  

By this time it should be clear why, when Fichte 's Voca t ion of Man appeared, 
Jacobi should have raised the charge of plagiarism. The relations between the 
two men were extrao rdinarily complex, with fre quent and strong e xpressions o f  
sympathy between them, yet with Jacobi consistentl y rejecting Fichte 's claim to 
have founded a science of knowledge. 2 4 However, in his Voca t ion of Man Fichte 
was not attempting to construct a system, but was offering a popular e xposition 
of the truth to which his Wissenschafts lehre had led. 2 5 Therefore, the mechanics 
of his system-to which Jacobi had objected-were barely visible, and the re -• 
spects in which their conclusions were similar became very evident. Each had 
taken his point o f  de parture from the world as pictured by those who had held a 
complete scientific determinism, and each regarded as intolerable the denial o f  
human freedom which that view entailed. Fichte differed from Jacobi in attempt · 
ing to show that t he solvents o f  a critical epistemology, which was largely 
Berkeleian in spirit, could overcome the Spinozistic view of nature and of man 's 
place in nature; how ever, the resulting position failed to offer him any positive 
belief which he could accept. Thus, like Jacobi, he rejected the critical intellect 
entirely, not only in science, but in philosophic analysis ; and like Jacobi, he in 
sisted that men do possess some other organ through which truth is to be ap • 
prehended. Like Jacobi, Fichte designated this organ as a basis for faith (Glau be) . 

These similarities are sufficiently striking for us to place Jacobi and Fichte 
side-by-side within one movement which sought to disparage the critical intellect, 
and all knowledge stemming from it, avowing the absolute primacy o f  values, and 
identifying these values with morality, freedom, and religious faith . 26  Neverthe 
less, this movement had two sides, and while Jacobi represented one, Fichte 
represented the other. For Jacobi, as well as for some of his contemporarie s in the 
Romantic movement in Germany, and for Coleridge, the higher truths which 
come through Reason involve a receptivity, a form of direct revelation (an Ofjen 
barung) ; for Fichte, on the other hand, moral affirmation and assertive commit 
ment are the source o f  all spiritual truth .  In fact, it was action, and not knowledge, 
nor any form o f  feeling, which, according to Fichte, constituted man's true Voca
tion. For example, when he had rejected all anal yses which den y  reality to man 's 
creative self, Fichte proclaimed: 

I have found the organ by which to apprehend this reality, and, with this, probably 
all other reality. Knowledge is not this organ:-no knowledge can be its own foundation, 
its own proof; every knowledge presupposes another higher knowledge on which it is 
founded, and to this ascent there is no end. It is fa i th . . .  which first lends a sanction to 
knowledge, and raises to certainty and conviction that which without it might be mere 
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delusion. It [faith] is not knowledge, but a resolution of the will to admit the validity 
of knowledge . . . .  All my conviction i s  but faith; and it proceeds from feeling (Gesinnung), 
not from the understanding.27 

If it be asked whether, or in what sense, an act of faith is self-justifying, Fichte 
replies that it cannot be argued about: it is self-justifying for those who have 
actually felt the necessity of that faith, and only for them . 28  However, the neces
sity which is involved in an act of faith is not to be regarded as an externally 
imposed necessity, but as the inner, moral necessity of the individual 's own being . 
What Fichte may be said to have been holding is that faith should not be re
garded primarily in terms of any relationship to knowing or to not-knowing ; 
rather, it is a form of action, a commitment . For him, the essential attribute of 
that commitment was that, in committing oneself, one is able to establish by one's 
spontaneous endeavor the very freedom which one wishes to be able to affirm . 29 

From this freedom all else followed: the Spinozistic world-picture was known to 
be false; the sceptical doubts of philosophers were seen to be only a game ; and 
thought could become harnessed to a higher moral purpose, through which the 
progressive self-development of mankind would attain its ultimate goal . Thus, in 
Fichte as in Jacobi, we find it claimed that truth and value are ultimately re
conciled, once the false claims of the critical Understanding have been rejected . 
The content of those aspirations which are embodied in the ideas of Reason need 
not be merely postulated, as they were in Kant 's system, but can be decisively 
affirmed . Once this step is taken, it is not possible to look upon the Understand
ing as being finally authoritative, even within its own sphere of operations . On 
the contrary, for Fichte and for Jacobi, the Understanding is not to be regarded 
as a legitimate form of knowing, but is a form of not-knowing ( Unwissenheit) ,  
which only a higher cognitive faculty, or an act of affirmation, can cure . 

2 ,  HEGEL: THE INTELLECT VS. REASON 

It may appear perverse to suggest that Hegel, who is generally regarded as an 
arch-rationalist, belongs among those nineteenth-century philosophers who of
fered a critique of the intellectual powers of man . Nevertheless, in speaking of 
these powers we are speaking of particular individuals, not of the Infinite Reason . 
Furthermore, in speaking of them, we are referring to those forms of thought 
which Kant and his successors identified as being characteristic of the Understand
ing, not of any supervenient faculty . In this sense, as we shall see, Hegel set rela
tively narrow limits to the knowledge which the human intellect can attain . 

In this respect Hegel may be compared with Jacobi and Fichte . In fact, like 
them he was explicitly attempting to rectify an error which each believed Kant 
had committed in claiming that knowledge must invariably conform to the cate
gories according to which men 's understanding organizes that which is given to 
sense . On the other hand the emphasis which Jacobi and Fichte had placed on 
feeling, and on the personal and inward, as a means of escaping Kant 's position, 
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was wholly foreign to Hegel's mode of thought. Instead of seeking a second source 
of knowledge within the individual, in feeling and in faith, he sought to establish 
a position in which Reason was shown to complete the process which the Under
standing first undertook, but which it could not complete. This contrast between 
his view and theirs may be documented if we first turn to a series of early studies 
entitled Glauben und Wissen in which Hegel attacked their views as well as the 
views of Kant. 3 0  

In these studies Hegel explicitly claimed that what was common to Jacobi and 
Fichte, as well as to Kant, was that each had adopted "subjectivity" as his starting 
point, and it was in relation to this fact that Hegel attacked their v iews regarding 
faith and knowledge. The religious spirit, he held, seeks to affirm ideas which 
concern the ultimate nature of reality; however, in analyzing knowledge from the 
point of view merely of the subject, instead of in terms of both subject and object, 
each had made it impossible to speak of reality as it is in itself. Therefore, their 
systems could not satisfy the religious spirit. For example, Kant had limited the 
sphere of knowledge to the sensible realm, refusing to concede that the idea of 
God, the highest idea of Reason, had cognitive import; Jacobi had restricted our 
contact with reality to subjective feeling, a mere sense, or instinct, of something 
which cannot be conceptually grasped; and for Fichte, all knowledge ended in 
not-knowing and in a flight to unsupported faith. 3 1 Hegel regarded these v iews as 
involving a "dogmatic metaphysics of subjectivity" which was no less objection
able than the "dogmatic metaphysics of objectivity" which Kant had attempted 
to overthrow. 3 2  In terms similar to those that Schelling was then using, but in a 
manner forecast ing his own future synthesis, Hegel was pleading for an approach 
to reality which would overcome the dualism of "subjective" and "objective" by 
abandoning the use of purely formal categories, and by rejecting what he regarded 
as the emptiness of a purely formal morality. 3 3  The system toward which he was 
striving was one in which though t and th ings were so related that neither was 
alien to the other: the necessity inherent in the ways in which the actual world 
develops was a rational necessity, and he claimed that those who separated the 
subjective from the objective had misread both the nature of thought and the 
nature of things. 

The conviction that nature and history exhibit the same rational necessity 
which controls thought was what Hegel later expressed in his aphorism, "What 
i s  rational is actual and what is actual is rational. " 34 Reason, he held, is "the 
Sovereign of the World." 35 Bearing such expressions in mind, it  might be assumed 
that Hegel did not belong among those who stressed the limitations of man's in
tellectual powers. This assumption would be false. When Hegel speaks of "Rea
son," he is not speaking of the intellectual processes characteristic of individuals, 
of their powers of reason ing; actually, he is not speaking in terms of individuals 
at all. For example, it is "the cunning of Reason" that men's passions and their 
egoistic desires achieve historical ends which they had not anticipated and toward 
which their actions had not been directed. Such ends, in fact, differ completely 
from those which they expected to achieve. 36 Throughout the realm of human 
history, according to Hegel, change proceeds according to a dialectical necessity, 
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the outcome of which cannot be foreseen. What has happened in a nation's his
tory cannot even be comprehended-it can only be directly lived by the par
ticipants-until its results have started to sink into the past. It was this doctrine 
to which Hegel gave expression when he said, 

As the thought of the world, it [Philosophy] appears only when actuality is already 
there cut and dried after its process of formation has been completed . . . .  The owl of 
Minerva spreads its wings only with the falling of dusk. 3 7 

The foregoing use of some of Hegel's more famous aphorisms should be suf
ficient to show that his basic conviction concerning the dominance of Reason in 
the world did not entail any particularly exalted view of the individual's intel
lectual powers. The same point can also be more systematically stated in terms 
of his rejection of the Kantian doctrine regarding the Understanding and Reason. 
Like Jacobi and Fichte, Hegel criticized Kant for limiting our claims of knowl
edge to the Understanding; like them, he held that Reason has higher authority : 
"It is Reason, the faculty of the Unconditioned, which discovers the conditioned 
nature of the knowledge comprised in experience. " 3 8 Yet there was one respect in 
which Hegel was less like Jacobi and Fichte, and more like Kant: according to 
him, Reason is not a wholly different mode of cognition from the Understanding, 
for it does not consist in feeling rather than thinking, nor is it based on a flight 
from the Understanding through a commitment of faith. What Kant had held, 
as we have noted, was that Reason involves an extension of the categories of the 
Understanding beyond their normal and legitimate use. For Hegel, too, there 
was a discernible relationship between Reason and the Understanding. In his 
case, Reason was a development and fruition of what had been merely implicit in 
both Sensibility and the Understanding: it had higher authority precisely because 
it developed in a systematic and coherent form that which had been limited, and 
therefore erroneous, in them. 39 

The fault of the Understanding, according to Hegel, was its abstractness, a vice 
which assumed various guises. For example, he said: 

Thought as Understanding, sticks to fixity of characters and their distinctness from 
one another : every such limited abstract it treats as having a subsistence and being of its 
own.40 

Now, Hegel admitted that it is natural to suppose that knowledge must begin in 
this way: 

In theory, knowledge begins by apprehending existing objects in their specific 
differences. In the study of nature, for example, we must distinguish matters, forces, 
genera, and the like, and stereotype each in its isolation . . .  4 1 

However, he denied that thought can legitimately call a halt at this point. The 
predicates by means of which we characterize objects are logically related to one 
another; objects themselves do not exist in isolation, but affect one another; 
change rather than fixity is a characteristic of nature and of history; consequently, 
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Hegel contends, if we are to grasp reality in thought, we must leave the logic of 
the Understanding behind, accepting the dialectic of R eason: the truth, Hegel 
insists, is not in the parts, but in the whole.• 2 

It is precisely at this point that we can grasp the fact that, when Hegel speaks 
of "Reason," he defini tely is not speaking of the cognitive processes of any actual 
individuals, but in terms of what is really a world-historical process.4 3  If the truth 
is in the whole, it wi ll not be found in what any one person thinks, for that 
thought necessarily re flects his culture ; and it will not be in what is represented 
by that culture, for each culture represents only a stage in the development of 
human history: it is Mind that embodies Reason, not the thought of any par
ticular individual. This, of course, is precisely the way in which Hegel treated 
the history of philosophy, which, in his system, represented Reason coming to full 
consciousness of itself.•·• 

The importance of recognizing the true locus of that to which Hegel re fers as 
Reason lies in the fact that he did not claim that the way in which men actually 
think is rational: everyone is usually immersed in the world of sense, and there
fore tends to accept the categories of common-sense, and the modes of explanation 
characteristic of the empirical sciences; thus, in general, men fail to transcend 
the inadequate modes of thought which characterize the Understanding.•• To be 
s ure, those modes of abstract, analytical thought which are characteristic of the 
Understanding have not been without their use, according to Hegel: the contra
dictions to which they give rise have paved the way for higher forms of synthesis 
which the dialectic of Reason achieves.46  However, it is in Reason-it is not in 
the thought of the individual thinker, as such-that truth is attained. Thus, far 
from being a pan-intellectualism, Hegel 's doctrine of Reason locates rational 
necessity in the world-historical process itself, not in what individuals and cultures 
have taken to be self-evidently true. 

This point may be made even more evident if we consider another aspect of 
Hegel's interpretation of the nature of individual thought and action. This aspect 
is perhaps most evident in his treatment of "intelligence" in the Encyclopaedia 
of the Philosophical Sciences. 47 Intelligence, Hegel tells us, is not primarily 
receptive (aufnehmend) but essentially active (thatig) ,  and it is inseparably con
nected with will; to separate intelligence from will, or (as is often done) to attempt 
to separate the Understanding ( Verstand) from the sentiments (das Herz) , is to 
engage in false abstraction, for neither has a fixed and separate existence of its 
own.•• Hegel insisted on abandoning any sort of faculty psychology, or any other 
compartmentalization of mental activities. Thus, in contrast to his predecessors 
who (he claimed) had distinguished between perceiving, representing, recollect
ing, imagining, remembering, and thinking as basic elements in cognition, Hegel 
insisted on an internal relatedness among these activities. So, too, did he insist 
on an interpenetration of thought and will. In fact, "Mind " as abstract intelli
gence was not, according to Hegel, actual at all; it is only as will that "the mind 
steps into actuality; whereas as cognition it is on the soil of notional general ity."•• 
However, it is to be noted that thought is itself embodied in all aspects of men's 
wills: in the preface to the second edition of his Science of Logic, Hegel speaks of 
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Logic as entering into all the natural behav ior of man- into feel ing, perceiv ing, 
desir ing, into needs and impulses-rendering th is behav ior spec ifically human, 
br ing ing it to consc iousness as ideas and purposes.so Yet, none of th is is Reason 
itself, for in speak ing of the indiv idual's thought, feel ing, and w ill, we are st ill 
speaking of what ex ists in the realm of Subject ive Mind . Reason only comes to 
full consc iousness in the realm of Absolute Mind, and in Hegel 's system there is, 
so to speak, no br idge by means of which one can pass d irectly from what any 
indiv idual thinks to a true concept ion of Real ity. It is only through the whole 
process of development of the human sp ir it, wh ich is des ignated by the term 
"Object ive Mind," that one can move from the thought of any part icular person 
to that wh ich is true in itself. Thus, there is a sense in wh ich Hegel 's system inter
prets the indiv idual as be ing far more restr icted in the knowledge to wh ich he can 
lay claim than was the case in the pos it ions adopted by Jacob i and by F ichte. 
While both had rejected the ult imacy of all the knowledge which depended upon 
the Understand ing, wh ich men had generally trusted as a gu ide to truth ; each 
cla imed that there was another path open to all indiv iduals by means of wh ich 
genuine understanding could be atta ined. Hegel den ied that any such path ex ists: 
w ith in h is system there are no short-cuts to truth which any indiv idual can take. 
The truth is in the whole, in the self-development of Sp ir it. While that is a proc
ess in which indiv iduals partic ipate, they often (and perhaps usually) part ic ipate 
in the fundamental act iv ity of Sp ir it w ithout be ing aware that they are do ing so. 
This, in fact, is what we have noted w ith respect to "the cunning of Reason" in 
h istory, and w ith respect to the relat ionship between C iv il Soc iety and the w ills 
of ind iv iduals.s 1 In short, it may not be too much to say that Hegel bel ieved that 
indiv iduals generally partic ipate more deeply in the l ife of the Sp ir it when they 
are not consc iously d irecting their w ills to that end, than when they attempt to 
ident ify the ir activit ies w ith what they take Sp ir it to be. 

If one seeks a common denominator in the rebell ion of Jacob i, of F ichte, and 
of Hegel aga inst Kant 's pos it ion, one can find it in the fact that not only d id each 
seek in h is own way to overcome the dual isms inherent in the Kant ian system, but 
each sought to put an end to the cr it ical, analytic sp ir it of the Enl ightenment. 
Each held that, if knowledge were confined to that wh ich can be grasped through 
the categor ies of the Understanding, and if these categor ies can only be val idly 
applied w ithin the range of that wh ich can be presented in sense-exper ience, then 
the loft iest insights of the human sp ir it would be lost. In short, th is revolut ion 
took the form of asserting that the Understanding not only does not have a 
monopoly on truth, but actually d istorts and debases our concept ion of real ity. 

3. MAINE DE B 1RAN : Le sens int ime 

In a qu ite different ph ilosophic environment in France, Ma ine de B iran affords 
an interesting, roughly contemporaneous parallel to the attempts of Jacob i and 
of F ichte to escape the confines of the Understand ing . s 2 Like them, but unl ike 
Hegel, he turned inward in order to escape those l imitations of knowledge wh ich 
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are due to our reliance on the external senses and to our intellectualistic habits 
o f  thought. 

The point o f  departure for Maine de Biran's views was not, o f  course, the 
critical philoso phy of Kant; as is well known, his position develo ped slowly, in a 
succession o f  trans formations, out o f  problems posed by the sensationalistic 
theories o f  Condillac and o f  Condillac's followers, the Ideologues. In fact, his 
acquaintance with Kant's philoso phy was chie fly second-hand, coming through 
his friend Am pere and through commentaries o f  somewhat doubt ful value . 5 3  To 
be sure, Maine de Bir an did show some interest in t he Kantian theory o f  knowl 
edge, but his own ana lysis o f  ex perience was not dee ply affecte d, either positively 
or negatively, by Kant's position. 5 4  It was only subsequently that he s poke with 
enthusiasm o f  Kant, and that was with res pect to the latter 's moral theory and 
doctrine o f  freedom.5 5  This is not sur prising, for the theme that runs through all 
of Maine de Biran's wor ks is a rejection o f  the view that knowledge is confined to 
that which has a basi s in sensory ex perience: in ever-increa sing measure, he in 
sisted that the ultimate source o f  our conce ption o f  reality is to be found in the 
human sel f as we know it inwardly, through acts o f  volition. It is to t his fact, and 
to its im plications, tha t we shall now turn. 

The tas k w hich Ma ine de Biran set himsel f in his e arliest philoso phical work, 
Influence de l'hab itude sur la faculte de penser in 1 803 still stood within the 
traditions o f  Condillac and the Ideologues . However, the element o f  originality 
in that prize-winning essay involved an im portant de parture from Con dillac's 
views. Although one can find lines o f  thought in Cabanis and in Destutt de Tracy 
which are suggestive of the direction in which Maine de Biran was to go, it was 
only he who followed this line until it develo ped into a definitely new theory o f  
knowledge. Unlike Condillac, who had believed that all o f  the elements to be 
found in experience are provided by our capacity to receive sen sations, Maine de 
Biran insisted that motor activity is to be distinguished from sensation, and that 
it, too, provided some o f  the basic com ponents which are pre sent in experience. 5 6  

In this connection, he introduced the notion of active im pressions and, more 
particularly, t he not ion that there is an unanalyzable sense o f  effort. It was in 
calling attention to this sense of effort, and to its relation to our tactile ex 
periences, that Maine de Biran first develo ped his fundamental belie f that knowl
edge o f  existence depends u pon our volitional nature. 5 7 During the succeeding 
decade, in a series o f  psychological writings, he continue d to develop this position, 
treating the subject in greater independence from Condillac, and with increasing 
emphasis u pon its e pistemological consequences. We need not follow these 
changes in detail.58 What is important is to call attention to those particular 
as pects o f  Maine de Biran's thought which led him to draw an ever-sharper dis
tinction between the methods o f  the understanding which are directed only 
toward the world o f  sense, and the awareness o f  an inner world o f  ex perience 
through whic h reality is to be interpreted.59 

In 1 804, as seen in the introductory section of De la decomposition de la 
pensee, Maine de Biran had fully acknowledged what he regarded as the Baconian 
ideal o f  carrying on an analysis o f  ex perience without seeking to establish ultimate 
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me taphysical  causes for the phenomena to be analyzed . However, in deve loping 
his own posi tion regarding the dis tinc tion be tween ac tive in ternal impressions and 
passive sensa tions, he did in fac t adop t a very exp lici t metaphysical thesis . He 
s ta ted i t  as his view tha t passive sen sa tions have their basis in our o rganisms, or  
e lse in  external  sources (i .e., in  some thing which i s  ma te ria l), bu t tha t our ac tive 
impressions have their basis in the se!f.60 Similarly, three years la ter, in his essay 
for the Berlin Academy, he sha rp ly cri ticized those whose me thods of analysis did 
no t take cogniz ance of the di fferences in the sources of our experience, and who 
trea ted our ac tive in terna l impressions in the same way as they trea ted sensa tions 
coming from ou tside ourse lves. He he ld tha t  i t  was on ly among the la tter  types of 
experience (and no t among those which involved the "sens in time" through which 
the se lf is given) tha t c lassifica tions and laws have re levan t applica tions . Bi Further
more, as he developed his sys tem in his Essai  sur les f ondemen ts de la psychologie, 
Maine de Biran equa ted the differences be tween these two forms of knowledge 
wi th a difference be tween two sides of man 's na ture: a mora l, spiri tua l side, and 
man 's passive , bodily se lf. B2 

The full exp loi ta tion of this con tras t was no t eviden t un ti l  1 81 3, when he wro te 
Rapports des sciences naturelles avec la psychologie. In tha t work, Maine de 
Biran took exac tly the same pa th as had those in Germany who had c laimed tha t 
in addi tion to the Unders tanding there was a faculty o f  Reason, o r  be lief.B3 One 
sees this extension of his theory of knowledge mos t c learly when-in terms which 
para lle l  Fich te 's Vocat ion of Man- Maine de Biran con tras ts tha t form of scien
tific na turalism which regards man as being subjec t to a comple te cosmic de ter
minism wi th the con trary assump tion tha t man rises above the fo rces of na ture 
through his possession of though t and of will . 64 And, in his la ter works, this same 
theme becomes even more pronounced . Thus, in his Nouveaux essa is d'an thro
pologie we find Maine de Biran insis ting, in terms reminiscen t of Pascal, tha t  
man is a twofo ld being, subjec t to two differen t kinds of laws: whi le he to some 
exten t resembles o ther sen tien t animals, and is subjec t to the laws which char
ac terize their exis tence, he a lso possesses se lf-awareness, and is capable of crea ting 
the forms of his own exis tence .B5 Tha t man does have bo th of these sides to his 
na ture is, according to Maine de Biran, simply a fac t which we mus t accep t .66 

Wha t he then wished to show was tha t, once this fac t has been recognized, it is 
mis taken to suppose tha t the na ture of a human being can be unde rs tood in terms 
of precisely the same p rinciples which are adequa te for  an unders tanding of the 
non-human rea lm .67 In this connec tion, Maine de Biran acknowledged tha t while 
the physio logica l sciences could dea l wi th the influence of the nerves and the 
brain on those aspec ts of human behavior which were comparable to animal be
havior, he denied tha t one could find a similar  connec tion be tween our nervous 
sys tem and specifica lly human forms of though t and ac tion. A t  this poin t he 
c laimed tha t one mus t acknowledge an absolu te h ia tus which the na tura l  
sciences would never be  able to bridge .6 8  He was in fac t excep tiona lly cri tica l of 
the c laims of progress which were being made on behalf of modern science. He 
con tras ted earlier explana tions of human behavior which had invoked spiri ts and 
demons, and a multip lici ty of differen t princip les, wi th the purported simplici ty 
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and clarity of the views held by scientists in his own day; and it was the latter that 
he challenged. He accused modern physiologically oriented science of distorting 
facts concerning human action to make them appear to conform to preexisting 
theories , with which they did not in the least conform.69 On his view , there was 
an absolute gulf between the characteristics of the internal world of man and the 
characteristics of the natural world , and this di fference the sciences could never 
successfully conceal. 7° 

In his last years , a s is shown in his Journal and in the Nouveaux essais d' an
thropologie, Maine de Biran began to introduce into his anal ysis of man a level 
of experience even h igher than the inner life of thought and of will. It is at this 
point that the parallel between his views and the views of Jacobi becomes most 
plain. Maine de Biran denominated this higher level as the life of spirit (vie de 
/'espri t ) ,  distinguishing it from the merely psychological realm (vie humaine) ,  
just as he had distinguished the latter from the merely organic (vie an imale) . 1 1  

In the life of the spirit , which was the religious life , man was linked to God by a 
capacity for receptivity: the expression of will which was integral to the internal 
life of human consciousness , no longer appeared to be the highest stage of being 
to which men could attain . Rather , absorption in Goel, the loss of a sense of the 
importance of selfhood , constituted the marks of the highest spiritual state. 7 2  At 
this level, it would seem, our cognitive faculties no longer appeared to Maine de 
Biran to be either self-sufficient or wholly sati sfying: it was through aspiration 
toward the infinite , the eternal , the beauti ful , the perfect-an aspiration which 
was not simply a matter of intellectual knowledge or of choice , but of love-that 
human experience was adequately fulfilled. 7 3  

Having thus briefly traced the development of Maine de Biran's views , we are 
in a position to consider how these views might have been expected to affect (and 
did in fact a ffect ) the attitudes toward the intellectual powers of man of those 
French philosophers who looked upon him as having blazed a new philosophic 
path. 7 4  

In the first place , it is clear that in his rebellion against Condillac and in his 
modifica tion of the theories of the Ideo logues , Maine de Biran rejected the view 
that sensation is either the sole or the primary source of human knowledge . Thus , 
like Jacobi and Fich te , he could not accept the Kantian dictum that all knowledge 
ultimately presupposes our ca pacity of receptivity in sensibility: an internal sense , 
unrecognized by Kant , was of at least equal importance . Like Fichte , although 
unlike Jacobi , Maine de Bi ran identified this internal sense with the volitional 
aspect of human experience. However , what is of primary interest to us in this 
context , and what relates Maine de Biran to both Jacobi and Fichte , is his rejec 
tion of the view that the concerns , the methods , and the achievements of the 
natural sciences provide an adequate basis for an interpretation of reality. Each 
claimed that there were domains of s piritual activity which the modes of explana
tion modeled on the natural sciences could not explore ; and Maine de Biran, like 
Jacobi , identified this realm of spirit with the Christian faith . 

It was not the ort hodoxy of Maine de B iran's final position through which his 
primary in fluence was exerted; rather , it was through his criticism of the con-
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ce ptual izat ion s of science , and h is rejec tion of the abstract general izat ions which 
he regarded a s  being embedded in ord inary lang uage and scient ific discour se. This  
was an im portant influence on Rava isson, on Lachel ier , and on Paul Janet; it 
can best be seen in Bergson 's acknowledgement o f  Ma ine de Biran 's contribut ion 
to French philoso phy. 7 5  In d iscussing Maine de Biran, Bergson remarked: 

A ! 'oppose de Kant (car c'est a tort qu'on l 'a appele le Kant fran�ais), Maine de Biran 
a juge que ! 'esprit humain etait capable, au moins sur un  point, d'atteindre l 'absolu 
et  d'en faire l 'objet de ses speculations. 1 1  a montre que la connaissance que nous 
avons de nous-meme, en particulier dans le sen timent de !'effort, est une connaissance 
privilegee, qui depasse le pur phenomene et qui atteint la realite en soi, cette 
realite que Kant declarait  inaccessible a nos speculations . . . .  Bref, ii a con� l' idee d'une 
metaphysique qui s'eleverait de plus en plus haut, vers ! 'esprit en general, a mesure que 
l a  conscience descendrait plus bas, dans les profondeurs de la vie interieure.76 

It was in both of these re spect s-the transcendence of the phenomenal , and the 
discovery of a foundat ion for metaphysic s  in the exper iences of the inner self
that Maine de B iran re sembled both Jacob i and F ichte , and could ( in post 
Kant ian terms) be said to have held that the l im it s  of o ur knowledge are not 
identical w ith the l imit s  of the Understand ing. It was through th is doctrine that 
Maine de Biran paved the way for the ma in stream of ant i-posit iv ist ic ph ilosophy 
in France in the n ineteenth century. 
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Just as a physicist has to examine the telescope 
and galvanometer with which he is working; has to 

get a clear conception of what he can attain with 
them, and how they may deceive h im; so, too, it 

seemed to me necessary to investigate the capabilities 
of our power of thought. 

Hermann von Helmholtz1 

The strand which we have ju st followed in nineteenth-century thought wa s 
concerned with the failure of the critical, analytic under standing to gra sp what i s 
e ssential in man and what i s e ssential with re spect to hi s  place in the world . In  
Germany, a s we saw, it originally aro se out of  Kant 's di stinction between the 
Under standing and the Reason, and i nvolved a re jection of h is view that all 
knowledge i s based on sensibility and conform s to the categorie s  of the Under
standing. The movement which we shall now examine aro se in the mid
nineteenth century and returned to a po sition wh ich wa s in thi s re spect similar to 
that of Kant : our knowledge i s circumscribed by the limit s of sen sibility and by 
the manner in which our minds organize that which i s immediately presented 
to u s . 

Unlike Kant, however, those with whom we shall now deal did not hold that 
the categorie s  are native to the mind;  rather, they regarded them a s acquired in 
the cour se of experience .  Even more importantly, they differed from Kant in the 
stress which they placed on the fact that all hu man knowledge i s  circum scribed 
by the limit s  of sen sibility . For Kant, thi s wa s a general ep istemological limitation, 
demarcating the line between knowledge and belief; for the form s of positivi sm 
with which we shall now deal, the limitation wa s tran sl ated into b asically 
physiological term s : our knowledge i s necessarily limited by the nature of our 
sen se-organ s .  In thi s  re spect, they not only differed from Kant but from earlier 
po sitivists ; for example, neither Comte nor Mill formulated h is views regarding 
the limit s of knowledge in term s of  the nature and limitations o f  our sen se-organ s . 
After the middle of the century, thi s wa s one the characteri stic mark s  of  po sitivi sm 
among scienti st s  and scientifically oriented philo sopher s . As a con sequence of it, 
these later po sitivi st s placed heavier stress than had  Comte or Mill upon the 
di stinction between that which i s knowable and that which exi st s in it sel f. They 
ju stified the distinction by appealing to the fact that knowledge depends upon 
sen se experience, and wha t  we are capable of directly experiencing i s a function 
of the sen se-organ s we po sse ss .  

289 
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One should  not a ssume tha t th is physiolog ically or iented form of phenome
nal ism 2 i s  noth ing more than an ex tension of the e pistemolog ical use s  to  wh ich 
physiolog ical data had often been put : for exam ple, we are not here deal ing w ith 
ex planat ions of par ticular ill usion s  in terms of the nat ure and the condit ions  of 
the sense-organs .  Rather, a general e pistemolog ical posi tion is put forward on 
grounds which derive from the positive science s, and in th is case from the 
ph ysiological science s in part icular . 3 Th is fact was in sisted upon by Helmholtz, 
and the str uc ture of S pencer' s  Prin cip les of Psycho logy, in it s radically rewr i t ten 
second edit ion, a ffords clear ev idence that such was al so h is v iew. In th is shared 
v iew they were by no  mean s alone . 

In or der to  under stan d why th is form of phenomenal ism shoul d  have ga ined 
wide spread acce ptance, several factors  m ust be taken in to accoun t. In the fir st 
place, the general posit ion of phenomenal ism had already been widely acce pted, 
and did not have to be e stabl ished as  a new and unfam il iar v iew. To ret urn to a 
doc tr ine of the l imit s  of posit ive knowledge seemed to  many an ea sy and welcome 
step .  Th is wa s not onl y tr ue of German react ion s  aga inst  post -Kantian ph ilosophy, 
as one can note in Helmholtz ;• it was al so congen ial to those in England who had 
been in flue nced by Comte, or were sympathe tic to Mill in h is a ttack on Ham il ton, 
or wh o were influenced by Ham ilton and by Man sel, or who-as in the case of 
S pencer-had been in fluenced by each of these . Never thele ss, the fac t tha t 
phenomenal ism was a famil iar ty pe of posit ion is not suffic ient to  ex pla in why i t  
wa s ta ken to have been e stabl ished by development s wh ich had occurred w i th in 
the natural sc ience s .  Here the spec ific influence of posit iv i sm upon scient ist s  
played an im por tan t role . I t  will be recalled that posit iv ism held tha t gen uine 
knowledge of a systematic sort can onl y be establ ished by sc ientific means; there
fore, it followe d tha t if e pistemolog ical i ssue s  were to be defin it ively se ttled, they 
woul d  al so have to  be settled by t his mean s .  Wh ile Helmholtz, S pencer, and 
others, such a s  Huxley, did not r igidly adhere to th is posit ion, the ir iden tificat ion 
of rel iable knowledge w ith sc ientific method was suffic iently strong to  have led 
them to disc uss epistemolog ical issues  in terms of the result s wh ich con tem porary 
science had ach ieved .  It is prec isely a t  th is point that the im pact of the physio
log ical sciences on e pistemolog ical issue s  is most clearly seen, for i t  wa s a t  th is 
t ime, in the m id-cent ury, that there was an im portan t confl uence of physical 
theory and physiolog ical invest igat ions .  A s  a consequence, physiolog ical inve stiga 
t ions were f ully incor porated into the body of the posit ive sc iences, and had to  be 
taken in to account in any at tem pt to understand the rela tion sh ips between man 
and the nat ura l worl d. 

In th is connec tion, the v iews of the em inen t physiolog i st Emil DuBois-Reymond 
are enl igh ten ing. H is famous phrase " ignoram us . . .  ignorab im us" prov ide d  the 
concl usion for a lect ure in wh ich he had not only at tem pted to  sh ow the l imi ts 
beyond wh ich sc ient ific understanding coul d  not go, b ut in wh ich he had v ig
orously defended the truth of a mechan ist ic acc oun t of the world. 5 Before t urn ing 
our attent ion to  h is more em inent con tem porary, Helmholtz , it w ill be usef ul to  
characterize DuBois-Reym ond's v iew . 

The fir st point to  be  noted is the fact that DuBois-Reymond placed ph ysiology 
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squarely w ith in the framework o f  a mechan ica l world-v iew, wh ich he characterized 
in terms o f  a str ict Lap lacean form o f  determin ism. That he did so should not be 
construed as suggesting that he was bl in dly tak ing over a tradit ional form o f  
philosophic material ism ;  rather, in part at least, h is pos ition had been formed by 
a major theoretical advance in the emp irical sc iences: the formulat ion o f  the 
pr inc iple o f  the conservat ion o f  energy. In th is connect ion one should recall that 
two o f  the formulat ions o f  that pr inc iple-those o f  Mayer and o f  Helmholtz
had or ig inated w ith in the context of phys iolog ical problems: in fact, He lmholtz 's 
essay on the subject stemmed from h is oppos it ion to the v ital ism o f  Stahl. 6 Thus, 
when DuBois-Reymond argued that there is one set o f  laws which is bas ic for al l  
nature, and these are the laws o f  theoret ica l  mechan ics, he was speaking o f  what 
he regarded as a necessary consequence of a major sc ientific revolut ion wh ich had 
taken place in h is time . 7 The same att itude is to be found s lightly earl ier, in 1 865, 
in K irchhoff 's rectoral address "On the Goal o f  the Natura l Sc iences," in which 
he had stated that there could be no understanding o f  the complex processes 
occurring in p lants or an imals until they were reduced to the pr inc iples o f  
theoret ica l mechanics . 8 In 1 869 Helmholtz expressed a s im ilar v iew in a lecture 
to a sc ientific congress which he ent itled "The Aim and Progress o f  Phys ical 
Sc ience. " Consider ing the success o f  Helmholtz and DuBo is-Reymond in the ir 
exper imenta l work on nerve impu lses, and the monumental treat ises on phys io 
logical acoustics and opt ics w hich Helmholtz was able to construct, the v iew that 
physio logy be longed among the phys ical sc iences seemed to have become secure. 
Given the deve lopments w ith in theoret ical mechan ics, th is meant that physio
log ical processes must conform to the basic laws o f  mechanics, and v ita list ic ex
planat ions were there fore to be regarded as wholly false. 9 That th is doctr ine o f  the 
un ity o f  all sc ience should have been accepted at the t ime was not, then, merely a 
vestig ial metaphys ical prejud ice: it seemed warranted as a conclus ion to be drawn 
from emp ir ical investigat ions in physiology and from the basic pr inciples of 
phys ics itse lf. 

It is prec isely at th is point, where al l  natural phenomena are held to con form 
to the fundamental pr inc iples o f  mechan ics, that DuBois-Reymond cla imed that 
one is forced, for the first t ime, to say " ignorab imus." His po int was that we shall 
a lways rema in in ignorance o f  why these u lt imate forces act as they do: we can 
never understand "matter " in itse lf, nor " force" in itsel f, but we on ly know them 
through the ir manifestat ions . To be sure, when DuBo is-Reymond spo ke in this 
way, he was obviously suppos ing that a dist inct ion is to be drawn between how 
th ings man ifest themse lves and what they actually are in themse lves. It might then 
be thought that he was h imse lf indulging in "metaphys ics ." However, the fact 
that he did draw this d ist inct ion was a consequence o f  what I have character ized 
as a phys io log ically or iented phenomenalism. It was h is content ion that the world 
in itse lf lacks al l o f  the quali t ies which it appears to have as we exper ience it : 
what we exper ience depends upon the ways in wh ich our nerves are a ffected, and 
th is means upon molecu lar processes going on with in the nerves themselves, re
gardless o f  how these processes were caused. 1 0 Thus, the world conce ived in 
phys ical-mathemat ica l terms, and the world known in direct exper ie nce , seem to 
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bear no relation to one another. To be sure, if we could discover the relationship 
between nerve processes and the qualities to which they give rise, we could escape 
this predicament. However, it is precisely at this point, when the question arises 
as to how nerve processes are related to conscious experiences, that DuBoi s-Rey
mond found himsel f forced to say ignorabimus for the second time. Thus we 
cannot know the world as it exists independently o f  how it appears within our 
experience; all that we can say o f  such a world is that all events in it are in 
principle predictable on the basis o f  a single set of absolutely uni form laws, the 
laws o f  theoretical mechanics. 

I need scarcely point out that this acceptance o f  Laplace 's formulatio n of  a 
complete determinism combines rather oddly with phenomenalism . Yet the belie f 
that these doctrines could be combined was characteristic not only o f  DuBois
Reymond, but o f  Helmholtz and Spencer. However, unlike DuBois-Reymond, 
each o ffered a theory o f  knowledge which, i f  not entirely satis factory, did recognize 
some o f  the difficulties, and did attempt to overcome them. 

I .  HELMHOLTZ: SCIENCE AND EPISTEMOLOGY 

On the occasion o f  Helmholtz 's seventieth b irthday, he was presented with a 
book o f  essays written in his honor, Beitriige zur Psychologie und Physiologie der 
Sinnesorgane ; this volume carr ied as its e pigraph a quotation from one o f  his 
essays which, in translation, r ea ds : "a metaphysical conclusion is either a false 
conclusion or a concealed experimental conclusion. " 1 1  No more succinct state 
ment o f  his basic posi tivism could be given. However, it is just as important to 
note the respects in which Helmholtz d iffered from some other positivists, as it is 
to see to what extent he agreed w ith their rejection o f  metaphysics. While he held 
that all knowledge is to be drawn from experience, and is to be confirmed through 
experience, he did not hold that suc h confirmation i s  ever direct. There fore, as we 
shall see, he did not regard it as meaningless to speak, for example, of forces in 
nature which lie behind observable phenomena; 1 2  in this respect, he di ffered very 
radically from other s whom one regards as "positivists."  To understand why he 
rejected any theory which restricts our knowledge to that which we are capable 
o f  veri fying through direct sense-experience, one must understand his views re 
garding the physiology o f  the senses. 

A basic factor in his position derived from the views o f  his teacher, Johannes 
Muller, concerning "specific nerve energies." According to that theory, the a fferent 
nerve fibers o f  the di fferent sense modalities each have their "specific energies " so 
that regardless o f  how they may be stimulated-whether through external or in 
ternal causes-they excite the appropriate type o f  sensation. On this view, to cite 
simple cases which were cited by Muller, auditory sensations may be caused either 
by sou nd-waves emana ting from an object or by a blow on the head, just as pres
sure on the eyeball, and not merely the stimulation of  light, may cause sensations 
o f  color. The importance o f  this doctrine for the theory o f  knowledge consists, o f  
course, in the fact that there cannot be assumed to be any qualitative resemblance 
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between the cause of a sensation and the sensation itself. Helmholtz was very ex
plicit in drawing this inference from Muller's theory, even though he rejected the 
semi-Kantian manner in which Millier himself had used it. For example, in a 
series of lectures on "The Recent Progress of the Theory of Vision," delivered in 
1868, we find him saying: 

We have already seen enough to answer the question whether it is possible to maintain 
the natural and innate conviction that the quality of our sensations, and especially our 
sensations of sight, give u s  a true impression of corresponding quali ties i n  the outer 
world. I t  i s  clear that they do not. The question was really decided by Johannes Muller' s 
deduction from well ascertained facts of the law of specific nervous energy. Whether 
the rays of the sun appear to us as colour or as warmth, does not a t  al l  depend upon 
their own properties, but simply upon whether they excite the fibres of the optic nerve, 
or those of the skin . . . .  The most complete difference offered by our several sensations, 
that namely between those of sight, of hearing, of taste, of smell ,  and of touch . . .  
does not, as we now see, a t  a l l  depend upon the nature of the external object, but 
solely upon the central connections of the nerves which are affected. 1 3 

Or, as he says in another place, when discussing the extension of Muller 's point 
of view to processes occurring within systems of nerve fibers in a single modality : 

In this case it has been shown that no kind of physical similarity whatever corresponds 
to the subjective similarity of different  composite light of the same colour. By these 
and similar facts we are led to the very important conclusion that our sensations are , as 
regards their quali ty, only signs of external objects , and in  no sense images of any 
degree of resemblance. 1 4 

Yet, Helmholtz held that "apprehension by the senses supplies after all, directly 
or indirectly, the material of all human knowledge. ' ' 1 5 Obviously, there were 
epistemological difficulties here which demanded solution. One among them was 
the problem of explaining how our senses could supply us with adequate informa
tion concerning material objects if all of the data of which we are conscious de
pend upon what goes on, so to speak, within our own skins. 

The problem would be insoluble if what we demand is that our senses should 
provide us with images of independently existing material objects: however, it 
may perhaps be done away with if what we mean by a knowledge of material 
objects is a reliable system of signs which represent the relationships among the 
entities which our signs are taken as signifying. This was the path which Helm
holtz followed : 

An image [he said] must be analogous to the original  object ; a statue, for instance, 
has the same corporeal  form as the human being after which it was made . . . .  In the case 
of a sign i t  i s  sufficien t  that it become apparent  a s  often as the occurrence to be depicted 
makes i ts  appearance, the conformity between them being restricted to their presenting 
themselves simultaneously. The correspondence exist ing between our sensations and 
the objects producing them is precisely of this kind. 1 6  

According to Helmholtz, the difference between languages as  systems of  signs, and 
sense-perception as a system of signs, is that the system of our sensations is not 
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arbitrary, but is in fact a universal language of which there are not diverse 
families or differing dialects : it is the mother tongue of nature itself. 1 7 Different 
people, he held,  receive the same sensations from the same objects, and at dif
ferent times an object which has not changed will excite the same sensations in 
us. Thus, the system of the sensations which are caused by objects will conform 
to the relationships existing within the field of those objects. 

To be sure, one feature of the doctrine of specific nerve energies would seem to 
render the assumption of such a conformity dubious : as we noted, it was held that 
quite different types of stimuli can cause similar sensory excitations; thus, for 
example, a blow on the head can give us visual or auditory sensations. However, 
Helmholtz incorporated such facts into his theory by distinguishing between our 
awareness of sensory data and our perception of objects. For example, in his 
lectures on "The Recent Progress of the Theory of Vision, "  which summarized 
the more general views developed in his Physio logical Opt ics, he distinguished 
sharply between the sensa tions of sight, which depend upon how the eye is af
fected, and percept ions  of sight, which depend upon unconscious inferences based 
upon past experience. Sensations, as such, can never be mistaken, but they may be 
mistakenly interpreted when we take them as signs of the existence of external 
objects. Furthermore, they may give rise to i l lusions, which depend upon faulty 
inferences clue to the presence of unusual circumstances in the conditions under 
which sensations are presented to us: 

When the modes of st imulation of the organs of sense are unusual, incorrect ideas 
of objects are apt to be formed ; which used to be described, therefore, as illusions of the 
senses. Obviously, in these cases there is nothing wrong with the activity of the organ 
of sense and its corresponding nervous mechanism which produces the illusion. Both of 
them have to act according to the laws that govern their activity once for all. It is 
rather simply an illusion in the judgment of the material presented to the senses, 
resulting in a false idea of it. 1 B 

He states his explanation of such illusions in the case of vision by means of the 
following rule: 

We always believe that we see such objects as would, under conditions of normal 
vision, produce the retina l  image of which we are actually conscious. 1 9  

Taking these doctrines into account, we may say that what constitutes veridical 
perception is, simply, our capacity to infer, on the basis of normal past experience, 
how different sensory excitations are connected with one another, so that they 
form an interrelated system of signs, or cues. The unconscious inferences which 
are involved do not d:iffer, according to Helmholtz, from logical inferences, except 
superficially, by virtue of the fact that logical inferences can be formulated in 
words, whereas the implicit inferences of perception only make use of sensations, 
and of the memory of past sensations. 2 0  

When Helmholtz spoke of perceptual judgments in this way, what he had in 
mind was the fact that every such judgment consists in an induction based upon 
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past ex perience: like Mill , whose l ogical theory influenced him,2' Helmholtz was 
attempting to  give what he termed an "em piristic " (empirist ische) account of all 
human knowledge, showing that neither "intuitionistic " n or "nativistic " hy 
potheses had to  be invoked in order to account for any as pects of our ex perience. 
In this connection we may note that, like Mill, he also offered an empiristic 
account of mathematics; this account, it is to  be n oted, included a consideration 
of non -Euclidean geometries. In a series of essays, he set himself the task of ex
plaining how it is that, on the basis of imaginative ex perience, we can formulate 
various ty pes of non -Euclidean systems, although our s patial ex perience is such 
that Euclidean geometry seems intuitively certain to  us.22 In this field, as in all 
others, what Helmholtz wished to  reject was the theory that there is "a pre-exist
ing harmony of the laws of mental operations with those of the outer world "; it 
was his aim "to derive all corres pondence between mind and matter from the 
results of ex perience. " 2 3  

It would seem that, if this were his aim, he was still in e pistemological dif 
ficulties. As we have seen, he had rejected the idea that our sense-ex perience, 
which is the s ole source of our knowledge, could be assumed to  resem b le the ex 
ternal world: knowledge consisted in a set of usually reliable signs, or cues, as to  
simultaneities and sequences within what we ex perience. How then could Helm
holtz establish any form of corres pondence between what is ex perienced and what 
exists inde pendently of us ?  The answer to  his question hes in the fact that, unlike 
Hume, or Mill , or Comte, he believed that ex perimental science must be inter
preted as establishing that phenomena are the effects of causes which are n ot 
themselves directly experienced, and that such an interpretation is legitimate even 
t hough the effects which we ex perience do not resemble their causes. \Ve must 
now attempt to state what sort of justification Helmholtz was able to offer for his 
view. 

We may start from a point which would not have been challenged by Hume, by 
Mill, or by Comte: Helmholtz's insistence that knowledge does not consist in an 
accumulation of observations, or facts, but in the discovery of regularities, or 
laws, within ex perience . Phrasing this in terms of experimental science, Helm
holtz said: 

Isolated facts and experiments have in themselves no value, however great their 
number may be. They only become valuable from a theoretical or practical point of view 
when they make us acquainted with the law of a series of uniformly recurring 
phenomena, or, it may be, only give a negative result showing an incompleteness in our 
knowledge of such a law, till then held to be perfect. 2 4  

At this point Helmholtz took what was the decisive step in his theory of scientific 
method : he held that those systematizations of facts which are to  be considered as 
laws of nature can be distinguished from systematizations which are imposed u pon 
facts b y  our own interests, s peculative tendencies, or needs. As examples of 
arbitrary and subjective systematizations he mentioned the Linnean system of 
classification, as well as the arrangement of materials in an encyclopedia. 2 5 The 
difference between such syst ematizations and the procedures of science was that in 
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the fi rst ca se s  the orderliness depended upon the p rinciple which was used to  
con st ruct the system, whereas in  science, Helmholt z hel d , the order  i s  not imposed  
upon the dat a, but must be di scovered through c are ful, systematic examin ations  
o f  the conditions  under which phenomena rec ur. Thi s distinction w as form ul ate d 
by  him in the following cruci al p aragraphs :  

A law of nature . . . i s  not a mere logical conception that we have adopted as a kind 
of memoria techn ica to enable us to more readily remember facts. We of the present 
day have already sufficient insight to know that the laws of nature are not things 
which we can evolve by any speculative method. On the contrary, we have to discover 
them in the facts; we have to test them by repeated observation or experiment, in 
constantly new cases, under ever-varying circumstances; and in proportion as they hold 
good under a constantly increasing change of conditions, in a constantly increasing 
number of cases and with greater delicacy in the means of observation, does our con
fidence in their trustworthiness rise. 

Thus the laws of nature occupy the position of a power with which we are not familiar, 
not to be arbitrarily selected and determined in our minds, as one might devise various 
systems of animals and plants one after another, so long as the only object is classification. 
Before we can say that our knowledge of any one law of nature is complete, we must 
see that i t  h o lds good wi thout  excep t ion ,  and make this test of its correctness. If we 
can be assured that the conditions under which the law operates have presented them
selves, the result must ensue without arbitrariness, without choice, without our coopera
tion, and from the very necessity which regulates the things of the external world 
as well as our perception. The law then takes the form of an objective power, and 
for that reason we call it force . 26 

The conception of ' ' force" in which thi s a rgument eventuate s is obviously  not 
the same conception as th at which Hume and othe rs have c riticized , for Helm
holtz i s  not cl aiming th at he see s, or otherwi se e xperience s, t ransfer  of power be 
tween any observed phenomena . Th at to  which he i s  appe aling i s  an e xperienced 
di fference between those c ase s in which we fin d th at we c an arrange observation s 
in any order  we may choose , in which we can m anufact ure new data or obliterate 
others, etc ., and, on the other h and, c ase s in which we find that we are not able 
to  do so. Thus, that to  which he i s  appe aling i s  simil ar to  that to  which Kant 
appe aled  in hi s analysi s  of causation : the di stinction between an objective order  
o f  sequence and one which i s  un der the cont rol of the subject . In other words , 
what Helmh oltz i s  taking to be a sign of force i s  a resist ance or rec alcitrance in the 
seq uences which a re to  be obse rved  among phenomena; he i s  no t  assuming that 
he directl y obse rve s  one phenomenon offering re si st ance to  another, nor offering 
re si stance to him. Th e only m anner in which he knows of "objective power" or 
" force " i s  through the degree of regularit y which i s  to  be foun d  in rel ation s among 
phenomen a :  he never  claim s to know it "in -it sel f . "  

We a re now in a position to  underst and the next step in Helmh oltz' s anal ysi s: 
he t ake s such underly ing and une xperienced force s to  be causa l n ecessi t ies. Once 
again we m ay note th at he i s  not cl aiming that he directl y experience s a rel ation
ship of c ause and effect : cause s  are n o t  experience d , b ut are wh at underlie those 
regul aritie s which we di sc over  in phenomen a , which are universal and do not fall 
un der  the cont rol of our will s .  
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Helmholtz summarizes t his entire t heory of science in one brief paragraph 
whic h we are now in a better p osition to  understand: 

Our desire to comprehend natural phenomena, in other words, to ascertain their laws, 
thus takes another form of expression-that is we have to seek out the forces which 
are the causes of the phenomena. The conformity to law in nature must be conceived 
as a causal connection the moment we recognize that it is independent of our 
thought and will.21 

In this paragraph, seen against t he backgro un d  of the foregoing disc ussion, t he 
following points may be singled o ut for attention: ( 1) T he aim of science is t hat 
of comprehending natural p henomena, not merely acc um ulating observations and 
classifying them. ( 2) T his involves form ulating laws concerning observable reg
ularities which do n ot admit of exceptions. (3) The fact t hat t hese reg ularities are 
n ot malleable by o ur thought or will is w hat leads us t o  c haracterize t hem as ob
jective powers or forces in nature. ( 4) S uc h  forces are w hat we refer to as t he 
causes upon w hich p henomena depend.  However, there is a final point w hich is 
n ot explicitly stated in this paragraph, but w hic h m ust be stressed, for it pr ovides 
the basic philosop hic p ostulate of Helm holtz's w hole t heory of science: (5) To 
relate a natural phenomenon t o  a law of  nat ure is t o  c omprehend it : t here i s  no  
further, more ultimate form of understanding t han t hat w hich scientific laws 
provide. Thus, we have no  secret access to t he powers of nature ; we know t hem 
only through  t heir observable effects. 

Helmholtz's acceptance of t his final proposition might be t hought t o  ren der 
nugator y all of his claims regarding "the forces of nat ure, " w hich c onsti tute t he 
unobservable causes of observe d effects ; knowledge would seem t o  be reduced to  
a discovery of c orrelations among t he immediately given presentations of  the 
senses. However, t his woul d  involve attrib uting t o  Helmholtz a position dia
metrically opposed t o  t hat w hich he did in fact accept. He held t hat, in order t o  
decide w hat knowledge we can obtain by means of t he presentations of t he senses, 
we must rely upon p hysics an d p hysi ol ogy. F urthermore, he regarded t he laws 
of t hese sciences as being c oncerned with relations hips w hich are n ot directly 
presented in sense-experience, b ut can only be establis hed by  experimental means. 
To fail t o  use s uc h  inferences w o ul d  be t o  c ontinue t o  ass ume t hat traditional 
p hilosophic modes of analysis, w hich he believed t o  have been sterile, s ho ul d  take 
precedence over t he methods of science. On Helmholtz's view, t he sciences t hem
selves were n ow in a p osition t o  examine t he reliability of o ur senses, and t hus 
form ulate an adeq uate t he ory of c ognition. 2 8  His c onviction t hat suc h  was t he 
case rested on his belief t hat, t hr o ugh  t he research in w hich he and others were 
participating, t he sciences were beginning t o  be able t o  form ulate an interlocking 
s ystem of p hysical, p hysiol ogical, and psyc hological laws, w hic h w o ul d  be able t o  
establis h interconnections between processes in t he external w orld, t he sensations 
c orrelated with them, and t he perceptions t o  w hich suc h  sensations, on the basis 
of past experience, give rise. On t he basis of a knowledge of t hese interconnec
tions, it would  no  l onger be epistemologically significant t hat we s ho ul d  have t o  
admit that our sensations are not images of the external world, but only signs of 
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relationships which obtain within it, and between it and us. 2 9  Since these signs 
are not arbitrary, or in any way imposed upon experience by us, since on the 
contrary they represent the necessary ways in which our organs function, there 
is no reason to describe the world of our experience as "false. "  From both a 
practical and a theoretical point of view, the system of relationships which we can 
discover within experience is in every way reliable, and is to be denominated as 
knowledge . 3 0  

Were one to claim that we still need to ask what lies behind such a system of 
relationships and is accountable for it, one would be raising metaphysical ques
tions which cannot possibly be given a scientific answer. In response to such ques
tions one would not only have to answer " ignoramus" but "ignora b im us ."  
However, for Helmholtz as  for DuBois-Reymond, the tasks of  science were suf
ficiently broad, including all natural phenomena, whether physical or mental, so 
that the limits of verifiable knowledge would presumably never be reached. To 
give up the search for answers to unanswerable questions would not only be to 
free ourselves from unnecessary burdens, but it would open the way for consider
ing those questions to which answers can be found. Among such questions there 
are not only those which concern the science of physics, but those which refer to 
organic phenomena and to the phenomena of mind. Once metaphysical dogmas 
are cleared away, the latter questions, too, can be answered by methods appro
priate to science, and a unified system of scientific laws can be expected to result. 3 1 

It was to the advancement of this task that Helmholtz's own prodigious scientific 
researches had been directed, and it was this ideal which he sought to elucidate 
and to justify through his theory of knowledge. 

2 . HERBERT SPENCER : THE LIM ITS OF THE KNOWABLE 

In its original form, Spencer's Principles of Psychology, which first appeared in 
1855, had a quite different orientation from its radically revised second edition, 
the first volume of which appeared in 1870, the second volume being issued in 
installments which were completed in 1872 .  In the fifteen-year interval, Spencer 
had formulated his conception of a system of Synthetic Philosophy, and had 
published First Principles and the Principles of Bio logy . It was therefore natural 
that the second edition should have emphasized the place of psychology in the 
system of the sciences, and should have been concerned with applying the univer
sal law of natural phenomena to psychological processes. Although we are not 
here concerned with this systematic elaboration of Spencer's views, in attempting 
to understand his theory of the scope and the limits of human understanding we 
cannot rely upon the unsystematic organization of the first edition, with which 
Spencer himself was dissatisfied. 3 2 Fortunately, Spencer was able to include almost 
all of the materials of the first edition, which was oriented toward problems of 
cognition, within the systematic framework of the second edition, providing a 
clearly articulated theory of knowledge in which a deterministic world-view can 
presumably be reconciled with a positivistic rejection of metaphysics. In this 
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respect, as we sh all see, the conclusions of Helmholtz and Spencer were essentially 
similar, in spite of the gre at di fferences between their methods of inquiry. 

Even in the first edition of the Principles of Psychology, S pencer connected the 
fund amental ch ar acteristics of mental life with what he took to be the essential 
attribute of life-processes: th at, in living things, there is "the continuous adjust
ment of intern al rel ations to extern al rel ations."3 3  In the first edition, however, 
attention was not devoted to the n ature of the nervous system; it w as only l ater 
th at Spencer c ame to recognize it as providing the me ans by which there could be 
a continuous adjustment between psychological processes and changes in the 
environment. In the second edition of the Principles of Psychology his point of 
departure therefore became a physiological consider ation of the n ature and func
tioning of the nervous system. In this physiologic al analysis, Spencer iden tified 
afferent stimuli with molecular motions, insisting th at physiologic al accounts 
should rigorously exclude all reference to consciousness. 34 These motions wer.e 
not to be identified with sens ations, for t he l atter are "feelings," th at is, conscio415 
st ates. If, then, there were to be a science of psychology, there must first be a 
science which would deal with the rel ations between nervous stimul ation and 
conscious st ates: in the absence of such a science one would either be confined to 
physiology, not dealing with consciousness at all, or one would be at a loss to 
show how the rel ations within consciousness were correlated with changes in the 
environment. The intermediary science w as termed "aestho-physiology" by 
Spencer; its aim w as to coll ate the objective phenomena in the nervous system 
with the dat a  of consciousness, which are known to us only through introspec 
tion. 35 

While Spencer's discussion of aestho -physiology is at some points very gener al 
and r ather obvious, dealing with correl ations between our ability to experience 
v arious sens ations and the fact that we possess a cert ain type of nervous system, he 
also attempted to formul ate some concrete principles of correl ation between 
changes in experience and me asurable ch anges in the excit ation of the nerves. 
For example, he suggested a correl ation between the after -effects of the stimul a
tion of a nerve and the after-e ffects to be found in sens ation; he also suggested 
th at there are qu antit ative correl ations between the strength of nerve-impulses 
and the degree of feeling which we experience.36 Thus, wh at Spencer termed 
aestho-physiology de alt with many of the convention al problems of psychophysics. 
In addition, he believed that its findings applied not merely to sens ations, but to 
the other l arge cl ass of "feelings" design ated as "the emotions. " 37 In all c ases, 
aestho-physiology h ad the s ame t ask: to correl ate the d at a  of consciousness with 
physiologic al reactions, not attempting to interpret either in terms of the other 
but attempting to depict whatever system atic connections existed between them. 
Spencer described this function in the following terms: 

Aestho-physiology has a position that is entirely unique. It belongs neither to the 
objective world nor the subjective world;  but taking a term from each, occupies itself 
with the correlation of the two. It may with as much propriety be included in the 
domain of physical science as in the domain of psychical science; and must be left where 
it stands, as the link between them.""  
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Since Spencer's time it has become customary to include within the province of 
psychology the inquiries which he assigned to aestho-physiology. Spencer himself 
did not do so, because his conception of psychology was of a very special sort. 
Since he wished to relate psychology to what he regarded as the universal nature 
of living things, he emphasized the adjustment of internal relations to external 
relations, not the relations between physiological states and consciousness. Thus 
he was interested in correlating connections between feelings with connections 
existing between phenomena in the external environment. Aestho-physiology, 
which connected feelings with physiological processes with in the organism was 
therefore dealing with what was only an intermediary link: its existence as a 
science was a precondition of there being a science of psychology, but it did not 
belong within psychology itself. 

The task of psychology was, then, that of correlating two distinct types of prop
osition: one type would assert a connection between two events in the external 
world, the other would assert a connection between two sensations or other sub
jective phenomena. Spencer said: 

[A psychological proposition] is not the connection between the internal phenomena, 
nor is it the connection between the external phenomena; but it is the connection 

between these two connections. A psychological proposition is necessarily compounded 
of two propositions, of which one concerns the subject and the other concerns the 
object; and cannot be expressed without the four terms which these two propositions 
imply. The distinction may best be explained by symbols. Suppose that A and B 
are two related manifestations in the environment-say the colour and taste of a fruit; 
then, so long as we contemplate their relation by itself, or as associated with other 
external phenomena, we are occupied with physical science. Now suppose that a and b 
are the sensations produced in the organism by this peculiar light which the fruit 
reflects, and by the chemical action of its juice on the palate; then, so long as we study 
the action of the light on the retina and optic centres, and consider how the juice 
sets up in other centres a change known as sweetness, we are occupied with facts 
belonging to the sciences of Physiology and Aestho-physiology. But we pass into the 
domain of Psychology the moment we inquire how there comes to exist within the 
organism a relation between a and b that in some way or other corresponds to the relation 
between A and B. Psychology is exclusively concerned with this connection between 
(AB) and (ab)-has to investigate its nature, its origin, its meaning.39 

Since he conceived of the task of psychology in this way, Spencer's psychological 
system consisted in developing the theory of associations in a manner that ex
tended to all feelings, whether simple or complex, and of then accounting for how 
such associations are correlated with connections between phenomena in the 
external world. His theory of associations added little that was new to the as
sociationism of his time; what was new was his hypothesis of the inherited effects 
of past associations, so that in the history of the race-and not merely in the 
history of each individual-more and more complex and reliable associations 
came to be formed. It is not with this clearly untenable psychological system that 
we must concern ourselves; it is rather to the characteristic nature of its epistemo
logical implications that I wish to direct attention. 

In this connection, the first point to be noted is that Spencer, like Helmholtz, 
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denied that we have any right to a ssume that there i s  a qualita tive similarity be 
tween our sensation s and thei r cause s  in the external world. Helmholtz's argu
ment in thi s re spect had taken the doctrine of specific nerve energie s a s  it s point 
of departure; S pencer's basic position derived f rom a contra st between the char
acteristic s of molecular motions in the nerve s and the qualitie s of which we are 
directly aware in ex periencing colors, sounds, shapes, odors, etc. In di scussing 
aestho -physiology, S pencer held that, while we a re bound to acknowledge that 
feeling s are alway s correlated with nerve im pul se s  so that the two can only be 
held to be "the subjective and objective faces of the same thing," yet we are unable 
to comprehend their relationshi p  to one another: the qualities of our sensations 
seem utterly di fferent f rom the molecular motions, or  "nerve shocks," which they 
accom pany.4° Therefore, since nerve action se rves a s  the necessary inte rmediat ing 
link between the sen sations we ex perience and the external environing world, 
the disparity between the two side s of the aestho -phy siological relationshi p pre
cludes us  from regarding sensations a s  being qualitatively similar to what exi st s  
inde pendently of us. 

In addition to thi s basic fact, S pencer's di scussion of aestho -physiology pointed 
out another rea son why we cannot identify what we ex perience with what exi st s  
inde pendently of ex perience. Although he held that there i s  a co rrespondence 
between the st rength of our feelings and the strength of the nerve impul se s  which 
underlie them, he denied that there is a one -to -one correspondence between the 
strength of these nerve im pul ses and their external exciting cause s. As  he pointed 
out, prior stimulation often tend s to dimini sh later reaction s to stimuli of equal 
strength; therefore, a strict correlation between nerve im pulse s  and feelings en
tail s that there i s  an actual disparity between feelings and events in the exte rnal 
world . 41 

These a rguments, which were drawn directly f rom ae stho -physiology, were not 
tho se u pon which S pencer chiefly relied when attempting to show that the sensa 
tions which we ex perience are not simila r  to what exi st s  independently of u s. 
Rather, he cited more t raditional forms of epi stemological a rguments to show that 
there a re variations in the way s in which the organs of di fferent ty pe s  of organi sms 
react to external stimuli; furthermore , he pointed out that in the case of each 
individual our sense organs differ in their re spon siveness to stimuli, de pending 
u pon their sen sitivity and u pon their condition at any particular time . On the 
basi s  of such arguments, S pencer held that it i s  entirely mistaken to su ppose that 
our sen sory experience directly mirrors the qualitie s of object s which are external 
to and independent of u s. Furthermore, he argued that not only the content of 
specific sen sations was relative to the nature and condition of our sen se organs, 
but that the relationships which we experience among sensations a re subject to 
the same type of relativity. Thus, even the spatial and temporal relations which 
we ex perience, and the differences which we can discriminate with re spect to set s 
of feelings, are not to be identified with set s of relation shi ps which exi st in
dependently of u s. These a rgument s, which S pencer mobilized in chapters entitled 
"The Relativity of Feelings" and "The Relativity of Relation s between Feelings,"  
led him to formulate a general pro position which he claimed was a t ruth "familiar 
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to all students of Psychology," that "though internal feeling habitually depends 
upon external agent, yet there is no likeness between them either in kind or 
degree." •2 

This is, of course, similar to the conclusion reached by Helmholtz. However, 
unlike Helmholtz, Spencer was primarily a philosopher. He felt obligated to of
fer a defense of epistemological realism against the attacks which could be ex
pected to be leveled against him by those who might claim that under these 
conditions it was illegitimate to defend realism at all. In both the first and the 
second editions of his Principles of Psych ology, he argued against Berkeley and 
Hume, attempting to show that, if one were to establish the position that our 
sensations do actually depend upon the nature and conditions of our sense organs, 
and if one set out to show that they cannot therefore be interpreted as being 
identical with what exists in the external world, one could only do so on the 
basis of realistic assumptions. In short, it was Spencer's claim that interpretations 
of sense-perception which presume to establish subjectivism are self-refuting, since 
arguments designed to establish the principle that our sensations are subjective 
phenomena always presuppose realistic assumptions: if realism is false, we cannot 
in fact establish any disparities between what we directly experience and what, 
in naive experience, we regard as existing independently of us.4 3 

The question, of course, immediately arises as to what form of realism Spencer 
believed to be tenable, and we find that it was a realism which closely resembled 
the position that Helmholtz had reached. Spencer designated this position as 
"Transfigured Realism," characterizing it as "one which simply asserts objective 
existence as separate from and independent of subjective existence. But it affirms 
neither that any one mode of this objective existence is in reality that which i t  
seems, nor that the connexions among its modes are objectively what they seem."4 4  

Nevertheless, there was one form of correspondence between subjective and 
objective existence which, Spencer believed, could be affirmed, and that was what 
may best be regarded. as an isomorphism between the set of systematic  relation
ships within experience and the set of relationshi ps existing independently of us. 
Spencer illustrated this form of correspondence by a diagram of a cube and its 
perspectival projection on a cylinder. The shape of the surfaces, and the relation
ships among sides and angles, all have a different form in the projection from 
that which characterizes their relationships in the cube, but there is a systematic  
connection among them which corresponds to  the systematic connections existing 
in the object itself.45 Thus, on Spencer's view, our sensations and the d irectly 
experienced relations among these sensations, cannot in any case be assumed to 
be images of the nature and the relationshi ps of independently existing objects: 
to believe the contrary would be to disregard what physics, physiology, and aestho
physiology establish concerning the nature of external objects and the forms of 
our reactions to them. On the other hand, to deny a systematic connection be
tween what occurs within  consciousness and what occurs in the physical world 
would be to deny the accumulated evidence of the regularity of nature which 
these same sciences provide. Spencer termed this interpretation of sense experience 
"transfigured realism" and he held it to be the only sound alternative to that 
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"crude realism" which was incompatible with a knowledge o f  science.•6 He be
lieved that, at the same time, it could escape the incoherence o f  scepticism which 
assumed the existence o f  an independent, external world even when it was argu 
ing against our right to believe in such a world. 

It might seem inconsistent for Spencer to have held a position which he him
sel f designated as a form o f  realism, and yet re fer to reality as being "the Un
knowable. " However, we have already seen that a comparable position was char
acteristic o f  both DuBois-Reymond and o f  Helmholtz; in explicating Spencer 's 
view, we shall once again find that he, like them, showed an extreme degree o f 
confidence in scientific knowledge, although he combined that confidence with 
asseverations concerning the fact that all human knowledge has outer limits 
which it cannot in any case transcend. 

Spencer, like Helmholtz, regarded his realism as having been established on 
scientific grounds. To be sure, he recognized  that it constituted a specifically 
philosophic position, but it was a position characteristic o f  a positive philosophy, 
and differed entirely from the positions o f  those who were to be designated as 
"metaphysicians . " 47 According to the Kantian heritage which Helmholtz and 
Spencer shared, metaphysics involved the attempt to form conceptions o f  reality 
which transcended the bounds o f  all possible experience, whereas the sciences 
were taken to be formulations o f  systematic connections to be found within 
experience. Thus, for Helmholtz and Spencer, there could be sciences o f  matter 
and o f  mind, and o f  the relationships which exist between data o f  consciousness 
and changes which occur within the organism; however, there was no way in 
which one could formulate any conception o f  what "Matter " or "Energy " is in 
itsel f, or what " Mind" is in itsel f, or whether one is merely a product or ap
pearance o f  the other. •s 

For Spencer, all knowledge depended upon observation and proceeded by as 
similating particular facts into wider and ever wider generalizations. Basically, o f  
course, all o f  the concepts used in such generalizations ultimately depend upon 
sense-experience, but he held that it was possible and also necessary to extend 
these concepts beyond what was originally presented in that experience . We form 
what he re ferred to as "symbolic conceptions," as when, for example, we combine 
our image o f  an object o f  spherical shape with the experience o f  seeing ships sail 
ing over the horizon, and come to conceive o f  the earth as a sphere.•• This proc
ess o f  forming symbolic conceptions involves both a simplification o f  what is 
originally given in sense perception and an extension o f  the given to what has not 
been directly given at all. Spencer regarded this as a wholly legitimate process, 
without which we could form no generalizations and could discover no general 
laws. However, symbolic conceptions are only legitimate when it is possible to 
bring them back into touch with observations, either through direct sense -percep
tion or through showing that the predictions which they enable us to make are 
actually fulfilled. 

Using this basic theory o f  knowledge as a touchstone, we can see why Spencer 
believed that his "transfigured realism " could be regarded as scientifically war
ranted, whereas any attempt to make statements concerning what reality is in-
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it self nece ssarily transcends the limits of knowledge. His e pistemol ogical reali sm 
could be regarded a s  having been originally suggested by everyday expe rie nce, 
where our ab ility to :receive im pre ssions re st s  on the unim paired fu nctioni ng of 
our sense -orga ns; where that which we e xperi ence ofte n v arie s with the conditions 
u nder which we experience it; and where it becomes obv ious  that di ffere nt per
sons experie nce what we take to  be the same object i n  di ssimi lar ways. The 
science of physiology transla te s the se cru de ge neralizat ions concer ni ng the func
tioning of our sense-organs into  terms of molecular motions i n  the nervous sys
tem; physics and ch emi stry, along with physiology, serve to  relate these nerve 
im pul ses to  what occ ur s i n  the exter nal world. Aestho- physiology provi des correla
tions betwee n se nsor y  content and nerve impul se s. It proceeds from a n  a naly si s  
of the i ndividual se nse-modalitie s to  wider ge neralizations concerning the ways i n  
which all se nsory experience i s  correlated with a ppropriate changes i n  the nervou s 
sy stem. Finally, psychology, which concerns it self with our com plex mental proc
e sse s, sh ows how the linkage among our thoughts c orre sponds with linkage s 
occurring in  the e xt er nal world a nd accou nt s  for ih i s  corre sponde nce i n  what 
Spencer took to  be a scienti fically sati sfactory way: through the theory of a 
biological i nheritance of the effect s of pa st experie nce. 

In all of thi s argument, Spencer would say, he had not left the firm ground of 
confirmed observa tions: what are admittedly symbolic conce pt ions (such a s  
molecular motions i n  the nerves, or correlations between the stimulat ion of the 
retina by light and sensations of sight) are conce ptions which are confirmed by 
the predictions which they permit u s  to make. Science would be transcended  and 
meta physics would set i n  if  one tried to  form any conce ption of how motions i n  
the nerve s " produce "' se nsations, or how com plex associations of ideas can lead 
to those e ffere nt nerve-im pul se s which e ventuate i n  action. To attem pt t o  go 
behind the veri fiable correlations between the se utterly di ffere nt ty pe s  of conce pt 
would be to introduce not ions which it i s  not i n  any way possible to  ver ify within 
experience. Thus, Spencer' s doctri ne of when symbolic conce ptions are leg itimate, 
and when they are not, provi ded him with a way of avoi ding traditi onal met a
phy sical i ssue s concerning the mi nd-body relationship, and at the same time 
allowe d him to  claim that e pi stemological conclu sions, like all other warranted 
philosophical conclusions, follow directly from the systematic study of relation
shi ps among the da ta of experience. That there was one wide st genera lization 
which inclu de d  all f act s, one fu ndamental law of nature, Spencer had no doubt: 
thi s law of developmental change could, he believed, be e stabli shed through a 
synthe si s of the sciences . 5 0 It was only with re spect to the traditional questions 
rai sed not by scienti st s but by meta physicians that he, l ike Du Boi s- Reymond and 
Helmholtz , would have sa id  " ignoramus, ignorab imus." 

3 .  ERNST M ACH AND THE ECONOMY OF THOUGHT 

In movi ng from the ty pe of position acce pted by both Helmholtz and Spe ncer 
to  that acce pted by Mach, we e ncou nter a new i nter pretation of the limit s which 
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are to be assigned to  human t hought. It will be recalled t hat Helmholtz and 
Spencer denied that our experience directly mirrors w hat exists in  nature in
dependently of us; however, t hey bot h  held t hat t he relat ionships w hich we 
gradu ally come to  find within experience can be r egarded as corresponding to  
relationships w hic h character ize nature itself. Both  assumed that as the sciences 
advance, and all facets of experience are more carefully i nvestigated, this cor
respondence becomes more and more r eliable; in this sense it may be said they 
held t hat truth is to  be construed i n  terms of a correspondence, i.e., a correspond
ence be tween the systematic connection among our ideas and a s et of relationships 
existing in  nature itself. 5 1 T his assumes, of course, that the relationships w hich we 
find among experienced entities w hen  we  follow t he methods used i n  empirical 
enquiry are not artifacts created by those methods, but are controlled by relation
ships existing independently of us. It was precisely t his assumption t hat came 
to be challenged with increasing frequency by p hilosop hers of science. It is with 
one such challenge, t hat of Ernst Mach, t hat we s hall now be primarily 
concerned. 5 2  

Unlike Helmholtz and Spencer, Mach demanded that we confine our assertions 
about nature and about ourselves to  statements w hich refer to  elements given 
within  expe::rie nce, avoiding all assumptions c oncerning that upon whic h ex
perience depends. In i nterpreting this injunction, one must note w hat it was t hat 
Mach regarded as bei ng directly given in experience. On his view, that by w hich 
we are confronted is not a world of o bjects, and we do not experience ourselves 
as somethi ng differe nt from these objects, standing i n  various relations to  t hem; 
rather, he took experience to be constituted by free-floating "el ements," t hat is, 
by data which do not entail the existence of anything else, but are simply there, 
within  experie nce. Furthermore, it was Mach's view t hat t he manner in w hich 
these elements came to be organized, forming our conceptions of t he world, is not 
determined by c haracteristics i ntrinsic t o  t he elements t hemselves; rather, ways of 
organizing t hem develop during the course of human experience according to  t he 
interests or purposes w hic h take s hape within  us. On  t his assumption, t he ques 
tion of w hat constitutes truth must be answered by offering some criterion by 
means of which we can discriminate better from worse principles of organization 
among t he elements making up our experience. Mach held t hat t he sc iences, 
correctly interpreted, furnish t he clearest example of a satisfactory criterion, and 
on this basis he formulated his theory of "the economical nature of t hought." 
It is i n  connection with t his doctrine t hat his views differ markedly from those of 
earlier positivists, a nd that t hey are most clearly related to  other tendencies in  
later nineteenth-century p hilosophy ; for t hat reason i t  will be  helpful to  see how 
he came to  develop his position regarding the economy of t hought. 

If we consult Mac h's various sketches of his intellectual development we can 
trace t he main stages i n  t he process leading up to  his acceptance of t he view that 
our conceptions of t he world rest, in the last analysis, on t he principle of t he 
economy of thought. 5 3 At t he age of fifteen  he had read Kant's Prolegomena to 
any Future Metaphysic, a nd it had made a profound impression u pon him; how
ever quite suddenly, two or t hree years later, he came to  believe that t he Kantian 
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assum ption of things- in-themselve s was an unnece ssary and em pty a ssumption, 
and at th is stage he moved toward an acceptance of Berkeley's ideali sm. 5 4 How
ever, he te ll s  u s  that an interest in the phy siology of sense-perce pt ion, a s  well a s  
the study of Herbart, soon led h im to  abandon Berkeley 's posit ion for one more 
nearly akin to that of Hume, although he did not yet know Hume 's  work. 5 5  This 
sh ift, we may conjec ture, involved the a bandonment of the notion of a substant ial 
self, or ego; a ste p wh ich was in line with hi s prev iou s  abandonment of the con 
cept ion that there i s  some Kant ian "Unknown-X" beh ind the sen sory qual itie s 
which we ex perience. 5 6  This extension of hi s position in the direction of a pure 
subject iv ism presumably took place pr ior to  h is rece iv ing hi s  doctorate in 1 860. 
Between that time and 1 864, when he rece ived a profe ssor shi p at Gra z, two 
inde pendent and highly im portant influences hel pe d  to develop h is later ph ilos
ophy of science. On t he one hand, in lectures concern ing phy sical theory which 
he gave a s  a Pr ivat- Dozent in V ienna, beginning in 1 86 1, he became convinced 
that ideal s of sim pl ic ity in ex planation had been of the greate st im portance t o  
Copern icus, Gal ileo, a nd Newton; th is, he tell s us, wa s one factor wh ich pre pared 
the way for the later development of h is theory of the econ omy of thought. 5 7 Less 
obv iously connected, but conceivably of even greater later im portance, was Mach's 
concern with the problems of psychophy sic s after the a ppearance of Fechner 's  
Elemente der Psychophysik in 1 860. He had already been intere sted in all ied 
problems, studying the Doppler-e ffect in relation to  sound and color s, and for a 
time he increasingly occu pied  h imself with psychophysic s. In fact, he del ivered a 
broad-ranging serie s of lecture s concerning the se problems, and although he later 
den igrated their value , we may note that in the course of them he cr it ic ized Helm
holtz' s position from a point of view which, a pparently, he never abandoned. 5 8 

If I read him ar ight, what Mach r ejected was Helmholtz's v iew that, in general 
( i.e., under normal circum stance s), di fferences among the qualitie s of our sensa
t ions re pre sent differences among the cau se s  of the nerve im pulse s wh ich are con
nected with the se sen sat ions-a doctrine which would allow for the ty pe of 
correspondence theory  of truth which I have attr ibuted to  both Helmholtz and 
S pencer. In opposit ion to  thi s a ssum ption, Mach argued that, since di fferent 
antecedent s might give r i se to sim ilar nerve im pul se s, the qual itat ive dist inct ion s  
among  sensations should be correlated with a scertainable change s  in the sen se 
organs, not with the postulated causes of the se change s. 

From thi s point on, a s  hi s var iou s  publicat ion s  show, Mach became m ore in
terested in the physiolog ical ba se s  of sensat ion s  in the sensing  organs ;  in these 
investigat ion s, hi s me thod con sisted in directly correlating relat ion shi ps between 
physiological stimulat ion and sensory ex per ience, rather than tracing a physio
logical chain of cause s  that could be said to  have a part icular sen sory element a s  
it s ult imate e ffect. Th is, he felt, perm itted h im to  unify all of the data relevant to  
psychophy sic s  in a single cont inuum, whether these data were u sually cl assified 
a s  belonging within the province of physic s, or psychology, or physiology. F or 
exam ple, the event s w ith wh ich phy sic ist s deal when they deal with l ight emanat 
ing from a pa rt icular source would be directly correla ted with h ow the eye react s 
to  such l ight, and since Mach wa s correlat in g sen sat ion s  with event s occurring on 
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the sensing organ , he could move easily back and forth between the sensation 
"yellow," a physi cal source of yellow light , and the rea ction of the eye to such 
light. Thus , psychophysics relied on objective correlations ,  not on a chain of 
causal links in which one would fi rst be t racing a series of physical events , then a 
series of physiological events , and finally mention a specifically psychological 
event: "this sen sation of yellow." It was this conception of a unified , objective 
s cience which was the position which Ma ch later developed at length in his 
A na lysis of Sensa t ions .59 While there is no evidence that , at the time , he had al 
ready formulated his position in the full-fledged epistemologi cal fashion which 
characterized that later work ,  the method which he had developed for dealing 
with psychophysi cal p roblems can be considered as having paved the way for an 
acceptance of the p rinciple of the e conomy of thought: it rid psychophysics of 
the mind-body problem which had p rovided a background for it in Fechner's 
work ,  and , even more importantly , it rid psychophysics of hypotheses involving 
unobserved causal relationships , such as tho se which had been assumed by  Helm
holtz.60 

While Mach did not publish any statement concerning the p rinciple of the 
e conomy of thought until his essay on The History of the Principle of the Con
serva t ion of Energy (1 8 7 2) ,  the idea itself took shape for him during this earlier 
period , while he was still at Graz (1 8 64- 6 7). As he tells us ,61 it had two sources: 
on the one hand , it was suggested by dis cus sions with his colleague and friend , 
Emanuel Hermann , who was an e conomist; on the other hand , it derived from 
a Darwinian -inspired view that there is a st ruggle for survival among s cientific 
conceptions. As Ma ch himself notes in this connection , o riginally these were 
entirely independent ideas. The ideal of simplicity in s cientific explanations , 
which had already impressed him, became associated with what appear to have 
been Hermann 's views , developing into Mach's contention that s cientific laws are 
simply marvelously e conomical means for de scribing observed phenomena. On 
the other hand , what he drew from the Darwinian concept of a st ruggle for sur
vival was a way of interp reting the history of thought. As he tells us in the same 
passage , he used this notion in his University le cturing at Graz . In one popular 
lecture on the velocity of light , dating from thi s period , he expressed his Dar
winian position in the following way : 

It will now perhaps be clear to you that new thoughts do not spring up suddenly. 
Thoughts need their time to ripen, grow, and develop in, like every natural product;  for 
man with his thoughts, is  also a part of nature. 

Slowly, gradually, and laboriously one thought is transformed into a different thought, 
as in all likelihood one animal species is gradually transformed into new species. Many 
ideas arise simultaneously. They fight the battle for existence not differen tly than do 
the Ichthyosaurus, the Brahman,  and the horse. 

A few remain  to spread rapidly over all fields of knowledge, to be redeveloped, to be 
again split up, to begin again the struggle from the start . As many animal species long 
since conquered, the relicts of  ages past, still live in remote regions where their 
enemies cannot reach them, so also we find conquered ideas still living on in the minds 
of many men .  Whoever will look carefully into his own soul will acknowledge that 
thoughts battle as obstinately for existence as animals.6 2 
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While this pos1t10n fr not incompatible with holding that when we develop a 
scientific l aw we are simply finding a shorthand way of describing experience, 
the connection between the two views is not immediately evident. It is to estab
lishing their linkage that we must now turn. 

Mach himself gives us the clue as to their connection when he speaks of his 
view as a biological-economical view of thought, holding that all thought serves 
adapt ive purposes. 0 3  In two popular lectures entitled "The Economical Nature of 
Physical Inquiry" and "On Transformation and Adaptation in Scientific 
Thought," which date from 1882 and 1883, as wel l as in his Science of Mechan ics, 
which was published iin the latter year, he held that the fundamental character
istic of the mind is that it organizes experience in ways that prove to be useful . 
In fact, in the former essay, Mach goes so far as to praise Schopenhauer' s  view 
that the will creates the intellect for its own purposes. 64 Although this way of 
speaking of "wil l"  and "intellect" is not compatible with Mach's more mature 
views, as developed in his Ana lysis of Sensa t ions and elsewhere, from this point 
on he stressed the fact that thought functions as a means of adaptation by organiz
ing experience in whatever ways make it most manageable. 6 5  

One form of organizing the "elements" given in experience is, of course, to 
regard them as clustered into more or less permanent objects, among which one's 
own body is one such object. The importance of the conception of permanent 
objects, to which changes can be related, was expressed by Mach in his Science 
of Mechan ics when he held : 

All ideas of conservat ion, like the notion of substance, have a sol id foundation in the 
economy of thought .  A mere unrelated change, without fixed point of support, or 
reference, i s  not comprehensible, not mentally reconstructible (p .  504) . 

It was on this basis that he accounted for the fact that, in ordinary experience, 
what we are interested in are objects, viewed as permanent, and this relative 
permanency of clusters of elements becomes more stable through our useful habit 
of designating them by single names, and grouping them together in single 
thoughts. 6 6  According to Mach, such supposedly permanent entities, whether they 
be "bodies" or "ego," are "only makeshifts, designed for provisional orientation 
and for definite practical ends ." 67 This organization of elements into our concep
tion of permanent things naturally involves viewing the elements in terms of 
spatial relationships ; in order to account for the particular spatial organization 
they display, l\Iach again appealed to biological functions, holding that our per
ceptual space is organized to fulfil the adaptive needs of the organism. 6 8  

If one asks how the individual human being has time to acquire these deep
seated and lasting modes of organizing experience in the short span of his earliest 
years, Mach answers in the same vein as did Spencer : all of the basic assumptions 
which appear as "instinctive" to us, represent the funded experience of the race, 
"bequeathed to us as an heirloom by our forefathers ."  In this connection Mach 
said : 
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Such primitive acts of knowledge constitute to-day the solidest foundation of scientific 
thought. Our instinctive knowledge, as we shall briefly call it, by virtue of the 
conviction that we have consciously and i ntentionally contributed nothing to its forma
tion, confronts us with an authority and logical power which consciously acquired 
knowledge even from familiar sources and of easily tested fallibility can never possess. 
All so-called axioms are such i nstinctive knowledge.6 9  

Neverthele ss, in spite of the compelling character of such insti nctive knowl 
edge, a nd in spite  of it s u ndoubted u seful ness for the ordinary adaptive pur po ses 
of life, Mach did not place total reliance upon it . In fact, from the point of view 
of the science s, it was a hindrance and not a help . In the A nalysis of Sensa t ions 
and i n  Erkenn tn is und Irrtum, a s  well a s  el sewhere, he argued against accepting 
the h idden metaphysical axioms of common-se nse when o ne i s  e ngaged i n  con
structing a n  adequate and u nified system of sc ientific knowledge. For exam ple, 
he felt it imperative for scie ntific purpo se s  to reject our common-sense contra st s  
between self and object, o r  between particular sensations a nd permanent things ,  
both of which he recognized to be of definite utility within everyday experie nce; 
however, from the point of v iew of advanced scientific i nve stigat ions, both were 
prejudice s and definitely disadvantageous . 7 °  What was at stake in scientific in
ve stigation wa s not the direct adaptation of the human organi sm to the e nviron
ing world, but the successful unification of ex perience within a single economic 
system which permits u s  to codify, recall, a nd a nticipate experience . Only by 
posse ssing such a system can we overcome the limitatio ns of human memory, a nd 
acquire a stock of k nowledge adequate for all of our purpose s .  The met hods de
veloped by the sciences, i n  p articular their abili ty to summarize regularitie s in 
experience by means of mathematically formulated laws, provided the solution 
to th is problem . It was i n  thi s context that Mach remarked that science it self 
could be regarded a s  a problem concerning minima:  how o ne can achieve the 
most complete summarization of fact s wi th the least po ssible expenditure of 
tho ught . 7 1  Thi s eco nomical function of scie nce was what led to it s biological u se 
fulne ss. Thus, in spite of the fact that it  contrave ned the powerful, instinctive 
metaphysics of common- sense, scie nce performed im portant adaptive functio ns, 
permitt ing u s  to recall a nd anticipate ex perience in  far more sati sfactory way s 
than our everyday modes  of thought permit us  to do . Thus, Mach i nterpreted 
science in an u l timately b iological way : 

The biological task of science is to provide the fully developed human individual with 
as perfect a means of orientating himself as possible. No other scientific ideal can be 
realized, and any other must be meaningless.7 2 

It is at thi s point that we note how shar ply Mach 's thought diverged from the 
real istic a ssum ptions of Helmholtz a nd Spencer, for while each of them al so re 
garded  human thought a s  performing a n  adaptive function, neither identifie d the 
goal o f  science with the performance of that funct ion . Rather, each regarded 
science a s  capable of deciphering relationships in nature, and of finding causal 
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laws to explain the existence of these connections among phenomena. For Mach, 
however, the connections among phenomena which are described by the sciences 
are consequences of the theories through which we organize these phenomena, 
rather than reflecting independently existing facts. Thus, for example, he said : 

A theory, indeed, always puts in the place of a fact something differen t ,  something 
more simple, which i s  qualified to represent i t  in some certain aspects, but  for the very 
reason that i t  i s  different does not represent i t  in other aspects . . . .  

Only in rare cases w.i l l  the resemblance between a fact and i t s  theoretical conception 
extend further than we ourselves postulate . . . .  As  a general rule we have every reason 
to distinguish sharply between our theoretical conceptions of phenomena and that 
which we observe. The former must be regarded merely as auxil iary instruments that 
have been created for a defin ite purpose and which possess permanent value only with 
respect to that purpose . '' 3 

And in even more extreme form, and in contrast to the beliefs of DuBois-Rey
mond, Helmholtz, and Spencer regarding the uniformity of nature, Mach 
explicitly said : 

Suppose we were to attribute to na ture the property of producing like effects in l ike 
circumstances; just  these like circumstances we should not know how to find. Nature 
exists once only. Our schematic mental imitat ion alone produces l ike events. Only in  the 
mind, therefore, does the mutual dependence of certain features exist.7 4 

In this respect, Mach's views departed radically from earlier forms of positivism 
and merged with the ever-growing stream of philosophers who abandoned the 
view that through the methods of the sciences we can uncover relationships in 
nature which exist whether we know them or not, and which are what they are, 
however we may choose to describe them. 7 5 From Mach's point of view, the 
abandonment of this conception of the sciences was to be welcomed rather than 
deplored, since it abolished with a single stroke the assumption that human 
knowledge was necessarily limited in the ways in which DuBois-Reymond, Helm
holtz, and Spencer had assumed it to be. Issues as to how consciousness is related 
to the body, or what accounts for the ways in which matter behaves, were to be 
regarded as fictitious problems, and they did not therefore place arbitrary limits 
on how far scientifically organized knowledge could proceed. 7 6  Thus, from Mach's 
point of view, the range of science was indefinitely extended: it could organize 
the elements of experience in whatever ways proved to be most fruitful in stor
ing up and codifying that experience for the purpose of anticipating and adapt
ing to future events. While this open-endedness has obvious attractions, one may 
legitimately wonder whether Mach's theory of the economy of thought does in 
fact do justice to either the recalcitrance of the ways in which experience presents 
itself to us, or to the implications which are to be drawn from a biologically 
oriented theory of the human mind. It is with these questions, among others, that 
our concluding chapter will be concerned. 
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In the two preceding chapters we were first concerned with those who rebelled 
against the claim that all of man's knowledge is limited to what can be represented 
in sense -experience, and we then examined the views of others who insisted that 
there is no escape from this fact, and none need be sought. As we have seen, those 
who sought to escape these limitations appealed to forms of knowing which are 
not dependent upon the senses and the analytic understanding; the others used 
the limitations of sense-experience in order to discredit speculation concerning 
any questions more ultimate than those with which the empirical sciences can 
deal. We turn now to a third tendency in nineteenth-century thought which was 
more radical, though less pervasive, than either of these: it consisted in a volun
taristic rebellion against reason. 1 Among those who most clearly embody such a 
rebellion, Schopenhauer, Kierkegaard, and Nietzsche have been of exceptional 
influence on subsequent thought, and it is only with them that we shall here be 
concerned. 

The term "voluntarism " is generally used in characterizing theories which hold 
that the wi ll is more fundamental than the intellect in some particular domain 
of experience; however, "voluntarism" may be interpreted in a more radical way, 
as holding that the will is not only more fundamental or important than the 
intellect, but that the latter is always under its dominion and control. It is in this 
stronger sense that I shall be using the term. 

In order to understand what such a position entails, we must note that when 
voluntaristic theories speak of "the will" they are not referring collectively to 
specific cases of choosing, of desiring, of seeking or avoiding, and the like. Rather, 
they consider "the will "-whether it is taken in the sense of the will of an in
dividual, or in some larger metaphysical sense-as the unitary source of all such 
activities, which underlies them and manifests itself in and through them. As 
Schopenhauer said in this connection, "Every individual act of will is a specimen 
of the Will, in which the entire Will reveals itself. " 2 Thus, the will is not con
ceived by the voluntarist as a "faculty," or set of capabilities, but as a single power 
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or force cxpre ,s ing i he lf in mull i form w ays. T he w ay s  i n  w h ich such a power  i s  
cap able of channel ing and control l ing t hought h ave been variously i nte rpreted  
by di ffe re nt volunt ari ,t s, a s  we shall see in  e xamining the view s of Sch openhauer, 
Kie rkegaard, and Nietz sche. "\Vere we to exami ne the views of othe rs w ho al so 
belong within the tr adition of volunt ari sm, we w ould become acqu ainted  with 
still other w ays  i n  w hi ch it h as been cl aime d  th at the will e xerci se s  cont rol over 
thought . Wh at m ake s  it p arti cul arly signifi cant to di scuss Schopenh auer, Kie rke
gaard, and Nietzsche together is not that e ach pre sent s a di fferent and import ant 
view of the n ature and the power of the will ; r ather, it i s  the f act th at each w as 
led by hi s form of v ol unt ari sm to disp ar age the authority of re ason within it s own 
tr adition al province, rejecting the canons  of r ation ality as adeq uate te st s of t ruth. 
Because of this comm on fe ature in their otherwi se di sparate doct rine s- a fe ature 
not to be found, f or example, in the thought of Sigmund Fre ud-w hatever in 
fluence e ach h as h ad on recent thought has te nded to reinforce the infl uence of 
the other s, in spite of the f act th at their moral and met aphysical views were 
fundament ally opposed. Thus, together, they and th ose whom they h ave in f-luenced  
have h ad an overwhe lmingly important influen ce on mid-twentie th century 
thought. 

I . SCHOPEN HAUER : THE WILL AND THE INTELLECT 

The uniquene ss of Schopenh auer's sy stem doe s  n ot derive from any e xcep 
ti on ally n ovel in sight s, but from the m anner in which he w as able to we ave ex
tremely diverse str ands of thought into a single en comp assing system . A s  i s  
univer sally recognized, one of these w as the negative side of Kant' s criti cal 
philosophy: the cl aim that our knowledge i s  necessarily limite d  by the categories 
inherent in the mi nd ' s  activity. It w as this negative side which, as we h ave seen, 
other su cce ssor s  of K�.nt, such as J acobi, Fichte, and Hegel, h ad accepted  in so 
far as the Under st anding w as con cerned, but which they sought to over come by 
appealing to another source of knowledge. In thi s  re spe ct, Schopenh auer cle arly 
resembled them, even though it w as not to "Re ason "  th at he appe aled. At tenti on 
has frequently been dire cte d  to this similarity between hi s ,iew and t heirs .  How
ever, there i s  another, le ss frequently noted  simil arity amon g the se post -Kanti an 
philosopher s. Kant ' s  doctrine of the Under st anding not only stressed  t he limit a
tion s  of hum an knowledge, but it had a positive side which w as of  at le ast equ al 
import ance, and this positive side w as not only rejected by .Jacobi, Fi ch te, and 
Hegel, but by Schopenh auer as well. 

By the positive side of Kant ' s  doctrine of the Un der st anding, I refe r to the f act 
th at he regarded him self as h ;i.ving v alidated  the un iver sality and nece ssity of the 
basic struct ure of empirical knowledge. For Kant thi s me ant th at obje ctiv ity i s  to 
be ascri bed to t he p erceptu al world; furthermore, it me ant th at mathe matical 
mode s  of thought and t he causal f orm s of expl anat ion ch ar acteri sti c  of science 
had been proved to apply, without exception, to ail aspect s of human experience. 
Yet, as we have see n ,  post -Kantian idea li sm had ch al lenged  both our n at ural 
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reliance on sense experience and the validity of the conceptualizations of the 
mathematical and physical sciences. In this respect, Schopenhauer also shared the 
views of those who had been attempting to overcome Kantianism. Thus, in spite 
of his claim to a close affinity with Kant, he was in agreement with those who 
rejected Kant's belief that all which is worthy of the title of knowledge is to be 
attained through the Understanding. Unlike Kant, but like those for whom he 
always expressed contempt, Schopenhauer held that any philosophy which sought 
to justify the forms of experience which depend upon the Understanding would 
be substituting illusion for truth. 

These similarities do not, of course, suggest that Schopenhauer agreed with 
Jacobi, Fichte, or Hegel regarding the ways in which the confines of the Under
standing could be overcome. Nor should they lead to the assumption that his 
views regarding the empirical natural sciences would be the same as theirs. In 
each previous case, it will be recalled, an attack on the Understanding also in
volved some form of attack on the adequacy of the sciences; however, as we shall 
see, Schopenhauer's stance with respect to the sciences was fundamentally dif
ferent. This fact has often been overlooked because he insisted that space, time, 
and causation are only applicable within the world as representation; and the 
world as representation was regarded by him as being-from a metaphysical point 
of view-a world of illusion. Consequently, it is easy to assume that Schopenhauer 
would have been forced to adopt as negative an attitude toward the empirical 
sciences as one finds in Jacobi or Fichte, and that his judgment of the merit of 
purely empirical research would have been even more severe than that of Hegel. 
For the same reason, one might also expect Schopenhauer to have held that the 
empirical sciences, by their very nature, must be metaphysically irrelevant. This, 
in fact, has been a widely held interpretation. 3 However, such an interpretation 
makes it difficult to understand the way in which Schopenhauer used physio
logically based considerations in originally propounding his position, or how he 
could later have made appeal to the work of empirical scientists as a means of 
supporting his views. 

Of course, it would be possible to charge that he was, in this respect, wholly 
inconsistent, merely snatching at whatever data the sciences might happen to 
bring within reach. Such will not be my interpretation. Summarily put, I shall 
hold that since Schopenhauer regarded all phenomenal objects as expressions of 
one underlying reality, which is the Will, it was legitimate that he should have 
regarded some empirical investigations as being, in principle, metaphysically 
relevant. To be sure, the sciences could not tell him that there was any form of 
ultimate reality behind appearances; nor could the sciences have established that, 
if there were, this reality was Will. To establish these points, he appealed to his 
own immediate consciousness of his body as will. This I do not deny. Yet, having 
established the metaphysical basis of his system in this manner, he was able to 
regard some empirical investigations as providing metaphysically relevant infor
mation, although other investigations did not. He had no interest in any phe
nomena in which a direct manifestation of will was not discernible, even though 
he held that they, too, in some concealed manner, must be expressions of Will. 
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However, in all cases in which it appeared to scientists that observed phenomena 
could only be adequately interpreted as expressions of a hidden force which he 
could regard as Will,, Schopenhauer was provided with data which could find a 
place within his system. In other words, on the assumption that some aspects of 
the phenomenal world manifest Will more clearly and explicitly than do others, 
it is easy to understand why Schopenhauer should have been interested in scientific 
investigations of them. Furthermore, when one bears in mind that it is through 
the experience of one's own body that he held we discover the nature of Will, it 
is not surprising that the sciences which attempted to deal with the active powers 
in living things should have occupied a very special position in his system. Nor 
was this privileged position assigned to them only in works such as his essay On 
the  Will in  Na ture, and in the addenda to The World a s  Will and Represen ta
t ion ; as I shall first attempt to show, his basic epistemological theory was a highly 
modified form of Kantianism, resting to a very great extent on physiological 
foundations. 

Because Schopenhauer claimed to be a follower of Kant, it is easy to overlook 
how un-Kantian his epistemological starting point actually was. In the very first 
sentence of The World as Will and Represen tation Schopenhauer espoused a 
subjectivism which Kant always rejected: "The world is my representation" ;  or, 
as an earlier translation put it, "The world is my idea. " •  This un-Kantian form 
of subjective idealism was then made more explicit through invoking the authority 
of Berkeley and of Vedanta philosophy. Nevertheless, Schopenhauer was not in 
fact a Berkeleian any more than he was a Kantian, for he immediately went on 
to assert that what we are conscious of is always a state of our own bodily organs: 
we do not know a sun and an earth, "but only an eye that sees a sun, a hand that 
feels an earth." 

At first glance, this doctrine appears to be hopelessly confused, for Schopen
hauer would of course hold that all of our bodily organs themselves belong to the 
world of Vorstellungen , or representations, and he explicitly states this belief 
within the next two pages. 5 However, it would be unfair to suppose that he was 
unaware of what looked like so flat a contradiction, or that he did not believe 
there was an adequate way of overcoming it. His answer depended on maintain
ing that we are not merely aware of our bodies through experiencing them as we 
experience other objects, through sense-perception; we are also directly aware of 
them in our consciousness of them as Will. It was, of course, by this means that 
Schopenhauer sought to escape the limits of knowledge prescribed by the Kantian 
doctrine of the Understanding; for him, as for .Jacobi, Fichte, and Maine de 
Biran, there was "a way from within" that was more direct and revelatory than 
sense-perception could be. This basic and frequently repeated aspect of Schopen
hauer's system receives one of its clearest expressions in an essay entitled "On the 
Possibility of Knowing the Thing-in-Itself," which was added to The World as 
Will and Represen tat ion in its second edition: 

If our perception, and thus the whole empirical apprehension of the things that 
present themselves to us, is already determined essentially and principally by our cognitive 
faculty and by its forms and functions, then it must be that things exhibit themselves 
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in a manner quite different from their inner nature, and that they therefore appear as 
through a mask. This mask enables us always merely to assume, never to know, what 
is hidden beneath it. . . .  

In consequence of all this, on the path of objective knowledge, thus starting from the 
representa tion, we shall never get beyond the representation, i.e., the phenomenon . 
. . . So far I agree with Kant. But now, as the counterpoise to this truth, I have stressed 
that other truth that we are not merely the knowing subject, but that we ourselves 
are also among those realities or entities we require to know, that we ourselves are the 
thing-in-itself. Consequently, a way from within stands open to us to that real inner 
nature of things to which we cannot penetrate from without. 6 

In con tra st to the views of Jac obi, Fich te, and Maine de Biran, Schopenhauer 
iden tified thi s immedia te inner consciou sness of our selves a s  thing -in-i tself wi th 
our awarene ss of Will with in our own bodily organs. In order to in ter pre t thi s 
aspec t of Schopenhauer' s doc trine correc tl y, i t  i s  nece ssar y to consider in some 
de tail the ph ysiological basi s  on which i t  re sted .  

Tha t Schopenhauer ' s  though t had a ph ysiological orien ta tion shoul d not be 
sur pri sing when we recall tha t he enrolled a s  a medical studen t in Gottingen, and 
tha t both there and in Berlin he spen t a considerable propor tion of hi s time in 
the s tudy of the science s . 7 Fur thermore, al though hi s firs t  work, his doc toral 
di sser ta tion , remained in much closer conjunc tion wi th Kan t 's though t than did 
any of hi s la ter works, in i t  Schopenhauer a ssumed-con trary to Kan tian doc trine 
-tha t the only direc t or immedia te objec t which we are capable of ex periencing 
i s  our own body. 8 However, thi s doc trine did not emerge in to full prominence 
un til hi s con sidera tion and revi sion of Goe the 's  theor y of color s .  The impor tance 
of Schopenhauer' s formula tion of hi s own physiological theory of color s, a s  con
sti tu ting a turning poin t in hi s th ough t, i s  of ten overlooked becau se hi s doc toral 
di sser ta tion on The Fourfold Root  of the  Princip le of Sufficien t Reason i s  usuall y 
only examined in the radicall y rewri tten and ex panded form in which Schopen
hauer re publi shed i t  thir ty-four years la ter : as a con se quence, i t  i s  generally a s
sumed tha t the whole ca st of hi s though t wa s de termined a s  earl y a s  hi s di sser ta
tion .• However, in hi s revi sion of Goe the' s theor y, one for the fir st time finds the 
devel opmen t of a ph ysiological type of theory which sub sequen tl y played a major 
par t in hi s philosophical views .  As  he him self poin ted ou t, hi s revi sion of Goe the 's 
theory consis ted primaril y  in having transformed i t  from a physically orien ted 
the or y  in to one which wa s stric tl y physiological . 1 0 

In the in troduc tion to On Sigh t and Colors, in which he developed  his theor y, 
Sch openhauer men tioned Descar te s, Locke, and Sex tu s  Em piricus a s  precur sor s  
of the view tha t " the color s  wi th which objec ts a ppear t o  be clothed" are only in 
the e ye of the beholder . 1 1  As he had sugge ste d  in his doc toral di sser ta tion, i t  i s  
onl y because the mind orders ex perience under the a priori f orm of causali ty, 
tha t we a ttribu te these color s  to objec ts exi sting ex ternally in space. Wha t was 
novel in the way in which Schopenhauer develope d  thi s doc trine was his in ter
pre ta tion of sensa tion i tself . Unlike Descar tes and Locke, _he did not  trea t the 
sensing organ as  a receptor which merely served to tran smi t stimuli to the mind: 
sensa tion de pended, according to Schopenhauer, on activity wi thin the sen se
organ . I t  wa s an indubi table tru th of physiology, he in si s ted, tha t sen sibili ty i s  
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never pure passivity ;  that it is always a reaction to a stimulus. 1 2 To be sure, we 
are not conscious of the reaction of our organs as distinct from the stimuli which 
affect them, but Schopenhauer held that the presence of consciousness is not a 
reliable clue to reactions which are present within the organism. This conviction, 
too, had an empirical basis in the physiology of Schopenhauer's time. In his early 
notebooks, we find that he was aware of the distinction being drawn between 
"sensibility" and "irritability" ; and in the second edition of The World as Will 
and R epresen tation , Schopenhauer laid considerable stress on this distinction, 
and frequently cited Albrecht von Haller with whom the distinction is to be 
connected. 1 3 One can readily see why this distinction was regarded as important 
by him. " Irritability" signified that an organ which does not possess the capacity 
for sensa t ion may nonetheless possess the capacity to react to stimuli. Such an 
organ can absorb materials which are beneficial to the organism, and reject those 
which are harmful; furthermore, it does so without the organism's being conscious 
of these inner responses. Such activities, which proceed without the intervention 
of consciousness, undoubtedly helped to buttress Schopenhauer's conviction that 
even sensibility itself is to be regarded as a form of organic reaction, and not as a 
form of mere receptivity. 

At this point, Schopenhauer's emphasis was clearly different from Kant's, since 
for Kant sensibility was the ca pacity for receptivity. The differences become even 
more striking when one notes the other ways in which Schopenhauer altered 
Kant's analysis of perceiving . Like Kant, he believed that the materials of sensi
bility are organized under the forms of space and time, and in accordance with 
the category of causality; however, Schopenhauer treated space and time as 
categories rather than as forms of intuition, and he reduced Kant's table of cate
gories from twelve to one: causality. By virtue of these changes, Schopenhauer was 
able to hold that it is the causal category which leads us to experience reactions 
which take place within our sensory organs as existing in objects external to us : 
the causal category is, so to speak, the mechanism through which we project what 
goes on in eye, or hand, into a sun, an earth. It is important to note that for 
Schopenhauer, unlike Kant, this is not to be taken as involving an act of judg
ment, for judgments involve concepts, and Schopenhauer wished to effect a 
complete divorce between perceiving and conceiving. 1 4 One can note this dif
ference in the fact that Schopenhauer held that these apriori categories are ex
hibited in the behavior of the higher animals, as well as by human beings, and 
of course neither he nor Kant held that animals had the capacity to employ con
cepts. 1 5 Schopenhauer had in fact self-consciously set himself to change the 
Kantian theory of categories in precisely this way, for by banishing conceptualiza
tion from acts of perception he was able to divorce all that pertained to man's 
intellect from what was immediately present in sense-experience. 

On the other hand, Schopenhauer seems not to have been equally aware of 
how radically he was altering Kantian doctrine in another respect: he interpreted 
the categories of space, time, and causality as being the results of the way in which 
the  brain functioned. To interpret the categories physiologically, as reflections 
of a particular form of complex cerebral system, would have been anathema to 



THE REBELLION AGAINST REASON 

Kant; yet this was Schopenhauer 's pos1t1on. A striking statement of it-and one 
which shows how little he appreciated Kant's position-is the following: 

The world as representation, as it exists extended in space and time and continues to 
move regularly according to the strict rule of causality, is primarily only a physiological 
phenomenon, a functior: of the brain that brings this about on the occasion of certain 
external stimuli, it is true, but yet in accordance with its own laws. Accordingly, it is 
already a matter of course that what goes on in this function itself, and consequently 
through it and for it, cannot possibly be regarded as the quality or nature of things
in-themselves . . . .  Just as Locke claimed for the orgam of sense all that comes into 
perception or apprehension by means of sensation, in order to deny it to things-in
themselves, so Kant, with the same purpose and pursuing the same path, showed 
everything that makes real percept ion possible, namely space, time, and causality, to be 
brain-function. He refrained, however, from using this physiological expression, to 
which our present method of [objective] consideration necessarily leads us. 1 6 

Thus, what we have as an analysis of perception in Schopenhauer is, as I have 
said, a definitely physiological theory. Our sense organs receive stimuli (from 
whence Schopenhauer never says), and the organ reacts to them. However, they 
are not experienced as the reactions of the organ itself : through the mechanisms 
of the brain, these reactions are projected and appear as external to us, located 
in a space and at a time which also are functions of the physiological nature of 
the human brain. It is the brain, then, which creates the phenomenal world : the 
world of representations is a cerebral product. Over and over, Schopenhauer 
speaks in these most un-Kantian terms. 1 7 

Should it be objected that Schopenhauer has no right to speak realistically of 
the brain, since it-like all other bodily organs-must be considered part of the 
phenomenal world, he would answer that no  organ is phenomenal  on ly .  Any 
bodily organ is phenomenal in so far as it is regarded as existing as one among 
other objects which can be seen, touched, measured, weighed, etc.; but every 
bodily organ also has its own inner activity, and this activi ty is an expression of 
a will which animates the organism as a whole. If this general position is adopted, 
it of course follows that, even though the brain can be viewed as one among many 
phenomenal objects, it also possesses some form of inner activity which bears a 
relation to the will of the organism as a whole. This, of course, entails that we 
should not interpret the phenomenal world as merely representing the results of 
cerebral activity, but as being a product which, to some degree, expresses the 
underlying force of will which animates us. This, as we shall see, is actually 
Schopenhauer's view. 

It may appear pure fantasy to hold that the entire phenomenal world is a 
product of some force within us, identified as Will; yet if this represents a fantasy, 
it was not unique in Schopenhauer, as Fichte's theory of knowledge serves to 
suggest. However, in the case of Schopenhauer we may best explicate what he 
held by again appealing to his views regarding the nature of organisms. In this  
case the relevant doctrine-which will itself doubtless first appear as  mere fantasy 
-was Schopenhauer's familiar view that every physiological organ "object ifies" 
some form of inner will, and the body as a whole is an objectification of will. 
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Thus, in a famous p ass age, he s aid: "T he w hole body m us t  be nothing b u t  my 
w ill become v is ible " and, in addition, "T he p ar ts of the body m us t  corresp on d  
comple tely t o  the chie f demands and desires by whic h  the w ill m an i fes ts i tsel f; 
they m us t  be the v is i ble express ion of these des ires. Tee th, gulle t, and in tes tin al 
c anal are objec tified hunger; the geni tals are objec tified sexual des ire . . .  " 18 Re
marks s uch  as these are not merely inc iden tal to Sc hopenh auer 's doc tr ine, for on 
this thes is-w hen i t  is gener alized- there res ts his w hole theory of gr ades of ob
jec tific ation in n ature, and, there fore, his doc tr ine of knowledge through the 
aes the tic con templation of the Pl atonic Ide as . It is there fore of some impor tance 
to the interpre tation of Schopen hauer's manner of philosophiz ing to unders tand 
w he ther there w as any thing w hich m igh t have seemed to him to prov ide an 
adeq uate jus tific ation of this v iew . 

F or those acquain ted  w i th Lamarck's theory of the tr ans form ation of spec ies, 
Schopenhauer 's pos it ion is bound to have a fam il iar r ing . It w as the essence of 
Lam arckian theory that the adap tation of differen t spec ies to their env ironmen ts 
was not  a conseq uen ce of prov iden tial des ign, bu t  c ame about thr ough n atur al 
c auses; he als o hel d  that these causes were to be found in the  needs of differen t 
types of organ ism in rel ation to their env ironmen ts . Bec ause of the internal needs 
of an organ ism, new r udimentary org ans would beg in to deve lop, and as these 
s tr uc tures were used in s uccessive generations they exp ande d  and bec ame p ar t  of 
the bodily organ iz ation of that type of an im al; w here as org ans w hich were not 
neede d were not used ,  and degener ated and gr adually dis appe are d .  Thus, in terms 
of Lam arckian theory, the s tr uc tures of a spec ies were not  merely v ar i able bu t  
were essen tially pl as t ic, be ing formed over s uccess ive gener ations in response to 
forces w i thin individual organ isms, as these organ isms ac tively sought s us tenance  
and s atis fac tion of  the other necess i t ies of l i fe .  

In his ess ay O n  the Will in Na ture, Sc hopen hauer disc ussed Lamarc k's doc tr ine, 
comp ar ing and con tr as ting his own v iews w i th i t. 1 0  A t  one very impor tan t  poin t  
he rejec ted Lamarck's  v iew, but  this need not obscure for us the other poin ts at 
which they were in close agreemen t. Like Lamarck, he poin ted out the s tr iking 
fac ts of " the adap tation of e ach  an imal for i ts mode of l i fe and outw ard  me ans 
of s ubs is tence," an d  he noted  that i t  is bec ause of fac ts of this n ature that the 
teleological proof of God's ex is tence w as invoked . 2 0 Like Lam arck, he of course 
rejec ted any prov iden tial expl an ation of adap tations; i t  is also to be noted that 
he spec ific ally en ter tained and  rejec ted what was in essence the la ter Darwin ian 
w ay of expl ain ing adap tations : that p ar ticul ar s tr uc tures arise, as if by c hance, 
pr ior to the adoption of the w ay of l i fe for w hich they are needed. Like Lam arck, 
Schopenhauer ins is ted that the form of organ iz ation of an an im al reflec ts i ts pre
ex is ting needs . In this connec tion, he rem arked that " in m any an imals, dur ing 
the time they are growing , the effor t  of w ill to which  a l imb is des tined to m in is ter, 
mani fes ts i tsel f be fore the ex is tence of the l imb i tsel f, i ts emp loymen t thus an
tic ipating  i ts ex is tence " 2 1- an ass um ption that is presen t throughout Lam arck's 
disc uss ions of the or ig in of new organs . Thus ,  both Lam arck and Schopen hauer 
held that the ac tual s tr uc tures which  any type of anim al possesses are really to 
be expl ained as the outward manifes tations of inner needs . This congruence be -
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tween h is own v iew and the v iew of the b iolog ist to whom, in th is discus sion, he 
referred as "the immortal Lamarck," would surely permit Schopenhauer to cla im 
that h is doctr ine of an object ification of w il l  in an imal organs was wholly 
cons istent w ith b iolog ical theory . At th is po int we may also note that a tendency 
to explain all external manifestat ions in terms of inner forces was a trait char
acterist ic of the Naturphilosophie of the whole ideal istic per iod. 2 2  

The spec ial feature of Lamarck 's theory wh ich Schopenhauer attacked was h is 
view that the or ig in of new organs was a slow process, proceeding by m inute 
degree s over success ive generations. Schopenhauer cla imed that were th is the case, 
any spec ies would have d ied  out before it had produced the organs wh ich were 
needed for its surv ival. In opposit ion to Lamarck 's gradual ism, Schopenhauer 
apparently held that the underly ing W ill -in-nature expressed itself in var iegated 
ways, immediately fitt ing each type of organism w ith those organ s wh ich fulfil l 
its needs. An d, speaking metaphys ically, Schopenhauer argued aga inst gradual ism 
in another way: the W ill wh ich underl ies the ex istence of all forms of organ iza
t ion cannot be cons idered as operating succes sively, for it is not subject to the 
category of t ime.23 Speaking in th is way, it is irrelevant whether the var ious forms 
of object ification of the Will succeed one another temporally or not: each is an 
immediate outward express ion of the one underlying W ill, and is not therefore 
adequately expla ined through tracing a sequence of developmental stages, a s  
Lamarck and other evolut ion ist s  had sought to do.24 Thus, Schopenhauer was 
cr it ical of Lamarck , yet w ithout abandoning what was most essential in the way 
in wh ich Lamarck interpreted the facts of comparative anatomy : structures arose 
out of inner force s wh ich were conce ived as impulse and need. 

At th is po int one can beg in to see a definite phys iolog ical bas is for what is the 
crucial quest ion in our concern w ith Schopenhauer: the extent to which, and the 
ways in which, he regarded  thought as subserv ient to w ill. The whole of the 
world of perception, we may recall, depends upon our bodies, on sens ing organs 
react ing to st imul i, and on bra in-funct ions which impose an order on what i s  
g iven in sense. However, a s  we have just seen, Schopenhauer al so holds that al l 
organs of the body are objectificat ions of w ill, answering to need. This must then 
be true of sens ing organs, and also of the human brain to wh ich the sensing organs 
are, a s  it were, appendages .  Therefore, the whole phenomenal world must, in 
some way, be a reflect ion of the organ ism ' s  needs, s ince it is a product of the 
activ ity of these organs. It is w ith th is general relat ionship between the wi ll and 
the phenomenal world that we shall first be concerned. We shall then be in a 
better po sit ion to interpret tho se features of Schopenhauer' s v iews regarding 
thought and w ill wh ich are more u sually emphas ized in account s of h is system . 

As we have noted, Schopenhauer dist ingu ished human be ings from an imal s in 
terms of man 's ab il ity to form concepts. Both humans and an imals exper ience a 
world of representat ions, even though these worlds should not be assumed to be 
identical, s ince there are differences between the sensory organs of var ious types 
of an imals and of men. Among the h igher an imals, as wel l as for men, the world 
of repre sentat ions is ordered according to spat ial , temporal , and causal categor ies. 
On the bas is of what is thus presented, men are able to form concepts, that is, 
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"representations of representations" ;  because of this ability they, unlike animals, 
are lifted above particularity and immediacy in their experience of the phe
nomenal world.2" On the other hand, these concepts always remain pale simulacra 
of the percepts from which they derive : perception is the source of all concepts 
which we form, and it  is only in rela tion to perception that concepts retain their 
significance. Schopenhauer constantly reiterates this point ; for example, in intro
ducing his discussion of conceptual thinking, he says: 

As from the direct light of the sun to the borrowed reflected light of the moon, so do 
we pass from the immediate representation of perception, which stands by itself and 
is its own warrant, to reflection, to the abstract, discursive concepts of reason ( Vernunft), 
which have their whole coment only from that knowledge of perception, and in relation 
to it.26 

Even though Schopenhauer stressed the derivative status of concepts, he at
tributed important functions to them. He held that our ability to lift specific 
representations out of the stream of immediate experience, forming concepts of 
them, underlay memory and language. Furthermore, once these abilities were 
present, it was possible and indeed necessary for men to seek explanations of what 
is given in representations. 2 7 

All of this Schopenhauer attributed to the manner in which the human brain 
functions. Just as it is the brain and its sensory organs which give rise to the 
world of representations, so the brain, through its own internal activity, forms 
representations of these representations, connecting them with one another in ex
planatory systems according to one or another of the fourfold forms of the 
principle of sufficient reason. As Schopenhauer remarked in a slightly different 
connection, the brain itself is the quarry for the materials on the basis of which 
Reason seeks to construct explanations of the world. 28 This interpretation of the 
relation of the brain to man's intellectual activities is apparent throughout his 
work, for Schopenhauer repeatedly spoke of the human brain as the objectifica
tion of the intellect, and of the intellect as being simply the way in which this 
organ functions.2 9 However, since he held that every organ is a manifestation of 
will, and stands in the service of will, it was necessary for Schopenhauer to 
decipher the way in which the existence of a world of representations and our 
drive to offer explanations of that world could be of service to the will in man. 
Contrary to what is often said when exclusive emphasis is placed on his distinc
tion between the phenomenal character of our representations and the world as 
Will, Schopenhauer did at tribute a degree of life-serving significance to the world 
of representations, and even to our attempts to grasp that world through the 
abstractions of thought. 3° 

To understand Schopenhauer's position regarding this point, it is necessary 
to note that he granted a degree of autonomy to the operations of the intellect :  
the brain, unlike the sexual organs, did not function under the direct and im
mediate needs of the organism as a whole. Thus we find Schopenhauer frequently 
contrasting the genill lia and the brain, as constituting the two poles of human 
activities, 3 1  the one being the most immediate manifestation of the will in the 
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organism, 3 2  the other the most removed from the demands o f  the wi l l-to -live . 
Thus, in a passage in which he was specifica l ly discussing the brain, Schopenhauer 
said: 

The more complicated its organization became through higher development, the more 
manifest and specially determined became its needs. Therefore, a wider range of vision, 
a more accurate comprehension, a more correct distinction of things in the external 
world in all their circumstances and relations were here required. Accordingly we see the 
powers of representation and their organs, brain, nerves, and organs of sense, appear 
more and more perfect, the higher we ascend in the order of animals; and in 
proportion as the cerebral system develops, does the external world appear in conscious
ness ever more distinct, many-sided and complete. The comprehension of the world 
now demands more and more attention, and ultimately to such an extent that at times 
its relation to the will must be momentarily lost sight of, so that it may occur the more 
purely and correctly. This quite definitely appears first in the case of man ;  only with 
him does a pure separation of knowing from willing occur. 3 3  

To be sure, here as e lsewhere, Schopenhauer immediately went on to state that 
ultimately the functioning o f  the brain is subservient to the wi l l: that "the last 
step in extending and per fecting the brain, and thus increasing the powers of  
knowledge, is taken by nature, like a l l  the rest, mere ly in  consequence o f  the in
creased needs, and hence in the service o f  the wi l l . " 3 4  However, in man, the brain 
does have a degree o f  autonomy from the wi l l  in its manner o f  functioning, and 
Schopenhauer even speaks o f  its spontaneity, attributing the processes o f  reason
ing to this factor. 3 5 It wou ld there fore be a mistake to  regard Schope nhauer as 
having assumed that a l l  inte l lectua l proce sses are under the direct and immediate 
dominance o f  the needs o f  the organism . 

In his exp lanations o f  h ow the inte l lect exercises li fe -serving functi ons, Schopen
hauer does not speak in directly pragmatic terms: once again he stresses autono
mous activities and not mere ly those instances in which thinking is under the 
immediate contro l o f  forces which represent the wi l l. 36 This can be seen in his 
account o f  why it is necessary that man shou ld be conscious, rather than on ly 
possessing b lind impulse as do other forms o f  li fe. The comp lexity o f  the human 
body is such, Schopenhauer c laims, that it h as a varie ty o f  needs, and i f  these are 
to be satisfied, they must be focused, as it were, in one point, rising from mere 
sentience into consciousness . 3 7 This is a l l  the more necessary in man because, in  
contrast to animals, his actions are not success fu l ly contro l led by instinct, and 
inte l lect is needed for the sake o f  att aining ends which are essent ia l for se l f
maintenance and for propagati on . 3 8 This theme is frequently reiterated by 
Schopenhauer, even though he a lso  points out that, in some cases, taking thought 
is a hinderance to ski l l fu l  action. 39 For example, even when he contra sts the 
abstractness o f  reason with perception , and argues th at a l l  o f  the basic content o f  
reason must have a perceptua l source, he nonethe less insists on the use fu lne ss o f  
abstract knowledge for action: 

All safe preservation, all communicability, all sure and far-reaching application of 
knowledge to the practical, depend on its having become a rational knowledge, an 
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abstract knowledge . . .  Every cont inuous coordinated and planned activity must start 
from fundamental principles, i .e . ,  from an abstract knowledge, and must be guided 
in accordance therewith.40 

Nor i s  it only with respect to action that the abstractness of reason is useful : 
science, too, depends upon reason, and Schopenhauer is perfectly explicit in 
holding it to be of advantage to man.41 To be sure, in the discussion which follows 
one such passage, the advantage may appear to be somewhat doubtful, for he 
offers a highly restrictive interpretation of the method of science, according to 
which it differs from other forms of reasoning and always proceeds from the uni
versal to the particular. 4 2 However, if one puts aside that special interpretation of 
science and turns to his more general discussion of abstract knowledge (which 
includes science, but has greater scope), the advantages which abstraction confers 
on our thinking are clear. Even though Schopenhauer insists that original dis
covery must rest upon immediate insight into the concrete and particular, thus 
relying on the presentations of sense, the abstractions of reason also receive their 
due. For example, he says: 

There is only one thing, the concept, which is not subject ei ther to that instan taneous 
vanishing of the impression, or to the gradual disappearance of its image, and is 
consequently free from the power of time.43 

Shortly thereafter, he says: 

We can judge the inestimable value of concepts, and consequently of the faculty of 
reason, if we glance at  the endless multi tude and variety of things and conditions 
coexisting and succeeding one another, and then reflect that language and writing (the 
signs of concepts) are nevertheless able to afford us accurate information about everything 
and every relation, whenever and wherever i t  may have been, in that comparatively 
few concepts concern and represent an  infinite number of things and conditions. In 
our reflection, a bstraction i s  a throwing off of useless luggage for the purpose of 
handling more easily the knowledge to be compared and manoeuvred in all directions. 
Thus, much that is i nessential , and therefore merely confusing, in real things is  
omitted, and we operate with few but essential determinations conceived in  the 
abstract . 44 

Of course, m interpreting such passages, it is important to remember that 
abstractions are, so to speak, twice removed from reality. Not only are they 
derived from, and remain dependent upon perception, but perception itself deals 
only with the phenomenal world : the Will which underlies appearance cannot 
be known by means of the Understanding nor can it be known by Reason. Yet 
this does not affect the point with which I am here concerned : that Schopenhauer 
is not to be interpreted as holding that the intellect is always directly subject to 
the will. " Reason," he says, "appears in contrast to man's other faculties"; we 
distinguish between the rational and the irrational, and this means that what we 
designate as reason has a different mode of operation than anything which is to 
be ascribed to impulse and will. 45 

One reason why Schopenhauer's doctrine of the autonomy of abstract thinking 



THE REBELLION AGAINST REASON 

is often overlooked is that he says that in the last analysis the intellect, like every 
other feature of the world, is a mani festation of will, and there fore subject to  its 
dominance. This domination does not entail an immediate and direct control of 
thought by will . The relationship can be clarified if we again return to  Schopen
hauer's biologically oriented doctrine of the objectifications of the Will in nature, 
with which we were previously concerned. The brain, as we noted, is to  be re 
garded as the objectification of the in tellec t ;  on t he other hand, the organ ism as 
a whole is the objectification of will. 46 Thus, the brain may function in ways 
which are different from the ways in which other organs, objecti fying other needs, 
will function, and we may attribute a degree of autonomy to  it . However, the 
brain's functioning obviously depends on the functioning of the organism as a 
whole, and in that sense the intellect, in the end, is utterly dependent upon the 
will which mani fests itsel f as the organism's will-to-live. 

This relationship can als o be traced in the way in which Schopenhauer de
scribes how, for a time, the intellect can control human behavior, taming the will, 
but cannot ultimately suppress it and falls under its domination: 

The intellect strikes up the tune, and the will must dance to it ; in fact, the intellect 
causes it to play the part of a child whom its nurse at her pleasure puts into the most 
different moods by chatter and tales alternating between pleasant and melancholy 
things . This is due to the fact that the will in i tself is without knowledge, but the 
understanding associated with it is without will. Therefore the will behaves like a body 
that is moved, the understanding like the causes that set it in motion, for it is the 
medium of motives. Yet with all this, the primacy of the will becomes clear again when 
this will, that becomes, as we have shown, the sport of the intellect as soon as it allows 
the intellect to control it , once makes its supremacy felt in the last resort. This it does 
by prohibiting the intellect from having certain representations, by absolutely preventing 
certain trains of thought from arising . . .  47 

While one may wish to stress the fact that in such passages Schopenhauer speaks 
of how the will sometimes inter feres with intellectual processes, one should also 
bear in mind that what is inv olved-as Schopenhauer said in introducing this 
particular passage-is an in terplay of two fundamentally different types of force 
within us ; he is not accounting for experience in terms of only one force of which 
all else is simply an epiphenomena! reflection. 

To be sure, Schopenhauer's own words sometimes tend to  conceal the fact of 
such an interplay, as when he speaks of the intellect as the servant of the will, 
and when, in this context, he holds that it is subconscious will which control s  the 
association of ideas. 48 Furthermore, it becomes easy to assimilate his psychological 
theories to  more recent forms of voluntarism when one finds him stressing un
conscious motivations, and returning again and again t o  examples of how they 
sometimes control thought.49 In these as in other respects, his relationships t o  
Nietzsche and to  Freud are too obvious to  be overlooked. Nevertheless, it would 
be a distortion of Schopenhauer's views regarding the scope and limits of the 
intellect i f  all aspects of thinking were to  be interpreted as expressions of will. 
Philos ophy itsel f would in that case lose the privileged position which Schopen
hau er, unlike Nietzsche, accorded it. Although Schopenhauer held that truth is 
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not di rectly accessible to the understanding or to reason, but depends upon our 
own immediate experience of will, the elaborat ion of this truth can only be 
undertaken by reason; furthermore, its truth consists in its conformity with what 
we discover in the world, not in its satisfaction of demands of the will. 5°  

In fact, few philosophers-even including Spinoza-have placed greater 
emphasis on the liberation that comprehensive understanding brings. 5 1 Knowl
edge is not only capable of controlling the ways in which the individual's will 
finds expression under varying circumstances, " ·' i t  is also capable of temporarily 
freeing us from the will through the contemplation of the Pla tonic ideas which 
are objectified in the hierarchy of nature and made manifest in art. l\fore im
portantly, a true grasp of the suffering which arises through the restless, unceas
ing striving of the Will is a form of knowledge that  leads to the final annihilation 
of the Will i tself. 

If, then, we are to unclcrstancl in what sense Schopenhauer's ph ilosophy repre
sented a rebelli on aga inst Reason-as indeed it did-we cannot say that it ·was 
because he interpreted all reasoning as being only a manifestation of will : t ha t  
form of  voluntarism was, in general, foreign to  his thought .  Ins tead, his volun
tarism was metaphysical; he rebelled against the fundamental principle of Ra
tionalism, that reality has an inherent logical structure such that the laws of 
thought are also the laws of things. On the contrary, reali ty itself is arational :  its 
nature can only be appreciated through wha t stands at the opposite pole from 
that which, in our own experience, we know as intellect-i t is \Vii i .  For this 
reason Schopenhauer remarks that among all philosophers it is Anaxagoras who 
represents his direct opposite, "for he arbitrarily assumed a Xous, an intelligence, 
a creator of representations, as the first and origin al th ing. "" Schopenhauer, on 
the conl rary, regarded reason as present only in man, a mere epiphenomenon in 
reality as a whole. vVbile, as we have seen, he regarded the human intellect as be
ing of use to men, nonetheless, as he points out in this same passage, wha t men 
can accomplish by using their intellectual powers is insignificant and clumsy as 
compared wi th what is elsewhere presen t  in nature. That for which we are 
indebted to understanding and to reason is primarily self-consciousness : th rough 
them we have knowledge and are not "forever in the presence of inscrutable 
forces. " However, i t  is not through the understanding or the reason that we gain 
access to these forces. \Nhile these faculties provide self-consciousness and present 
us with a phenomenal world which is useful in fulfilling the needs of the will, 
they fail to reveal the inner nature of \Vi i i  i tself. Only our direct inner experience 
of our bodies suffices for th i s :  the way lies from within. 

Schopenhauer's meta physics of the \\'ill is so famili ar that we need not discuss 
it here. v\lhat is of significance is merely to show in what fashion his metaphysics 
determined his view of the basic insufficiency of the intellect .  As we have seen, i t  
was not Schopenhauer's view-though i t  has often been held to be so-that the 
intellect is to be distrus ted because it is directly controlled by the will. On the 
contrary, he believed that in most inswnces the intellect functioned in it s own 
relatively autonomous manner, and was of posi tive use to man in doing so. 
Nevertheless, all of the materials of the intellect depended , a s  we have noted, on 
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what is g iven in re presentat ions, and our re presentat ions are only ejects of the 
bra in. In order to understand the w ill as it ex ists in us, we cannot look to these 
ejects, but must directly experience our own bod ily act iv ity as a feel ing or st riv 
ing ; however, we obv iously do  not experience the bra in itsel f in th is way. The 
bra in stands at the opposite pole from the organs of sex or of hunger, in wh ich 
the l i fe- force of the organ ism as a whole is most clearly expressed. Thus, it is in 
the immed iate experience of these organs, and not th rough the characteristic 
funct ion ing of the bra in, that we kn ow the world as Will. In fact, the project ion 
of a world of re presentat ions m ight even be sa id to se rve as a part ial concealment 
of the existence of Will, for so long as we are absorbed in s imply trac ing the rela 
t ions among these re presentat ions, we do not become aware o f  that wh ich under
l ies them. 

At th is point one can see why Schopenhauer hel d that the abst ract ions of rea 
son, even when use ful, could not possibly be taken as  in dicat ive of the nature of  
real ity. They were even farthe r removed from real ity than were the immed iate 
perce pt ions u pon wh ich they de pended, for perce pt ion involves sensat ion, and 
sensat ion involves the act ive res ponse of the sens ory organ to  a st imulus : thus it 
involves w ill . However, the grade of w ill wh ich is inv olved in sens ing does not, 
as w ill, generally reach the threshold of consc iousness : instead of be ing aware of 
the eye, it is the sun we say that we see. Naturally, if the w ill actually present in 
the react ing eye is n ot present t o  our consc iousness, then it surely cann ot be ex
perienced w ithin the picture wh ich is projected. Thus, when we attend to  the 
world as perce ived, and not to  the basis of these acts of perce pt ion themselves, we 
lose all poss ibil ity of com ing into contact w ith w i ll .  Th is be ing t rue of perception,  
it is obv iously t rue of all conceptual thought, for conce pts are but re presentat ions 
of re presentat ions, ideas of ideas: they are in e ffect dra ined of the l i fe- force which 
makes it possible that they should exist. 

These, to  be sure, a re not Schopenhauer's forms of express ion, but I have 
sought to  expla in how h is account of sense- perce pt ion, and h is bel ie f in the 
absolute de pendence of concepts on the re presentat ions of sense, made it in
ev itable that he should hold that all intellectual activ ity, even when it is use ful, 
takes us away from real ity instead of gu id ing us toward it . Th is has, of course, be 
come a fam il iar theme, wh ich we find a ffil iated w ith othe r pos it ions in late 
n ineteenth and twent ieth century thought . In the case of Schopen hauer, as I have 
attem pted to  show, it follows from the acceptance of a meta phys ics of a l ife 
force ; it was because of that meta phys ics (wh ich, to  some e xtent, was itsel f attached 
to a read ing of sc ience), that Schopenhauer, l ike Bergson, set st rict l imits on the 
reach of the intellect. 54 

2. KIERKEGAARD : THE SUBJECTIVE TH I N KER 

If we are to t rust K ie rkegaard's account of how to judge h is work as an author, 
it is to be sa id that h is total product ivity from first to last was related to the task 
of becoming a Christ ian in a soc iety wh ich was purportedly Christ ian. 5 5 Thus, it 
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would be false to treat the stages in his authorship as representing different stages 
in a spiritual development : on his own account he was always primarily a religious 
author, focusing with great intensity (but nonetheless often secretly) on a single 
problem, on what becoming a Christian truly involves. It must be said that when 
The Poin t of View for my Work as an A uthor reveals secret hints of this motiva
tion in works which were apparently otherwise motivated, his claim is not un
believable. 56 

Nonetheless, however sharply focused Kierkegaard's aim may have been, what 
he found it necessary to attack was multifarious. Furthermore, the literary, 
psychological, and satirical elaborations of his basic themes led him into further 
byways. Therefore, only to consider Kierkegaard as a religious thinker would be 
to oversimplify his position, and it would also obscure much that he has come to 
represent in modern thought. To be sure, even if we were to confine our attention 
to his religious thought, he would still represent a powerful and decisive figure 
in the modern rebellion against reason, for no other person in the nineteenth 
century so sharply rejected the reasonab len ess of the religious beliefs to which he 
was committed. Of course, during the nineteenth century it was not generally 
held that religion was based on reason, nor that its importance was to be vindi
cated by argument; nevertheless, if religious convictions were to be deemed ac
ceptable, they had to be considered rationally credible. During the period, many 
different paths were followed by those who believed that it was both possible and 
necessary to reconcile reason and religion; however, Kierkegaard may be said to 
have rejected them all. It was essential to his view that Christianity should be 
literally true in its claims, and yet that it should not be considered as reasonable 
in any sense of that term. 57 

While Kierkegaard's attack upon the relationship between reason and religion 
was extremely radical, what makes him of greater importance to recent philosophy 
is the fact that he applied his critique of reason to all spheres of human life. That 
he should have done so was inevitable, since he denied that religion is confined 
within some sealed compartment of the individual's life : what is not religious is, 
of itself, anti-religious, and is to be judged by the standards religion sets. As a 
consequence, Kierkegaard was far more radical than those who only deny reason's 
competence to assess religious beliefs; he belongs within the far smaller class of 
those who have, in one way or another, rebelled against reason itself. 

In tracing this aspect of his thought we must not treat Kierkegaard as if he 
had been primarily a technical philosopher. Like Schopenhauer, he was of course 
contemptuous of professorial philosophy; 58 however, he went further and even 
rejected the possibility that any philosophic systematization of experience was 
worthy of belief. 59 Thus, if one were to consider Kierkegaard primarily as a 
philosopher, judging him by philosophic standards, one would not only be mis
apprehending his motivation, but would inevitably treat him with less considera
tion than he deserves. Still, when we examine many of the polemical discussions 
which were necessary to the defense of his own positive religious commitments, we 
find him adopting positions of a specifically philosophic sort. Since he obviously 
did not take these arguments lightly, we must examine them. At the same time, 
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his pre se ntatio n so frequently e nmeshes them with social cnt losm and with 
satirical portrait s o f  hi s age, or with what appear as little better than apostrophe 
or invective, that the thread o f  philo so phic thought o ften seems to be lost. I f, 
then, Kierkegaard i s  not to be regar ded so digre ssive a s  to be wholly chaotic i n  
hi s doctri ne, we mu st seek to under sta nd how thi s mixture o f  mo des  comes about. 
It i s  to thi s problem that I shall first turn. 

In  the fir st place-and thi s will scarcely be open to challenge-one can say that 
Kier kegaar d 's  thought doe s have a si ngle focal point, to which he always retur ns. 
Thi s, as he tell s us, i s  hi s co nviction that the category o f  individuality i s  the 
ultimate category o f  being and o f  worth. 6 0 Si nce thi s conviction can mani fe st 
it sel f in  many forms, and since Kierkegaard held that it cannot be demonstrated 
by argument, it is not surpri si ng that eve n whe n one discou nt s hi s literary elabora
tio ns, psychological excur sio ns, and satirical play ful ne ss, hi s philo sophic style 
should fail to conform to the practice o f  other s. 

It was not only becau se o f  the nature o f  thi s ce ntral doctri ne, and it s i ndemon
strability, that Kier kegaar d placed philo sophic argume nt s in  context s in which 
they would not seem to most philo sophers to belong. A nother reason  lay i n  the 
fact that he, like Hegel, assumed that logical pri nciple s directly mani fest them
selve s i n  concrete fact s (though these logical pri nciple s were, o f  course, very 
different from tho se o f  Hegel ) .  Thus, he could ea sily pa ss bac k a nd forth between 
ab struse philo sophic propo sitio ns and satirical ob servations on  the motive s and 
the behavior o f  me n. It  i s  becau se o f  such tra nsitio ns that one get s the impre ssio n 
o f  flightiness i n  hi s argument s. However, the transitio ns are i ntelligible as soon  
a s  one see s that they re st on  the a ssumption that the same dialectic which u nder
lie s thought finds expressio n i n  motive s and actions. To illu strate thi s fact, I 
select a serie s o f  passage s extracted from the main line o f  Kierkegaard' s argument 
i n  a lengthy literary review e ntitled The Present Age.  The review begi ns in satire : 

Our age is essentially one of understanding and reflection, without passion, mo
mentarily bursting into enthusiasm, and shrewdly relapsing into repose. 

If we had statistical tables of the consumption of intelligence from generation to 
generation as we have for spirits, we should be astounded at the enormous amount of 
scruple and deliberation consumed by small, well-to-do families living quietly, and at the 
amount which the young, and even children, use . . . .  

Nowadays not even a suicide kills himself in desperation. Before taking the step he 
deliberates so long and so carefully that he literally chokes with thought. It is even 
questionable whether he ought to be called a suicide, since it is really thought which takes 
his life. He does not die with deliberation but from deliberation . . . .  6 1 

Accordi ng to Kierkegaard, such a n  age, which is reflective and p assionle ss, tra ns
forms everything i nto "a feat o f  dialectic s" : 

. . .  it leaves everything standing, but cunningly empties it of significance. Instead of 
culminating in a rebellion, it reduces the inward reality of all relationships to a reflective 
tension which leaves everything standing but makes the whole of life ambiguous: so 
that everything continues to exist factually whilst by a dialectical deceit, priva t iss ime, 
it  supplies a secret interpretation-that it does not exist.6 2 
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How, one must ask, does i t  manage to accomplish this? Kierkegaard's answer--and 
here we come to the point of my comment-is that i t  is accomplished by abo lish
ing the prin rijJ/c of ron tra dict ion ! 

The present  age [Kierkegaard says] is one of understanding lacking in passion, and has 
therefore abolished the f)rinrij1 le of ron trad ic t ion . By comparison with a passionate age, 
an age wi thou t passion ga ins in scope what  it loses in in ten s ity . But this scope may 
once aga in become the condit ion of a sti l l higher form, i f  a corresponding in tensity 
a ssumes control of the extended fie! , !  of acti\' i ty which i s  put a t  i t s  disposal .  The abolit ion 
of the principle of con tradiction ,  expressed i n  terms of existence, means to live in 
contradiction with oneself .  The □-eativc omnipotence of the different iat ing power of 
passion, which makes the i ndividual completely a t  one with himself, i s  transformed in to 
the extended scope of reflecti\'C understanding:  as a resul t  of knowing and being 
everything possible, one i s  i n  contradiction with oneself, i . e . ,  nothing a t  a l l .6 3  

To illustrate what happens in the ordinary course of men's lives when the prin
ciple of contradiction is regarded as "abolished, "  Kierkegaard goes on to describe 
" talkativeness. " 

What is talka t iveness? I t  is doing away with the vital dist inction between talking and 
keeping silent .  Only some one who knows how to remain essent ia l ly silen t  can really 
talk-and act essentially. Si lence i s  the essence of inwardness, of the i nner l ife .  Mere 
gossip anticipates real talk, and to express what  is sti l l i n  thought weakens action by 
forestalling i t .  But  some one who can real ly talk, because he knows how to remain 
silent, wil l not only talk about a variety of things but abou t one thing only, and he wil l  
know when to talk and when to rema in  silcn t . 0 1  

\!\That, we must now ask, is t he  connection which links a satir ical portrai t of a 
population without passion and the supposed aboli t ion of the principle of con
tradiction, or links the aboli t ion of the principle of contradiction with an empt i
ness of self and mere talkat iveness? K ierkegaard 's  underlying assumption was that 
the princi ple of contradiction, which Hegel's sys tem claimed to have superseded, 
was essential to individuali ty :  if individuali ty was ultimate, the principle of 
contradict ion was ul t imate, and only if the pri nc iple of contradict ion is ultimate 
can it be true that t h is is not tha t ,  one thing is not another, and individuali ty 
can be preserved . " "  Thus Kierkegaard, no less than Hegel, looked upon a logical 
princ iple as definit ive of relationships among concrete existents. For this reason, I 
submi t, he found no difficulty in making immediate applicat ion of a philosophic 
posi t ion to a concrete particular, or equating a psychological apen;:u with a 
philosophic proposi tion. 

This is not to say that K ierkegaard's basic philosophic theses cannot be dis
cussed in other terms and cannot be compared with the posi tions of Hegel and 
others; I have here only attempted Lo explain why he found it acceptable to have 
his discussions of t ypically philosophic issues move as they di e! .  Had he been more 
free of the dominance of the Hegelian system, not all problems concerning tru th  
would have been so  r igid ly  identi fied wi th questions concerning principles of 
thought. In this connection we may note that even Socrates, the counterfoil to 
Hegel in Kierkegaard's wri t ings, is really the Socratic spi r i t ,  a mode of argument ,  
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not a source of particular ins ights. 6 6  Thus K ierkegaard cont inually takes abstract 
pr inc iples as re presentat ives of part iculars, and takes part iculars as embodiments 
of pr inc iples, in s pite of what one m ight perha ps ex pect on the bas is of h is ex 
istent ial ism : h is ins istence on the se parat ion of the realm of essence fr om ex
istence. There is no contradict ion here . The pr inc iples to wh ich K ier kegaard 
appealed were not construed by h im to be abstract ions of reas on, belonging w ith in 
the realm of poss ibil ity, but were what he took to  be the actual dialect ic through 
which the thought of an ex isting pers on proceeds. 

There is one further point to  be noted concerning K ier kegaar d's mode of pre 
sent ing h is pos it ion, and that is the personal tone of voice w ith wh ich he speaks .  
Regardle ss o f  the pseudonyms he used-which, o f  course, pose problems o f  inter
pretat ion in part icular works, and for h is wor k  as a whole-K ierkegaard's man
ner rests on the assum pt ion that author and reader can be brought into a direct 
or personal form of commun icat ion : the disc ourse itsel f is not an object ive ent ity 
wh ich is to be cons idered as having first been wr itten by one and then read and 
judged by the other.67 S ince it was ess ent ial to K ier kegaard's pers onal ity that he 
shoul d stand out in all h is un iqueness, and s ince he sought to  br ing the reader to  
a consc iou sness of  the value of un iqueness, whatever served to  make an issue more 
personal was brought into play. Thus, argu ments wh ich could b e  ex pected to  
a ppeal to  all who str i p  themselves of idiosyncrat ic modes of thought are prec isely 
the arguments wh ich K ierkegaard dis da ins to  use. Every pers on whom he w ishes 
to address is to  be equal to  h im in individual ity and un iqueness, and there fore 
cannot be addressee! through some mode of discourse wh ich pur ports to  be ob 
ject ive, inde pendent of the individual, and common to all. 

These remarks on the ph ilosoph ic style of K ierkegaard's thought are not only 
des igned to ex pla in why it is im poss ible to  find susta ined argument in even h is 
most ph ilosoph ical works,6 8  but to illustrate the intens ity w ith wh ich the category 
of individuality an imated all that he did. As he sa id in the second  a ppen dix to  
The  Point  o f  View for my Work a s  an A u thor :  

If  this thing of  'the individual ' were a trifle to  me, I could let i t  drop ; indeed, I should 
be delighted to do so and should be ashamed if I were not willing to do it with the 
most obliging alacrity. But such is far from being the case. For me-not personally, but 
as a thinker-this matter of the individual is the most decisive thing . . .  
. . . With the category of 'the individual ' is bound up any ethical importance I may 
have. If that category was right, if that category was in place, if I saw rightly at this 
point and understood rightly that it was my task (certainly not a pleasant nor a thankful 
one) to call attention to it, if that was the task given me to do, albeit with inward 
sufferings such as certainly are seldom experienced, and with outward sacrifices such as 
a man is not every day found willing to make-in that case I stand fast and my works 
with me.69 

It is from th is point of view that K ierkegaard attacked bourgeois soc iety and 
the con form ist att itu des of the clay, 7 0 but it is w ith h is ph ilosoph ic pos it ion, not 
wi th h is soc ial cr it ic ism nor h is attac k on "Chr istendom," that we must be con
cerned. S ince K ierkegaard always ten ded to define h is own pos it ion as an ex ist ing 
thinker through a contrast w ith specula t ive thought ,  and s ince he tended to  
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ident i fy specula tive though t with Hegel and the Hegelian system, it is wi th his  
cri t icisms of " the System" that  we can most  readily begin . 

Among the many crit icisms, there are some which would be applicable not 
only to Hegel ian forms of thought ,  but  to any phi losoph i c  system, and for our 
purposes these are the more important  ones .  Yet i t  i s  a l so enlightening to see 
which aspects of Hege l ' s  particular system were the special  targets of Kierkegaard's 
a t tack. These may be summarized under three headings :  Hegel ' s  logic ,  his  views 
regarding the sphere o[ the ethical ,  and his trea tmen t of Chr i s t iani ty .  

With respect to logic, Kierkegaard 's compla in t  was that  logic, as such,  has  
nothing to do with movemen t :  i t  cannot se ize the moving, and i t s  categories do 
not generate movement .  Therefore, he says  that  what i s  regarded as " Hegel ' s  
unparalleled discovery, the subject of so unparalleled an admirat ion ,  the in tro
duction of  movement in to logic ,  i s  a sheer con fusion of logical science . " 7 1 One 
reason which Kierkegaard gives for h i s  posi t ion i s  that  the concepts of pure logic 
(as contrasted with existen t ia l  thinking) are abstractions , and deal with pos
s ibi l i t ies only; movement pertains to ex isten ce and not to possibi l i t ies .  Or, as he 
sometimes put it, poss ibi l i ties are merely grasped conceptually ,  su b specie aetern i ,  
and can therefore have nothing to do with becoming. 7 2 Or, to shif t  from the 
na ture of  concepts to the logical relat ionships obtaining among them, we find 
Kierkegaard argu ing that  the necess i ty which is  present  in logic does not pertain 
to existence ; i t  i s  a logical connection of  ground and conseq uence which has noth
ing to do wi th becoming, that  is ,  wi th something coming in to existence. 7 3 To be 
sure, Kierkegaard readily admits that  his  own existen t ia l  logic, with i t s  strict 
anti thesis of  e i ther-or, does not apply in  the world of essences ; in  the realm of 
pure thought " leaps" are not made, and only abstract rela tionships of ground 
and consequence hold. What he objects to in  Hegel ' s  logic i s  that  i t  should have 
been assumed to be possible to i ntroduce becoming into the world of  pure 
thought, bridging the gap between essences and concrete exi stence : for Kierke
gaard that gap must not be bridged, for the logic of essence has noth ing to do 
with the logic of existence. 7 4 

There is a further Kierkegaardian cri t icism o f  Hegel ' s  system which was 
specifically connected with Hegel ' s  logic, although Kierkegaard tended to speak 
as if it would  be true of  any phi losophic system whatsoever, which it i s  not .  This 
cri t icism consis ted in the fact that  the Hegel ian system was not finished, and could 
never be finished if i t  were to deal with existence, and not merely essences : any 
system-bui lder who seeks to i nclude his  own system-building within that system 
i s  obviously caught in  Tristram Shandy's paradox . Kierkegaard often makes sport 
o f  Hegel because o f  this fact . 7 5 However, the difficu l ty i s  pecul i arly Hegeli an,  
and not universal among systemat ic  philosophers, for i t  was Hegel ' s  contention 
that in  each successive s tage of  thought real i t y  stands more fully revealed. There
fore, to postpone the end is to postpone the full meaning of what  has gone before, 
and Kierkegaard is surely not unjust i fied i n  saying: 

It  is ridiculous to trea t everything as if the System were complete, and then to say at 
the end, that the conclusion is lacking. If the conclusion is lacking a t  the end , it is 
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also lacking in the beginning, and this should therefore have been said in the beginning. 
A house may be spoken of as finished even if it lacks a minor detail, a bell-pull or the 
like ; but in a scientific structure the absence of the conclusion has retroactive power 
to make the beginning doubtful and hypothetical, which is to say unsystematic.7 6  

In another passage he phrased th is  cr it ic i sm in a more pointed way, cla im ing that 
the Hegel ian system inev itably led to scept ic i sm, if one took seriously the fact 
that it s complet ion was nece ssar ily lack ing. 

According to Hegel, truth is the continuing world-process. Each generation, each stage 
of this process, is valid; and yet it is only a moment of the truth. Unless we here allow 
ourselves to introduce a dash of charlatanry, which helps out by assuming that the 
generation in which Professor Hegel lived, or the generation which after him plays the 
role of the Imprimatur, i s  the last generation, we are all in a state of sceptical 
uncertainty . . . .  [because] only the next following generation can know what the truth 
was in the preceding generation. The great secret of the System . . .  is pretty much the 
same as the sophism of Protagoras, that everything is relative ; except that here every
thing is relative to the continuing world-process. 7 7  

Consider ing the teleolog ical im petus of Hegel ' s  system, th is object ion assuredly 
had ample ju st ificat ion. 

We come n ow to t he second point at w hich K ierkegaard ra ised object ion s  
aga in st the Hegel ian Sy stem, the place which that sy stem accorded  to  the eth ical 
sphere of existence. On several occasion s, K ierkegaard objected to  the introduc
t ion of an eth ical term in Hegel ian log ic, a s  when Hegel spoke of "the bad 
infin ite. " 7 8 However, that relat ively tr iv ial point, although not unconnected w ith 
K ierkegaard's sharp dist inct ion between the eth ical and the log ical, is not the one 
w ith wh ich we are here concerned. R ather, we must attem pt to  un derstand what 
K ierkegaard had in m ind when he sa id that, regardle ss of how many theoret ical 
flaws may be found w ith in the Hegelian system, it s fundamental error wa s that it 
ignored the eth ical element in the indiv idual 's  existence. 7 9 

The mean ing of th is challenge becomes clear a s  soon a s  we contra st K ierkegaard 
and Hegel w ith re spect t o  where each thought that the eth ical dimen sion of l i fe 
is to  be foun d. A s  we have seen,"' Hegel held that the eth ical re sides  in the fabric 
of soc iety; the individual 's moral l i fe consist s  in play ing hi s  part in the l i fe of the 
community wh ich ha s enabled h im to  become what he i s. F or K ierkegaard, the 
eth ical is the sphere of the indiv idual ' s  own e xistence as an individual, involv ing 
h is personal re sponsib il ity for whatever ch oice s he makes. These choice s, K ierke
gaard holds, are made in com plete freedom, an d our judgment of them is not to  
be ba sed u pon c ircumstances or con sequence s. Thus we find K ierkegaard say ing : 

. . .  whatever a man may accomplish in the world , even to the most astonishing of 
achievements, it is none the less quite dubious in its sign ificance, unless the individual has 
been ethically clear when he made his choice , has ethically clarified his choice to 
himself . The ethical quality is jealous for its own integrity, and is quite unimpressed by 
the most astounding quantity.8 1  

The re alm of "quant ity " wh ich K ie rke gaa rd he re reje cts  is that wh ich is judge d 
to be h is torica lly signific ant. Whatever range of significance any act may have for 
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world-history is regarded by Kierkegaard as ethically irrelevant, since it depends 
upon external circumsl ances, not upon the indiv idual's own act of choice. In fact, 
Kierkegaard not only draws a sharp contrast between what is of world-historical 
significance and the nature of the ethicai, but he also argues that if one looks at 
one' s actions in terms of h i storical tendencies one is l ikely to become-in a literal 
sense-demorali zed. Under these circumstances, he says, 

. . .  people no longer have any will for anything except what is world-historically 
significant, no concern for anything but the accidental, the world-historical outcome, 
instead of concerning themselves solely with the essential, the inner spirit, the ethical, 
freedom.8 2 

Or, as Kierkegaard said in speaking of the ethical demands of Christianity: 

Christian heroism (and perhaps it is rarely to be seen) is to ven ture to be oneself, as 
an individual man, this definite individual man, alone before the face of God, alone 
in this tremendous exertion and this tremendous responsibility ; but it is not Christian 
heroism to be humbugged by the pure idea of humanity or to play the game of 
marvelling at world-history .s:s  

Thus, for Kierkegaard, the Hegelian system, which looks upon the individual 's  
moral life in  terms of his place in a community, and then interprets social life as 
part of the progressive unfolding of the historical process, constitutes an out
rageous attack on all individuality. Furthermore, it constitutes an attack, Kierke
gaard holds, on all that is essential in Christianity. 

Kierkegaard had no opportunity of knowing Hegel's early theological writings. 
When he attacked Hegel's view of Christianity it was not these that he was attack
ing, nor was he attacking the doctrine of religion in The Phenomenology of 
Spirit. Rather, it was the later writings which he apparently had in mind.'" His 
most explicit attacks on Hegel's interpretation of Christianity are closely linked 
to his general attack on speculative thought; however, as we shall see, his opposi
tion was also rooted in the fact that Hegel submerged the ethical and religious  in 
the world-historical process. 

According to Kierkegaard, the fundamental error of speculative thought in its 
attempts to deal with Christianity is that it treats Christianity as if it were a 
speculative system, comparable to other speculative systems. It therefore assumes 
that it should be possible to mediate between Christian doctrine and other 
speculative doctrines, finally embracing its truth, along with all other t ruths, 
within a single speculative system. It was precisely this assumption that Kierke
gaard challenged : 

The question of what Christianity is, must first and foremost be determined before 
there can be any question of mediation. But speculative philosophy makes no move in 
this direction. It does not first se t forth what philosophy is, and then what Christ ianity 
is, to see whether the entities thus made to confront each other admit of a mediation; 
it does not make certain of the identity of the respective parties before proceeding 
to reconcile them. I f  specula tive philosophy is asked what Christianity is, it replies a t  
once: Christianity i s  the speculative interpretation of Christianity. I t  does not trouble 
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to inquire whether there is anything in the distinction between a something and an 
interpretation of this something.85 

333 

Kierkegaard himsel f held tha t there is an absolu te dis tinc tion be tween wha t  
Chris tiani ty is and wha t a specula tive sys tem is: 

Christianity is not a doctrine but an existential communication expressing an existential 
contradiction. If Christianity were a doctrine it would ea ipso not be an opposi te to 
speculative thought, but rather a phase within i t. Christianity has to do with existence, 
with the act of existing; but existence and existing consti tute precisely the opposite of 
speculation.ss 

This opposi tion parallels the general oppos it ion be tween the spheres of essence 
and ex is tence which we shall shor tly examine. Wha t Kierkegaard a ttacked was 
specula tive though t, claiming tha t i t  led to a comple te dis tor tion of ac tual ex 
per ience. F or example , in an en try in the journa ls in which he had been a ttack
ing Hegel's sys tem , we find h im say ing: 

And now what about Christianity, how has i t  been dealt with? I entirely agree with 
your disapproval of the way in which every Christian concept has been so sublimated, 
so completely volatilised into a sea of fog that it is impossible to recognize it again. 
To such concepts as faith, incarnation, tradition, inspiration, which in Christianity must 
be referred to a particular historical fact, it has seemed good to philosophers to give 
an entirely different general meaning whereby faith becomes immediate certainty, . . . 
tradition has become the summary of a certain world experience, whilst inspiration 
has become nothing but the result of God having breathed the spirit of life into man, 
and incarnation nothing else than the existence of one or other ideas in one or 
more individuals. st 

These philosophic re in terpre ta tions of doc trines such as the incarna tion rob 
them of all direc t meaning f or exis ting indiv iduals , according to Kierkegaard . 
Thus , he claims tha t his age , w i th i ts reliance on specula tive though t, has " trans 
formed Chris tian i ty in to a philosoph ical doc trine tha t asks to be unders tood ,  and 
[has ] turned being a Chris tian in to a triviali ty. " 8 8  

Because Kierkegaard regarded the ul tima te ques tion fac ing him as one of be ing 
-or , ra ther , as one of becoming-a Chris tian , he rejec ted Hegel 's a ttemp t to 
in terpre t Chr is t ian i ty as a momen t in the unfolding of Abs olu te Spir i t . 'Wh ile 
K ierkegaard did not  pose th is issue in expl ici t terms in his Philosophica l Frag
men ts, i t  assuredly served as par t of the con tex t of tha t wor k. "9 Wh at was a t  i ssue 
in the Fragmen ts was the rela tion in wh ich a Chris tian mus t s tand to the cen tral 
even t of Chris ti an h is tory , the Incarna tion. The rela tionship , K ierkegaard holds, 
is one of con temporanei ty: every bel iever mus t, in hi s fa i th ,  be con temporaneous 
w i th Chr is t. This d ifficul t doc trine , wh ich is an ul tima te paradox of Chris tian 
fai th , obviously con tradic ts the Hegel ian notion of the ul timacy of the h is tor ical 
process through wh ich the Abs olu te successively reveals i tself. The presence of 
the e ternal God as an individual man in h is tory occurred only once , and occurred 
for all time . I t  is referred to by K ierkegaard a s  the Momen t, and the in dividual , 
regard less of h is era , i s  con temporaneous wi th this Momen t through h is fai th. 90 
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The same point is made, but in a different and more inclusive way, when Kierke
gaard, in the conclusion to Fear a n d  Tremb ling, very simply says: 

The highest passion in a man is faith, and here no generation begins at any other point 
than did the preceding generation, every generation begins all over again, the subsequent 
generation gets no further than the foregoing.0 1 

In fact, in contradisti nction to Hegel, Kierkegaard sometimes says that the task 
of later generations is even more difficult than was that of the earlier. He regarded 
this as the case when one lived in a so-called Christian society, for in "Christen
dom" what it means to be a Christian is often confused with other, quite contrary 
things. 0 2  And, according to Kierkegaard, the intellect itself poses an obstacle to 
faith because it seeks to rob men of inwardness ancl passion. Thus he says : 

In the nineteenth century it is not easier to be a Christian than it was in the first age, 
on the contrary, it has become more difficult, especially for the cultured, and it will 
become more difficult from year to year. The predominance of intellect in the man of 
culture, and the direction toward the objective, wil l  in his case constantly cause 
resistance against becoming a Christian, and this resistance is the sin of the intellect : 
lukewarmness."a 

Since man cannot wholly abandon the intellect, what role can it play? Obviously, 
it cannot render Christianity intelligi ble, yet it does have a role. At one po int, in 
summing up what he had aimed to accomplish in his Con clu ding Unscien t ific 
Postscrip t ,  Kierkegaard said :  

Since it i s  i n  fact the highest attainment t o  become and continue t o  be a Christian, 
the point of it [intel lectual effort] can not be to 1 eflect upon Christianity, but only 
by reflect ion to in tensify the pa thos with which one continues to be a Christian. 

And it was about this [point that] the whole work has turned.94  

This estimate of the place of the intellect in human li fe is obviously not merely 
a part of Kierkegaard's attack on the Hegelian system, but constitutes an attack 
on all philosophic sys tems. In this general attack, Kierkegaard used several forms 
of argument which can be separately considered, even though each is only a varia
tion on his basic theme: that, so far as human bei ngs are concerned, systematic 
connection is only to be found in the sphere of abstract thought-while a logica l 
system is possible, an ex isten tial system is not. 9 5  In this connection, it is necessary 
to say "so far as human beings are concerned," since Kierkegaard explicitly holds 
that " Reality itself is a system-for God." 9 6  However, to think that an existing 
individual could comprehend reality as it appears to God would be impious, 
were it not merely comical. The three specific Kierkegaardian arguments which I 
shall in this connection examine are: first, the major one in which he used the 
distinction between essence and existence as a means of attacking all philosophic 
systems; second, one which relies on the fact that every speculative system has as 
its author an existing individual; and, third, that every system contains tacit pre
suppositions which cannot be systematically proved. 
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Turning to the fi rst of t hese points, it is clear t hat Kierkegaard had a fi rm gri p  
on the necessit y of distinguishing between universals and concrete existents, and 
that-in his less radical statements-one can scarcel y disagree wit h him as to  
what constitutes the starting point for human know ledge. F or example, in  the 
Ph ilosoph ical Fragmen ts, he says: 

I always reason from existence, not toward existence, whether I move in the sphere of 
palpable sensible fact or in  the realm of thought. I do not for example prove that a 
stone exists, but that some existing thing is a stone. The procedure in a court of ju stice 
does not prove that a criminal exists, but that the accused, whose existence is given, 
i s  a criminal . Whether we cal l  existence an accessorium or the external prius, i t  i s  
never subject to demonstration.97 

Yet it is assuredly doubtful whethe r  eithe r  Hegel or any other meta physician 
would deny this, save in t he case of God's existence . T he burden of Kierkegaard 's 
argument actua l ly rested not on the fact t hat metaphysical systems are formu lated 
in terms of that w hich is genera l, but u pon the a l leged fact that no  conce ptual 
system can seize the temporal .  That w hich is "general," consisting in "abst rac 
tions, " is c laimed to provide an inadequate basis for human understan ding be 
cause conce pts exist sub specie aetern i,  and t heref ore a re not involved in becom
ing . 98 However, Kierkegaard fai ls to  estab lis h that t he genera l cannot a pply 
directl y and unambiguous ly to  that which is not on ly actual, but involves process : 

one need mere ly  think of the genera l conce pt of, say, "metab olic processes " to find 
an adequate counte r-example. At this point t he Kie rkegaardian position un 
fortunately has next to  not hing to recommend it, un less P latonic prejudice and 
Hege lian fai lures can be considered arguments . 

The second  a rgument on w hich Kierkegaard bases his attack on phi losophi c  
systems consists in the a rgument that every s ystem, as a system, aims to  be a ll 
inc lusive, but inevitably fails, since t he s ystem-bui lde r  himself stands outside it . 
As Kie rkegaard put the matte r in one place: 

Existence must be revoked in the eternal before the system can round i tself out ;  there 
must be no existing remainder, not even such a l i t tle minikin as the existing Herr 
Professor who writes the system.99 

In an e ffort to  escape this inesca pab le fact, Kierkegaard charges, systematic 
philosophers s peak as if "specu lative thought," in t he abstract, were capab le of 
formulating a system; they f orget t hat it is t hey who have formulated it . This he 
repeatedly ridicules as a form of comic absent-mindedness . 1 0 0  His point, thus 
phrased, on ly has validity if one acce pts one or more of a number of assum ptions, 
and there are three suc h assumptions w hic h we find Kierkegaard more than wil l 
ing to  make. Fi rst, he assumes that a phi losoph ic system can only be sai d to  be 
a ll-inc lusive if it can take note of al l actual existents, and not mere ly of whate ver 
characte ristics are to be f ound in each and every existing thing . Natura l ly, be 
cause of his rejection of abst ractions, and his interest in concrete existents, this 
was an assu mpt ion K ierkegaard made . Secon d, the fact that the system c annot 
ever be complete becau se it cannot "inc lu de " the pe rson who formu lates it, is 
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only damaging if one accepts the Hegelian assumption that "every scientific prob
lem within the great field embraced by science has its defini te place, its measure 
and its bounds, and precisely thereby has its resonance in the whole ." 1 0 1 This, 
too was an assumption which Kierkegaard-for reasons opposed to those of Hegel 
-was wi l l ing to accept. Final ly, the existence of the system-bui lder was con
ceived by Kierkegaard as a threat to the completeness of the system because he 
assumed that contingency is always present where there is existence, and what 
cannot yet be known by an existing thinker will  inevitably threaten what he has 
said in the past. 

Once it is recognized that Kierkegaard's ridicule of system-bui lding rests on 
assumptions of this sort, his argument may remain effective against Hegel, but it  
would lose most of its sting if he attempted to direct it against, say, Aristotle, 
Spinoza, or Descartes. Nevertheless, the third of his arguments to which I have 
al luded would appear to be a more generally  effective form of attack. It consists 
in the contention that all phi losophic systems must rest upon presuppositions 
which cannot be proved within the systern. 1 0 2 Let us assume that this contention 
is true. The question arises as to why it should have been regarded by Kierkegaard 
as destructive of the whole enterprise of system-bui lding. Part of the reason con
sists, of course, in the fact that he tended to identify system-bui lding with Hegel's 
system, and he agreed with Trendelenburg that Hegel had fai led in his attempt 
to construct a presuppositionless system. 1 0 3 However, the full reason l ies deeper. 
In holding that there were no presuppositionless systems, Kierkegaard also as
sumed that whatever presuppositions were present sprang from the problems of 
the individual's own existence, and were not at al l the sorts of logical and 
intellectual problems with which phi losophers asserted they were rea l ly con
cerned. Thus, for example, in opposition to the Hegelian system, he contended 
that "a resolution of the wil l  is required to encl the preliminary process of reflec
tion," and that "only when reflection comes to a hal t can a beginning be made; 
and reflection can be halted only by something else, and this something else is 
something quite different from the logical , being a resolution of wi l l . " 1 0 4 As one 
can see throughout Kierkegaard's work, he insists that if thought is to have v ital ity 
it must spring from the existential commitment of the philosopher himself, as a 
whole being. 1 0 5 When, on the other hand, a thinker seeks to divorce himself from 
existence, he becomes pitiful .  (Though, he may also be comic. ) As K ierkegaard 
says : 

While a genuine human being, as a synthesis of the finite and the infinite, finds his 
reality in holding these two factors together, infinitely interested in existing-an abstract 
thinker is a duplex being : a fantastic creature who moves in the pure being of abstract 
thought, and on the other hand, a sometimes pitiful professorial figure which the 
former deposits, about as when one sets down a walking stick. vVhen one reads the story 
of such a thinker's life (for his writings are perhaps excellent) , one trembles to think 
of what it means to be a man.-And when you read in his writings that thought and 
being are one, it is impossible not to think, in view of his own life and mode of 
existence, that the be ing which is thus identical with thought can scarcely be the being 
of a man.1 00 
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It is here t hat we encounter Kierkegaard's special form of voluntarism . Not all 
t hought and action spring from passion, but all t hat possess vitalit y and signifi
cance do. Social and religious con formism, as well as intellectual abstraction, are 
empty and insignificant because t hey  lack passion ; and so  too are all other 
activities whic h are directed outward, relying upon w hat appears to  be objectively 
certain. The only sphere in w hich t here is intensity an d passion is t he sp here of 
the individual's own inward consciousness of himsel f and his existential situation, 
forced to make choices and stan ding alone be fore his God. 

It is in the light of t his distinction t hat t he famous Kierkegaardian passages on 
subjectivit y and truth must be read: 

When the question of tru th is ra ised in an object ive manner, reflection is directed 
objectively to the truth , as an object to wh ich the knower is related.  Reflection is not 
focussed upon the rela t ionsh ip, however, but upon the q uestion of whether it is the 
truth to wh ich the knower is related. If on ly the object to wh ich he is re lated is the  truth , 
the subject is accoun ted to be in the truth . When the question of the tru th is ra ised 
subject ive ly, reflection is directed subjectively to the na ture of the individua l's re la t ion
sh ip; if on ly the mode of th is relat ionsh ip is in the truth , the individual is in the 
truth even if he should happen to be thus rela ted to wha t  is no t  true. Let us take as an 
example the knowledge of God. Objectively, reflection is directed to the problem of 
whether this object is the true God ; subjectively, reflection is directed to the question of 
whether the individual is related to a something in such a manner that his relationship 
is in truth a God-relationship . . . .  

Now when the problem is to reckon up on which side there is most truth, whether on 
the side of one who seeks the true God object ively, and pursues the approximate truth 
of the God-idea ; or on the side of one who, driven by the infinite passion of his need 
of God , feels an infinite concern for his own relationship to God in truth . . .  the 
answer cannot be in dou bt for anyone who has not been demoralized with the aid of 
science. If one who lives in the midst of Christendom goes up to the house of God, 
the house of the true God , with the true conception of God in his knowledge, and prays, 
but prays in a false spirit ;  and one who lives in an idolatrous community prays with 
the entire passion of the infinite, although his eyes rest upon the image of an idol :  
where i s  there most truth? The one prays in  truth to God though he  worships an 
idol ;  the other prays falsely to the true God, and hence worships in fact an idol. 1 0 7 

Thus, what is essential in truth is t he passion wit h w hic h a belie f is inwardly 
seized, or appropria ted, by  t he individual, by  one  in dividua 1. 1 0s What others may 
hold is irrelevant to  an existing individual; it is his obligation to  grasp his own 
nature and condition, and t he only access t o  t his involves his turning inward. 1 0 0 

In inter preting t hese crucial aspects of Kierkegaard "s position, it is necessary to  
grasp that wha t  is involved in inwardness is n ot a facult y of " feeling," in  t he 
sense of affectivit y, but is, rat her, pa ssion, interest, will. This is, of course, evident 
in his treatment of t he aest hetic category; it also provides a basis for the connec 
tion between an aesthetic mode of existence and the realm of abstract intellectual 
knowledge, for bot h  lack what is bas ic in existence, pass ionate concern.1 1° T his 
concern is present in t he ethical, and is what distinguishes it from mere knowl 
edge; 1 1 1  i t  expresses itsel f in t he Promet hean striving whic h  Kierkegaard regards 
as giving et hical meaning to  li fe :  1 1 2 
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The question is what existing human beings, in so far as they are existing beings, 
must needs be content with : then it will be evident that the ideal of a persistent striving 
is the only view of l i fe that does not carry with it an inevitable disillusionment.1 1 3 

It does not carry disillusionment with it since, according to Kierkegaard, it is 
the striving itself, and its wholeness, not its goal, which is important: 

The principle that the existing subjective thinker is constantly occupied in striving, 
does not mean that he has, in the finite sense, a goal toward which he strives, and that he  
would be finished when he had reached this goal. No, he  strives infinitely, i s  constantly 
in process of becoming.114 

Thus, we must renounce the need to have things finished and completed: we 
must, as existing beings, forever remain within becoming, for that is what ex
istence is . 1 1 5 

Yet, the passion which evinces itself in striving can be fulfilled even if no goal 
is set: the highest form of this passion is faith. To exist in a God-relationship, to 
become and remain a Christian, takes an enormous and never-ceasing energy of 
will. It is this which Kierkegaard holds to be the highest form of existing which 
any individual can attain; like any form of existing it cannot be attained once and 
for all, but depends upon an inward appropriation of the Christian paradox, 
against which reason rebels. When this is attained, one does not know the truth: 
in the Kierkegaardian language which we have quoted, one is in the truth. To be 
in the truth is the ultimate, passionate, inwardness of one's faith, which no one 
can share. A grasp of this fact, and its elaboration in his philosophic and religious 
writings, can be identified with that which Kierkegaard, in h i s  earliest Journa ls, 
sought: an idea for which he could live and die. 1 1 6 

3. N I ETZSCHE : VALUE AND TRUTH 

Nietzsche's writings, unlike those of Schopenhauer, do not confront us with a 
metaphysical system, nor do we find that, like Kierkegaard, he looked upon him
self as having a single task and a single thesis. His writings fall into relatively 
distinct periods as his interests and his self-image changed, and in this respect, too, 
he differed from them. In spite of such changes, and in spite of his aphoristic 
manner of writing, there was a considerable degree of unity in Nietzsche's  
thought; this is  evident, for example, in the fact that throughout his life those 
whom he cherished as enemies remained generally the same. 1 1 7 To be sure, there 
are issues with respect to which he sometimes contradicted himself, and there 
were some themes which he took up only briefly, and then dropped. However, 
the themes and issues to which he constantly returned form a web of interconnect
ing positions whose mutual support give the system of his thought its tensile 
strength. 

Within that system one might choose to emphasize Nietzsche's moral psy
chology, and his attacks on both Christianity and what he took to be a herd 
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morality; one wo uld t hereby be led to consider his own moral commitments. In 
many ways, this is perhaps t he most interesting and significant set o f  strands in 
his thought. However, in t he present context, it is not wit h  Nietzsc he as moralist, 
but w it h  his views regarding reason and tr ut h, that we are concerned. To be sure, 
t here is an important altho ugh not immediately obvio us connection between t hese 
aspects o f  his t hought. Nietzsche's t heory o f  tr ut h  depended upon w hat may be 
called the principle o f  the primacy o f  val ue ; an d since he approached  questions o f  
val ue t hrough psychological analyses, t he q uestions w hic h he raised concerning 
tr uth were formulated in psyc hological terms . So, too, were t he questions he 
raised regarding morality. Thus, w het her one approaches his t hought from t he 
side o f  his moral concerns or wit h  respect to t he q uestion o f  trut h, one will find 
t hat t hey have a common source in his voluntaristic psychology. As Nietzsche 
said in Beyond Good and Evil, "Psychology s hall be recognized again as the queen 
of  t he sciences . . . .  psychology is now again t he path to t he fundamental prob
lems. " 1 18 

The doctrine t hat psychology is fundamental to t he t heory o f  knowledge has, 
of  course, been held in many forms, some o f  which we have noted in t he post
Kantian positivist tradition. Wit hin t hat tradition, and wit hin t he tradition o f  
Britis h empiricism as represented by Locke and by H ume, psyc hological t heory 
was regarded as relevant to epistemology in so far as it analyzed the sources o f  
human knowledge. In t he case o f  Nietzsche, t he iss ue was entirely different: he 
was concerned wit h  t he motivation o f  knowledge, o f  o ur interest in tr ut h. As he 
said in t he very first paragraph o f  Beyond Good and Evi l :  

The will to  truth which shal l  sti l l  tempt us  to  many a venture, that famous truthfulness 
of which all  philosophers so far have spoken with respect-what questions has this will 
to truth not laid before us ! What strange, wicked, questionable questions . . . .  Is it 
any wonder that we should finally become suspicious, lose patience, and turn away 
impatiently? that we should finally learn from this Sphinx to ask questions too? Who is 
it really that puts questions to us here? What in us really wants truth? 

Indeed we came to a long halt at the question about the cause of this will-until we 
finally came to a complete stop before a sti l l  more basic question. We asked about 
the value of this will. Suppose we want truth: why not  ra ther untruth? and uncertainty? 
even ignorance? 

This is clearly an iss ue which echoes q uestions raised by Sc hopenha uer concern
ing the function o f  knowledge in t he li fe o f  t he race ; and per haps even more 
clearly it recalls Kier kegaard's manner o f  posing t he question o f  tr uth-not ob 
jectively, but subjectively, in terms o f  w hat is o f  ultimate concern to an existing 
individual. 1 1 9 However, t hese and ot her a ffinities shoul d not be allowed to con
ceal t he great difference whic h exists between Nietzsc he 's approac h and t heirs. 
His philosophy may be said to have more closely resembled t hat o f  Fe uerbach in 
its motivation, being a form o f  an thropology in Fe uerbac h's sense o f  tha t  term: 
unli ke Schopenh auer and Kierkegaard, he looked upon t he world only in its rela
tion to man, ultimately rejecting all tr uths which claimed to re fer to anyt hing 
existing independently o f  human experience. 1 2 0 
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Because of Schopenhauer's actual influence on Nietzsche, it  is  easy to overlook, 
or to minimize, this striking difference between their conceptions of phi losophy. 
However, as the preface to Beyond Good and  Evil should serve to make clear, the 
difference was fundamental .  There, N ietzsche attacked phi losophers for dogma
tism, for system-building; and, remembering Kant, it is not possible to read this 
passage, with its constant reiteration of the concept of "dogmatism, " without tak
ing it as an attack on the whole metaphysical enterprise. If N ietzsche's opposition 
to Schopenhauer were not sufficiently clear from this alone, it  could not fai l  to 
become clear througl1 the two examples he used as i l lustrations of dogmatic 
metaphysics: they were the two systems most highly regarded by Schopenhauer, 
the Vedanta phi losophy and Platonism. To these supposedly discredited meta
physical systems Nietzsche added Christianity and characterized its doctrines of 
the soul and of a timeless good as "Platonism for ' the people'. " 1 2 1 Although this 
characterization, and some of N ietzsche's diatribes against Christianity, would not 
have touched the existential faith of Kierkegaard, his insistence on a phi losophy 
which stressed man's immanence in nature could not fai l to have done so . 1 " 2 For 
Kierkegaard, the center of existence does not l ie within man, but in Goel, with 
whom each man must establish a personal relationship.  For N ietzsche, God was 
dead, and existence could only have meaning insofar as man gave it meaning: it  
is man who is the creator of values. 1 2 3  Among these values is "truth," and 
Nietzsche interpreted truth as he interpreted all other values, in terms of answers 
to human needs. 

To speak of truth in these terms would seem to suggest that he accepted a 
straightforward pragmatism, according to which whatever beliefs are of positive 
value are to be denominated as true, and any bel iefs which have negative values 
are, because of that fact, false. However, to interpret N ietzsche's theory of truth in 
this openly pragmatic fashion would be to misread him; in doing so, one would 
fall prey to what N ietzsche called "the typical prejudgment and prejudice which 
give away metaphysicians of all ages," the assumption that opposites, such as 
truth and error, or selfishness and selflessness, are actually independent of one 
another, and do not spring from a single root. 1 2 4 Nietzsche sought to discover and 
then to uncover this root, which he regarded as a task for psychologists, and one 
which would only proceed successfully when unhampered by the usual philo
sophical dichotomies. Thus we find him using locutions such as the following: 
" Tru th  is the kind of error without which a certain species of l ife could not l ive. 
The value for l i fe is ultimately decisive. " 1 2 0  While a pragmat ic thesis i s  obviously 
involved in the claim that va lue for life is  what is decisive in what we regard as 
true, it is also the case that the statement involves some aspect of a correspondence 
theory of truth, since Nietzsche could not otherwise have spoken of useful beliefs 
as errors. 

If Nietzsche is not to be regarded as hopelessly confused in making such a state
ment, we must take seriously his assertion that truth and error are not to be re
garded as opposites, and must seek the common root from which both spring. 
This root is to be discovered when we find N ietzsche saying: 
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The falseness of a judgment is for us not necessarily an objection to a judgment; in 
this respect our new language may sound strangest. The question is to what extent it is 
life-promoting, li fe-preserving, species-preserving, perhaps even species-cultivating. 1 2 6 

Once again, this might appear to be a straightforward pragmatism were it not 
for the fact that he speaks of the fa lseness of judgments which serve life . 

In tr ying to straighten this out, one might be temp ted to say that Nietzsche was 
suggesting that particular errors were true f or some beings, but not for others ; 
that these could be called "falsehoods "  or "errors " because they were not true in 
themselves. To speak in this way would be to fall into the same type of mistake 
as that of which Nietzsche accused philosophers who spoke of "things-in-them
selves . "  There not only is no way in  which such a thing-in-itself could be known, 
but every conception of "things " is relative to us as knowers . Similarly, there can 
be no truth -in-itself : there are no facts wi thout interpretation, no truth which is 
not true for someone. 1 2 7  Therefore, it would be wholly unacceptable to treat 
Nietzsche's theory of truth as if it committed him to an y usual form of cor 
respondence theory . 

A way out of this apparent impasse opens when we raise the question of for 
whom a true belief is true. Nietzsche, one should remember, always distinguished 
between the strong and the weak, the healthy and the sick, the yea -saying and 
nay -s aying . Using this dichotomization of human beings, a generall y consistent 
(though not always clearl y expressed ) theory of truth can be found in Nietzsche . 
"True " and "false " have a meaning which is not relative to belief, just as "good " 
and "bad " have a meaning which is not relative to contemporary (and, in 
Nietzsche's opinion, perverse) standards of "good " and "evil " ;  f urthermore, in 
questions of truth, as in questions of morals, the onl y authentic standard i s  that 
which the strong, in their strength, can accept, and which the weak seek to distort . 
Those who fear life set up protective illusions for themselves, and call t hem 
"truth," but in reality they are unconscious lies ; the strong directly grasp the 
truth in their own being, so long as they remain undeceived by what the weak 
call "true . "  Thus, tru th  and that which is life-enhancing for the  strong are one 
and the same; what protects the weak is no t  the truth, but the unconscious self
deceptions which their weakness leads them to project . Then, in imitation of the 
strong, they ca ll these deceptions "the truth," just as in the moral realm they call 
the projections of their own weakness "good." 

This interpretation corresponds to Nietzsche 's thesis that truth and falsity have 
a common root: when we understand the d ynamics of the will, we see that they 
are not genuine opposites . 1 2 8  Like Freud, whose thought he here closely resembles, 
the difference is one be tween a healthy and a distorted e xpression of the same 
underl ying force . 1 29 This interpretation of Nietzsche's general views regarding 
truth and falsehood r eceives confirmation when it is applied to his more specific 
views regarding philosoph y itse lf . 

It was one of Nietzsche 's important aims to unmask past philosophic s ystems, 
showing that the claim of philosophers to embody pure, disinterested objectivity 
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was mere pretense . In opposition to any such claims, he contended that "most of 
the conscious thinking of a philosopher is secretly guided and forced into certain 
channels by his instincts . "  To this he added, "Behind all l ogic, and its seeming 
sovereignty of movement there stand valuations or, more clearly, physiological 
demands for the preservation of a certain ty pe of li fe. " 1 30 Such assertions might be 
taken to mean that Nietzsche attem pted to  ex plain particular philosophic systems 
in terms of the instinctual needs of their creators, or in terms of needs for the 
fantasy fulfilm ents of secret drives; or, perha ps, as com pensations for earl y forms 
of de privation, or as the effects of certain child -rearing practices, or the like . Such 
inter pretations of philosophic thought have become familiar to  us, and not in
frequently one finds Nietzsche s peaking in similar terms . For exam ple, he some
times related the thought of a particular philosopher, such as Kant or Spinoza, 
to hidden wishes or to particular psychic maladies ; 1 3 1  there is als o the well -known 
passage in which he wrote: 

Gradually it has become clear to me what every great philosophy has so far been: 
namely, the personal confession of its author and a kind of involuntary memoir. 1 3 2 

However, this passage should n ot be taken as suggesting that a philos ophy s prings 
from particular personal de formations of character . What Nietzsche h olds is that 
every great phil osophy s prings from some ba sic attitude toward li fe, s ome value 
predis positions . Unlike most more recent psychologists, he did not seek to  account 
for these basic attitudes by means of re ference to  s pecific biogra phical fact ors: his 
usual view was that, from birth, individuals re present different personality ty pes. 

Nietzsche's unmasking of traditional dogmatic meta physics rested on exposing 
the hidden fears of the type of personality who created such systems . On his view, 
the whole enterprise of traditional philosophy had rested on a single, unhealthy, 
all too comm on, psychic need: a need to  escape from the world of sense, of be
coming, and of immediacy-in short, an attem pt to esca pe from all that is real . 
According to Nietzs che, philos ophers have actually been a fraid of the real, and 
have there fore sought t o  deni grate it, just as the Christian, out of ressen t iment ,  
den igrates strength. In opposition to  that which actually is real, the philosopher 
claims to find another, higher form of reality, which he then names "reality " ;  
there fore, whatever actually is real comes to  be regarded as "a ppearance . "  In 
The Twiligh t of the Idols Nietzsche offers his clearest and most concise attack on 
this phil osophical perversion, summing it u p  in four propositions: 

First proposition. The reasons for which "this" world has been characterized as 
"apparent" are the very reasons which indicate its real ity; any other kind of real ity is 
absolutely indemonstrable. 

Second proposition. The criteria which have been bestowed on the "true being" of 
things are the criteria of not-being, of naugh t ;  the "true world" has been constructed 
out of contradiction to the actual world: indeed an apparent world, insofar as it is merely 
a moral-optical illusion. 

Th ird proposition. To invent fables about a world "other" than this one has no 
meaning at all, unless an instinct for slander, detraction, and suspicion against life 
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has gained the upper hand in us :  in that case, we avenge ourselves against l ife with a 
phantasmagoria of "another," a "better" life . 

Fourth proposition. Any distinction between a " true" and an "apparent" world
whether in the Christian manner or in the manner of Kant ( in the end, an underhanded 
Christian)-is only a suggestion of decadence, a symptom of the decline of li/e. 1 3 3  

Thus, once again we see that value-categories determine what we take to be true 
and false: the sick and the decadent claim to find truth in another world, whereas 
those who possess their  natural s trength, and enjoy the freedom that it brings, 
recognize the falsi ty in al l  forms of other-worldliness. 

The interpretation which I have given concerning Nietzsche's theory of truth 
and error not only serves to elucidate his atti tude toward philosophy, but serves 
to explain the rather complex and ambivalent att i tude which he came to adopt 
toward the sciences. To be sure, there was one relatively brief period when 
Nietzsche considered the natural sciences as the great  l iberating force of the age ; 1 3 4  

however, as one sees in Beyond Good and Evil ,  and in many entries in  The Will  

to Power, i t  came to be characteristic of his l ater atti tude that the sciences
apart from his type of psychological analysis-were to be viewed merely as one 
way in which men tended to order their experience .  When viewed in this way, 
the value of science depended on the needs which i t  served. Thus, when science 
was directly in the service of l ife-needs, Nietzsche viewed it as a wholly justifiable 
enterprise, but when an atti tude of detachment and pseudo-objectivity underlay 
it, Nietzsche ridiculed i t, and railed against i t .  

As examples of  Nietzsche's view of the general character of  science, the follow
ing statements may be chosen: 

I t  is perhaps just dawning on five or six minds that physics, too, is only an interpreta
tion and exegesis of the world (to suit  us, i f  I may say so ! ) and not a world
explanation.1 35 

And, in  his notebooks, dating from the same general period, Nietzsche said: 

The entire apparatus of knowledge is an apparatus for abstraction and simplification 
--directed not a t  knowledge but at taking possession of things.1 3 6  

Or, to choose merely one further, somewhat later, example: 

Not "to know" but to schematize-to impose upon chaos as much regularity and form 
as our practical needs require. 

In the formation of reason, logic, the categories, i t  was need that was authoritative: 
the need not " to know," but to subsume, to schematize, for the purpose of 
intelligibility .1 3 7  

All of this N ietzsche was willing to accept as necessary for some of the purposes of 
l ife-for assimilating experience .  In fulfilling this task, scientists showed an at
ti tude of mind which he always found acceptable :  a drive to appropriate and 
conquer.1 3 8  
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On the other hand, he regarded the "respectable" scientist, "the scientific 
average man, " as one whose l i fe depended upon a lack of internal  strength ;  such 
a man possesses no drive to appropriate and conquer, but uses knowledge as a 
protective shield. Nietzsche painted his portrait in the following colors : 

Let us look more closely :  what is the scient ific man?  To begin with, a type of man that 
i s  not noble, with the virtues of  a type of man that i s  not noble, which i s  to say, a 
type that does not dominate and is nei ther authori tative nor self-sufficient .  . . .  

What such a person seeks, according to Nietzsche, is  "constant attestation of his 
value and util ity which is needed to overcome again and again the internal m is
trust which is the sediment in the hearts of all dependent men and herd 
animals." 1 3 9  In short, what l ies at the root of the scholarly or scienti fic search for 
object ivity is a lack of strength which shows itsel f as an unwill ingness to take 
risks. According to N ietzsche, caution of this type fa ils to serve the interests of 
l i fe. 

Even at its best, when it is necessary for the assimilation of experience, science 
was not regarded by Nietzsche as offering a satisfactory way of interpreting the 
world. He held that there is "no limit to the ways in which the world can be in
terpreted; every interpretation [is] a symptom of growth or decl ine. " 1 4 0 By the 
time he had fully formulated this position, he had become critical of the views of 
nature which were based on the methods characteristic of the natural sciences. 
Although he sti l l  regarded science as a necessary means of assimilating and 
schematizing experience, its methods were actually inimical to all of the char
acteristics which he identified with vitality and with growth. 

The most evident way in which this can be i l lustrated is through what Nietzsche 
says concerning general concepts, without which, of course, scientific generali za
tion would be impossible. In his early essay on "Truth and Lie in an Extra-Moral 
Sense, " he wrote : 

Let us . . .  give special a t tention to the formation of concepts. Every word immediately 
becomes a concept, inasmuch as  i t  i s  not i n tended to serve as a reminder of the un ique 
and wholly individualized original experience to which i t  owes i t s  birth, but must at 
the same time fit innumerable, more or less similar cases-which means, strictly 
speaking, never equal-in other words, a lot of unequal cases. Every concept originates 
through equating what i s  unequal.1 4 1 

This was a view which he never changed . Furthermore, he claimed that the basic 
categories through which we apprehend that which we take to be real involve us 
in thinking of what we experience as static, denying that individuality and be
coming are ultimately real . Thus, in speaking of "species" and of other forms 
which we ascribe to the world, he says : 

The form counts  as something enduring and therefore more valuable; but  the form 
has merely been invented by us ;  and however often " the same form is at ta ined," it does 
not mean i t  is the same form-what appears i s  always something new, and it i s  only we, 
who are always comparing, who include the new, to the extent that i t  is similar to the 
old, in  the unity of the " form" . . . . 
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One should not understand this compulsion to construct concep ts, species, forms, 
purposes, laws ("a world of iden t ical cases") as if they enabled us to fix the real world ;  
bu t a s  a compulsion to arrange a world for ourselves in  which our existence i s  made 
possible : we thereby crea te a world which is calculable, s implified, comprehensible, e tc., 
for us. 1 4 2 

The distortions of reality which are involved in every attempt to grasp it by 
means of general concepts and static forms were, according to Nietzsche, especially 
obvious in the natural sciences. The world-view of the sciences which he set him
self to challenge was what he characterized as mechan ism. Although he regarded 
atomistic materialism as having been amply refuted,1 4 3 the conception of causal 
necessities in nature was stil l ,  on his view, being erroneously maintained. He re
garded this as a form of mythologizing, as is evident in the fol lowing passage: 

One should not wrongly reify "cause" and "effect , " as the na tural scien t i sts do (and 
whoever, like them, now "naturalizes" in h i s  thinking) , accord ing to the prevalen t 
mechanical dol ti shness which makes the cause press and push unt i l  i t "effects" i ts end ; 
one should use "cause" and "effect" only as pure concep ts, tha t is to say, as conven tional 
fictions for the purpose of designa tion and communica t ion-not for explanat ion . . . .  I t 
is we alone who have devised cause, sequence, for-each-other, rela t ivi ty, constrain t , 
number, law, freedom, mo tive, and purpose ; and when we project and mix this  symbol 
world in to things as i f  i t existed "in  i tself, " we act once more as we have always acted
mythologically.1 4 4  

In this passage, Nietzsche was not only attacking the belief in mechanical forces, 
but also the idea that the laws of physics were in any sense isomorphic with 
independently existing relationships in nature-as most positivists of his period 
stil l held. As he said in a notebook entry of approximately the same date : 

I t is an i l lusion tha t some thing is known when we possess a ma thema t ical formula for 
an even t : i t is only designa ted , described ; no thing more ! 1 45 

Such descriptions, though they might be effective in summarmng experience, 
failed to shape it, or to bestow meaning upon it. It was precisely because the 
mechanical world-view failed in this respect that Nietzsche rejected it. For ex
ample, in the passage from Beyond Good and  Evil which I have just quoted, 
where he attacked the notion of causal necessities as a form of mythologizing, he 
completely rejected the notion of determinism as applied to human choices, say
ing, "the 'unfree will '  is mythology; in real life it is only a matter of strong and 
weak wills ." 1 4 6 In the following section, he then sought to explain precisely why 
physicists had come to ascribe uniformity to nature and speak of "nature's  con
formity to l aw. " This arose, he asserted, out of a "plebeian antagonism to every
thing privileged and autocratic," and was a secret, unconscious form of concession 
to "the democratic instincts of the modern soul . " 1 4 7 

This extravagant interpretation of modern science, which Nietzsche (as was 
often the case) attempted to defend as a philological insight, need not be taken 
seriously; however, what lay behind it became more and more clear in his note
books. The whole quest for "truth," for arranging facts even when such arrange-
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ments served the needs of life, became distasteful : the task was to change life, not 
describe it. In one entry, which we may without distortion abbreviate, Nietzsche 
said: 

The ascertaining of "truth" and "untruth," the ascertaining of facts in general, is 
fundamentally different from creative positing, from shaping, overcoming, willing . . . . To 
introduce a meaning . . .  to posit a goal and mold facts according to it :  that is, active 
interpretation, not merely conceptual translation.148 

It is in terms of this contrast that one can best understand Nietzsche's view of 
the limitations of science. Even when science enables us to assimilate experience, 
its service to life is restricted; what was of primary importance on Nietzsche's 
view was not merely "adjustment," but the enhancemen t of experience. Just as he 
regarded the Darwinian concept of "a struggle for surviva l" as a debased version 
of the "will to power," 1 4 9 so the usefulness of the schematizations of science were 
lacking in truth when compared with creative insights which could transform life. 
Unlike those whom he called "philosophical laborers," and "scientific men," 
Nietzsche believed that true philosophers could actually shape existence, impart
ing meaning to it. 

Genuine philosophers . . .  are commanders and legislators :  they say " thus it shall be! "  
They first determine the Whither and the For What of man . . .  With a creative hand 
they reach for the future, and all that is and has been becomes a means for them, 
an instrument, a hammer. Their "knowing" is creat ing, their creating is a legislation, 
their will to truth is-will to power.1 5 0  

Since, as we have seen, truth is what enhances the power of the strong, even 
though science (because of its usefulness) must be acknowledged to be superior 
to those traditional forms of metaphysics which spring from a need to escape 
from life, it cannot be considered as "true" once one compares it with genuine 
philosophy. Thus, we may say that, at its weakest, traditional philosophy is worthy 
only of contempt; that science is more worthy of respect; but that only the creative 
philosopher who, in Nietzsche's phrase, "philosophizes with a hammer," takes 
possession of truth. 1 5 1  

Immediately, one would appear to face the question of whether there has ever 
been, or could ever be, more than one genuine philosopher; of how, if there were, 
the truths they would create could be expected to harmonize. To such a question, 
Nietzsche's answer is of course obvious: there can be as many genuine philosophers 
as there are truly great individuals capable of grasping and transforming the 
values by which men live, and there is no reason to assume that their views sh ould 
harmonize. Each such philosopher would say, with Nietzsche: 

"My judgment is my judgment : "  no one else is easily entitled to it. . . .  
One must shed the bad taste of wanting to agree with many.  "Good" is no longer 

good when one's neighbor mouths it. And how should there be a "common good" !  The 
term contradicts itself : whatever can be common always has little value. In the end 
it must be as it is and always has been : great things remain for the great, abysses for the 
profound, nuances and shudders for the refined, all that is rare for the rare. 1 5 2  
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This i s  N ietzsche's doctrine of perspect ivism, which he too k to be "the basic 
cond ition for all l ife. " 1 5 3 One cannot possibly e scape from one 's own per spect ive, 
and it i s  a symptom of mistrust in one self, and therefore a symptom of weakne ss, 
to attempt to do so: 

The objective man [Nietzsche says] is indeed a mirror : he is accustomed to submi t  
before whatever wants to  be  known, without any other pleasure than that found in  
knowing and "mirroring"; he waits un til something comes . . . 

The objective man is an instrument, a precious, easily injured and clouded instrument 
for measuring and, as an arrangement of mirrors, an artistic triumph that deserves care 
and honor; but he is no goal, no conclusion and sunrise, no complementary man in 
whom the rest of existence is justified, no termination-and still less a beginning, a 
begetting and first cause.154 

The strong a ffirm their own perspect ive s openly, recogmz mg that the world is 
what they can create from their own po int of v iew, in the ir own image, in terms 
of their own values: 

Every center of force adopts a perspective toward the entire remainder, i . e . , i ts own 
particular valuation, mode of action, and mode of resistance . . . .  

The world, apart from our condition of living in i t ,  the world that we have not reduced 
to our being, our logic and psychological prejudices, does not exist as a world 
"in-itself" ; it is essentially a world of relationships; under certain conditions it has a 
differing aspect from every point ;  its being is essentially different from every point;  
i t  presses upon every point, every point resists i t-and the sum of these is in every case 
quite incongruent .155  

To attem pt an e scape from such a conflict of per spect ive s and interpretat ions i s  
to seek to e scape life. Those who are strong will not thus abdicate, and tho se who 
are stronge st fully know that the world a s  they interpret it is true, for " the  
criterion of  truth resides in the  enhancemen t of  the feeling of  power. " 1 5 6  Nietz sche 
would deny that such feelings of power would be pre sent in the weak when they 
di sparage the values of the strong, and there would therefore be no truth in the 
slanders they perpetrate against l ife. Even wh en those who are weak band together 
and succeed in gaining dominance over the strong through a perver sion of the 
scale of value s, one cannot say that they have transformed their t imidity into 
strength, nor their fal sehood into truth. Thus,  for N ietz sche, truth rema ins a 
positive value: it is that wh ich is life -enhancing-but not for everyone. Only that 
which i s  life-enhancing for the strong i s  to be denom inated a s  the truth. 
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Although the preced ing d i scussions  have bee n co ncer ned w ith "the l im it s  o f  
re aso n,"  I have not attempted to state what wa s commo n to the var iou s Po sit io ns 
I h ave examined , some of wh ich were in  complete a nd o bvious oppo sit io n to 
one another. In fact, the ir pre supposit io ns were so d ifferent that o ne m ight 
doubt there could h ave been any w idely shared a ssumpt ion, or commo n denomi
n ator , amo ng them. Even  i f  th is had been so, a nd each had l im ited the scope 
of the human i ntellect in  a wholly d ifferent way, the effect m ight have been 
cumulat ive, w ith each having g iven a n  added reaso n  for challeng ing the intel
lectual Power s o f  man. However, the source s o f  the ir cr it ic i sms  were by no 
means so d i sparate as they in it ially seem. 

While I sho uld not w i sh to cl aim that there was a ny single a ssumpt ion 
common to all o f  the nineteenth-century cr it ic s  o f  the intellectual power s o f  
m an, I do fi nd a character ist ic which was very w ide spread in the thought o f  those 
w ith whom we have been co ncerned, a nd th is part icular feature tends  to d is
t ingu ish them from other s, such as Locke a nd Hume a nd Kant, who h ad 
al so set l im it s  to the scope a nd power s o f  human rea so n. This feature is to be 
found in a di strust o f  the conceptu al aspect o f  thought, a do ubt that the concepts 
we employ i n  the sc iences and in  the practical affa ir s  of everyday l i fe are really 
adequate to the task s  wh ich we ord inar ily a ssume they per form. To be sure, 
none of the posit io ns w ith which we have dealt de nied that the co nceptual 
element in  empir ic al thought can be of u se, i n  o ne way or a nother. The value 
att ached to such use s  var ied, a s  we have see n, but all of tho se w ith whom we 
have been concerned agreed w it h  re spect to o ne po int: our empir ical co ncepts 
do not ade quately del ineate the character ist ic features of wh at it is that we 
take them as repre sent ing. For example, our ord inary ways o f  co nceptu al iz ing ex
per ie nce were take n by some to be poor imitat io ns o f  tho se spec ie s o f  k nowledge 
which were ge nuine a nd concrete ; they were regarded by other s a s  ways in 
which, due to our l im itat io ns, we sym bol ize relat ionsh ips  wh ich we cannot 
concretely apprehe nd ; they were al so interpre ted a s  repre sent ing an order which 
we are led by our ow n need s to impo se upo n that wh ich we e xperie nce. I n  none 



35° LIMITS OF REASON 

of these cases was conceptual knowledge claimed to be adequate, even by those 
who regarded it as the only knowledge we have. 

We have seen the various arguments and motives which led a highly diverse 
group of thinkers to reach the foregoing conclusions, but I now wish to focus 
attention on a very specific point which helps to explain the fact that, in spite 
of their differences, they did reach this common negative conclusion. There was, 
I believe, a widely shared, but erroneous, philosophic assumption which made 
these attacks on the adequacy of our empirical concepts seem plausible, or even 
obviously true. In the Romantic movement in the late eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries, and subsequently in other movements as well, it was assumed that 
genuine knowledge necessarily involves some form of immediate apprehension, 
in which what we know must be both directly present and grasped in concrete 
detail. On this view, if one is to know anything with which one is not presently 
in immediate contact, it must originally have been immediately known and 
must now be "re-presented," that is, brought back again, in its immediacy, in all 
of its concreteness. If one accepts this assumption, any knowledge which merely 
represen ts an object, without re-presenting it, is never adequate : it merely stands 
for, or symbolizes, that which we seek to know. 

It is to a critical examination of this assumption, which was common to those 
whose views I have discussed, that I now wish to turn. 

I .  IN DEFENSE OF ABSTRACTIONS 

I should not wish it supposed that I am ready to defend all abstractions, nor 
that I have sympathy with all cases in which abstractions have been used as 
counters in the processes of thought. The following defense of abstractions will 
be limited in scope. Essentially, it consists of two theses which, although inde
pendent, help reinforce one another. First, I shall point out that it is mistaken 
to suppose that the elementary data of direct experience include only what 
is concrete and particular, and not elements which are general in character, 
covering a range of instances. Then, I shall argue that when we deal with 
some of the qualities and relationships of objects or events in abstraction from 
others, we are not necessarily distorting the actual nature of that which we 
are seeking to understand. 1 If these two theses are accepted, the critiques of 
reason which have been examined will have lost much of their force. 

Whether we take investigations of animal or of human discriminations as 
our point of departure, it is evident that, in many cases, what is immediately 
apprehended in direct sense experience are not the specific simple qualities 
which Locke, Berkeley, and Hume had regarded as the ultimate building blocks 
of knowledge. In the light of twentieth-century psychology, atomistic sensation
alism must be abandoned, and whatever can be said to be "given" must be 
taken to have some degree of complexity, if it is to allow for the relational 
determination which is evident in all-or, to be cautious, in almost all-per
ceptual processes.2 For example, we must now say that what is "given" in visual 
experience includes figure-ground relationships, and also includes contrasts of 
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brightne ss and color; it includes patternings and groupings, and the texture of 
surface s, as well a s  a host of other feature s for whic h t he theorie s of Locke, 
Berkele y, an d Hume had no  adequate place . Nor is vi sion unique among the 
sen se -mod alitie s in thi s  re spect: in all ca ses ,  what is g iven cannot be reduced to  
simple idea s (or to what Hume termed simple im pression s), atomi st icall y con 
ceived . It i s  prec i sel y at thi s  point, when we examine what must be regarded a s  
directl y g iven, and not inferred, that we di scover how dece ptive i t  i s  to  contra st 
the immedi ac y of perce ption with the " abstractness ' "  of conce pt s. 

To illustrate thi s  fact, let u s  consider char acteri stic s of shape. It must surel y 
be acknowledged t hat all animal s, including men, di scriminate some configural 
patterns from others without benefit of prior tra ining; in fact, muc h subsequent 
learning i s  dependent upon a native abilit y to  do  so. However, in t he a ppre 
hen sion of a pattern, what i s  very frequentl y di scriminated i s  not that pattern 
in it s specificit y, but a configuration of a particular type, that i s, one w hich 
cover s a range of in stance s. Thus, for example, we di scriminate horizontal 
patterns from vertical ones, or triangle s from squares, or S-curves from circle s, 
but what we notice in t he se di scrimination s i s not nece ssaril y that w hic h i s  
unique and di stinctive in a particular in stance, but what i s  characteri stic of 
patterns of that type. In other words, perceptual experience does  not nece ssaril y 
con si st of t he awareness of a specific determinate qualit y, but i s  often t he 
awareness of what W. E .  John son de signated a s  "a determinable " : 3 that i s  to  say, 
we are aware not of t h is triangular shape, but of the triangularity of thi s  sha pe. 
Similarl y, in the ca se of color s, we are often aware of something as being red, 
while not noticing the preci se shade of it s redness. Furthermore, we may have 
a more accurate impression of t he relation s between two qualitie s than we 
possess of the specific natures of the se qualities themselve s. F or exam ple, we 
ma y  clearly perceive t he di fference in two shade s of gray without being able 
to identify either shade when it i s  again pre sented. Suc h a direct and primitive 
apprehension of relationship s, rather than an a pprehension of the specific nature 
of pre sented qualia, may al so be exemplified in sense-modalities other than 
vision, as  i s  obvious w hen one considers our judgments of heavier-than, or 
louder-than, or the like. 

All of these fact s make it difficult to  hold that, in sense ex perience, the given 
must be assumed to  include onl y what i s  concrete and specific, and not trait s 
which are general and a pply to  a wide r ange of in stance s. However, for those 
who may  be unconvinced b y  a ppeal s to  psychological theory  in que stions which 
concern e pi stemological i ssue s, a brief con sideration of Berkeley' s attack on ab
stract general ideas may  prove u seful. 

In Section XI I of t he Introduction to  hi s Principles of Human Knowledge, 
we find Berkeley offering the following account of how we arrive at general ideas: 

An idea, which considered in itself is particular, becomes general by being made to 
represent or stand for all other particular ideas of the same sort .  

T he italics, we may  note, are those of Berkeley; nonethele ss, he did not specify 
what he meant by t he phrase " of t he same sort." Furthermore, he did not 
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comment on what is involved when we recognize that two particular ideas are 
of the same sort . To be sure, in the preceding paragraph he had said: 

A word becomes general by being made the sign, not of an a bs trac t  general idea, but 
of several particular ideas, any one of which it indifferently suggests to the mind. 

Although the qualifying adverb " ind ifferen t ly" plays a crucial role in this 
sentence, its meaning is not wholly clear. \Vhile Berkeley might be taken to 
have meant that a word becomes general when it suggests any of a number of 
particular ideas to the mind, this interpretation is implausible, since a word 
may suggest a variety of utterly different ideas to the mind on different occasions. 
For example, in different contexts, "fire" may suggest ideas related to mortar
fire, or to a fire in a fireplace, or it may suggest "Run ! " .  Rather than accept 
this implausible interpretation, the term "indifferently" must be taken to mean 
that a word becomes general if it does no t  ma t ter which of several particulars 
its use suggests to the mind. If we then ask under what conditions this actually 
is a matter of indifference, the answer must be that it is indifferent only when 
the particular ideas are "of the same sort": that is, when they resemble one 
another in precisely that respect which the word is taken to signify. Thus, even 
though Berkeley avoided acknowledging the fact, his account of general ideas 
actually presupposed that we can and do recognize features which two or more 
particulars have in common. This involves acknowledging that general char
acteristics, such as "triangularity," and not merely specific particulars, such as 
" th is figure" are immediately present and recognized in perceptual situations. 

The significance of this conclusion is limited: it does not suggest that the 
resemblances and differences of which we take note in immediate experience 
provide the basis for a l l  of the conceptual elements of which we make use in 
either the sciences or everyday life. It might therefore be argued that many of the 
latter do not reflect autochthonous elements within that which is experienced, but 
are determined by our needs, interests, biases, and socially acquired habits of 
mind. Nevertheless, although our conclusion is limited, it is not for that reason 
unimportant. The t hesis that I have attempted to establi sh is that, even in 
those cases in which we may be said to have "knowledge-by-acquaintance," our 
experience is not confined to the specific and particular: general characteristics, 
or determinables, which are features common to a whole range of objects, are 
significant elements within direct experience, and are not addenda to it. Thus, 
although concepts are general, they need not for that reason be contrasted 
with that which is immediately given .  Among them, some refer to characteristics 
which, although general, are as directly present to us as are any of the specific 
qualia in and through which we are aware of them. 

To be sure, some critics of conceptual thought might acknowledge this fact 
and yet say that if we are to claim that we actually grasp the nature of a con
crete individual thing, we must grasp it in its particularity and uniqueness :  in 
so far as we describe it through the use of features which it has in common 
with a variety of other things, we are not really aware of its precise nature. 
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This conviction, rather than any theory of the actual ongm of concepts, was 
undoubtedly  what led Nietzsche to say that "every concept originates through 
equating what is unequal . " •  In a similar vein, Bergson contended that 

The concept can symbolize a particular property only by making it common to an 
infinity of things. Therefore it always more or less distorts this property by the extension 
it gives to it.5 

Shortly thereafter, in a related passage, he said : 

An empiricism worthy of the name, an empiricism which works only according to 
measure, sees itself obliged to make an absolutely new effort for each new object it studies. 
It cuts for the object a concept appropriate to the object alone, a concept one can 
barely say is still a concept, since it applies only to that one thing.6 

If this view were to be accepted, conceptual thought could never adequately 
grasp concrete existents; and this conclusion was, of course, precisely the one 
that Nietzsche and Bergson, among others, sought to maintain. However, if 
one asks how it might be shown that conceptual thought necessarily distorts 
the nature of that which exists, the answer is obvious : we must possess another 
means of knowing objects in their full, concrete actuality . Both Nietzsche and 
Bergson believed that we do possess such means. 

It is not part of my present purpose to criticize their views regarding the 
sources of the knowledge upon which they felt it necessary to rely :  to do so 
would lead us far afield, since Nietzsche and Bergson were not in agreement 
with respect to the nature of this knowledge, and if we were to consider the 
views of Schopenhauer, or of Maine de Biran, further difficulties would arise. 
However, there was one assumption which was common to their views, and 
was also characteristic of Hegel and Kierkegaard: each held that whatever is 
ultimately real cannot be decomposed into a multiplicity of independently 
variable aspects or parts. 7 From this conviction each drew the inference that 
reality cannot be grasped through concepts, since any concept refers to only one 
of the many aspects of any existing object. Conceptual thought must therefore 
proceed in piecemeal fashion, considering first one and then another of the 
various aspects or relationships of those objects with which it seeks to deal. But 
this, it is claimed, is precisely what destroys the unity of that which is real. 

It must immediately be pointed out that this inference is fallacious. The unity 
of objects, or the interpenetration of their parts, does not entail that knowledge 
of such objects will necessarily be inadequate if acquired through first consider
ing one aspect of the object and then another, tracing each of the interrelation
ships of these aspects as they exist in the whole. The assumption that such 
knowledge is necessarily inadequate rests on a confusion in which it is supposed 
that whatever is true of an object must a lso lie true of our knowledge concerning 
that object. 

It is not difficult to show this supposition to be mistaken: if it were accepted 
it would lead to ludicrous conclusions. For example, I may know that an 
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object weighs two pounds, but my knowledge weighs nothing at all. Similarly, 
I may know that I am now at home, sitting at my desk, and that yesterday I 
was in New York; however, to know this is not itself a matter of either sitting 
or traveling. Or, if these illustrations should be rejected as frivolous, one need 
merely point out that, when we come to know that some specific event occurred 
in the past, the date and the location at which that occurrence took place are 
different from the date and place at which we have acquired our knowledge 
concerning it .  Once we draw this necessary distinction between characteristics 
pertaining to our knowledge and the characteristics of that which we know, the 
inference drawn by Bergson and others can be seen to be illegitimate : it does 
not follow from the fact that an object may not be made up of independently 
variable aspects or parts, that our knowledge of such an object cannot be made 
up of a series of independently known propositions referring to these aspects 
or parts. 

In order to illustrate the contrast between the characteristics of knowledge 
and the features of that to which knowledge refers, let us briefly consider how 
it is that we gain knowledge of any object which has a high degree of internal 
relatedness among its parts-for example, a complex living thing. We may 
agree that if we were to attempt to decompose any complex organism by breaking 
it up into separate parts, we should have destroyed it. Furthermore, we may 
fully recognize that the attempt to alter some one of its parts would involve 
altering the characteristics possessed by many, or all, of its other parts. Never
theless, our knowledge of its nature does not constitute the same sort of unitary 
whole. This may be suggested in at least two different ways. First, our knowledge 
concerning how organisms function, and how various of their parts are inter
related, has increased bit by bit, by a process of accretion, as biology, biochem
istry, and biophysics have advanced. These advances have, in many cases, 
established the existence of previously unsuspected interrelationships among the 
parts of organisms : one case in point might be the growth of our knowledge of the 
regulatory functions of the endocrine glands. The demonstration of such inter
relationships should be welcomed by those who insist on the unity of the 
organism as a whole. Yet the fact that these results have been achieved in a 
step-by-step fashion illustrates the difference between the characteristics of our 
knowledge and the characteristics of those objects and events which we seek 
to know: the growth of knowledge proceeds piecemeal, and will doubtless always 
remain incomplete, but that which we seek to know does not change its char
acteristics as our knowledge of it continues to grow. 

A second way in which it may be shown that we must distinguish between 
the characteristics of our knowledge and the characteristics of that to which 
our knowledge refers lies in the fact that, even when we are dealing with objects 
such as organisms which have a high degree of internality of relationship among 
their parts, it is not only legitimate but necessary to consider their various 
features individually, in abstraction from one another, rather than to attempt 
to understand the object in all of its concreteness, as a single individual whole. 
This may be illustrated by the fact that, if we are to establish some specific inter-
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relationship between, say, the functioning of heart and l ungs, we m ust e xamine 
their functioning in a variety of different cases, in abstraction from whatever 
other differences may be present in these cases. For example, we must show that 
regardless of differences in skin color, or body weight, or differences between 
male and female-and, in deed, regardless of whether the subject is a human 
or non-human primate-the ways in which he art and lungs function are 
mutually dependent . This signifies that, in or der to est ablish this close mutual 
dependence between two organs, we must consider these organs in abstraction 
from many of the other characteristics of the organism. In fact, if one were 
to reject all attempts at abstraction, reg ar ding such abstractions as necessaril y 
involving distortions of what actually exists, one coul d  not establish the correct 
belief that the parts of man y wholes do interact in specific ways, and one would  
have no basis for saying that their functioning a s  who les depen ds upon a specific 
set of complex interactions among their parts. 

The distinction which is to be drawn between the unit y which may charac 
terize any object and the ways in which we discover this unit y might be ill us 
trated in  a host of  other ways, but I shall select onl y one. I shall choose an 
example from perception. It is a fact that there are many cases in which some 
of the discriminable feat ures of a perceived object affect one another, and yet 
we are only able to discover their connection by  considering these features 
separately, relying upon precisely the sort of abstractive method of analysis 
which Nietzsche and Bergson, among others, would  have us sh un. 

S uch a c ase is as follows . We all know th at, in attempting to match a color, 
the perceived sha de of the color may var y according to the size of the sample, 
most colors appearing darker in sm all s amples than large. The fact of this 
relationshi p-and of an alogous relationships between size and shape, or, in 
tones, between pitch and lo udness-does not mean that color and size, shape 
and size, or pitch and loudness are not discerned as different discriminable 
aspects of what we perceive. They cle arl y are, yet they also affect one another . 
When, in our example, we place the l arge and the small samples of the color 
side by  side, we r ecognize them to be identical in shade ; we then attribute o ur 
original mistake to the difference in the sizes of the samples, and not to a 
difference in their color . Thus, our grasp of the interrelationship between 
different attributes of a particular object involves abstraction from the object 
itself and consideration of its abstracted aspects under alternative sets of 
conditions. It is not immediate perception, ap art from abstraction, nor is 
it immediate intuition that serves to reveal the hidden interplay of a perceived 
object's various attributes. Rather, it is through a comparison of instances with 
respect to some of their features, and not with respect to others, that we m ust 
in s uch cases proceed. Th us, although the various perceived characteristics of 
an object may be intimately connected, an d mutuall y dependent, our knowledge 
of these connections is in most cases acq uired piecemeal, by  abstraction, com
parison, and generalization: in short, in precisel y those ways which were dis
paraged by  Nietzsche and Bergson, and by others before them who rejected 
the methods by  means of which the analytic intellect proceeds. 
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Bearing in mind what I take it we may now regard as established-that a 
distinction is to be drawn between the characteristics of objects and our knowl
edge of these objects-we may return to a fact which has previously been 
noted: that, in direct experience, we are aware of general characteristics or 
determinables, and not merely of specific determinate qualia. Returning to this 
point, we are in a position to say that, while it is doubtless true that o bjects 
have determinate qualities, our know ledge need not be considered inaccurate 
becau �e it docs not i nclude or reproduce these qualia, but deals with the 
detcnn i nables wh ich arc presented i n  and through them. Of course, if a person 
were to claim that he had, in his mind's eye, a perfect replica of that which he 
had experienced, then his claim would be well-founded only if he did possess such 
an image, which WqS accurate down to the least detail. However, the knowledge 
which we claim concerning any object is rarely, if ever, of this kind. That fact 
may be illustrated by the following example which, although trivial, not only 
can serve to suggest that our claims to knowledge do not depend upon our 
being able to conjure up exact images of what we have experienced, but will 
also serve to emphasize once again that what is true of an object need not be 
true concerning our knowledge of that object. 

On my desk there is a stapler which I recently bought, and which I used only 
a moment ago. I have a rough idea of how heavy it feels ; I know that I would 
say that its color is grey ;  I can quite clearly recall the sort of sound it usually 
makes when I use it, and I can recognize another slightly different sound which 
signifies to me that I have just used the last staple it contains. I also have an 
idea of its shape and its size, and I could draw a rough sketch of its approxi
mate outline. I know that it is a Bostitch stapler, and I assume that the name 
is imprinted somewhere on it, but I do not know how or where. I know some
thing about its parts, but some are bolted together, and I do not know what 
is concealed; and even among those parts which I can see, and which I have 
now carefully inspected, there are some whose functions I do not understand. 

In the foregoing remarks it should not be difficult to say where I am laying 
claim to knowledge, and where I am not. I can be said to know that my stapler 
is grey, and that it is relatively heavy compared with one which I formerly 
owned. However, when I claim that I know this much about it, I am not 
claiming to have so precise an idea of its color that I could pick out a shade of 
grey which would exactly match it, nor that I can recall just which of its 
parts are chrome, and not grey. Nor do I claim to have an accurate recollection 
of the exact shape and size of the stapler, nor of its heft. Thus, what I may be 
said to know about such an object is not necessarily determined by the clarity 
and the detail of the images which I can conjure up when I try to picture it. 
What I know respecting these characteristics may be said to be general :  it is a 
knowledge of the general features of the object, not a knowledge of its 
precise details. Such knowledge is also in one sense rela t ive :  it is accurate only 
to the extent that it correctly states the difference between this particular 
object and other objects which differ from it in color, in shape and size, and 
in weight. However, knowledge which is both general and relative, in these 
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senses, may in another sense be both precise and absolute: the claim I make 
that, for example, my stapler is grey, and not brown or green, is a very specific 
claim about this particular stapler, and it is a claim which is not to be inter
preted as being anything less than exactly true. 

The same point may be made with reference to other aspects of what I claim 
to know about the stapler, and what I admit that I do not know. When, for 
example, I say that it is a Bostitch stapler, my knowledge is also general and 
relative, for I know nothing about the manufacturer except this brand name, 
and I use the name only to distinguish the type of stapler I own from those 
bearing other names. Yet, this is knowledge which, in another sense, is also 
both precise and absolute: it is knowledge on which I can rely when I next buy 
a box of staples. Furthermore, the fact that I know my stapler is a Bostitch, and 
yet do_ not know how or where the name is imprinted on it, clearly shows that 
not all of our knowledge is directly related to our ability to conjure up distinct 
images of what can be learned through sense-experience. This fact is even 
more obvious in my statement that I have inspected all of the visible parts 
of the stapler, and I do not understand the functions which some of them 
serve. Any knowledge of an instrument, such as a stapler, must be said to 
include some knowledge of how its parts function when it performs whatever 
it was designed to do. However, even in the case of so simple an instrument as 
a stapler, this is not knowledge which comes through inspection alone; it 
presupposes familiarity with the ways in which objects of various kinds interact ; 
it is quite general, and is of the sort with which, in more exact form, the 
science of mechanics is concerned. Such knowledge, being general, involves an 
appeal to determinables, and does not merely refer to what is true of an 
object having precisely these determinate characteristics. Nor should it be 
thought-as fol lowers of Nietzsche and Bergson might be inclined to suppose
that this is true only in those cases in which we are dealing with mechanical 
contrivances: it is equally true of our getting to know how the organs of living 
things function, for this knowledge, too, docs not come through immediate 
experience alone. 

From the foregoing illustration we can extract the conclusion that knowing 
is not to be identified with directly apprehending objects in all their specificity, 
in complete and concrete detail ; it is often a matter of understanding their 
relations to other things, how they function under different conditions, and 
the like. To be sure, there are occasions when the clarity, the accuracy, and the 
degree of specificity of our images are highly important to us ; they are important 
when, for example, we are trying to sort objects which closely resemb le one 
another, or when we wish to buy something which will be aesthetically congruous 
with objects we already possess. On the other hand, primary importance 
often attaches to the recognition of the generic characteristics of an object: 
to know in advance what is to be expected of something, we must know what 
has occurred when other things of the same type have been placed in similar 
situations. Thus, what we seek to know is frequently directed toward what rs 
common to many instances, not what is confined to any one case. While it 
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would be arbi trary to hold that such is always our goal, it would be equal ly 
arbitrary to claim that we have knowledge only if we are able to grasp the 
concrete individual i ty of specific instances in all of their detail. 

Once this is recognized, it is not necessary to trea t with distrust those determin
ables which I should be inclined to call  "perceptual universals." To be sure, 
they are genera l; however, as we have just remarked, not a l l  knowledge involves 
the possession of exact replicas of objects before the mind's  eye. Furthermore, 
they may be rela t ive, for they may only be precise to the extent that they 
allow us to know an object in terms of the ways in which it resembles or 
differs from others; nevertheless, in recognizing the similarities and differences 
which are present in objects, we can be said to have knowledge of these objects. 
Nor need perceptual universals be distrusted because they refer only to certain 
aspects of objects, and are thus "abstrac t ions" : there is much that I can know 
about any object without knowing everything that is to be known about it-I 
may know i ts color bet ter than I know i ts shape, or i ts shape better than i ts 
color, and I can also know how some parts of i t  function withou t knowing the 
functions which other parts perform. This may even be true, as we have noted, 
in those cases in which the parts are connected, and might not be able to 
function independently. There is surely nothing surprising about this fact, 
once one recogni zes that the characteristics of our knowledge need not be the 
same as the characteristics which are possessed by the actual ly  existing objects 
to which our knowledge refers. 

There have been those in the history of though t who reject such a view, 
insisting that to have knowledge is to become one with the object, whether 
through loss of self as in the mystic experience or through self-assertion and 
an act of appropria tion. Bergson and Nietzsche are striking examples of these 
disparate ways of emphasizing immediacy, but each type of posi tion can be 
held in less extreme forms. For example, the Bergsonian contrast between 
intuition and intellect had a milder counterpart in Di l they's distinction between 
understanding ( Verstehen) and explanation (Erk liirung) ;  surprisingly enough, 
one can also note a resemblance between Nietzsche's assumptions concerning 
knowledge and the views of Croce and Col l ingwood regarding what is essential 
if we are to understand the past. However, the ful l  force of the doctrine of 
immediacy, and an accompanying disdain for conceptual knowledge, has only 
been fel t where the existentialist movement, with rel iance upon Kierkegaard 
as wel l  as upon N ietzsche, has gained a dominant position in twentieth-century 
thought .  Yet, in one form or another, a distrust of conceptual knowledge has 
become characteristic of much recent thought : i t  has come to be widely claimed, 
in  a variety of different contexts, that we only make use of abstractions, and 
that we only appeal to common traits wi thin that which we experience, in 
order to render experience manageable. In short, it is assumed that  we overlook 
the concrete in favor of the general, and we neglect the unique for the repeat
able, only for the sake of an economy of thought which is directed not to 
understanding but to practice. When a view of this type is accepted, both the 
generaliza tions upon which we rely in dai ly  life, and the generalizations which 
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it is crucial for the sciences to attain, are construed as reflections of subjective 
interests and needs, projected onto nature; they are not accepted as reflections 
of traits which belong to the world, being present whether we know them or not. 

While there are many factors which help to explain why this general doctrine 
has become so widely diffused in contemporary thought, there is one which 
should not be overlooked : positivism itself turned toward a pragmatic-economical 
view of thought. Thus, we again find an instance in which philosophically in
compatible tendencies within the nineteenth century served to reinforce each 
other, combining their influences to create a climate of opinion which, in this 
case, continues to maintain much of its authority today. 

To be sure, when Ernst Mach and other positivists put forward a pragmatic
economical interpretation of thought, they did not do so for the sake of making 
room for an alternative method of knowledge; rather, Mach sought to loosen 
the bonds of common-sense assumptions and give the sciences free play to 
organize all experience in whatever ways might prove to be scientifically most 
fruitful. It was precisely this fact which has since provided arguments for those 
who wish to attack the adequacy of scientific modes of explanation: what is 
scien t ifically most fruitful need not, they claim, be identified with what is true. 
This form of argument has often been supported by appealing to evolutionary 
considerations not wholly different from those to which Mach appealed: the 
human mind is an instrument which serves to fulfill our needs, and cannot 
be regarded as an organ whose purpose it is to reveal the essential structure of 
the world. 8 Of course, Mach rejected the supposition that, independently of 
human experience, there is any such structure inherent in nature to which 
knowledge must seek to conform. On his view, it is solely with respect to how 
successfully the organization of experience fulfils our needs that truth and 
falsity are to be judged. It is this cardinal tenet of Mach's view that I here 
wish to challenge. Of course, it is not possible at this point to examine all of 
the major philosophical issues which such a question involves, but there is, I 
believe, one relatively simple method of undercutting his position by showing 
that his assumption of two fundamentally different ways of organizing experience, 
corresponding to two different types of need, is false. 

It will be recalled that Mach's analysis of experience aimed at overcoming 
the common-sense assumptions which he regarded as standing in the way of a 
unification of physics, psychology, and physiology. Chief among them was the 
distinction which we ordinarily draw between the self and material objects. To 
overcome this distinction Mach argued that all material objects are merely 
relatively permanent complexes of the simple elements of experience, and the 
self is only another such complex . Thus, it was not necessary to regard 
different sciences as dealing with fundamentally different kinds of data; 
psychology, physics, and physiology differed only with respect to which sets 
of relationships among these elements were selected for investigation. In such 
investigations, scientists were to confine themselves to what is directly observ
able, that is, to actual elements present in experience; for example, Mach claimed 
that physicists should not appeal to inferred entities, such as atoms, in order to 
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explain the relations among the phenomena they observe. He held that, if the 
sciences succeeded in purging themselves of all metaphysical assumptions, the 
relationships which they would be able to establish would cohere in a single 
unified system.9 

Had this uni ty actually been achieved, i t  would have been purchased at a 
considerable cost, since i t  would have engendered a severe conflict between 
scientific modes of explanation and beliefs which we regard as fundamental in 
everyday life. Of course, there are conflicts between the sciences and our ordinary 
beliefs which are not particularly troublesome: anyone can think of instances 
in which he has accepted a scientific explanation even though i t  confl icted wi th 
a belief which had always seemed to him obviously true. In such cases, what 
is involved is merely giving up one belief for another. What Mach regarded as 
"metaphysical" in our ordinary conception of the world was the basic assump
tion that there are material objects exist ing in their own right, independently 
of experience, and that much of our experience i tself depends upon them. Thus, 
what he asked that we relinquish were not merely particular beliefs about 
specific matters of fact, but the entire framework into which all aspects of our 
ordinary conceptions of experience fit. Mach was not, of course, unaware of 
how drastic a change he was introducing into conventional patterns of thought ;  
he was, in fact, anxious to  accept i t  as  a means of bringing about a unification 
of the sciences. However, in his analysis of this change, he failed to take note 
of some of the consequences which his posi tion actually entailed. 

To become aware of these consequences, one should first note that the scientist 
himself lives in the everyday world. This is not only true whenever he is outside 
his study or his laboratory, but is also true when he is working in them : his 
pen, his desk, his laboratory equipment, all appear to him as permanent material 
objects, existing in their own right. Fur thermore, the objects on which he 
performs his experiments are not the ultimate "elements" of which Mach 
spoke, for we never encounter any such element except as being embedded wi th 
other elements in a complex whole. Thus, when Mach remarks that in physics 
one correlates a color with a luminous source, his statement stands in need 
of expansion :  what is correlated is the color-aspect of a surface, located at a 
particular place, with some aspect of the light originating from a particular 
source, such as a sodium lamp or a lithium lamp. Similarly, when one correlates 
the color which one sees wi th the stimulation of the retina , which is identified 
by Mach as a specifically psychological problem, one is again not speaking of a 
correlation between two ultimately simple, immediately presented "elements, " 
but is speaking of some aspect of the relationship between a visible surface and 
light focussed on the retina after having been reflected from tha t  surface. 1 0 Thus, 
the correlation of elements, which Mach considered to be the essential task of 
any science, actually takes place within a more complex matrix of relationships. 
When this is recogni zed, and one does not speak as if the sciences correlated 
free-floating, isolated bits of experience called "elements," there is in fact no 
such sharp contrast as tha t  which Mach drew between the ways in which the 
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sciences organ ize exper ience ,  an d the ba sic pa ttern s in wh ich o bject s appear 
to u s  to be organ ized in everyday l i fe. 

In add it ion to Mach 's misleading char acter izat ion o f  the sc ience s a s  deal ing 
only w i th rela tionsh ip s  among "elemen ts, " there is a further feature o f  h is 
discussions o f  sc ientific inquiry wh ich tends to conceal the sim ilar it ie s wh ich 
exist between the organ iza tion o f  our every day exper ience and the relat ion ship s  
with which the sc iences deal. In stre ssing the un ity o f  the sciences, Mach spoke o f  
how the differences between physic s, p sychology, and phy siology were simply 
d ifferences in the ways each organ ized exper ience, not differences in the ult imate 
nature o f  the mater ial s w ith wh ich they dealt. At lea st so far a s  the pre sent 
discussion i s  concerned , let th is content ion be granted. In grant ing it , we are 
not committed to any part icular v iew regarding the ways in wh ich physical , 
p sychological , and physiological explanat ion s are themselve s related. There fore , 
even though it may be true that the mater ial s o f  all three sc ience s are similar, 
and all three types o f  explanation can con sequently fall into place w ith in a 
single system, the relation sh ips among the se types o f  explanat ion m ight be 
determined by the nature o f  exper ience, and not be un der our control. Yet 
Mach 's discussion o f  the un ity o f  the sciences never br ings th is fact to l ight. In 
speak ing o f  how one can pass back and forth among the sc iences, fir st e stabl ish 
ing one set o f  relat ion sh ips among element s and then e stabl ish ing another , he 
did not po int out that, when we come to l ink up the se relat ion sh ip s  w ith one 
another , there is in each in stance a defin ite order in wh ich we must proceed, re
gardless o f  what had been the order o f  the ir discovery. For example, in the ca se 
already ment ioned, in which one correlate s red w ith the fact that the luminous 
source is a l ith ium and not a sodium lamp (a physical explanat ion), and one · 
al so correlate s the sen sat ion o f  red w ith ret inal st imulat ion (a p sychological 
explanat ion) ,  these explanat ion s are coherent: h owever, they are only coherent 
if ordered in an appropr iate way. I t  is not the sen sat ion red, a s  correlated w ith 
ret inal stimulat ion , nor is it the red sur face that I see, wh ich is u sed  to explain 
the luminous source. In fact , it is clear although it is not made expl ic it in 
Mach 's own account that the luminous source prov ide s  the explanation o f  the 
color , o f  the ret inal st imulat ion , an d o f  the sensat ion "red."  When the ex istence 
o f  such an order is recogn ized, the supposed dispar it ie s between the organ izat ion 
o f  our everyday exper ience and the organization o f  the element s o f  exper ience 
by the sciences tend to disappear. 

In consider ing Mach' s general posit ion , it becomes apparent that one reason 
why he insisted so strongly on there being a fundame ntal difference between 
the forms o f  organizat ion character ist ic o f  the world a s  i t  appears in everyday 
experience and the relat ion ships wh ich sc ient ist s  discover when they analyze 
ex per ience was that he bel ieved tha t our ordinary exper ience is dom inated by 
the pract ical adapt ive needs o f  the organ ism, wherea s thought in the sc iences 
is dominated by purely theoretic needs.U  I f  th is contra st were accepted, there 
would, in fact , be two different and fundamentally opposed account s o f  the 
relat ion ship s  among the elements g iven in exper ience, an d two different and 
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opposed cri teria of truth . l\ l ach often spoke as if this were so, and one can 
see how easy i t  is to fal l  into this  manner of speaking when one contrasts a l l  
that we take for granted in ord inary experience wi th  the careful way in wh ich 
individual factors are isola ted and analy;ed in the experimental  sciences. 
Regardless of this contrast, i t  is not reasonable to suppose that  there is in 
fact an opposition be tween the patterns of thought and standards of tru th 
used in laboratories, and  the ways in which we think and sift  e,idencc i n  the 
ordinary concerns of everyday l i fe .  Clearly, scientists do not lead a Dr. .Jekyll
Mr. Hyde existence: i f  they did, this fact would be thoroughly famil iar through 
the accounts of scienti fic inquiry which have been wri tten by practicing scientists. 
Also, i t  is clear that  the problems scientists set themseh cs often arise in the 
course of everyday experience; furthermore, in a vast major i ty of cases, one 
test of the answers which arc proposed is whether they are confirmed by direct 
experience. Nevertheless, Mach was insisten t that  the world of science should 
be kept separate from the everyday world .  One reason was h i s  bel ief that  the 
explanation of why the world appears to us as it does in everyday experience 
is to be found i n  the Darwinian theory :  were i t  not for our vital  necd.1 , our 
sensations would not be grouped as they are, as if they const i tuted objects inde
pendent of us, and so on . On the other hand, scientists structure experience in 
terms of specifical ly scie n t ific n l'Cds, not as a means of adj ustment. Therefore, 
Mach held tha t the two worlds must be kept separa te. 

However, th is  is a most implausible account of why our experience is orga
nized as it is . It would on ly  be tenable i f  one were to assume that  the way 
in which the world appears to us is a cumula t ive her i tage, bequeathed to us 
by the experiences of our remote ancestors: no individual, in the course of his 
own early development, would be able to acquire, through a process of trial 
and error, the complex structuring of experience which !\Jach describes as char
acteristic of our everyday bel iefs . To be sure, the fact that we survive does show 
that the way in which we apprehend the world is not disastrously maladaptive. 
However, in seeking to expla in why, in everyday experience, the world appears 
as i t  does, one should not resort to general specula tion concerning the evolu
tionary process : instead, one should make use of the experimental findings 
of the interlocking sciences of physics, physiology, and psychology, since i t  1s a 
false interpretation of Darwinian theory to assume that whatever does in fact 
serve our practical needs must have originated in order to do so. 1 2 

The foregoing considerations should serve to cast considerable doubt on Mach's 
assumption that the element of order in our experience, whether in the sciences 
or in everyday l i fe, is a function of our own purposes or needs. At the same 
t ime, they lend support to the views of Helmholtz and Spencer, both of whom 
held that there are close connections between the order which is present in 
everyday experience and the forms of order which can be established by the 
empirical sciences. Un l ike l\lach, they treated these connections as causal : our 
experience reflects rela t ionships which exist in nature because i t  is upon the 
existence of these rela t ionships that  the structure of experience depends. Once 
this view had been accepted by them, i t  may seem surprising  that  both Helm-
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holtz and S pencer should have insi sted that we can never ju stifiab ly claim to  
know w hat nature i s  truly like in it sel f. Their argument was based on t he fact 
t hat, a s  soon a s  nature i s  reflected wit hin our experience, we know only w hat 
we experience, not nature it sel f. 1 3 They justified thi s re strictive argument by 
holding t hat, since all knowledge i s  ultimately based u pon sen se-experience, it 
will be limited by, and in fact be determined by, the nature of our sen se-organs .  
There fore, when we take into account the fact that we might have had quite 
different sen se-organ s, w hich would have pictured the world in quite different 
way s, it i s  not legitimate for u s  to a ssume that t he world, in it sel f, has t hose 
particular characteri stic s w hic h we are inclined to attribute to  it . 1 4 

Thi s  theme i s  a familiar one, but taken a s  an argument regarding the limit s 
of knowledge, it i s  not-as I shall show-one whic h either Helm holtz or S pencer 
should have u sed . Nor would t hey have u sed it, had they not shared the 
common assumption that all "genuine" knowledge mu st include an immediate 
apprehension of somet hing directly given, that i s, an intuition of t he concrete, 
and not merely an under standing of relation ships w hic h have been e stabli shed 
by in ference . Kant, it will be recalled, had held that concept s are empty w henever 
t hey lack concrete content furni shed by sen sibility, and in t hi s  re spect Helm
holtz ' s  views replicated his: since we do not directly a pprehend the relation shi ps 
w hich underlie t he forms of order present within our e xperience, we cannot 
be said to  know these relation shi ps, n o  matter how well atte sted t heir modes 
of operation may be . In the ca se of S pencer, the same a ssumption wa s operative . 
He held t hat we constantly attempt to stretch w hat was originally pre sented in 
sense-experience, but t he symbolic conceptions  we form only maintain t heir 
validity in so far a s  a concrete, sen suous  element i s  still included in t hem . 
Thus, for both  Helmholtz and S pencer, t he fact t hat what we directly e xperience 
i s  relative to the nature of our sen sing organ s led to  t he conclu sion (without 
further argument) that we can never adequately gra sp the nature of object s a s  
t hey exi st in their own right, independently o f  us .  

This  was a strange and, indeed, a sel f-contradictory conclu sion for them to  
have drawn . Bot h  Helm holtz and S pencer had in si sted t hat what we directly 
experience never portray s the characteri stic s of t hat w hic h exi st s  independently 
of u s. Thi s  fact they took to  have been adequately e stabli shed by t he combined 
e ffort s of the science s.  H owever, having tru sted t he in ferential method s  of t he 
science s to e stabli sh thi s point, b ot h  Helmholtz and S pencer then reve rsed them
selve s and spoke a s  i f  it were a defect in knowledge that we do  n ot directly e xperi
ence the world as it exi st s  inde pendently of u s .' In stead of speaking in thi s  way, 
it would have been more c on si stent, and al so more accurate, i f  each had given 
prai se to  the sciences for having e stabli shed  the fact that it i s  only through 
inquiry and in ference, and n ot t hrough direct experience, t hat we attain 
preci se and well -authenticated knowledge of t hose relation shi ps w hic h give 
structure to  nature and define our own place in the world . 

Perhaps it i s  too much to e xpect t hat they shou ld have done so, for it i s  
difficult to  acknowledge that belie fs whic h re st only on in ference, and w hich 
must be acknowledged t o  be fragmentary in t heir scope, can not only be more 
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inclusive, but also more accurate and detailed, than bel iefs which appear as self
authenticating because they refer to our immediate experience. Yet, if we 
do not falsely identify the characteristics of knowledge with the characteristics 
of that which we seek to know, there is no reason to assume that scientific 
knowledge distorts reality merely because it does not reproduce it; nor any 
reason to suppose that we should be able to say in advance that there are limits 
beyond which it would be impossible to extend our knowledge of ourselves and 
the world. 

2 .  A CRITIQUE OF VOLUNTARISM 

It is now time to turn from the widespread dissatisfaction with man's reason 
which was based on a distrust of conceptual thought, and consider the radical 
voluntarism which, although it was to be found in only a few nineteenth
century thinkers, has subsequently become a powerful intellectual influence on 
our time. 

In the last half-century the rebell ion against reason has taken many forms; 
to an alarming degree, unreason may be said  to have permeated our l ives. To 
what extent this could have been due to the theories with which I shall here 
be dealing, I am unprepared to say. Many who write intellectual history seem 
to attribute a direct social efficacy to ideas which I find it doubtful that ideas, 
in most cases, possess. However, it is undeniable that the ideas with which we 
shall now be concerned have had a considerable influence, for they have 
become standard assumptions in many disciplines, and have directly and pro
foundly influenced literature, religion, and the arts. Under these circumstances, 
it is surely the case that their effects, channeled through these media, have 
been felt in more ways, and in subtler forms, than one can now readily trace.1 5  

It is  no part of my task to show how this may have come about. The view with 
which I am here concerned is restricted in scope, no matter how widespread 
its ramifications have been. What I wish to consider is the doctrine represented 
i n  different forms by Schopenhauer, Kierkegaard, and N ietzsche, that our thought 
is always to be interpreted in terms of its relation to the goals of the will. 

This doctrine had obvious, even though mistaken, connections with nineteenth
century evolutionary theory; these connections will later occupy us. However, 
if we are to understand its present influence, we must connect it with two more 
recent tendencies which have, for some time, dominated psychology. The first 
has been the assumption that motivational forces underlie all other psychological 
processes, exerting a hidden but controlling influence on them. It has been 
because of this assumption that psychological views such as those held by 
Schopenhauer, Kierkegaard, and N ietzsche have not only been revived but 
have seemed to be of special contemporary relevance. In this revival it has 
been necessary to excise the metaphysical pessimism of Schopenhauer, the 
Hegelian background of Kierkegaard, and the egoism of N ietzsche, in order to 
refashion their thought to the mood of the times. What has not needed altera-
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t ion has been the ir ant i- intellectual ism, the ir ins iste nce th at  reaso n  is not, and 
cannot be, dis interested. That th is ins istence should have struc k a fam il ia r chord 
is understandable whe n one c ons iders rece nt psychol ogy. Not only has the wide 
s pread  influence of Freudian theory made th is seem obviously t rue, but experi
ment after e xperiment has been des igned  to  show the ways in which mot iva
t ional factors influence perce pt ion a nd learning, and o nly rarely has em phas is 
been placed on the ways in which mot ivat ion is relat ive t o  that wh ich is 
perce ived, and t o  that which is bel ieve d. 

In addit ion, under  the influence o f  Freud, and u nder the quite different 
influence of Dewey, personal ity theo ry and American social psychol ogy have 
emphas ized the view that human nature is n ot t o  be unde rstood  in te rms of 
s pec ific, discrete modes of react ion, but as a whole. In such a whole, the eleme nts 
have been taken to  be mutually depe ndent and mutually compe nsato ry. This 
has led to an almost wholesale reject ion of ea rl ier  views, wh ich had acce pted 
a variety of  mot ivat ional forces, l argely inde pendent of  one anothe r. Whe n the 
autonomy of different facets of human nature is m in im ized in th is way, and 
when this d octrine is c oupled w ith a mot ivat io nal b ias, it becomes obvious 
tha t thought must be interpreted in te rms of that wh ich sat is fies the needs of 
the self: any inde pendence which we are incl ine d  t o  asc ribe t o  our thought
processes, and wh ich they often seem t o  possess, w ill be den ied. Because of 
th is den ial, the psycholog ical views of Schopenhaue r, Kierkegaard, and Nietzsche 
appear u p-to-date, e ven though- if one examines the ir views in any deta il
the ir assumpt ions and arguments are riddled w ith error. 1 6 In what foll ows, I 
shall not be conce rned w ith such e rrors; rather, I w ish to  deal w ith the ce ntral 
thesis itsel f-that we must assume thought to  be dominated by the forces of w ill. 

There are many ways in which such a pos it ion can be crit icized. The part icular 
path which I he re w ish t o  follow is t o  show that it is not plausible t o  assume 
that all of the characte rist ics of human nature are to  be interpreted as expres
s ions of any s ingle underly ing fo rce, such as volu ntarism ident ifies w ith "the 
w ill." As I have already pointed out, it is m ista ken t o  assume that we can e xpla in 
e ither an imal o r  human behavior w ithout a ppeal ing t o  a plural ity of drives, pro
pens it ies, needs, o r  des ires. 17 In that c onnect ion I used curios ity as an example 
of an autonomous motivat ional facto r  on the bas is of wh ich experime nts in 
an imal c ondit ioning have been successfully carrie d  out. 1 8  Once we regard 
curios ity in th is way (and if we can assume that members of the human spec ies 
also, under  some condit i ons, behave in a way that e xh ib its curios ity), then the 
interest wh ich we take in our e nviro riment need not be co nstrued as a n  expres
s ion of some other, more bas ic, pract ical o r  psych ic need. Curios ity would itself be 
one of our p ro pe ns it ies, and its sat isfact ion would be a need. Or, if o ne w ishes 
t o  avo id the te rm "cu rios ity," then the explo ratory behavior o r  inqu is it ive ness 
of an imals and of humans m ight be subst ituted fo r  it : the need t o  sat isfy these 
pro pens it ies would not call f o r  further explanat ion in te rms of the concept 
of "wil l." Thus, on the view I am here suggest ing, I am not see king to  get 
rid of the hormic s ide of behavior: o n  the contrary, in these pa rt icular cases 
I am emphas izing it. 1 9  Wha t I am reject ing is t he a ppeal t o  a further expla-
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nation of these propensities through invoking some different and supposedly 
more basic propensity. In short, I wish to hold that they-no less than hunger 
and thirst-may be regarded as autonomous.0 0 

This, I submit, is wholly in line with evolutionary theory. To be sure, there 
was a time when it was held  that most (or all) specific drives, such as hunger 
and thirst, are expressions of another more basic instinct, the instinct of self
preservation. One even finds that Darwin occasionally used that term. However, 
there was a basic confusion in appeals to an instinct of self-preservation : that 
which followed from being able to satisfy a drive was mistakenly regarded as 
the goal of the drive itself. To il lustrate the distinction that should have been 
drawn, one may note that we do not normal ly  eat in order to preserve our lives, 
but the fact that hunger leads us to eat does serve to keep us alive. Similarly, 
it is not in order to preserve the human race that we have sexual relations, 
although it is true that the continuity of the human race depends upon the 
existence of sexual impulses. In fact, it was never made clear just how the 
generalized instinct of self-preservation in the individual, or in the race, was 
related to specific instincts or drives; furthermore, it would be difficult to think 
of any inherited mechanism which could be responsible for self-preserving 
actions which are as different from one another as are eating and sleeping or 
breathing and jumping out of the path of an oncoming vehicle. 

Fortunately, we are no longer forced to cope with those who appealed to an 
instinct of self-preservation to account for the actual behavior of animals or 
men. However, another form of pseudo-teleology is still  to be found in popular 
thought concerning evolutionary theory. It consists in the assumption that traits 
only originate and become established in so far as they have some value_ as a 
means to survival ; therefore, their continued presence suggests that, if we are 
to understand them, we must do so with reference to biological l y  based needs. 
Applying this position to human thought, our intellectual capacities would 
have to be interpreted in terms of the needs they fulfil l :  they would have to 
be regarded as tools for survival. Thus, thought would be viewed not in terms 
of ends of its own, but in terms of what it contributes to various forms of adjust
ment. 

This widely held view, which has long been associated with evolutionary 
theory, does not in fact derive any support from that theory. Any propensity, 
or other trait, might arise and be preserved even if it failed to contribute to 
the adjustment of a specific type of organism in its environment. As Darwin 
himself came to recognize, it is not necessary that a particular trait have positive 
survival -value; 21  the theory of natural selection only  requires that none of the 
traits which characterize a species sha l l  have consequences which consistently 
interfere with the surviva l  and the self-reproduction of individuals possessing 
those traits. Seen from this point of view, it should be obvious that curiosity 
might be a basic and enduring characteristic of animals and men, whether or 
not it had any positive survival -va lue for the species possessing it. Al l  that 
evolutionary theory requires is that-in any given environment-curiosity, or 
any simil ar trait, should not have consequences which markedly interfere with 
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t he continuing surviv al and the se l f-re production o f  individu als possessing that 
tr ait. 

Once this lesson has been le arned, much th at h as been written concerning 
the inte l lect as a too l for surviv al wi l l  be ackno wledge d to need re-thin king . 
Ho wever, not al l  who h ave stres se d the practic al n a ture o f  thought, and the 
influences which our needs, our desires, and our v alues h ave u pon it, h ave 
emphasized merely bio logic al surviv al. Thus, we shall h ave to consider their 
views in more gener al terms, and not with s peci al em phasi s on evo lution ary 
theory. 

Let us then go bac k  to the point which I ear lier m ade : that we c annot 
inter pret anim al or hum an behavior without appeal ing to a plur ali ty o f  drives, 
propensities, needs, or desir es. Not al l  o f  these wi l l, o f  course, h ave anything to 
do wit h underst anding m an's inte llectu al powers. However, i f  we m ay assume 
curiosity to be one among the n ative propensities o f  man, it wou ld presum ab ly 
be a factor to t ake into account when an alyzing the nature o f  thought. Natur ally, 
it would not have to be considered the on ly such factor . It might, for exam ple, 
e licit a process o f  thought without contro lling it. Furthermore, it might not 
be the on ly factor c apab le o f  e liciting thoug ht, and I should reject the assump
tion that it is. For exam ple, there obvious ly are c ases in which thought is c al led 
forth by our need to esc ape from some situ ation which is immedi ately pain fu l. 
In other c ases it m ay be oriented toward remote ends, and its function may  be 
to c alcu late the me ans by which these ends c an be att ained. In sti l l  other c ases 
we m ay merely be curious. Th at it may be mere curiosity which, in some cases, 
origin ally arouses thought c an be i l lustr ated by two we ll -known examples w hich 
Dewey used for another purpo se : (a) we may seek to underst an d why, in t he 
bow o f  a ferry -bo at, there is an odd sort o f  po le, resemb ling a fl ag po le, but 
jutting out almost horizont ally ;  or (b) we m ay be curious to know why, when 
one is was hing dis hes, so ap bubbles first form outside t he rim o f  an inverted 
g lass and then s li p  back  into it. 2 2  Whi le bot h exam ples were designed by Dewey 
to est ab lis h the view that thin king is prob lem-so lving, t hey also show that, in 
some c ases, it m ay be nothing more t han curiosity whic h original ly sets t he 
prob lem whic h is to be so lved. 

At this point, we c an t ake one further step which le ads even farther from 
t he go al-oriented interpret ation o f  thought which Dewey, as we l l  as the r adic al 
vo lunt arists, he ld to be true. W hat we have termed "curiosity " m ay be viewed 
as a hormic as pect o f  m an 's n ature, that is, as some form o f  pro pensity or drive . 
However, li ke other propensities and drives in hum an and anim al n ature, it is 
not always present and active ; it o ften evinces itse l f  on ly when it is triggered 
by a factor in the environment . For exam ple, although it is true th at we begin 
looking for food when we are hungry, it is also sometimes the c ase that the sight o f  
food leads to a cr aving to eat ;  simi lar ly, the se x drive o f  anim als is, in m any 
cases, triggered by very specific perce ptu al cues. When we consider the c ase o f  
curiosity, the str angeness o f  an object m ay be one such cue. This, however, 
directly re lates the source o f  our curiosity to our kno wledge and our be lie fs, no t  
to  another pro pensity, drive, or  need . This i l lustr ation, however crude , c an serve 
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as a paradigmatic  case of the manner in wh i ch our  mot iva t ion is often directly 
affected by our immediate perception and by wh,:t we have learned .  Such cases 
stand in  con trast to those occasions i n  which motiyation is basic ,  modi fying 
both perception and learning . As I have poin ted out ,  recent psychology has 
unfortunate ly  tended to emphasize only the la tter sort of  case .  

In  opposi tion to this tendency, we may further note tha t whatever may be 
the incit ing reasons for our thinking, the manner in which thought actual ly  
proceeds i s  not necessarily a function of the factors which served to evoke i t .  
When we t ry  to extricate ourselves from a painful  s i tuat ion, we may need to  
re ly  on conjectures, assumptions, a careful scru tiny of  evidence, deductive i nfer
ence, and the l ike, no less than when we are a t tempting to solve a scientific 
problem. This fact i s  important to note, for i t  indicates that ,  in  in terpreting 
the nature of thought, one cannot assume that what gives rise to it will also 
control it . Thus, even if (con trary to fact) i t were true that the source of a l l  
thinking l ies  i n  the wi l l ,  nei ther the way that we th ink ,  nor what determines 
the val id i ty of  our thought ,  can be assumed to be determined by characteristics 
of wil l ing. To be sure, what has been referred to as " the will" may sometimes 
lead us  to accept or reject the conclusions of our thought :  some though ts are
sometimes, for some persons-too unpalatable to bear, and they are denied in  
one  way or  another. Here, i t  would seem, the  wil l  exerts i tself, j u s t  as Schopen
hauer, Kierkegaard, and Nietzsche insisted. However, i t  would obviously be 
false to a ttribute al l  error to the effects of the will ,  as i f  fatigue, or dizziness, or 
arteriosclerosis had no consequences for thinking . 2 3  It would  be even more 
misguided to forget that we draw a dist inction between valid and inval id forms 
of  thinking. Schopenhauer himself acknowledged the dist inction, al though he 
held, as we have seen, that in  the encl the demands of  the will overcome the 
intellect .  Kierkegaard, in  his own way, also recognized a domain in  which the 
intellect was, for a time, free of the in fluence of  the wi l l ,  that is ,  when our 
thought is directed to possibi l i ties only, not to existence . However, both rejected 
the principles which guide thought in  these realms, regarding these principles 
as being out of touch with reality .  In  part ,  this  was because they ins is ted that 
there must be a fundamental unity i n  the na ture of  man : one force alone 
must dominate him.  Since it was obvious to them (as i t  also must be to us) that 
men do not l ive by i ntellect alone, they identified this force with the individual ' s  
wil l .  

S imi larly, as I have suggested, there has been a marked tendency among socia l  
psychologists ,  and among those psychologists who are  concerned with person
a l i ty theory, to assume that ,  if the self is  to const i tute an in tegral whole, our 
actions cannot spring from a grea t  variety of diverse sources, as earlier psycholo
gists had assumed. They have in stead sought to esta bl i sh the view that there 
is a fundamental un i ty underlying all d i fferent propensit ies ,  each of which is 
related to the others in an in terlocking system of  forces. As a consequence of 
this assumption, thought cannot be supposed to proceed a long l i nes of  i ts own, 
according to i t s  own principles :  i t  too expresses the who le system of the indi
vidual ' s  needs. 
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There is, of cou rse, no reason to assume that an individual human being 
might not achieve integration o f  his im pulse s, even i f  they s pring from w holl y 
different sources and even though, in many i nstance s, t here ma y be potential 
conflicts among t hem . It should be remembe red  that not all prope ns i tie s are at 
every moment active, since each is capa ble o f  bei ng tem porarily  satisfied. 
Furt hermore, in many ca ses the y onl y arise becau se of the presence of s pecific 
inciting condition s in the envi ro nme n t. When the se fac ts are recognize d, it is 
not neces sary to as sume that individuals will be consta ntl y torn to pieces merel y 
because t he y  pos ses s a host o f  di fferent drives. To be sure, in some ca se s, pe rsons 
may suffer e xt remely because there are conflicts among thei r drives; in other  
cases, individuals are able to ac hieve a measu re o f  integration in t hei r lives. In  
neither o f  t hese cases can one plausibl y assume that all facets o f  human nature 
are mutually connecte d, and t hat all act to fulfil an inte rconnected set o f  
biological and psychological needs . Ins tead, i t  wo ul d  seem more in acco rd wi th 
t he facts to hol d that there is a plu ralism o f  moti ves and forces in human 
beings, and that many o f  th em are rela tivel y in de pe ndent o f  t he o thers. This , 
I submit, woul d also be mo re consistent with evolutionary theo ry, whi ch ha s 
recently been given li p se rvice more o ften than it has been t reated wit h the 
respec t i t  deserves. On s tric tl y evolut ionary grounds it would seem im plausible 
to assume t hat t he forms o f  be havior characte ristic o f  all s pecies are to be 
interpreted, as Schopen hauer and Nie tzsc he su pposed, as va riant forms o f  a single 
force, rat her t han being unique combina tions o f  di fferent factors which, taken 
toget her, happene d to ma ke them viable in the pa rt ic ula r conditions sur rounding 
t hem . Once this point o f  v iew i s  adopted, the re i s  no reason to suppose that 
intelligence is not itsel f a special princi ple which has evol ved, e nab li ng the higher 
animals and men to fulfil t he i r  needs under the conditions im posed  by  t heir 
environments . That it will be a dequate to our prese nt needs mu st be ou r hope, 
but it is more difficult to prese rve this ho pe than was once t he case. This hel ps 
account for the fact t hat the rebellion again st reason ha s become so perva sive 
an influence in our time . 

3 . CONCLUSION: THE NINETEENTH CENTURY AND THE PRESENT 

I f  t he re has been any one factor w hich, mo re t han ot hers, has led to a revolu
tionary shi ft in twentieth-centu ry t hought and which has involved a break with 
those nineteenth-century movements w hic h still dominated t he earlie r years o f  
t his century, it has been the loss o f  belie f in Progress . I f  we look for the cau ses 
o f  t his c hange, we o f  course find a number o f  doct rines wh ic h  constituted 
c hallenges to progressivist assumpt ions. Fo r exam ple, social evol utio ni sm had 
been generall y abandoned by  the leading school s o f  anthropology; we can 
also say that, in so far as scientists and philoso phers had g ive n  up the idea that 
laws govern events rat her than merel y desc ribe them, t here was no longer reason 
to suppose that h uman histo ry nece ssaril y followed a definite, determined 
course. However, t hese specificall y intellectual reasons, even i f  multi plied many 
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times, are surely not adequate to explain the disappearance of a belief which 
had been as pervasive as had the belief in Progress throughout the nineteenth 
and early twentieth century. To account for its  disappearance, one must take 
cognizance of the experience of the first ·world \Var, especially in Germany, and 
of the widespread social and political upheavals which began in the 1930s and 
have continued unabated ever since. Such experiences have left lit tle room for 
the earlier forms of optimism which, on the whole, dominated Western thought 
since the Enlightenment .  

With the  loss o f  belief in  Progress, historicism also lost a hold on recent 
thought, and this connection has not been accidental .  To be sure, historicism 
was not originally associated with the doctrine of Progress, as that doctrine 
had been present in the Enlightenment .  In fact, the two positions had been 
opposed, with those who adopted historicist views challenging the methods of 
explanation and the standards of evaluation which were characteristic of the 
Enlightenment, Nevertheless, when faith in Progress was lost, historicist modes of 
thought likewise tended to disappear. Why this should have been the case is 
readily explained. 

Consider the mode of evaluation of his torical events which historicism entails . 
Its evaluative thesis demands that we refrain from setting up  any form of external 
s tandard against which to judge the historical process, but that we be recon
ciled to those tendencies which dominate his torical change; in short, that we 
accep t  the view that the history of the world is the world's  court of judgment. 
However, insofar as we cannot in fact be reconciled to that which has occurred 
and is occurring, this standard will not only appear to us as false, but as 
shameful . We then find ourselves forced to seek an explanatory understanding 
of historical events which differs from that of his toricism : it is no longer possible 
to view such events simply as phases in some larger tendency of history. One 
looks instead for mistaken choices, unfortunate accidents, and a host of other 
critical factors, in order to explain how something which might have been 
attainable has escaped use; one at tempts to es tablish, in concrete detail, why 
particular events occurred as they did. Seen in this way, his tory no longer 
appears as a single developmental process in which each phase plays an essential 
role, subservient to the whole. Thus, when belief in Progress is abandoned, 
historicist explanations also tend to be abandoned. Or, to put the same point 
in a different way : the nineteenth-century form of the doctrine of Progress had 
emerged from an acceptance of historicism, and was widely taken to be one of 
its necessary corollaries. The fact that this corollary subsequently proved to be 
unacceptable is at least one major reason why the whole historicist system of 
which it had been a part has also been rejected as unacceptable. In this respect, 
at least, there appears to be a sharp break between the intellectual presupposi
tions of the nineteenth and early twentieth century, and those which dominate 
thought today. 

On the other hand, loss of faith in Progress has not seriously undercut belief 
in the malleability of man, which is still generally accepted. However, the ways 
in which the doctrine of malleability has been used have drastically altered 
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because of loss of faith in Progress, Formerly, malleability in each of its forms 
had o ffered hope for the future : since man 's nature was not unalte rably fixed, 
it seemed possible that through education and social reform, th rough the g rowth 
of civilization, and th rough the evolutionary p rocess itself, the re could be ever
increasing accomplishment for each and for all. However, in the light of the 
devastating experiences of this centu ry, the social fo rces which shap e men no 
longer appear as benign, nor as being subject to control; consequently, the fact 
that the social envi ronment exercises a formative in fluence on human nature 
is not seen as a reason for hope but as a reason fo r dismay . In short, the 
doctrine of malleability has recently come to be rega rded as a threat to the 
individual, not as a foundation for the future progress of Mankin d .  

In order to find examples of the view that the accepted norms of social life 
pose a threat to all that is essential in the individual, one need not confine 
one's attention to doctrines which developed in the mid-twentieth century: 
among those whom we have discussed, Kierkegaard and Nietzsche also p rovide 
striking examples . To be su re, neither accepted the doct rine of man 's mallea 
bility: both regarded human nature as having cha racteristics which neither 
society nor experience can change . Nonetheless, each held that, if intensity of 
passion or  of will is lac king, the effects of society completely distort the individ
ual : for Kierkegaard, individuals then become t ransformed into a crowd, and for 
Nietzsche, all that is noble in man becomes hopelessly corrupt . This anti-social 
individualism seems to me to account fo r a good deal of the present influence of 
both Kie rkegaard and Nietzsche . However, those who have accepted this aspect of 
their doct rines have also tended to suppose that we are fo rmed by our envi ron
ments; and these two positions seem ill-suited to each other .  To be sure, those who 
currently hold the doctrine of man's malleability regard it only as a theory con
cerning a matter of fact, and not a doctrine involving any judgment of value, 
whereas thei r rejection of any social norm which threatens the inviolability of the 
individual constitutes a moral app raisal . It may be worth commenting that, 
when beliefs concerning matters of fact stand in such sharp opposition to 
moral convictions, it is not surp rising that those who accept both positions should 
feel themselves engaged in a desperate personal st ruggle against the society which 
they regard as having formed them . Such was not the view of those who had 
earlie r accepted the doctrine of man 's malleability, for whom it o ffered hope for 
the future. 

Finally, we turn to the question of how the limits placed on reason in the 
nineteenth century are related to the dominant views of our time .  Here I 
detect no essential change, Unli ke historicism, which has been abandoned, and 
unlike the doctrine of man 's malleability which, although still espoused, no 
longer retains its earlier s ignificance, there seems to be continuity with respect to 
what are taken to be the uses and the abuses of reason . For example, the views 
of both Jacobi and Kierkegaard have obvious counterparts in contemporary 
theology ; s imilarl y, intuitionist and existentialist critiques of object ivity, and 
of all conceptual thought, remain prominent ; even within the philosophy of 
science, the similarities between p resently dominant views and the positivism 
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and pragmatism of the late nineteenth and early twentieth century are more 
obvious than are the differences which separate them. Si nce these are tendencies 
which I have been incl ined to criticize, I do not find the lack of change encour
aging, any more than I find hope in those more recent movements in Anglo
American phi losophy which possess somewhat gTeater novelty.24 

My dissatisfaction stems from the fact that I fai l to find in any of these 
positions an adequate appreciation of what the analytic understanding, using 
abstraction and general ization, has been able to accomplish. Among those who 
attempted to set l imits to reason, attention was focused on whatever factors 
supposedly l imit the range and the power of the intellect ; equal attention was 
not paid to the question of why the analytic understanding has enabled us to 
attain the knowledge which we in fact possess. To account for the range and the 
exactitude of our knowledge is, I submit, no less serious a question for a theory 
of knowledge than are any questions concerning the l imits which human knowl
edge may not be able  to transcend. In fact, it may be said that theories of 
knowledge which rest on assumptions incompatible with giving an adequate 
account of why we have been able, through observation and inference, to extend 
the scope and the accuracy of our empirical knowledge, are theories which cannot 
in the end be maintained. For this reason, I bel ieve that the nineteenth-century 
views of the intel lect which have here been examined will, before long, be  
unacceptable. When this occurs, our philosophic horizon wi l l  be radically altered, 
and we shall then be free of sti l l  another aspect of n ineteenth-century thought. 



PART I-PHILOSOPHIC BACKGROUND 

CHAPTER I .  PHILOSOPHIC MOVEMENTS IN THE NINETEE!\'TH CENTliRY 

NOTES 

1 .  To be sure, Bergson had a strong and widespread influence on the thought of 
the twentieth century. The main impact of his work came through his views re
garding science and the limitations of the intellect. At these points he had much 
in common with nineteenth-century French idealism and with pragmatism, and 
his thought also opened the way to a broad acceptance of existentialism in France . 
However, the metaphysical aspects of his work had a lesser influence, and Berg
sonian spiritualism did not become a major movement in twentieth-century 
thought. 

2 .  It might be claimed that this is not true of existentialism, since Kierkegaard's  
influence affected the main currents of philosophy and theology only during the 
period following the First World War. However, the basic theses of existentialism 
are to be found not only in Kierkegaard, but in Feuerbach, Marx, and Nietzsche, 
and in other nineteenth-century figures. (Cf. Pau l Tillich, "Existential Phi
losophy," Journal of the History of Ideas, V [ 1914 ] ,  44-70.) In fact, it  is important 
to note that, with the exception of Nietzsche 's works, almost all of the presently 
canonical writings of existentialism were published between 1807 and the late 
1 840s. 

3. Translated by Walt�r Kaufmann,  and to be found in his Hegel :  Tex ts and  
Commen tary ,  p . 20. This i s  far more accurate than the Baillie translation, where 
the passage appears on p . 10; even so, it loses a good deal that is in the original, 
cf. vol . II, p . 18, of the Glockner edition (.Jubilaumsausgabe) , 1928. 

For quotations from Kant, from Fichte, and from Schelling which might also 
have been used as representative of the point which I have wished to make,  cf . 
Kroner, Von Kan t  b is Hegel I, 1 -4 ;  also cf. Feuerbach, Gedan ken ii ber Tod u n rl 
Unsterb lichkei t  ( 1830) , i n  Samm t /iche Werke, I, 8-9 . 

4 .  Hoffding is one of the few historians of philosophy who recogni zed the per
vasiveness and the continuity of these two streams of thought in nine teenth-cen
tury philosophy. As readers of his History of Modn11 Ph ilo.rnphy know, he 
designated them as "romanticism" and " pos i t i vism, " and t heir continu ity pro-
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vided the basic pattern by means of which he organized the second volume of that 
admirable work. However, Hoffding did not note the common presuppositions 
which underlay many aspects of these otherwise opposed movements. It is with 
some of these common presuppositions that we shall later be concerned. 

5. It may appear arbitrary and tendentious to distinguish between philosophy 
as a technical subject and other intellectual developments, but such a distinction 
seems to me wholly justified. Philosophy, like art or religion, has its own history, 
and that history is not to be confounded with the history of ideas or of Weltan
schauungen.  For a preliminary discussion of some of the methodological prob
lems involved, see my article "The History of Ideas, Intellectual History, and the 
History of Philosophy," in Beiheft 5 of History and Theory ( 1965) . 

6. In Kroner's valuable book, already cited, the period of German Idealism is 
interpreted as spanning forty years, from the publication of Kant's  Cri t ique  of 
Pure Reason ( 178 1) to the publication of Hegel' s  Ph ilosophy of R ight  ( 182 1) .  For 
Kroner there was a sharp break after Hegel, and the characteristics of the period 
then came to a close ( Von Kan t b is Hegel I, 1-6) .  However, his characterization of 
idealism (I, 7-10) was aimed at defining "the idealist school" in such a way that 
one could trace a direct line of descent from Kant through Hegel. Such a char
acterization seems to me at once too broad and too narrow: too broad in its inclu
sion of Kant, too narrow in its assumption that idealism is to be characterized 
primarily in terms of a restricted movement in early nineteenth-century German 
philosophy. 

7. Lotze's first relevant work, Metaphysik, was published in 184 1 ;  Fechner's 
Nanna was published in 1848 and, more importantly, his Zen davesta in 185 1 .  
Both men continued to develop their systems, and each published what was 
probably his more important metaphysical work in 1879 . 

8. According to Hoffding, in the five years succeeding the publication of von 
Hartmann's Ph ilosophy of the  Unconscious, fifty-eight works dealing with his 
philosophy were written (His tory of Modern Philosophy,  I I, 533) .  For Btichner's  
puzzled disappointment at the decline of materialism, see his Am Sterbe lager des 
]ahrhunderts, p. g. 

9 . Cf. Ravaisson's treatment of Eclecticism in his admirable and influential La 
phi losophie en France ( 1868) . This work was itself one of the major influences on 
the French idealist movement of the latter part of the century. It is also character
istic of the self-evaluation of the Eclectics that the third volume of Ferraz' 
Histo ire de la ph i losoph ie en France au XIX0 s iecle ( 1887) should have been 
entitled Spiritual isme et l ibera lisme.  It may also be noted that in 1857, in Les 
phi losophes fran r,:ais du XIX 0 siecle, Taine regarded Eclecticism as a species of 
Idealism. 

10. E .g., La phi losoph ie en France, pp. 2 58-62, et passim.  

1 1 . There are of course interesting parallels between Cournot and specific 
doctrines of the idealists. On this point, cf. Parodi, "Le criticisme de Cournot," 
especially pp. 474-75 ; also, cf. Parodi, La phi losophie con tempora ine,  in which 
Renouvier and Cournot are compared with respect to their interest in the prob
lem of the limitations of science. 

1 2 . See the conclusion of La con t ingence des lo is de la na ture ( 1874) .  As in the 
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case of Ravaisson, who was also his teacher, Boutroux manifested grea t interest 
in Leibniz, whose Monadolog;y he edited, contributing a long introduction. 

In the development of Boutroux's though t there is a s triking difference be
tween his earlier exposition of the fac tor of contingency and the exposition which 
one finds in his De l'idee de loi naturelle ( 1 895) .  I t  is difficul t to es timate w hether 
this difference was due to the manner in which Cour not had developed his own 
thought in Materia lisme, vitalisme et ra t ionalisme ( 1 875). There would also have 
to be considered the mutual influences of Bou troux and the Tannerys, and of 
Boutroux and Poincare. Given the impor tance of Bou troux as a teac her, and his 
close relationship to other importan t figures in the philosophy of science, one 
would think tha t there should be more interest in his thought than has recen tly 
been shown. 

13. I t  is often forgotten that Bergson published his Essa i sur /es donnees im
mediates de la conscience (translated in to English as Time and Free- Wi ll) in 
1 889 ;  a second edition was published in 1 898, and thereafter new edi tions fo l
lowed in rapid succession. When one considers the da te of this publica tion, as well 
as its con tent, one sees in how close a rela tionship he s tood to the continuous 
tradition of nineteenth-cen tury French idealism. (Cf. Benrubi, Les sources et les 
courants de la philosophie, I I, 741, et passim ; an d Parodi, La phi losophie con
temporaine, p. 254, et passim.) 

14. The denial of freedom which was felt (wi th some jus tice ) to be implicit wi thin  
French positivism, doub tless also contribu ted to the French rejec tion of Hegel. 
(One no tes that Ravaisson was impressed by the manner in w hich Schelling's late 
lec tures stressed human freedom; c f. La ph ilosophie en Fran ce, p. 264.) 

1 5. For an in teresting letter from Mill to Mar tineau, cf. Letters of John Stuart 
Mill, I, 6 2 . 

With respect to Mar tineau's earlier rela tions to Mill, and for the development 
of his idea lism, see Mar tineau 's preface to the firs t edi tion of his Types of Ethica l  
Theory . 

1 6. Martineau 's reaction against Hegelianism was, I believe, the nearest approxi 
mation in England to the changes taking place within idealism in Germany a t  
mid-century, and to the French idealist movement . Like the latter movemen t 
Martineau insisted upon the concep ts of freedom and personali ty as ul tima te, an d 
therefore regarded Hegelianism as a threat. 

In Green, of course, the same two concep ts played an impo rtan t role, but his 
sys tem represen ted a merging of Kan tian and Hegelian elemen ts, ra ther than the 
developmen t of a personalism. Apart from Martineau, we find the developmen t 
of personalism most clearly exemplified in Se th's Hegelian ism and Persona lity in 
1 887, in some of the con tribu tions to Personal Idea lism ( 1 892), an d in James 
Ward, who was grea tly in fluenced by Lotze. McTaggart's pluralistic idealism was, 
in his own eyes a t  least, closely related to Hegel. 

In Sir John Herschel, a t  an earlier date, we find the rudimen ts of a monadology, 
bu t I am no t aware of any in fluence which his views on this subjec t exer ted. (Cf. 
his essays "On Atoms " and "On the Origin of Force " in his Familiar Lectures on 
Scien tific Subjects.) 

1 7. As is universally recognized, me taphysical idealism was far and away the 
dominant strand in nine teenth-century American thought, an d was ex tremely 
widespread in I taly as well . 
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1 8 .  Cf. l\I i l l 's statement of  what Comte took to b e  the essential nature of  the 
Positive Phi losophy: "\Ve have no knowledge of any th ing but Phenomena ; and 
our knowledge of phenomena is rela t ive, not absolute. We know not the essence, 
nor the real mode of production, of any fact, but only its relations to other facts 
in the way of succession or similitude. These rela tions are constant; that is , al
ways the same in the same c ircumstances. The constant resemblances which link 
phenomena together, and the constant sequences which unite them as antecedent 
and consequent, arc termed their  laws. The laws of phenomena arc all we know 
respect ing them. Their essential  na ture, and their ul t imate causes, either efficient 
or final , arc unknown and inscrutable to us. " ( The  Posi t ive Ph i losophy of A 11g11ste 
Corn le , pp. 7-8.) 

Those acquainted with Kolakowski 's The A lienation of Reason : A History of 
Posi t iv is t  Though t will note two major differences between his characterization 
of positivism (pp. 2- 1 0) and that offered here .  ( 1 )  \Vhile stressing the first and 
third features which I have d iscussed ,  Kolakowski omits the second ; as a con
sequence, he links Locke and Berkeley (among others) with the positivist tradition, 
and places Hume squarely within it. (2 )  He regards non-cognitiv ism in value
theory as a defining characteristic of positivism, yet neither Comte nor M i ll 
represents non-cognitivism as he defines it. In addition, and perhaps most im
portantly, we d iffer in the fact that he fai ls to distinguish between the methods 
and a ims of systematic positivists and critical positivists. 

1 9. The Posit ive Ph i losophy of Com te, pp. 9- 1 0. 

20. G. H. Lewes :  B iograph ica l Hist ory of Ph ilosophy ,  I I ,  654. 

2 1 .  The followers of Comte did not necessarily attri bute finality to h is  system. In 
spite of  his  self-evaluation, and in spite of how h ighly they rated his  ach ievement, 
it  was the new method rather than his system i tself which evoked their unbridled 
confidence. One sees this not only in Littrc (cf. Benrubi :  Les sources e t  fr>s 
roura n /s de la ph i losoph ic con tcmj1ora i n e  en Franrc, I ,  2 3-25) , but in Lewes 
(His tory of Phi losophy,  I I , 6.10--4 1 ) . 

2 2 . C f. J. S. Mill : A u tob iography,  pp. 1 57-,59. 

2 3. Cf. An tonio Aliotta : "We must distinguish two periods in the history of 
positivism:  of these the first is  marked by a dogmatic belief  in physi cal science, 
whi ch is set up as a model for every form of knowledge ; the second, dating from 
around 1 870, goes still farther, and subjects science itse l f  to searching criti cism in  
order to  el iminate any traces of  metaphysics which might be  sheltering themselves 
beneath the cloak of experimental theories. " ( Tiu: Idea listic R eac t ion  aga inst 
Srienrc, p. 53.) 

2 1 . \Vi l l iam .J . M. Rankine, "Outlines of the Science of Energetics" ( 1855) ,  
Mi.1rc l /1m eous Sricn tific Papers, p .  2 1 0. Cf. Robert l\Jayer, Ucber d i e  Erhal tung 
rler Fn ergie, espec ia lly Letters X and X I I I , written in 1 844 .  

25 .  Cf. Tait's Memoir prefixed to Rank ine's Miscel la neous Scien t ific Papers, p. 
XXIX. 

2G .  Cf. l\ T ayer, Ucber d ie F1llll i t 1 1 11 g  dn Fnl'rgie , espec ia l l y  let ters I , I I I ,  and V. 

27. Ernst Cassircr tended to i dent i fy the mid-century developments in physics 
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with the overthrow of a realistic interpretation of science (c f. The Prob lem of 
Knowledge, Ch . 5), but Rankine, Mayer, and others of the period should re ally 
be counted as precursors of that ch ange, not its re presentative s. In this connec 
tion, it is to be noted that Cassirer made his point through citing (in the main) 
Ostwald and Helm, who belong to  a later generation . 

One can also see the fall acy of identi fying the mid-century developments in 
physics with the l ater overthrow of a realistic interpret ation of science i f  one con 
siders the more philosophic al pass ages in Clerk Maxwell's writings . T o  be sure, 
Maxwell not in frequently expres sed im patience with metaphysics; for ex ample, 
he char acterized a meta physician as "a physicist disarmed of all his we apons-a 
disembodied spirit trying to measure dist ances in terms of his own cubit, to form 
a chronology in which interv als of time are me asured by the number of thoughts 
they include, an cl to evolve a standard pound out of his own sel f-consci ousness . "  
(Lewis C am pbell and William Garnet : T h e  L ife o f  James C lerk Maxwell ,  p. 436 .) 
It is al so true th at one can find  statements in Maxwell which anticipate the 
economical view of thought which was later associated with Mach's form of critical 
positivism . While these st atements a ppe ar to  have h ad a cert ain in fluence on 
Boltzmann and others, it c an sc arcely be s ai d  th at Maxwell cons istently es poused 
critic al posit ivism . He n ever extended  such st atements through to their full i m
plications, and he was himsel f frequently absorbed in discussing met aphysic al 
issues . (C f. C am pbell and Garnet, Ch .  8 and Ch . 1 4 . )  The most famous of these 
discussions is t o  be found in his ess ay "Molecules " ( 1 873), where he w as led from 
a consideration of molecular structure to  a proof for the existence of God. (C f. 
Scient ific Papers, I I, 36 1-78 . )  

28 .  For illustr ations of Bernard's thought with respect to  the prece di ng points, 
see in particul ar the following sections of his In tro duction a l' etucle de la 
medecine experimentale :  P art I ,  Ch . I I, Sect . IV; P art I I, Ch . I, Sects . I and IX ;  
and Part I I I, Ch . IV, Sect . IV .  

29 . Kirchh off, who w as regarded  by  M ach as one who antici pated his own posi 
tion (c f. "On the Principle of Comp arison in Phys ic s," in M ach 's Popu lar Scien t ific 
Lectures) , seems to h ave su bscribed to a vi ew of the sort here discussed.  The fol
l owing pass age from Lu dwig Boltzm ann's account of Kirchhoff's scientific aims is 
revealing in this respect : 

Nicht kiihne Hypothesen iiber das Wesen der Materie zu bilden und aus der Bewegung 
der Molekiile die Bewegung der Korper zu erraten , ist das Ziel, sondern Gleichungen 
zu bilden, welche frei von Hypothesen moglichst getreu und quantativ richtig der 
Erscheinungswelt entsprechen, unbekiimmert um das Wesen der Dinge und Krafte .-Ja, 
in seinem Buche iiber Mechanik will Kirchhoff sog-ar alle metaphysischen Begriffe, wie 
den der Kraft, als Ursache eine Bewegung, verbannen , er sucht bloss die Gleichungen 
welche den beobachteten Bewegung moglichst genau entsprechen. ("Kirchhoff" [ 1887) , 
Popu liire Schriften,  pp. 70--71.) 

30. C f. Helmholtz's Treat ise on Physiologica l Opt ics, I II, 2 and 35-36 .  Also, c f. 
Popular Lectures on Scien tific Subjects, I I, 2 30. Of  course, Helmholtz ex plicitly 
rejected Kanti an views regarding our perce ption of sp atial rel at ions ( for ex ample , 
c f. Physiological Opt ics, I I I, 1 7- 1 8, 36, e t  passim) and regarding t he st atus of 
geometric al axioms (c f. Popu lar Lectures, II, 6 8  and Wissenschaft liche A bhancl
lungen,  I I, 640--60) .  

3 1 .  C f. Wissenschaft liche A bhandlungen,  I I, 6 0 8 .  ( For a further discuss ion o f  this 
view , c f. pp. 29 3-94  and 29 7-9 8, below . ) 
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32.  Cf. D ie Tha tsachen in der Wahrneh m ung, pp. 24-40 ;  also, Popu lar Lec tures, 
II, 2 84-85. 

33. Cf. Hertz's lecture on the occasion of Helmholtz's seventieth birthday ( 189 1) ,  
in Hertz : i\1 isce /lan eo 11s Pap!'rs, especially pp. 3 35-37. It  is to  be  noted that a t  the 
end of this passage Hertz expressed a degree of scepticism with respect to the view 
that epistemological claims legitimately followed from psychophysics. Hertz's 
own views more nearly approached a true Kantianism, as one sees in his Princ iples 
of Mecha n ics, for example on pp. 1-3 ancl 296-3oi. (Cf. also Cassirer 's discussion 
of Hertz and l\Iach in The Prob lem of Kn owledge, pp. 105-8.) 

34. Cf. \Vilhelm \Vundt : Ueber den Einfluss der Ph i losoph ie auf d ie Erfa h nmgs
wissenschaf ten , p. 6. 

35. This assumption is perfectly explicit throughout Bernard's In troduction a 
l 'e tude de la m edecin e experimen ta lc ( 1865) ,  and is equally clearly expressed in 
Helmholtz's lecture in 1869 "The Aim and Progress of Physical Science" (trans
lated and reprinted in his Popular Lectures on Scie n t ific Su bjects). As we shall 
later see, it was also characteristic of the views of DuBois-Reymoml. 

36. Lange, in his treatment of ideals, anticipated it in 1865,  and in various places 
it was also suggested by Clifford ; in fact, in Clifford's series of lectures entitled 
"The Philosophy of the Pure Sciences, "  delivered in 1873 , one finds an expression 
of each of the three reasons which I single ou t as the primary reasons why a 
pragmatic-economical view was held (Cf. William K. Clifford, Lectures and Essays, 
I, 30 1-36). 

According to Hiiffcling, l\fach himself had actually arrived at his economical 
interpretation of science as earl y  as 1863 (cf. Modern Ph ilosophers, p. 1 16) ,  and 
had regarded Kirchhoff and Maxwell ( though perhaps with little justification, as I 
have indica ted) as his forerunners. Though l\fach may well have arrived at this 
view earlier than the 1880s, it was at that time that he came to develop it in a 
whole series of lectures and books. (For l\Iach's own later account of the develop
ment of this aspect of his thought, cf. D ie Le itgeda n ken m e in er n a t u rwissenschaf t
lichen Erhen n t n islehre , pp. 1-6.) 

37. To this clay it is insufficiently recogni1ed tha t this is not in fact an implica tion 
of Darwin's theory. All that his theory entails is that no factor which is markedly 
deleterious will persist. In the Descen t  of Man ( 18 7 1) Darwin explicitly recogni,ed 
the error of assuming that every new factor must be of positive value in order to 
persist ,  and he attributed that error to the difficulty of abandoning his earlier 
teleological habits of thought (cf. Descen t of Man , I, 146-47). In the second edi
tion Darwin rearranged his order of discussion, and this passage is to be found 
two paragraphs prior to that section of Chapter II which is labeled "Conclu
sion." The original passage in the Origin of Species, which it was obviously 
Darwin's aim to correct, appears in Ch. VI ,  p. 2 1 2 , shortly before the conclu<li ng 
summary, and contains a reference to Paley. 

38. Cf. l\fach's  "On Transformation and Adaptation in Scien tific Though t" 
( 1883) ,  pp. 2 15-17. 

Cf. the following sta tement from Ernst Laas :  " Nicht bloss die Wahrnehmungen 
wechseln :  auch die Vernunft is l  wandelbar. :\lies Denkcn ist ein l\fittel, das Leben 
den Leben sbed ingungen anzu passen ; cler Erfolg bestimmt seinen \Verth" (ldr:a l
isrn us 1 1nd Posi t iv i.1m 11s, III , 67 1). Vaihinger , of course, pushed this view even 
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far ther. A lthough his work was not  pub lished un ti l  la ter, i ts com pos i tion ela tes 
from the same period. 

39. In addi tion to his Contribut ions to the Ana lysis of Sensa t ions and his lec ture 
"On Transforma tion and Ada ptation in Sc ien tific Thought,"  whic h have a lready 
been ci ted, the following other works of the same period are to be es pec ia lly 
recommended as g iv ing ins ight  in to his philosophic thoug ht :  "The Economica l 
Na ture of P hysica l Inqu iry " (1 882) and "On the Princi ple of Com par is on in 
Phys ics " (1 894), both of w hic h are re pub lished in h is Popular Scien tific Lectures. 
In add ition, his c lass ic Science of Mechan ics (1 883) is d irec tly re levan t. 

40. Mi l l's ana lysis of ma thematics is to be found in Par t I I, Ch. 5 and 6, of his 
System of Logic; for He lmholtz 's discuss ions of geome try see h is Wissenschaft lichen 
A bhandlungen, II, ar tic les 77, 78, 79, and for his discuss ion of ar ithme tic see II I, 
ar tic le 1 29, of the same col lec tion. 

41. Cf. "On the Economica l Na ture of Phys ica l Inqu iry," m Popular Scien tific 
Lectures, p. 1 go. 

4 2. Cf. Ueber die A ufga be der Ph i losoph ie und  ihre Stellung zu den uebrigen 
Wissenschaften ( He idelberg, 1 86 8). 

43 :  Cf. Winde lband : Gesch ich te und Naturwissenschaft (1 894), re pub lished in 
his Praeludien ; Ricker t :  Die Grenzen der nat 1 1rwissenschaftlichen Begri{Jsb ildung 
(1 896) and Kulturwissenschaft und Naturwissenschaft (1 899); a lso  Croce : "La 
s toria ridotta sotto i i  conce tto generale de l l 'ar te "  (1 89 3), re pr in ted in Primi Saggi 
(Bari, 1919). 

44. Among other examples of this movemen t a t  the turn of the cen tury are to be 
found Balfour and Bou troux. Cf. Ba lfour's deve lopmen t of his ear lier cr it icism 
of "sc ien tific phi losophy "  (A  Defense of Philosophic Doubt ,  1879) in h is Founda
tions of Belief, for e xam ple, pp. 2 43  and 301. Cf. Bou troux 's deve lopmen t from 
De la Contingence (1 874) to La Science et la Religion dans la Ph ilosoph ic con 
tempora ine ( 190 8). 

4 5. Cf. Letters of John Stuart Mill, I I, 2 86. 

46. As Pollock poin ted ou t, Clifford 's v iews were such tha t they wou ld "in a loose 
and popu lar sense be ca lled ma ter ia lis t," even though Clifford in fac t acce pted a 
f orm of me ta physica l idea lism. (Cf. Pollock's biography, prefixed  to Cli fford :  
Lectures and  Essays, I ,  50.) Although Pollock does not  th us s ta te i t, the causes of 
this erroneous ascripti on of ma teria l ism to Clifford w ou ld have been the two 
w hich we have men tioned :  an a ttack on Chris tian or thodoxy and an a ttem pt to 
hold, in Mi ll 's terms, tha t  " tou tes nos im pressions men ta les resu lten t du jeu de 
nos organes phys iques. " T hese are in fac t the two mos t  impor tan t grounds u pon 
which Hu tton cri ticized Clifford. ( Cf. Criticisms on Con temporary Though t, vol. 
I, essays 26 and 27  .) 

4 7. "On the Hypothes is tha t  Animals are Au toma ta," pp. 24 3-45. 

4 8. There are two poin ts concerning the doc tr ine of emergence to w hich I shou ld 
here like to call a t ten tion : firs t, tha t  i t  can be associa ted wi th a vas t varie ty of 
otherwise very differen t philosophic posi tions, and, second, tha t  i t  is not  a 
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doctrine which was new in the twentieth century, as has often been supposed by 
those who identify it with the thought of Samuel Alexander and C .  Lloyd Morgan. 

One can find idealists such as Hegel, materialists such as Marx and Engels, 
positivists such as Comte, non-dualists such as Alexander and R. vV. Sellars, and 
dualists such as Lovejoy and Broad, all holding doctrines of emergence which 
(with the exception of Hegel' s) were remarkably similar. Thus, it is a mistake to 
treat the concept of emergence as if it were necessarily associated with an interest 
in metaphysics, or with a particular metaphysical position, or with a denial of 
mind-body dualism. 

The foregoing remark should also be sufficient to suggest that an acceptance of 
the doctrine of emergence was prevalent in all schools of thought in the nine
teenth century . It is of special interest to note that in Book I I I ,  Chapter V of his 
Sys tem of Logic Mill gave the first careful analysis of the difference between the 
princi ple of the "Composition of Causes" and what he called "chemical causes. " 
G. H. Lewes developed the first full-fledged natural philosophy which was based 
upon the principle of emergence in his Prob lems of L ife and Mind (especially 
in Volume I I), which appeared in 1874-75 ;  and it is said that it is to h im that we 
owe this use of the term "emergence. " Among the many other instances of an 
acceptance of emergence in the nineteenth century one further example may be 
noted, for it also serves to illustrate the way in which that doctrine m igrated 
freely from system to system. Claude Bernard accepted a doctrine of emergence, 
holding that the living was not reducible to the non-living, and it was this 
doctrine-and not his positivism, nor his arguments for an experimental science 
of medic ine-that was of primary influence on the next generation of philoso
phers, most of whom used this aspect of his thought in support of some form of 
idealist metaphysics. (Cf. Ravaisson's treatment of Bernard in La ph i losophic  en  
Franc(' , pp. 1 25-27, e l  passim , and Bergson's "La philosophic de Claude Bernard," 
in La fH'nw5e e t  le m ouvant .  For one of Bernard 's own clearest statements of his 
doctrine, cf . Ler;ons sur  /es phen omenes de la vie, I, 50. ) 

19 ·  For Tyndall"s position, see his well-known lectures, "The Scope and Limit of 
Scientific Materialism" ( 1868), and the "Address Delivered before the Bri tish 
Association in Belfast" ( 1874), which was then published with additions. 

In support of the view that Tyndall's position was the chief manifestation of 
ma terial ism in England, one may cite James Martineau's exchanges with him, as 
well as the accounts of these exchanges in Hutton's Aspects of Religious and  
Scie n t ific Though t, essays I O  and 1 1, and Tulloch 's "Modern Scient i fi c  l\ faterial
ism," in l\Iodern Theories in Ph i losofmy a n d  Religion .  

To be sure, in 185 1 the Let ters on the  Laws of JI.fan's Na turf' a n d  Ikvelopment  
by Henry George Atkinson and Harriet Martineau caused something of  a scandal. 
The position they represented was akin to that of the German materialists of the 
time. However, within two years Harriet Martineau published her translated 
abridgment of Comte's Posi t ive Ph i losophy, and the influence of Atkinson was 
no longer significant. 

It is finally necessary to note that in England the working-class movement seized 
upon the eighteenth-century thought of Tom Paine, and Paine' s  influence per
sisted in the Secularism of Bradlaugh and Holyoake. However, this can scarcely 
be taken as indicating that materialism had established itself as an important 
philosophic movement in England. 

50. In this connection, the following representative passages may be listed : 
( 1 )  Comte, System of Pos i t ive Polity , I, "10-.p . 
( 2 )  The concluding section in all editions of Spencer's Firs t  Princip les. 
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(3 ) Clau de Be rnard's Introduction to the Study of Experimenta l Medicine, p. 
66 .  

(4) The conc luding remarks in Hux ley 's essay "On the Phys ica l Basis of Li fe "  
(1 868), in Collected Essays, vol .  I. 

(5) Mach: The Analysis of Sensations, p. 1 2. 

51 . In what follows concerning the doctr ines of Marx an d of Engels I wish to  
avoid current controvers ies over whether or not one can assume that l\farx su b
scr ibed  to that form of dia lectica l mater ia l ism wh ich one finds deve loped in 
Engels' Anti-Duhring (1 878) an d wou ld have su bscr ibed  to  Enge ls ' Ludwig Feuer
bach und die Ausgang der klassischen deu tschen Philosophie (1888), which are 
the two texts of greatest re levance t o  what follows .  Wh ile I am inc l ined to be l ieve 
that current inter pretat ions of Marx's own thought are too mu ch under the in
fluence of the Economic and Phi losophic Manuscripts of z844 ,  I sha l l  attem pt to  
phrase my remarks in such a way as  to  leave it as an open quest ion how one is to  
re late the ph ilosoph ic pos it ion of Marx to  that of Enge ls . 

5 2. It is, I be lieve, a m istake to  v iew  Feuer bach 's ear ly attack on Dogurth (1 838), 
in wh ich he took a fundamenta l ly dua list ic v iew of the mind-body relat ionsh ip, 
as being cons istent with the v iews wh ich he came to  deve lop as soon as he had 
complete ly rejected Hege l .  However, in From Hegel to Marx , Sidney Hook in
ter prets Feuer bach in th is way . On the bas is of h is other wr it ings of th is per iod, I 
shou ld agree with the inter pretat ion of Jodi in Ludwig Feuerbach, Ch . I .  

53. The fol lowing are perhaps the m ost character ist ic and s ign ificant works of 
these three mater ia lists: Molesch ott, Kreislauf des Lebens (1 852) ; Vogt, Kohler
glaube und Wissenschaft (1 854) ; Buchner, Kraft und Stoff (1 855) .  

54. "Was f ur e in Untersch ied zwischen dem 'Athe ismus,' den ich lehre, und dem 
' Mater ia l ismus' Vogt's, Molesch ott's und Biichner 's ist ? Es ist lediglich der 
Untersch ied zwischen Ze it und Raum, oder zwischen Menschengesch ichte und 
Naturgesch ichte . D ie Anatomie, die Phys iolog ie, die Mediz in, die Chemie we iss 
n ichts von der Seele, n ichts von Got t  u .s .w .; wir wissen dav on nur aus der 
Geschichte . "  Letter to  Bauer le, in Briefwechsel und Nachlass , I I, 1 88 . 

55 .  In h is Ludwig Feuerbach, Enge ls says: 
The old metaphysics which accepted things as finished objects arose from a natural 
science which investigated dead and living things as finished objects. But when this 
investigation had progressed so far that it became possible to take the decisive step 
forward of transition to the systematic investigation of the changes which these things 
undergo in nature itself, then the last hour of the old metaphysics sounded in the realm 
of philosophy, also. And in fact, while natural science up to the end of the last century 
was predominantly a co llecting science, a science of finished things, in our century it 
is essentially a classify ing science, a science of the processes, of the origin and develop
ment of these things and of the interconnection which binds all these natural processes 
into one great whole (p. 55). 

Cf . a lso  the contrast drawn by Enge ls between "mechan ica l "  and "modern " 
mater ialism in Herr Eugen D iihring's Revolu tion in Science, pp. 31-3 2 .  

56. Cf . Cursus der Philosophie, pp .  56ff. 

57. Cf . Das Werth des Lebens, pp. 102ff., and the passage in Cursus der Philoso
phie (p. 104) which Enge ls se lecte d as the passage through wh ich he attacke d  
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Diihring' s natural philosophy of th e organic wor ld (Herr Eugen Diihring's Revo
lution, opening of Ch. 7 ). 

58. Briefwechse l und Nach lass, II, 308. 
On the relation s  between Feu erbach and M ol eschott, cf. A. Levy, La Phi

losoph ic de Feuerbach (Pari s, 1904). 

59. As Lenin r ecognized, the most important philosophical enemy of dialectical 
materiali sm was critical positivi sm, and he  therefor e attacked Mach and Mach ' s  
f ol lower s  in Materia lism and Empirio-Crit icism (1 909). 

60. In 1 876 Vaihinger l ooked upon Hartmann, Diihring, and Lange a s  the three 
out standing n ewer philosopher s  (cf. hi s Hartmann, Diihring und  Lange, p. 4), and 
in the History of Modern Philosophy (1 894) H offding sel ect ed Diihring a s  one of 
the five German philosopher s of the period from 1 850 to  1 880 to  whom h e  de
voted indivi dual discussion s, th e oth er s being Lotze, Fechner, Hartmann, and 
Lange, a ll of whose names remain far mor e  fami l iar to  u s. 

61. A ddress Delivered before the  Brit ish A ssocia tion in Be lfast ,  p. 4. 

6 2. Ib id .  pp. 63-64. Also, cf. the preface to Hennell ' s  Inq u iry Concern ing the  
Origin of Christ ianity (1 83 8) in which Christianity i s  r egarded a s  "an elevated 
syst em of thought and f eeling," but one which mu st be freed of "fables. "  By 
Tyndall ' s  time, "fr ee-thinkers" r egarded Chri stianity a s  an el evated syst em of 
f eel ing, but not of thought. 

63. Cf. th e prefac e to  Das Leben ]esu, and th e appendi x  to  it s second  volume. 
To be  sure, Strauss's position lat er changed, a s  can be  seen in Der alte und der 
neue Glaube (1 86 5); by that time hi s r eligiou s  position had shift ed toward 
panthei sm. 

64. "On Improving Natura l Knowledge" (1 866 ), in Collected Essays, I, 3 8. 

6 5. A s  H offding point ed out, "Beim Ei ntritt in da s n eunzehnten Jahrhundert 
war die V erbindung von Religion, Philosophie und Kunst d ie  Losu ng in der 
W elt des Gei st es. Man h egt e den begei st ert en Glauben, cla ss di e Wahrheit Ein e 
sei und class alles W ertvoll e, gleichvie l, au £ welchem Gebiet e  und in welcher Form 
es auch auftrette, in di eser Einen Wahrheit inbegriffen sei, wenn man sich nur 
offenen Sinnes in sie vertiefe. " (Soren Kierkegaard a ls Ph ilosoph ,  p. 11.) 

66. Science and Rel igion in Con temporary Phi losophy,  p. 3 5. Boutroux, of course, 
sought t o  overcome thi s dualism. 

67. There does not seem to  have been any in dependent analogu e to thi s posit ion 
in England. To be  sure, the works of Strau ss and of Feu erbach were  widely 
known through the translat ion s  of George Eliot; Comte, of course, had a 
significant number of f ollower s. 

6 8. Cf. Arnold, Litera ture and Dogma, Ch. I, S ect. 4 and 5. (Prose Works, VI, 
1 89-201.) 

Fi ske, in The Idea of God as Affected by Modern Know ledge ( 1 885) , t akes up 
and utilizes Arnold's phrases as defining the object of h i s  own r el igious worsh i p . 



NOTES TO PAGES 35-5 2  

69. C f. Otto Pfleiderer: Development  of Theology , p. 345. 

70. C f. my article, " Darwin's Religious Views," Journal of the History of Ideas, 
XIX ( 195 8), pp. 3 63-78. 

PART I I-HISTO RICISM 

CHAPTER 2 .  THE NATURE AND SCOPE OF H ISTORICISM 

1. In the article " Hi storici sm " in the Encyclopedia of Philosophy I have sub
sequently discussed  some of the alternative way s in which the term ha s been u sed. 
That article al so include s a brie f chronological bibli ography. 

2 .  I have el sewhere sought to  deal in a preliminary way with some of the prob
lems rai sed  by what I would call " special hi storie s. " (C f. "The History of Ideas, 
Intellectual Hi story and the Hi story of Philosophy," in Beihe ft 5 of History and 
Theory . )  

3.  Countle ss in stance s of thi s assumption can be found in the early nineteenth 
century, but it will be well to cite Sir John Herschel 's Preliminary Discourse on 
the Study of Natural Philosophy ( 1 83 1) since that work was the most notable and 
in fluential discussion of in ductive logic an d the philosophy of science to appear 
in the nineteenth century prior to the work s of Whewell an d Mill. In it there are 
many statement s such a s  the following, in which Her schel i s  speaking of chemical 
compounds which are yet to  be discovere d. 

No chemist can doubt that i t  is already fixed what they wi l l  do when the case occurs. 
They wil l obey certain l aws, of which we know noth ing at present ,  but which must be 
already fixed, or they could not be laws . . . .  This is the perfection of a law, that i t  
includes al l  possi ble cont ingencies, and  ensures implic i t  obedience,-and of this kind 
are the l aws of nature. ( # 26) 

The per si stence of thi s i dentification of scientific laws with controlling force s, 
a s  well a s  it s theological back ground, can al so be seen ( for example) in remarks 
made by Darwin at the end of the Origin of Species. There he spoke of hi s theory 
that specie s were n ot independently created, but were produced by sec ondary 
causes, a s  being better in accord  "with what we know of the law s impressed  on 
matter by the Creator"; further, one finds him speaking with awe of those c om 
plex relation s among living forms which have "all been produced by law s acting 
around u s. "  

CHAPTER 3 .  THE F IRST PHASE OF HISTORICISM 

1 .  The Spirit of the Age, p. 1 .  

2 . In thi s chapter I shall only be dealing with th ose a spect s o f  the Enlightenment 
which are directl y relevant to  the problem of hi storicism. Defining hi storicism a s  
I do, much that would be con sidered relevant on a definition such a s  Friedrich 
Meinecke's will al so be omitted. 

3 . For an illu stration of each of these point s ,  c f. Turgot : "Secon d Di scour s sur le 
progres" ( 1 750) in Oeuvres, I I ,  espec i all y pp . 5 2-64 . Lessin g's Die Erziehung des 
Menschengeschlechts ( 1 777  an d 1 780) al so cl ea rly  repre sen ts th e fir st an d third of 
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these points ; however, in Lessing the emphasis on science and technology is lack
ing . 

4. Cf. the concluding sentence of Voltaire's Essa i sur les rn oeurs :  "Quand une 
nation connait Jes arts, quand elle n 'est point subjuguee et transportee par !es 
etrangers, ellc sort a isement <le ses ruines, et se retablit toujour s . " 

5. Quite characteristically, Lessing 's general position with respect to the phi
losophy of history may be regarded as an intermediate position between En
lightenment views and those views which came to be characteristic of the follow
ing generation .  Since they contain features present in both, it may be of interest 
and help to offer a brief summary of them . 

Like other Enlightenment thinkers, Lessing regarded the process of history as 
one in which there had been progress, and he also believed that this progress was 
to be regarded as the education of mankind. However, he was not wholly opposed 
to some form of a doctrine of Revelation. What he <lid was to reinterpret the 
traditional doctrine of a Divine Revelation in history in such a way as to make it 
compatible with the Enlightenment doctrines regarding ( 1 )  the efficacy of  natural 
reason, ( 2 )  the natural goodness of man, and (3) the possibility of an indefinite 
progress. He did this by holding that in the education of mankind, as in the edu
cation of a child, there must at some stages be guidance by a superior power. The 
truths that are given by this authority are then capable of being understood in 
their true significance by the maturing mind. Therefore, Revelation is, so to speak, 
a pedagogical technique, and is merely a transitional stage within the process of 
genuine education: it must finally be assimilated by man 's natural reason and 
moral sense until it is no longer taken on authority, but is discerned to be a 
natural truth. Such were the revelations given in the Old Testament and given 
through Christ. And since Lessing also held the Enlightenment doctrine that 
there is an indefinitely long future open to man, he also suggested the possibility 
of further Revelations. 

This doct1 in�, then, shared the Enlightenment view that history was a continu
ing process of development toward a higher state of human li fe, an indefinite 
growth from childlike crudity to intellectual and moral enlightenment. And while 
Lessing admitted Divine guidance within the process, this guidance was only 
genuinely effective because man himself had the innate power to assimilate for 
himself the real truth which it contained. 

The point at which Lessing broke from the Enlightenment view of Progress 
was not so much in his granting a role to Divine guidance in history, but in his 
refusal to assume that the ultimate goal of this indefinite Progress was discernible. 
Unlike Condorcet, he did not assume that the nature of man ' s perfect state was 
capable of being defined in advance. The very fact that he suggested the pos
sibility of a further Revelation entailed that the present could not be projected 
into the future: the highest achievements of Mankind were still in the future. 
This represents not only a break with the Enlightenment tradition but a break 
with the orthodox Christian philosophy of history, in which the drama of history 
comes to a close with the transformation of history into the timeless world of 
eternal life . Lessing's sense of  an indefinitely long process of  future education, 
and his religious reverence for this process itself, is much closer to the spirit of  
those who, as we shall later see, grounded historicism in the doctrine of divine 
immanence. 

6. Cf. the preliminary sketches of Turgot's proposed universal history given m 
Oeuvres , II, 20�352 .  
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7. One sees Montesquieu's influence on a new, broadened conception of national 
history in figures such as Madame de S tael (cf. the introduction to De ['influence 
des passions sur le bonheur des ind ividus et des n a t ions) ,  and in Moeser (cf. 
Meinecke : Die Entstehung des Historismus, Ch. 8) . For Herder's view of the 
greatness and limitations of Montesquieu, cf. A uch ein e Ph ilosoph ic der Ge
sch ich te zur B i ldung der Mensch hei t ,  in Werke,  V, 565-66.  

8. Cf. especially Emile, Bk. IV. This characterist ic  is  also to be noted in the 
structure of his political theory, as compared wi th that of most of his contem
poraries. 

g. Even in Herder the standard is an individual standard : i t  is the Glilcksel ighei t  
of individuals, not of the state. (Cf .  preface to ldeen zur Ph ilosoph ic der Ge
sch ich te der Menschhei t . )  It is only in later figures that such a standard is 
abandoned. 

10 .  For Madame de S tael's coupling of the Enlightenment doctrine of the per
fectability of man with her new emphasis upon feeling, and her recognition that 
this emphasis runs counter to the former treatment of history, cf. especially the 
preface to the second edition of De la l i t tera ture .  For her acceptance of the im
portance of feeling, cf. especially De l'A llemagn e,  Part 4 .  

1 1 . E.g., "Naturlich class die ersten Entwicklungen so simpel, zart und wunderbar 
waren, wie wir sie in allem Hervorbringen der Natur sehen. Der Keim fallt in 
die Erde und erstirbt :  der Embryon wird in Verborgenen gebildet, wie's kaum 
die Bril le der Ph i losophen apriori gu theisen wurde, und tritt  ganz begildet hervor; 
die Geschichte der friihesten Entwicklungen des menschlichen Geschlechts, wie 
sie uns die al teste Buch beschreibt, mag also so kurz uml apokryphisch klingen, 
class wir vor dem phi losoph ischen Geiste unsere ]ahrh u ndei·ts, dcr n ich ts mehr 
a ls Wunderbares und  Vcrborgen es hasse t ,  damit zu erscheinen erblc>den : eben 
deswegen ist sie wahr."  A uch eine Ph ilosoph ic dcr Gcsch ich te z1 1r B i/dung der 
Menschhei t  ( 1774) in Werke ,  V, 4 77£. [The italics are mine.] 

Cf. also the passage (p. 507) where Herder, speaking of Providence, says, 
"Philosoph im nordischen Erdenthale, die Kinderwaage deines Jahrhunderts in 
der Hand, weisst du es besser als sie?" .  Also cf. remarks in the preface of his ldeen 
zur Philosoph ie der Gesch ich te der Menschhei t .  

For his at tempt to assess his  century as  a whole, cf. the concluding pages of  the 
same work. 

1 2 . Cf. Adam Muller, who held to the organic nature of the state, "ein grosses, 
energisches, unendlich bewegtes und lebendiges Ganzes" (apud Meinecke, D ie 
En tsteh ung des Historism us, II, 379) .  Also, Heinrich Leo: "Der S taat ist eine 
lebendige Einhei t d .h. bier: ein si t tlicher Organismus" (Lehrbuch der Un iver
salgeschichte ,  VI, 782 ) .  

13 .  Cf. Herder : A uch e ine  Ph i losophic der  Gesch ich te ,  in Werke ,  V,  .�7 ! .  

14 .  As one example of Rousseau's influence, cf. Herder's praise of him m his 
youthful poem, Der Mensch . 

1 5 . The extent to which the organic analogy was used as the basis for interpret
ing history can be seen in Troeltsch's long chapter on "Organologie" in Der 
Historism us u n d  seine Problemr .  
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16. It was not uncommon to assume that in a living thing some one of its organs 
better mirrored the nature of the organism as a whole, than did others. Like many 
other doctrines of the time, this probably developed out of Leibniz 's monadology, 
and it was also compatible with the growth of interest in physiognomic char
acteristics such as one finds in Herder. As late as 1857 we find Haym saying (as if 
it were an obvious and universal ly  accepted truth) : "\Vie man an dem hiichsten 
Organ den Charakter des ganzen Organismus anschaul ich machen kann . . . " 
(Hegel und sein e Zei t ,  p. 2 . ). As we sha l l  see, this view had affinities with the 
metaphysics of Schopenhauer. 

17. Moeser's views on this point are most clearly expressed in the preface to the 
first edition of the first part of his Osnabriickische Gesch ich te .  Herder continual ly  
emphasizes it, and it  leads him to  his doctrine of  the necessity for Einfii h lung as a 
means of understanding the past. (Cf. A uch e ine  Phi losoph ic der Gesch ich te  zur 
Bi lclung cler Menschhei t ,  in Werke,  V, 502 . )  

18. "Al les ist in  der N atur verbunden: ein Zustand strebt zum anderen und 
bereitet ihn vor." (ldr:en wr Ph i losoph ic dcr Gcsch irh te rler Menschhci t ,  Bk. V, 
Ch. 6, in Werke,  XIII, 1 �J1 - )  

19. E .g., Ideen z1ir Ph ilosoph ic dcr Gcsch ich te  dcr Mcnsrhhci t , Bk. VII, Ch. 1 .  

20. Cf. the influence of  his Gott ,  a series of  dialogues addressed to  the quarrel 
over Spinoza. For one of the many examples of the way in which his conception 
of "the tree of history" is related to the doctrine of divine immanence, cf. A uch 
cine Ph i losoph ic der Gesch ichte ,  in Werke, V, 5 1 2-13 .  

2 1. In a letter written in 1770, apud Burkhardt's edition of  Herder"s God, p.  8 .  

2 2. One may note how he, like others of  the period, was  fascinated by magnetism 
(cf. the Fifth Conversation in God), and by the forces of growth in plants and in 
animals (cf. Iclecn zur Ph i losoph ic der Gesch ich te der Mensch hci t ,  Bk. III, Ch. 4 ) .  

2 3 .  Cf. Hegel's criticism o f  mechanics in his doctoral dissertation, De orbi t is 
planetarium, written under the influence of Schelling: "Was Newtons Begriff der 
Physik gewescn ist, geht j a  claraus al lein schon hervor, class er sagt, man wiirde 
viel leicht, wenn man sich physikalisch ausdriicken wollen, statt Anziehung 
richtiger Stoss sagen. Wir dagegen sine! der Uebcrzeugung, dass der Stoss in die 
Mechanik, nicht aber in die wahre Physik gehiire. "  (Disserta t io  phi losoph ica de 
orbit is p lane/arum ,  in the Lasson edition, I, 353 . ) 

Again: "Gottcs Wirken aber ist weder ausserlich oder mechanisch, noch wil l 
kiirlich oder zufallig; cleshalb muss man festhalten, class die Krafte, von denen 
behauptet wird, dass Gott sic der '.\ fatcrie gegeben habc, dieser auch wahrhaft 
innewohnen und die Natur, das immanente um! innerlich Prinzip der entgegen
gesetzten Krafte der Materie ausmachen. Die Mechanik aber scheut vor diesem 
Prinzip zuriick ; sic versteht weder von Gott, noch von wirklicher Kraft, noch von 
elem Innerlichen uncl Notwendigen etwas . . . . " (Ib id . ,  pp. 38 1-82 . )  

24. This is apparent throughout Feuerbach, but i s  most clearly manifested in the 
first chapter of The Essen ce of Chris t iani ty .  As we shall  later note, it constitutes 
one of the main points of l\Iarx's attack in his "Theses on Feucrbach." 

25 .  For documentation, d. Simon : Ranke u n d  Hr:ge l, pp. 26-28. 
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26. Cf. the posthumously published work Ueber die Epochen der neueren Ge
sch ich te, dating from 1854 .  The following passage comes from the first essay: 

In Jeder Epoche der Menschheit aussert sich also eine bestimmte grosse Tendenz, und 
der Fortschritt beruht darauf, dass eine gewisse Bewegung des menschlichen Geistes 
in jeder Periode sich darstellt , welche bald die eine, bald die andere Tendenz hervorhebt 
und in derselben sich eigentiimlich manifestiert. 

Wollt man aber im Widerspruch mit der bier geausserten Ansicht annehmen, dieser 
Fortschritt bestehe darin, dass in  jeder Epoche das Leben der Menschhei t  sich hoher 
potenziert, dass also jede Generation die vorhergehende vollkommen iibertreffe, mithin 
die letzte allemal die bevorzugte, die vorhergehenden aber nur die Trager der nach
folgenden waren ,  so wiirde das eine Ungerechtigkeit der Gottheit sein .  Eine solche 
gleichsam mediatisierte Generation wiirde an und fiir sich eine Bedeutung nicht haben; 
sie wiirde nur insofern etwas bedeuten, als sie die Stufe der nachfolgenden Generation 
ware, und wiirde nicht in unmittelbarem Bezug zum Gi:ittlichen stehen. Ich aber 
behaupte : jede Epoche ist unmi ttelbar zu Gott, und ihr Wert beruht gar nicht au£ 
dem, was aus ihr hervorgeht, sondern in ihrer Existenz selbst, in ihrem eigenen Selbst. 
(Ranke, Weltgesch ich te, VIII ,  1 77 . )  

In Leo Strauss' Natura l R igh t and History i t  is claimed that the rise of his
toricism is  attributable to the German historical school (cf. pp. 13  ff.). While part 
of the difference between my view and that of Strauss is attributable to variant 
characterizations of historicism, we also differ very appreciably with respect to 
the views which we attribute to the founders of the historical school. 

27. Cf. quotation in Alfred Dove's foreword to Ranke's Ueber die Epochen der 
neueren Gesch ich te, in Weltgeschichte ,  VIII, 162-63 .  

28 .  Cf. Troeltsch's discussion of  the use of  the organic analogy among the mem
bers of the Historical School in Der Historismus und seine Prob leme, pp. 277-
3o7. 

CHAPTER 4 .  THE SEARCH FOR A SCIENCE O F  SOCIETY 

1 .  In this respect Saint-Simon's followers departed from his basic philosophic 
presuppositions. They distinguished between cri tical and organic periods in the 
history of thought, and opposed the cri tical periods, including those on which 
Saint-Simon's thought had been dependent. (Cf. The Doctrine of Sain t- Simon; A n  
Exposi tion [First Year, I828-29]. Translated b y  George G .  Iggers . Boston: Beacon, 
1958.) 

2. Cf. Oeuvres, VI, 66-67. [In troduction aux travaux scien t ifiq ues du XIX• 
siecle, Tome I, Second Ouvrage, Deuxieme Section.]  

3 .  Cf. "De la physiologie appliquee a l 'amelioration des institutions sociales," 
Oeuvres, V (Part I), 175-78. Also Oeuvres, VI, 133. [In troduct ion aux travaux 
scien tifiq ues du XIX• siecle, Tome II, Episode No. g . J  

4 .  Cf.  his foreword to Introduct ion aux travaux scien t ifiques du XIX• siecle 
(Oeuvres, VI, 14). The same point is  repeated at the beginning of the discussion 
of Condorcet (Oeuvres, VI, 54) .  

5 .  Memoire sur la science de l'homme, in Oeuvres, V (Part II), 2 5-27 and 45-46 .  

6 .  Cf .  Ch. 7,  below. For a fuller discussion of alternative types of laws which 
might be applicable to social change, cf. my article "Societal Laws," Brit ish Jour
nal for the Ph i losophy of Scien ce, VIII ( 1 957), 2 1 1-24 .  



i\'OTES TO PAGES 64-67 

7. Oeuvres, VI, 54-66. [In troduction aux  trava 1 1x scien t ifiq ues du X/X e siecle, 
Tome I, Second Ouvrage, Premiere Section.] 

8. Comte republished this essay, as well as his other early essays, in a general 
appendix to his Systeme de po l i t ique posi t ive. It is that source, in its English 
trans:ation, that I shall cite. 

In some respects, Comte was less than fair in his criticisms of Condorcet, but 
in what follows I shall remain close to Comte's own exposition. 

9. System of Posi t ive Po lity, IV, 570. Other important passages in which Comte 
acknowledges his debt to Condorcet are III, xvi i i-xix, and IV, 27. 

10. Comte's discussions of these three points are to be found in the Appendix to 
the System of Posi t ive Polity, IV, 570-77. 

1 1. Ibid . ,  IV, 575. 

12. Ibid . ,  IV, 575. 

13. Ibid . ,  IV, 57 1. 

14. Ibid . ,  IV, 57o. 

15. Ibid . ,  IV, 554. 

16. Comte claimed that he distinguished dynamics from statics throughout his 
system, and not with reference to sociology only. (Cf. Cours de ph i losophic posi
t ive [xLVII I "  Lc<,:on], IV, 3 17-18.) He specifically ci ted his treatment of biology in 
this connection. However, his equation of anatomy with statics and of physiology 
with dynamics was artificial, as is clear in the xLe Ler,:on of the same work. There
fore, it is not until the level of sociology that Comte really considers dynamic 
Jaws. 

17. System of Posi t ive Polity,  IV, s7 1. 

18. Cf. Levy-Bruh!, La ph i losoph ic d'A uguste Comte,  p. 299-300. 
Sa int-Simon anticipated Comte (and perhaps influenced him) in speaking of 

humanity as a single enti ty, having an existence of its own. (Cf. Saint-Simon, 
Oeuvres, V, Part I, 177-78 and 180.) Although earlier writers, such as Turgot and 
Condorcet, had accepted a doctrine of the unity of human history, I find no 
unambiguous evidence that they ever regarded the noun " Humanity" as having 
reference to an individual substance r;nher than a collective substance. In fact, 
Condorcet states that his method is one of choosing and combining facts from the 
histories of a number of different peoples in order to construct " ! 'historic hypo
thetiquc d 'un peuple unique, et former le tableau de  ses progres." (Esqu isse d'un 
t ab leau h is toriq ue des progres de /'espri t h11111 a in ,  in Oe uvres, VI, 19.) Thus, it 
would appear that Humanity constitutes what we might call "a construct" for 
Condorcet, not what Comte regarded as "le Grand-Etre." 

1 9. E.g., System of Posi t ive Po li ty ,  I, fi-7, and lI I, 13- 14. 

20. Cf. i b id . ,  III, 2-3. 
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2 1. Ibid . ,  I I I, 60. A s  we shall la ter see, a sim i lar v iew is to be found in S pencer. 

2 2. The mos t  revea ling o f  the me thodolog ical passage s c oncerning th i s  ma tter i s  
the pa ssage a lready c i ted  in Com te 's earl y essay in wh ich he cr i t ic ized Condorce t. 
In discussing the impor tance o f  cla ssifica tion in b iology he sa id, " In a word Clas
sifica tion then become s merely the ph i lo so ph ic expre ssion o f  Sc ience, the pr ogre ss 
of wh ich it fo l lows. To know the c la ssifica tion i s  to know the sc ience, at le ast in 
i ts more im por tan t por tion." (Ib id . ,  IV, r,7 1.) 

2 3. Cf. System of Positive Polity ,  I I I, 6 2-6 3. In ju stifica tion of the fo l low ing in 
terpre ta tion, the fo llow ing pa ssage may be c i te d :  

I t  is therefore only by the positive study of human progress as a whole that we can 
discover the real laws of the mind. When these are once found, the indiv idual life 
furnishes the best possible verification of them, since the individual and social growth 
must always be essentially similar. When by observ ing the progress of the Race I had 
discovered the law of the three stages , a study of the Individual afforded me a most useful 
confirmation of it. But I might have observed the Individual for ever without making 
the original discovery. (Sys tem of Pos i t ive Poli ty ,  I I I, 38-39.) 

24. C f. the follow ing statemen t :  
The systematic study o f  man is logically and scientifically subordinate t o  that of 

Humanity, the latter alone unveiling to us the real laws of intelligence and activity. 
(Ib id., IV, 1 62.) 

In fur ther su ppor t of my in ter pre ta tion, see the le tter of June 19 , 1 84 2 ,  fr om 
Comte to Mil l  sta ting tha t i t  i s  only through soc iol ogy tha t a pr o per under stan d
ing o f  in te l lec tua l and moral deve lo pmen t can come, and tha t to a pproach such 
problems from the po in t  o f  v iew o f  the indiv idua l i s  fa lse. (Le t tres inedites de 
]ohn Stuart Mill, p. 75-76.) 

25. C f. System of Posi t ive Polity, I I, 4-6, and I I I, 8, where he sa ys of the vo lume 
devo ted  to h i s  soc ial stat ic s :  

The general results of the last volume may be thus summed up;-the normal type of 
Human Existence is one of complete unity. All progress therefore, whether of the 
individual or of the race, consists in developing and consolidating that unity. 

26. Ibid . ,  I I I, 5 2 .  Cf. I I, 296. 

27. E.g., Ibid . ,  I I I, 39 ;  c f. II, 1 48. 

28. Cf. Ibid . ,  III, 52  and 353. Al so, II, 99  and IV, 1 3. 

29. C f. Ibid. , IV, 4. 

30. C f. Ibid . , III, 60. 

3 1. E.g., Ibid . ,  I l l, 8-9. 
For an exten ded discu ssion o f  nor mal i ty in wh ic h  Com te lean s he avily on the 

v iews o f  Brou ssa is c f. i b id . ,  I I, 35g-6 3. Howe ver, i t  wou ld see m extre me ly dou bt
fu l tha t Brou ssa i s '  pr inc iple ju stifies  the use to wh ich Com te pu t it .  Also , c f. ib id . , 
II, 3_50. 

32. Cf. Ta ine : Phi /osophes frn n r;a is du XIX" sier/<'. ( 1 s t ed. ) ,  pp.  1 26-27. For a 
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late r passage in which the contri butions of Hegel and of Comte a re assessed, cf. 
Histoire de la litterature anglaise, V, 27 3-78. For Ren an 's view, cf. L'Avenir de 
la science, pp. 1 7 2-73. 

It is also worth noting that as late as 1870 both Taine and Renan joined in an 
a ppeal in the Journal des Dcbats to h ave a mon ument erected at public expense 
for Hegel. 

33 .  L'Avenir de la science, p. 1 3 2 .  

34. "One m ust begin with Hegel 's Phenomenology , the t rue point of origin and 
the secret of the Hegelian philosophy." (Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, 
p. 1 46.) That it would be mist aken to view the Phenomenology as constit uting 
even an embry onic philosophy of history has been m ade clear by Je an Hyppolite. 
(C f. Genese e t  structure de la phenomenologie de /'esprit, I, 4 2-5 3.) 

To be s ure, p rior to  the man uscri pts of 1 844, Marx did concern himself inten 
sively with Hegel's Philosophy of R ight. Two documents bea r  witness to  this: a n  
ess ay which was intended t o  serve as introduction to  a paragra ph-by- paragra ph 
analysis of that work, and a size able ch unk of that neve r-com pleted analysis. How
ever, neither of these documents concerns itself with Hegel's general philosophy, 
nor with his c once ption of worl d  history, even though a prelimin ary sketch of the 
Hegelian philosophy of history a ppeare d  as the concl uding section of the Phi
losophy of Right. 

The only other pass age which seems relevant to a possible Hegelian influence 
on Marx prior to  1 844 is to  be found in a long lette r to  his father concerning the 
course of his studies at the University of Berlin. This letter, dated Novem ber 10, 
1837, shows interests and even forms of s peech which a re re adily rel ate d to  the 
Hegeli an intellect ual atmosphere which was doubtless present at the Unive rsity, 
but the remarks on Hegel himself do n ot s uggest th at M arx was intent upon 
studying Hegel 's works at that time. 

35. Among the m any ex amples of this, cf. Economic and Philosophic Manu
scripts, pp. 105 and 10g-10. 

In the same connection, it is interesting to n ote that in a letter to Fe ue rbach, 
written on A ugust 1 1 , 1 844, M arx expressed himself in a way th at leaves no  doubt 
that he sh are d  Feuerbach's view that it was legitimate and im portant to  s peak 
in terms of the generic nature of man. (Quoted in Corn u, Marx et Engels, II I ,  
140, n ote 1 . ) 

36. F or exam ple, cf. Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, pp. 10 3-5. 

37. It is doubtless for this re ason that the manuscri pts of 1 844 have the influence 
which they c urrently do among those who have a greater interest in discussin g 
the c ondition of man th an in establishing scientific ally fruitful generaliz ations 
concerning social processes. 

38. In the s ame connection it is worth noting th at in his e arly essay, just men
tioned, Engels t re ated A dam Smith and the classical economists in a ty pically 
historicist fashion, relating their theories to  the social developments and needs 
of their times ; whereas Marx 's t re atment of cl assical economics in the m an u
scripts of 1 844 bears n o  t race of this historicist inte rpretation, even when he is 
cit ing  Engels. (Cf. Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, pp. 1 78-79 for 
Engels 's discussion, and pp. 6 7-6 8 and 94-95 for that of M arx. For Marx 's l ater 
view, which c oincided with Engels 's, cf. Poverty of Philosophy , p. 105.) 
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One of the more sy stema tic sta teme nts of Marx 's v iews on the soc ial na ture of 
man, whic h  postda ted  his acqua inta nce w i th Engel s bu t stems from this early 
per iod, is to be found in  a le t ter to P. V. Anne nkov in 1 846. ( C f. pp. 15 2-54  of 
Poverty of Ph i losophy, to which tha t  le tter is a ppended.) And in  the Poverty of 
Ph ilosophy, in 1 847, Marx wrote : " M. Proudhon doe s  not know tha t all history 
is a tra nsforma tion of human na ture " (p. 1 24). I t  is th is  v iew-wh ich sta nds in  
shar p contra st to the posit ion ma inta ined  in the manu scr ipts of 1 844- tha t  char 
ac ter ize s Marx's  posi tion throughou t his  la ter wri tings. 

3 9. Ludwig Feuerbach, p. 5 2, note. 

40. The early works by Engel s whic h are espec iall y releva nt  are two of his essays 
e ntitled "Die Lage Englands,"  which he contr ibu ted to Vorwarts in 1 844, and the 
study w hic h he had alrea dy made of the Engl ish work ing cla ss a nd w hic h was 
shor tly to appear. 

41. An  in ter pre ta tion of the differe nce be twee n the ma nu scr ipts of 1 844 a nd The 
German Ideology , which runs parallel to my v iew bu t wh ich  is wri t te n  w ith a 
different  biogra phical and evalua tive intent, is to be found in Tucker, Ph ilosophy 
and Myth  in Karl Marx , pp. 165-67. 

42. C f. Werke, I I I, 3 7-3 9 a nd 48-49. 

43. C f. ib id . ,  I I I , 50-77 -

44. Karl Popper ' s inter pre ta tion of Marx is one str iking example of the cla im 
tha t  Marx undoubtedly acce pte d  histor ic i sm. One of Popper 's defi ni tions of 
"historic ism "  is tha t  i t  holds tha t  " the me thod of a sc ience of socie ty is the s tudy 
of h istory, a nd e spec ially of the tende nc ie s  inherent  in  the h istor ical developme nt 
of mank ind." (C f. The Open Society, p. 661, note 2, paragraph 2 a .  C f. al so The 
Poverty of Historicism , p. 45.) H owever, the textual ev idence which Popper offer s 
in su ppor t of the v iew tha t Marx held this position is w holly insu ffic ien t. Popper 's 
case really re sts on confla ting two qu ite different  bel ie fs : a bel ie f in  p-redic tion, 
wh ic h  Popper de signa te s a s  "h istor ical prophecy," and an acce pta nce of laws of 
direc tional cha nge. Tha t the se bel ie fs need not be connec ted  can be see n from 
the fac t tha t  Popper c i te s  a s  an  e xam ple of "h istor ical prophecy " the predic tion 
of a typhoon ( The  Poverty of His toricism , p. 43), bu t suc h a predic tion nee d 
surel y not involve the acce ptance of any irreduc ible l aws of direc tional change. 
One notes  tha t the basis for th is error l ie s  in Popper 's or iginal charac teriza tion of 
"histor ic i sm," where he sim ply  lum ped  toge ther, w i thou t  in any way expla ining 
the conju nc tion, a bel ie f in h istorical pre dic tion and a bel ie f tha t  there are 
rhythms, pa tter ns, or l aws  tha t underlie the evolu tion of h istor y ( The Poverty of 
Historicism , p. 3). Th is conflation of v iews wh ich are in pr inc iple se para te is a 
mistake tha t  Popper fa iled to correc t in The Open Society . Ye t i t  is to be note d  
tha t  in those chapter s o f  the la tter work i n  which he a t tem pts t o  offer a care ful 
reconstruc tion of Marxian  anal ysis (C h. 1 8, 19, 20), P opper doe s  not show tha t 
Marx ac tuall y based  his v iews on the acce pta nce of ul tima te a nd irreduc ible 
laws of sequence among hi stor ical phe nomena. 

One note s  the same confusion be tween an acce pta nce of the possibil i ty of pre 
dic ting fu ture events in h istor y and a bel ie f in ul tima te laws of direc tional ch ange 
in Popper ' s  discu ssion of Mill. And here one may fi nd eve n  grea ter faul t wi th his 
docume nta tion. For exam ple, in The Poverty of Historic ism (p. 11 8), Mill is 
direc tl y quoted  a s  holding th a t  one ca n predic t  fu ture historic al events in a 
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manner analogous to the projection of an algebraic series, and Popper even 
italicizes this statement. However, in the passage cited, Mill is describing "his
torical speculation in France," and as the immediately succeeding sentences show, 
he does not himself subscribe to the view that there are ultimate and irreducible 
laws of development. He does, however, hold that given ultimate laws of human 
nature, and a knowledge of historical conditions, one can presumably make 
reliable predictions about the future. Had Popper not conflated prediction with 
laws of development, his argument for holding that Mill's position is really 
comparable to that of Comte (or to that which he attributes to Marx) would have 
collapsed. 

45 .  Capita l I, 14 and 13 ,  respectively. 

46. Ib id. , I, 2 2 .  The reviewer was Professor A. Sieber of Kiev . (Cf. translator's 
note in Bukharin, Historical Materia lism , p. 70. )  

47 .  Capita l, I, 24-25 .  

48. My interpretation of this last statement (which is  precisely the point at which 
Marx introduced his discussion of Hegel) is wholly in conformity with the 
criticism which Marx and Engels made of Hegelian teleology when they discussed 
it in The German Ideology . There they said : 

Die Geschichte ist nichts als die Aufeinanderfolge der einzelnen Generationen . . . .  
wahrend das, was man mit den Worten "Bestimmung, " "Zweck," "Keim," "Idee" der 
friiheren Geschichte bezeichnet, weiter nichts ist als eine Abstraktion von der spateren 
Geschichte, eine Abstraktion von dem aktiven Einfluss, den die friihere Geschichte au[ 
die spatere ausii bt. " ( Werke, I I I ,  45.) 

49.  Volume I, Ch. 3 1 . The following chapter, "Historical Tendency of Capitalist 
Accumulation," does contain passages (e.g., I, 835 and 836-37) concerning the in
evitability of historical change which have often been cited as evidence that 
Marx believed in the determination of history by some overarching directional 
law. For example, Popper cited one of them (although with a mistaken chapter 
reference) in his article "What is Dialectic?" (p. 424 ) .  However, these passages, 
too, are most plausibly interpreted as summarizing trends which are governed not 
by directional laws but by the successive operation of non-directional laws on 
current situations. Thus, although Marx undeniably believed in the prediction of 
future social developments, he did not base his predictions on the existence of 
ultimately irreducible directional laws. In this connection it is also useful to re
mind ourselves that whereas Hegel did believe in inevitable directional tendencies 
in history, he rejected the possibility of making specific predictions . (To attempt 
to do so would be to contradict what Hegel took to be the fundamental character 
of philosophy. Cf. Philosophy of Right, pp. 10-12. ) Thus, in the case of Hegel, 
no less than in the case of Marx, Popper's conflation of historicism and predict
ability in history can be seen to be mistaken. 

50. This is also the view of Lichtheim, who concludes his discussion of Marx' s 
historical materialism by saying: 
In any event Marx himself-unlike some of  his followers-deduced the necessity of 
socialism not from any general theory of history, but from the analysis of 'the capitalist 
mode of production' and its social counterpart : bourgeois society . (Marxism,  p. 152 ; 
cf. p. 2 56.) 

It may be added that many contemporary forms of " Marxist humani sm" tend 
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to overlook thi s distinction in their attacks on what they mi sleadingly call the 
"positivi st" interpretation of Marx .  Con sider, for example, the following account 
of the views of Antonio Gramsci, as  interpreted by l\f .  l\Iar kovi c: 

This historical, basically humanist approach is dearly incompatible with the still pre
vailing (dogmatic and) positivist interpretation of l\ larxism. The essential feature of 
this [lat ter] interpretation is a purely ideological attempt to reduce �I  arxism to in
dubitable scientific knowledge about the existing reality and its development. There is 
no doubt that every truly progressive, contemporary, social movement must seek to base 
its program on truth, on objective knowledge about the historical possibilities of 
changing the given social reality. However, change is often possible in several directions, 
social laws at best are trends only, knowledge of them cannot be indubitable, and, most 
important of all, genuine revolut ionary action must sometimes oppose prevailing trends 
and try to realize marginal historical possibilities which better correspond to the needs 
of the broad masses of people. (l\larkovic, "Gramsci on the Unity of Philosophy and 
Politics, "  p. 335. )  

It i s  my claim that Marx actually did attem pt to offer a sy stem of "indubitable 
scientific knowledge," but that thi s sy stem wa s ba sed on ec onomic analy si s (on the 
basis  of which change s were predictable, from point to  point), not on e stabli sh 
ing general laws of nece ssary sequential development . Thus, in my opinion, the 
proper mode of criticizing Marx's nece ssita riani sm i s  not to  say that "laws at be st 
are trends on ly," but to  consi der such other is sue s as  ( 1 ) what further inf ormation 
i s  needed  (in any science ) for making concrete pre dictions, once a general law has 
been e stabli shed concerning a general ty pe of occurrence, and (2)  whether l\farx 
wa s correct in hi s view s regardi ng the role of economic factor s  in social organiza 
tion and social change .-A revolt again st "positivi sm " and "nece ssary law s, " i n  
the name of "humanism," fail s to  provide a sati sfactor y ba si s  for either a hi s
torically accurate account of Marx's thought (an d of it s distortion s by othen) or 
for an appraisal of it. 

51 . Cf . Economic and Phi losoph ic Man uscripts, pp. 1 50-51. 

5 2. It i s  to  be noted that when, in the preface to  Capital ,  :Marx speaks of having 
coquetted with Hegelian m ode s of expre ssi on (I, 2 5), the conce ption which wa s 
involved remained that of alienation , not of hi storical transformation. 

53. It seems to  me that Lichtheim is wholly correct when, in speaking of Engel s "  
dialectical materialism, he says :  

The resulting medley of philosophy and science constitutes what has come t o  be known 
as 'dialectical materialism' : a concept  not present in the original l\larxian version, and 
indeed essentially foreign to it ,  since for the early l\larx the only nature relevant to the 
understanding of history is human nature. For the later Engels, on the contrary, 
historical evolution is an aspect of general (natural) evolution, and basically subject to 
the same 'laws.' The contrast could hardly be more glaring. (Marx ism,  p. 245.)  

With re spect to  the term "dia lectical materiali sm ," we may note that it seems 
to have been introduced by Plekhanov .  (Cf. Acton, Wha t Marx Rea lly Said, p. 
3 1 . ) 

54. It i s  to be noted that in h is pre face to t he fir st edition of hi s book, Karl Marx's 
Interpretat ion of History ,  M. M. Bober sa ys :  " In  thi s e ssa y Marx and Engel s are 
treated like one personality . "  

55 .  A n ti-Dilhring, p. 1 55 . 
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56 .  Ludwig Feuerbach , p. 5<1. Earlier, in a review of Marx's Con trib u t ion to a 
Crit iq ue of Polit ica l Econ omy, Engels offered the following appreciation of Hegel 
-which, in my opinion, illustra tes the difference between his own relationship 
to Hegel and that of Marx : 

Was Hegel's Denkweise vor der aller andern Philosophen auszeichnete, war der enorme 
historische Sin n ,  der ihr zugrunde lag . . . .  Er war der erste, der in die Geschichte eine 
Entwicklung, einen innern Zusammenhang nachzuweisen versuchte, und wie sonderbar 
uns auch manches in seiner Philosophic der Geschichte jetzt  vorkommen mag, so ist 
die Grossartigkeit der Grundanschauung selbst heute noch bewundernswert .  ( Werke, 
XIII ,  473-74.) 

57. Ludwig Feuerbach, p. 55 .  

58 .  Ib id . ,  p. 37. 
There is one brief passage in Capital in which Marx himself contrasts a correct 

form of materialism with "the abstract materialism of natural science, a material
ism that  excludes history and its process" (I, 406, note 2 ) .  This phrase would seem 
to suggest that :Marx advoca ted "dialectical materialism, " a scientific materialism 
that would apply dialectical concepts to the physical world. While there is noth
ing to exclude the possibility that  Marx would have subscribed to Engels's views 
in this respect, the passage itself does not warrant that inference. Both its context 
and the sentence as a whole make it clear that the specific criticism of " the 
abstract materialism of natural science" which Marx is here expressing is its 
failure to deal with human  history, the history of human social relations. 

59. A n t i-Dii hring, p. 2 7. Cf. also, pp. 28 ff. 

60. A n t i-Diihring, p. 155 .  For a suggestive discussion of the multiform meanings 
of the negation of the negation in Engels, cf. Hook, Reason ,  Social My ths, and 
Democracy, pp.  184-95. For Hook's criticism of dialectic as explanation, i b id . ,  
pp. 195-2 26  and 250-66. 

6 1. "Thanks to these three great discoveries [the discovery of the cell, the trans
formation of energy, and the Darwinian theory] and the other immense advances 
in natural science, we have now arrived a t  the point where we can demonstrate as 
a whole the inter-connection between the processes in nature not only in par
ticular spheres but also in the inter-connection of these particular spheres them
selves, and so can present in an approxima tely systema tic form a comprehensive 
view of the inter-connection in nature by means of the facts provided by empirical 
natural science itself." (Ludwig Feuerbach , p. 56.) 

62. A nt i-Dilhring, p. 30. 

63. Ludwig Feuerbach , p. 2 2 . 
As this quotation suggests, Engels (like Hegel) assumed that the later stages in 

a dialectical development are always of higher worth than the earlier : while no 
mora:i ty has an absolute validity, that which represents the forces which lead to 
the overthrow of the present and give shape to the future, is the higher form of 
morality. (Cf. A n ti-D ii h ring, p. 104.) 

64 .  In a brief communication in Encou n ter (March, 1967),  bearing the heading 
"From Hoax to Dogma : A Footnote on Marx and D arwin, " Shlomo Avineri sug
gests that the parallel between l\ Iarx and Darwin which Engels emphasized, and 
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which la ter Marxis ts and an ti-Marxis ts have taken f or gran ted, ac tually or igina ted 
as "a hoax. " He bases this in terpre ta tion on a le tter from Marx to Engels (De
cember 7, 1 86 7) which sugges ts in de tail h ow Engels should rev iew Das Kapital 
in order to place tha t rev iew in a jou rnal ed i ted by a l iberal who was a grea t ad
mirer of the Darwin ian theory. The le tter does es tabl ish tha t the rev iew mus t be 
termed "a hoax." Howe ver, i t  does not  of i tself es tablish wha t Marx's own a tt i tude 
toward Darwin and Darwin ism ac tually was . W i th respec t to tha t ques tion, I 
wholly agree w i th Av iner i tha t Engels was an en thus ias tic Darwin ian (excep t for 
Darwin 's rel iance on Mal thus ian doc tr ine), and tha t Marx was not. However, 
Av iner i badly overs ta tes h is case w i th respec t to this d ifference. 

In the firs t place, Marx 's le tter to Engels, da ted December 19, 1 860, was more 
pos i tive in i ts tone than Av iner i's descr ip tion of i ts con ten t would lead one to 
bel ieve . Marx ac tually sa id of the Origin of Species: "Obgleich grab engl isch 
en tw ickel t, is t d ies das Buch, das d ie na turh is tor ische Grundlage f ilr unsere 
Ans ich t en thal t. "  Tha t s ta temen t can scarcely be charac ter ized as merely express
ing the v iew tha t the book " is very helpful. " In the second place Marx in effec t 
repea ted h is or ig inal appra isal of Darwin in Capital i tself . In a ttemp ting to 
analyze the d ifference be tween " tools " and "mach ines," and in speaking of the 
need for a h is tory of technology, Marx says: "Darw in has in teres ted us in the 
h is tory of Nature's Technology, i.e., in the f orma tion of the organs of plan ts and 
animals, which organs serve as ins trumen ts of produc tion for sus tain ing l ife. Does 
not  the h is tory of the produc tive organs of man, of organs tha t are the ma terial 
basis of all soc ial organ iza tion, deserve equal a tten tion ?" (Capital, I, 406, n. 2 ). In 
short, the Darwinian problem was seen by Marx as analogous to a fundamen tal 
problem in h is own theory, bu t one wh ich he d id not  h imself a t temp t to solve . 
To be sure, ne ither in th is passage n or elsewhere does Marx sugges t tha t the 
Darwin ian theory should be appl ied in h is tor ical analys is, nor tha t soc ial change 
is to be cons trued as an ex te ns ion of the processes of biolog ical evolu tion; how
ever, a parallel was drawn be tween Marx ism and Darw in ism. I t  rema ined f or 
Engels to asser t tha t th is was more than a parallel, tha t the two theor ies were 
rooted in a common s oil- the d ialec tical vers ion of ma terial ism . 

CHA PTER 5. EVOLUTION AND PROGRESS 

1. Cf. "The Sc ien tific Background of Evolu tionary Theory in B iol ogy," journal 
of the History of Ideas, XVIII ( 1 957), 34 2-6 1. Repr in ted in W iener and Noland, 
Roots of Scientific Thought, New York: Basic Books, 195 7. 

2 .  Cf. the f ollow ing pos tscr ip t which appears in a le t ter which Darw in wrote to 
Lyell at the time he was preparing to send a manuscrip t  of the Origin of Species 
to h is publ isher, Murray :  
P.S .  \Vould you advise me to tell Murray that my book is not more unorthodox than 
the subject makes inevitable. That I do not discuss the origin of man. That I do not 
bring in any discussion about Genesis, &c., &c., and only give facts and such conclusions 
from them as seem to me fair. . . .  (T,ife and Letters of Darwin,  I, 507). 

Cf . also Descent of Man, p. 1 .  

3. Origin of Species, p .  559 .  (The reference to Spencer does not  appear in the firs t  
ed ition, bu t the purpor t of the passage was the same .) 

In h is au tobiogr aph ic al accoun t of h is l ife, Darwin s ta ted  th at he had been 
convinced tha t  the evolutionary doc trine appl ied to man as soon as he had be 
come convi nced of i ts tru th wi th respec t to other spec ies (i.e ., in 1 83 7  or 1 83 8) .  
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It was therefore a matter of intellectual honesty, he felt, to add the above para
graph in the Origin of Species. (Cf. Life and Let ters of Darwin , I, 75-76; also, I I , 
58.) In that paragraph, Darwin was of course referring to the first edition of 
Spencer 's Principles of Psycho logy ,  which had appeared in 1855. The second edi
tion, which formed part of Spencer ' s  "Synthetic Philosophy,"  was radically al
tered, and did not appear until 1870. 

4. I do not wish to deny importance to the metaphysical background which Love
joy traced in The Grea t  Chain of Being. (Cf. especially Ch. VI I I  on eighteenth
century biology and Ch. I X  on the temporalization of the concept of a Chain of 
Being.) For example, one can see thi s  influence in Lamarck, who explicitly related 
his doctrine to Bonnet' s  view "that there exists a sort of scale or graduated chain 
among living bodies" (Zoo logica l Ph i losophy,  p. 1 2 ). Furthermore, Lamarck's 
own theory rested on the assumption that " in all nature' s  works nothing is done 
abruptly, but that she acts everywhere slowly and by successive stages" ( ib id . ,  p. 
46). This temporal form of the axiom na tura non  fac i t  sa l tum doubtless owed a 
great deal to the conception of a Great Chain of Being, but it can also be inter
preted as an expression of the uni form and constant action of laws of nature. Such 
a conception did play an important role in Lamarck's  thought, and in the case 
of Darwin it i s  obvious that the expression na turn n on faci t  sal tum must be so 
interpreted. For example, when he spoke of it as a canon which "every fresh addi
tion to our knowledge tends to confirm" (Origin of Species, p. 540) , he explicitly 
connected its truth with the uni form and constant laws of variation and natural 
selection (cf. also Origin of Species, p. 304) .  The difference between the static 
conception of na tura non faci t  sa l tum,  which had been connected with the 
doctrine of a Great Chain of Being, and its temporal interpretation as due to the 
constant action of the laws of nature can be clearly seen in Darwin's di scussion of 
the theory of classification. (Cf. Origin of Species, Ch. XIV, especially pp. 4 76 
and 482-84. )  

5. The foregoing considerations seem to me to have been overlooked by Kenneth 
Bock when he argued that Darwin's acceptance of minute steps in evolutionary 
change was not dictated by available evidence, but that it derived from the 
doctrine natura non  faci t  sa l tum .  Bock is indeed correct that it found no support 
in the evidence provided by the geological record, but i f  Darwin's views regarding 
variation and regarding inheritance are taken into account, it is surely under
standable why he should have cited the imperfection of the geological record as 
the reason for our failure to find minute, intervening steps in the course of 
evolutionary development. (For Buck's discussion, cf. "Darwin and Social 
Theory ,"  p. 1 25. )  

6 .  The relationship between original utility and the existence of rudimentary 
organs was made explicit by Darwin in a letter to Lyell in answer to criticisms 
made by the latter. (Cf. Life an d Let ters, I I, 9.) 

For my reference to the later change in Darwin's views, cf. Ch. I, note 37. 

7. The doctrine that (in Haeckel' s  phrase) "ontogeny recapitulates phylogeny"  
was associated with transformism almost from its beginnings. For example, cf. 
Chamber' s  Vest iges of the Natura l  History of Crea t ion ,  pp. 149-5 1. In thi s  con
nection it may be remarked that the very title of Chambers's anonymous book 
was a significant clue to its content. 

8. Origin of Species, pp. 557-58.  
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g. "On the Comparative Method i n  A nthropology," p .  119. 

10. It was through the i nfluence o f  Franz Boas's attack on  the comparat ive 
method that the u se o f  that method i n  e stabli shing soc ial evolut ion was final ly 
overcome. Boas 's  cruc ial article, "The Lim itat ions o f  the Comparat ive Method o f  
A nthropology " (republi shed i n  Boas 's  Race, Language, and  C1 1 l t 1trc) , was pu b
li shed in 1 893 but it s effect s were not immediately not iceable . Boas' s  pmi tion 
became dominant primarily through it s i nflue nce on  the di st ingui she d grou p of 
American anthropolog ist s  who were hi s student s .  

In  connect io n w ith thi s article, i t  i s  to  be noted that some o f  Boas 's  obje ct ions 
to the comparat ive method might al so be applied to some i nst ance s of Darw in 's 
ow n use o f  that method .  For example, in  t he chapter on  inst inct i n  the O rigin of 
Species, Darwi n 's discussion o f  the slave-making inst inct in ant s assuredly faile d 
to offer ev ide nce su ffic ient to sugge st that the variations o f  fo rm in  th i s  inst inct 
could be use d  to reconstruct a probable li ne o f  desce nt . 

11. On Darwi n 's i ndebtedness to Spe ncer for th i s  phrase, c f. Origin of Spr:cies, 
p. 63, and Darwin ' s  letter to Wallace, July 5, 1 866 (L ife and  Let ters, I I, 2 29-30) .  

1 2. In  speaking o f  the adaptat io ns wh ich mu st ar i se whe n a plant or animal i s  
placed i n  a new env ironme nt, and must there fore gain an advantage over  a new 
set o f  compet itor s, Darwi n said :  
I t  i s  good thus to try i n  imagination to giYe any one species an advantage over another. 
Probably in no single instance should we know what to do. (Origin of Species, p. 79.) 

Yet, o f  course, thi s  is constantly be ing accompl ished in  nature t hrough the work
ing s  o f  co nstant laws. 

The same po int was made by Dar wi n  i n  h i s  184 2  and 1 fLH draft s  of h i s  t heory ; 
c f. Foundat ions of the  Origin of Species, p .  14 and pp . 94-95 .  

13. Cf. Darw in ' s  remarks in  the pre fatory note to the s ixth ed it ion  o f  t he Origin 
of Species (p. xxi i ), in which he g ive s a hi storical sketch of earl ier v iew s regard
i ng the or ig in o f  spec ies .  The same cr itic i sm ap peared as early as l 844 in a letter 
which Darw in wrote to Hooker (More Le t ters, I, 41 ) and i s  repeated in the 
Origin of Species it sel f (c f. p. 1 2 8). Surpr is ingly enough, Darw in fou nd h imsel f 
forced to retur n to it in a letter to Lyell which was wr itten as late as 1863 .  (Cf .  
Life and Let ters, I I, 19 8-99 .) 

14. Cf. More Lct tr:rs, II, 3 76 .  For other discu ssions of the same point, cf. Origin 
of Spec ies, p .  2 2 7  ami Afore Let ters , I ,  2 86, 311, 3 4 1 ·  

1 5. Origin o f  Spec ies, p .  1 29 .  (For a n  explanatio n o f  the insert io n o f  th i s  passage 
as an answer to objectio ns draw n from retrogression  in  t he evolut io n o f  anim al 
forms, c f. More Le t ters, I, 164-6 .5. )  

The same point was most emphatically stre ssed  by Darw in i n  1 86 2  i n  a letter 
answer ing objections rai sed  by Hugh Falco ner . In  that letter he not only reject s 
a law o f  progressive developme nt, he al so reject s the not io n that there is "some 
u nknow n law of evolut io n by w hic h spec ies nece ssar ily change · •  (Afore Let ters, 
I, 20 8) .  

16 . A s  an exam ple o f  a sugge sted  correlat io n between soc ial and pol it ical ch ange s  
and the acce ptance or reject ion of  evolut ionism l m ight c ite some re cent re marks 
of Le sl ie A. Wh ite : 
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It may be significant to also note that evolutionism flourished in cultural anthropology 
in a day when the capital ist system was still growing: evolution and progress were the 
order of the day. But when, at the close of the nineteenth century the era of colonial 
expansion came to an end and the capitalist-democratic system had matured and 
established itself securely in the Western world, then evolution was no longer a popular 
concept. On the contrary, the dominant note was "maintain the status quo" . . . .  

But antievolutionism has run its course and once more the theory of evolution is on 
the march. Again, it may be significant to note that this is taking· place in a world 
which is once more undergoing rapid and profound change. The so-called backward 
nations in Africa and Asia are rebelling against the white man and colonialism. (Foreword 
to Sahlins and Service, Evolu tion and Cu lture, pp. vi-vii.) 

One scarcely knows what to make of such facile corr elations. To attribute the 
original flourishing of social evolutionism to the mood of a growing ca pitalism 
and not to mention th e tremendous int ell ectual im pact of the th eory of biological 
evolution-let alone other influences w hich, as we shall see, one is forced to take 
into account-is to denigrate the scientific seriousness of those who sought to 
establish social evolutionism. Furthermore, White's att em pt ( ib id . ,  page  v) to 
connect the criticisms of evolutionism made by Boas and Herskovits wit !, s pecific 
tendencies in th e history of capitalism, and not to mention their actual political 
and social views, is not only su perficial but grossly unfair. 

It should be obvious that some ada ptations of Darwinism to discussions of 
political issues may be  ex plicable in the gen eral mann er which is suggested by  
White; for exam ple, works such as  Richard Hofstadter's Social Darwin ism in  
A merican Though t mak e i t  a ppar ent that th ere  were  conn ections of this gen eral 
ty pe. However, it should be  equally obvious that th ere  is a difference between 
explaining the rise and s pread  of a scientific theory and ex plaining the non
scientific uses to which that t heory has been put, or might be put. 

1 7. This was one of Darwin's most basic objections to the so-called "Natural 
System" of classification, and he used it as an argument to sup port his own th eory 
of genealogical classification . (Cf. Origin of Species, Ch. XIV, pp. 4 76-84, and also 
his earlier discussion in the draft essay of 1 844, Foundat ions of the Origin of 
Species, pp. 198-213.) So far as I am able to ascertain, Darwin did not shar e the 
philoso phical objections to the r eality of s pecies which one fin ds in, say, Locke, 
Condillac, and Buffon, and which played so large a role in Lamarck's arguments 
for transformism. 

1 8. One can note the effect of this as pect of the Great Chain of Being in La
marck's theory of transmutation: 
Nature has produced all the species of animals in succession, beginning with the most 
imperfect or simplest, and ending her work with the most perfect, so as to create a 
gradually increasing complexity in their organization. (Zoological Ph ilosophy, p. 1 2 6 .)  

The same emphasis on an ascending order of com plexity is found in Chambers 's 
hypotheses concerning the serial order of dev elo pment in plants and animals (cf. 
Vest iges of the  Natura l History of Crea tion,  pp. 145-55, e t  passim),  as well as in 
the anti -transmutation doctrines of Progressionists such as Hugh Miller. 

19. Cf. the quasi-biological but actually psychological ordering of forms suggested 
by Soame Jenyns in the lat e eighteenth century : 
Animal life rises from this low beginning in the shell-fish, through innumerable species 
of insects, fishes, birds, and beasts, to the confines of reason, where, in the dog, the 
monkey, and chimpanze, it unites so closely with the lowest degree of that quality in 
man, that they cannot easily be distinguished from each other. From this lowest degree 
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in the brutal Hottentot, reason, with the assistance of learning and science, advances, 
through the various stages of human understanding, which rise above each other, ti l l  in  
a Bacon or a Newton it attains the summit. (Cited by Lovejoy, The Great  Cha in of 
Being, p. 197.) 

For a brief discussion of the intrusion of psychological criteria into zoological 
classifications, and for references to Isidore Geoffroy St. Hilaire's criticism of this, 
cf. Lyell, Geologica l Evidences of the  A n t iq u ity of Mankind,  pp. 473-76. 

20. It is not to be assumed that the doctrine of the Great Chain of Being com
pletely dominated the classification of organic forms among those who rejected 
transformism. In the second decade of the nineteenth century, in opposition to 
Lamarck, Cuvier attacked the conception of a single lineal series of animal forms 
in Le regne an imal ;  so too did Augustin de Candolle. 

2 1. Darwin used such expressions throughout his writings, but rarely faced the 
theoretical issues involved. There is one point at which he appears to have started 
to do so; it occurs in that section of Chapter IV of the Origin of Species which i s  
entitled "On the Degree to which Organization Tends to Advance."  The section 
begins with what might be construed as an argument for the necessity of advance : 

Natural selection acts exclusively by the preservation and accumulation of variations, 
which are beneficial under the organic and inorganic conditions to which each creature 
is exposed at all periods of life . The ultimate result is that each crea ture tends to become 
more and more improved in relation to its conditions. This improvement inevitab ly 
leads to the gradual advancemen t  of the  organization of the grea ter number of living 
beings throughout the world (p. 1 2 7 ;  ital ics added). 

If these sentences were to be construed as an argument designed to show that there 
must necessarily be a general advance from "lower" to "higher" organisms, it 
would clearly be fallacious, for the improvement of each species is relative to its 
own environment, and the existence of a single directional line of advance in all 
forms of life would not be a necessary consequence of summing these separate im
provements. However, Darwin did not commit this fallacy; in fact, he simply 
abandoned the argument at this point. 

2 2. It was of course possible to claim that the whole of h uman history was a 
retrograde process, and to do so within the framework of theological orthodoxy, 
since moral retrogression would accord with the myth of the Garden of Eden and 
the doctrine of Original Sin. This, as we shall later note, was in fact the line taken 
by Archbishop Whately and then by the Duke of Argyll. In the Descent  of Man 
Darwin discussed their views only briefly, but their earlier impact must have 
been considerable, if we may judge from the necessity felt by Tylor, Lubbock, 
Morgan, and others, to rebut them. I am not aware, however, of any Christian 
theological justification for assuming that the non-human world was marked by 
a general retrograde tendency . 

2 3. Fo11nda t ion.1 of the Origin of Species, p. _r; 2 . 

24 .  Cf. ib id . ,  p. 5 1  and p. 2 .r;1 . 

2 ,5. The view presupposed is, of course, remm1scent of Leibniz :  one can affirm 
that this is the best of all possi hle worlds and yet acknowledge the existence of 
events which assuredly would have to be designated as ev il if they were considered 
in and of themselves. Thus, in the creation of parasites, considered apart from the 
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necessi ty of nature's general laws, evil would ha\'e been crea ted ;  howe\'er, in so far 
as they follow necessarily from laws which work toward good ends, they are not to 
be considered as evil . 

26 .  l have sought to trace th is development in "Darwin 's Religious Views, " .f our-
1111 / of th e  Hist o ry of Ideas, X I X  ( 1 958), 363-78. More thorough, documented dis
cu ,sio11s of t h e  doctrine of secondary causes, of the  views of Lyell and  Gray, and 
also of John Herschel, arc to be found in that  article . (Should the reader wish to 
consult a letter belonging to the period in which Darwin ' s  a t t i tude toward sec
ondary causes h ad begun to change, he might refer to one wri t ten to Lyell in 
1 86 1 ,  published in ivfore L d t n s  of Da rw in , I, l \)3-9,1 . )  

I regret that  I formerly underest imated t he extent to  which, earlier in his 
career, Darwin hacl thought there were posi tive arguments in favor of the 
cluctrinc of secondary causes . It has been my a im to rect i fy that error here, by 
means of my commen ts on the epigraphs to the Origin of Species and on the 
quasi- theological argumen ts which are to be found in the last pages of the dra fts 
of 184 2 and 1RJ . J . 

27. For an influential  expression of this tradi t ional view, t he reader may consult 
a work admired by Darwin, Sir John F .  V\1. H erschel 's  I'rrli 111 i 1 1 ary Discourse on 
the  S t u dy of Nat urn l  Philosophy ,  which was first published in  1 83o�thc 
same year as tha t  in which Comte published t he first volume of  his Cours de 
ph i losojJh ie jJosi l ive .  For Herschel's dearest statements of his views on the subject 
of nature's  laws, cf .  Part I ,  Ch .  I I I , especially sections 26  to 29, 32 ,  and 3 3 .  Comte's 
views will be discussed below. 

2H .  Cf. Sys tem of L ogic, Bk. III ,  Ch. XVI ("Empirical Laws' ' ) ,  I'/ pa.1sim . 

29 .  Buckle may be said to have resembled Comte in this respect .  As he formula t ed 
the issue, the crucial question was "Are the actions of men and therefore of 
societ ies, go\'erned by fixed laws, or are they the result e i ther of chance or of 
supernatural interference?" (History of C ivil iza t ion in Engla n d , 1 , G.)  

On the extent to which others who belonged wi thin the posi tivistic trad i tion 
assumed a necessitarian position which was not always compa tible wi t h  their 
posi tivism, d. my discussion of Cla ude Bernard and of Helmh oltz  in Chap ter 1 , 
p. 1 G . 

It is against this background that we can best understand why the idealistic 
rebellion against Positivism in France took the form of a t tempting to establish 
contingency in nature as well as freedom of the will. 

30 .  Sys tem of Logic , Bk. VI, Ch. X, Sect .  3, p. 633 .  

3 1 . CL especially The Study of  Sociology ,  Ch.  2 .  It i s  of  sign i ficance to note tha t 
lhis brief popular work had a tremendous impact on the development of Ameri
can sociology. (CL the remarks of Charles H. Cooley, quoted in Hofstadter, Socia l 
Darwinism in A merican Though t ,  p. 20 . )  Also, cf. "The Social Organism, " in 
Essays :  Scien t ific, Poli t ica l and Spcwla t ive, I, 2 6G, and Edurn t i rm,  pp. 64-71 .  

For useful references to  the  views of  Comte and Spencer on the  issue of  history 
vs. sociology, and for a general discussion of this problem in the ninet eenth 
century, cf. Kenneth E .  Bork's monograph, Tiu: A cccptm1ce of His tories . 

3 2 .  His  account of these stages is to be found in h is A u t o b iography, 1 1 ,  Ii- di . 
It will be noted in wha t  follows that Spencer ,  unl ike Comte, used the concept 
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of cause, and assumed that every uniform sequence had to be causally explained 
through the operation of some more general law-until the most basic law, 
governing all phenomena, was reached. Stimulated by the doctrine of the con
servation of energy, and by the equivalence and transformation of diverse forms 
of energy, Spencer formulated his ultimate causal law as a law of force . It 
should be obvious that there would have been few positions in the philosophy 
of science more unacceptable to Comte than a reduction ism which attempted 
to find a single all-embracing law explaining why things h appen as they do, and 
expressing such a law in terms of the general concept of Force, which-in itself
is admittedly Unknowable. 

In an essay entitled "Reasons for Dissenting from the Philosophy of i\f. Comte," 
Spencer attacked Comte 's rejection of causal explanation, but a far more detailed 
attack was given by his disciple John Fiske in O u t lines of Cosm ic Ph i losophy,  Part 
I, Ch. VII. However, Fiske gave credit to Comte for inaugurating a revolution 
in philosophy by advancing the thesis that there was a necessary evolutionary 
order of intellectual development. 

33 .  Essays :  Scien t ific, Polit ica l, and Specu la t ive, I, 10. 
An even earlier formulation of his belief in the indivisible unity of the pro

gressive evolutionary series is to be found in the first edition of his Principles of 
Psychology , which he published in 1855 but later thoroughly revised.  One par
ticularly striking passage is the following : 

Thus, it wi l l  be manifest, that from the lowest to the highest forms of l i fe, the 
increasing adjustmen t  of i nner to outer relat ions is ,  i f  r ightly understood, 
one indivis ible progression .  Just as, out of  the homogeneous tissue with which every 
organi sm commences, there ari ses by one cont inuous process of di fferen tia-
t ion and i n tegrat ion ,  a congeries of organs performing separa te functions, but  which 
remain throughout mutual ly dependent, and indeed grow more mutually dependent ;  
so, the correspondence between the  phenomena going on  i nside of the  organi sm and 
those going on  ou tside of  i t, beginn ing, as i t does, wi th some simple homogeneous 
correspondence between in ternal and external affin i t ies, gradual ly becomes d ifferent ia ted 
i n to various orders of correspondences , which are constant ly more and more subdivided, 
but which never theless retai n  a reciprocity of aid that grows ever greater as the progres
sion advances. The two progressions are i n  truth parts of th<: same progression . . . . As 
the progress of organizat ion and the progress of the correspondence between the organism 
and its environment, are but d iffen:n t  aspects of the evolut ion of Life i n  general, they 
cannot fai l  to harmonize . And hence, in  this  organizat ion of experiences which we call 
I n tell igence, there must be that same cont inui ty, that same subdivision of function, that 
same mutual dependence, and that .,amc e,·cT-advancing consensus, which characterize 
the physical organizat ion (p. 485) . 

Spencer was not alone in holding to the doctrine of total evolutionism, although 
he undoubtedly provides the most extreme example of it. One finds that a similar 
doctrine is enunciated at the outset of Haeckel's History of Crcn t ion ,  where he 
says: 

The scient ific theory set forth i n  rorigin of Species] , which is commonly called Darwi n
i sm, is only a small fragment of a far more comprehensive doctrine-a par t of the 
un iversal Theory of Development, which embraces in i ts vast range the whole doma in  
of human knowledge (I ,  1-2 ) .  

34. A u tob iography, II, 13- L J .  
A n  analogy between intellectual development a n d  other forms o f  development 

which appears to be equally fant asti c i s  to be found  in Principles of Socio logy , 
I, 80-8 1, where Spencer compares the processes of bod ily n u trition in lower and 
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higher animals with less intelligent and more intelligent forms of "intellectual 
assimilation. "  

3 5 .  As  a matter of accuracy, i t  should be pointed out that in the comparatively 
early essay which I have quoted, the ultimate cause of evolutionary change was 
not yet formulated by Spencer in terms of the laws of the transformation of 
energy; rather, it was phrased in the dictum that "every active force produces 
more than one change-every cause produces more than one effect . "  (Essays : 
Scientific, Political, and Speculative, I, 37.) However, since Spencer abandoned 
the earlier formulation without abandoning his earlier list of areas in which 
progress was evident, the following criticism should not be considered as biased. 

36 .  "Progress: Its Law and Cause," in Essays :  Scientific, Political, and Speculative, 
I, 9. 

37. Cf. First Principles, Ch. XIV. (For the sidereal system, p. 3 18 ;  for music, p. 
336 . )  

It  might be claimed that my statement of Spencer's method is unfair, since I 
stress only the diversity of instances, and neglect the element of systematic order 
in his argument. However, the order existed more in the table of organization 
of the fields to be covered than in systematic discussion of any of the individual 
fields. Should this be doubted, I ask the reader to turn to his essay "The Social 
Organism" (in Essays :  Scientific, Political, and Specu lative, I, 2 65-307) and note 
the analogies which Spencer finds between the organic and the superorganic. 
His use of these analogies involves a constant shifting in point of reference, for 
some were drawn from embryological development, others from the functioning 
of specific organs in adult individuals, others from the behavior of colonies of 
individuals, and others from the evolution of species. Furthermore, in each 
of these different types of case, he made indiscriminate reference to the most 
diverse sorts of plants and of animals. 

38. Spencer's method of deriving a law which can be applied to complex phe
nomena (in this case, a law applicable to societies) was described by Fiske as 
follows : 

Minor perturbing elements must for a time be left ou t of consideration, just as the 
inequali t ies of mot ion resul t ing from the mu tual at trac t ions of the p lane ts were first 
passed over in the search for the general formula of gravi tation .  The discussion of endless 
m inu te historical de tails must be reserved unt i l  the law of social changes has been 
deduced from the more constan t phenomena, and is ready for induct ive verifica tion .  A 
law wide enough to form a basis for sociology must needs be eminen tly abstract , and 
can be found only by con templa ting the most general and prominen t characteristics of 
social changes . The prime requisi te of the formula of which we are in quest is that i t 
should accura tely designa te such changes under their leading aspect . 

Now by far the most obvious and constan t characterist ic common to a vast number 
of social changes is that they are changes from a worse to a bet ter state of things,-that 
they const i tu te phases of Progress. (Out lines of Cosm ic Ph ilosophy, I I I ,  2 8 1 -82. )  

39 .  Spencer accounted for such cases by pointing out that in both biological 
and social evolution developmental change depends upon a combination of inner 
and outer factors ; thus, forms which remained in equilibrium with external 
conditions would not progress. (For example, cf. Principles of Sociology, I ,  
95-98 and First Principles, p. 588.)  However, if one examines Spencer's state• 
ment of the law of evolution and his application of it to concrete cases in Firs t  
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Principles, one can see that he did not in fact usually make re ference to the ex
ternal factors wh ich should have been t reated as co-respons ible for any develop
ment which took place. 

An answer wh ich, on the whole, must be cons idere d  a more adequate answer 
on the part o f  those who bel ieved in the necessity o f  progress, is to be found 
in the fourth lecture o f  B iichner, Die Darwin'sche Theorie. That lecture makes 
clear how w idespread was the dissat is fact ion w ith the bel ie f in the inev itabil ity 
o f  progress . Biichner's answer to challenges regarding stagnation and ret rogres 
s ion was to deny that progress should be thought o f  in terms o f  a s ingle l inear 
series ; instead, he used Darw in 's s imile o f  the g reat, b ranching Tree o f  L ife. 
P rogress was cla imed  to be clearly discern ible in evolut ion as a whole, though 
not in the h istory o f  each o f  its offshoots. (C f. pp. 2 2 2-23 and 24 7-4 8.) 

40. John F iske, A Century of Science, p. 35 . For a comparable passage from 
Engels 's Ludwig Feuerbach, c f. p .  74, above. 

41. C f. Outlines of Cosmic Philosophy,  III, 2 82-89 .  

4 2. As its t itle indicates, Haeckel attempted to offer a new cos mogony in h is 
History of Creation : or, the Development of the Earth and its Inhabitants by 
the A ction of Natural Causes. Its scope, however, was less broad than its t itle. 
Its princ ipal theme was that the re a re two basic laws which a re the necessary 
consequences o f  natural select ion: a law o f  different iat ion and, second, "the law 
o f  Progress (progressus) o r  Perfecting (teleos is). " It was held that these laws 
governed the course o f  development o f  plants, o f  an imals , and o f  mankin d, but 
the cosmogon ic deta ils were not filled- in. ( C f. vol. 1, ch. XI, p. 2 7 7 .) 

B iichner share d  the same ambit ion to g ive a s ingle comprehens ive evolut ionary 
interpretat ion o f  the worl d  as a whole, and we have already alluded to Engels 's 
attempt to un i fy all aspects o f  real ity through dialect ical materialis m. What I 
especially w ish to call to attent ion in B uchner and in Engels is the manner in 
which they conce ived o f  laws as governing o r  necessitating part icular events . 
For th is purpose I may quote from the pre face to the first e dit ion o f  Force and 
Matter, where Biichner says that the rise o f  the e mpirical sc iences makes it " da ily 
more ev ident that both the macrocosmic and the mic rocosmic worlds obey at 
every state o f  the ir genesis, ex istence, and subs idence, the mechanical laws 
wh ich l ie in the very nature o f  th ings ". (p . v i .) ( C f. also the two chapters in wh ich 
he discusses the immutab il ity and the un iversal ity o f  natural laws.) 

The following passage fro m Engels is a relat ively extreme one, but it does 
illustrate the fact that Marx ists have o ften tended to look upon laws as "con
troll ing" and  "dominat ing" events : 
In the world of nature, where chance seems to rule, we have long since demonstrated 
in each separate field the inner necessity and law asserting itself in this chance. But 
what is true of the natural world is true also of society. The more a social activity, a 
series of social processes, becomes too powerful for men's conscious control and grows 
above their heads, and the more it appears a matter of pure chance, then all the more 
surely within this chance the laws peculiar to it and inherent in it assert themselves as 
if by natural necessity . . . .  and still to this day the product  rules the producer; still to 
this day the total production of society is regulated , not by a jointly devised plan, but by 
blind laws, which manifest themselves with elemental violence, in the final instances in 
the storms of the periodical trade crises. (Engels, Origin of the Family, p. 1 59 f. )  

43 . The follow ing passages from Kidd's Socia l Evolution may se rve to illust rate 
his pos it ion : 
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But let us deal first with the necessi ty for progress . . . .  Progress i s  a necessity from 
whid1 there is simply no escape, and from which there has never been any escape s ince 
the beginning of life (p. 35). 

The inevitabili ty of progress derives, according to Kidd, from the principles of 
rivalry and selection, and he continues: 
Wi th whatever feelings we may regard the confl ict i t  i s, however, necessary to remember 
that i t  is the first condit ion of progress. It leads continually onwards and upwards. 
From this s tress of nature has followed the highest result we are capable of conceiving, 
namely, cont inual advance toward higher and more perfect forms of life . . . .  The law 
of l ife has been always the same from the beginning-ceaseless and inevi table struggle 
and competi t ion, ceaseless and inevi table select ion and reject ion, ceaseless and inevi table 
progress (pp. 38-39). 

And with respect to the inevitability of progress in social development Kidd 
says : 
Nor can there he any doubt that from these strenuous condi t ions of r ivalry the race as 
a whole is powerless to escape. The condi tions of progress may be interrupted amongst 
the peoples who have long held their place in the front. These peoples may fail and fall 
behind ,  but progress continues nC\·ertheless .  For although the growth of the leading 
shoot may be for the t ime arres ted, farther back on the branch o ther shoots are always 
ready to take the place of that which has ceased to advance (p. 57 £ . ) .  

In order to avoid misunderstanding, i t  must be pointed out that Kidd, like 
Darwin, strongly believed in the efficacy of altruism, and that his emphasis on 
competition did not lead him to defend economic or poli t ical la issez-faire. 
For a discussion of Carnegie, and illustrative quotations, cf. Hofstadter, Socia l 
Darwin ism in A merica, pp. 3 1-3 2 . 

The infl uence of Darwin, and of biological analogies, on German sociology 
is discussed in Barth's Die Ph i losoph ic der Gesch ich te, pp. 243-87. 

CHAPTER 6. SOCIAL EVOLUTIONISM 

1 .  For the references to Lucretius (one tacit and one explicit), see A ncien t  
Society, pp. 1 2-13  and 25 ;  for the  reference to  Darwin, see p .  357 .  Darwin's 
discussion of the problem is to be found in the Descen t  of Man ,  II, 3 24-47.  It 
i s to be noted that  in this passage Darwin actually accepted, rather than rejected, 
the theory of promiscuity advanced by Morgan, Lubbock, and McLennan, on 
the grounds that they seemed to have offered adequate evidence for it ;  he simply 
rejected the view that promiscu i ty could plausibly be thought to have been the 
very earliest form of sexual relationship among the remote ancestors of man. 
But Morgan refused even this concession, preferring his own reasoning as to 
what  must h ave been true among the gregarious animals (cf. p .  4. 24 ) .  

I t  i s  also of interest to  note that McLennan's use of  a comparative-evolutionary 
method was quite independent of evolutionary theory in biology. On this point, 
cf. J. W. Burrow, Evolu t ion and  Society, pp. 2 30-34 . 

2 .  For a brief sketch of Boucher de Perthes's contribution, and mention of 
those who had visited the scene, cf. Lubbock, Pre-Historic Times, pp. 34 2-46 .  

An important step in the expansion of the human t ime-scale was Lyell 's 
careful summation of the evidence in Geologica l Evidences of t h e  A n t iqu i ty of 
Man ( 1863), though this work left Darwin uncomfortable because of the reserva
tions regarding the theory of descent which it contained . (Cf. L ife a n d  Le i /as, 
I I, 193-202 . )  
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3. Cf. Life and Letters, I, 2 20 .  

4. Primit ive Culture, I, 3 7. In the preface to  the second  edition, published two 
years later (i .e .  in 1873) , Tyl or sai d :  

It may have struck some readers as a n  omission, that i n  a work on  civilization insisting 
so strenuously on a theory of de1·clopment or e1·olution, mention should scarcely have 
been made of l\fr. Darwin and Mr. Herbert Spencer, whose influence on the whole 
course of modern thought on such subjects should not be left without formal recognition .  
This absence of  particular reference is accounted for by  the present work, arranged on 
its own lines, coming scarcely into contact of  detail with the previous works of  these 
eminent philosophers (pp. vii-viii). 

In fact, the only other points at which Tylor ref ers by name to  Darwin and t o  
Spencer relate t o  specifical ly ethnographic concerns . 

There is one point at which Tylor makes use of language reminiscent of the 
doctrine of competition for survival which had been made familiar by Darwin. 
( Cf. Primit ive Culture, I, 69.) However, as we shall later note (p . 10 8, below), 
Tylor 's usual explanation of progress in institutions depends upon growth in the 
arts and in knowledge, not directly upon competition . 

5. Primit ive Culture, I, 7-8. 
It is to be n oted, however, that Tylor is here referring to  naturalists in general, 

not to  Darwin ; and that he does not pose the ethnographer's task as one of 
accounting for the origin of the species with which he deals . 

In connection with the similarity between Tylor 's methodological assumptions 
and those of Darwin, it is relevant to  note the enthusiasm with which Darwin 
greete d Primit ive Culture. In a letter to  Tylor (whom he ev idently did not know), 
he wrote: 
My dear Sir,- I hope that you will allow me to have the pleasure of telling you how 
greatly I have been interested by your 'Primitive Culture, ' now that I have finished it .  
It seems to me a most profound work, which will be certain to have permanent value, 
and to be referred to for years to come. It is wonderful how you trace animism from the 
lower races up to the religious belief of the highest races . . . .  How curious also are the 
survivals or rudiments of old customs . . .  , (Life a n d  l.etlers, II, 3 3 1 ) .  

As R.  H. Lowie points out, there was the same parallelism of methodol ogical 
assumptions in the case of A. Lane-F ox Pitt-Rivers (History of Ethnological 
Theory, pp. 1 g--20). For an account of the origins of the Pitt -Rivers ethnological 
collection, cf. Tyl or, "How the Problems of American Anthropol ogy Present 
Themselves t o  the English Mind," pp. 90-91. 

6. This parallelism of method is a factor which has been generally overlooked 
in attempts t o  assess the relationships between social evolutionism and the 
theory of evolution in biol ogy. For two strikingly opposed estimates of the 
influence of Darwinism on social evolutionism, the reader may wish to  consult 
Kenneth Bock's "Darwin and Social Theory,"  which minimizes that influence, 
and Morris Ginsberg's "Social Evolution," which em phasi zes it . 

7. As Lubbock pointed out in Pre-Hist oric Times (pp. 424 ff. ), even with 
respect to  relatively recent events the testimony of non-literate people was apt 
to  be grossly unreliable . 

8. To be sure, the re were those who arg ued th at d ifferent races re presented 
di ffe rent species of a common genus, ra ther than varieties of a common s pec ies . 
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However, not only did this view run counter to Biblical authority, but it failed 
to meet the usual tests as to what constituted distinct species. The view seems in 
fact to have been more common in earlier periods than it was in the mid-nineteeth 
century. 

9. Tylor summarized his own view, which was a more cautious version of the 
progressionist hypothesis than was shared by many of his contemporaries, m 
saying : 

History, taken as our guide in explaining the different stages of civilization, offers a 
theory based on actual experience . This is a development theory, in which both advance 
and relapse have their acknowledged places. But so far as history is to be our criterion, 
progression is primary and degradation secondary. (Primitive Culture, I, 38.) 

As he pointed out in this passage, "culture must be gained before it can be lost." 
It is interesting to note that he had earlier, and more briefly, discussed the 

same issue in both the seventh and the concluding chapter of his Researches 
in to the Early History of Mankind. That he should have felt it necessary to 
return to the issue, and to place the discussion of it in a more prominent 
position, shows that the degradation theory had not suffered eclipse in the 
intervening years. 

One finds the same topic discussed in Spencer's Principles of Socio logy, in 
Morgan's A ncien t Society, and in two lengthy appendices to Lubbock's Origin 
of Civi lizat ion, where the arguments of both Whately and the Duke of Argyll 
are examined. It is also discussed, though only briefly, in Darwin's Descen t  of 
Man, I, 174-77. 

10. Cf. his discussion of classification in Ch. XIV (p. 4 84) of the Origin of Species. 
In Geological Evidence for the A n tiq uity of Man, in 1 863, Lyell devoted the 
whole of a chapter to developing the analogy, and Darwin returned to it in 
The Descen t of Man, I, 57- 59. 

1 1 . For one of his discussions of the theoretical problem posed by the possibility 
of multiple independent origins, cf. Researches into the Early His tory of Man
kind, pp. 27 5 ff. 

1 2. In "The Doctrine of Survivals: The History of an Idea," Margaret T. 
Hodgen argues that Tylor's conception of "survivals " is independent of the 
Darwinian view. I should not be inclined to challenge her thesis, nor her em
phasis on the extent to which Tylor was reacting against Whately, but the 
methodological parallel nonetheless remains. 

In his discussion of Tylor, J. W. Burrow points out that both McLennan and 
Spencer had used the concept of "survivals " prior to Tylor, although they had 
not used that term. He speaks somewhat contemptuously of the fact that "it was 
left to Tylor to make survival -hunting one of the major anthropological activities " 
(Evolution and Society, pp. 240-41). I trust that what has been said gives a 
fairer picture of the methodological importance of "survival-hunting." 

13. Primit ive Culture, I, 16. 
It is of interest to note that a clue to the fact that a given custom is to be 

considered a "survival,"  and is in this respect to be compared to a vestigial 
organ, is that it purportedly performs no useful function in the culture in 
which it survives. (Cf. Tylor, Primit ive Culture, I, 71, et passim.) 

14. Pre-Historic Times, pp. 4 27- 28  (italics added). Also, compare the opening 
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paragraph of Lubbock's Origin of Civi lization, as well as passages c ited by  R. H. 
Low ie from Letourneau and from P itt- Rivers (History of Ethnological Theory, 
p. 20.) 

The customs of contemporary savages were also somet imes compared w ith 
fossils, rather than w ith the present descendants of ext inct s pec ies. For example, 
in d iscuss ing Morgan 's theory of a pr im it ive state of promiscu ity, Engels says :  
"The pr imit ive soc ial stage of promiscu ity, if it ever ex isted , belongs to such a 
remote epoch that we can hardly expect to prove its ex istence directly by d iscover
ing its soc ial foss ils among backward savages." (Origin of the Family ,  p. 2 8.) 
Also , cf. Lubbock, Origin of Civi lization, p. 1 .  

15. Cf. Researches into  the Early History of Mankind, pp. 379-80. 

16. In the Mart ineau abrid gment of The Positive Ph ilosophy, one finds the 
following d iscuss ion of one use to wh ich Comte puts the comparat ive method : 

I begin with . . .  a comparison of the different coexisting states of human society on the 
various parts of the earth's surface,-those states being completely independent of each 
other. By this method, the different stages of evolution may all be observed at once. 
Though the progression is single and uniform, in regard to the whole race, some very 
considerable and very various populations have, from causes which are little understood, 
attained extremely unequal degrees of development, so that the former states of the 
most civilized nations are now to be seen, amidst some partial differences, among con
temporary populations inhabiting different parts of the globe . . . .  From the wretched 
inhabitants of Tierra de! Fuego to the most advanced nations of western Europe, there is 
no social grade which is not extant in some points of the globe. (A pud Teggart, The 
Idea of Progress, p. 383.) 

17. From Primitive Marriage, repr inted in Studies in A ncien t History, p. 3. 

1 8. Ibid. , pp. 3-4. 

1 9. A ncient Society , p. 4 2 2 .  

2 0 .  To be sure , Morgan believed that kinship terminology, which no  longer 
represented the realit ies of fam ily organ izat ion , could prov ide a clue as to an 
earl ier form of famil y  organ izat ion. ( Th is ,  in h is system , afforded a parallel to 
McLennan 's interpretation of the past through symbolic acts.) However, even 
were one to accept Morgan's interpretat ion of this ev idence , it is clear that h is 
fairly elaborate d iv is ions of the h istory of mankind from savagery through 
barb ar ism to c iv il ization went far beyond anyth ing that such ev idence could 
confi rm. In fact , the order wh ich he introduced in h is reconstruct ion of human 
h istory rested heav il y on inventions and d iscover ies , and on the subs istence tech
n iqu es assoc iated w ith them ; but the pattern accord ing  to wh ich he arranged 
these mater ials had not been establ ished on the basis of independent ev idence 
comparable to the evidence wh ich was prov ided by  the geological strata in wh ich 
foss il rema ins or  art ifacts were found . 

Morgan 's emphasis on technology and on subs istence techn iques , to gether 
w ith h is assumptions concern ing the gens as a form of soc ial organizat ion pr ior 
to the pol it ical state, accounts for the enthusiasm of both Marx and Engels for 
h is theory of human h istory. 

2 1 .  Researches into the Early History of Mankind, p. 106. Also , cf. Primitive 
Culture, I, 31. 
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2 2 .  Lubbock, Pre-Historic Times, p. 570. In his answer to the Duke of Argyll's 
theory of degeneration, Lubbock u sed the same illustration, though in that case 
it is not entirely clear that he tied the two actually independent princi ples so 
closely together. (Cf. Origin of C ivi liza t io n ,  p. 360 . )  

2 3 . Lubbock perhaps represented a more extreme instance of  th is  tendency than 
did many of the other anthropologists of his generation, for the provincial i sm 
of his moral notions was more rigid than most. Lubbock's attitude was not, 
however, exceptional when compared with attitudes commonly found among 
laymen. 

As one illustration of the narrowness of his views, I quote the opening para
graph of his chapter on religion in The Origin of Civiliza t ion : 

The rel igion of savages, though of pecul iar in terest, is i n  many respects, perhaps, the 
most difficult part of my whole subject. I shall endeavour to avoid, as far a s  possible, 
anything which might justly give pain to any of my readers. Many ideas, however, which 
have been, or are, prevalent on rel igious matters are so ut terly opposed to our own that 
i t  i s  impossible to d iscuss the subject wi thout ment ioning some th ings which are very 
repugnant  to our feel i ngs. Yet, while savages show us a melancholy spectacle o f  gross 
supers t i t ions and ferocious forms of worsh ip ,  the rel igious mind cannot but feel a 
pecul iar sat isfact ion i n  tracing up the gradual evolu t ion of more correct ideas and of 
nobler creeds. 

24. Lyel l argued as follows : 
We see in our own times that the rate of progress i n  the arts and sciences proceeds 

in a geometrical rat io as  knowledge increa.ses, and so, when we carry back our retrospect 
in to the past , we must be prepared to find the signs of  retarda t ion augmen t ing i n  a 
l ike geometrical rat io ;  so that the progress of a thousand years a t  a remote period may 
correspond to that o f  a cen tury in  modern times. ((;eo logica l E,,iden ces of the A n t iqu ity 
of Man, p. 3 7 7-78 . ) 
And Morgan said: 

Human progress, from first to last ,  has been i n  a rat io not rigorously but  essent ial ly 
geometrica l .  This i s  pla in on the face of the facts ; and it could not, theoret ically, have 
occurred i n  any other way. Every i tem of absolute knowledge gained became a factor 
in further acquis i t ions ,  unt i l  the present  complex i ty of knowledge was a t ta ined. (A ncient 
Society, p. 39.) 

25. I wish to reiterate that while it is necessary to acknowledge the influence 
of evolutionary theory in biology on social evolutionism, the latter view not 
only could be held independently of the former, but was so held . For example, 
on the basis of archaeological evidence alone, we find that in 1843 Sven Nilsson, 
in the preface to his Primi t ive Inhab itan ts of Scan dinavia , contended that one 
is unable "properly to understand the significance of the antiquities of any 
individual country without at the same time clearly realizing the idea that they 
are the fragments of a progressive series of civilization, and that the human 
race has always been, and still is, steadily advancing in civiliza tion." (Cited by 
Tylor, Primit ive C u lture ,  I ,  6 2 . ) 

26 .  This was in answer to a criticism made by H. C .  \,Vatson ; cf. Origin of Species, 
pp. 1 3 1 -33 .  

27 .  "There were two reasons why these early anthropologists could not achieve 
a solid success similar to that of Darwin . . . .  The first of these reasons is that 
Darwin inherited a highly accurate, solid, and comprehensive classification of 
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animal s and plan ts which had developed by sy stem atic coi:>pera tion among 
b iologis ts since Linnaeus, more than a cen tury before . As against this, the 
woul d-be an thropologi sts had a hel ter -skel ter mi scellany of travelers' tale s and 
mi ssionarie s' accoun ts, from which ob truded  some pic turesque fea tures . . . 
somewha t like elephan ts' trunk s and armadillo s' armor in pre-Linnean na tural 
his tory . An added di fficul ty bec ame clear only gr adually : the family tree which 
outline s the his tory of life i s  thro ugho ut a one-way affair : once two life forms 
have diverge d  a very li ttle, they canno t ever reassimila te o.- merge again . But  
cul ture, wi thout genes  or  geno type s, and floa ting thro ugh and out  from pheno 
type s, i s  pro tean in i ts so urce s. "  ( Kroeber, "Evol ution, History, and Cul ture," 
p .  1 1 .) 

28 .  Primit ive Culture, I, 69 .  
Tylor' s formal sta temen t of his prngressivis t view reads as follows :  

The present comparatively narrow argument o n  the development of  culture . . . takes 
cognizance principally of knowledge, art, and custom, and indeed only very partial 
cognizance within this field, the vast range of physical, political, social, and ethical con
siderations being left all but untouched. Its standard of reckoning progress and decline 
is not that of ideal good and evil, but of movement along a measured line from grade to 
grade of actual savagery, barbarism, and civili,ation. The thesis which I venture to 
sustain, within limits, is simply this, that the savage state in some measure represents an 
early condition of mankind, out of which the higher culture has gradually been developed 
or evolved, by processes still in regular operation as of old, the result showing that, on 
the whole, progress has far prevailed over relapse. (Primitive Culture, I, 32 .) 

29 .  1011rnal  of Researches, p .  504. Cf. page 205 describing hi s fir s t  con ta ct wi th 
the na tive s of Tierra de ! F uego .  

30 . Descen t of Man, I, 1 70-77 .  

3 1 .  For example, in speaking of  the condi tion s of progress in civilized na tions 
Darwin say s :  

\Ve must remember that progress is no invariable rule. It i s  most difficult t o  say why 
one civilized nation rises, becomes more powerful, and spreads more widely than another; 
or why the same nation progresses more at one time than another. We can only say 
that it depends on an increase in the actual number of the population, on the number 
of men endowed with high intellectual and moral faculties, as well as on their standard 
of excellence. Corporeal structure, except so far as vigor of body leads to vigor of mind, 
appears to have little influence (Descen t  of Man, , ,  1 70). 

In ano ther passage (1, 160), in dealing wi th uncivilized na tions, he al so men tions 
clima te . The lack of emphasis upon the na ture and str uc ture of social orga 
niza tion- though various of i ts a spec ts are a t  times men tioned-i s most strikin g. 

32 . A ncien t Society, p. 1 5 . Al so, cf . Morgan 's pre face, pp . 5-6 . 

33 .  A n cient Society, p .  34, no te 2 . 

34. Cf . Principles of Sociology, I, 97-98 .  

35 .  As example s of the fir st of the se types  of explana tion, most of the phases  
thro ugh which he traced the hi story of religion m ay be ci ted  (Principles of 
Socio logy, Par t I, Cha pter s 9-2 5), as well as hi s trea tmen t of ceremonials ( i b id ., 
Part IV) . Some aspec ts of his accoun t of the rela tions be tween the sexes are good 
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illustrations of his use of the concept of s urvival-needs (e.g., his disc ussion of 
promiscuity in Part III, Ch. 5 ). In connection with an ass umed biological 
parallel as helping to flesh o ut speculative conjectures, one may note his account 
of the family (c f. Part III, Ch . 9, Sections 3 19 and 3 20 in partic ular ) .  

It i s  probably fair to say that the same three types o f  mechanism were invoked 
by Spencer in his sociological explanations from the very beginning of his 
career. For example, in Social Statics, the first may be ill ustrated by his account 
of the relationship between general conditions of life and the development of 
social sympathy (c f. pp. 44 8-5 1 ) ;  the second is present throughout his discus 
sion of the need for adaptation as basic to human life and progress (e.g., Part I, 
Ch. 2 ) ;  and the third is evident in the analogies which he draws between 
societies and organisms (e .g ., pp . 49 3-97) .  

36 . Principles of  Sociology, I,  5 56 .  

3 7. Like Hegel and a n umber of other nineteenth-century philosophers, Spencer 
conceived of reality as a process. For him the most ultimate laws o f  science were 
not laws of interrelationships between specific types of factors (s uch as mass and 
distance, press ure and vol ume) which had been abstracted from concrete events ; 
rather, they were the most general laws which described the direction in which 
processes flowed. For example, in recapitulating his views, Spencer wrote : 
The decomposition of phenomena into their elements, is but a preparation for under
standing phenomena in their state of composition, as actually manifested. To have 
ascertained the laws of the factors is not at all to have ascertained the laws of their 
co-operation. The question is, not how any factor, Matter or Motion or Force, behaves 
by itself, or under some imagined simple conditions; nor is it even how one factor 
behaves under the complicated conditions of actual existence. The thing to be expressed 
is the joint product of the factors under all its various aspects. Only when we can 
formulate the total process, have we gained that knowledge of it which Philosophy 
aspires to. (First Principles, p. 284.) 

(The fact that Spencer uses the term "Philosophy " rather than "Science" is not 
material in the present context, since the method of explanation which he 
deemed appropriate for philosophy was only a wider extension o f  the method 
o f  science.) 

F urther examples o f  his emphasis on understanding phenomena through view
ing them in this historical manner, as aspects o f  a process o f  change, are to be 
fo und in the opening pages o f  the subsequent chapter o f  First  Principles, on 
"Evolution and Dissol ution. " 

3 8 . Primitive Culture, I, 2 .  

39. Ibid., I ,  5. 

40. Ibid., I, 5 .  

4 1. C f. Ibid., I,  5-9. 
Tylor 's attempt to establish causal connections between specific elements of 

c ulture is mostly clearly seen in a paper p ublished in 1 889 in the Journal of the 
Royal An thropologica l Insti tute entitled "On a Method of Investigating the 
Developing o f  Institutions; Applied to Laws o f  Marriage and Descent ." In it 
he attempted to show that statistical methods can be applied in the same manner 
in anthropology as in other sc iences, serving to establish linkages between species 
of facts . While Tylor di d  attempt to use these causal linkages as a basis for 
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reconstruct ing a developmental sequence, this merely re inforces the point 
which I here w ish to make : he held it to be the task of ethnograph ical inquiry 
to establish the d irect ion in which change had in each case proceeded, and he 
d id not assume that there was any general law wh ich served to define what that 
d irect ion would be. 

4 2. In the opening chapters of both Researches in to  the  Early History of Man
kind and Primit ive Culture, Tylor explic itly ra ised the question of whether 
s imilarit ies among the elements of culture in d ifferent soc iet ies are to be treated 
as result ing from independent invent ion or h istorical contact. He accepts the 
fact that both may occur. And throughout h is works one finds h im interested in 
which of these means should be used to explain the s imilarit ies which he noted. 
(For example, cf. h is Researches into  the Early History of Mankind, p. 2 04 and 
p 2 74 ;  also h is much later lecture, " How the Problems of American Anthro 
pology Present Themselves to the Engl ish Mind," pp. 86-9 0.) 

4 3. For example, see Researches into  the  Early History of Mankind, p. 3, 
where he states the method wh ich he w ill follow in Chapters II to V and in 
Chapter VI of that work. On magic and the assoc iat ion of ideas, cf. ib id., pp. 
11 6-39 ; Primi t ive Culture, I, 115-16; "On Traces of the Early Mental Cond it ion 
of Man," pp. 39 6-9 8. 

44. The clearest statements regard ing Tylor 's evolut ionary v iew of rel igion are 
to be found in the latter half of Chapter XVII of Primit ive Cul ture . It is in the 
very same discuss ion that one can best see that he is not attempt ing to formulate 
a un iversally applicable, irreducible law of h istor ical sequences. (For example, 
cf. II, 336, as well as h is treatment of forms of dual ist ic relig ion in that chapter.) 

45. Cf. Researches in to  the  Early History of Mankind, pp. 190-91 and 374-75. 

46. Cf. "On Traces of the Early Mental Condit ion of Man," p. 391. 

4 7. Cf. A n thropology, pp. 407-8. This v iew regard ing advance in moral ity is far 
less caut ious and more sanguine than Tylor 's treatment of the same subject in 
Primit ive Culture (cf. I, 2 8-31). However, it need not be taken as represent ing  
e ither the results of popularization or  an alterat ion in v iew, for the earl ier, more 
caut ious statement d id in fact end w ith the following  conclus ion: 
Altogether, i t  may be admitted that some rude tribes lead a l i fe to be envied by some 
barbarous races, and even by outcasts of higher nations . But that any known savage 
tribe would not be improved by judicious civilization, i s  a proposi tion which no moralist 
would dare to make ; while the general tenour of  the evidence goes far to justify the 
view that on the whole the civil ized man is not only wiser and more capable than the 
savage, but also better and happier, and that the barbarian stands between. 

48. Cf. Primit ive Culture, II, 445 and 451-5 3 ;  also, "On Traces of the Early 
Mental Condit ion of Mank ind," p. 39 8. 

49. Researches in to  the Early History of Man kind, p. 2 .  

50. A Century of  Science, pp. 29-30. 

51. Ibid., p. 33. 
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5 2 .  For example, Spencer opens a discussion o f  the special creationist doctrine, 
as applied to life, in the following way : 

Early ideas are not usually true ideas. Undeveloped intellect, be it that of an indi
vidual or that of the race, forms conclusions which require to be revised and re-revised, 
before they reach a tolerable correspondence with realities . . . .  

I f  illustrations be needed, the history of every science furnishes them. The primitive 
notions of mankind as to the structure of the heavens, were wrong ; and the notions 
which replaced them were successively less wrong . . . . The interpretations of mechanical 
facts, of meteorological facts, of physiological facts , were at first wrong. In all these 
cases men set out with beliefs which, if not absolutely false, contained but small amounts 
of truth disguised by immense amounts of error. 

Hence the hypothesis that living things resulted from special creations, being a 
primitive hypothesis, is probably an untrue hypothesis. (Princip les of B iology , I ,  333-34.) 

53 .  These two passages come from Morley, On Compromise, pp. 28-3 1 .  
It i s  of interest to note that Herbert Spencer, who used a genealogical method , 

defended it as follows : 
Inquiring into t he pedigree of an idea is not a had means of roughly estimating its 

value. To have come of respectable ancestry, is prima fa cie evidence of worth in a belief 
as in a person; while to be descended from a discreditable stock, is in the one case as 
the other, an unfavourable index .  The analogy is not a mere fancy. Beliefs, together 
with those who hold them, are modified little by little in successive generations; and as 
the modifications which successive generations of the holders undergo do not destroy 
the original type, but only disguise and refine it, so the accompanying alterations of 
belief, however much they purify, leave behind the essence of  the original belief. (Essays, 
Scien t ific, Polit ica l, a n d  Specu la t ive ,  I, 208.) 

CHAPTER 7 . H ISTORI CISM : A CRITICA i .  APPRAISA i .  

1 .  The term "holism, " as used i n  this connection, is  Popper ' s  rather than 
Berlin's. Popper characteri zes its meaning in the following way : 

[According to holists, ]  the objects of sociology, social groups, must never be regarded 
as mere aggregates of persons .  The social group is m ore than the mere sum total 
of its members, and it is also m ore than the mere sum total of the merely personal 
relationships existing at any moment between any of its members. (Poverty of Historicism , 
p. 17.) 

In the writings of Popper and others, "methodological individuali sm" is  
usually taken to be the antonym of "holism."  

2 .  As I have elsewhere endeavored to  show, not every social theory which con
forms to Popper's definition of holism need involve an acceptance of laws of 
directional change. (Cf. "Societal Laws," Bri t ish Journa l for t he  Ph i losophy of 
Science, VIII [ 1957], 2 1 1 -2 4 . )  For this reason, I believe that Popper's general 
attack on holism is to some extent beside the point, so far as historicism is 
concerned. However, thi s  does not affect the validity of those of his arguments 
which are specifically directed against the existence of laws of directional 
change. Those arguments and my own run along parallel lines ; however, the 
forms in which they are cast di ffer rather markedly . 

3 .  The problems connected with holism which were of special concern to 
Isaiah Berlin will later arise in connection with my discussion of "Organicism" 
in Part III of this book. 
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4 .  I borrow this from Bergmann and Spence, "Operationism and Theory Con
struction, " as reprinted from the Psychologica l Review ( 1 94 1 )  in l\Ielvin H .  Marx :  
Psychological Theory,  p. 57. 

5. I select these examples from Hempel, Ph ilosophy of Na tura l  Science, p. 54, 
who cited them in a group of standard examples of natural  l aws. In the same 
group he a lso cited l aws which were phrased in terms of quantitative rela
tionships. It seems to me correct not to draw a distinction between the two sets 
of cases, even though our ability to state a law in quantitative terms wil l greatly 
aid us in inferring the precise nature of its consequences when it is applied in 
concrete cases. 

It might be held that the second of the foregoing examples (viz. the l aw 
concerning magnets) is neither a functiona l  l aw nor a l aw of directional  change. 
I believe that it can best be interpreted as derivative from functional  l aws, and 
that it is surely not a l aw of directiona l  change. l\Iy  interest in it in the present 
context is confined to the fact that it affords a clear example of a l aw which is not 
quantitative in character. 

6. It is tempting to try to state the difference in terms of whether or not time 
enters into the relationship as one of its variables, and this was the way in 
which it was stated by Edgar Zilsel in his interesting article, "Physics and the 
Problem of Historico-Sociological Laws" (p .  573) . I previously attempted to 
delineate the difference in a similar way. However, as the fol lowing discussion 
wil l  suggest, such a formulation is inadequate. 

A formulation of the difference which parallels that which is here given is 
to be found in L. J. Goldstein's distinction between rausal and developmen tal 
theories in anthropology. (Cf. "Theory in Anthropology: Developmental or 
Causal ?", pp. 1 54-55, et passim.) 

Arthur W. Burks has pointed out to me that one can formulate physical l aws, 
such as those which concern the path of a beam of light, in terms of either a 
causal theory or a min imizing theory (viz., in terms of angles of incidence and 
reflection, or in terms of minimizing the time of transit) ; and that the two formu
lations would be equivalent. Burks suggests that the differences between me
chanical and teleological explanations in biology may be of this kind. (Cf. his 
forthcoming book Cause, Chance, and Reason ,  Sect. 4 . 2 . 2 . ) Whether or not this 
suggestion is correct, the distinction which he draws is different from that which 
I am drawing in distinguishing between functiona l  and directiona l  l aws : his 
is actual ly a distinction between two types of functional l aw. This can be seen 
in Burks's own formulation. The path which a beam of light fol lows is explained 
on the minimizing theory in terms of "the l aw of least times" ;  that law, 
however, is not (in my sense) a directional l aw since it does not define a par
ticular direction of change (viz. the actual path of this beam of light, or of any 
beam of light), but states a general  condition to which any path of a beam of 
light, regardless of its direction, wil l  conform. 

7. t = 21r\) //g, where g stands for the acceleration of a freely fa l ling body. 

8. For a brief statement of the notion of a functional l aw, and of the two sub
types here under consideration (as represented, for example, by Boyle's law and 
by Galileo's l aw), cf. Nagel, Struc ture  of Science, pp. 77-78. The distinction 
between these sub-types is often formulated as a distinction between "laws of 
coexistence" and " laws of succession" (cf. Hempel, Aspects of Scien t ific Explana
tion, p. 352 ) .  The use of the latter phraseology unfortunately blurs the dis-
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tinction between the general characteristics of functional laws and the class of 
laws which Nagel calls "developmental" and which I am designating as "direc
tional." 

Gustav Bergmann 's more complex classification, in which he distinguishes 
cross-sectional laws, process laws, developmental laws, and historical laws, raises 
a number of important points with respect to my treatment of the following 
issues, but I shall not undertake to discuss them. It is only essential to point 
out the following: ( 1) what he calls "process laws," I call "functional laws," and 
what he calls "developmental laws," I call "directional laws"; ( 2 )  if what 
follows is sound, it would strongly argue in favor of Bergmann's own prognosis 
that what he terms "historical laws" will prove to be expendable, being reducible 
to process laws, at least in all cases which are relevant to history, the social 
sciences, and psychology. 

9. De Saussure's contrast between synchronic and diachro n ic approaches in lin
guistics has become most familiar through its use by theoretical anthropologists; 
it seems to have been introduced into anthropology by Radcliffe-Brown. Within 
anthropology, however, it has led to some unfortunate controversies; for example, 
the charge has often been made that a synchronic approach necessarily neglects 
factors which bring about change. I therefore prefer the term "functional" to 
"synchronic, "  since (as we have seen) one class of functional laws does explicitly 
take into account rates of change. I also prefer to avoid the term "diachronic," 
since what have usually been called diachronic studies have not usually been 
concerned with establishing laws concerning successive states: for the most part, 
they have been attempts to trace individual sequences of change. 

10 . I assume that neither the law of the conservation of energy nor the law of 
increasing entropy are empirical laws, in spite of the importance of their conse
quences for empirical science. 

However, there is some reason to think that the primacy which I shall assign 
to functional laws in other cases had a parallel in the formulation and the earlier 
interpretations of the second law of thermodynamics. (Cf. Mach's historical 
essay "On the Principle of the Conservation of Energy," especially Sect. III 
[Popular Scient ific Lectures, pp. 160-65] . Also, cf . Lord Kelvin's "On a Uni
versal Tendency in Nature to the Dissipation of Energy," and his analysis of 
Carnot's theory in his earlier paper "On the Dynamical Theory of Heat," 
especially Sections 7-- 14 .  The latter papers are contained in the first volume of 
Lord Kelvin's Mathemat ical and Physica l Papers . )  

1 1 . Cf. Rufus, "Kepler as an Astronomer, " pp. 19-2 1. Also, Holton, ".Johannes 
Kepler's Universe," pp. 199-200. 

1 2 . However, as modern linguists have pointed out, the changes formulated in 
Grimm's law are "merely historical," applying to a particular set of sound 
changes in a particular language, or group of languages, over a given period 
of time. For example, Sapir points out that "a phonetic law applying to a par
ticular sound in the history of English applies only to that sound within a 
given period of time and by no means commits itself to the development of 
the same sound in other languages" (Sapir, Selected Writings, p. 7 2). (Also, on 
Grimm's law, cf. Bloomfield, Language, pp. 14 ,  348, and 368.)  Putting the 
matter in the brief technical form which we owe primarily to Nelson Goodman, 
Grimm's so-called "law" would not qualify for designation as a law because (as 
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Sapir points out) it would not serve to  support subju nctive conditionals , i .e .  
statements of the form " If the re were to  be a n  x ,  it would be followed by a y . " 
(For a brief statement concerning this re qui rement of a natural law , cf . Hempel , 
Philosophy of Natural Science, pp . 55-57 .) 

A more recent example in  whic h some pe rsons have been strongly tempted 
to hold  that it is possible to f ormulate basic la ws of directional change , is to  be 
found in  discussions of stages in economic g rowth .  While I should  not be incli ned 
so to regard them , the reason is di ffere nt f rom that which obtains with refe rence 
to " Grimm's law . "  I n  the p rese nt case , the difficulty is that suc h laws do n ot 
appear to  be i rreducible : on t he cont rary ,  as often formulated, they seem to  
depe nd upon fu nctional laws . To choose one il lust ra tive example from a par
ticula rly well- known  book, consider  the first three factors whic h W .  W. Rostow 
cites as providi ng the fou ndation for his theory of ec onomic growth: each sug
gests that the basis for p redictions of growth  is to be fou nd i n  fu nctional laws . 
( Cf .  Process of Economic Growth, pp . 1 7- 1 8 .) 

Among the cases in wh ich  it has been claimed that i rreducible directional 
laws concerning indiv idual and social behavior have actually been established, 
Piaget's developmental psychology probably represents the clea rest effort to 
formulate universal laws whic h, if t rue , would support subju nctive c onditional 
statements . ( For a useful formulat ion of Piaget's theory ,  cf . J .  H .  Flavell , The 
Deve lopmental Psychology of Jean Piage t . )  

13 . The f ollowing discuss ion must be cons idered  as exploratory only . To  my 
surprise , I have not been able to  find any systematic , e xtensive t reatment of 
the issue by philosophers of sc ience . To be sure ,  others have dealt in more 
detail , and fa r more carefully , with some of the specific issues which will arise 
in what follows: for e xample , I shall deal only ve ry cu rsorily wit h the complex 
issues concerning the cha racteristics of scientific laws . (For more ca reful discuss ion ,  
cf . Nagel , Struc ture of Science, Ch . 4 ,  and Hempel , Aspects of Scient ific Explana
t ion, pp . 26 4-70 , 33 5-47,  et pass im.) However, the relevance of suc h discussions 
to the question of the relations hip betwee n functional a nd directional laws is 
rarely consi dered  i n  a n  explicit fashion: for example , neit her Nagel nor Hempel 
devotes more than a paragraph to this ge neral issue . ( Cf .  Nagel , p .  76 , and 
Hempel 's discussion of Clark Hull on i nte rvening variables , pp . 204-5 .) 

Perhaps the mostly closely related attempts to  perform the same sort of 
analysis which is here u ndertaken are in Popper's Poverty of Historicism (espe
cially , pp . 1 16-30) and i n  Leon J .  Goldstei n 's article , "Theory i n  Anthropology: 
Developme ntal or Causal ?" .  However, each of th ose t reatme nts not only involves 
other issues , but is less ge ne ral than what foll ows . 

14 . The level of abstraction with wh ich I am here dealing is somet imes indicated 
by  saying t hat we should be concerned w it h  the gen otype , not the phenotype , 
when we seek to e xplain eve nts . This a nalogy f rom genetics is suggest ive , and 
should put social scientists on thei r guard as to the danger of t rying to find 
laws whic h apply di rectly to phe nomena such as "revolutions " or "migrations , "  
whic h rep rese nt "phenotypes . "  Nevertheless , I am inclined to  avoid  t he use o f  
these te rms , si nce the di ffere nces betwee n the relations of phenotype and 
ge notype are utterly di fferent f rom the relations between concrete occurrences 
and the isolable factors through whic h these occurre nces are expla ined. 

1 5 . Cf . Ku rt Lewi n,  "The Conflict betwee n A ristotelia n and Galilean Modes of 
Thought in  Contempora ry Psyc hology , "  p .  1 50 .  There is muc h in  the first 
secti on of Lewi n's article that bears on the topic he re under dis cussi on.  
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16. In this connection we may note that  implici t in John Stuart Mill' s  discussions 
of why we do not place assurance in what he terms "empirical laws" is the 
fact that they are insufficien tly abstractive . (Cf. System of Logic, Bk . I I I ,  Ch. 
XVI, especially Sect. 4; and Bk. VI, Ch. V, Sect. 1.) 

In the same connection, and of great relevance to current discussions, I 
might point out that the difficulty which W. H. Dray found in Hempel's 
"covering-law" model of explanation rested on the fact that , in one instance at 
least, Hempel had spoken as if the deductive-nomological model of expl anat ion 
demanded that we find law-li ke generalizat ions concerning such complex actual 
occurrences as migrations . However, as I have elsewhere pointed out, i t  is not 
plausible to expect to find such generalizations in ei ther the physical or the 
social sciences ; the general laws which are of importance to historians are of 
the same abstractive type as functional laws in other areas of investigation. 
(Cf. my article, " Historical Explanation:  The Problem of Covering Laws,"  
History and Theory , I [ 196 1) ,  2 2 9-42.) 

17. To avoid confusion, I should point out that in using the terms "condi tional" 
and "categorical" I am not referring to differences in the grammatical forms of 
sentences : the expression "For any x , if x is A then x is B" is equivalent to "All 
A is B." 

18. I refer to Boyle's law in its original form for illustrative purposes only ; the 
emendations which i t  has undergone do not alter the point here being made. 

19. Zilsel, "Physics and the Problem of Historico-Sociological Laws," p. 567 .  

2 0 .  One can note this in Leslie A.  Whi te's theory, although his emphasis on 
the course of evolutionary development tends to conceal the crucial role played 
in that theory by assumptions concerning specific functional relationships be
tween " the substructure" of technology and " the sociological stratum." This 
ambivalence in his theory can perhaps be most clearly seen in an essay on 
"Energy and the Evolution of Culture, " which is Chapter 13 of his Science of 
Cul ture. 

Similarly, as one sees in Goldstein's cri tique of M. H. Fried's evolutionary 
theory of social stratification and the state, the evolutionary sequence which 
Fried attributes to this range of phenomena rests on functional relationships 
operative at successive points in time. (Cf. Leon Goldstein, "Theory in Anthro
pology : Developmental or Causal?" ,  especially p. 165.)  

It remains unclear how the two types of law, with their fundamentally 
different sets of formal presupposi tions, can be brought together : this issue is one 
to which contemporary evolutionists in anthropology have apparently failed 
to devote their attention. In this respect they differ from Comte and from 
Spencer, whose views on the relations between "statics" and "dynamics" rep
resent, in some measure at least ,  an attempt to come to grips with this problem. 

2 1. Because of his influence on contemporary anthropological theory, I feel 
obliged to point out the error in a statement made by Evans-Pritchard, which is 
diametrically opposed to what has just been said. Evans-Pri tchard says : 
The search for diachronic  Jaws was for a time abandoned in a search for synchronic 
Jaws ;  bu t i t i s  precisely, as  I think Com te saw, the diachronic Jaws which must first be 
established for they alone can val ida te the synchronic laws. (A nthropology and History, 
p. 2 . ) 



NOTES TO PAGES 1 25-29 

Wha tever may be the mer i t  of his in terpre ta tion of Com te on this poin t, this 
s ta temen t is assuredly confused. As i ts con text  makes clear, Evans-Pri tchard's 
real poin t  is tha t, in order to v al ida te a synchron ic law, one mus t observe tha t a 
change in one va riable br ings abou t  a change in the other. Bu t this is a ma tter 
of observ ing (and measuring) par ticul ar ins tances of change; i t  is not  a ma tter 
of es tabl ish ing a law wh ich permi ts one to trace successive s tages of developmen t 
as Com te and others h ad sough t to do. 

2 2. In this connec tion we may note tha t the secon d  law of thermodynamics, 
which migh t be taken as an example of a fundamen tal and irreducible direc tional 
law , is e xplici tly phrased wi th reference to closed sys tems. No soc ie ty, as I 
have jus t poin ted ou t, c an be though t of as cons t i tu ting such a sys tem . 

2 3. This is for example true in the case of Jul i an H. S teward's evolu tion ism 
(cf. his Theory of Cul ture Change, p .  2 7), and in P iage t's theory of develop 
men tal s tage s (cf . Flavell, The Developmental  Psycho logy of ]ean Piaget ,  p. 20). 

24. Cf. Physica, Bk. II, Ch . 1. 

25. Cf. ib id . ,  Bk. II, C h .  8, es pecially 199a7-30. 

26. Lectures on the History of Phi losophy,  I I, 15 7. 
The ]ubi liiumsausgabe  of Hegel's wor ks uses a differen t text wh ich e x

plici tly connec ts his view wi th tha t of Ar is totle; for tha t  re ason, i t  is wor th 
quoting: 
Des Aristoteles Bcgriff von dcr Natur ist vortreffiichcr, als der gcgcnwartige; denn die 
Hauptsache ist bei ihm die Bcstimmung des Zwccks, als die innere Bestimmtheit des 
natiirlichen Dinges selbst. Dass rlic ncucste Zeit dariihcr das Vcrniinftige hergestellt, 
ist nichts andcrcs , als eine ,vicdercrweckung, Rccht fertigung der aristotclischen Idec 
(XVIII, 342). 

27. C f. above, Pa rt  II, Ch. 2, Sect. 2, pp. 4 5-4 ti . 

2 8. Phenomenology of i\1 ind ,  p p. 80-8 1. 
It is in teres ting to note tha t the same view was held by Marx. In the original 

in troduc tion to his Critiq ue  of Polit ica l Econ omy,  which was found among h is 
economic manuscrip ts and publ ished pos thumously, the re is a passage in which 
he claims tha t the s ign ificance of ear l ier ins t i tu tional forms can only be 
understood in terms of tha t in to wh ich they la ter develope d. I shall quote 
this passage in i ts or ig inal form: 

Die b iirgerliche Gescllschaft ist die entwickeltste um! mannigfaltigste historische 
Organisation der Produktion. Die Kategorien, die ihre Verhaltnisse ausdriicken, das 
Verstiindnis ihre G!iederung, gew(ihrt daher zugleich Einsicht in die Gliederung um! 
die Produktionsverh!iltnissc aller dcr untcrgcgangnen Gescllschaftsformen, mit dercn 
Triimmern um! Elementen sic sich aufgebaut, von denen teils noch uniiberwundne 
Reste sich in ihr fortschlcppcn, blosse Andeutungen sich zu ausgebildcten Bcdcutungen 
enwickelt haben etc. Anatomie des l\Ienschcn ist cin Schliisscl zur Anatomic des Affen . 
Die Andeutungcn auf Hiihcrcs in den untergcordnetcn Tierartcn konnen dagegen 
nur verstandcn werdcn , wenn das Hiiherc selbst schon bekannt . ( Werke ,  X III, 636.) 

The English transl ation of th is wor k  (A Con trib 1 1 t io11 to the  Crit iq ue  of Polit ica l 
Econ omy) includes the or iginal in troduc ti on as an a ppendix, bu t the passage 
here in ques tion su ffen, in the transla tion . ( I t appears on page 300 of the trans 
la tion .) In this passage i t  is of in te res t to note not only the s imil ari ty be tween 
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Marx's contention and Hegelian modes of explanation, but also the fact that, 
when thi s  introduction was written, Marx apparently accepted an evolutionary 
account of biological forms. The date of the introduction was 1857-58 (cf. Werke ,  
XIII, 707, n. 402) ;  it was therefore written prior to the publication of the Origin 
of Species. 

As we have already seen (pp. 68-69, above) Comte held a view essentially the 
same as that endorsed by Marx in the foregoing passage. 

29 .  For a passing remark to thi s  effect, cf. Phenomenology of Mind, p. 692 .  

30. This  view was, for example, characteristic of  Savigny in h i s  treatment of  law:  
Diese Erscheinungen [i.e., law, language, etc. ]  haben kein abgesondertes Dasein, es 

sind nur einzelne Krafte und Tatigkeiten des einen Volkes, in der Natur untrennbar 
verbunden, und nur unserer Betrachtung als besondere Eigenschaften erscheinend. Was 
sie zu einen ganzen verkniipft, ist die gemeinsame Uberzeugung des Volkes, das gleiche 
Gefiihl innerer Notwendigkeit, welches al ien Gedanken an zufallige und willkiirliche 
Entstehung ausschliesst" (Gru n dgedanken ,  p. 3). 

That which binds the people into an enduring spiritual substance was held by 
Savigny, and was generally held by others, to be tradi t ion . (For example, cf . 
Savigny's  essay "Die historische Schule in der Rechtswissenschaft, " in Grundge
danken , p. 15 ;  also, cf. Hegel's introduction to his Lectures on the  History of 
Ph i losophy, I, 2-3.) 

3 1 . A similar view was sometimes held with respect to the proper form of a 
Universal History : such a history was not to be a composite picture of each of 
the great periods of civilization, but was to be conceived as having a s ingle 
subject-matter, the development of mankind as a whole. For example, in his 
letter to the contributors to the Cam bridge Modern History,  Lord Acton wrote : 

By Universal History I understand that which is distinct from the combined history 
of all countries, which is not a rope of sand, but a continuous development, and is not 
a burden on the memory, but an illumination of the soul. It moves in a succession to 
which the nations are subsidiary. Their story wil l be told, not for their own sake, but 
in reference and subordination to a higher series, according to the time and the degree 
in which they contribute to the common fortunes of mankind. (Apud Fritz Stern, 
Varieties of History ,  p. 249.) 

3 2 .  The fact that I confine myself to empirical difficulties should not be taken 
as suggesting that there do not also exist methodological and ontological 
difficulties in the views which I am about to criticize. However, if  I were to 
raise these further difficulties, it  would be necessary to offer more detailed analyses 
of the variant forms of this  general type of position, and to take cognizance of 
differences in the basic philosophic presuppositions which were often connected 
with these forms. By considering only empirical difficulties, these complications 
can be avoided. 

3 3. Comte was absolutely explicit on this point : 
La plus importante de ces restrictions logiques, et qui comprend implicitement toutes 

Jes autres, consiste a concentrer essentiellement notre analyse scientifique sur une seule 
serie sociale, c'est-a-dire, a considerer exclusivement le developpement effectif des 
populations Jes plus avancees, en ecartant, avec une scrupuleuse perseverance, toute 
vaine et irrationelle digression sur Jes divers autres centres de civilisation independante, 
dont ! 'evolution a ete, par des causes quelconques, arretee jusqu'ici a un etat plus 
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imparfa i t ;  a moins que ! 'examen comparat if  de ces series accessoires ne puisse ut i lement 
eclairer le sujet  principal, comme je l ' a i  explique en trai tant de l a  methode sociologique. 
Notre exploration historique devra done etre presque uniquement  redui te a l 'e l i te ou 
l 'avant-garde de l 'humanite, comprenant la majeure partie de l a  race blanche ou Jes 
nations europeennes, en nous bornant meme, pour plus de precision, surtout dans Jes 
temps modernes, aux peuples de ! 'Europe occidentale .  (Co1 1rs de ph ilosophie positive, 
V, 3-4.)  

34. A clear instance of this is to be found in his treatment of the Syriac civiliza
tion, as can be seen in the following statement which appears in the Somervell 
abridgment of A Study of History :  

The Syriac process o f  decl ine and fall was suspended for a thousand years by an Hellenic 
in trusion . . .  the 'Abbasid Caliphate merely picks up the thread of Syriac history where 
the Achaemenian Empire had been compelled to drop i t  in the fourth century B.C. 
(I . 263. ) 
For fuller discussion, cf. the original unabridged edition, I, 7 2-77. 

35. While the foregoing does in fact constitute a criticism of the manner in 
which Marx and Marxists have actually interpreted the relationship between 
the substructure and the superstructure of a society, that relationship might be 
reformulated as a functional law which would not be subject to the same 
criticism. Such a Jaw would merely state that there do exist forms of covariation 
between the substructure and all elements in the superstructure, regardless of 
the sources of the changes which occur in the substructure. Since this would 
leave open the possibility that many substructural changes arose out of super
structural elements (as well as having in some cases been due to events in nature, 
or to historical contacts), the legitimate scope of historical inquiry would be 
left unaffected by such a law. 

Whether in fact such a law could be formulated raises other questions, which 
I do not wish to raise here. I have merely attempted to show that, if one admits 
that historical change is not always initiated by some tendency inherent in the 
substructure, this would not necessarily lead one to abandon all distinctions 
between what Marx considered to be the substructure and what he termed the 
superstructure. 

36. In an address entitled "Historical Determinism and the Gospel of Freedom," 
I briefly discussed this fact with relation to what I termed "the time-table of 
history" ; in the same place, I also discussed "the retrospective fallacy," to which 
I shall shortly turn. (Cf. Journa l  of General Educa t ion,  VI [ 195 1], 7- 16.) 

37. As one further striking illustration of this conviction, I might cite the 
following statement from Comte: 

The chronological order of historic epochs is not their philosophical order. In place 
of saying: the past, the present, and the future, we should say the past, the future, and 
the present .  In  truth i t  is only when we have conceived the future by the aid of the 
past that we can with advantage revert to the present so as to seize i ts true character. 
(System of Posit ive Polity ,  IV, 563 . )  

38. Letter to Carlyle, dated 2nd February, 1833, in Earlier Let ters, I, 139. It is 
worth taking note of Mill 's position, since he has sometimes mistakenly been 
criticized for espousing historicism, and also for having confused "ought" and "is. " 

39. As one typical  example of this point of view I may cite a passage from Hegel : 
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Just ice and virtue , wrong·doing, power and \ ice, ta lents and their achievements, 
passions  strong and weak, guilt and innocence, grandeur in i ndividual and nat ional  
l i fe ,  autonomy, fortune and misfortune of individua ls, all these have their  specific 
sign ificance and worth in the field of known actual i ty ;  there in  they arc judged and 
there in they have their part ial ,  though only partial just ification .  \Vorld-history, however, 
is above the poin t  of view from which these things matter. Each of i ts stages is the 
presence of a necessary moment in the Idea of the world-mi nd, and tha t momen t  a t ta ins 
i t s  absolute right in that stage. (Ph ilosophy of R igh t ,  p. 2 1 7 . )  

PART III-THE MALLEABILITY OF MAN 

CHAPTER 8 .  CHALLENGES TO CONSTANCY 

1. For some, the transformation of men's natures was a precondition for reform; 
for others, such as Marx, changes in human nature presupposed changes in 
social conditions. In either case, man's malleability was stressed ; when it was 
denied, that denial was coupled with scepticism regarding the feasibility of 
radical reform. 

2. In contrasting eighteenth-century  thought with what he took to be typical 
of the thought of his age, F. D. Maurice remarked : 

\Ve may easily confound the H u m a n  Nature which was the favorite and common 
subject of study in  the last age with the H u m a n ity which has begun to be so much 
spoken of i n  ours. If we do, I suspect we shall not appreciate the step we havP taken i n  
advance of ou r  immediate predecessors. (Social Morn lity , p .  4 1 5 . ) 

3. As I have pointed out, Popper's claim that  John Stuart :\[ill accepted the 
historicist mode of explanation rests on a misinterpretation of the text which 
he cited. (Cf .  p. 39 1, n. 44,  above. ) \Vith respect to the evaluative thesis of his
toricism it is clear tha t  Mill absolutely rejected it. (For example, cf. his letter 
to Carlyle, cited on p. 11 1 9, 11 . 38 above. )  

CHAPTER g. GENET ICISM : THE AssoCIATIONIST TRADITION 

1. The acceptance of a pluralism of native propensities was an important aspect 
of Bishop Butler's analysis of morality; Thomas Reid's listing of twenty-four 
active powers of the mind was a second extremely influential source of the 
pluralistic nativism against which later geneticism reacted. 

2. Descartes ' s  theory of the passions of the soul had relied heavily upon a 
doctrine of condi tioning, and thus tended, on the whole, toward geneticism in 
this particular branch of psychology ; however, later forms of a physiologically 
oriented psychology tended toward nativism. This is evident in La Mettrie's 
L'homme mach ine;  in Diderot's criticism of Helvetius (cf. Diderot, Oeuvres, II, 
263-456) ; and most particularly in Cabanis's Les rapports du physiq ue ct du 
moral .  

One may also note that one of the major aspects of Gall's phrenological 
psychology was his attempt to overcome the geneticist assumptions of Helvetius 
(cf. Gall, Sur [es fonctions du ccrvcau ,  I, 6-8). In this connection, it is worth 
noting that the influence of phrenology was of sufficient importance throughout 
the first half of the nineteenth century for Bain to have devoted considerable 
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attention to cnuoz mg it in a ser ies o f  art icles which he republ ished in 1 861 in 
h is volume ent itled O n  the Study of Character, Includ ing an Estimate of Phrenol
ogy. 

3. On the se po ints, see my Philosophy, Scien ce, and Sense Perception,  pp. 46-47. 
One may al so note how h is discuss ion o f  the complex idea o f  power leads 
d irectly to a long d iscuss ion of freedom, and the many po ints at wh ich theolog
ically relevant issues ar ise in connection w ith his  treatment o f  the human mind 
and o f  per sonal ident ity. 

4. C f. Locke's dedicatory ep istle pre faced to Though ts Concerning Educat ion,  
which wa s or iginally publ ished in 1693. 

5. In those port ions o f  Locke 's papers which have been ed ited by Lough 
(Locke, Travels in France . . .  ), one finds numerous re ferences to Bern ier, who 
had traveled extens ively in the Or ient, and in Boo k I, Ch. I I I, Sect. 9 o f  the 
Essay we find that Locke c ite s numerou s other accounts o f  travelers, all o f  them 
des igned to show the variab il ity in moral and rel igious pract ices. In th is con 
nect ion we may note that Locke comp iled "A Catalogue and Character o f  
Most Books o f  Voyages  and Travels," wh ich i s  truly extens ive : it covers ju st 
over fi fty pages in the la st volume o f  the 1823  edit ion o f  Locke's Works. 

6. With respect to the body, c f. Section 7; for a discuss ion of the need for tra in in g 
in conduct, c f. Sect ions 3 2  to 36. 

7. In an es say on "The Malleab il ity o f  Man in Eighteenth-Century Though t," 
] .  A. Passmore discussed many o f  the figures w ith whom we shall here be con 
cerned; he too emphasized the importance o f  Locke in th is  development. What 
seems to me to be o f  part icular importance in that e ssay is the emphas is placed on 
the theological background o f  Locke 's pos it ion, and the influence o f  th is back 
ground on others as well. However, Pa ssmore 's concern with the role wh ich 
Locke ascr ibed to custom seems to me to have led to a fa ilure to lay suffic ient 
stress on the contrast wh ich one finds in Locke between the merely customary 
and the true. 

8. Con se quently, th is chapter postdates Though ts Concern ing Educat ion,  and 
the doctr ine o f  malleab il ity stressed in Locke 's educat ional theory cannot be 
regarded as superseding h is dichotomy o f  custom vs. reason. 

g. There is, in pr inc iple, a fundamental difference between those theories o f  
the associat ion o f  ideas wh ich rely on the pr inc iple o f  cont igu ity only, and tho se 
in wh ich resemblance also plays a fundamental part. As we shall note, Hume 's 
v iew d iffered from the v iews o f  most other e ighteenth-century associat ion ists in 
the great importance wh ich he attached to re semblance. Recently, th is issue has 
been revived and has been placed in a more extended context by some Ge stalt 
psychologists. For example, c f. W. Kohler, "On the Nature o f  Associat ions," 
Proceedings of the A merican Ph i losoph ica l Society, v. 84 (1941), 489-50 2, and 
Solomon E. Asch, "A Reformulat ion o f  the Problem o f  As soc iat ion s, " A m erirnn 
Psychologist ,  v. 24 (1969), 9 2-10 2. 

10. Essay , Bk. I I, Ch. XXXI I I, Sect. 6. 

11. Ib id. , Sect. 9. However, a more caut iou s manner o f  speak ing 1s reall y de-
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manded by some of the associations by contiguity which Locke cited. For example, 
the case of the musician which he cites in Section 6, and the grief of a mother 
at the thought of her dead child, cited in Section 13 ,  are cases of association by 
contiguity rather than resemblance, but the characterization of the ideas as "a 
wrong connexion" could surely not be maintained. What Locke evidently had 
in mind were, in the main, the effects of chance and the effects of custom due 
to human agency, not the effects of experience which is founded on a natural 
order independent of us. 

1 2 .  Abraham Tucker, who was by no means one of the more radical innovators 
in this connection, altered Locke's theory at precisely this point (cf. his theory 
of judgment in The L igh t of Na ture Pursued, First Part, Ch.  XI) .  On this basis 
he was led to say: 

I conceive tha t  all our s tores of knowledge, and skill in discerning between one thing 
and another, was acquired, not born with us, but learned by practice : if we had judg
men ts any other way than those above men tioned in our infancy, we have lost them, and 
possess nothing now which was not once a new acquisition (I, 334.). 

13 .  Treat ise of Human Nature, Bk. I, Part I, Sect. vii. 

14. Cf. his Histo irc m oderne, Livre XIX, Ch. XII, where he says of Locke: 
II n'a pas imagine de chercher la genera tion des opedtions de l'ame: ii n'a pas vu 

qu 'elles viennent de la sens a t ion, ainsi que nos idees, et qu 'elles ne son t que la sensation 
transformee (Oeuvres, XX, 528). 

15 .  In the introduction to his Essai sur l' origine des con n oissan ces h uma in es (his 
first work), Condillac criticized Locke in the following way: 

II a passe trop legerement sur l 'origine de nos connoissances, et c'est la partie qu 'il a 
le moins approfondie. II suppose, par exemple, qu'aussi-tot que l 'ame re1;oit des idees 
par Jes sens, elle peut, a son gre, Jes repe ter, Jes composer, Jes unir ensemble avec une 
variete infinie, et en faire toutes sortes de no tions complexes (Oeuvres, I, 1 4). 

16. It is of interest to compare the views of Condillac with those of both Buffon 
and Bonnet, whose relevant works belong to the same period. 

In Buffon's Histoirc nature lle, when he considers man's senses in general, he 
imagines a man fully equipped with the powers of sensation, alone at creation, 
and describes what such a man would experience (III, 364-70) . Although this 
account is not wholly consistent with his earlier account of the role played by 
experience in the case of sight, he did include the perception of o bjects among 
the initial experiences of such a man; thus, he took as given much that Condillac 
assumed to be gradually acquired through successive experiences. One may note 
that Condillac, in his Traite  des animaux,  stood in open opposi tion to Buffon's 
views. 

Bonnet's view in his Essai analy tique sur les facultees de l'dme ( 1760) , is closer 
to the position of Condillac ;  and he too utilizes the fiction of the statue endowed 
with powers of sensation. (As he informs us, he hit upon this method of exposition 
independently of Condillac, but the latter's Traite des sensa t ions  was published 
before Bonnet had written his Essai . )  Bonnet shares Condillac's view that sensa
tion is the sole source of our ideas (cf. Oeuvres, VI, xvi), and that abstract ideas 
are always sensible in character ( ibid . ,  p. 1 12 ) ;  however, he does grant to the mind 
active powers which Condillac's theory of judgment would not have included 
(cf. i b id. ,  p. 135-36). At the same time, his account of sensations, and of their 
effects, is far more heavily dependent upon physiological hypotheses. 
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17 .  As exam ples from He lvet ius a nd d'Holhach, c f. the farmer 's De l'espri t ,  Dis 
course I, Ch . I, or h is De l'homme,  Sect . I I, Ch . IV ; a nd the latter 's Systeme de la 
nature, Ch . V I I I .  

It is interest ing to note how quickly the first works o f  Condillac, Hartley, a nd 
Helvet ius followed one a nother, a ppear ing in 1 746, 1 749, and 1 758 res pect ively. 
Wh ile it may be argued that Helv et ius was inde bted to  Con clillac, it is probably 
correct to  v iew each of the three as inde pendent of the others; however, each of 
the three acknowledges the heavy debt owed to  Locke, and each can be regarded 
as among Locke 's successors . 

18 .  As is ev ident in the introduct ion to O bserva tions on Man , the only s im ple 
ideas which Hartley admits into  h is system are "Ideas of Sensat ion ."  As Pr iestley 
says in  contrast ing Hartley w ith Locke, "Dr .  Hartley supposes that our exter nal 
se nses furnish the mater ia ls of all the ideas of wh ich we are ever possessed, and 
that those wh ic h  Mr . Locke calls ideas of re flect ion ,  are only ideas of so  very 
com plex a nat ure, a nd borrowed from so many ideas of sense, that the ir or ig in 
cannot eas ily be traced" (Hart ley's Theory of the Human Min d, p. xxxiii). This 
was also Pr iestley 's own v iew ( ib id . ,  p. xxxv ) .  However, in h is Examina tion of Dr. 
Reid's Inquiry ,  Pr iestley had misconstrued Locke's doctrine, treat ing it as i f  
Locke had not taken our ideas o f  reflect ion to  be as or ig inal as ideas of se nsat ion 
(c f. op. c i t . ,  pp. 4-5) .  

19 . The relat ion of H obbes to  assoc iat ionism was pointed out by Re id (c f. Works, 
1, 386a), but I know of no ear l ier ment ion of h im in th is connect ion. The term 
"associat ion of ideas " (as the use of the word  " idea " s uggests ) seems to  stem from 
Locke h imse lf. 

20 . Gay h imsel f was obv iously inde bted to  Locke for h is ge neral theory of knowl
edge, and pres umably also for h is use of the term "associat ion . "  How de pe ndent 
h is own v iews were upon Locke 's analysis of ideas ca n be seen in  the follow ing 
statement: 

The ideas themselves about which morality is chiefly conversant . . .  are all mixed 
modes, or compound ideas, arbitrarily put together, having at first no archetype or 
original existing, and afterwards no other than that which exists in other men's minds. 

Gay's dissertat ion, e nt itled "Concerning the Fun damental Pr inc iple of Virtue 
or Moral ity," was prefixed t o  Archbishop King 's Essay on the Origin of Evil 
(1 731 ) ;  it is n ow most readily ava ilable in volume I I, of Selby-B igge, British 
Moralists. The above quotat ion is take n from paragraph 850 of Sel by-Bigge . It is 
to be com pared w ith Locke 's Essay , Bk . II, Ch . XXVII I, Sect . 4 a nd (for Locke 's 
doctr ine of m ixed modes ) w ith Bk . I I, Ch . XXII, Sects . 1 and 8 .  

21 . The memoir of Hartley 's son is prefixed to  later edit ions of the O bserva t ions 
on Man, and the son says that h is father "had rece ived h is first pr inc iples of log ic 
and meta phys ics from the work of that good and great ph ilosopher Locke . "  (It is 
to  be noted that the term "metaphys ics " was commonly used, at that t ime, to  re fer 
to wh at we should  now des ignate as " psy chology ." )  

2 2 .  O bservations on Man, I, 5-6 .  
I n  1 74 7 (there fore two years be fore the O bserva tions) an anonymous a uthor 

published A n  Enq uiry in to  the Origin of the Human A ppeti tes and Affect ions, 
shewing how each arises from Associa tion. (Th is is most readily  available in 
Samuel Parr, Metaphysical Tracts by English Philosophers of the Eigh teen th 
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Century [London, 1837].) Whether or not he was one of "the ingenious Persons" 
referred to by Hartley, I cannot say. However, the anonymous author explicitly 
acknowledges his debt to Locke. It is also virtually certain that he was acquainted 
with Gay's work, since he refers to Archbishop King's Essay on the  Origin of Evil 
to which Gay's dissertation served as introduction. 

2 3 .  My interpretation of Gay's contribution to the formation of Hartley 's system 
is consonant with the account given by Priestley, who attri butes to Gay the 
attempt "to show the possibility of deducing all our passions and affections from 
association" (Hart ley's Theory of the  Human  Min d ,  p. xx i i i ) .  

Gay 's influence on moral theory appears to be greater than is sometimes recog
nized. For example, Bentham's specific classification of the sanctions of morality 
seems to be derivative from Gay (cf. Selby-Bigge, par. 863 for Gay's treatment; and 
Selby-Bigge, vol. 1, par. 379 for Bentham's treatment of the same topic). 

One may also note that Gay's associational account of the desire for wealth 
(Selby-Bigge, paragraph 884) is echoed in Hartley's O bserva t ions on Man in 1749 
(cf . Ch. IV, Sect. I I I ;  vol. I ,  p. 458 of the first edition) , and subsequently finds its 
way into Priestley (Examinat ion of Dr. Re id's  In q u iry ,  1774 , pp. xxix-xxx) , into 
Godwin (En q uiry Concerning Pol i t ica l Just ice, 1793, I ,  p. 4 25) ,  into James Mi l l  
(A nalysis of the  Phenomena of  the Human Min d, I I ,  2 10) ,  and into John Stuart 
Mill ( Ut i li taria n ism ,  Ch. I V, pp. 34-5) .  This sequence is surely not accidental ,  
since each of these writers obviously knew the relevant works of his predecessors. 
For a different, independent explanation of the origin of miserliness, cf. Helvetius : 
De !'Esprit , Discours I I I ,  Ch. X .  

2 4 .  Selby-Bigge, par. 85 2. 

25. Introduction to Part I ,  Ch. I of O bserva t ions on Man ,  1 ,  6. 
In the Trea t ise of Human Na ture, Hume drew an analogy between the associa

tion of ideas and gravi tational attraction (Selby-Bigge edition, pp. 12-13) ; and in 
his Examinat ion of Dr.  Reid's Inq u iry (p. 2 ) ,  Priestley compared Hartley 's ac
complishment with that of Newton. 

The comparison between the principle of association as the basis of all mental 
phenomena and the law of gravitation continued throughout the history of the 
movement. One finds it explicitly stated at two points in John Stuart Mi l l 's pre
face to his father's A nalysis of t he  Phenomena of the  Human Mind .  

26. These are the disciplines he specifically mentions in his introduction to the 
Treatise. One may note how l ightly he passes over questions concerning the gen
eral principles of association in Section IV of Part I ,  contrasting this discussion 
with the detailed account of the resu lts of associations which he offers in Book 
I I ,  when he discusses the passions. 

27. The title of Hartley's major work indicates this interest: O bserva tions on 
Man .  His Frame,  His Duty, and His Expectat ions. In that work, a considerable 
portion of the first part is devoted to discussions of our "intel lectual pleasures, "  
which are of direct moral significance, and to  the question o f  l iberty and necessity. 
The whole of the second part of the work is devoted to theology. 

28. Exa min a t ion of Dr. Reid's In q u iry ,  p. xi ii. 

2 9. O bserva t ions  on Man ,  Part I, Ch. I, Sect I I ,  Prop. q ,  Cor.  5 .  
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30. An interest in practice may also have been responsible (in part, at least) for 
the emphasis w hich was later placed on  association t heory in t he United States 
in t he first decades o f  the twenti eth century . (C f. E. S .  Robinson, Association 
Theory To-Day, pp. 4-5 .) 

31. Locke's use o f  the principle stressed the relations o f  thoughts to one another, 
and, as we have seen, he only utilized the principle in those cases in w hic h t he 
connections were establis hed by custom rather  than reason . The radical nature o f  
associationism a fter Hume can be seen in the fact that bot h Hartley and Helveti us 
(and t heir successors) attempted to explain almost every aspect o f  thought, as well 
as feeling and action, in te rms o f  t he single principle: associations among t hat 
whic h was given in sensa tion . 

3 2. An Examination of Dr. Reid's Inqu iry , p .  1 8  £. This is a point to w hich 
Priestley frequently returns . (For  example, op. cit . , p .  xx and p. 1 1 0 ;  also c f. his 
pre face to his abridgment o f  Hartley, entitled Hartley's Theory of the Human 
Mind, p. xxiv and p. xxxii.) 

One finds t he same point made in more theological terms by the anonymous 
author o f  An Enq uiry into the Origin of the Human Appetites and Affections 
(in Samuel Parr, Metaphysical Tracts, p .  4 8) .  

33. Thei r assumption that this was the case rested on the fact that they, unlike 
Hume, believed that they understood the gene ral nature o f  the process by means 
o f  w hich associations came to be formed: t hey all appealed to neurological 
hypotheses o f  a mec hanical sort, o f  w hic h t he Hartleian vibrations were the most 
famous. 

34. One may also relevantly note t he fact that, in Hume and in Hartley, for ex
ample, associationism tended to st ress the continuity between animal learning 
and t he association o f  ideas in man . A n  a ffinity o f  this sort could not help but 
throw doubt on t he thesis t hat certain trut hs were directly known t hrough the 
native capacities o f  the human mind . 

35. Hartley, O bservations on Man, Part I, Prop . 1 4 . 

36. Ib id. , Cor. 1 2. 

3 7. Hartley's account o f  t he psychological basis o f  morality is more complex than 
Gay's, and does not, in the same sense, rest on sel f-interest . The elementary basis 
o f  his theory (c f. O bservations on Man, Part I, Ch. I I I, Sect . I I I) is to be found 
in t he pleasure or  t he pain w hich accompany other sensations, and w hic h
through association-generate desire or  aversion for particular objects. T he de
sires thus engendered lie at t he basis o f  all o f  the passions, and Hartley uses the 
existence o f  t hese acquired passions to explain w hat he terms "t he intellectual 
pleasures." Each o f  t he types o f  intellectual pleasure bears some relation to t he 
moral li fe, but t he highest among them is the pleasure attac hing to "the Moral 
Sense," that is, pleasure associated wit h moral sel f-approbation (or t he approba
tion o f  others) and pain attac hing to feelings o f  moral guilt (or to the evidence 
o f  vice in others). 

It is worthy o f  note that, in spite o f  accounting for all o f  t he intellectual 
pleasures through the effects o f  association, Hartley takes no cognizance o f  the 
fact that there might be differences in t he experience o f  persons o f  different cul
tures, and there fore differences in at least the forms in whic h these pleasures 
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manifest themselves. One may note, for example, how closely tied to his own times 
he was in his account of the fear of death (cf. O bserva t ions  on Man ,  Part I, Ch. IV, 
Sect. I II, "Of Rational Self-Interest" ) .  

38. Cf. Trea tise of Human Na t ure, Bk.  III, Part II, Sect. II (especially pp. 486-95 
of the Selby-Bigge edition). 

39. Cf. Trea t ise of Human Na t ure, Bk. I I I, Part I I , Sect V. 

40. Treatise of Human Na ture ,  Bk. III, Part III, Sect. VI (Selby-Bigge edition, 
p. 620) .  

4 1 . One may note such a divergence between the implications drawn from asso
ciationism in fields other than moral theory. For example, Martin Kal lich, in 
"The Association of Ideas and Critical Theory" classifies associationist theories 
with respect to their effects on literary criticism : some tend to stress uniformity 
and uphold neoclassical standards, others tend to emphasize diversity and pave 
the way for a romantic esthetic. While there are a number of points to criticize 
in this article, it does document the widespread effect of associationism on 
criticism, and also has relevance to the problem with which we are here con
cerned. 

42 .  Hart ley's Theory of the  Human Min d, p. xxxii. 

43 .  Hart ley's Theory of the  Human Mind,  p. xliii. 

44 .  Cf. De ['Esprit des lois, Bk. XIV, Ch. I. 

45 .  In the first and second Discourses of that work, Helvetius laid down his 
epistemological presuppositions, and his doctrine of interests, which served as the 
basis of  his social psychology. In these Discourses one can note how his sensa
tionalistic presuppositions separate him from the views which Montesquieu held 
concerning the nature of man. (For example, the views of "! 'esprit" and of " les 
plaisirs de l 'ame" which one finds in Montesquieu's Essai sur le gout contrast 
sharply with those expressed by Helvetius.) It is not until the Third Discourse 
that Helvetius reaches the theses for which his previous analyses were written, 
and from that point forward his views must be seen in relation to those of 
Montesquieu, whose work-even while still in manuscript form-he had long 
studied with care (cf. Albert Keim, Helvet i us, pp. 154-55) .  

46 .  Cf. De l'esprit ,  Discours III,  Ch. I ;  also, De l 'homme, Sect. I, Ch. 1 and II .  
Such was also the implication of  Mill 's characterization of  education in his 

rectoral address at the University of St. Andrews. (Cf. p. 448, n. 16, below.) 

47. "Chaque nation a sa maniere particuliere de voir et de sentir, qui forme son 
caractere; et, chez tous les peuples, ce caractere ou change tout-a-coup, ou s'altere 
peu-a-peu, selon les changements subits ou insensibles survenus dans la forme de 
leur gouvernement, par consequent dans l 'education publique" (De l'homme, 
Sect. IV, Ch. II; Oeuvres, VIII, 2 16) .  To this passage Helvetius added the follow
ing footnote : "La forme du gouvernement ou l 'on vit, fait toujours partie de 
notre education. "  

48. De l'esprit ,  Discours III, Ch .  XXX (Oeuvres, V,  69-70). For extended analyses 
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of the effects of interests and of custom as causes of variability, cf. Discours I I, 
Ch. V I I, XVIII, and XX. 

49. Cf. De ['esprit, Discours I I  for Helvetius's recognition of a marked degree of 
pluralism in the standards within any one society. 

50. Cf. his remarks on the differences in that to which the search for glory be 
comes attached in different times and places, i b id. ,  Disc. I I I, Ch. XVI. 

51. De l'esprit ,  Discours I I I, Ch. XXX ( Oeuvres, V, 93) ; cf. Discours I I I, Ch. 1-
IV; also Ch. XXVI. It was on the ground that he overlooked differences in the 
inherited organization of individuals that many of Diderot 's criticisms of 
Helvetius turned (cf. Diderot, "R eflexions sur le livre De ['esprit "  and "R efuta
tion suivie de l 'ouvrage d' Helvetius intitule De l'homme," Oeuvres, I I, 263-456). 

5 2. De l'homme, Introduction ( Oeuvres, V I I, 2 2). 

53. De l'homme, Sect. I I, Ch. I ( Oeuvres, V I I, 155). 

54. It is worth noting, however, that Rousseau 's view was considerably less ex 
treme than that of Helvetius in this respect. In Section V of De l'homme, 
Helvetius attacked Rousseau for believing that there are native differences in 
temperament among men. While Rousseau had stressed the effects of education, 
and while he was regarded by Godwin, among others, as belonging in the camp 
of those who, like the associationists and sensationalists, attributed all formative 
influences to education , Helvetius 's interpretation of Rousseau (including his 
attack on him for inconsistencies) seems wholly justified. As the opening chapter 
of Emile makes abundantly clear, Rousseau regarded human beings as being born , 
like all living things, with inherent tendencies, and the education which a human 
being receives through the actions of others is only one part of his education . 
According to Rousseau, a good education is that in which the effects due to man 
are in harmony with those which spring from nature and from experience with 
objects. Thus, even though he did emphasize a native equality in men, Rousseau 's 
view did not, in general, belong within the tradition in which Helvetius stood. 

55. This statement appears at the beginning of the fourth paragraph of Hume 's 
essay "Of the Original Contract," in Essays, Moral, Polit ical, and Li terary , p. 454. 

56. The Wealth of Nations, Bk. I, Ch. I I  ( I, 1 4). 

5 7. In the preface to his Enqu iry Concern ing Polit ical Justice (1 793), Godwin 
says that he "derived great additional instruction from reading the most con
siderable French writers upon the nature of man in the following order, Systeme 
de la nature, Rousseau and Helvetius. " [The precise wording of this passage is 
slightly altered in the third edition, cf. vol. I, p. ix.] In a new chapter introduced 
in the second edition (1 795), i.e. Bk. 1, Ch. 4, Godwin again acknowledged his debt 
to Helvetius and to Rousseau, and on page 2 75 of that edition, he commended 
Hume, Hartley, Rousseau, and Helv etius. For comments on the relationship be 
tween the thought of Godwin and those with whom we are here concerned, cf. 
the commentary of F. E. L. Priestley in volume I I I  of his edition of Godwin 's 
Enqu iry Concern ing Poli t ica l Just ice. 

The close relationship between the general theoretical framework of Godwin 's 
views and those of Helvetius can be seen when Godwin says : "The actions and 
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d ispos it ions of men are not the offspring of any orig ina l b ias th at they br ing into 
the wor ld in favour of one s ent iment or character rather than another, but flow 
entirely from the operat ion of c ircumstances and events acting upon a facu lty of 
rece iving sens ible im press ions." (En q u iry Concerning Politica l Justice, I, 26-27 .) 

5 8. As is we l l  known, Bentham acknowledged He lvet ius to be h is precursor (e.g., 
Works, X, 70-71) ; and James Mil l 's res pect for He lvetius was extremely h igh. As 
he sa id: 

The degree in which the useful qualities of human nature are, or are not, under the 
powers of education . . .  is the subject of a famous controversy, with names of the highest 
authority on both sides of the question. Helvetius, it is true, stands almost alone, on 
one side. But Helvetius, alone, is a host. No one man , perhaps, has done so much 
towards perfecting the theory of education" (Education, p. 1 8) .  

59. In the first essay of that book, Owen described th is statement as  a se lf-ev ident 
princ iple (cf. p. 16), and it is indeed the foundat ion of h is theory of soc ia l  reform. 

60. An ana logue to  twent ieth-century tota litar ian ism can be found in the St. 
Simon ian movement. H owever, the St. Simon ians d id not, of course, share the 
presupposit ions of those with whom we are here concerned. In fact, as we sha l l  
note, they were more closely ident ified with those tendencies of thought wh ich 
supplanted th is form of the doctr ine of man's ma l leab il ity, and th is form of in 
tervent ion ism. 

61. Godwin, Enq u iry Concern ing Poli t ica l Jus t ice I, p. 5. 

CHAPTER 10. ORGANICISM : CULTURE AND HUMAN NATURE 

1. Cf. the following sta tement made by Gladys Bryson : 
Hume cannot escape his century. In spite of his feeling for history, in spite of his 

much writing of it, his historical method is vitiated by a fundamental assumption. This 
assumption, shared by all his contemporaries, is that the starting point for all humanistic 
study, including history, is man's nature, his psychology. (Man and Society, p. 1 09.)  

And, in the same connect ion, Miss Bryson sa id :  "The Scottish mora lis ts were 
c onv inced that there cou ld be no  sound sc ience of man un less it were bu ilt  on 'the 
facts of human nature ·. · •  (Man an d  Socie ty, p. 114.) 

(F or more genera l st atements re levant to these points, cf. pp. 25 and 2 ,1 2-43 of 
the same work.) 

2 . "Une nat ion n'est que !'assemb lage des c itoyens qu i la com posent." (De /'esprit, 
Disc. I I, Ch. VI I I ;  in O euvres, I I, 105.) 

This v iew may be contrasted with that wh ich came to characterize the German 
H istor ical School, wh ich Savigny enunc iated in 1 815 when he stated the pr inc iples 
on which the new Zeitschrift fur gesch ich t liche Rech tswissenschaft was founded: 

Es war eine Zeit, wo die Absonderung des Einzelnen vom Ganzen streng und mit 
grossen Selbstvertrauen durchgefilhrt wurde, nicht bloss die Absonderung der Gegenwart 
von der gering geschatzten Vorzeit, sondern auch des einzelnen Burgers vom Staate. 
(Grundgedanken, p. 1 6 .) 

It was aga inst the assumpt ions of that per iod that h is program was d irec ted. 

3. The fact that Mil l  a lso  re presents the trad it ion of ass oc iat ionism d id not pre 
vent h im from res ponding to  th is new and fundamenta l ly antagon ist ic current 
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in the thought o f  his times. However , as we sh all see , his own views regarding 
human n ature are not identical w ith tr adition al geneticism nor , it is de ar , with 
organicism; they constit ute a form o f  the doctr ine th at man is essenti ally a pro 
gressive being whose developing c apacities de pend both u pon the pr inc iple s o f  
associ ation and the e ffects o f  culture. 

With respect to the actual history o f  the conce pt o f  a "s pirit o f  the age ,"  the 
following points m ay be not ed: 

a) The first en try given in Gri mm's Worterb uch for the term "Zeitgeist" dates 
from 17 89; it is there pointed out th at the term w as also frequently u sed  by Her 
der and Goethe. In 17 90 Reinhold published his Briefe iiber die Kantische 
Philosophic and the he ading o f  the first letter includes the phr ase "Der Geist 
unsers Zeit alters. " Th at the term w as being used in a sense which is at le ast con 
nected wi th subsequent uses o f  the term "Zeitgeist " is es peci ally clear on pp. 1 0-
1 2  o f  th at letter. ( I  am indebted to Professor M. H. A br ams for c all ing my atten 
tion to this pass age.) 

Although Hegel did not use the term itsel f in his Phenomenology of Mind 
( 1 807) , the concept of a Zeitgeist w as assuredly im plicit at m any po ints in th at 
work , and particul arly in Hegel's ch ar act er iz ation o f  the s pir it o f  h is own t ime , 
wh ich we h ave alre ady quoted. ( Cf. above , p. 4.) 

b) The Ox ford English Dictionary cites uses o f  the term "s pirit " as applied to 
a period o f  time (Spirit, entry 10-b) , by Shelley in 1 8 20 and by Landor in 1 8 24. 
One should also note H azlitt 's portr aits o f  liter ary figures , pu blished in 1 8 25 
under the tit le The Spirit of the Age. However , Hazlitt's portr aits do not provide 
illustrations o f  an attem pt to de pict a Zeitgeist; for such an attem pt one may 
note Colerid ge's Lectures . (C f. the resume o f  the first lect ure o f  the 1 8 1 8  ser ies , 
which w as ent itled "General Ch aracter o f  the Gothic Mind in the l\1 iddle Ages ,"  
Complete Works, IV, 2 3 2-34.) 

c) The s pread o f  the conce pt o f  a s pir it o f  the age could scarce ly  h ave been so 
r apid had there not previously been conce pts such as Natiorw lgeis t, Geist des 
Volkes, Nationalrharakter, and the like. Sir Isai ah Berl in attri butes th e conce pt 
o f  Nationalgeist to K arl Friedrich von Moser , and c ites a v ariety o f  pass ages in 
which these conce pts were used by Herder. (C f. Berlin , "Herder and the En 
lightenment ,"  pp. 75 , 77 , and 7 9.) Earlier attem pts to  underst and the essence o f  
the Greek spirit ,  such as one finds in W inckelmann and also in Less ing, had 
assuredly paved the w ay for a wider extension o f  these conce pts , as had l\Iontes 
quieu's analysis o f  forms o f  government and their rel at ion to the peo ple in 
L'esprit des /ois. The most develo ped ph iloso ph ic use o f  the conce pt o f  a Nat ion 
as a spiritu al entity prior to Hegel is undoubtedly to be found in F ichte. (Cf. 

Lask , Fichtes Idealism us und die Gesch ichte, pp. 255-67 -) It is to be noted , how
ever , th at neither in Herder nor in Fichte does an em ph as is on the Nat ion as a 
spiritu al whole le ad to an abandonment o f  a st and ar d  in which the sel f-re al izat ion 
o f  the indiv idu al , as ind ividu al , is the highest mor al go al. (On Fichte 's com plex 
views regard ing this matter , c f. Part I I I ,  Ch. 2 o f  Lask's hook , es peci ally pp. 204-
6 and 2 10.) 

4. From the third section o f  The Spirit of the Agr, pp. 47-48. 

5. Benth am's ess ay entitled "O f the In fluence o f  Time and Place in Matte rs o f  
Legisl ation " ( Works, I ,  16 9-94) does not const itute an exce pt ion to this st atement. 
In th at ess ay he ra ised the question o f  whether the s ame l aws whic h woul d be 
per fect in Engl and would also be per fect in other cou nt ries (e.g. ,  in Ben gal). 
While he acknowledged th at any differences in circumst ances which affected d i f
ferences in sen sibility would have to be t aken into account , and th at var i at ions in 
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customs and beliefs would also have to  be taken into account if happiness were 
not to be sacrificed, he held that the goals of primitive peoples are not different 
from the goals of people in more advanced societies. Thus, he would not have 
held, as Mill came to hold, that "human nature must proceed ste p by step" ; on 
the contrary, he believed that, a part from s pecific differences in circumstances, 
"the laws which are best f or a civilized [age ] would also have been best for a rude 
age " (I, 190). For Mill 's opposition to  this view, cf. the early draft of h is A u to
b iography, p .  1 42. 

It is worth n oting at this point that Mill also held that the generalizations of 
political economy must be "relative to a given stage of social advancement," and 
that political economists should not assume that "their present ex perience of man
kind [is ] of universal validity " (Posit ive Ph ilosophy of A uguste Comte, p. 76 and 
p. 7 7 ). He then contin ues ( p. 7 7 ), pointing out the error of "mistaking temporary 
or local phases of human character for human nature itself; having no  faith in 
the wonderful pliability of the human mind; deeming it im possible, in s pite of 
the strongest evidence, that the earth can produce human beings of a di fferent 
ty pe from that which is familiar to them in their own age , or even, per haps, in 
their own c ountry. "  

6. Works of Lord Macau lay, V, 266. James Mill 's Governmen t was written for 
the Supplement to the fifth edition of the Encyclopaedia Britannica ( 1 8 20 ) ;  
Macaulay 's attack a ppeared in  the Edinburgh Review in  1 829. In h is A u to
b iography, John Stuart Mill tells us that it was this particular attack which f orced 
him to  depart more radically than he had previously thought necessary from the 
views held by his father and by Bentham on the theory of government. (Cf. A u to
b iography, Early Draft, pp. 134-35. Hereafter, parallel re ferences to t his work 
a ppear in brackets following the main citation.) 

7. Works of Lord Maca u lay, V, 26 8. 

8. Cf. "Westminster Reviewer 's Defence of Mill," Works of Lord Macau lay, V, 
290. 

9. Cf. A u tob iography, Ch. V [Early Draft, pp. 134-40]. 

1 0. Cf. A u tob iography, Ch. V [Early Draft, pp. 13 1-3 7] for a discussion of this 
set of influences, and its relation to the e ffect which Macaulay 's attack on his 
father had u pon Mill 's views. 

To be sure, Mill 's essay "Coleridge," published in 1 840, is an earlier account 
which is relevant t o  the German influence on him. H owever, in his attempt to  
present a fair intellectual portrait of Coleridge, Mill was not in  a position to  show 
precisely how his own thought had been a ffected by Coleridge . Mill a lways re 
mained unalterably opposed to  what he took to  be the most essential feature of 
the latter 's philosophic position: its nativistic view of the human mind. (Cf. Dis
sertat ions, II, 2 1 . )  

1 1 . In The Earlier Letters of John  Stuart Mill  one notes that, in a letter to 
Carlyle in 1 83 2, it is dear that much of Mill 's knowledge of Goethe had come 
from what Carlyle had told him (cf. I, 1 1 1- 1 2) ; though, it is also evident through 
later letters to  Comte that he had first -hand knowledge of Goethe 's lyri cs (cf . I I, 
576 f. and 582). 

1 2 .  Dissertations, I I, 15 .  
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13. Dissertations, I I, 37. 

14. Dissertations, I I, 40. ( In this passage Mill was using the term "metaphysician " 
to re fer to those who adopted a psychological approach. As I have elsewhere 
pointed out [c f. Journal  of the History of Ph ilosophy, V I  (196 8), 39 ], this was a 
not uncommon usage, and is freq uently to be found in Mi ll 's writings.) 

With respect to the recognition o f  the diversity and partic ularity o f  c ultures, 
also note Mi ll 's praise o f  Michelet for his sk i ll in portraying "the col lective mind " 
o f  the people o f  a time, and for recognizing that "each period has a physiognomy 
and character o f  its own " (Dissertations, I I, 217 and 219). 

1 5. Herder 's works were not on ly avai lab le in several editions, b ut his ldeen had 
been translated into English and had gone through two editions, as we ll as hav
ing been trans lated into French. 

In his essay on Coleridge, Mi ll praised Herder along with Michelet, and this 
connection between French historians and the Germano-Coleridgian school be 
came exp licit at the end o f  the passage j ust cited. (C f. Disserta t ions, II ,  4 1.) The 
members o f  "the French school " o f  historians undoubtedly inc luded Thierry and 
Guizot, along with Michelet. (C f. Mi ll 's review o f  Miche let 's History of France 
in the same vo lume of the Dissertations.) 

16. Earlier Letters, II ,  576. 

17. C f. A utob iography, Ch. V [Early Draft, pp. 137-40; a lso pp. 1 87-88]. 
For an extended discussion of Mill 's re lation to the Saint -Simonians and to 

Comte, c f. Iris W. Muel ler, John Stuart Mill and French Though t (1956). 

1 8. C f. Comte 's Plan des travaux scien tifiq ues necessaires pour reorgan iser la 
societe, in System of Posit ive Polity, I V, _530, et passim. 

19. Positive Ph ilosophy of A uguste Comte, p. 7 8. 
The point o f  view here expressed has a para llel in Macaulay 's attack on the 

Benthamite theory, which we have a lready mentioned. In his rejoinder to the 
Westminster Review 's defense of James Mill, in a passage which we have already 
q uoted in part, Macaulay said: 

Our knowledge of human nature, instead of being prior in order to our knowledge 
of the science of government, will be posterior to it. And it would be correct to say, 
that by means of the science of government, and of other kindred sciences-the science 
of education, for example, which falls under exactly the same principle-we arrive at 
the science of human nature. ( Works, V, 290.) 

For "the science of government " Comte would, of course, s ubstitute "socio logy. " 
F urthermore, as we shall note, Macaulay's science o f  government might be re 
garded (and was regarded by John Stuart Mil l) as whol ly lacking in scientifi c 
method . 

20.  Posit ive Phi losophy of A uguste Comte, p. So. 

2 1 .  Cf . A u tob iography, Ch . V [Early Draft, pp. 134 and 136 ]. 

2 2 . Mill said : 
The fons errorwn in M. Comte 's later speculations is this inordinate demand for 

"unity" and "systematization . "  Thi, i s  the reason why it does not suffice to him that all 



1 3 2  �OTF.S TO  PAGFS 1 fi8--7 1 

should be ready, in < a,c of need , to po- t ponc t h e i r  p< 1 so11 a l  i r 1 tnnt s  and incli11 ;itio11s 
t o  the req uirements of the gcnc1 :i l goud : he  <k1 1 1 , 1 1 H l s  t l 1 ; , t  t · ,« h shou ld  regard as vicious 
any care at a l l  for his personal i 1 1 t c 1 c , 1 s ,  c x , c pt :i, a mc; i n s  to the  good of others 
(l'01i t ive Plr i losoplry of 1l 11gr11 t e  C or 1 1 t c .  p. 1 2 7 . )  

In opposition to  this conception :\ ! i l l  brief ly outli ned h is own  Ut i lit arian standard 
of eval uation (pp. 13 1--32 ) .  

23 .  Levy-Bru h !, in h ; s  preface to  the Le l tre.1 i11 hli t e.1 of !\Jil l  and Comte (pp. 
xxvi-xxxvi), takes a view similar to that which fol lows. The crucial  letter in 
which i\Iil l ' s  break wi Lh Comte over ques t ions of psychology fina l ly becomes clear 
was dated October 30, 18,1 3 .  (Cf. Let t re.1 i 1 1 1;d i tes, pp. 2 s9-7 1, or Farlin- Le l / ers, 
II, 604-1 1. )  

We may also note that, in the first of his two essays on Comte, when he was 
discussing Comte's rejecti on of psychology as an independent science, Mill said, 
"This great mistake is not a mere hiatus in M. Comte's system, but the parent of 
serious errors in his attempt to create a Socia l Science" (Posit ive Phi losophy of 
A uguste Comtr, p. 62 ) .  

24 .  Cf .  "On Interpreting Mil l 's Utilitarian ism ,"  Journal of the  Histmy of Phi 
losophy , VI ( 1968), 35,-46, and "Two !\loot Issues in l\[il l ' s  Uti li tarian i.•, 11 1 , "  in J .  
B. Sclmeewind (ed.), Mill :  A Col lection of Cri t ica l  Fssays (Garden City : Double
day, 1968) . 

2!J .  The clearest expressions of his view on this point arc to be found in an early 
essay, "Examen du traite de Broussais sur i ' i rritation. "  (Cf. especia lly, System of 
Posi t ive Polity, IV, 6.1 6-47.) 

26. For Comte's most comprehensive discussion of the relations of  hi, views to 
those of Gall, cf. System of Posi t i 11c Polity, I, 5.1 3-5 1. 

27. For a discussion of Comte's social statics, which are crucial  in this regard, the 
reader may be referred to Paul Barth's Ph i losoph ic dcr Gesch ich tc a ls Soziologic, 
pp. 165-72 .  

28. In characterizing the cluster of  views most frequently referred 10  as "or
ganicism," Isaiah Berlin said : 

Thus nations or cultures or ci,·ili,ations for Fichte or Hegel (and Spengler; and one 
is inclined, though somewhat hesitantly, to add Professor Arnold Toynbee) are certainly 
not merely convenient collective terms for individuals possessing certain characteristics 
in common; but arc more ·real' and more 'concrete' than the individuals who compose 
them. Individuals rema in 'abstract ' precisely because they arc mere 'clements' or 'aspects, 
'moments' artificially abstracted for rut h oc purposes, and literally without existence 
(or at any rate, 'historical '  or 'philosophical' or 'real ' being) apart from the wholes of 
which they form a part. (Hist orica l lnevita b i l i ty ,  p. 8 . )  

29. In 1886, in an essay entitled "The Historical  Method," Henry Sidgwick 
stated this criticism of the earlier individualistic forms of social theory when he 
criticized one passage in Mil l : 

It docs not follow tlut, as l\!ill conceives, a psy< hology exists or can be constructed 
independent of sociology . . . .  In saying that "men in a state of wciety are s t ill men," it 
is implied that we have some means of knowing them adequately out  of a state of 
society . . . .  But I cannot perceive that we have any such means of knowing the properties 
of men in this suppose<! elementary, non-social, condition,-so far, at least, as the most 
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important and interesting departments of their mental l i fe are concerned" (Mind, X I  
[ I 886] , 2 I 2 ) .  

433  

However, i t  i s  to be  noted that Sidgwick's chief purpose in this article was to 
criticize the evaluative implications which were frequently drawn by those who 
accepted what he defined as "the historical method. " 

30 .  I have attempted to defend this thesis in "Societal Facts, " British I o u rn a l  of 
Socio logy ,  VI ( 1955) ,  305-17. [Reprinted in Patrick Gardiner, Theories of History 
(New York: Free Press, 1959) and in Edward H. Madden, S t ruc ture of Sricn t ifir 
Though t (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1 960) . ] 

3 1 . For example, cf. Cours de phi losophic posit ive, VI, 668 and 680. 

32 .  System of Posit ive Polity, IV, 582 .  

33 .  For an example of a twentieth-century anthropologist who used this contrast 
as a means of establishing the difference between the organic and the super
organic, cf. Kroeber, "The Superorganic, " A m erican A n thropologis t ,  XIX ( 19 17) , 
163-2 13 .  

The notion of a social inheritance was basic in Comte, and received its most 
extreme expression in the sacerdotal aspects of the positivist cult. It was summed 
up by Comte in a famous phrase when he said,  "The fundamental principle of 
human Order is this :  The Living are essentially and increasingly governed by the 
Dead . "  (System of Posi t ive Polity, III, xxix) .  

34 .  Cours de phi losophic posit ive, VI, 692 .  
There are two passages in Comte 's correspondence with l\f ill which are worth 

quoting in the same connection, and which are all the more forceful in that 
Comte does not employ the concept of the collective being, Humanity, in formu
lating his anti-individualistic position. In one he speaks of "la haute irrationalite 
que presente toute theorie quelconque sur l'homme, quand on s'y borne au point 
de vue individuel" (Let tres in edites, p.  63) ,  and in the other he says, 
. . .  j ' a i  nettement reconnu . . .  que l 'etude intellectuelle et morale ne saurait etre con
venablement instituce en pure biologie, parce que l 'homme individuel constitue, a cet 
egard, un point de vue batard et mcme faux; c'est seulement par la sociologie que cette 
operation doit etre dirigce, puisque notre evolution reelle est inintelligible sans la 
consideration continue et prepondcrante de l 'ctat social, 0 11 tous les a spects quelconques 
sont d'ai lleurs pleinement solidaires" (p. 75-76) . 

35 .  System of Posit ive Polity, I, 268. (Also, cf. the q uota t ion given m note 2 ,1 , 
p. 389, above . )  

36 ,  On Comte and the doctrine of emergence, cf. p .  379 , n. 4 8 ,  above. 

37 . In comparison with Spencer and with a number of post-Darwinian sociol
ogists, and in conformity with his strict use of the concept of emergence , Comte 
tended to be moderately cautious with respect to drawing detailed comparisons 
between societies and individual organisms. For one point at which he expresses 
the need for caution, cf. System of Posi t ive Polity , II ,  239 .  

38. The clearest and at the same time most succinct expression of this point of 
view is to be found in his Cours de ph i losophic posi t ive, IV, 324-62 ,  from which 
the following passage is taken : 
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Mais on doit, a ce sujet, reconnaitre, en principe, que le consensus devient toujours 
d'autant plus intime et plus prononce qu 'il s'applique a des phenomenes graduellement 
plus complexes et moins 1�eneraux . . . .  c'est surtout aux systemes organiques, en vertu 
de leur plus grande complication, que conviendra toujours essentiellement la notion 
scientilique de solidarite et de consensus, malgre son universalite necessaire. C'est 
seulement alors que cette notion, jusque-la purement accessoire , constitue directement 
la base indispensable de l 'ensemble des conceptions positives; et sa preponderance y 
devient toujours aussi d'autant plus prononcee qu'ils s'agit d'organismes plus composes 
ou des phenomenes plus complexes et plus eminents. Ainsi, par example, le consensus 
animal est bien plus complet que le consensus vegetal : de meme , il se developpe 
evidemment a mesure que l'animalite s'eleve, jusqu'a son maximum dans la nature 
humaine. . . . En pursuivant rationellement cette marche philosophique , d'apres 
!'ensemble fondamental de nos connaissances positives, cette grande notion devait done, 
a priori, acquerir, dans l 'etude generale de l'organisme social, une preponderance 
scientilique encore superieure a celle que tous Jes hons esprits Jui attribuent maintenant 
sans hesitation en biologie (IV, 350-51). 

Comte dealt with social statics at greater length in volume I I  of his Systeme de 
poli t ique positive, but the theoretical foundations of his  views were less fully 
developed there ; that work placed greater emphasis upon questions of normative 
poli t ical philosophy which Comte believed were entailed by his theoretical system. 

39. On the history of functional ism in anthropology-which has , of late , often 
been misinterpreted-cf. my article "Functionalism in Social Anthropology," in  
Philosophy, Science, and Method: Essays in Honor of  Ernest Nagel (ed. S .  Mor
genbesser, P. Suppes , M. G. White) , New York : St. Martin's Press , 1 969. 

40. Cf. the fol lowing statement :  
The true theory of the human Family may be treated from two aspects, differing 

essentially but both natural, the one being the moral, the other the political. . . .  Under 
both of these aspects we shall regard the Family as the direct constituent of Society, that 
is to say, as the simplest and most spontaneous form of association. To analyse societies 
into individuals, strictly so called, as the anarchical schools insist , would be no less 
unreasonable than immoral and would tend rather to dissolve, than to explain, our social 
life, for the theory only holds good when association ends. It would be in Sociological 
reasoning an error as great , as in Biological reasoning it would be, to analyse the body 
chemically into ultimate molecules, which have no separate existence during life. 
(System of Positive Po lit:y , II, 152.) 
For a further statement concerning the growth of a more complex form of 
poli tical and social organization out of an original basis in  familial  organization , 
cf. System of Positive Polity, II , 2 2 2. 

4 1 .  His praise of Aristotle is i nteresting i n  this respect :  
The incomparable Aristotle laid down the true principle of every collective organism, 

when he described it as the distribution of functions, and the combination of labour. 
(System of Positive Ph ilosophy, II, 234.) 

4 2 . Cours de philosot•hie positive, IV, 3 27 .  This was one of the bases on which 
Comte sometimes a ttacked pol i tical economists : they at tempted to separate one 
aspect of social l i fe from all o thers. (For example , cf. Cours de philosophie posi
t ive, IV, 353-54.)  Another basis was that they purportedly used metaphysical 
concepts. Nevertheless , Comte had a high regard for Adam Smith's analysis of 
the importance of the division of labor, and he viewed Smi th (along with Hume) 
as an important social phi losopher, not subject to the same cri ticisms as were 
other economists. (On these points, cf. Cours de philosophie positive, IV , 266-7 2 , 
and on Smith and Hume , his letters to Mill : Lettres inedites, pp. 1 6 2  and 366.) 
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43 .  Cf .  Cours de philosophie posit ive, IV, 358-6 1 . The same point of  view had 
been stated in his Plan des travaux scient ifiques in 182 2 .  (Cf. System of Positive 
Polity, IV, 587.) 

44 . For example, in the chapter entitled "That There Is, or May Be, A Science of 
Human Nature," in his System of Logic, Mill discussed the formation of character 
and remarked: "nothing which has happened to the person throughout his life 
being without its portion of influence" (p. 588) . 

45 .  For this reason, as we shall later have occasion to note, Mill advocated the 
introduction of a new science, Ethology, into the system of the moral sciences. 

46. For those who may tend to place primary emphasis on Comte's evaluational 
attitudes, I would suggest a consideration of Comte's discussion of historical 
necessity in the forty-eighth lesson of his Cours de philosophie positive (cf. 
especially, IV, 3 24-99) . His doctrines of a consensus in the social organism, his 
emphasis on the leading role of intellectual development in social change, and 
the requirements of what constitutes a positive science, loom far larger in that 
discussion than his views regarding what constitutes a good state of society or a 
proper fulfilment of human nature. 

47 .  In anticipation of our treatment of Hegel, I might merely cite the following 
passages from Comte's discussion of the necessity inherent in the developmental 
process . 

Pour achever ici de caracteriser sommairemen t  cette conception prel iminaire du 
developpement humain ,  qui constitue le sujet  propre de toute Ia sociologie dynamique, 
j 'y dois encore signaler, sous un dernier poin t  de vue, Ia  disposi t ion generale qu'elle 
doit spontanement  produire a tou jours considerer I 'e tat  social ,  envisage sous tous ses 
divers aspects principaux, comme ayant ete essen tiellement  aussi parfai t, a chaque 
epoque, que le comportait ! 'age correspondant de I 'humanite (Cours de philosoph ie 
positive, IV, 387). 
And, with respect to political institu tions: 

II n 'y a pas d 'i nfluence perturbatrice, soit exterieure, soit humaine, qui puisse faire 
co-exister, dans le monde pol i tique reel, des elemens antipathiques, ni al terer, a aucun 
ti tre, Jes vraies Iois naturelles du developpement  de I 'humani te (ibid. ,  p. 394) . 
And, with respect to man's  moral nature: 
On n 'en saurai t  douter davantagc , au fond, a l 'egard meme du developpemen t  moral 
de notre nature ,  dont le caractere est ccrtaincmcnt regle surtout, a chaque epoque, par 
I 'etat correspondant de !' evolution sociale, quelles que soient  !es modifications volon taires 
derivees de ! 'education, et meme Jes modifications spontanees rela tives a ! 'organisat ion 
individuelle. Chacun des modes fondamentaux de ! 'existence sociale determine u n  
certain systeme d e  moeurs co-relat ives, doll t I a  physionomie commune s e  retrouve 
aisemen t  chez tous !es individus, au milieu de Ieurs differences caracterist iques ( ibid . ,  
p. 398). 

48. Page 81 (Baillie translation). 

49. For example, near the outset of his treatment of the individual mind in his 
Enzyklopiidie der philosophischen Wissenschaften he said: 

Die Frage um die Immateriali tii t  der Seele kann nur dann noch e ine Interesse haben, 
wenn die Materie als e in Wahres einerseits ,  uncl der Geist als ein Ding andersei ts  
rnrgestellt win!. (Siim tliche H'erh e, VI ,  2 3 2 , Sect ion # 309 . )  
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50.  In criticiz ing traditional modern cosmology, Hegel sa id :  
Nature they regard as ;ubje<t i n  its workings to necessity ; l\lind they hold t o  b e  free. 

No doubt there is a real foundation for this dist inction in the very core of l\lincl 
itself : but freedom and necessity, when tl 1t1 s  abstractly opposed, arc terms applic.tble 
only in the finite world to which, as such, they belong . . \ freedom involving no necessity, 
and mere necessity withcrnt freedom, arc a bstrac t and in this way untrue formulae of  
thought. Freedom is no blank indeterminateness . . . .  Necessity . . .  in the ordinary accepta
tion of the term in popular philosophy, means determination from without only-as 
in finite mechanics, where a body mm·es only when it is struck by another body, and 
moves in the direction communicated to it by the impact. This however is a merely 
external necessity, not the real inward necessity which is identical with freedom. 
(Enzy k lopiidie der ph ilosoph ischen Wissenschafte n ,  Section 35. I quote the passage from 
page 71 of the \,Vallace translation of Th e Sma lle r  l. ogir, which constituted the first 
part of the Enzyk lopiidie .) 

5 1 .  Baill ie  translation, p. 336 .  (The original i s to be found at II, 239 in the 
Siimt liche  Werke. ) 

It i s also worth not ing that Hegel inveighs bitterly against that form of an 
inner-outer d ichotomy which attempts to distingui sh the true nature of a man' s 
inner character from h is acts . He says, "The true being of a man i s , on the con
trary, h is act. " And, again, "It [the act] is such and such, and its being i s not 
merely a symbol, it is the fact itsel f . It is tl1 i s, and the individual human being is 
what the act is . "  (Cf . Phenomenology of Min d, Baillie translation, pp. 349 and 
350; in Siimt liche Werke,  II, 2 50.) In another place (Ph ilosophy of R igh t ,  p. 83 ,  
Section 1 24) he says , "\Vhat the subject i s , is the series of h is actions . " 

5 2 .  Cf . Phenomenology of Mind, pp. 33 1 -36,  and Enzyk lopiidic der philosoph i
schen Wissenschaftcn , :in Wcrke, VI, 259 .  

53 .  I am here taking these terms in a general and non-technical sense, and I am 
not attempting to make my usage conform to that which i s to be found in Hegel 
when he gives his dialectical account of the successi ve stages in the development 
of the soul and of consciousness . (Cf . Enzyk lopiidie ,  Sections 3 1 1 -43 .  These 
passages are translated by Wallace in  Hegel' s Phi losophy of Min d,  pp. 1 4-53 ;  
however, they there bear section numbers 3!) 1 -4 2 3 . )  

54. Phi losophy of R igh t ,  p. ·1 3 (Section 47) . 
This passage stresse:; the concept of will ing, but the importance of feeling in 

distinguishing self from not-self becomes clear in the remark added to Section 48  
(cf . p. 44 )  where Hegel says : "If my body i s touched or suffers violence , then, be
cause I feel, I am touched myself actually, here and now . "  He uses this as a means 
of distinguishing between personal injury and damage to one's external property ; 
while property i s an extension of the self, i c  i s not included in the core of the self, 
for in external property one's will  "is not actually present in [the same] direct 
fashion." 

55. Phi losophy of R igh t ,  p. 4 1  (Section 44) .  
It  i s to be noted that the right of appropriation i s absolute only with respect 

to things, not persons, according to Hegel .  On thi s basis he rejected al l  attempts 
to justify slavery as a social institution. (CL Ph ilosophy of Righ t ,  p. 48, Section 
57 .) Furthermore, it is to be noted that Hegel rejected the view that marriage 
rests on contract : contract applies to property , and only things-not human 
beings-are to be conceived of as property. (Cf. Philosophy of R ight ,  p. 58 ,  Sec-
tion 75 . )  
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It is to be noted in passing that the famous discussion which is often referred 
to as "Master and Slave" (which is a dubious translation of "Herrschaf t und 
Knech tschaft") in Section B, 4A,  of Hegel 's Phenomenology of Mind should not 
be interpreted as a discussion of a concrete form of social institution : it relates to 
the development of the consciousness of self through consciousness of the other. 

56 .  Ph i losophy of R igh t ,  p. 57 (Section 71 ) .  

57 .  The structure of Hegel 's Ph ilosophy of  R igh t leaves much to be  desired , and 
one may note that in his History of Politica l  Theory (p . 63 1 £ . )  G. H. Sabi ne ex
plicitly abandoned any attempt to present its major theses in conformity with i ts 
ostensible structure. Plamenatz, however, bases his exposition on the structure 
which Hegel appears to have suggested in Section 33  of the Ph ilosophy of R igh t 
(cf . Man and Society, II, 2 27-32) .  However, Plamenatz fails to show how the two 
triads with which he deals are related to one another . One may note that Hegel 's 
own later addition to Section 33 (cf. Phi losophy of R igh t ,  p. 2 34, or Siim t liche 
Werke, V I I, 86) suggests that the second tr iad is to be understood as the concrete 
embodiment of the first, that is, as a working-out of the ethical li fe in the concrete 
materials of existence-not  as a distinct tr iad. If this is taken to be so, the order 
of exposition which I have adopted needs no further justification. 

I shall, however , omit consideration of Hegel 's treatment of the family. If 
Plamenatz is correct in thinking that Hegel may have had the extended family or 
clan structure in mind, then the cr iticism he offers (Man and Society, I I, 2 3 1-35) 
i s  more than justified. However, I am inclined to believe that the family, as Hegel 
actually discussed it, can only be construed in terms of the nuclear family;  as such 
i t  cannot be considered as h istorica lly pr ior to civil society. Hegel was not speak
ing of the historical past. From the point of view of its impact on the personali ty 
of the individual, the family can be thought of as "prior" to civil society. Further
more, had Hegel omitted a separate consideration of the fami ly, his lectures on 
the philosophy of law would not have covered all of the materials expected at 
that time in a treatise which, when published, bore the double title Natu rrech t 
und Staatswissenschaft im Grun drissc and Grundlin ien der Ph ilosoph ic dn 
Rech ts. 

58. In other words, we shall have gone immediately from Hegel 's discussion of 
"Abstract Right" to his discussion of the concrete embodiments of "The Ethical 
Life," omitting at this point a consideration of the materials in Sections 105 to 
155.  S ince we shall also omit consideration of Hegel "s treatment of the Family, for 
reasons suggested in the preceding note, we shall proceed immediately to Section 
182, which is the beginning of his discussion of "Civil Society." 

59.  I have attempted to state Hegel 's conception of Civil Society in terms more 
familiar to the contemporary reader than those which he himself uses ; i t  may be 
that I have overextended his meaning, although I do not believe so. For his own 
expli cit definition the reader may wish to consult Philosophy of R igh t ,  p. 1 10 
(Section 157) . 

60. Phi losophy of R igh t ,  p .  1 23  (Section 182 ) .  
In his  foreword to this volume (cf . pp .  x-xi) ,  T .  l\I .  Knox has a brief bu t help

ful characterization of Civil Society as Hegel conceived of i t .  

6 1 . For one of the clearest expressions of th i s  view, cf. Phenomcnolog)' o f  1H i 1 1 d ,  
pp. 375-77-
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It may also be help ful to r i te G . H .  Sabine's descri ption of this aspect of Hegel 's 
doctrine :  

Nei ther soc ie ty nor the s ta te can be sa id  to d epend merely on indiv idual consent ; 
they are too deeply ing-r it ined i n  the whole structure of needs and sat isfact i ons tha t make 
up persona l  self-rea ! i t a t ion. The highes t of all human needs is a need for part ic ipa ti on , 
to be an organ of causes and purposes larger t h a n  pri vate wants and sa t isfact ions. 
(His t o ry of Po li t ical  "

]
'f, .,,,nv , p. or, , . ) 

6 2 .  As we have already noted , Hegel con tends that the individual 's world is not 
an external real i ty ,  " :�iven per se," independent of his thought and his wil l  (cf. 
above, p. 1 76). Once th i s  is acknowledged ,  the indiv idual ' s  world is not pri
mari ly  the world of n a ture but the world of spir i t ,  that is, the socia l  world. 

63. From the Preface to Ph ilosophy of R igh t , p . 1 0 .  (Siim t l iche Werke,  VII, 3 3.) 

64. From The Sma ller Logic , \,Val lace translat ion ,  p. 1 1 . This passage is par
ticularly appropriate here, since i n  the immediately preceding paragraph Hegel 
had ci ted his earl ier < l i c tum that  "what  is rat ional is actual and what is actual i s  
rational ,"  and i t  was as  an elucidation of  tha t dictum that  he inveighed against 
contrasting an ideal "ought to be" wi th the actual nature of the real. 

He expressed the same posi t ion throughout his  wri t ings ;  for example, in the 
Phen omen ology of Mind he said : 

\Vhat  is universally va l id is also universally effec t i v e :  what ough t to be ,  as a mat ter 
of fact, is too ;  and what merely sh o u ld be, and is n o t ,  has no real tru th (p. 2 89) . 

65.  Ph i losophy of His tory ,  p. g .  
The following comparable passage appears in  the Preface to the Ph ilosophy of 

R igh t : 
If [a phi losopher'sl theory rea lly goes beyond the world as i t is and builds an ideal 
one as i t oug-h t to be, that world exists indeed, but only in his opinions, an unsubstant i a l  
element where anythin1� you please may, in fancy, be built (p. 11 ). 

In many passages in which Hegel rejected the separation of that which ought 
to be from that which truly  is, he obviously had Kant's views in mind. This be
comes perfectly explicit i n  another passage in the Ph i losophy of R igh t (p. go, 
Sect ion 1 35) , where he claims that his Phenom en ology of Mind had shown the 
ant inomies in which " the moral way of th inking" tends to become entrapped. 

66. Ph ilosophy of His tory ,  p. 36. 
With respect to Hegel's theological posit ion,  we may poin t  out that the preced

ing quotation is immedia tely followed by this sen tence: "This Good, this Reason, 
i n  i ts most concrete form, is God. " (For the orig inal ,  cf. Siim t liche Werke, XI, 
67.) 

67- Cf. Ch. 1 ,  pp. 3 1 --3 2 ,  above. 

68. Ph ilosophy of R igh t , p. 1 0 . 

69. Philosophy of His tory, p. 36. 

70. Cf. Ph ilosophy of History ,  p. 15. (The passage should, however, be read m 
the context supplied by pages 1 2  through 1 6.)  
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7 1 . Phi losophy of History ,  p. 39 . Also, cf. Philosophy of R ight ,  p. 285 (an addi
tion to Section 272) ,  where he speaks of the State as "a secular deity."  

72 .  Cf. the following statements from the addition to Section 2 58 : 
The march of God in the world, that is what the state is. The basis of the state is 

the power of reason actualizing itself as will. In considering the Idea of the state, we 
must not have our eyes on particular states or on particular institutions. Instead we 
must consider this Idea, this actual God, by itself. On some principle or other, any state 
may be shown to be bad , this or that defect may be found in it . . . .  Since it is easier 
to find defects than to understand the affirmative, we may readily fall into the mistake 
of looking at isolated aspects of the state and so forgetting its inward organic life. The 
state is no ideal work of art ; it stands on earth and so in the sphere of caprice, chance, 
and error, and bad behavior may disfigure it in many respects. But the ugliest of men, 
or a criminal, or an invalid , or a cripple, is still always a living man. The affirmative, 
life, subsists despite his defects, and it is this affirmative factor which is our theme here 
(Ph ilosophy of R igh t ,  p. 279). 

It should not be thought that, in this passage, Hegel is admitting that he has 
abstracted an ideal essence common to all states, and can understand that essence 
without understanding its actual embodiments in their particularity. His concep
tion of " the Idea" was not Platonic. To understand the Sta te  one must, on Hegel's 
view, understand states in their concreteness .  What he was arguing was that such 
an understanding will show that some features of actual states are merely acci
dental and thus irrelevant to an understanding of the state as a fundamental form 
of human existence. 

73. In this connection it must be borne in mind that Hegel rejected the doctrines 
of contract and of consent as the foundations of the sta te. For one especially 
clear example of his rejection of the contract theory , note the remark and the 
addition to Section 75 of the Ph ilosophy of R igh t (pp. 59 and 2 4 2 ) ; as an example 
of his rejection of a theory stressing consent ,  note the following passage: 

Unfortunately, however, as Fichte did later, he (Rousseau] takes the will only in a 
determinate form as the individual will, and he regards the uniYersal wil l  not as the 
absolutely rational element in the will ,  but only as a 'general' will which proceeds out 
of this individual will as out of a conscious will. The result is that he reduces the 
union of individuals in the state to a contract and therefore to something based on 
their arbitrary wills, their opinion, and their capriciously given express consent. 
(Ph i/osoph)• of R igh t ,  p. 157, Section 258 . )  

As Marcuse has remarked, in Hegel's theory " the general will is the result and 
not the origin of the state" (Reason and Revolu t ion , p. 84 ) . 

74. In some fundamental respects, the Hegelian doctrine of morality may be 
compared with those presently espoused views in which morality is taken to be 
based upon pract ices which have their justification in their necessity for social 
life. For example, for Hegel, the ethical life (Si t t lichkeit )  is based upon custom 
(Sitte) , and individual virtue is a mode of behavior which, through habit, has 
become a fixed element in that individual's character. (Cf. Philosophy of R ight ,  
pp. 107-9 and 260, Sections 150 and 15 1 with thei r additions . )  

75. Philosophy of History ,  p. 38 . 
In F. H. Bradley 's essay, "My Station and its Duties, " '  one finds an even more 

conservative form of Hegelian doctrine than that which I am here attributing to 
Hegel. Bradley's emphasis on onc · s  stat ion in a society, and one's duties as being 
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defined in terms of o ne 's stat ion, does bu ild  on c o ncepts wh ic h  Hegel freque ntl y 
use d (e .g ., Ph ilosophy of R ight ,  p. 1 07-8, Section 150). However, Hegel was v iew
ing moral it y as part of the self-devel o pme nt of the World-S pir it, whereas Bradle y's 
essay was c oncerned  wi th what co nst itutes the dut y of a n  indiv idual . Whe n o ne 
cons iders Hegel's v iews of the role of indiv idual pass ion, the inevitab il it y of suf 
fer ing ,  and t he character of world-h istor ical indiv iduals, h is em phas is o n  t he 
ult imate dominance of the state shows more se ns it ivit y  t o  the values wh ic h  fre 
quently br ing indiv idu als int o  c onfl ict w it h  the ir soc iet ies than is t o  be fou nd in 
Br adley's eth ical t heory. 

76. Phi losophy of His tory ,  p. 7 7. Also, c f. Ph ilosophy of History ,  p. 38 a nd 
Phenomen ology of Mind, p. 378. 

It is t o  be noted t hat "freedom," as a ppl ied  to  a n  indiv idual, may have a 
variety of meanings, and therefore a var iet y  of different polar o ppos ites . T he 
manner in w hich Hege l's contrast of freedom and ca price is related t o  other mean
ings of freedom is not of prese nt c oncern. We need merely note that th is par
t icular contrast was do mina nt in  h is treatment of the individual and the state . 

77. Philosophy of History ,  p. 5 2. 
Also, cf. p. 74, w here Hegel says :  

Every Englishman will say : W e  are the men who navigate the ocean, and have the 
commerce of the world ; to whom the East Indies belong and their riches ; who have a 
parliament, juries, etc.-The relation of the individual to that Spiri t is that he appro
priates to himself this substantial existence; tha t it becomes his character and capabili ty ,  
enabling him to have a definite place in the world. 

78 .  Th is doctr ine was character istic of organ icism in its ninetee nth -ce ntur y forms , 
and is t o  be fou nd in Comte and in  S pencer as well as in Hegel. The b iolog ical 
doctr ine that "ontogeny recapitulates phyloge ny,"  when appl ied  t o  ps ycholog ical 
c apac it ies, was somet imes taken as lending su pport t o  t he pos it i on. However, it 
is t o  be noted that th is widely held po s it ion  was not eas y t o  reconcile w it h  
gen e t icism , for the as 5umpt i ons of genet ic ism demand that one account for the 
complex forms of a ny indiv idual 's exper ience in terms of the effects of earl ier , 
s impler exper iences. ,ve may note that Herbert S pe ncer reconc iled organic ism 
and ge net icism by  postulat ing an inher itance of the e ffects w hich exper ie nce had 
had o n  earl ier ge nerat ions. 

79 .  For e xam ple, one may note the passage in which Hegel holds t hat the indi
v idual traverses the same road  as had the r ace , but that the cultural ac hievements 
of the past , wh ic h  or ig inally demande d  great effor ts, become a sec o nd nature to  
those w ho had inher it ed them . In  part, tha t passage reads as foll ows : 

The part icular individual, so far as content is concerned, has also to go through the 
s tages through which the general mind has passed, but as shapes once assumed by mind 
but now laid aside, as stages of a road which has been worked over and levelled out .  
Hence i t  is that ,  in the case of  various kinds of  knowledge, we find tha t what in former 
days occupied the energies of men of mature ability sinks to the level of information, 
exercises, and even past imes, for children ; and in this educat ional progress we can see the 
history of the world's culture delineated in fain t  outline. This bygone mode of existence 
has already become an acquired possession of the general mind, which consti tutes the 
substance of the individual. (Phenomenology o f  Mind,  pp. 89-90.) 

80. Ph i losophy of History ,  p. 5 2 . 

8 1 .  Ph ilosophy of R igh t ,  p. 1 1 . 
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82 . His treatment of the early manifestations of the German spmt provides a 
notable exception to what I here characterize as having been his dominant view. 
(Cf. Ph ilosophy of History ,  pp. 34 1-43 and 347-55.)  

83. Cf .  Phenomenology of Mind, p. 334 : 
By the way . . .  in which the state of the world has affected in particular any indi

vidual . . .  it must itself have assumed a particular shape on its own account, and have 
operated upon the individual in the specific character which it assumed. Only so could it 
have made the individual the specific particular individual he is . 

84. If I am not mistaken, his later doctrine is also suggested in the Ph enomeno logy 
of Mind in the discussion of "Spirit in its self-estrangement" and in the intro
ductory remarks to "Culture and its realm of actual reality" (cf. pp. 5 1 3- 1 9) .  

The more specifically sociological discussions with which we shall here be  con
cerned are the two works entirely devoted to the realm of objective spirit : the 
Phi losophy of R igh t and the Ph ilosophy of History .  (In thi s  connection, it is to 
be noted that the Phenomenology of Mind moves direr.:tly from the ethical life to 
religion; therefore, civil society, the state, and the role of the na t ion in world
history receive almost no consideration in it.) 

85. Ph i losophy of R igh t , pp. 1 79 and 287 (Section 276, with its addit ion) . 

86. Phi losophy of R igh t ,  p. 1 64 (Section 269) ; cf. also p. 282 (the addition to Sec
tion 269). 

In the same connection we may note that, in discussing civil society, Hegel 
held that "the sanctity of marriage and the dignity of Corporation membership 
are the two fixed points round which the unorganized atoms of civ il society re
volve" (Ph ilosophy of R igh t ,  p. 154, Section 2 55) .  As the addition to this section 
makes clear, these "unorganized atoms" are individual persons :  it is not through 
them, but out of the families and corporations engendered by their wills, that 
civil society achieves its unity. (Cf. also the translator's note to this particular 
passage. ) 

87. Cf. Philosophy of History , p. 33 .  In general. on the role of individual passion 
and private reason in h istorical change, cf. pp. 20-24.  

88. Ib id . ,  p. 27 .  

89.  A comparable passage appears in Sec t ion 44 1 of the Enz.yk lopiidie ( Werke, V I ,  
296-97) .  

go .  Ph ilosophy of History ,  p .  46. 

9 1 .  Ibid. ,  p. 49.  

92 .  Ibid. ,  p. 63-64. The most conci se and explicit s tatement of Hegel ' s  position 
on this point is to be found in Sections 448-50 of the Enzyk lopiidie ( Werke, VI,  
298-99). 

93. Cf. Ch.  4, pp. 70-7 1 . 

94.  Economic and Ph ilosoph ical Manuscripts ,  p. 105 .  
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95 .  Ib id . ,  p. L15 ·  
For a brief discussion of  Feuerbach's emphasis on  direct interpersonal relation

ships (and in particula r  his emphasis on the love of man and wife, which is echoed 
in J\Iarx's Mr1 11 1 1srripts) , cf .  Jodi, Feuerbarh , pp. 34-36 . 

96 . In this connec tion, I should like to point out the oddity which develops if 
one fails to draw an) dis tinction between l\ farx's views in the Economic and 
Ph i losoph ic Man uscrip ts and his later views. Marcuse, after quoting Marx's 
theory of the fetishism of commodities from Capi ta l, goes on to ask 

\Vhat does this reification accomplish? It sets forth the actual soc ia l  relat ions among 
men as  a to ta l i ty of objert i \ 'e relat ions ,  thereby conceal ing their origin, their mechan i sms 
of perpetua t ion, and the possi b i l i ty  of their transformation .  Above al l, i t  conceals their 
human core and con tent .  . . .  The laws of supply and demand, the fixing of value and 
prices, the busi ness cycles , and so on , would be amenable to study as  objective laws 
and facts , regard less of the ir effect on human ex istence . . . .  

1\farx i an  theory rejects such a science of economi cs and sets i n  i t s  place the i n terpre
tat ion tha t  economic rel a t ions are existent ia l  re l a t ions between men. (Reason and  
R evolu t i o n ,  pp .  2 80-8 1 . ) 
But wha t does it mean to "reject such a science of economics" ?  Is one to interpret 
l\Iarx as if he did not take himself to be a political economist ,  analyzing the 
economic forces which explain and predict events occurring within the capitalist 
system? In effect, this is Marcuse' s  interpretation, for he immediately goes on to 
appeal to the doctrines of  the Econ omic and Phi losophic  Man uscripts ,  and to 
precisely tha t passage which I have already quoted, in which Marx rejects 
" society" as an abstraction (cf. note 94) .  To be sure, l\farcuse is not wrong in 
thinking that  Marx conceived of the future classless society in terms very similar 
to, or identical with, the relationships to be found among men who suffered no 
alienation, and in which there was no fetishism of commodities. However, to 
discuss Marx as if his sole concern were the existential state of  the individual
and not at all a question of understanding the structure of societies, and the 
dependence of that  structure on concrete instruments of production-is to offer 
a portrait of Marxian thought which entirely fails to do justice to Marx's position 
in the history of the social sciences. 

97. There is at least one earlier passage which may be taken as expressing the 
same point of view as that which Marx states in his Theses on Feuerbach ; it 
occurs in his essay, Zur Kri t ik  der Hegelschen Rech tsph i losop h ie (Ein lei tung) : 

Aber d(')· l\frnsch , <las i s t  kein abstraktes, auss,er dcr Wel t  hockendes Wesen .  Der 
Mensch , das  i s t  die Welt  des Mensch e n ,  Staal ,  Soz ietat .  ( Werke, I, 378.) 
However, in this particular passage Marx is speaking as a critic of  the other
worldliness of religion, and it is not clear from the context that his views were, 
at this time, different from those of Feuerbach with respect to man. (They were, 
however, utterly different with respect to religion : it is in this passage that the 
phrase "religion is the opium of the people" occurs.)  

98. I quote these these s in the translation given by Sidney Hook (From Hegel to  
Marx , p .  296) ,  for they more clearly reproduce the original than does the s tandard 
translation given as an appendix to Engels' s  Ludwig Feu erbach . However, it is 
worth notice tha t there are some points in this document at which the text given 
by Engels (and followed by Hook) deviate:; slightly from the presently available 
form in which the theses were formulated by Marx. For Marx's original version, 
cf. Marx-Engels, Werke, III ,  5 ff. ; for Engels ' s  published version, i b id . ,  533  ff. 
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I might add th at, in his discussion of this documen t, Hook l ays less s tress on 
these two theses than I should be inclined to do. (C f. From Hegel to Marx , pp. 
296-98 .) 

99 . Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach, p. 5 1 .  
The mos t thorough discussion o f  the "Theses on Feuerbach " is th at o f  Nathan 

Ro tens treich. In discussing Theses VI and VII, he too commen ts on the difference 
be tween Marx 's view o f  the social na ture o f  man and Feuerb ach's conce ption o f  
soci al rel ationshi ps as being prim arily I-Thou rel ationshi ps. (C f Ro tens treich's 
second ar ticle, p. 486 f.) However, Ro tens treich does no t pl ace the em ph asis which 
I have pl aced on the exis tence o f  a defini te bre ak in J\Iarx 's though t at this time. 
On my in ter pre tation, i t  w as a t  this poin t th at  Marx no longer regarded soci al 
ins ti tu tions as "abs tr ac tions" and men as the true agen ts o f  his tory; ins te ad, he 
beg an to analyze his tory in ins ti tu tion al terms, an d recognized th at men were 
his toric ally de termined by the ins ti tu tions themselves . 

1 00.  Engels attribu ted the s te p  to Marx alone, ci ting his wor k in the Holy Family 
(c f. Ludwig Feuerbach, p. 5 1 ) . I t  is to be rec alled th at the German Ideology h ad 
no t at the time been published, and w as published only long after Engels 's de ath .  

As Engels s ta ted in the foreword to his boo k on Feuerbach, there were de fec ts 
in the views which he and Marx held regar ding economic his tory when they wro te 
the German Ideology ;  i t  w as for this re ason th at he subsequen tly decided no t to 
publish th at e arly work. In s pi te o f  this fac t, the German  Ideo logy con tains the 
cle ares t ex pression o f  their views reg arding the nature o f  man in rel ation to the 
forms o f  his soci al exis tence . Wi th res pec t to this particul ar rel ationshi p their 
views did no t subsequen tl y ch ange . 

1 0 1 .  C f. German Ideology , p. 7, for this ch ar ac terization o f  man .  In Capital (I, 
200), Marx ci tes the no t unrel ated  ch arac teriz ation o f  man sugges ted b y  Benj amin 
Franklin, that  m an is a tool -making anim al . Also, c f. Capital, I, 19 7-9 8  for 
ano ther pass age in which Marx con tr as ts hum an n ature wi th the nature o f  
animals. 

1 0 2 .  The foregoing summ arizes the doc trine to be found in Werke, III, 20-2 1 .  
The key pass age re ads as follows: 

Die Weise, in der die l\fenschen ihre Lebensmittel prodmieren . . .  ist nicht bloss nach 
der Seite b in zu betrach ten, dass sie die Repro<l uktion der physischen Existenz der 
Individuen ist. Sie ist vielmehr schon eine bestimmte Art der Tiit igkeit d ieser Individuen, 
eine bestimmte Art, ihr Leben zu ;iussern, eine bestimmte Lrbensweise derselben. Wie 
die Individuen ihr Leben aussern, so sind sie . \Vas sie s ind, fall t  also zusammen mit 
ihrer Produktion, sowohl  damit ,  was sie produzieren , als auch damit ,  wie sie produzieren. 
Was die Individuen also s ind, das hangt ab von clen materiellen Bedingungen ihrer 
Produktion (p. 2 1 ) .  
A tr ansl ation o f  this pass age appe ars in the l as t  par agr aph o f  page 7 o f  the Ger
man Ideology. The fac t that  this transl ation fails to convey the me aning o f  the 
origin al is as much a func tion o f  the original mode o f  ex pression, and the 
nu ances o f  the langu age, as i t  is attrib utable to the transl ator. 

1 03. C f. German Ideology , p. 1 3 . 
For o ther ins tances in which Marx em phasized the fac t th a t  the produc tive 

rel ationshi ps in to which individuals en ter are inde penden t o f  their wills, c f. his 
le tter to Annen kov (es peci all y pp. 1 5 2-53, as re prin ted in the Poverty of Ph i
losophy) and the famous pass age in his pre face to A Con tribu t ion to the  Cri t ique 
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of Polit ical Economy, " In the social production which men carry on they enter 
into definite relations that are indispensable and independent of their will; these 
relations of production correspond to a definite stage of development of their 
material powers of production" (p. 1 1  ). Al so, cf. the emphasis which he placed 
on understanding the effects of the division of labor in societies (Capital ,  I, 38(i-
87, et f1assim) .  

This conception of the relation between individuals and social structures may 
be contrasted with l\Iarx's earlier views when he rejected "society" as an abstrac
tion, and spoke of social  relationships as "man to man" relationships. (Cf. above, 
p. 1 86 . )  

1 04. From German Icfrology , pp.  1 3- 1 5. (For the original, cf .  Werke, III, 2 6-27.) 
Echoes of this very language arc to be found throughout the later works of both 

Marx and Engels. For example, in the preface to his Con tribu t ion to the  Critiq ue  
of  Polit ica l  Economy (p. 1 1  f.), Marx says : " It i s  not the consciousness of  men 
that determines their existence, but, on the contrary, their social existence deter
mines their consciousness . "  

1 05. In the Economic an d Ph i losophic Man uscripts M arx had said, " :\Ian's indi
vidual and species life are not different" (p. 1 05), a phrase which Cornu has placed 
in its proper context when he said : 

Cornme ! 'exi stence de J ' i nd iv idu est  incl i ssolublemcnt l i ee  a la societe ,  on ne peut  
n i  le scparer de celle-ci ,  n i  ! 'opposer ;'1 e l le .  S i  l ' hommc est ,  en effet , un indiviclu par
t i cu l ier, posscdant  un caractere spccifique ct par la-meme une si ngulari tc ,  qui  le d i s t ingue 
des au tres hommes, i i  incarne en  mc'me temps, par sa pensce et  par ses actes, l a  tota l i tc  
idea le  de la societe .  (Mar:c e t  Enge ls ,  I I I , p .  1 62 .; , 

However, no such identity could be claimed between an individual belonging to 
one class and his societ y  as a whole; nor could an identity between particular in
dividuals belonging to different stages in social  life be assumed. Thus, the follow
ing passage from the German Ideology can be read as if it were an explicit answer 
to these earlier quasi-:l<euerbachian views of Marx, especially when one recalls 
that the earlier statement appeared in the context of a discussion of the indi
vidual 's consciousness-of-self and of others : 

\Vhere specula t ion ends-in real l i fe-there real ,  pos i t ive  science begins  . . . .  Empty 
t ,dk about consciousness ceases, and real knowledge has  to take i t s  place. When real i ty 
is depicted, ph i losophy ai, an independent bra m h  of acti v i ty loses i ts med ium of ex i s tence.  
,\ t the best i ts place can only be taken by a summing-up of the most general results ,  
abstract ions which arise from the observat ion of the h i stori ca l  developmen t  of men . 
Viewed apart from real h istory, these abstract ions have in themselves no value whatso
ever. (German 1deology, p. 1 5 .) 

1 06. German Ideology ,  pp. 1 9-20. ( Werke, I II, 30-3 1 ) .  

1 07. German Ideology , p. 29  ( Werke, III, 38). 
Also, cf. German Ideo logy , p. 68 ( Werhe, I I I, 69). 

1 08. For example, in the Poverty of Phi losophy one finds Marx saying, "M.  
Proudhon does not know that all history ii; nothing but a transformation of hu
man nature" (p. 1 24) ; and in the Comm u n ist Man ifesto (p. 28) one reads : 

Does i t  req u i re deep i n tu i t ion to comprehend th;it  man' s  ideas, v i ews, and concept ions, 
i n  one word, man 's consciousness, chang·cs wi th every change in the condit ions o f  h i s  
materia l  existence, i n  h i s  �;oc ial  rela t ions and in  h i s  soci a l  l i fe ?  
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1 09 . Cf. Poverty of Ph i losophy, p. 93 .  

1 1 0 .  Communis t  llfon ifesto ,  p. 26 . Also, cf .  Marx's letter to Annenkov, in Poverty 
of Ph ilosophy, pp. 1 60-6 1 .  

1 1 1 . For example, cf. Hook, From Hegel t o  Marx , pp. 257-5() · 

1 1 2 .  Phenomenology of Min d , p. 336 .  (C f. above, p. 1 76 . )  
In the original, Hegel's remark reads: "Die  Individualitat ist, was i lm: \Veit 

als die ihrige ist" ( Werke, II, 239) .  

1 1 3 .  Marx contrasted his  materialism, which stresses activity, or prnx is, with 
Feuerbach's "contemplative" materialism (der anschrrnen de llfo teria lism11s) ,  and 
in his Fifth Thesis he criticized Feuerbach's interpretation of sensory knowledge 
in saying "er £asst die S innlichkeit nicht als pra k t ische menschlich-sinnliche 
Tatigkeit" ( Werke, III, 6). 

For discussions of this aspect of Marx's thought, cf. Hook, From Hegel to  Marx , 
Ch. VIII  and Rotenstreich, "Marx' Thesen iiber Feuerbach." 

1 1 4 .  Cf. the opening paragraph of the original preface to the Critiq ue  of Polit irnl  
Economy ( Werke, XIII, 6 1 5) .  This preface is added as an appendix to the English 
translation of that work, but unfortuna tely the translation is unreliable. 

For a later, parallel discussion, cf. Capital , I, 87-89 .  For Engels's criticism of 
Adam Smith from the same point of view, cf. A n t i-Diih ring, p. 16 7-68 .  

1 15 .  "Je tiefer wir in der Geschichte zuriickgehen, je mehr erscheint das In
dividuum, daher auch das produzierende Individuum, als unselbstiindig, einem 
grossren Ganzen angehorig . . . .  Erst in elem 1 8  . .J ahrhundert, in der 'biirgerlichen 
Gesellschaft, ' treten die verschieclenen Formen des gesellschaftlichen Zusammen
hangs elem Einzelnen als blosses Mittel fiir sein Privatzwecke entgegen, als 
ausserliche Notwencligkeit" ( Werke, X l l  I ,  6 1 6) .  

1 16 .  This, as we have seen, was also the v iew held b y  Hegel. (C f. p .  1 39, 1 1 .  7 2 ,  
above. )  

We may note the following statement by l\larx : 
Wenn alrn von Produktion die Rede ist. ist irnmer die Rede von Procluktion auf 

einer bestimmten gesellschaftlichen Entwicklungsstufc-von der Produktion gesell
schaftlicher Individuen. ( Werke,  X I I I ,  616.) 

In the section entitled "The Method of Political Economy" in the same (un
published) preface to the Cri t ique of Pol i t ica l Eron omy, :\farx wrestled with the 
problem of legitimate and illegitimate forms of abstraction from the concrete 
nature of social institutions. Unfortunately, the English translation of this im
portant, difficult, and often unclear, section is particularly weak. 

1 1 7 .  Contribu t ion to the  Crit ique  of Polit irn l Enmmny, p. 1 1 . 

1 1 8 .  This statement appears in his Third Observation on Proudhon in the 
Poverty of Ph ilosophy , p. 93. In that observation he takes Proudhon to task for 
dislocating the limbs (Glieder) of the social system, and for overlooking the fact 
that in  the structure of society "all relations coexist simultaneously and support 
one another" (p. 94 ) . 

1 1 9 . Contribut ion to the Cri t ique  of Polit irn l t:ronomy, p. 1 2 . 
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1 2 0.  "At a certain stage of their development, the material forces of production 
in society come in conflict with the existing relations of production, or-what is 
but a legal expression for the same thing-with the property relations within 
which they had been at work before. From forms of development of the forces of 
production these relations turn into their fetters. Then comes the period of 
social revolution. ·with the change of the economic foundation the entire immense 
superstructure is more or less rapidly transformed." (Con tri bu t ion to the  Crit iq ue  
of  Poli t ica l Economy, p.  1 2 . )  

1 2 1 .  Poverty of Ph i losophy,  p. 93. 

CHAPTER 1 1 . ]\'IAN AS A PROGRESSIVE BEI NG 

1 .  P. G. Guizot, Cours d 'h is to ire moderne :  Le<;ons du cours de I828, p. 15. 
In the light of what is to follow, it is significant to note Mill's admiration for 

Guizot, which comes out in numerous of the Earlier Le t ters of John Stuart  Mill ,  
and is also expressed, though less clearly, in Mill's review of Guizot's Essays and 
his Lectures 011 History ,  reprinted in Disser ta t ions and  D iscussions, II, 297-362.  

2 .  "I regard utility as ithe ultimate appeal on all ethical questions ; but it  must be 
utility in the largest sense, grounded on the permanent interests of man as a 
progressive being." (Ori Liberty, p. 74.) 

3. Cf. above, pp. 166-fi7. 

4. Cf. his essay on Coleridge, Disserta t ions r111 d Discussions, II, 2 0- 2 2 . 

5. Cited in Life and Letters of F. D .  Ma urice, I, So. (The quotation dates from 
1828, when l\laurice and l\Iill were fellow-members of the Debating Society.) 

6. In his A u to b iograp hy, when speaking of the period during which his views 
underwent change clue to the influence of the Germano-Colericlgians, Mill stated 
that even though he had "found the fabric of my old and taught opinions giving 
way in many fresh places, I never allowed it to fall to pieces, but was incessantly 
occupied in weaving it anew" [Early Draft ,  p. 133].  

7.  I have examined this problem in more detail in an article entitled "On Inter
preting Mill's Util i tarianism, "  Journal  of the  History of Ph ilosophy , VI ( 1968), 
35-46. For further documentation of the interpretation which follows, the reader 
is referred to that article. 

8. After praising Bentham for his method as a critical philosopher, and for the 
reform which this method had brought to philosophy, l\Iill continued : 

Human nature and human life arc wide subjects: and whoever would embark in an 
enterprise requiring a thorough knowledge of them llas need both of large stores of 
his own, and of all aids and appl i ances from c1 .,,ewhere. His qualifications for success 
will be proportional to two things,-thc degree in which his own nature and circum
stances furnish him with a correct and complete picture of man's nature and cir
cumstances, and his capa city of deriving light from other minds. 

Bentham failed in deriving light from other minds. His writings contain few traces 
of the accurate knowledge of any schools of thi nking but his own . . . .  

Bentham's contempt, i:hcn, of all other schools of thinkers . . .  was his first disqualifi
cation as a philosopher. His second was the incompleteness of his own mind as a 
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representative of universal human nature. I n  many of the most natural and strongest 
feeli ngs of human nature he had no sympathy;  from many of i ts graver experiences he 
was al together cut off; and the faculty by which one mind understands a mind different  
from i tself, and throws i tself i n to the feelings of that other mind, was  denied by h i s  
deficiency of imaginat ion.  (Disserta t ions a n d  Discussions,  I ,  375 and 378 . )  

9 .  This essay was enti t led "Remarks on Bentham's Philosophy," and it was pub
l ished as an appendix to E. L. Bulwer's  England and the English in 1833 . For
tunately, it is now readily avai lable in Mill's Eth ical Writings, edi ted by J. B. 
Schneewind (New York, 1965) . For Mil l ' s  own references to this anonymous 
article, cf. the early draft of his A utob iography,  p. 157, and Earlier Let ters, pp. 
152,  172, and 236 .  

10. This doctrine, which is a subspecies of  the doctrine that men always act in 
accordance wi th pleasure or for an avoidance of pain, is sometimes termed "psy
chological hedonism of the present moment ."  It had antecedents in Locke, and 
among recent philosophers was defended by A. 0. Lovejoy in his Reflections on 
Human Nature. It may be i l lustrated by a statement of James Mi ll, which was 
then elucidated in a comment by .John Stuart Mil l  . 

.James Mil l  said: 

I t  not unfrequently happens, that the idea of the unfavourable sentiments of man
kind, becomes more in tolerable than all  the consequences which could resul t  from them; 
and men make their escape from l i fe , i n  order to escape from the torment ing idea of 
certain consequences, which, a t  most, would only dimin ish the advan tages of l iv ing. 

To which .John Stuart Mil l ' s  note added the following: 

They do not seek death to escape from the idea of any consequences of the unfavour
able sent iments of mankind. The mere fact of having i ncurred those unfavourable 
sent iments has become, by the adhesive force of associat ions, so painful i n  i tself, that 
death i s  sometimes preferred to it . There i s  often no thought of the consequences that 
may arise from the unfavourable sen timents . . . .  it i s  true that a vague conception of 
the many unpleasant consequences liable to arise from the evil opinion of  others, was 
the crude matter out of which the horror of the thing i tself was primi t ively formed : 
hut once formed, i t  loses i ts connexion with i ts original source . 

The last sentence also i l lustrates what I shall refer to as Mil l ' s  doctrine of func
tional autonomy, immediately below. 

(The two foregoing quotations are to be found in James Mill, A na lysis of the  
Phenomena of the  Human M ind , II, 296-97.) 

1 1. "Remarks on Bentham' s Phi losophy," p. 55. 

12 .  In Note 45, to .James Mill, A na lysis of the  Phenomena of the Human Mind, 
II, 233. Also, cf. the beginning of the first paragraph of Note 58 (II, 307-8), and 
in another context, Mil l ' s  System of Logic, Book VI, Ch. II, Sect .  4 .  

13 .  Cf. Ut i l i tarian ism , pp. 34-35. 

14. Dr. Thomas Brown provides the most notable exception to this generaliza
tion. Unlike Hartley, and unlike Bentham and James Mill, Brown believed that 
associationism entailed historical variabil ity, which also entailed variability in 
individual human nature. (Cf. Lecture XLIV of his Lectures on the Ph ilosophy 
of the Human Mind , especially pp. 4 2 3-26 . )  
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1 5. Two quotations from his System of Logic will serve to illustrate this important 
aspect of Mill's thought : 

It is one of the charac ters, not absolutely pernliar to the sciences of human nature 
and society, but bclougi ng to them in a peculiar degree, to be conversant with a 
subject-matter whose properties are changeable. I do not mean changeable from day to 
day, but from age to age ; so that not only the qualities of the individuals vary,  but 
those of the majority are 1 101  the same in one age as in another. (Book VI, Ch. X, Sect. 3, 
pp .  63 1 -32. )  

And, in the following section, he said : 
After the first few terms of the series, the influence exercised over each generation 

by the generations which preceded it becomes . . .  more and more preponderant over 
all other influences; unli l at length what we now are and do is in a very small degree 
the result of the universal circumstances of the h uman race, or even of our own circum
stances acting through the original qualities of our species, but mainly of the qualities 
produced in us by the whole previous history of humanity (p . 633) . 

16. This, of course, presupposes that human beings are strongly responsive to the 
feelings of others, which Mill firmly believed. Cf. what he said concerning "the 
social feelings of mankind" in the third chapter of Uti li tarian ism (p. 29), and the 
role played by sympathy in his account of justice in the fifth chapter of the same 
work (pp. 4 7-48) . 

Granted this responsiveness, most so-called moral education need not, on Mill's 
view, be planned or deliberately inculcated. In this connection we may note how 
broadly he defined "education" :  

Whatever helps to shape the human being--to make the individual what h e  is, or 
h inder him from being what he is not-is part of his education. (Dissertat ions and 
Discussions, IV,  333. )  

We may also note that in the original draft of his thoughts on the emancipation 
of women, which he wrote for Harriet Taylor, and which long afterwards was 
published in the form of his essay, The Su bject ion of Women, Mill stressed the 
fact that the education of the feelings and the conscience of children derives in 
large measure from their association with their mothers, but that this most 
important aspect of education arises naturally and without conscious design. (Cf. 
Hayek, John S tuart Mill  and Harriet Tay lor, p. 67.) 

1 7. Cf. the following passage : 
Lik� the other acquired capacities above referred to, the moral faculty, if not a part 

of our nature, is a natural outgrowth from it ; capable, l ike them, in a certa in small  
degree, of springing up spontaneously ; and susceptible of being brought by cultivation 
to a h igh degree of development. Unhappily it is susceptible, by a sufficient use of  the 
external sanctions and of the force of early :impressions, of being cultivated in almost 
any direction : so that there is hardly anyth ing  so absurd or so m isch ievous that it may 
not, by means of these influences, be made to act on the human mind with all the 
authori ty of conscience . . . .  

But moral associations which are wholly of art ificial creation, when intellectual culture 
goes on, yield by degrees to the dissolving fon:e of analysis . ( Ut i litarian ism, Chapter III, 
pp .  2 8-29.) 

18 .  I do not wish to be interpreted as belittling the social importance which 
Mill attached to progress in belief; as he said with respect to intellectual activity 
and the pursuit of truth: 

Notwithstanding the relative weak!iess of this principle among other sociological 
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agents, its influence is the main determining cause of the social progress; a l l  the other 
dispositions of our nature which contribute to that progress being dependent upon 
it for the means of accomplishing their share of the work. (System of l. ogic, Book VI, 
Ch. X, Sect. 7, p. 64 1 .) 

4 49 

My only point is that Mill did not hold that in acquiring more adequate bel iefs 
the fundamental motivation of men was changed ; however, such a change did 
occur when the effects of experience on their feelings led men to seek vir tue and 
justice, rather than the satisfaction of their own immediate interests. 

19 .  Cf. System of Logic, Book VI, Ch. V.  

20. From Ib id . ,  Ch. V, Sect. 6, p .  605 . 

2 1. Cf. Ib id . ,  Ch. IX, Sect 3, p. 6 2 3 .  

2 2 .  Ib id . ,  Ch. IX, Sect. 4 ,  p .  6 27. 

23. Ib id . ,  Ch. IX, Sect. 4, p .  626. It is to be noted that very early in his career l\I i l l  
had rejected the views of the St .  Simonians (among whom Comte was at  the time 
included), for not having recognized diversity in the character of different nations 
which stood at the same stage of advance in general civilization. (Cf. Far/ier 
Let ters, I, 43 . )  

24 .  System of L ogic, Book VI,  Ch.  IX, Sect. 4, pp. 6 26-27. (Also, cf .  The Posit ive 
Philosophy of Comte, pp. 76-77, quoted in note 5 of the preceding chapter. )  

25 .  This passage was explicitly directed against the views of progress characteristic 
of continental thought (but, oddly enough, exempted Comte from its criticism) ; 
it proceeds as follows : 

It is conceivable that those laws [i.e., of psychology and ethology] might be such, and 
the general circumstances of the human race such, as to determine the successive 
transforma ti ons of man and society to one given and unvarying order . But even if the 
case were so, it cannot be the ultimate aim of science to discover an empirical law. 
Until that law could be connected with the psychological and ethological laws on which 
it must depend . . .  it could not be relied on for the prediction of future events, beyond, 
at most, adjacent cases. (System of L ogic, Book VI, Ch. X, Sect. 3, p. 633.) 

As Levy-Bruh! recognized and indicated, l\I i l l 's position with respect to there 
being a science of ethology provided a point of fundamental disagreement be
tween his views and those of Comte. For Comte, a knowledge of the character of 
men is derivative from sociology, and not from the laws of the h uman mind .  In 
this connection, Levy-Bruh! quotes Comte as saying, " J I  ne faut pas expl iquer 
l 'humanite par l 'homme, mais au contraire l 'homme par l 'human itc . "  (Cf. preface 
to Let tres ined i tes de ].  S. Mill ,  p. xxxv. ) 

26 .  In his essay, "The Utility of Religion," l\I i l l  wrote : 
The power of education is almost boundless ; there is not one incl i n a tion which i t  

i s  not s trong enough t o  coerce and, i f  need ful, to destroy b y  disuse. ( Three  Essays on  
R eligion ,  p .  82.) 

27. The Subject ion of Women, Ch.  1 ,  pp. 3!J-,p . 
In this connection we may note that one of the circumstances wh ich played a 

role in the growing separation between Mill and Comte was, as one can see in  
their correspondence, their quite different estimates of  the nature and poten-
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tialities of women. This difference reflected the differences in their views regard
ing precisely those matters with which we are here concerned. (Cf. Levy-Bruhl 's 
remarks on the same subject in his preface to Let t  res in edites de ].  S. Mill , pp.  
xxiv-xxx) .  

28. A clear statement of Mill 's view is to be found in his System of Logic,  Book 
VI, Ch. IV, Sect. 4 :  

Unfortunately the reaction o f  the last and present generation against the phi losophy 
of the e ighteenth century produced a very genera l neglect of this great department of 
analytical i nquiry (viz. the general laws of the mind] . . . .  The majority of  those who 
speculate on human naturt, prefer dogmatically to assume that the mental d ifferences 
which they perceive, or think they perceive, amon � human beings are ult imate facts, 
incapable of  being ei ther expla ined or al tered, rather than take the trouble o f  fitt ing 
themselves, by the requis i te processes of thought, for referring those mental d ifferences 
to the outward causes by which they are for the most part produced, and on the removal 
of  which they would cease to exist. The German school of  metaphysical specula tion, 
which has not yet lost i ts temporary predominance in European thought, has had this 
among other injurious influences; and at  the oppo si te extreme of the psychological 
scale, no wri ter, e i ther of  early or of recent date, i i; chargeable in  a h igher degree with 
th i s  aberration from the true scien t ific spir i t  than M .  Comte (pp. 595-96) .  

29. Once again it may be useful to point out that the use of organic analogies 
with respect to the relationships among the institutional elements within a 
society, and with respect to society as a whole, need not involve organicism with 
respect to the relations between individuals and the society. This is particularly 
evident in Mill, who, in mentioning the impossibility of insulating any feature of 
a society from its other features, said : 

Whatever affects, i n  any appreciable degree, any one element of the social  sta te, 
affects through it all the other elements. (Cf. System of Logic, Book VI, Ch. IX, Sect. 2 , 
p. 622 . )  
In fact, in this section, and in the following section of  the same chapter, as well 
as in Chapter X, Sect. 2, he used the Comtean term "consensus" to refer to the 
organic relationships among the elements in a society. However, there were two 
features of the cluster of doctrines often termed "organicism" to which he was 
unalterably opposed: ( 1 )  the organicist rejection of constant psychological prin
ciples such as the laws of association ; and ( 2 ) the use of organic analogies with 
respect to social institutions which suggested that these institutions were not, to 
any degree, subject to human control. (Cf. Representa tive Government ,  Ch. I, 
pp. 1 7 5-'77 - )  

30. In this connection one may note that each used De Tocqueville's picture of 
democracy in America in portraying some of the contemporary threats to culture. 
Mil l's essays on De Tocqueville are well  known. While Arnold mentioned De 
Tocqueville not infrequently, it was only in the essay entitled "Democracy" that 
he did so in this special connection. (Cf. Com_ple te Prose Works, II, 9 . )  However, 
in the same essay (pp. 1 6  and 25), as wel l  as elsewhere, he used the expression 
"Americanize. " For a comparison of the views of Arnold and Mill on the United 
States, cf. Alexander, Mat thew A rn old and  John S tuart Mill ,  pp. 2 2 4-29. 

3 1 .  That there is a connection between their two essays on the proper scope of 
state authority is unmistakable; one of the dearest signs is the way in which 
Arnold discusses Mill 's use of Wilhelm von Humboldt's book, The Sphere and 
Dut ies of  Governmen t .  Cf .  Mill, On Liberty, Ch. III, pp .  1 1 5- 1 6, and Arnold, 
Culture and A narchy, Ch. III (Complete Prose Works, V, 1 60-6 1 . ) 
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3 2 .  On the problem of race in  Arnold ' s  thought ,  cf .  Tri l l ing, Matthew A rnold, 
pp. 2 3 2-42 .  However, there are passages in  which Arnold tends to modi fy h i s  
u sua l  view; perhaps most strikingly in  h i s  essay "Democracy, " which  served as the 
in troduction to his book The Popu lar  Educa t ion  of Fra n ce, but which he re
publi shed eighteen years la ter as an i ndependent essay. There, in speaking of 
"the modern spiri t , "  he says that i t  i s  

. . .  gradually making its way  everywhere, removing old conditions and imposing new, 
altering long-fixed habits , undermining venerable institutions, even modifying national 
character. ( C o m p lete  Prose Works ,  I I, 29.) 

33 .  On "Mi ll i sm" as a degenerate form of Hellenism, cf. Arnold 's  preface to the 
first edition of St. Pa u l  a n d  Pro t esta n t ism (Complete Prose Works, VI, 1 26) . How
ever, as Edward Alexander points out (pp. 30-3 2 ) ,  Arnold la ter wi thdrew this 
epithet, and at  some poin ts was generous i n  his prai se of  Mi l l .  In  this  connection 
Alexander remarks that "Arnold and Mill never fully comprehended each other 
personally, but they came close to comprehending each other spiri tually" (p. 3 2 ) . 
Even so, Arnold never softened h i s  cri t ic i sm of Bentham, and i n  the preface to 
Essays in Crit icism,  there i s  a delightful sketch of Benthamism as the religion of  
the  English middle class .  (Cf .  Comple te  P.rose Works, I I I ,  2 88-89 . )  

34 . Alexander acknowledges a debt to Lionel Tril l ing, M .  H.  Abrams, F .  R.  
Leavis, G. L .  Nesbit t ,  and also W. E . Houghton in this  connection .  Like Alex
ander, I am incl ined to rej ect the dist inction which Houghton tends to draw be
tween Arnold as "Goethean" and Mi l l  as "Romantic ."  (Cf. Houghton, Victorian 
Frame of Mind, pp. 2 87-9 1 ;  Alexander, pp. 26-2 7 . )  However, I should l ike to cite 
a passage from Houghton which wholly agrees with the dist inction I am using i n  
the presen t chapter between those who, l ike Fichte and Green, s tress effort and 
vis ion as the bas is  for the self-transformation of man,  and those who stress the 
cultiva tion of the h igher, nobler forms of sensibi l i ty . In Houghton, this  general 
di st inction i s  phrased in terms of a contrast between "earnestness" and "en
thusiasm" ;  he  says : 

In significant contrast with that of moral earnestness, the ethic of enthusiasm assumes 
that . . .  the organ of virtue is the sensibility rather than the conscience; and that the 
moral life depends, not on the arduous struggle to master the passions and compel the 
will to a life of duty, but on the vitality of the noble emotions, inspiring the delighted 
service of a high ideal (p. 264). 

In my opinion-as i s  obvious-Matthew Arnold, no less than Mi ll ,  belonged 
primarily in the latter camp. Houghton, however, places h im (along with Thomas 
Arnold) primari ly i n  the former. As a prel iminary defense of my own view I 
might c i te the extent to which Arnold's sympathies lay with what he termed 
Hellenism, and in thi s  connection we may recall that  he  said,  " the governing 
idea of Hellenism is  spon tane i ty of consciousness ;  that of Hebraism, strictn ess of 
conscience" (Cul ture an d A na rchy , Ch.  IV;  i n  Comple te  Prose Works, V, 1 65) . 

35 .  "A French Eton," Complete  Prose Works, I I ,  3 2 2 .  
In  this connection w e  may note that Arnold believed that the growth and de

velopment  of new classes was a natural tendency in  his tory . As he said in speaking 
of  the rise of democracy, 

This change has been brought about by natural and inevitable causes, and neither 
the great nor the multitude are to be blamed for it. The growing demands and 
audaciousness of the latter, the encroaching spirit of democracy, are, indeed, matters 
of loud complaint with some persons.  But these persons are complaining of human 
nature itself, when they th u s  com plain of its native and ineradicable impulse. Life itself 
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consists, say the phi losophers, in the effort t o  n(finn on e's own essence . . .  Democracy 
is trying to affirm its own essence ; to l i Ye, to enjoy, to possess the world, as aristocracy 
has tried, and successful ly tried, before it. Ever si nce Europe emerged from barbarism, 
ever since the cond ition of the common people began a l ittle to improve, ever since 
their minds began to stir, this effort of democracy has been gaining· strength; and the 
more their condition improves, the more strength this effort gains. So potent is the 
charm of l ife and expansion upon the l iving ;  the moment men are aware of them, they 
begin to desire them, and the more they have of them, the more they crave. (From 
"Democracy, " Cmnf;lete Prose Works ,  1 1 .  7 . )  

36.  "A French Eton, " Complete Prose Works, ll , 3 24 .  

37. From "The Literar y Influence of Academies, "  Com f;letc Prose Works, I I I ,  
2 36.  

38. Cul ture and A narchy, Ch.  VI,  in Comple 1 e Prose Works, V,  2 1 9 . 

39. From the preface to the first edition of St .  Pa ul  and  Prot est an t ism (Complete 
Prose Works, VI, 1 25) .  

While a strong affinity with self-realizationism, rather than hedonism, is  sug
gested by this quotation, and by the two preceding it, cf . my discussion of this 
issue in note 34 ,  above. 

40. From "My Countrymen" 111 Friendsh ip 's Garland (Complete  Prose Works, 
V, 1 9) .  

4 1 .  Complete Prose Works, 1 1 1 ,  283 . (Also, cf. pp. 268 and 280.) 

-1 2 · From "The Function of Criticism," Comt,,lete Prose Works,  I I I ,  269.  
Arnold contrasted epochs of expansion w ith those of concentrat ion ,  and this 

contrast has sometimes been compared with the Saint Simonian and Comtean 
contrast between "organic" and "critical" periods, which was adopted by l\Iill in 
The Spirit of the  A ge .  (For such a comparison, cf. Alexander, Mat thew A rnold 
and John Stuart  Mil l ,  p. 4 1 . ) However, the comparison is defective, for as Arnold's  
use of Burke and his estimate of his own age suggest, his own contrast lay between 
epochs which were directed at conserving and concentrating their heritages, and 
those which were progressive and expansive . The notion of a period which is 
critical (rather than organic) does not fit into Arnold's  dichotomy. 

1 3 · Complete Prose Works, V, 88. 

14 ·  Cu lture and A n archy ,  Ch. I I ,  in Complett Prose Works, V, 1 34-35 .  

,1 5 .  Cf .  Trilling, Matthew A rno ld, p. 275, and Alexander, Mat thew A rno ld and 
John  Stuart Mill, p. 1 4 1 .  

46 .  From "Democracy, "  Complete Prose Worhs, I I ,  8 .  
Nor was Arnold incapable of indignation at insensibility to suffering, as we may 

note in his impassioned advocacy of restriction in the size of the population as a 
means of preventing the suffering of children. (Cf. Culture and A narchy, Ch. VI ,  
in Complete  Prose Work5, V, 2 1 7-20.) 

47. In discussing his phrase " sweetness and light" (which he borrowed from 
Swift' s  simile of the bee's production of honey and of wax) , Arnold said : 

If I ha Ye not shrunk from saying- that we must work for sweetness and J ig-ht, so 
neither have l shrunk from saying- that we must have a broad basis, must have sweetness 
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and l ight for as  many as  possi ble. Aga in  and aga in  I ha\'e i nsisted how those are the 
happy moments of human i ty, how those are the marking epochs of a people's l i fe, how 
those are the flowering t imes for l i tera ture and art and a l l  the crea t i \'e power of 
gen ius, when there is a n a t iona l  glow of l i fe and thought, when the whole of society is 
in the fullest measure permeated by thought, sensi ble to beauty, i ntel l igent and al i \'e. " 
(Cul ture and  A narchy ,  Ch. I, in Compll' te  Prose Jl'orks, V, 1 1  2. ) 

48. Cf. his discussion of " the Barbarians" (i.e., of aristocracy) in C u lt u re and  
A narchy,  Ch.  III, and his comparison of  aristocracy and democracy in  the  essay 
"Democracy, " prefixed to his Popu lar Ed uca t ion  of France . 

Furthermore, it is noteworthy that Arnold holds that in an epoch of expansion 
(as opposed to epochs of concentration), the very \'irtues of the aristocracy are 
likely to prove socially harmful. (Cf. Comple te  Prose Works, V, 1 25 and 1 26 . )  

49 .  Cul ture and A narchy ,  Ch.  I .  in Complete  Prose Works, V, 94 . 

50. I should not expect this characteriza tion o f l\ lill 's ideal to be challenged , bu t  
in  case it should be, I would refer the  reader to  the second chapter o f  Uti l i taria n 
ism i n  which the qualitative differences among pleasures are discussed, and t o  my 
analysis of Mill's doctrine of virtue in the Jo urnal  of t he  History of Ph i losophy, 
VI ( 1 968), 4 2-46 .  

5 1 .  Cul ture and  A narchy ,  in Comple te  Prose Works, V, 94 .  

5 2 .  Ibid. ,  p. 9 1 .  

53 .  Ib id., p .  94. 

54 .  Ibid. ,  pp. 1 64-65 .  

55 .  For example, ib id. ,  pp. 1 70-7 1 ;  and vol. VI ,  1 2 ,1 -25 .  

56 .  For example, Comple te  Prose Works, V, 1 75, 1 76-77, 1 78, 1 8 1 , and 1 85 .  

5 7 .  Ib id . ,  p. 1 65 ;  also, p .  180 .  

58.  We may note that, when Arnold returned to a discussion of his contrast be
tween Hellenism and Hebraism in the conclusion of Litera tu re and  Dogma, he 
did in fact identify Hellenism and culture. To be sure, he pointed out that cul
ture was only one-fourth of life, whereas conduct constituted three-fourths. How
ever, he insisted that conduct must be informed by culture if it is not to go astray. 
(Cf . Complete Prose Works, VI, 407-8. )  

59 .  Cul ture ancl A narchy, Ch. IV (Complete Prose Works, V, 1 67) . Also, cf . Ch.  
V, where Arnold says, "To say we work for sweetness and light, then, is only 
another way of saying that we work for Hellenism" (p. 1 78) .  

60. From Cul ture and A narchy, Ch.  I (Complete Prose Works, V, 1 08) .  

6 1 .  At  one point Arnold states this doctrine in saying, " the great end of society 
is perfecting the individual, the fu llest, freest, and worthiest development of the 
individual's activity" ;  these are words with which l\Iill could have wholly agreed. 
(The quotation is from "A French Eton, " Complete Prose Works, II, 3 1 2 . )  

Similarly, when in  the  third chapter of  On Liberty (the very chapter Arnold 
chose to criticize) Mill made the following sta tement, it might have been Arnold 
speaking: 
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It really is of importance, not only what men do, but also what manner of men they 
are that do it. Among the works of man, which human life is rightly employed in per
fecting and beautifying, the first in importance surely is man himself (p. 1 1 7) .  

62 .  I t  is important to  note that, a s  Alexander points out, both Mill and Arnold 
were aware of themselves as living in an age of transition, and one which posed 
grave threats to the ideals in which they be.lieved : 

They knew their epoch to be undergoing a tremendous and irrc,istible revolution, and 
they felt a moral obligat ion to use their great gifts to facilitate the transition and to 
ensure that the great imminent change would be change for the better and not the 
worse. (Mat thew A rno ld and Joh n  Stuart M ill, p. 14.) 

63 .  For Arnold's most explicit praise of Burke in this particular connection, cf. 
"The Function of Criticism," Complete Prose Works, I II, 266-67, and the let ter 
which R. H. Super q uotes (pp. 475-76) in his note to this passage. In two other 
critical notes ( i b id., II ,  377 and V, 4 25) ,  Super indicates how closely Arnold's 
characterization of " the State" followed Burke's views. 

64.  Ibid., V, 2 2 1 .  

65 .  We have noted the emphasis which M ill placed upon educat ion ,  and how he 
included the effects of all experience within that term; it is necessary to note that 
Arnold was professionally engaged in education, not only (for a time) as a pro
fessor, but as one who, early in his career, was designated by a Royal Commission 
on Education to survey the lower schools in France, Switzerland, and Holland, 
and who later, over a long period of time, served as an inspector of schools in 
England. 

In the same general connection we may note that in Mill's essay "Civilization," 
and in his "Inaugural Address" as Rector of S t .  Andrews University, Mill-like 
Arnold-argued for the importance of classical education. In this respect Arnold 
(who became engaged in a controversy with Huxley regarding this point) ex
pressed himself as being wholly in accord with Mill. (For a brief discussion, cf. 
Alexander, Matthew A rno ld and John Stuart Mill ,  pp. 3 1 -32 .) 

66 .  It is often assumed that, in the latter part of the nineteenth century, those 
who regarded man as capable of self-improvement had been led to that conviction 
by the Darwinian theory of evolution. Such is definitely not the case, as we shall 
later have ample opportunity to see. In t he present connection, however, it may 
be pointed out that neither Mill nor Arnold had been influenced in this way . 
Mill's reservations with respect to Darwinian theory are evident in his appraisal 
of the argument from design in his essay on "Theism." With respect to Arnold 
we may note that, in the first six volumes of the most recent edition of his prose 
works, he does not discuss evolutionism at all, in spite of his concern with issues 
centering in religious dogma; in fact, he mentions Darwin only once, and that 
with reference to the latter's book on the expression of emotion in animals and 
men. (Cf. Complete Prose Works, VI, 3 q. )  In fact, a progressivist view of man 
outgrowing his animal nature is not, as we shall see, characteristic of Darwinism. 

In connection with progressivist views which were independent of Darwinian 
views, we may cite the last stanzas (save two) of Tennyson's "In Memoriam" :  

A soul shall draw from out the vast 
And strike his being into bounds, 

And, moved thro ' life of lower phase, 
Result in man, be born and think, 
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And act and love , a closer l ink 
Betwixt us and the crowning race 

Of those that eye to eye, shall look 
On knowledge;  under whose command 
Is Earth and Earth's, and in their hand 

Is Nature l ike an open book;  

No longer half-akin to brute, 
For all we thought and loved and did, 
And hoped, and suffer 'd, i s  but seed 

Of what in them is flower and fruit. 
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67 .  This is  obvious in the case of Arnold. With respect to Mil l  one may say that 
his psychology was almost as insulated from the influence of any physiological 
considerations as his father's had been. However, Alexander Bain's psychology 
was not, and in this respect Bain had some effect upon Mil l .  (Cf. Mill 's essay on 
Bain, and also his criticism of his father's views of the emotions in a note to 
A na lysis of the  Phen omena of the  Human Mind, II, 2 34-36 . )  Nevertheless, even 
though Mill acknowledged that future physiological discoveries might play a 
larger role in understanding mental phenomena, his own systematic approach left 
relatively little room for such possible influences. 

One of Mil l 's most explicit comments regarding this question suggests that his 
position was not only a consequence of his remaining within the general tradition 
of associationism, but that he was strongly reacting against Comte's physio
logically-oriented views. (Cf. System of Logic, Book VI, Ch. IV, Sect. 4, p . 596. )  

68.  For example, in "Evolution and Ethics" Huxley said: 
For his successful progress, throughout the savage state, man has been largely indebted 

to those qualities which he shares with the ape and the tiger . . . .  But in proportion 
as men have passed from anarchy to social organization, and in proportion as civil ization 
has grown in worth, these deeply ingrained qualities have become defects. After the 
manner of successful persons, civilized man would gladly kick down the ladder by which 
he has cl imbed. He would only be too pleased to see 'the ape and tiger die. '  But they 
decline to suit his convenience. (Collected Essays, IX,  51-5 2 .) 

Also, cf. Collected Essays, IX, 205. 

69. Cf. "Emancipation-Black and White," written in 1865 .  (Collected Essays, 
III, 66-75 . )  In the course of a later essay entitled "The Aryan Question," in 
which he was concerned with philological issues, Huxley made passing remarks 
which showed that he had not altered his views regarding the differences between 
races with respect to inherited mental characteristics. (Cf. Collected Essays, VII, 
279-80. Particularly relevant is the fact that he in no way challenged the quite 
extreme quotation which he introduced as a footnote to his discussion. Also, cf. 
II, 172  on the inheritance of moral tendencies. )  

70.  Cf .  Collected Essays, I II, 67-68 and 75 .  
All  three men, we may note, had strong egalitarian sympathies, and al l three 

showed special concern for the education of the working class. For example, both 
Mill and Arnold went out of their way to ensure that inexpensive editions of their 
most relevant works were available (cf. Alexander, Matthew A rno ld and John 
Stuart Mil l, p . 18 ; also, Arnold's preface to the Popular Edition of his L itera ture 
and  Dogma, Prose Works, VI, 14 1-42 ) ;  Huxley's concern led him to give regular 
courses of lectures to working-class groups and to help organize technical schools 
directed toward their needs. (For example, cf. Life and Let ters, . I, 149-50 and 



:-.IOTES TO PAGES 207-9 

507-10, as well as the last three essays in the volume entitled Science and  Educa
t ion and the latter half of his essay on "The Struggle for Existence in Human 
Society. " )  

7 1. "A Liberal Education; and \Vhere to Find It"  represents the best s ingle 
source for understanding Huxley's views on these issues. For the place which, in 
that essay, he assigns tc, the classics, d. Col lectrd Essays, I I I, 97-10 1 .  For a specific 
discussion of Arnold "s views, cf. Huxley ·s essay "Science and Culture," I I I, 11 1-44. 

The best single statement of J\ l ill"s views on the same topic is to be found in his 
" Inaugural Address" as Rector of St. Andrew's  University, published in the fourth 
volume of Dissertat ions an d Disc ussions. 1vVith respect to J\I i !l "s v iews on literature, 
and on poetry in particular, the materi als contained in .J . iN. :\1. Gibbs's Early 
Essays of John Stuart  Mill  are particularly helpful. 

7 2 .  For example, in Friendship's Garland Arnold has Bottles, the pupil of the 
modern educator Archimedes Silverpump, Ph.D., say : 

"Original man, Si!Yerpump ! fine mind! fine system! None of your antiquated rubbish
all practical work-latest discoveries in science-mind constantly kept excited-lots of 
interesting experiments-lights of all colors--fizz! fizz ! bang! bang ! That's what I 
call forming a man."  (Compll'le Prose Works, V, 7 1 . )  

73. In at least one passage he did express a fear of demagoguery in politics (Co l
lected Essays, I X, :i 2-23) ; in another, there is some fear that so-called leaders 
might merely follow a popular trend, a nd that universal suffrage among an un
enlightened populace might have disastrous results (V, 252 ) .  

74 .  Cf. Complete Prose Works, VI ,  168. However, among the letters which Arnold 
wrote to Huxley, there is one in which he expressed some regret that the dif
ferences between them in this matter appeared to be so great. (Cf. Armytage, 
"Matthew Arnold and T. H. Huxley, " p. 352 . )  

75 .  For Arnold's two letters to Huxley concerning these volumes, cf. the article 
by Armytage, pp. 346-47 and 350;  also, cf. the letter given by Armytage on pp. 
35o-5 1 .  

76 .  Armytage's article, and the letters he quotes, as  well as  Huxley 's letter to 
Arnold after the death of the latter's son (L ife and Let ters, I, 398-99) make this 
clear. One may also note the good-natured banter between Huxley and Arnold 
which Super points out in his critical note to the opening paragraph of the 
preface to Culture and A narchy (Complete Prose Works, V, 2 3 1  and 447) .  

Unfortunately, a great deal of Huxley material remains unpublished. The 
papers housed in the Muniments Library of the Imperial College of Science and 
Technology in London were catalogued in The Hux ley Papers, published for the 
Imperial College by Macmillan (London, 1946) . This catalogue has been sup
plemented by T. H. Hux ley : A List of h is Scien t ific Papers, and by a l ist of his 
correspondence ( 1847-54) with his future wife. (Both lists were published by the 
Imperial College, in 1968 and 1969 respectively.) Having used these papers in the 
past, I regret that ][ have not been able to do so again while preparing this book 
for publication. 

7 7 .  For example, cf. "Evolution and Ethics, " in Collected Essays, IX, 80-8 1, as 
well as the "Prolegomena" to that essa) ( I X, 4, including his note) . Also, cf. Life 
and Let ters, II, 284 . 
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78. Collected Essays, IX, 8 1 .  This passage continues : 
The practice of that which is ethically best-what we call goodness or virtue-involves 

a course of conduct which, in all respects, is opposed to that which leads to success in 
the cosmic struggle for existence. 

And, in a later essay, he wrote : 
The course shaped by the eth ical man-the member of society or citizen-necessarily 

runs counter to that which non-ethical man-the primitive savage, or man as a mere 
member of the animal kingdom-tends to adopt. (Collec t ed  Essays, IX , 203 . )  

79. Collected Essays, IX, viii. The Prolegomena was written a year after the 
original lecture. As Huxley confesses (p. vii) , the lecture had not been correctly 
understood because he had presupposed a better acquaintance with the actual 
nature of the evolutionary process than was shown by those who criticized him. 
We may therefore take the Prolegomena to be Huxley's attempt to make unmis
takably clear what he actually believed concerning evolution, in so far as it re
lated to an understanding of man's moral standards. 

80. Ibid ., IX, 9- 1 0. In a slightly earlier essay, "The Progress of Science, " Huxley 
had stated the same thesis (cf. I, 5 1 -52) .  

81 .  Collected Essays, IX, 1 1 . 

82. Ibid., p. 1 3. 

83. Ib id., p. 1 4. 
In referring to utility and beauty, Huxley was in this passage still speaking in 

terms of his simile of the gardener. However, if "the beautiful" is not taken in 
too narrow a sense, this twin standard provided Huxley with criteria which he 
often used in his judgments of value. This fact is clearly indicated in a letter 
which he wrote outlining his ethical views (L ife and  Let ters, II, 3 24-25) ,  as well 
as in a number of his essays on education. In the latter we frequently find him 
insisting on the appreciation of beauty as one of the final ends to be sought. (For 
examples, cf. Collected Essays, III, 86, 1 30, and 205.) 

84. The foregoing account parallels that given in the Prolegomena with which 
we have been dealing. (Cf. Col lected Essays, IX, 26 and 28-30.) 

For Darwin's view on this topic, cf. especially his summary statement near the 
outset of the third chapter of Descen t of Man (I, 68-70) ; however, the whole of 
the chapter is relevant, as are some portions of that section of the fifth chapter 
which bears the sub-heading "Natural Selection as affecting Civilized Nations." 

85. Mill's concern with the population problem was by no means confined to that 
early occasion on which he was arrested for distributing birth-control information. 
Packe doubtless overstates the case, but he goes so far as to say, "Malthus' main 
contention . . . the invariable tendency of population to overrun the means of 
subsistence, remained, as it had always been, the foundation of the entire social 
philosophy of Mill" (L ife of Joh n St uart  Mill, p. 302). (For an account of the 
episode involving Mill's arrest, cf. Packe, pp. 56-59.) 

For Arnold's concern with the popula tion problem, cf. Complete Prose Works, 
V, 2 1 6-20 and 2 1 1- 1 2. 

86. Cf. Collected Essays, IX ,  20-23 ,  and 34 ; also, 209. It is to be noted that in this 
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discussion Huxley takes cognizance of proposals for eugenic controls, but rejects 
them. (Also, cf. pp. 36--37.) 

87. For example, cf. "The Struggle for Existence m Human Society," Collected 
Essays, IX, 2 1 4- 1 6 . 

88. Huxley was well aware of the philosophical objections which were being 
raised against state action; in his essay on "Administrative Nihilism" he sought 
to show that these objections were wholly unfounded in so far as they were being 
applied to the field of education. In the dosing pages of "The Struggle for Ex
istence in Human Society," he returned to the same point, but focused attention 
on the moral justification of levying taxes for the benefit of educating other 
people's children. In both of these essays he alluded to Mill's views in On Liberty . 
He did not disparage Mill 's aim of defending personal liberty, but he clearly 
showed that he did not believe that Mill's argument in any way served to justify 
laissez-faire individualism. (Cf. Collec ted Essays, I, 269 and IX, 2 27-28.) Nor did 
Mill claim that it would. 

89. Cf. "A Liberal Education; and Where to Find it," Collected Essays, III, 8 1 -
83. 

go. Ib id. ,  I, 38. It is worth notice that Huxley later admitted a trace of Spencer's 
influence in this passage, but he was, of course, on the whole opposed to Spencer 's 
systematic form of positivism. In this connection I refer the reader to his brief 
footnote in "Agnosticism and Christianity" where, after saying that he does not 
like to use the term "unknowable" in connection with that which is not known, 
Huxley remarks: "I confess that, long ago, I once or twice made this mistake; 
even to the waste of a capital 'U'." (Ib id. ,  V, .3 1 1 . )  

9 1 .  This contrast is Huxley's own: cf .  i b id . ,  I,  4 1 .  

92. We owe the term to Huxley; however, as will become immediately clear, he 
himself used it in a different sense from that in which it is currently prevalent. 
For his coinage of the term, see his account in "Agnosticism" ( i b id . ,  V, 239-40) . 

93. "Agnosticism and Christianity," ib id . ,  V, 3 10. For another summary state
ment of how Huxley used the term, cf. "Agnosticism" ( ib id . ,  V, 246) .  

94.  Wace had said, "It is, and it ought to be, an unpleasant thing for a man to 
have to say plainly that he does not believe in Jesus Christ. " For the indignation 
with which Huxley replied, cf. i b id . ,  V, 240-4 1 .  

95. This was also the view stated by W. K. Clifford, in his essay, "The Ethics of 
Belief," which William .James attempted to refute in "The WilI to Believe. " 

Clifford's essay was published in 1877, thus antedating Huxley's "Agnosticism" 
by twelve years. However, Huxley's position had already been clearly formulated 
in 1866, in his essay "On the Advisableness of Improving Natural Knowledge. " 
Given the close relations between Huxley and Clifford, it must be supposed that 
each was well aware of the other's views. 

96. From "Agnosticism and Christianity" ( ib id . ,  V, 3 1 0). 

97 .  One perfectly explicit theoretical statement of this justification 1s to be 
found in his essay "On the Study of Biology," where he said : 
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I judge of the value of human pursuits by their bearing upon human interests; in 
o ther words, by their u ti l i ty . . . .  I think that knowledge of every k ind i s  useful in 
proportion as  i t  tends to give people right ideas, which are essential to the foundation 
of right practice, and to remove wrong ideas, which are the no less essential foundations 
and fertile mothers of every description of error in  practice. And inasmuch as, whatever 
practical people may say, this world is, after all , absolutely governed by ideas, and 
very often by the wildest and most hypothetical ideas, i t  i s  a matter of the very 
greatest importance that our theories of things, and even of things that seem a long 
way apart from our daily l ives, should be as far as possible true, and as far as possible 
removed from error. (Collected Essays, I I I , 2 7 2-73 . )  

This conv ict ion, which h e  r ep eats in a br ief autobiographical stat ement (Col
lected Essays, I, 16), could have served as Huxley's just ificat ion of h is refusal, 
after the death of h is son, to abandon h is former bel i efs in favor of others which 
would have been more consol ing. In a long, int imate, and obv iously anguished 
l etter to Charles K ingsley at the t im e, he  mainta ined h is posit ion. W ith all the 
emphas is at h is command, h e  sa id, " . . .  I have s earched over the grounds of my 
bel ief, and if w ife and ch ild and name and fame  were  all to be lost to me  one 
after the other as p enalty, st ill I w ill not l ie" (Life and  Letters, I, 233) . The same 
demand of h is consc ience was r eiterated n ear the conclusion of that l etter (p. 
238). 

One is r em inded of Mill 's famous l ines of ind ignat ion aga inst Mansel: 
If . . .  I am informed that the world is ruled by a being whose a ttributes are infinite, 

but what they are we cannot learn, nor what are the principles of his government, 
except that "the highest human morality which we are capable of conceiving" does not 
sanction them; convince me of i t ,  and I will bear my fate as I may. But when I am 
told that I must believe this, and at the same time call this being by the names which 
express and affirm the highest human morality, I say in plain terms that I will not. 
Whatever power such a being may have over me, there is one thing which he shall not 
do; he shall not compel me to worship him. I will call no being good who i s  not what I 
mean when I apply that epithet to my fellow creatures ; and if such a being can 
sentence me to hell for not so calling him, to hell I will go. (Examination of Hamilton, 
p. 1 2 3-24 .) 

98. From "Administrat ive N ih il ism," Collected Essays, I, 2 81. It is important to 
note that in th is part icular statement of h is standard, and elsewhere, Huxley 
character ized soc ial well-being in terms of ind ividual well-being. As h e  sa id in 
"The Struggle  for Ex istence in Human Society," 

I am unable to see that civil society is anything but a corporation established for a 
moral object-namely the good of i ts members. (Collected Essays, IX, 2 2 7.) 

In this r espect, as in others, he  clearly belongs w ithin the Util itarian tradit ion, 
and stands opposed to the assumptions of organic ism. He  s eems also to have 
accepted psychological hedonism as a theory of mot ivat ion. For example, in 
answer ing one of Darwin 's cr it ics who had sa id that Darwin could only r ecogn ize  
the existence of three mot ives r el evant to morals-fear of  pun ishment, the antic i
pat ion of pleasure, and affect ion- Huxley accepted these  mot ives as adequate, 
and suggested that they m ight be further reduced. (Cf. Col lected Essays, II, 169-
70.) The form of psychological h edon ism which this suggests is a so-called psy 
chological h edon ism o f  the pres ent moment, such as I have attr ibuted to M ill. 
(Cf. above, pp. 1 94-95, and Journal of the  History of Ph ilosophy, VI [ 196 8], 
35-46.) 

99. From "The Struggl e  for Existence in Human Soc iety," Collected Essays, IX, 
205. (Also, cf. Life and Letters, II, 300.) 
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There is some reason for astonishment i n  Huxley's too facile assumpt ions con
cerning the development of social li fe in the early history of the race. These as
sumptions are not on! y present here, but a lmost wherever he speaks of "savages. " 
Not only migh t one challenge his use of such assumptions on the basis of the 
principle of agnosticism which he had formulated, but he must surely have been 
aware of less crude views which were develop ing in his own genera tion among 
those concerned with social evolution. He was a friend of Lubbock, and certainly 
acquainted with Spencer' s  work. ,vhile he had investigated some questions in the 
field of physical anthropology, and had been concerned wi th the hi s tory of 
language (cf. the last three papers in the seventh volume of Co llated Essays), the 
widespread interest in ancient law and family organiza tion, in the origins and 
evolution of religion, etc., seem to have had no impact on his thought. Had he 
taken cognizance of these problems, his speculations concerning the early h istory 
of man might have been less crude than they generally appear to be. 

1 00.  For example, cf. the whole of his discussion of the simile of the gardener 
(especially, Co! /ectcd Essays, IX, 1 7 ), as well as the following passage from "Evolu
tion and Ethics" : 

Ethical nature may count upon having to reckon with a tenacious and powerful enemy 
as long as the world lasts. Rut, on the other hand, I see no limit to the extent to which 
intelligence and will, guided IH' sound principles of i l l \Tstigation, and organizer! in 
common effort, may modify the conditions of existence . for a period longer than that 
now covered by history . .  \ncl much may be done to change the na ture of man himself. * 
The intelligence which has converted the brother of the wolf into the faithful guardian 
of the flock ought to be able to do something towards curbing the instincts of savagery 
in civilized men. (Ib id . ,  I X, 85.) 

The note which is designated by the asterisk in the above quotation reads :  
The use of the word "nature" here may be cr,iticizecl. Ye t  the manifestation o f  the 

natural tendencies of men is so profoundly modified by training that it is hardly too 
strong. Consider the suppression of the sexual instinct between near relations (p. 116). 

Two minor observations are necessary a t  this point if Huxley's beliefs are to be 
correctly interpreted. First, he did not believe that the physical, mental, or moral 
characteristics of individuals had substantially changed over a considerable length 
of time, at least not in England over a per iod of several hundred years (cf. i b id . ,  
IX, 38 and 4 0), and, as we have remarked (note 86 ,  above), he  d id  not believe in  
eugenic programs. Thus, i t  had to be  through advances in knowledge, and in the 
diffusion of knowledge, that more rapid improvements must come. Second, he 
did not believe in the possibility of indefinite progress, not only because he was 
sometimes saddened by the knowledge of past history and aware of the fairly 
narrow limits wi thin which nature allowed men to operate, but because of the 
ultimate fate assigned to our solar system by accepted principles in thermo
dynamics. (On these various points, cf. ibid., V, 256-57 ;  IX, 1 4 ;  and III, 33 . ) 

1 0 1 . In Chapter 5, above, we have discussed this issue and have noted that Darwin 
was reluctant to share the dominant view, but none the less tended to accept i t. 
In this connection i t  is relevant to note t hat, unlike Darwin, Huxley was well 
aware of the confusion implici t in contem 1JOrary uses of the concept of nature's 
laws, and explici tly warned against treat ing a law as i f  it could make things 
happen, as i f  i t  were more than a record of experience. (Cf. "Scientific  and 
Pseudo-Scienti fic Real:ism," in Col lffted Essays, V, 76-8 1 ;  also, "Science and 
Pseudo-Science," V, 1 08  ff . )  

In an essay on "Natur;i ] Rights and Poli t ical Rights ,"  H uxley sough t to remove 
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another associated confusion :  that in which "the Law of Nature" was taken to be 
relevant to moral and political issues. (Cf. i b id . ,  I, 342-52.) 

102. At this point we may call the reader's attention to Mill's essay "Nature," 
posthumously published in Three Essays on Rel igion in 1874. The parallels be
tween it and Huxley's  "Evolution and Ethics" (and the Prolegomena to the latter) 
are striking, even though Huxley's whole argument was phrased in terms of a 
criticism of specifically evolutionary theories. 

The term "meliorism" apparently originated in 1854, but I have not noticed 
its occurrence in either M ill or Huxley. It seems not to have received wide use 
until after 1877, when George Eliot used it. Mill and Huxley must be reckoned 
among those most unambiguously sharing a meliorist view. On the whole, the 
designation may also appropriately be applied to Arnold. 

103. For example, cf. Collected Essays, IX, 2 1,1- 16. \Ve have already noted 
Arnold's sensitivity to the same problem. However, Mill's meliorism was even 
more confident than was that which either Arnold or Huxley expressed. In Chap
ter II of Utili tarianism, he said : 

All the grand sources, in short, of human suffering are in a great degree, many of 
them almost entirely, conquerable by human care and e ffort (p .  1 4) .  

104. This characterization comes from "Agnosticism" (Collected Essays, V,  249) ; 
we have already cited Huxley's earlier characterization of religion in terms of 
"cherishing the noblest and most human of man's emotions, by worship . . .  at the 
altar of the Unknown." These two characterizations illustrate the extent to which 
religion tended to be defined-often by the same persons-in terms either of 
morality or of feeling by those nineteenth-century writers who championed 
liberalism against orthodoxy. What they rejected was any cla im on the part of 
religion to the possession of special truths concerning the nature of man or the 
world. (For two passages characteristic of Huxley on this subject, cf. Col lerted 
Essays, IV, I 6 2-63 and r , 28.1.) 

105. From "Evolution and Ethics, "  in i b id . ,  IX, 5 1. 

106. It is obvious that both l\Iill and Huxley were determinists. \Ve have already 
cited one relevant passage [rom H uxley on this point (cf. note 8 1) and many more 
might be found. Mill developed his position in Rook VI, Chapter J I  of his Sys
tem of Logic, and he also discussed it in Chapter XXVI of his Examina t ion of 
Ham il ton .  Not surprisingly, Arnold is less explicit on this philosophical issue; 
however, an acceptance of determinism seems to be implicit in what he accepted 
from Spinoza , and in the lack of contradictory passages. For example, Arnold 
showed no lack of sympathy with Spinoza's criticism of teleology and with his 
deterministic view of nature in "Spinoza and the Rible" (cf. Complete Prose 
Works, III, 175-77). Furthermore, in his di ary for July 17, 1870, there is a deter
ministic passage from the Eth ics (cf. Super's note in i b id . ,  VI, 1 2 3-2 .1 ) ,  and one 
also notes that as early as 1860 Arnold had made tacit reference to a related pas
sage in the Eth ics (cf. ib id . ,  II, 7). 

107. With respect to some of the points with which I shall deal, there is a con
tinuity between Fichte's thought and that of some of his eighteenth-century pre
clecessors. For example, in the famous choire between whether it is preferable to 
possess the truth or constantly pursue it, Lessing's amwer foreshadowed Fichte's 
position. Furthermore, Fichte's concern with the growth of h umanity, and 
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especially his lectures entitled "The Characteristics of the Present Age , "  belong 
within the same strong current of philosophic reflection on history which included 
Lessing and Schiller , as well as Kant and Herder. However , the radical nature of 
Fichte 's conception of man , and his use of that conception as the basis for a 
metaphysical idealism , separated him from others with whom his thought might 
be compared; it places him as the first exemplar of what-in less extreme form
came to be one of the dominant ways in which man's progressive nature was con 
ceived during much of the latter half of the nineteenth century. 

108 . In quoting from Fichte's theory of knowledge , I shall use the English trans 
lation , entitled The Science of Know ledge, which brings together parts of several 
of these expositions. For our purposes , t he materials which are included in that 
volume are adequate . 

109 . Kant himself h ad suggested the pr imacy of the practical reason , but had 
done so only in the most carefully restricted ways. For example ,  cf. his discussion 
of the posit ive value of his critical position in the Preface to the second edition of 
the Crit ique of Pure Reason (B xxiv-B xxx) , and that section of the same work 
which is entitled "The Canon of Pure Re ason." 

1 10. This is taken to be "the absolute , first , and unconditioned fundamental 
principle of human knowledge " by Fichte. ( Cf. Science of Know ledge, p. 63.) 

1 1 1. Popu lar Works, I , 4 19.  Also , cf. "The Vocation of the Scholar ,"  where he 
says that "the ultimate purpose of each individual man , as well as of all society 
. . .  is the moral elevation of all men " ( ibid . ,  I , 192) .  

1 1 2 .  Quoted by W. T. Harris in his preface to the translation of Fichte's Science 
of Know ledge, p. x ii. Also , cf. Har ris' s pre face to the t ranslation of Fichte 's 
Science of R igh ts, pp. v-viii. 

It may occasion surprise to note that , i n  the first -mentioned preface , Harris , who 
was a highly influential American idealist , should have said of Fichte : " He is the 
greatest genius in psychology to be found in the history of philosophy " (p .  vii). 
This statement , made in 1888 by one who was not , strictly speaking, a follower of 
Fichte , should serve to suggest the influe nce of a Fichtean view of human nature 
in the United States during the last decades of the nineteenth century. 

In this connect ion we may also note t hat Mill , in h is essay on Ba in ,  re ferred to 
Fichte (along with Cousin) as a psych ologis t .  ( Cf. D issertations and D iscussions, 
IV , 109.)  

113. From "The Vocation of the Schol ar ,"  Popular Works, I , 153. Also , cf. the 
following paean to man's freedom from "The Vocation of Man ": 

I desire to possess an  inward and peculiar power of manifestation,-infinitely manifold 
like those powers of Nature . . . .  

I would exercise my voluntary power freely, for the accomplishment of aims which 
I shall have freely adopted; and this will, as its own ultimate ground, determinable by 
nothing higher, shal l  move and mould, first my own body, and through it the surround
ing world. My active powers shall  be under the control of my wil l  alone, and shal l  be 
set in motion by nothing else than by it. Thus it shall be. There shall  be a Supreme 
Good in the spiritual world; I shall have the power to seek this with freedom until I 
find it, to acknowledge it as such when found, and it shall be my fault if I do not find 
it. This Supreme Good I shall be able to desire merely because I desire it ; and if I 
desire anything else instead of it, the fault shall be mine. My actions shall be the results 
of this wil l , and without it there shall  absolutely no action of mine ensue, since there 
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shall be no other power over my actions but this will. Then shall my powers, determined 
by, and subject to the dominion of, my will, invade the external world. I will be the 
lord of Nature, and she shall be my servant. I will influence her according to the 
measure of my capacity, but she shall have no influence over me. (Ibid., I, 347-48.) 

1 14.  From "The Way towards the Blessed Life, " Leet. VII, i b id . ,  I I, 4 17 . 

1 15 .  Ibid. ,  I, 155 .  Fichte also p ut this doctrine in a theological context when he 
said: 

I hope that I have already laid my foundation so deep, that I shall not fail of my 
subsidiary purpose of taking away all possible subterfuge from the common practice 
of confounding together Blessedness and Happiness ( ibid. ,  II, 438). 

1 16.  Ib id . ,  I, 4 15 .  

1 17 .  Ibid. ,  I,  4 2 3-24. 

118. Science of Rights, p. 60.  In "The Vocation of the Scholar " Fichte states the 
same position in other terms : 
The social impulse thus belongs to the fundamental impulses of man. It is man's 
vocation to live in Society-he must l ive in Society ;-he is no complete man, but con
tradicts his own being, if he l ives in a state of isolation. (Popu lar Works, I, 163.) 

These passages s uggest that there may have been a connection between Fichte's 
thought and that of Feuerbach; a suggestion made more plausible by the role 
which the concept of love p lays in the ethics of both. That iss ue need not occupy 
us here, since in other respects Feuerbach's views do not seem to belong within 
the se lf-realizationist tradition with which I am dealing. 

1 1 9 . From "Characteristics of the Present A ge," Leet. III ( ib id . ,  II, 36-37) .  
One later finds evolutionists adopting an analogous view, and holding that the 

standard of val ue should be the good of the race which emerges from the struggle 
of individuals. Satirizing this evol utionary optimism, Huxley said : 

There would be something in this argument if, in Chinese fashion, the present 
generation could pay its debts to its ancestors; otherwise it is not clear what compensa
tion the Eoh ippus gets for his sorrows in the fact that, some mill ions of years afterwards, 
one of his descendents wins the Derby. (Collected Essays, IX, 198-99.) 
It should be e qually obvious that neither Mi ll nor Arnold would have been will
ing to adopt a standard for j udging value which was not meant to be applicable 
to the welfare of particular persons. 

120.  These phrases come from "The Vocation of the Scholar, " Leet. II, Popu lar 
Works, I, 166. 

1 2 1 .  From "The Vocation of Man," in ib id . ,  I, 4 30. 

1 2 2 .  From "The Vocation of the Scholar, " Leet . II, in i b id . ,  I, 166.  

1 2 3. Fo r a disc ussion of Fichte's theory of ed ucation, and a translation of se lec
tions other than those which come from the Speeches, cf. G. H. T urnbull, The 
Educational Theory of ]. G. Fichte ( Univers ity of Liverpoo l Press, 1926).  

In many ways, the ed ucational theory of Friedrich Froebe !, the originator of the 
Kindergarten, resembled that of Fichte, and there may have some meas ure of in -
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fluence. Froebe! had begun h i s  s tudies a t  the Univers ity of  Jena in 1 799. Even 
though his formal s tudies were confined to the sciences, his early background 
showed an interest in religious issues and he could scarcely h ave been unaware of 
the religious controversy which led to Fichte 's  dismissal from the Universi ty in 
that year. Furthermore, his first wi fe, whom he married in 18 18, had been a stu
dent of Fichte's  in Berlin. Therefore, although I find no mention of F ichte in 
Froebel's work, there may well have been some measure of influence. (On these 
biographi cal points, cf. his A u tob iography, pp. 13, 2 5 , 28-29, and 1 2 3  n. )  

\Nh ile not sharing Fichte 's view of how N ature i s  related to man, Froebel' s  con
ception of spiritual progress, and his metaphysically based confidence in that 
progress, are very s imilar to Fichte's pos i t ion . For example, he said : 

:\fan, humanity in ma11 ,  as an external manifestation,  should, therefore, be looked 
upon not as perfectly developed, not as fixed and stationary, but as steadily and progres
sively growing,  in a state of C\erl iv ing development, ever ascending from one stage of 
culture to another toward its aim which partakes of the infinite and eternal. 

It is unspeakably pernicious to look upon the development of humanity as stationary 
and completed , a m! to sec in its present phases simply rq)(' t i tions and  greater general
ilations of i t self. For the child, as well as every success ive genera t ion, becomes thereby 
exclusi vely i m itati , e ,  , Ill cxtcrn;d dead copy-a , it were, a cast of 1he preceding one
and not a l iv ing ideal for its stage of development which it had atta ined in human 
de\Tloprncnt as a whole, to serve future genera t ions in all t ime  lo  come. (Educa t ion  of 
Ma n ,  p. 1 7 . )  

124 .  Scien ce of R igh ts, pp .  1 2 1-25 .  
Froebe! also frequently made use of  imagery drawn from botany, and in hi s 

A u tob iography he sa id :  
An intimate commurnon w i t h  Nature for more than thirty years . . .  has taught me 

that plants, especially trees , are a mirror, or rat her a svmbol, of human l ife in its highest 
sp iri tual relations (p .  1 :i ) .  

He a l so frequently ci t ed the forces involved in the growth of crystals, a branch of 
Na t 11 rphi losoph ie much cultivated at the time. In his Ed u ca t ion of Man he de
veloped the principles of crystallography at great length (pp. 167-97) ; but what 
was involved in this  analogy, as in hi s analogies from botany, was an emphasis 
upon a natural unfolding due to inner spontaneous energy and self-fulfilling 
activi ty. As he sa i d  of his crystallographic studies, 

!\!y duties busied me the grea ter part of the day amongst mi nerals, dumb witnesses 
lo the silent thousand-fold crea t i ve  energy of Nature . . . even in these so-called l i feless 
stones and fragments of rock, torn from thei r  original bed, there lay germs of tram
forming, developing energy and activity (A u tob iogrnphy, pp. 96-97) . 

1 25 .  A similar contra st between man's plasticity and animal instinct was pointed 
out by Herder, and he too a ttributed the possibil i ty of M ankind' s  progress to i t .  
(Cf. Ideel'/. ,  Book IX, Sect. 1 ,  in  Siimmt liclu: Werkr, XI I I ,  3·15 - )  

126 .  The specific aspect of Coleridge' s thought which i s  here of primary impor
tance was his attack on assoc iat ionism. For tha t, cf. BiografJ h ia L i tcrnri11 (Com
plete Works, v .  Il l ) ,  Ch. V-VII  and X l ll , especially pp .  2 2 8-29 and 363-64 . 

127.  " !\fr. J ames \Vard's ' Psychology ' ,"  p. 4 6 1-62 .  
For a n  extended reply to some o f  the current cnt1nsms o f  associationism, d. 

Bain's  arti cle "On 'A s,oci a t ion'-Controversies, "  M ind ,  X I I  ( 1887), 16 1-8 2 .  

1 2 8 .  "On Some Omi �,s ions o f  In trospective Psychology , "  p .  1fi . 
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129 .  Mind, XII  ( 1887), 357. The fact that this article postdates James's is not of 
importance : Bradley's chapter entitled "The Theory of Association of Ideas" 
which appeared in the first edition of his Principles of Logic in 1883 contained 
the same general type of criticism. In that discussion, his attack was not primarily 
psychological, but was directed against the association of ideas as "the battle cry 
of a school, and a metaphysical doctrine and theory of things" (p . 274) which 
offers a false view of the nature of inference. 

130. Cf. Prolegomena to Eth ics, p. 2 1 . 

13 1 .  Cf. "Mr. F. H. Bradley's Analysis of Mind," p. 564, e t  passim.  

132 .  Ward's psychological views, as stated in this period, are primarily to be 
found in his Encyclopaedia Bri tann ica article, to which reference has already been 
made, and to a series of articles entitled "Psychological Principles" which ap
peared in Mind in 1883 and in 1887. His book, also bearing the title Psycho logica l 
Principles, did not appear until 19 18. 

To avoid misunderstanding, it should probably be noted that \Van! did seek to 
establish and defend a pluralistic idealism, but he always attempted to separate 
psychological from metaphysical questions. 

133 .  In Bosanquet's Logic, which was published in 1888, there is a brief criticism 
of the associationist doctrine (cf. I I ,  15) ; and all of his subsequent work developed 
an alternative theory of mind. 

Bosanquet deserves special mention at this point because he was a student of 
Green, and because there was a much greater similarity between his moral and 
political thought and that of Green than existed between the thought of Green 
and the other idealists who have been mentioned. However, even between 
Bosanquet and Green there would appear to have been an appreciable distance. 
While there are passages in which Green may sound as if he stood in about the 
same relationship to Hegel's position as Rosanquet usually did, there also arc 
passages, such as Sections 184 and 185 of the Pro legomena to Eth ics, in which it 
is clear that Green wished to hold fast to the point of view of the individual, 
claiming that no wider social appeal transcended that point of view. vVe shall 
have occasion to return to this issue. 

134 .  Prolegomena to Eth ics , p. 58 . 

135 .  Cf. Prolegomena to Eth ics, Bk. I, Ch. I I I, especially Sections 75-76 and 82 ,  
as well as Bk. I I , Ch. I ,  which bears the heading "The Freedom of  the Will ."  

136 .  Cf .  Prolegomena to  Eth ics, Sect. 87. 

137. Prolegomena tu Eth ics ,  p. 194 . 

1 38. In Germany, hedonism had already been all but universally rejected as a 
standard of value, and self-realizationism was dominant. In Britain, self-realiza
tionism had not been an important alternative to other moral theories until the 
period with which we are here concerned . Since ethical hedonism had been linked 
to psychological hedonism, it was entirely relevant for Green to be attacking the 
hedonistic interpretation of desire. 

Sidgwick, of course, continued to uphold a hedoni stic standard of value, but 
not on the basis of psychological hedoni sm. In I i i ,  own moral psychology (alt hough 
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it was not fully developed), he not only rejected a hedon ist ic account of mot iva 
t ion, but rejected any account wh ich attempted to  make all f orms of mot ivat ion 
instances of an attempt t o  ach ieve s ome one end. However, S idgw ick's pr imary 
influence is not t o  be  f ound in h is cr it ic ism of psycholog ical hedon ism, n or in h is 
defense of eth ical h edon ism, but in h is sharp separat ion of these quest ions, and 
in the appeal to  intu it ion wh ic h  he consequently had to ma ke in order to support 
an eth ical hedon ism. The separat ion between normat ive quest ions and all matters 
of fact (wh ich, for a time, d om inated Eng lish philosophy because of G. E. Moore 's 
influence and, f or the same per iod, all but dominated Amer ican eth ical theory ) 
can be traced to  S id gwick. Although a s im ilar separat ion of moral and factual 
quest ions was character istic of Kant 's eth ical theory, it was not through h is in 
fluence that it entered into the ma instream of Anglo-Amer ican thought. 

It should go w ithout saying-though, unfortunately, it does n ot-t hat Hume's 
d ist inct ion between n ormat ive and descript ive statemen ts is not dec is ive w ith 
respect t o  quest ions concerning the rel at ionsh ips between eth ical theory and 
psychology. Hume's own eth ical theory should suffice t o show th is t o  be the case. 

139 .  Th is pos it ion, which resembled that of F ichte, was of course based on 
Green's metaphysics. However, he c ould n ot wholly avo id taking cogn izance of 
v iews wh ich, on the basis of evolut ion ary theory, l inked man's nature to  the 
capacit ies and tendenc ies of an imals. Wh i le he d id not d iscuss th is issue in spec i fic 
terms, it is clear from h is introduct ion to  the Pro legomena to Eth ics t hat he had it 
much in mind. (Cf. espec ially Sect ion 2.) The general manner in which he s olved 
it was to  hold that in so  far as there are resemblances to  an an imal nature in man, 
such character istics are transf ormed and, indeed, superseded by man's sp ir itual 
development; as a comequence , taken as one finds them in the an imal world, they 
are not relevant to  man 's self -development as a moral be ing. (Cf. Sect ions 5-6, 18,  
and 67 of the Prolegomena to Eth ics, as well as much that he says in Book I I, Ch. 
II of the same wor k, when he d iscus ses des ire, intellect, and w ill. ) 

140. Prolegomena to Eth ics, p. 203 .  
Green 's metaphys ical v iews, it may be remarked, included t he c oncept of an 

eternal c onsc iousness which is at once God and an inclus ive real ity of w hic h all 
fin ite selves are fragmentary parts. It is not es sent ial f or us to  trace th is aspect of 
h is system. 

14 1 .  This passage comes from the c onclu ding paragraph of Sect ion 1 7 2  (p. 197) , 
but the other paragraphs of that sect ion are also concerned w ith how we are to  
d iscern that which is morally good. (Also, cf. Sect ion 180, pp. 2 06-7 . )  

14 2 .  Cf. Prolegomena to Eth ics, Sect ions 200-20 2 .  

1 4 3 .  For example, cf. Prolegomena to Eth ics, pp. 2 1 7- 1 8 .  
This was also fundamental in h is po lit ical ph ilos ophy; for e xample, in h is 

Lectures on the  Principles of Poli t ica l Ob l iga tion he sa id: 
But in truth i t  is only as members of a socie ty , as recognizing common in terests and 

objects, tha t  ind ividuals come to have these at tribu tes and righ ts ;  and the power, which 
in a polit ical society they have to obey, is derived from the development and systematisa
tion of those inst i tu tions for the regulat ion of a common l ife wi thout which they 
would have no rights at  all. ( Works , I I , 428.) 

In h is h istor ical analyses he also recogn ized t he fact that soc ial inst itut ions 
could not be unders tood in terms of indiiv idual form at ive powers al one. For ex
ample, in Four Lectu res on the  English Revolut ion he s a id : 
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In  reaction from the latter [the 'dry light ' of judicious historians] has appeared a 
mode of trea tment, worked with special force by Mr. Carlyle, which puts personal 
character in  boldest relief, but overlooks the strength of circumstance, the organic l ife 
of custom and inst itution, which acts on the individual from wi thout  and from within,  
which at once informs his will and places i t  in l imits against which i t  breaks i tself in 
vain .  (Work 1, III ,  2 77 . ) 
His position, then, was one in which individual personality and social institutions 
must be said to imply one another . On this point, cf . Prolegomena to Eth ics, 
Sections 1 go and 19 1 . 

144. Cf. Prolegomena to Eth ics, pp. 2 18- 19 and p. 24 2 . 

145 . Cf. i b id . ,  p . 242.  

146 . Ibid . ,  p. 430 . 

147. Cf., above, Chapter 5, p. 77, and note 2 . Also, for a more extensive treat
ment, cf. the article referred to in note 1 of Chapter 5 . 

148 . It is to be noted that Darwin not only does not attempt to explain intelli
gence in the same terms as instinct, but tends to contrast them . (For example, cf . 
Descen t of Man, I, 36-37 . ) This point separates his thought concerning intelli
gence and the nature of reason from that of many who took themselves to be his 
followers . 

149 . For this, and for what immediately follows, cf . Origin of Species, p . 268 . 

150 . This was a characteristic belief at the time . As we shall see, it was funda
mental to Spencer 's psychology ; even Bain, whose associationism led him to 
challenge it, found himself forced to assume that in some extremely simple cases, 
due to the effects of unremitting practice, it did occur . (Cf . Emotions and the  
Will, pp. 48-54 ;  and, on Bain, cf. note 188, below.) 

However, by 1890 when a significant portion of Weismann's work was known, 
we find Huxley saying: 

I absolutely disbelieve in use-inheritance as the evidence stands. Spencer is bound to 
it a priori-his psychology goes to pieces wi thout i t. (Life and Letters, I I , 285 .) 

15 1 . Cf . Descent  of Man, I, 48-49 . 

152 . Darwin's own view seems to have been that both habit and chance varia
tions played an important role in the development of new forms of behavior, at 
least under conditions of domestication. Since he was not inclined to draw a sharp 
distinction between the factors involved in the development of new forms under 
natural conditions and under conditions of domestication, we may take the fol
lowing statement as an accurate depiction of his views on the subject: 

Hence .  we may conclude that under domestication instincts have been acquired and 
natur a l  i n sti ncts have been Jost, partly by habit and partly by man selecting and 
accumula t ing, during succe.ssive genera tions, pecul iar mental habi ts and actions, which 
at first appeared from what we must in our ignorance call an accident . In  some cases 
compulsory habit alone has sufficed to produce inherited mental changes. In other cases 
compulsory habi t  has done nothi ng, and all has been the result  of selection, pursued 
both methodically and unconsciously ; but in most cases habi t  and selection have 
proh;1 b ly concurred . (Origin of Sperin, pp .  2 i1 -7 .'i . )  
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It should go withowt saying that in attributing this role to habit in the develop
ment of instinctive forms of behavior, Darwin was not necessarily  committing 
himself to a comparable position with re,,pect to the effects of use on the develop
ment of bodily structures. 

153. Descen t of 1Wan ,  I, 76. The account of the relations between pleasure and 
desire which Darwin gives on this page, and on the fol lowing pages, must be 
acknowledged to suffer from confusions. These were in some measure due to his 
failure to distinguish between two different types of question: ( 1) whether, in the 
cases with which he was concerned, pleasure was a by-product of the satisfaction 
of desire, or whether it was the object of the desire; and (2)  whether the pleasure 
accompanying the past satisfaction of des ire does or does not serve as the cau,e of 
the arousal of such desires on later occasions. 

With respect to the first of these questions, Darwin should assuredly  have taken 
the view that, in the exercise of instinct, pleasure was a by-product, not the object 
of desire; his language, however, was unclear with respect to this point. It was in 
fact the second of these questions to which he was addressing himself. His answer 
was that there are cases in which past satisfaction is the cause of the arousal of 
present desire, but there also are cases in which it is not. Thus, it is fair to say 
that he rejected a consistently hedonistic psychology in any form. 

vVith respect to this point, as it affected his moral theory, we may also note the 
following passage in wh ich he was criticizing the moral standard proposed by 
l\Iil l :  
. . .  a s  a l l  wish for happiness, the "greatest happiness principle" will have become a most 
important secondary guide and object : the social instincts, including sympathy, always 
serving ;1s the primary impulse and guide. (Descent of i\1.an,  I, 91.) 

In spite of its unclarity, one may assuredly  say of this passage that in it Darwin 
is rejecting a hedonistic psychology. He i,. holding that while we may, in a deriva
tive sense, all be said to desire happine, s, this happiness is correlated with our 
fulfil ling our wants : it is not for the sake of happiness that we strive to fulfil  them. 

15,1. Descen t of Afan ,  I, 102. \Vhether Darwin' s acceptance of th is standard as the 
foundation of moral .ity is consistent with the standard of the general good wh ich 
he also espoused, is not our present concern. Unfortunately, this is not the only 
respect in which Darwin's  moral theory was rather poorly worked out. 

1 55 .  Descen t of Ala n ,  I, 68-69. 

156. Darwin does not deny that love and sympathy are often related in specific 
cases ; he merely argues that they are to be distinguished , as being capable of 
operating independe ntly of each other. (Cf. Descen t  of Man ,  I ,  7 7-79.) 

157. Cf. Descr:n t of Man ,  I, 77 .  

1.58. Darwin himself mentions self-preservation as an instinct, placing it alongside 
specific instincts such as hunger and lust. (Cf. Descen t of Mlln ,  I, 85 . )  However, 
it was not a factor which he specifically took into account in his di scussions of 
evolutionary change, as one would expect him to have done had he real ly thought 
of it as a separate instinct. In spite of this fact, popular evolutionary thought 
took "an instinct of sel f-preservation" ' to be one of the essential building-blocks 
of Darwinian theory. 

1 59 . Cf. Descen I of i',fan ,  I, 86-87. 
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160. It is interesting to  note that contrary to  many theories (including some con
temporary theories) Darwin does not find the origins of conscience in praise and 
blame, which he regarded as presupposing language. (Cf. the sequence of stages 
which he gives in summarizing his theory : Descen t of Man, I, 69.) 

It is also of interest to note that although Darwin did not wholly exclude a 
calculation of advantage to the self from the causes of cooperative behavior (cf. 
Descen t of Man , I ,  157) , he assuredly minimized the influence of this factor when 
compared with the power of the social instincts. 

16 1 .  Descent  of Man ,  I, 93-94 . 

162 .  Bagehot's influential book, Physics and Politics; or, Though ts on the  A ppli
ca tion of the Principles of "Na tura l  Selection" and "Inheritance" to Poli t ica l 
Society, first appeared in the form of articles in the Fortn igh t ly Review,  in 1867, 
1868, and 1869 .  For Darwin's references to them, cf. Descent  of Man ,  I, 89 n. , and 
156.  

163 .  For example, cf. Descen t  of Man ,  I ,  99  and 159. 

164. We have already indicated the reservations which Darwin had concerning a 
universal law of progress (cf. Ch. 5, pp. 82-83) ; for an application of such reser
vations to social evolution, cf. Descen t of Man, I, 17 1 .  

165 .  From Descent  of  Man, I, 177 .  (Quoted above, Ch. 6 ,  p .  104 . )  In this state
ment, as was often the case, Darwin had clearly abandoned the primarily 
biological orientation of his original definition of the general good. That defini
tion read: 

The term, general good , may be defined as the means by which the greatest possible 
number of individuals can be reared in full vigor and health, wi th al l  their facu lties 
perfect, under the condit ions to which they are exposed. (Descent of Man, I ,  94.) 
Unfortunately, he never tried to reconcile these two apparently divergent ten
dencies in his ethical theory. 

166. In Inq u iries in to Human Faculty ,  Galton said : 
I t  has been the privi lege of this generat ion to have had fresh fields of research poin ted 

out to them by Darwin, and to have undergone a new intellectual birth under the 
in spiration of his ferti le gen ius (p. 1 79) .  
As we shall shortly note, Darwin's work had exactly this influence on the thought 
of W. K. Clifford, among others. 

167. Inqu iries into Human Faculty ,  p. 3 3 2 .  

168. For example, one reads with a sense of astonishment that Darwin was even 
willing to attribute characteristics such as a tendency to lie or to steal to the 
effects of heredity. (Cf. Descent  of Man, I, 98.)  

169. Inqu iries into Human Facu lty, pp. 1-2 .  (Also, cf .  pp. 334-36.)  

170. Cf.  Pollock's "Biographical Introduction" to Clifford 's Lectures and Essays, 
I ,  4 2 .  

A t  this point Pollock also mentions Clifford's  indebtedness to Spencer, an in-
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debtedness which Clifford himself acknowledged. (Cf. the letter reprinted in 
Lectures and Essays, I, 1 17-19;  also, II, 292-93 . ) The relationship between Clifford 
and Spencer depended primarily upon Spencer's emphasis on the concept of 
evolution as applying to all phases of nature, and to the associated analogy of 
societies with organisms-two points which are not to be found in Darwin. As we 
shall see, the mechanism of the evolutionary process which Clifford invoked was 
much closer to that of Darwin (although it was not an orthodox Darwinism) than 
it was to Spencer 's view . (Cf . note 180, below . ) 

17 1 . Lectures and Essays, I, 1 14. This lecture,  entitled "On Some of the Condi
tions of Mental Development, "  was delivered in 1868 , the year in which Clifford 
became a fellow of Trinity College. His later essays on moral topics place little or 
no emphasis on this aspect of evolutionary change, though he does take it up 
again in the essay "Cosmic Emotion." 

172 . Cf . Pollock 's introduction to Clifford's Lectures and Essays, I, 43-44 ,  as well 
as II, 94 . 

173. In the early essay here under consideration, Clifford says : 
To recapitulate. The mind is changing so constantly that we only know i t  by i t s  

changes. The law of these changes, which we cal l  character, i s also a th ing which i s  
cont inually changing, though more slowly . And that law of force which governs a l l  the 
changes in  a given people at a given time, whi ch we call the Spirit of the Age, this also 
changes, though more slowly still (I. 85) . 
Clifford discussed the same point again in his late essay on "Cosmic Emotion" 
(Lectures and Essays, II, 282) .  

174 . Cf. Lectures and Essays, I, 98- 100 . 

175. Cf. L ectures and Essays, II ,  84-85. Calton also accepted Darwin's view as 
well established . (Cf . Inq u iries in to  Human Faculty, p. 2 12 . )  

176. Cf. his reference to Darwin in " Rif;ht and Wrong: The Scientific Ground 
of their Distinction," Lectures and Essays, II, 149-50 . 

177 . Lectures and Essays, II, 83-84 . 

1 78 . In that section of "The Scientific Basis of Ethics" which is entitled "The 
Final Standard," Clifford said: 

Ethic i s  a matter of the tribe or community, and therefore there are no "self-regarding 
virtues." The qualities of courage, prudence, etc . ,  can only be righ tly encouraged in 
so far as they are shown to conduce to the efficiency of a cit izen . . . .  Any diversion of 
conscience from its  sole allegiance to the community i s  condemned a priori i n  the very 
nature of right and wrong. (Lectures and Essays , I I ,  93-g4.) 

179. Lectures and Essays, II, 94. 
In the same discussion of "The Final Standard" he said: 
The end of Ethic is not the greatest happiness of the greatest number. Your happiness 

is of no use to the communi ty, except in so far as it tends to make you a more 
efficient  ci tizen-that it to say, happiness i s  not desired for its own sake, but for the 
sake of something else . I f  any end i s  pointed to, it i s  the end of increased efficiency 
i n  each man's special work, as well as in the social functions which are common to all 
(II , 94). 
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180. Principles of B iology, I, So. 
As Spencer po in ted out, the se chap ters were largely taken over from the first 

ed i tion of h is Principles of Psychology. I t  may be use ful to quo te a fur ther passage 
from tha t work: 

Thus then we find variously illustrated in detail, the truth enunciated at the outset, 
that all vital phenomena are directly or indirectly in correspondence with phenomena 
in the environment. Whether the kind of Life contemplated be that embraced by 
Physiology, or that of which Psychology treats, it equally consists of internal changes that 
mediately or immediately conform to external coexistence and sequences (p. 482) .  

Spencer's stress on adap ta tion to the environmen t wa s in strik ing con tra st to 
the evolutionary view which, as  we have no ted, Cl ifford had developed in hi s  
early wr itings: progress, he had cla imed, depended upon the spon tane i ty o f  or
gan isms, no t on the ir capacit ie s  to reac t to conditions imposed by the environ
ment. ( C f. Lectures and Essays, I, 111-13.) 

1 81. Principles of Biology, I, 4 6 2. 
We may no te tha t Spencer considered it a weakness in the theorie s  o f  Darw in 

and o f  Lamarck tha t they d id no t g ive a more ul tima te explana tion o f  organic 
evolution, an explana tion which made it bu t  one man ife sta tion o f  a total evolu
tionary process. (C f. Principles of B iology, I, 409-10.) 

1 8 2. The whole o f  Sec tion 16 6  o f  Principles of Biology was writ ten to es tabl ish 
th is poin t, a s  again st Darwin; the words quo ted are to be found on page 455 o f  
volume I. 

Al so, c f. Principles of Psychology ( 2nd ed.), I, 4 23 n., in which th is sec tion is 
re ferred to. 

1 83. While Darwin d id admit  tha t some instinc ts m igh t have developed out  o f  
habi tual ac tions, he spec ifically rejec ted tha t hypo the sis as  be ing an adequa te ac
coun t  in most ca ses. ( C f. Origin of Species, pp . 2 2 8-29.) 

1 84. C f. Principles of Psychology ( 2nd ed.), I, 439. 

1 85. C f. in par tic ular Sec tion 1 89 o f  the chap ter en titled "The Grow th o f  In tel
l igence" in Principles of Psychology ( 2nd ed.), 419-25. (This doc tr ine was al so 
con ta ined in the same form in the earl ier ed i tion o f  tha t work.) 

1 8 6. C f. Principles of Psychology ( 2nd ed.), I, 4 2 2. 

1 8 7. Emotions and Will, p. 53. 

1 8 8. Ba in 's caution in this re spec t may be indica ted by the following remark: 
Darwin and others have adduced facts which appear to show the inheritance of 

acquired or educated peculiarities. Few of them, however, if any, are decisive to the 
degree that we should wish for such an enormous issue. (Emotions and Will, p. 5 1-52.) 

1 89. For example, he expressed the bel ie f tha t  na tional charac ter istic s  co uld be
come inher i ted , " so tha t the French ch ild grows in to a French man even when 
brough t up among strangers" (Education, p. 1 23). Nor was th is only a passing 
and inadver ten t remark, a s  is eviden t in h is d iscussion o f  the inher i tance o f  the 
effec ts o f  prac tice in the developmen t o f  musical ab il ity (Principles of B iology , I, 
249-50). 
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190. In Chapter 5 of The Descent  of Man , where Darwin dealt with "The De
velopment of the Intellectual and Moral l•aculties During Primeval and Civilized 
Times," even the indirect effects of most social institutions were passed over with
out mention, the inheritance of wealth and primogeniture being the only notable 
exceptions. (Cf. Descen t  of Man, I ,  162-64.) 

Galton's mode of inquiry was specificallly directed to questions concerning in
dividual abilities, but his interest in the problem of "nature vs. nurture" should 
have led to a consideration of the effects of different social institutions on in
dividuals. A similar criticism can be leveled against Bain. Like Bentham and 
James Mill, Bain tended to treat all societies as i f  their institutions could be 
described simply by saying, as he said, 

The major part of every community adopt  certa in rules of conduct necessary for the 
common preservat ion, or ministering to the common well-being. They find it not merely 
their interest, but the very condi t ion of their existence, to observe a number of maxims 
of individual restraint, and of respect to one another 's feelings in regard to person, 
property, and good name . . . .  (Emotions and Will, p. 467). 

As this passage should be sufficient to indicate, Bain had failed to grasp how 
important the concrete nature of historically developing institutions should be 
considered to be by any adherent of associationism. 

On the other hand, Clifford accepted a doctrine of "the social organism," and 
he said of Spencer that it was to him that one owed 
. . . the first clear and ra t ional statement of the analogy between the individual and the 
social organism, wh ich indeed, is more than an analogy, being in many respects a true 
identi ty of process and stru cture and function. (Lectu res and  Essays , I I ,  292-93). 

However, Clifford only used this doctrine with respect to the existence of a tribal 
self : he did not himself carry out analyses of social structure in relation to social 
functions, nor was he concerned to relate changes in the social organism to 
changes in the natures of individuals. 

19 1. On this specific point, cf. Principle:, of Sociology , I, 4 where Spencer is dis
cussing the rearing of offspring. 

Spencer's own account of the matters with which I am here primarily con
cerned will chiefly be found in the Principles of Sociology ,  Part I, Ch. 1 ,  2 ,  and 
2 7 ;  and in Part II of the same work. His essay "The Social Organism" is also 
relevant. 

192 .  Cf. above, pp. 169-70. 

193. Principles of Sociology ,  I, 1 1- 12. 
This doctrine paralleled what Spencer held with respect to biological develop

ment, as can be seen in the following statement: 
Beginning with the low life of plants and of rudimentary animals, the progress to 

life of h igher and h igher kinds essentially consists in a continual improvement of the 
adaptat ion between organic processes and processes which environ the organism. 
(Principles of Psych ology , 2nd ed. , I ,  294.) 

194. Data of Eth ics, p. 275.  (For an earlier statement of this corollary, cf. p. 73 of 
the same work.)  

195. Social  Stat ics, p . 32 .  This was published in 1850, and therefore before Spencer 
was acquainted with von Baer's work and before he had written "The Develop
ment Hypothesis." 



NOTES TO PAGES 234-35 4 73 

19 6. In general, those who acce pted  gene t ic i sm u sed "man " a s  a collec tive te rm, 
and were no t re ferring to mankind a s  a developing h isto rical real i ty. Howeve r, 
some among them--of  whom Robert Owen was probably one-may ve ry possibly  
be sa id to have shared the v iew wh ich we have he re been discussing. 

19 7. Herder  was very expl ic i t  w i th re spec t to th is po in t. Cf. ldeen ,  Boo k IX, 1 
(Siimmt liche Werke, X I I I, 345-47). Al so, c f. ldeen , Book VII, 1 (Siim m t liche 
Werke, XI I I, 25 2  ff.) 

19 8. It may be de sirable to quo te the orig inal in orde r to illu stra te wha t I have 
b riefly para phrased :  
. . .  s o  wiirde durch eine solche Erziehung allerdings eine ganz neue Ordnung der Dinge 
und eine neue Schopfung beginnen. Zu dieser neuen Gestalt wiirde nun die Menschheit 
sich selber <lurch sich selbst ,  eben indem sie als gegenwartiges Geschlecht sich selbst 
als zukiinftiges Geschlecht erzieht, erschaffen . . . .  Dies sei die eigentliche Bestimmung 
des Menschengeschlechts auf der Erde . . .  class es mit Freiheit sich zu elem mache, was 
es eigentlich urspriinglich ist. (Fichte, Siim mt lich e Werke, VII, 305-6.) 

199. Al so, c f. the follow ing remark from the Ph ilosophy of R ight ,  in wh ich Hegel 
is speaking o f  the educa tion o f  the indiv idual, bu t wh ich hol ds al so o f  the race : 

Educa tion is the art of making men ethical. I t  begins with pupils whose life is at the 
instinctive level and shows them the way to a second, spiritual [ge is t ige] nature, and 
makes this spiritual level habitual to them (p. 260). 

200. For exam ple, it wa s the v iew of Renan, m his  syn the si s  of Hegel ia n and 
Com tean mode s  o f  though t. (Cf. p. 70, above.) 

I take it tha t Com te ' s  own doc trine on th is po in t is  suffic ien tly famil ia r no t to 
demand discu ssion. However, i t  i s  worth c i t ing a po in t to _which Levy -Bruhl has 
called a tten tion : 

Presque jamais, clans la sta tique sociale, (et moins encore clans Ia dynamique), Comte 
ne dit /es socie tes, comme ii disait, en biologic, les animaux et les vegetaux. I I  dit 
l'organ isme collect if :  organisme unique, immense dont Ia vie s'e tend indefinement clans 
le passe et clans l 'avenir, d 'un mot, I 'humanite. (Ph ilosoph ie d 'A ugustl' Comte ,  pp. 299-
_300.) 

To grasp how prevalen t the conc eption o f  Human i ty as on e indiv idual wa s in 
France a t  the time, one shoul d no te tha t i t  wa s no t only to be found in Ren an 
and the Com teans, bu t was a conce ption wh ich Cou sin share d. (Cf. Brehie r, 
Histoire .de la phi losoph ie, II, 663.) 

2 0 1 .  Cf. The Posit ive Phi losophy of Comte ,  pp. 1 2 2- 2 4 .  Of Com te ' s  doctrine  o f 
the Grand Etre, Mill sa id : 

For this M. Comte has been subjected to unworthy ridicule, but there is nothin14 
truer or more honorable to him in the whole body of his doctrines (p. 124). 

202. Study of Psycho logy ,  p. 5-6. (Th is work con stitu te s  the first vol ume in the 
Th ird Se ries  of Lewe s' po sthumou s Prob lem of Life a n d  Mind.)  

2 0 3 .  Study of Psychology ,  p. 7 1 .  

204.  Cf. the following quo ta tion from Cha pter  9 o f  The Study of Psych o logy ,  a 
cha pte r  ent i tle d "The Ge ne ral Mind" : 

Because Psychology is in terpreted through Sociology,  and Experience acquires i ts 
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development mainly through social influences, we must always take History into account 
(p. 153)-

205.  The transformat iion in empirical psychology which this doctrine would en 
tail, were it to be ac tually carried o ut, c an be seen in the following q uotation, 
where Lewes speaks of 
. . .  the experience of the race in its influence on the experience of the individual ; that 
is to say, the direction impressed by the General Mind on the feelings and opinions 
of particular minds. This influence is implied i n  the familiar use of such terms as the 
Mind, Common Sense, Collective Consciousness, Thought (Das Denken) ,  Reason, Spirit 
of the Age, etc. Obviously these terms indicate something over and above the individual 
mind. (Study of Psycho logy, p.  1 59.) 

206.  Cf. Wundt 's orig inal preface, I, viii. 

207. Ethics, I, 330. Wundt 's doctrine of t he heterogeny of ends, like Mill 's doc 
trine that whatever s erves as a means to an end may itself become an end, is a 
psychological principle which can be used to j ustify a belief in the possibility of 
constantly expanding goals of h uman endeavor. 

208.  Cf. Ethics, I I I, 77-8 0. 

209. Ethics, I I I, 85.  At this point, Wundt also rejects hedonism, happiness being 
"a secondary result b ro ught about in the s ubjective consciousness by these psy
chical products." 

2 1 0. Eth ics, I I I, go. 

2 1 1 .  Lectures and Essays, II ,  296.  

CHAPTER 1 2 . CONSTANCY AND CHANGE IN HUMAN NATURE : A CRITICAL ACCOUNT 

1 .  It may be prudent once again to call attention to the fact that the term "or 
ganicism" is here being used with reference to a doctrine concerning man 's 
nature, not with reference to a type of theory concerning social str ucture. (Cf. 
above, p. 1 70.) In the discussion which follows we shall see why these two forms 
of the doctrine often exhibit a natural affinity with one another . 

2. A brief b ut comprehensive historical a ccount of this development is given in 
Kimble, Hilgard and Marqu is' Conditioning and Learn ing, Ch. I I. Of particular 
importance is the convincing account of why the concept of conditioning spread 
so rapidly among professional psychologists. Its more general spread m ust be at 
tr ib uted to Watson 's pop ular expositions of the doctrine, and es pecially to the 
fact that these expositions called attention to his theory of molding behavior 
through childhood training. In addition, Watson 's popular expositions had the 
same appeal as various of the other forms of "deb unking " prevalent at the time. 

3. In his earlier experimental work, Pav lov had appealed to "psychic factors," 
but as he developed his theory of conditioned reflexes, he completely broke away 
from that view, placing as much emphasis as did Watson on explaining behavior 
in terms of nerve connections, without appeal to consciousness. For Pavlov 's own 
account of this transformation, cf. his Lectures on Conditioned Reff,exes, pp. 3 7-
40. 
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4 .  It is at this point that one sees the difference between the views of Dewey and 
Cooley and those of Sumner and Westermarck. For example, cf. Dewey's Human 
Nature and Conduct, pp. 58-60, and his criticism of Sumner on page 77 of the 
same work. 

5. For Pavlov's most explicit discussion of the pluralism of unconditioned re
flexes, cf. his discussion of the reflex of freedom (especially, Lectures on Condi
tioned Reflexes, pp. 282-83) .  For the fact that his view of reflexes did not commit 
him to a hostility toward the concept of instinct, cf .  the opening of his lecture, 
"The Reflex of Purpose. "  For what are perhaps his most helpful general state
ments of his theoretical posi tion, cf. his Huxley Lecture of 1 906 and his 1 909 
lecture on "Natural Science and the Brain" (Lectures on Conditioned Reflexes, 
pp. 8 1-96 and 1 20-30, respectively) . 

6. It is to be recalled that, during this period, anthropologists had shown that 
most previously accepted views of race-differences were untenable. Since dif
ferences in culture were not attributable to biological inheritance, it was neces
sary to regard them as having been socially acquired. Because of the loose way in 
which the concept of conditioning was being used, a l l  socially acquired differences 
in atti tudes and beliefs were therefore said to be socially condi tioned. 

7 .  For the contrast between the assumptions of classical conditioning and of in
strumental conditioning, cf. Kimble, Hilgard and Marq uis' Conditioning and 
Learning, pp. 44-47, 65-66, 73 ,  74-77 , et  passim. (Also, cf. p. 40 and pp. 207-8.) 

These two types of conditioning are referred to by Skinner as Types S and 
R, the first being primarily concerned with respondent behavior, the second with 
operant behavior. (Cf. Skinner's Behavior of the Organism, especially pp. 1 8-22 
and 438-39.) 

8. In addition, at least one other factor may sometimes be involved as a precon
dition of the occurrence of the process of condi tioning. As Kimble points out in 
discussing Thorndike's experiments, the type of activity on the part of an animal 
in i ts cage which leads to a successful instrumental response may not be purely 
random. (Cf. Hilgard and Marq uis' Condition ing and Learning, p. 73 .) How
ever, for the sake of simplici ty this factor need not be discussed in the present 
analysis. 

9 .  Cf. Behavior of Organisms, pp. 1 0- 1 2 .  

1 0. Lovejoy's description o f  the theory, in which he  himself believed, makes i t  
clear that the theory is restricted in scope. He said :  

I t  is not  with "passions" in the etymological sense . . .  that we shall be concerned in 
this lecture. I t  is with the question what affective states operate as the distinctive 
springs of action in man and how they so operate. We are more specifically to consider, 
first of all, the nature of what are commonly called desires and motives, and the ways 
in which they appear to determine more or less deliberate voluntary choices, decisions 
by human agents to act in one or another manner, when the thought of the act and i ts 
alternative is-though it may be but dimly and momentarily-present to consciousness 
before the act takes place. (Reflections on Human Nature, p. 70.) 

Shortly thereafter, in discussing the concept of drive, Lovejoy admitted that there 
are cases in both human and animal behavior in which acts are done auto
matically, without conscious reference to the future, but he dismissed their pos-
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sible relevance to his theory in  saying, "but they are assuredly not the only modes, 
nor, in man, the most distinctive" (p. 75) . 

We may also note that the general po�itions to which Locke and Mill were 
committed by their theories of knowledge made it rela tively easy for them to have 
accepted an analysis of human motivation in purely mentalistic terms. 

1 1 .  I do not wish to deny that there may be some physiological concept, such as 
homeostasis, which is applicable in the analysis of both hunger and thirst, serving 
to explain why each is an unconditioned propensi ty. It might be claimed that 
such a concept could also be applied in all other cases of unconditioned propen
sities, such as shock-avoidance. Even were this true, the general factors of homeo
static tendency would not be that which served as the agent of condi tioning: 
rather, the effective agent would be the particular deprivation which had been 
present, and it would be the removal of that deprivation through eating or 
through drinking, that was the condi tioning factor. 

1 2 .  Skinner himself did not insist on reducing the number of drives to any 
particular number; as we have noted, the task which he had set himself did not 
involve classifying ("botanizing") reflexes. And we may here note what he 
specifically said with respect to this point: 
There is a natural tendency to reduce the drives of an organism to the smallest 
possible number because of the simplicity that is achieved, but we may go only so far 
in the matter as behavior itself wil l  allow. (Behavior of Organ isms, p. 37 1.) 
This commendable dictum should, however, be applied to all instances of be
havior, and not restricted to those which lend themselves to the usual types of 
conditioning procedures in animal experimentation. 

13 .  In troduct ion to Compara t ive Psychology , p. 53 .  

14 .  The fact also becomes explicit in his answer to  one objection. (Cf. In t roduc
t ion to Compara t ive Psychology,  pp. 54-55 .. )  

15 .  The example of "verbal behavior" is one of the most obvious which might be 
ci ted in this connection. Whether the capacities requisite for learning a language 
can be explained solely in terms of stimulus-response conditioning is one of the 
major questions in this general field. An important contribution to that discus
sion was Chomsky's review of Skinner's Verbal Behavior, in Language, XXXV 
( 1959), 26-58. An interesting more recent discussion is David McNeill's paper 
"On Theories of Language Acquisi t ion. "  

16. To cite merely one instance of this tendency, we  may note that in Otto Kline
berg's cri ti cism of instinctivist theories he used three cri teria to determine whether 
a particular component of behavior was unlearned ( i .e., innate) . One of them 
(which is that here in question) is to discover a definite biochemical or physio
logical basis for such a component. (Cf. Socia l Psycho logy ,  p. 69 and, especially, 
p. 164 . )  We may note that another of his cri teria was that which was den ied by 
us in the preceding paragraphs : that any innate component in behavior will have 
to be continuous with components presen t in other biological species. [The pas
sages here ci ted are identical wi th those in the firs t edition of Klineberg's very 
widely used text.] 

17. Though I do not believe that this is the case, were I mistaken it should be 
possible to find some other tendency with respect to which the following remarks 
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are undoubtedly true. In fac t, I am reasonably confiden t tha t sympa thy- to which 
we shall immediately turn-consti tu te s  an indispu table ca se in poin t. 

Were the reader to doubt wha t I la ter say concerning sympa thy, I suggest tha t 
he consider the views of Darwin and Huxley wi th reference to thi s poin t, or the 
fac t tha t John S tuart Mill and We stermarck (nei ther of whom was inclined to 
undere stimate the e ffec ts of social condi tioning) found i t  necessary to regard 
sympa thy a s  a fundamen tal and underived p ropensi ty in the human specie s. 

In hi s recen t book, Conduct and Conscience, Ju stin Aronfreed o ffer s evidence 
to show tha t sympa thy i s  an acquired form of behavior. However, a s  he poin ts ou t 
(p. 149), he i s  using the term "sympa thy " in a sen se which i s  di fferen t from tha t 
in which i t  i s  of ten u sed, deno ting by tha t term no t a par ticula r  a ffec tive sta te, 
bu t a di spo si tion to ac t in a way tha t wil l relieve the di stre ss of ano ther. As he 
no tes, empa thic experience (of a sort of ten designa ted a s  "sympa thy ") is a pre
condi tion of the over t  form of behavior wi th which he i s  concerned. 

1 8. Hume, however, did so. ( Cf. Treatise of Human Nature, Book I I, Par t I, Ch. 
XII.)  

19. Cf. Lectures on Conditioned Refiexes, pp. 28 2-85. 

20.  This i s  no t a supposi tion tha t I would be inclined to make. However, for the 
sake of the argumen t I have a ttemp ted to analyze condi tioning procedure s in a 
way tha t does no t involve the in troduc tion of any fac tor s which condi tioning
theori sts would no t themselves accep t. (For a di scussion of condi tioning-theory 
and some al terna tive s, the reader may wi sh to con sul t K. W. Spence, "Theore tical 
In terpre ta tion s of Learning," in S. S. S tevens' Handbook of Experimental Psy
chology [1951].) 

2 1 .  There al so are grave difficul tie s in associa tionism when taken a s  a general 
theory of learning, e specially in those case s  in which a ssocia tions by con tigui ty, 
ra ther than by re semblance, are stre ssed. ( Cf. no te 9 to Ch. 9, above.) 

2 2. This i s  an a ssump tion which I would rejec t, but  against which I have no t 
here a t temp ted to argue. To do so would involve a careful analysi s  of the mean
ings of "pleasure " and "pain," and of the forms of pleasurable experience. 

23. To be sure, some an thropologists have tended to emphasize organici sm and 
have al so u sed the concep t of "social condi tioning," relying on the la tte r  to ex
plain how socie ty mold s  the individual. Ru th Benedict 's  work provides a qui te 
clear example of such a view . In such case s, bo th the preceding argumen t and the 
argumen t which i s  to follow will apply. 

24. To be sure, Durkhe im did seek to e stabli sh certain general conclusions regard
ing the evolu tionary development of social in sti tu tion s ;  however, hi s arguments 
in f avor of organici sm, which were most clearly sta ted in his Rules of Sociological 
Method, were independen t of hi s theorie s of so cial develo pmen t. Fur thermore, 
al though he himself did no t ci te his im portan t di stinc tion be tween question s of 
origin and que stion s of function in thi s specific connec tion, tha t di stinc tion does 
en tail tha t w e  can investiga te the im pac t of i nsti tu tion s on individuals wi thou t 
tracing the o rigins of those insti tu tions. (On the separa tion of origins and func 
tioning, cf. Rules of Sociological Method, pp. 89-9 7.) 

25. However, I should like to poin t ou t tha t there i s  a strong ad hominem argu-
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men t which can be used agains t those who :,eek to es tablish organicism by appeal
ing to the grea t differ ences in cul ture be tween earlier ages and our own: unless 
we can assume c ommon modes of feeling and thinking, regardless of differences 
in cul ture, we have no righ t to assume tha t we can unders tand the na ture of any 
cul ture other than our own. In shor t, the evidence which allegedly proves how 
differen t others are from ourselves res ts on the assump tion tha t there are funda
men tal respec ts in which they are not di fferen t, bu t similar . 

2 6. Cf. "Socie tal Fac ts," British Journal of Sociology, VI (1955), 305-1 7. [Also 
available in the anthologies ci ted in note 30, p. 4 3 3, above.] 

2 7. Cf. pp . 1 71-7 2, above. 

2 8. The term "socie tal " is not  used by Durkheim, bu t I use i t  in preference to 
"social" in order to c all a tten tion to the ins ti tu tional charac ter of the fac ts wi th 
which Durkheim was concerned: some fac ts which migh t be termed "social " 
rela te to in terpersonal rela tionships of a non-ins ti tu tionalized sor t. 

29. Rules of Sociological Method, p. 1. Also, in this connec tion, cf. pp. 104-6 of 
the same work. 

30. Rules of Sociological Method, p. 2 .  The whole of the chap ter is relevan t, as 
is Durkheim 's preface to the second edi tion of this work. (Cf. especially, pp. 
xliii-xlvii.) 

31. I t  has often been assumed that, in s peaking of "collec tive represen ta tions,"  
Durkheim was necess arily accep ting the doc trine of a group mind, in the sense 
of a single collec tive consciousness of the sor t some times a ttribu ted to crowds, or 
to social groups posse ssing an excep tional esprit de corps. Because of his c oncern 
wi th the moral aspec ts of the social order (in which, of course, religious phe
nomena were of fund amen tal impor tance ) ,  and because of his concern wi th ques
tions of social solidari ty, this aspec t of wha t he termed "collec tive represen ta tions " 
was frequen tly very conspicuous in his work. However, if one examines the theory 
which he held concerning the na ture of a n  individual's mind-a theory which he 
formula ted in opposi tion to both epiphenomenalism and me taphysical dualism
one finds tha t  a min d is si mply a sys tem of represen ta tions . If in terpre ted in this 
way, some of the mis leading connota tions of "collec tive represen ta tions " tend to 
disappear. None theless, the term is surely not  wholly fortuna te, and will be 
avoided in both our defense and our cri ti cism of Durkheim's poin t of view. 

The basic tex t for an analysis of Durkheim's posi tion wi th respec t to this sub
jec t is an ar ticle en ti tled "Individual and C ollec tive Represen ta tions " ( 1 898), 
which is included in the volume of essays en ti tled Sociology and Philosophy. (Cf. 
especially, pp. 2 3-2 8.)  

3 2. F or example, cf. Rules of Sociological Method, pp. xlvii-xlix. 
In this connec tion it should be recalled tha t the doc trine of e mergence was also 

held- though not n ecessarily in the same form-by C om te, by Hegel, and by 
Marx. 

3 3. While Durkheim never pu t the ma t ter in this way, i t  is a way which is 
consonan t wi th his own a ttemp t  to s ta te the difference be tween the psychological 
and the sociol ogical in terms of the doc trine of e mergence. There he said: 

Social facts do not differ from psychological facts in quality only : they have a 
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different  substratum; they evolve in a different milieu. (Rules of Sociological Method, 
p. xlix.) 

3 4. Cf. above, p. 171. 

35. Cf. Rules of Sociological Method, p. 1. 

479 

3 6. Were someone to argue tha t the cla ss sta tus of a per son 's progeni tors often 
affec ts hi s biological inheri tance because of socie tal re stric tions on permi tted mar
riages, one can agree wi th the poin t. However, i t  would have no relevance to the 
malleabili ty thesi s of organicism : the individual ' s  capaci ties would have been 
biologically inheri ted, ra ther than having been formed in him by the social in
sti tutions under which he lived. 

3 7. Cf. Elemen tary Forms of the Religious Life, pp. 1 3-18, et passim. 

3 8. Ibid., p. 4 40. 

39. Cf. ib id., pp. 10-1 2, for such remarks concerning time and space. 

40. Cf. i b id., pp. 4 41-4 2. 

41. Cf. ib id., pp. 4 3 2- 3 4 .  

4 2. Ibid., p. 4 39. 

4 3. "The Dualism of Human Na ture," p. 3 27. ( Al so, cf. pp. 3 37 and 3 3 8.) 

4 4. Elemen tary Forms of the Religious Life, p. 37. 

45. Ibid., p. 2 27. 

4 6. Bo th of the foregoing sta temen ts are from i b id., p. 2 30. 

47. For the maxims which he establi shes regarding social in tegra tion and egoi stic 
suicide, cf. Suicide, pp. 208-9. For hi s accoun t of the media ting p sychological 
fac tor, cf. pp. 21 3-15. 

In the second type of suicide which Durkheim analyzed, i.e., al tr uistic suicide, 
i t  i s  less clear that p sychological generaliza tions serve a s  the media ting factors. 
However, in anomic suicide, the third type which Durkheim di stinguished, the 
psychological presupposi tions of hi s theory are exceedingly clear. (Cf. i b id ., pp. 
24 6-4 8.) 

4 8. I t  will be recalled tha t one form of Marxian argumen t a gainst  a tradi tional 
psychological approach to human na ture derived from the ph ilosophical argu
men t tha t there is a nece ssary in terpene tra tion of the self and the world. (Cf. p. 
189, above.) I shall no t deal wi th tha t Hegelian form of argument here. I shall 
con fine myself to wha t I take to be the more impor tan t sociological the si s :  tha t 
the forms of ind ivid ual consc iousne ss derive from forms of social organiza tion. 

49. This general iza tion would clearly apply to Freud, a s  well a s  �o p sychologists 
who do no t belong wi thin the psychoanalytic tradi tion ; whe ther i t  would apply 
to Jung  is perhap s more do ub tful. In thi s re spec t, Jung' s la ter work may well 
stand quite outside the tradi tions of p sychology. 
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50. In my op m10n, these theses may a lso  serve to limit some of the disputes 
which have charac ter ize d  the fu nctiona li st moveme nt in a nthrop ology. For a 
discussi on of that moveme nt wh .ich concentrate s on the views of Mali nowski and 
of Radc liffe -Brown, cf. my artic le "Fu nc tiona lism i n Socia l Anthropology "  in 
Philosophy, Science, and Method: Essays in Honor of Ernest Nagel (ed .  S .  Mor 
gen besser, P. S uppes, M .  G .  White), New Yor k: St . Marti n's Press, 1969 . 

5 1. C f. above, Ch. 7, p p. 134-36. 

5 2. C f. Ethical Studies, pp. 66-69. 
In his ear ly Outlines of a Critical Theory of Ethics ( 1 89 1), Joh n Dewe y spoke 

in a somewhat simi lar way, saying: 
A desire, taken as a desire for its own apparent or direct end only ,  is an abstraction. 

It is a desire for an entire and continuous activ ity, and its satisfaction requires that 
it fitted into this entire and continuous activity ; that it be made conformable to the 
conditions which will  bring the whole man into action .  It is this fitting-in which, is the 
the law of the desire-the 'universal ' controlling its particular nature . This 'fitting-in' is 
no mechanical shearing off, nor stretching out, but a reconstruction of the natural 
desire til l  it becomes an expression of the whole man . The problem then is to find 
that special form of character, of sel f, which includes and transforms al l  special desires. 
This form of character is at once the Good and the Law of man (p . 96) . 

By 1908, when Dewey  and Tu fts wrote their Eth ics, we find Dewey speaking i n 
the followi ng manner, which direct ly contr adicts Bradley's view: 

Every moral act in its outcome marks a development or fulfillment of selfhood . But 
the very nature of right action forbids that the self should be the end in the sense 
of being the conscious aim of moral activity. For there is no way of discovering the 
nature of the self except in terms of objective ends which fulfill its capacities, and there 
is no way of realizing the self except as it is forgotten in devotion to these objective 
ends (pp. 39 1 -92) .  

It i s  the latter pos ition which e xpresses a point of view identica l with that here 
adopted .  

53. The following lis ting wi ll serve to suggest how wide ly these te xts were dis 
tri buted: 

Friedrich Paulsen, System der Ethik , 1889; filth edition 1900; tenth edition 1913 ; 
English translation, 1899 . 

John H . Muirhead, T'he Elemen ts of Ethics, 1892 ; second edition 1894 ; six reprint
ings prior to the third edition of 1910 . 

John Stuart MacKenzie, A Manual of Eth ics, 1 893 ;  fourth edition 1900. 
James Seth, A Study of Eth ical Princ iples, 1894; fourth edition 1898 ; tenth edition 

1908 .  

54. This tende ncy toward  consistency is  what ma ny mora lists re fer to as  reason
ableness or rationality in conduct . (For examp le, c f. the critica l rei nterpretation 
of Kant in Dewe y  and Tu fts, Ethics, pp . 3 1 4- 17 .) However, since that termi nology 
tends to suggest that there must be a speci fica l ly logica l  or i nte l lectual component 
in our avoidance of inconsiste nc y, I pre fer not to use these terms. 

I have e lsewhere discussed the importance of the standard of consiste ncy in a 
somewhat different conte xt. (C f. my Phenomenology of Morai Experience, pp. 
263-77 -) 

55. I f  the point here bei ng made is n ot su fficient ly  c lear to the reader, he may 



NOTES TO PAGES 2 74-75 

consult an unusually cogent exposition of the same the si s in Goldenwei ser, 
Anthropology, Ch. XXXI. 

Concerning the role of the comparative method in evolutionary theory in gen 
eral, c f. pp. 7 8-80, above. 

The Boas article, cited above, i s  most readily available in hi s collected e ssays, 
Race, Language, and  Culture .  (Cf. e specially pp. 2 75-76.) 

PART IV-T H E  LI MITS OF R EASO N 

CHAPTER 1 3. CRITIQUES OF THE INTELLECTUAL POWERS OF MAN : 
THE IDEALIST STRAND 

1. The traditional dichotomous divi sion of the fac ultie s of the mind i s  to be 
found in Ari stotle, De scarte s, and Wol ff, among other s. 

For rea sons which will become obvious in the text, Roussea u  m ust be recognized 
a s  one of the chief source s of the view that Feeling constit ute s a separate fac ulty. 
One can al so find anticipation s of later use s of the concept of "feeling" in 
eighteenth -century Briti sh tho ught, partic ularly in Shafte sbury. However, the 
trichotomous div ision of the aspect s of mental life into the fac ultie s of Feeling, 
the Under standing, and the Will was not formal ized until Tetens  and Kant. It 
was primarily thro ugh Kant' s Crit ique of Judgmen t that thi s classification be 
came influential. (For an exten ded di sc ussion of thi s devel opment in German 
p sychology, cf. Robert Sommer, Grundzuge einer Gesch ich te der deutscher 
Psychologie und A esthetik von Wolff-Baumgarten b is Kan t-Schiller [Wiirzburg, 
1 89 2).) 

2 .  Vico's tho ught would provide an earlier starting point, b ut in my opin ion the 
dominant a spects o f  nineteenth-century critici sms of man's intellectual powers  are 
not, at most point s, congruent with Vico's view s. On the other hand, Kant' s sys
tem exerted a direct and important in fluence on almost every thinker with whom 
we shall here be concerned. 

3. For the importance of Jacobi 's influence on the period, cf. Love joy, The Rea
son, the Understanding, and Time, pp. 4-7. 

I sho uld like at thi s point to note that the particular tendencie s in nineteenth
cent ury tho ught with which Love joy was dealing in di sc ussing The Reason, the 
Understanding, and Time, are not identical with the view s  with which we shall 
here be concerned, even tho ugh they freq uently overlap. Love joy wa s e specially 
intere sted in analyzing and criticizing those philo sopher s  who laid stre ss on an 
inner sense as the most penetrating organ of knowledge, and thus, for example, 
Schelling 's early tho ught belonged squarely within the tradition which he dis
c ussed. Nonethele ss, Schelling doe s not properly fall wi thin the stream of tho ught 
with which we are here concerned. For example, he bitterly attacked Jacobi "s view 
that all philo sophic systems  and intellectual construction s are nece ssarily mi slead
ing (cf. Siimmtliche Werke, I, viii, 54), and at some points he p ut forward views  
which must be regarded as  wildly exaggerated cl aim s concerning the depths which 
systematic philosophy could plumb. (For example, cf. the introd uction to hi s 
System des transcenden ta /en ldealismus, in Siimmt liche Werke, I, iii, 3 39-5 2.)  
Conver sely, because of thi s di fference in theme, we shall be dealing with some 
figure s in nineteenth -century thought with whom Love joy, q uite properly, wa s 
not concerned. 
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4 .  This contrast between h is v iew and K ant 's is impl icit in the t itle o f  Jacob i 's 
treat ise: Ueber das Unternehmen des Kri t icizmus, die Vern unft zu Verstande zu 
bringen. (For Jacob i 's own comments on t his t itle, c f. Werke, I I I, 81-8 3.) 

5 .  In 1 815, in a forew ord to the second volume o f  h is collected works, Jacob i h im
sel f called attention to this fact ( Werke, I I, 7-8 and 10-11) . This lengthy fore
word was des igned to serve as an introduc tion to all o f  h is ph ilosophical wr it in gs, 
and it is w ithout que st ion the clearest exposit ion o f  most aspects of h is pos it ion. 

For a d iscuss ion o f  the harmony between Jacobi's earlier and later terminology, 
c f. Levy-Bruh!, La phi losoph ie de Jacob i, pp. 51-5 7. 

6 .  In the foreword to the fourth volume of Jacob i's collected works, we find the 
following account o f  what he w ished to est abl ish in h is letters concern ing Sp inoza: 

Meine Briefe iiber die Lehre des Spinoza wurden desshalb nicht geschrieben um 
Ein System <lurch das Andre zu verdrangen, sondern um die Uniiberwindlichkeit des 
Spinozismus von seiten des Iogischen Verstandesgebrauches darzuthun. (Werke, IV',  
xxxvii.) 

While th is foreword was posthumous, and is dependent upon fragmentary manu
scr ipts, there is no re ason to challenge the accuracy w ith which it reflects Jacob i 's 
own est imate o f  the import o f  h is early work. 

7. In h is attack on Schell ing, Jacob i called attention to the d ifference between 
h is v iew o f  Reason and Kant 's. He explic itly rejected the v iew that what Kant 
termed Ideas o f  Reason depend upon an extens ion o f  the concepts o f  the Under
standing; for Jacobi, they were "urspr iingl iche Erkenntnisse von object iver 
Giilt igkeit." ( Werke, I I I, 3 76-7 7 -) 

8 .  For example, in t he 1 815 exposit ion of the basic pr inciples o f  h is thought, 
Jacob i sa id: 

Und so gestehen wir denn ohne Scheu, dass unsere Philosophie von dem Gefiihle, 
dem objectiven namlich und reinen, ausgeht . . . . Das Vermiigen der Gefiihle ist im 
Menschen <las iiber alle andere erhabene Vermiigen; dasjenige, welches allein  ihn von 
dem Thiere specifisch unterscheidet; . . .  es ist, behaupten wir, mit der Vernunft 
Einer und Dasselbe ." (Werke, II, 6 1 .) 
The adject ives " object iv" and " rein" are ins isted upon in other passages as well 
(e.g., Werke, I I, 105) . Kant had, o f  course, used these two adjectives in connect ion 
w ith moral incent ives, and that may have been a source for Jacobi 's use o f  them . 
However, in Jacobi ' s  thought, as I shall now po int out, Reason is actually a 
med ium through w h ich something is given, a suprasensible sensib il ity, rather 
than be in g  related to Kant 's "practical Reason ."  

g. One passage in which th is phrase is used runs as  follows: 
Ich berufe mich au£ ein unabweisbares uniiberwindliches Gefiihl als ersten und 

unmittelbaren Grund aller Philosophie und Religion ; au£ ein Gefiihl, welches den 
Menschen gewahren und inne werden ! asst : er habe einen Sinn fiir das Uebersinnliche. 
D iesen Sinn nenne ich Vernunft, zum Unterschiede von den Sinnen fiir die sichtbare 
Welt. (Werke, IV1, xxi.) 

10 . Jacobi, in opposit ion to Kant, accepted a vers ion of "d irect realism ."  For an 
analysis of h is real ism, the reader may w .ish to consult Alexander W .  Crawford 's 
doctoral d issertat ion , The Ph ilosophy of F. H. Jacob i, in Cornell Studies in 
Philosophy, No . 6 (1905) . 
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1 1 . For example, c f. the following passage : 

Die Vernunft schafft keine Begriffe,  erbau t keine Systeme, ur theile t auch n ich t , 
sondern ist, gleich den iiusseren Sinnen, bloss offenbarend, posi tiv  verkiindend.  

Diess vor al lem anderen ist fest zu halten : Wie es eine sinnl iche Anschauung giebt , 
eine A nschauung durch demi Sinn, so giebt es auch eine ra tionale Anschauung durch 
die Vernunft . . . .  Der sinn lichen A nschauung en tgegen gi lt keine Demonstrat ion , indem 
alles Demonstriren nur ein Ziiruckfiihren des Begriffes au£ die ihn bewahrende . . .  
sinnliche A nschauung ist. . . .  Aus demselben Grunde gil t auch keine Demonstration 
wider die ra tionale oder Vernunftanschauung, die uns der Natur jensei tige Gegenstande 
zu erkennen giebt . ( Werke, II , 58-59.) 
On the following page, he continues : 

Wenn jemand sprich t, er wisse ,  so fragen wir mi t Rech t , woher er wisse? Unvermeidlich 
muss er dann am Ende au£ eins von diesen beyden sich berufen : en tweder au£ Sinnes
Empfindung, oder au£ Geistes-Gefiih l. 

1 2. It is precisely at this point that we must note one fundamental di fference be
tween the position o f  Schleiermacher and that o f  Jacobi. While he, too, stressed 
the autonomy o f  the religious, and also insisted that feeling constitutes the re
ligious dimension o f  experience, Schleiermacher de fended the claims o f  the in 
tellect, and re fused to accept the view that conclusions reached by the Under
standing were not to be relied upon in the search for truth. (For example, c f. his 
discussion o f  Jacobi in a letter to his friend K. G. Brinkmann, and his letter dated 
March 30, 1 81 8  to Jacobi himsel f; in Schleiermacher's Briefe, pp. 94-95 and 337-
40, respectively.) 

We may there fore again point out that the tendencies o f  thought with which 
we are here concerned are not in all respects identical with those which Lovejoy 
selected for attention in The Reason, the Unders tanding, and Time. (C f. above, 
note 3.) 

13. That Jacobi had a strong and direct influence upon Kierkegaard is entirely 
clear from re ference to him in Kierkegaard's Concluding Unscien t ific Pos tscrip t. 
(C f. especially pp. 9 2  and 2 24.) While all o f  these re ferences allude to only one o f  
Jacobi 's books (his letters to Mendelssohn concerning Spinoza), it was the only 
work immediately relevant in that particular context. We may note, however, 
that when Kierkegaard cites passages from this book he re fers the reader to 
Jacobi 's collected works ; Jacobi's influence upon him may there fore have been 
fairly extensive. In this connection it is to be noted that in Jacobi one finds 
frequent philosophic use made o f  the disjunct " en tweder- oder" and, in one place 
at least, o f  "noch-weder." (For example, c f. Werke, I I, 74-75 and 88-9 2 ;  a lso, I I I, 
37 7-7 8.) One o f  these passages occurs in Von den Got t lichen Dingen und ihrer 
Ofjenbarung, which was Jacobi 's attack on Schelling. It would surely be surprising 

i f  Kierkegaard had not been well-acquainted with this particular controversy. 
Given these facts, I should think that a study o f  the possible influences o f  Jacobi 
upon Kierkegaard might be o f  interest ; so far as I know, no extended study o f  this 
sort has been made. 

14. In his general account o f  his position, he said: 

Die Annahme einer wirklichen und wahrhaften Vorsehung und Freihei t , n icht nur 
in dem hoch sten sondern in jedem vern iinft igen Wesen , und die Behauptung, dass 
diese zwey Eigen schaften sich einander gegenseit ig vorausse tzen , ist das, was meine 
Philosoph ie von alien andern , sei t Ari stoteles bis au£ diesen Tag en tstandenen , 
Philosophien un terscheidet . ( Werke, I I ,  46-47.) 
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In thi s connection we mu st of cour se note th at P lato i s  exem pted from Jacobi 's  
generalization. His relation to Plato's philo so phy , a s  he inter preted it , was ex 
tremely clo se. 

15. In this re spect one i s  reminded of Kie rkeg aard ' s  attitu de toward the Hegeli an 
sy stem, which he regarded as the greatest of all sy stem s, but a s  being only a 
thought-experiment w hich did not touch exi stence. (Cf. below, Ch. 15 , pp. 334-36 . )  
The more speci fic points with which we shall now be concerned will al so be 
noticed to re semble much that was more t renchantly put by Kierkegaard. 

16. Jacobi's position i s  well ex pressed in one passage in which he criticize s Kant 's 
own system, ex plaining why that system appeal s to philosopher s :  

S o  fiihrt der Kantischen Lehre nothwendig z u  einem System absoluter Subjectivitat, 
gefallt aber eben desswegen dem erklarenden Verstande, den man den philosophirenden 
nennt, und der zuletzt doch nicht erklart, sondern nur vertilgt; und hat wider sich 
nur die von diescm Wege abmahnende, nicht erklarende, sondern positiv offenbarende, 
unbedingt entscheidende Vernunft, oder den naturlichen Vernunftglauben. Der W'eg 
der Jacobischen Lehre, indem er zu einen System absoluter Objectivitat eben so 
nothwendig fiihrt, missfallt dem an dem Begreiflichen allein sich haltenden Verstande . . .  
und hat fiir sich nur die nicht erkl;irende, unmittelbar offenbarende Vernunft. 
( Werke, II ,  36-37 .) 

The contra st with which thi s passage e nds  may sugge st to the re ader a par allel 
between Jacobi and Dilthey. While Dilthey w as thoroughly familiar with Jacob i's 
work  (for he was perhaps the most eminent of all who have investigated the in
tellectual hi story of Germany in thi s per iod), Dilthey's own di stinction between 
erklaren and verstehen must be reg arded · a s  h aving arisen in connection with the 
problems  of the hu mane science s (die Ge istesw issenschaften), rather th an having 
been derived from the i ssues which chiefly concerned Jacobi and hi s contem
poraries .  

1 7. The passage in t he letter to Fichte reads : 
Unsere Wissenschaften, blos als solche, sind Spiele, welche der menschliche Geist, 

zeitvertreibend, sich ersinnt. Diese Spiele ersinnend, organisirt er nur seine Unwissenheit, 
ohne einer Erkenntniss des Wahren auch nur um ein Haar breit naher zu kommen. 
( Werke, III ,  29.) 
The lengthier, later passage i s  to be found in ib id., III, 305-6. 

We m ay note tha t, in other contexts, Jacobi is sometime s even more critical of 
those forms of philosophy which rely u pon the Understanding, rather than u pon 
the Rea son : 
Also erfand sich der Verstand den doppelten Unglauben, erst an cine materielle, dann 
auch an eine immaterielle, geistige Welt, und nannte die Kunst alle Wahrheit zu 
verlieren-denn das war seine Erfmdung-Philosophie. (Ibid., II ,  99-1 00.) 

1 8. Ibid., I I I, 306. 

19 . For thi s contrast ,  cf. i b id . ,  III, 306-7. 

20. Cf. ibid., II, 65-66. 

2 1 .  The passage crit iiciz ing Kant from thi s point of view i s  to be found in i b id., 
I I I, 175-79. 

2 2. In the concluding paragraph s of hi s t reati se on Kant, Jacobi said: 
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Dahin muss es kommen mit den grossen Gegenstanden der Sittenlehre und Religion, 
wenn man sie aus blosen Begriffen ,  aus ciner versUindigcn Zusammensetzung f ifr die 
philosophierende Vernunft, in ihrer Wahrh�it beg-riinden will. Freyheit wird zum 
Gespenste, got tliche Vorsehung zum Problem. Aber im Geiste des lebendigen Menschen 
sind sie kein Gespenst um! kein Problem, sondern clas Wahrhafteste und Urspriinglichste 
alles Gedankes und aller Empfindung. ( Ib id. ,  I I I, 1 92 .) 

23. In 1 81 5, in l ookin g back upon the reception accorded  hi s le t ter s to Men
del ssohn, .Jacobi said: 

Die in dem Werke iiber Spinoza von dem Verfa sser aufgestellte Behauptung: A ile 
mensch lirhe Erkenntn iss gehe  aus van Offen barung und  Glau ben ,  l1atte in der deutschen 
philosophischen Welt cin allgemeines Aergerniss erregt. Es  sollte durchaus nicht wahr 
seyn, dass es ein Wissen aus der ersten Hand gebe, welches alles Wissen aus der 
zweyten (die Wissenschaft) erst bedinge, ein Wissen ohn e  Beweise, welches dem V✓issen 
aus Beweisen nothwendig vorausgehe, es begrijnde, es fortwiihrend und durchaus 
beherrsche. (Ibid . ,  I I, 3-4 .) 

For a di scussion of thi s poin t in the le t ter s themselves, c f. ibid. ,  IV', 210. 

24. On the rela tionshi ps between them, c f. Levy -Bruh!, La philosophie de Jacobi, 
pp. 205-23, and Leon, Fichte e t  son temps, II (Part I), 146-56, 16 5-6 7, and 2 2 2-
26. 

25. In the pre face to the Vocation of Man he say s: 
This book is therefore not intended for philosophers by profession, who will find 

nothing in it that has not already bee11 set forth in other writings of the same author. . . .  
[But] it ought to a ttract and animate the reader, and to elevate him from the world 
of sense into a region of transcendental thought. [Es sol!te anziehen und erwarmen, 
und den Leser kraftig von der Sinnlichkeit zum Uebersinnlichen fortreissen.] (Popu lar 
Works, I, 3 2 1 -2 2 .) 

26. Once again, it i s  well to poin t ou t  tha t neither Schelling nor Schleiermacher 
should be classed alon g wi th .Ja cobi and Fichte when the i ssue i s  one concerning 
the limi ts of human un der standin g, and the role of the intellec t in the search for 
tru th. Of  cour se, there were many other respect s in which their views were similar, 
a s  one would expec t from the per sonal tie s  an d common con cer ns which rel ated 
them to one an other. 

27. Ibid., I, 411. 

28. Almost immediately a fter the passage ju st quoted, Fichte says: 
I will not suffer myself to entertain the desire of pressing this conviction on others 

by reasoning, and I will not be surprised if such an undertaking should fail. I have 
adopted my mode of thinking first of all for myself, not for others, and before myself 
only will I justify i t .  He who possesses the honest, upright purpose of which I am 
conscious, will also attain a similar conviction,-without that , such a conviction can 
in no way be attained. (i bid . , I, 4 1 1 - 1 2 .) 

29. C f. Ibid., I, 41 3-14. A compari son with statement s  to be foun d in .James ' s  
"Dilemma of Determini sm "  i s  here in or der. .James introduced his argumen t by 
telling hi s reader s: 

J thus disclaim openly on the threshold all pretension to prove to you that the 
freedom of the will is true. The most I hope is to induce some of you to follow my 
own example in assuming it true, ,md acting as if it were true. If it be true, it seems 
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to me that this is  involved in the strict logic of the case. I ts  truth ought not to be 
forced willy-nilly down our indifferent throats. It ought to be freely espoused by men 
who can equally well turn their backs upon i t .  In other words, our first act of freedom, 
if we are free, ought in all inward propriety to be to affirm that we ar� free. (The 
Will to Believe, and Other Essays, p .  46.)  

30. These studies were published in the second volume (1 80 2) of the Critical 
Journal of Philosophy, which Schelling and Hegel edited; the full title of the 
series was "Glauben und Wissen, oder die Reflexionsphilosophie der Sub
jetktivit at, in der Vollst andigkeit ihrer Formen, als Kantische, Jacobische und 
Fichtesche Philo sophie"  (Siim tliche Werke, I, 2 79-433 ). 

31. Cf. ib id. , I, 280; for a further comparison of their views, also cf. I, 39 2-3. 

3 2. Cf. ib id. , I, 431. 

33. For example, cf. i b id., I, 411-13 and 419-22. 

34. This is a stateme nt already quoted (cf. p. 1 79,  above). Hegel himself used it 
t wice, in the prefaces to The Smaller Logic and to the Philosophy of R ight. 

35. This, he tells us, is the hypothesis which philosophy establishes, and which 
it brings to the consideration of history: cf. Philosophy of History, p. 9. 

36. For example, cf. ih id., pp. 3 2-34. 

3 7. Philosophy of R ight, pp. 1 2-13. 

3 8. The Smaller Logic, translated by Wallace, Sect. 45, p. 9 2. 

39. Cf. Hegel's discus sion of how Sense leads to Conception, and how Conception 
needs to be supersede d by Thought, in The Smaller Logic, translated by Wallace, 
Sect. 20, pp. 36-39. 

40. The Smaller Logic, translated by Wallace, Sect. So, p. 1 43. 

41. The Smaller Logic, translated by Wallace, Sect. Bo, p. 144. 

4 2. Cf. above, Ch. 1 0, pp. 1 75- 76. 
One particularly helpful discussion of the dialectic is to be found in The 

Smaller Logic, Wallace translation, Sect. 81, pp. 147-51. In that section (p. 1 48), 
we find the following statement: 

Wherever there is movement, wherever there is l ife, wherever anything is carried 
into effect in the actual world, there Dialectic is at work. It is  also the soul of all 
knowledge which is truly scientific. 

43. In The Smaller Logic he even warns us against identifying the term thought 
as referring to a "subjective activity-one amongst many similar faculties, such 
as memory, imagination, and will. " Thought, as the subject of logic, is not to be 
interpreted as an act ivity which is tied to  individual persons at all. (Cf. Wallace 
translation, p. 39.) 

44. Hegel said of the history of philosophy: 
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The stages in the evolution of the Idea seem to follow each other by accident, and 
to present merely a number of different and unconnected principles, which the several 
systems of philosophy carry out in their own way. But it is not so. For these thousands of 
years the same Architect has directed the work: and that Architect is the one living 
Mind whose nature is to think, to bring to self-consciousness what is, and, with its being 
thus set as object before it, to be at the same time raised above it, and so to reach a 
higher stage of its own being. (The Sma ller Logic, Wallace translation, Sect. 1 3, p. 2 2 .) 

4 5. C f. Hegel's larger Science of Logic, translated by Johnston and Struthers, I, 
5 6. 

Hegel 's most drastic criticism of the Understanding is directed against the 
abstractness of mathematical thought. (For example, cf. the prefa ce to the 
Phenomenology of Mind, pp. 100-10 5.) However, the more familiar world of 
common sense also provides an instance in which what passes for "thought " is 
not, a ccording to Hegel really thought. In the preface to the Phenomenology of 
Mind (p. 9 2) he states the point pithily: "What is 'familiarly known ' is not 
properly known, just for the reason that it is 'familiar'." ( "Das Bekannte ilber
haupt ist darum, weil es bekann t  ist, n ich t erkannt .") He proceeds as follows: 

When engaged in the process of knowing, it is the commonest form of self-deception, 
and a deception of other people as well, to assume something to be familiar, and 
give assent to it on that very account. Knowledge of that sort, with all its talk, never 
gets from the spot, but has no idea that this is the case . . . .  Apprehending and proving 
consist similarly in seeing whether every one finds what is said corresponding to his 
idea too . . . .  

46. For example, what Hegel said con cerning Kant's treatment o f  the antinomies, 
The Smaller Logic, Wallace translation, Sect. 4 8, pp. 97-99, and Sect. 8 1, p. 149. 
Also, cf. the more general remarks in the preface to Phenomenology of Mind, 
p. 93 · 

47. Cf. Siimtliche Werke, V I, 2 60-7 2, (Se ct. 3 68-87); in Wallace, Hegel's Philos
ophy of Mind, pp. 64-90 (Se ct. 445-68). 

4 8. Siimtliche Werke, V I, 260-6 1. ( In Wallace, Hegel's Ph ilosophy of Mind, 
p. 64.) 

49. This is from Wallace's translation, p. 9 1. In Siimtliche Werke, V I, 273 (Sect. 
3 88), the same basic view is expressed in other terms. 

50. C f. Science of Logic, translated by Johnston and Struthers, I, 40. Their trans
lation at this point is opaque: cf. Siimtliche Werke, IV, 2 1. 

5 1. C f., respectively, pp. 1 84 and 17 8, above. 

5 2. In analyzing early nineteenth- century thought, Dilthey also called attention 
to the fact that Maine de Biran bears comparison in certain respects with Fichte 
and Jacobi: all three exemplified forms o f  idealism founded on notions of per 
sonality and freedom. ( Cf. Gesammelte Schriften, IV, 533-3 6 ; also, II, 3 1 4, and 
V III, 107-1 2.) 

53. The best treatment of Maine de Biran 's knowledge o f  Kant is to be found 
in Gouhier, Les conversions de Maine de Biran. (For example, cf. pp. 2 1 1, 230, 
and, especially, pp. 25 6-59 and 3 5 4-5 5 of that work. ) 
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54. There was one point at which he expressed a definite debt to Kant rather 
than merely offering a comparison of their views : this concerned the necessity 
for drawing a distinction between the " I" and the concept of a soul-substance. 
(Cf. Oeuvres, X, 377-78.) 

For relatively brief references to Kant's theory of knowledge in those works in 
which Maine de Bira n was developing his own analysis of experience, cf. ib id . , 
I I I, 1 19 and 124 ,  and ib id . ,  VIII, 2 and 140-4 2 ;  also, cf. Journal, III, 29-3 2 . 

55 .  Cf . .T ournal, II, 1 29  and 159. 
Other late French philosophers also emphasized this side of Kant's system, 

rather than his theory of knowledge. For example, one may note Ravaisson's 
interpretation of wha t. Kant had contributed to modern thought (La phi losophie 
en France, pp. 7-8) . 

56 .  Cf. his introduction to Influence de l 'hab i tude (Oeuvres, II, 20-2 2 ) .  

57 .  A brief statement of  this essential aspect of  his position i s  to  be  found in 
the introduction to the above mentioned essay ( i b id . ,  II, 24-27) . 

58. Maine de Biran h imself gives two retrospective accounts of the developments 
implicit in his earlier psychological works (cf. Oeuvres, VIII, 1-1 3, and XIV, 
202-2 1) .  

59 .  As Gouhier showed in Les conversions de Maine de B iran ,  Maine de Biran 
had originally been influenced by the attempts of Charles Bonnet and by Cabanis 
to relate psychological phenomena and physiology; however, by 18 1 1, when he 
wrote his Memoire sur les rapports du physiq ue et du mora l de l'homme for the 
Copenhagen Academy, he had wholly rejected their views. (Cf. Oeuvres, XIV, 
2 19 ;  for an account of this Memoire, cf. i b id . ,  III, cxxxvi-cxxxix. )  

60. In  somewhat shortened form, this passage reads a s  follows : 
Je dis  qu 'i l  y a une sorte de sensa tions qui  peuvent etre considerees comme fondees 

dans le sujet un ique moi . . . .  C'est la, peu t-e tre, c t  non point dans une impression 
re,ue quelconque, qu'il faudra i t  chercher I 'origine speciale de nos facultes actives, le 
poin t  d 'appui de ! 'existence e t  le fondemen t  de toutes Jes idees simples, que nous 
pouvons acquerir de nous-memes e t  de nos actes in tellectuel&. . . .  

On peut concevoir au contraire des affections simples, toutes fondees dans ! 'organisa
tion materielle, ou clans une cause quelconque etrangere au moi, redui tes par 
consequent a le mat iere, et  plus ou moins denuees des formes de la personnal i te . . . .  
(Oeuvres, I I I, 1 2 6.) 
He continues his contrast between these two forms of primitive elements within 
experience, by speaking of them in the following terms: "I '  efjort produit d'une 
volonte, inseperable de moi," and ' 'l'affection resultat impersonnel  d'une pro
priete organique" ( ib id . ,  p. 127) .  

6 1 .  Cf. the following passage: 
Jajouterai encore, comme une derniere reflexion sur Jes abus ou ecarts des methodes, 

que !es l imi tes ou me paroi t  devoir s 'arreter celle que ! 'on nomme ana logie des 
physiciens se trouvent fixees par la  nature meme des moyens qu 'elle peut employer, 
et surtou t par la nature de I 'objet a qui elle est appropriee. Ces moyens, en effet, ne 
peuvent etre qu'empruntes des sciences externes e t  de ! ' imagination ou faculte 
representative; son objet exclusif consiste dans Jes apparences ou phenomenes represen tes 
hors du moi; elle ne pourra done avoir aucune prise sur cette espece de faits primit i fs 
qui ne tombent que sous le sens le plus intime, et s ' i l  y a une sorte d 'observation ou 
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de sens particulierement approprie a des  faits elementaires de cet ordre, Jes analogies 
ou ressemblances phenomenales qui s 'offrent  a un point de vue exterieur ou physique 
ne pourron t  ren trer dans le champ interieur ou l 'e tre pensant assiste comme temoin 
reflechi a ses operations Jes plus exactes, a ses modifications Jes plus in times. lei tout 
se simplifie et s'individualise, la, au con traire, tout se generalise et  se compose. Les 
classifica tions et /es lo is, qui sont ,  apres ! 'observation des effets, Jes deux grands mobiles 
des sciences naturelles, ne trouveront done guere d 'emploi utile dans la connoissance 
des faits primitifs ou des verites de sentiment  qui s 'en deduisent de la maniere Ia 
plus immedia te. (De l' aperception immediate [ed. by  J. Echeverria] , p. 53.) 

On the contrast between abstrac t, general izing, classificatory knowledge and 
that which seeks to grasp inner, psychological fact ,  cf. Oeuvres, VIII, 9- 1 0. 

62 .  Cf. i b id . ,  VIII, 82-83. 

63. P. Tisserand, in  his introduction to the volume of the collected works which 
includes this study, pointed out that under the influence of the circle of 
phi losophers in which M aine de Biran found himself in  Paris after 1 8 1 3 , his 
theory of knowledge expanded into a theory of Reason, or a faculty of that 
which grasps the absolute (Oeuvres, VII, xi). This involved an even more explicit  
rejection of abstractive generalization (i b id . ,  pp. xvi-xvi i ) ,  and a sharper sepa
ration of our knowledge and our belief from the elements of experience which 
were presen ted to us through sense experience ( ib id . ,  xx-xxi).  

64. Cf. the following passage, here given in a shortened form : 
Vient-ii a tourner ses regards sur Iui-meme? L'homme ne se considere d 'abord que 

comme objet  de cette nature phenomenique clont  ii fait partie clans le poin t  de vue 
exterieur ou ii se trouve place . . . .  

Ainsi ii se voit ou se sen t  en traine dans ce cercle fatal ou roulent  tous Jes e tres passifs, 
animes comme inanimes, soit qu'ils sentent  ou connaissen t  le mouvement  necessaire 
auquel ils obeissent ,  soit qu'ils le suiven t  cl'une maniere tout a fait aveugle sans le 
sen tir ni le connaitre. 

Comme Jes corps ce]estes suiven t  sans la savoir clans l 'espace et  le temps absolus Jes 
lois constantes de ! 'at traction qui determinent Jes formes de leurs orbites, comme Jes 
molecules infinitesimales de Ia matiere obeissen t  aussi constammen t  aux aflinites 
elect ives qu'elles ignorent ,  Jes machines organisees . . .  paraissent  egalement  soumises a 
certains attractions, sympathies ou an tipathies, que Jes lois de la sensibilite organique 
rendent plus obscures et plus compliquees encore, en Jes laissent  egalement sous ! 'empire 
du fa tum . . . .  

Mais, en sa qualite d 'e tre intelligent ,  voulan t  et pensant ,  l 'homme se place lui-meme 
en dehors et au-dessus de cette nature qui Jui est donnee comme objet de son intuition ; 
ii la domine en effet par sa pensee et par sa volonte . . . .  Non seulement  ii sen t  ou a des 
sensations, mais de plus ii sait qu'il sen t ,  ii a l 'idee ou la connaissance de ses sensations; 
non seulement  ii a des rapports avec les divers agen ts ou objets de la nature, mais 
encore ii apen,oit ces rapports et peut sc rendre compte ; de plus, ii Jes modifie, les 
etend, Jes complique ou Jes multiplie sans cesse, ou s'en cree de nouveaux a chaque 
instant par ! 'exercise d'une puissance, d'une force agissante qui l 'affranchit Jes liens 
du fa tum et  le constitue individu, personne morale, intellectuelle et  Iibre. (Oeuvres, 
X, 64-65.) 

65. Cf. i b id . ,  XIV, 200-20 1 ,  and (earlier) in De l'apercept ion immediate (Memoire 
de Berlin) ,  p. 1 1 5 .  

As Maine de Biran 's Journal shows, he  was  a close student of Pascal ,  but what 
received most emphasis in his journal were points of disagreement rather than 
agreement. (For a discussion of Maine de Biran and Pascal ,  cf. Gouhier, Les 
conversions de Maine de B iran . )  
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66. Cf. Oeuvres, XIV, 195. 

67. "I I y a done plus qu'une difference de degrc  en tre I 'homme e t  Ia bru te" 
is the sen tence wi th which his sec tion on "Vie animale " closes, and which there 
fore in troduces the sec tion en ti tled "Vie humaine." ( C f. ib id., XIV, 268.)  

68. Ib id., XIV, 234-3_1',. 

69. 
"Cette darn� [he chaq�ed] tient plut6t a l'emploi d'une certaine methode abstraite et 

hypothetique, fondee sur le besoin et le parti pris d'avance de simplifier le langage, ou 
de n 'avoir recours qu'au plus petit nombre de termes et de formules Jes plus 
symetriques, pour former ce qu'on appelle la science : science logique ou conventionnelle 
ou ! 'on croit tout expliquer a force d'abstraire, de dissimuler ou de denaturer Jes choses 
ou Jes faits rebelles aux categories formecs d'avance." (Ibid . ,  XIV, 30 1 .) 

70. Cf. ibid,, XIV, 2 3!', -

71. Cf. ib id., XIV, 2 2 2-23, and 369 ff. 

7 2. Maine de Biran said : 
Quand tout serait d'accord et en harmonie entre Jes facultes sensitives et actives qui 

constituent l 'homme, ii y aurait encore une nature superieure, une troisieme vie, 
qui ne serait pas satisfai te, et ferait sentir qu'il y a  un autre bonheur, une autre sagesse, 
une autre perfection ,  au-dela du plus grand bonheur humain, de la plus haute sagesse 
ou perfection intellectuelle et morale dont l 'etre humain soit susceptible. (Ibid . ,  XIV, 
397.) 

7 3. For two of many examples of this Pla tonic tendency in Maine de Biran's 
la ter though t, cf. Journal, II, 351, and Oeuvres, XIV, 397-9 8. 

74. Ravaisson, we m ay no te, after having ske tched the fac t tha t  sensa tionalism 
had placed an overw helming burden upon philosophy, a t tri bu ted i ts regenera
tion to two men : Maine de Biran and Ampere. (Cf. La philosoph ie en France, 
P· 1 4 ·) 

75. Henri Gouhier has explored the ques tion of the possi ble influence of Maine 
de Biran on Bergson 's though t, in his essay on " Maine de Biran and Bergson. "  
Wha t i s  significan t for u s  in this connection is no t the ques tion of ac tual in
fluence, bu t the ver y close parallel be tween Maine de Biran 's posi tion and 
Bergson's cri tique of the in tellec tual powers of man (c f. below, p. 35 3). Bergson 
himself indica ted the close rela tions which exis ted be tween the posi tion of 
Maine de Biran and Jane t, and of the whole of the French spiri tualis t tradi tion 
in the ninen teen th cen tury. ( Cf. Gouhier , " Maine de Biran e t  Bergson," p. L 1 L) 

76. In Gouhier, " M aine de Biran e t  Bergson," p. 1 16. One may no te tha t 
Ravaisson, too, regarded the inner sense o f  effor t as a privileged experience, trans 
cending the phenomenal world. In a pas sage which no t only shows his rela tion 
to Maine de Biran, bu t to Bergson as well, Ravaisson argued agains t Kan t 's 
phcnomenalism on the ground tha t any motion presupposes an underlying force 
to give i t  i ts uni tary charac ter. He iden tified this transphenomenal source as an 
inner tendency or effor t :  
. . .  ! 'effort, qui n 'est pas , comme l e  mouvement par lequel i i  se manifeste, u n  objet des 
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sens et de !' imagination, mais que nous fait seule connaitre, dans le type unique de 
Ia volonte, notre plus intime conscience. (La phi losophie en France, p.  2 39.) 

491 

The t ranscendence o f  the l imits o f  Kant ian phenomenal ism through t urn in g  
inward was, o f  course, characteristic o f  Bergson himsel f. For example, he sa id: 

Kant had proved, so it was said, that our thought exerts i tself upon a matter previously 
scattered in Space and Time, and thus prepared especially for man : the " thing i n  
i tself" escapes us; t o  comprehend i t  w e  would need an intuitive faculty which w e  do 
not possess. On the contrary, from my analysis the resul t  was that a t  least a part of 
reali ty, our person, can be grasped in  its natural purity. Here, a t  any rate, the materials 
of our knowledge have not been created, or ground out of shape and reduced to 
powder . . . . Our person appears to us just as i t  is "in i tself,"  as soon as we free ourselves 
of the habits contracted for our greater convenience . (A Study in Metaphysics, p. 2 8.) 
This passage, taken from the fi rst introduct ion to La pensee et le mouvant, 
is paralleled by other Bergson ian discuss ions of Kant . For example, in h is Oxford 
Lecture on "The Percept ion o f  Change," Bergson sa id that the greatest serv ice 
that Kant had rendere d  to spec ulat ive philosophy lay in the fact that "he defini
t ively establ ished that, i f  metaphysics is poss ible, it can be so only through an 
e ffort o f  intuit ion " (A Study in Metaphysics, p. 140 ). As Bergson makes clear, 
th is intuit ion involves b reak ing w ith those modes o f  knowing which Kant had 
characterized as the Understanding . 

CHAPTER 1 4 .  IGNORAMUS, IGNORABIMU S :  THE POSITIVIST STRAND 

1 .  From "An Autobiographical Sketch," in Popular Lectures, II, 284-85 .  The 
same the me is also to be fo und, phrased in a sl ightly different way, in h is lecture 
"On Thought in Medic ine," in i b id . ,  I I, 2 3 3- 3 4. 

2 . I shall not be using the te rm "phenomenal is m" in what has recently become 
one o f  its standard senses: that all material-object statements a re to be con
s idere d  as analyzable into statements concerning groups or  sequences o f  sensa . 
Instead, I shall use it to designate the general v iew that if there is a real ity 
which is independent o f  experience, we cannot know it . Obviously, some phe
no menal ists, such as Kant, do affirm s uch a real ity (an Unknown-X) ;  others, 
s uch as H ume, do not . Helmholtz and Spencer, as well as DuBois-Reymond, 
adopt a pos it ion s imilar to Kant 's, and unlike H ume 's, on th is part ic ular issue. 

3 .  That there o ften a re closer connect ions betwe�n the sc iences and ep istemol
ogy than ph ilosophers generally grant is a po int I attempted to establ ish in 
Philosophy, Science, and Sense Perception . Thus, I do not find phys io log ically 
oriented arguments for an ep istemological pos it ion un usual . Whether the actual 
a rguments w ith wh ich we shall deal were o r  were not adeq uate is, o f  course, 
another q uest ion . 

4. For Helmholtz 's account o f  German intellectual l i fe m the post -Kant ian 
period, c f. Popular Lectures, I I, 1 3-1 5. 

5. The lecture, "Ueber die Grenzen des Natu rerkennens " was orig inally g iven 
in 187 2, and can be sa id to have become almost immediately worl d- famous. A 
compan ion-p iece is the lecture "Die s ieben Weltrathsel," g iven e ight years later, 
in which DuBo is-Rey mond's v iews remained unchanged. 

6. Cf . Hel mholtz's autob iograph ical sketch in Popular Lectures, 1 1, 275-77. 
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7. As Helmholtz indicated in the autobiographical passage j ust cited, DuBois
Reymond, who had been a fellow-student in Muller's physiological laboratory, 
was one who defended his essay on the conservation of energy. 

8. In the concluding paragraph of his rectoral address, Kirchhoff sa id :  
Wir miissen hiernach gestehen . . .  <lass unser Verstandniss der Naturerscheinungen, 

selbst derjenigen, die die unorganische Korperwelt darbietet, bis jetzt ein sehr 
unvollkommenes ist. In hoherem l\faasse noch gilt das von den vie! complicirteren 
Vorgangen, welch in den Pflanzen und Thierkorperen stattfinden. H ier wie dort ist das 
wahre Verstandiss nicht gewonnen, so lange die Zuriickfiihrung au£ die Mechanik nicht 
gelungen ist. " ( Ueber das Ziel der Na tu rwissenschaften ,  p. 2 4. )  

9 .  For example, cf. Helmholtz 's  dicussion of vitalism versus the principle of the 
conservation of energy in Popular Lectures, I, 3 35-37; also, note that he regarded 
his teacher G. Magnus, the physicist, as having dealt vitalism a death blow 
through his in\'estigations of gases in the blood, laying correct foundations 
for the theory of respiration. (Ib id . ,  II, 15-16 . )  Cf. DuBois-Reymond's rejection 
of vitalism in "Die Grenzen das Naturerkennens," Reden, I, 1 1 5-17. 

1 0. In this connection we may cite the following passage: 
Dass es in Wirklichke it keine Qualitaten giebt, folgt aus der Zergliederung unserer 

Sinneswahrnehmungen . . .  Das mosai:sche: "Es ward Licht, " ist physiologisch falsch. 
Licht war erst als der erste rothe Augenpunkt eines Infusoriums zum ersten Mal Hell 
und D unkel unterschied. Ohne Seh- und ohne Gehorsinn-substanz ware diese far
bengliihende tonende Welt um uns finster und stumm. (Reden, I, 109-10.) 

1 1 .  Popu lar Lectures, II, 2 34. 

12. For example, in the introduction to his great book, On the Sensa t ions of 
Tone, he says: 

In the inorgani c  world the kind of motion we see, reveals the kind of moving force 
in action, and in the last resort the only method of recognizing and measuring the 
elementary powers of nature consists in determining the motions they generate (p. 2) .  

13 .  Popular Lectures., I, 2 2 6. 
In this connection we may recall that not only was this the view of DuBois

Reymond, but that he had been a fellow-student in M uller's laboratory. 

14. Popu lar Lectures, I, 343. Also, cf. the following from his relatively early 
inaugural address as professor at Koenigsberg: 

Wir konnen das Verhaltniss vielleicht am schlagendsten bezeichnen, wenn wir sagen: 
Licht- und Farbenempfindungen sine! nur Symbok fiir Verhaltnisse cler Wirklichkeit; 
sie haben mit den letzteren ebenso wenig und ebenso vie! Aehnlichkeit oder Beziehung, 
als der Namen eines Menschen, oder der Schriftzug for den Namen mit dem Menschen 
selbst. (Wissenschaftlich e  A bhandlungen ,  II, 608 . )  

We shall return to this passage shortly. 

15. Popu lar Lectures, I, 176. 

16. Ibid. , I, 343 .  

17. In the paragraph from which I have already quoted m note 14 ,  Helmholtz 
says: 
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Der wesen t.lichste Unterschied zwischen der Symbolik der menschlichen Sprache und 
dieser Symbolik unserer Sinnesnerven schein t  mir der zu sein ,  <lass jene e in Erzeugniss 
der Willkilr, letz tere uns von der Na tur selbst, welche unseren Korper in  der bestimmten 
Weise aufgebaut ha t ,  m itgegeben ist. Die Sprache unserer Sinnesnerven kennt  keine 
Sprachstamme und D ialekte, sie ist fiir die ganze l\Ienschheit  dieselbe. ( Wisseuschaft liche 
A bhandlungen, II ,  608.) 

18 .  Physiological Optics, III, 4 . 

19. Popular Lectures, I, 268 .  Cf. Physiologica l Opt ics, III, 2-4 and 533-34 . 

20.  Popular Lectures, I, 269 .  In discussing implicit inference as involved in space 
perception, Helmholtz compared such inferences with inferences based on a 
knowledge of the laws of optics: 

The psychic activities tha t lead us to infer tha t there in front of us a t a certa i n  place 
there is a certa i n  object of a certa in  character, are generally not conscious activi ties 
but unconscious ones. In  their result they are equivalen t  to a conclusion . . .  Wha t 
seems to differentia te them from a conclusion, in the ordinary sense of tha t word, i s  
tha t a conclusion is a conscious act of thought. An astronomer comes to real conscious 
conclusions of this sort when he computes the posit ions of the stars in space, their 
distances, etc .  from the perspective images he has had of them a t various t imes and as 
they are seen from different  parts of the orbit of the earth. I n  ordinary acts of vision 
this knowledge of optics is lacking. Still i t  may be permissible to speak of the psychic  
acts of ordinary perception as un conscious con clusions. (Physio logica l Opt ics, III, 4 . )  

To be sure, he did admit that it may be open to doubt whether the psychic 
processes which are involved are entirely similar in the two cases; what he 
makes clear, however, is that whatever such psychic processes may be, inference 
from past experience is essential in both: no strictly physiological explanation 
of the judgment of distance, and no other form of nativistic theory, is to be 
accepted. (Cf. ib id., III, 4-5 and 54 1-44. )  

2 1 . Cf .  i b id., III, 24-27. 

2 2 .  One of these essays is to be found in the second volume of Popular Lectures; 
three others are included in the second volume of Wissenschaftliche A bhand
lungen. 

2 3 .  Popu lar Lectures, I, 24 2 .  Also, cf. Physio logica l Optics, III, 18-19 and 24 . 

24 .  This passage comes near the beginning of Helmholtz's most systematic 
account of his theory of scientific method, and of what constitutes a proper 
interpretation of that method (Popu lar Lectures, I, p. 324) .  For a discussion of 
the relationships between mathematical and experimental methods within 
physics, cf. his memorial address for his teacher Gustav Magnus ( i b id., II, espe
cially pp. 14-2 1) .  

25 .  Ibid., I ,  3 24 .  

26 .  Ibid., I ,  3 25-26 .  Also, c f .  II, 2 3 1-3 2 .  

27. Ibid., I, 3 26-27. There i s  a passage i n  Physiologica l Opt ics (III, 34-35) which 
also deals with the difference between classifications according to "general 
notions" and scientific explanations, but it was written several years earlier and 
is less clear. It also suggests a stronger Kantian influence because it involves the 
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sugge stion t hat t he search for objective regularities within experience i s  attrib
utable to a fundamental imp ulse of t he human mind. 

28 .  Cf. Popular Lectures, II, 2 3 3- 34 and 284-8 5 .  The epigraph of the present 
chapter comes from the latter passage . 

29 . Helmholtz argued  t hat whatever we regar d a s  a property of an object really 
consi st s  in a relation ship: "All propertie s attrib utable to [object s in t he external 
world] may be said to be simply effects exerted by them either on our sen ses or 
on other natural objects ."  ( Physiological Optics, III, 20 .) Al so, cf. Popular Lec
tures II, 260-61 . 

30 . In t hi s  connection, we may note Helmholtz' s di sc ussion of t he sy stematic 
connection s among the " signs" which give us knowledge concerning an individ
ual object . The same sort s of sy stematic connection s are e stabli she d  among t he 
laws of the various sciences, giving us knowledge of nat ure a s  a w hole . (For 
example, cf. i b id., I, 293-94 .) With re spect to t he adequacy of our knowledge 
of individual objects he says: 

The idea of a single individual table which I carry in my mind is correct and exact, 
provided I can deduce from it correctly the precise sensations I shall have when my 
eye and my hand are brought into this or that definite relation with respect to the 
table . Any other sort of similarity between such an idea and the body about which the 
idea exists, I do not know how to conceive. One is the mental symbol of the other. 
The kind of symbol was not chosen by me arbitrarily, but was forced on me by the 
nature of my organ of sense and of my mind. This is what distinguishes this sign
language of our ideas from the arbitrary phonetic signs and alphabetical characters 
that we use in speakini� and writing. A writing is correct when he who knows how to 
read it forms correct ideas by it . And so the idea of a thing is correct for him who 
knows how to determine correctly from it in advance what sense-impressions he will get 
from the thing when he places himself in definite external relations to it . Incidentally, 
it does not matter at all what sort of mental symbols we employ, provided they con
stitute a sufficiently varied and ordered system . Nor does it matter either how the words 
of a language sound, provided there are enough of them, with sufficient means of 
denoting their grammatical relations to one another . (Physiological Optics, III, 23 .) 
It was clearly Helmholtz 's view that, without the p hy sical in strument s of t he 
sciences, our vocabu lary woul d  be in sufficient to deal with t he processe s  of 
nat ure and t hat, without experimental inference, we should  never l earn the 
grammar of nature . 

31 . Cf. t he following statement of DuBoi s-Reymond: 
Je unbedingter aber der Naturforscher die ihm gesteckten Grenzen anerkennt, und 

je demiithiger er in se ine Unwissenheit sich schickt, um so tiefer fiihlt er clas Recht, mit 
voller Freiheit, unbeirrt <lurch Mythen, Dogmen und alterstolze Philosopheme, auf 
dem Wege der Induction seine eigene Meinung iiber die Beziehung zwischen Geist 
uncl Materie sich zu bilden . ("Die Grenzen des Naturerkennens,"  in Reden I, 126.) 

3 2 .  In hi s A utob iography (I, 546 ff.) Spencer wrote a mock-review of t he first 
e dition of t he Principles of Psychology, showing how a hostile reviewer shoul d  
have reviewed that work in order to give a fair account of it s nature . In hi s 
mock-review he stated (p . 54 7) t hat t he order of exposition was faulty: t hat 
Part III, w hich emp hasized t he adaptive nature of mental processe s  and t he 
evolution of intell iigence, shoul d  have been placed first .  Thi s  can be taken 
a s  reflecting Spencer's own opinion . In t he preface to the fir st edition, he him self 
had said that the o rder of t he section s was an arbitrary one . Actually, however, 
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the order wh ich he a dopted reflected the fact that, up to that t ime, the science 
o f  p sychology had u sually been or iented toward an analy sis o f  cognit ive processe s. 
This cognit ive b ias is ev ident in the organizat ion o f  Spencer ·s book, for it s fir st 
part deals w ith the quest ion o f  what con st itute s the cr iterion o f  val id bel ie f, 
and the second part, which consisted in an  analysis o f  mental operat ions, started 
w ith a discussion o f  complex forms o f  quant itat ive rea son ing, ult imately pro 
ceeding to the foundat ions o f  sen se -percept ion in impre ssions. In the second 
edition, the latter discussion wa s  not introduced unt il Part V I, and the or ig inal 
cr iter ion o f  val id  bel ie f, and the ep istemological discussions a ssoc iated w ith it, 
became Part V I I. 

[In general, I shall be c it ing the second e dit ion, a s  w ill be ev ident from the 
fact that re ferences w ill include a volume number. When I c ite the first ed it ion, 
I shall do so by re ferr ing to it a s  Principles of Psychology ( A ). ]  

33. C f. Principles of  Psychology (A ), Part I I I, Ch. IV  ( spec ifically, p. 374). For 
the second edit ion, wh ich re fer s back to the Principles of B iology,  see Sect . 1 31 
(Principles of Psych ology, I, 29 3-94). 

34. C f. ibid . ,  I, 47-4 8  ( Sects. 17 and 1 8). 

35. Cf. ibid. ,  I, 9 8  (Sect. 41 ). 

36. C f. i b id . ,  I, 109 and l l  7-1 8 ( Sect s. 45 and 47). 

37. C f. ibid. ,  I, 1 20 ff. (Sect. 4 8). 
Because Spencer, l ike other a ssoc iat ion ist s, had a ssumed that it wa s  possible 

to analyze all processes  o f  thought into the relat ionsh ip between more ult imate 
sen sory components, he did not regard it a s  necessary to include any spec ial 
treatment o f  thought-processe s  w ithin aestho-physiology. 

For relevant passages concern ing h is v iew s regarding the processe s  o f  thought, 
cf. his  chapter s on "Reason " and "The Feel ings" in Part IV o f  the first ed it ion, 
wh ich al so const itute s Part IV  o f  the second e dit ion. 

38. Ibid. , I, 1 30 ( Sect. 5 2). 

39. Ibid. ,  I, 1 32-33 ( Sect. 5 3). 

40. Ibid., I, 140 (Sect. 5 6). Also, cf. the follow ing statement: 
Can we then think of the subjective and objective activities as the same? Can the 

oscillation of a molecule be represented in consciousness side by side with a nervous 
shock, and the two be recognized as one? No effort enables us to assimilate them. That 
a unit C>f feeling has nothing in common with a unit of motion ,  becomes more than  
ever manifest when we  bring the two into juxtaposition. (Ib id. ,  I ,  158 [Sect. 62) . )  

On nerve shocks a s  the ult imate units o f  consc iousne ss, and on part icular 
sensat ions a s  re sult ing from waves o f  such shocks, cf. i b id . ,  I, 151 and 1 84 (Sects. 
60 and 74). 

41. For example, cf. i bid. , I, 85-86 (Sect. 36), or the concluding  sentence of Sect. 
47 ( I, 1 20). 

4 2. Ibid. , I, 194 (Sect. 7 8). At the beginning o f  the follow ing cha pter he sum
mar ize s what he ha s e stabl ished, in say ing: 
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I n  the la st chapter , i t  was shown that  the k inds  and  amounts of feel i ngs are deter
m ined by the n a t ure of t h e  su bject-exi s t ,  as we know t hem, only in consciousness, and 
ha,e no resemblance to the agen ts beyond consc iousness which cause them (I ,  2 1 0) .  

4 3 .  The general structure of  the arguments o f  which 1 made use in the th ird 
essay of Philosoj1hy, Scien ce, a n d  Sense Percept ion had been anticipated by 
Spencer, but I was unaware of that fact at the time. For Spencer 's arguments 
against Berkeley and Hume, cf. Princ ijJ /es of Psycho logy (A ), Part 1, Ch.  III. 
especially pp. 3G-4 0 ;md ,E) ,  and the more extended treatment in Part VI  I of 
the second edition. 

As one basic argument in Spencer's reject ion of  the subjectivistic position,  the 
following brief passage may be cited : 

All the foregoing argumen ts, and a ll argumen ts of k indred natures, set out by 
assuming obj ecti,e exis tence . . . .  The proposit ion t ha t what ever we feel has an existence 
which i s  relat ive to ourselves only, cannot be proved, nay cannot even be i n tell igibly 
expressed, wi thout asser t ing, d irectly or by impl ica t ion, an external existence which is 
not rela t ive to ourseh- es . . . .  I f, a fter finding that the same tepid wa ter m ay feel warm 
to one h a nd and cold to the o ther, i t  i s  i n ferred tha t warmth i s  relative to our own 
na ture and our own state ; the in ference i s  Y,t l id only supposing the ac t iv i ty to which 
these d ifferent  sensat ions arc re ferred, is an  act iv i ty out o f  ourselves which has not been 
modi fied by our own act iv i t ies .  (I'ri n l' ij, /es of V,wh o/ogy , I, 208 [Sect . 88] . ) 
For a paral lel passage to that just quoted, cf. i b id .  I ,  2 26-2 7 (Sect. 95) . 

44 . Ibid . , II, 494 (Sect. 4 7 2 ) .  

4 .5 ·  Ib id . ,  II, ,1 94-9() (Sect. 473) . 

4 G .  In this connection we may note that Spencer says :  
I ndeed the primi t iYc bel ief that redness exis ts  as such out of the mind,  and that sound 

possesses apart from our:;ches that qual i ty which i t  has for our percept ion, i s  thus 
rendered as  hard for the psychologist to entertain as i ts opposite i s  hard to entertai n  
for the uncult iva ted . (Ib id., I ,  205 [Seel . 86 J .) 

47. Cf. Helmholtz, Po;lnt lar Lertures, II, 2 33  and 28:1 -86 .  

48 .  For example, cf. Spencer's Principles of  Psychology ,  I ,  1 58-62 (Sect. 63) or 
the concluding section of First  Princip les. 

In thi s  connection, we may note Helmholtz's remark : "Our generation has 
had to suffer under the tyranny of spiritualistic metaphysics ; the newer genera
tion will probably have to guard against that of materiali stic hypotheses. "  
(Popular Lectures, II, 2 30.) 

49 .  This illustration and the implications drawn from it, will be found in First  
Principles, pp. 26-30 (Sect. 9) . 

50. On Spencer' s  fundamental law of development, cf. pp . 89-90, above. 

5 1 . In Lotze's Logic, which was the first volume of his System of Ph i losophy ,  
published in 1874, one finds precisely the same acceptance of an experiential 
starting point in which all that we can know arc our own ideas, and an 
acceptance of correspondence as the meaning of truth . The task of establ ishing 
what propos1t10ns are true was one of distingui shing coherent associations o[ 
ideas from associations which were merely coincidental ; truth for Lotze was 
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de fined  in  te rms o f  agreements be tween the rel ationsh ips amo ng ideas and 
rel ationsh ips exist ing amo ng the objec t, of these ideas. (C f. Logic, Sec t .  1-1 1 1, 
pp. 1 -2.) 

I t  m ay be re marke d  th at  the psychologic all y orien te d  manner  in  wh ich Lo tze 
develo pe d  th is doc trine h ad no counterpart in h is e arlie r  and much brie fer  
Logik, which h ad been publ ished in 1 843 .  

5 2 .  K arl Pearson 's posi tion  w as assuredl y more l ike th at  o f  l\I ach th an i t  was 
l ike that  o f  Helmhol tz or  Spence r .  A few o f  these po ints o f  re sembl ance w ill be 
no ticed in passing. 

He inrich Hertz m ay al so be regarded  as offering an al te rnative to the v iew 
hel d by Helmhol tz, whose stu den t  he had bee n. A s  one no te s in bo th the pre face 
and the introduc tion  to Principles of Mechan ics, his  praise o f  Mach m ay be 
take n  as re fe rring to Mach 's his to ric al-c rit ic al analyse s, no t to h is e pistemological 
v iews. 

For a brie f  discussion  o f  Hertz 's ph ilo so phy of  sc ience, and for the contrast 
be tween his v iew s and tho se of l\Iach, Robert S. Cohen's  pre face to the Dover 
edi t ion  o f  Hertz's Princ ip les of Mechan ics (New York, 1 956) is to be recom
mended. For Mac h's ow n v iews re garding Hertz's ph ilo so phy o f  sc ie nce ,  c f. 
Appendix XXI o f  Mach 's Scien ce of Mecha n ics, pp. 548-55. 

53 .  I shall confine m ysel f to using wh at Mach h imsel f tell s us  in  h i s  publ ishe d 
works conce rning th is developme nt .  The stage s  he re traced are com patible w i th 
o ther accounts o f  the develo pmen t  o f  l\Iach 's ph ilo so phic v iews, bu t  avo id the 
diffe rence s in  in te rpre tat ion  and em phasis to be fou nd in  them . Me ntion  m ay 
be m ade of  three studie s o f  l\Iach which conta in accounts o f  h i s  in tellec tu al 
develo pme nt :  Hans Henning, Ernst Mach,  A ls Ph i losoph,  Physiker, 1 1 11 d Psycho log 
(Leipzig, 1 9 1 5); Robert Bouv ie r, La pensee d'Ernst  Mach (Paris, 1 92 3) ;  and 
K. D. Heller, Ernst Mach, Wegberei ter  der m odernen Physik (Vienna/New York, 
1 964). 

54 .  For h i s  accou n t  o f  th is, c f. h i s  A na lysis of Sensa t ions, p. 30, n. 1, and p. 367. 

5 5. Cf. A na lysis of Sensa t ions, p. 368. 

56. I n  su pport o f  this  conjec ture we may no te th at the influence o f  Herbart 's 
v iews i s  mentioned, and that Mach 's mo st frequent  re fe rences to Hume conce rn 
the problem of the ego .  Apart from one passi ng  re ference (c f. Science of 
Mechan ics, p. 484), I h ave noticed onl y  one occ asion on wh ic h  l\Iach discusse s 
Hume 's anal ysis o f  c ausation  (c f. the chapte r  e nt i tled  "Causal i ta t  und Erklanmg" 
in Principien der TViirme lchre, pp. 430 ff.) .  Obv iously, h is attack  on real ism de 
rived from Berkeley, and was no t d irec tl y rel ated  to any arguments wh ic h  c an be 
spec i fic all y connec ted  w i th Hume . 

In furthe r substant i ation  o f  the co njec tu re that l\Iach was he re re fe rring to 
Hume ' s  rejec tion  o f  a su bstantial sel f, rathe r th an to any o the r aspec t of his  
though t, we m ay no te th at, in the A n a lysis of Sensa t ions, he quo te s Lich te nbe rg's 
attack  on the no tion  of such a sel f (c f. pp. 28-29) and then l inks the names o f  

Hume and o f  Lic hte nberg ( p .  2 5 6  n .) .  

57. C f. D ie Lei tgedan ken mciner n a i u rw isscnschaftlichen Erken n t n islchre, p. 3 , 
and Science of Mechan ics, pp. 579-80. We m a y no te th at  Karl Pearson attril3uted 
the v iews wh ich were fu ndame ntal to h is ow n posi tion  to at tem pting " to think 
how the elements o f  dynam ical sc ie nce could be prese n ted free from me taph ysic s  
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to young students ." This was in 1 8 8 2 .  (C f. pre face to the first edition o f  The 
Grammar of Science, p. 4 .) 

5 8 .  C f. Analysis of Sensa t ions, pp. 3 70- 71 .  Although the bibliography in Hen
ning's Ernst Mach dates these lectures as 1 861, Mach himsel f sets the date a t  
1 863, and this is correct . (The most adequate bibliography is that compiled by 
Joachim Thiele and published in Cen taurus in 1963.) 

59 .  The doctrine was fully present in the first edition o f  that work, which was 
entitled Beitriige zur A nalyse der Empfindungen (1 8 85) . The second edition 
(1 900) contained addit ional essays, and carried a revised title which expl icitly 
called attention to the fact that it proposed a solution to the problem o f  the 
mind-body rela tionshi p :  Die A nalyse der Empfindungen und das Verhiiltnis vom 
Physischen zum Psych ischen. Both forms of the book have been translated; it is 
the later, expanded form that I shall here use. 

60 . In re ferring to his psycho physical works o f  this period, Mach himsel f sta tes 
that he had originally put forward his views regarding the unification o f  psycho 
logical and physical conce ptualizations only as a heuristic princi ple for research 
(c f. A nalysis of Sensa tions, p. 60) . In this connection we may note that the im plica 
tions o f  his position w ere not greatly stressed in the po pular lectures which he 
gave on acoustics and on o ptics during this period, although at one poin t  he 
d id reject the view that the various sciences deal with dis parate phenomena 
(Popular Scien t ific Lectures, pp. 86-8 8) .  What led to the develo pment o f  his 
heuristic princi ple into a full -fledged e pistemological doctrine seems to have 
been Mach's desire to overcome any form o f  psycho -physical dualism . For 
example, c f. his re plies to the criticisms o f  Paul Carus in the Monist, I (1 890-91), 
3 98-99, and I I  (1 8 91-92 ), 1 98-1 99 and 206-8. 

For the manner in which he later utilized this point o f  view in his systematic 
exposition o f  the foundations o f  a science o f  o ptics, c f. Principles of Physica l 
Optics, pp. 1- 7 .  

61. C f. Die Leitgedanhen memer naturwissenschaft lichen Erkenntnislehre, pp.  
3-4 . 

6 2 .  Popular Scien tific Lectures, p. 63 . This lecture was originally published in 
1 86 7 .  

63 . C f. Die Leitgedanken mezner naturwissenschaf tl ichen Erkenntn islehre : 
In kilrzester Art ausgedruckt erscheint  dann als Aufgabe der wissenschaftlichen 

Erkenntnis : Die Anpassung der Gedanken an die Tatschen und d ie Anpassung der 
Gedanken aneinander. Jeder forderliche biologische Prozess ist ein Selbsterhaltungs
vorgang, als solcher zugleich ein Anpassungsprozess und okonomischer als ein dem 
lndividuum nachteiliger Vorgang. Aile forderlichen Erkenntnisprozesse sind Spezialfalle 
oder Teile biologisch gtinstiger Prozesse . Denn das physische biologische Verhalten der 
hoher organisierten Lebewesen wird mitbestimmt, erganzt durch den inneren Prozess des 
Erkennens, des Denkens. An dem Erkenntnisprozess mogen sonst noch die verschiedensten 
Eigenschaften zu bemerken sein ; wir charakterisieren diesen zunachst als b iologisch 
und als okonomisch, d. h. zwecklose Tatigkeit ausschliessend (p. 4). 

64 . Popular Scien t ific Lectures, p. 1 90. 

65 . I shall not herea fter pay particular attention to the chronology o f  Mach 's 
works, for by 1 8 8 2-83 his position on this matter had become relatively fixed . 
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Instead, I shall follow what seems a log ically c onven ient order in disc ussing 
h is v iews regard ing the organ izat ion of exper ience. 

66. Cf. the following passage : 
My coat may receive a stain, a tear. My very manner of expressing this shows that 

we are concerned here with a sum-total of permanency, to which the new element is 
added and from which that which is lacking is subsequently taken away. 

Our greater intimacy with this sum-total of permanency, and the preponderance of 
its importance for me as contrasted with the changeable elemen t, impel us to the 
partly instinctive, partly voluntary and conscious economy of mental presentation and 
designation, as expressed in ordinary thought and speech. That which is presented 
in a single image receives a single designation, a single name. (A nalysis of Sensations, 
p. 3 -) 

Karl Pear son 's account of our concept ions  of external objects is similar, b ut 
not ident ical. (Cf. Grammar of Science, pp. 38ff.) Although he used Mach 's 
A nalysis of Sensations at one p oint in his  exposit ion (p. 59), he also expressed 
re servat ion s  regarding Mach 's concept ion of what c onst itute the ult imate ele 
ments of exper ience (p. 6 2, n. 2). 

6 7. A nalysis of Sensations, p. 1 3. 

6 8. Cf. Space and Geometry, espec ially, pp. 10-1 3 and 3 2- 3 3. Also cf. A nalysis 
of Sensations, Ch. IX ( "Biolog ico-Teleolog ical C onsiderat ions  c oncerning Space ") 
Pearson made similar remark s concerning all sen se percept ion. (For example, cf. 
Grammar of Science, p. go.) 

69. Popular Scientific Lectures, p. 190. 

7 0. Cf. A nalysis of Sensat ions, pp. 1 3-14 and Erkenntn is und Irrtum, pp. 1 2-15. 

71. Cf. Science of Mechanics, p. 490. Problems of th is type were of spec ial inter
est t o  Mach a s  a physic ist. (For example, cf. ib id., p. 460.) 

For a summary of the ways in wh ich the methods of sc ience c ontr ibute t o  the 
economy of thought, cf. "The Economical Nature of Physical Inquiry " (1 882), in 
Popular Scien t ific Lectures, espec ially pp. 191- 206. 

7 2. A nalysis of Sensations, p. 37. F or a general d iscussion of truth and error 
from the point of v iew of adaptat ion, cf. the chapter "Erkenntnis und lrrtum " 
in the book of e ssays which bears the same t itle (pp. 108 ff.). 

7 3. From "Fact s and Mental Symbols," Monist, II (1 891-9 2), 201. Al so, cf. the 
follow ing passage in Science of Mechan ics: 

In the reproduction of facts in thought, we never reproduce the facts in full, but 
only that side of them which is important to us, moved to this directly or indirectly 
by a practical interest (p. 482). 

A related passage, although differ ing in several respect s, is to be found in 
A nalysis of Sensa t ions, pp. 333-40. 

74. From "The Econom ical Nature of Physical Inquiry," Popular Scien t ific 
Lectures, p. 199. 

One may al so note that, in conclud ing a lecture on the development of the 
pr inciple of the conservat ion of energy, Mach held that underlying th is develop-
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ment there was firs t  ' ' a  formal need of a very simple,  palpable,  substant ial  con
ception of the processes in  our environ men t ,"  and that our conception o f  n a tu re 
was subsequently gradually adapted to that  need. (Cf. Popu lar Scien t ific Lectures, 
p. 1 84 . )  

75 .  Cf .  pp. 1 8- 1 9 of  Part  I ,  above . 

76 .  l\Iach frequently mentions DuBois-Reymond's poin t  of view i n  an almost 
entirely di sparaging way. For example, cf .  A n a lysis of Sensa t ions ,  pp. ,p 3-1 4 
and 366 ; Mon ist, II ( 1 89 1 -92) ,  1 99 ; and Erkcn n t n is u n d  lrrt um ,  p. 1 2  n .  

Pearson also rej ected Du Bois-Reymond's pos i t ion (Gra m m ar o f  Scien ce, p p .  24 
and 233-34) , and he set up a contrary axiom, ignoram us, la borandum es t ,  with 
which his  work closes (p. 335) .  

CHAPTER 1 5 .  THE REBELLION AGAINST REASON 

1 .  In what follows we are no longer concerned with the Kan t i a n  dist inct ion 
be tween the Understanding and the Reason,  si nce that  di s t inction i s  not  of 
i mportance i n  the t hought of  Schopenhauer, Kierkegaard, or Nie tzsche . I shall 
be using the term "reason " and the term " the i n tellect" in  roughly i n terchange
able ways. 

With respect to a rebell ion against  reason, i .e . , against  the in tellect ,  there 
was one ant i - intel lectualist  strand in n ineteenth-century thought of which I 
should here l ike to take note, for I shall  not  have any other occasion to call 
a t tention to i t . I t  consisted in the claim that the cri t ical  in tellect was not only 
incapable of  providing a stable base for social  l i fe, but  that  any rel iance upon 
it was i n imical to the social  good. This claim was associ a ted wi th organic i sm 
i n  social  theory, and was greatly enhanced by the conservative react ion against  
the French Revolution.  Thus we find Burke wri t ing as fol lows :  

We are afraid to  put men to  live and trade each on his own private stock of reason; 
because we suspect that this stock in each man is small, and that individuals would 
do better to avail themselves of the general bank and capital of nations and ages. 
Many of our men of speculation, instead of exploding general prejudices, employ their 
sagacity to discover the latent wisdom which prevails in them. If they find what they 
seek, and they seldom fail, they think it more wise to continue the prejudice, with 
the reason involved, then to cast away the coat of prejudice, and to leave nothing but 
the naked reason; because prejudice, with its reason, has a motive to give action to 
that reason, and an affection which will give it permanence. Prejudice is of ready 
applicatian in an emergency ; it previously engages the mind in a steady course of  
wisdom and virtue, and does not leave the man hesitating in the moment of  decision, 
sceptical, puzzled and unresolved. (Reflect ions on t h e  R evolution in France ,  p. 84.) 

Furthermore, in the case of Comte, whose fundamental a im was to establish a 
scien ce of society, we find the following convict ion constantly rei terated : 

In the treatment of social questions Positive science will be found utterly to discard 
those proud illusions of the supremacy of reason, to which it had been liable during 
its preliminary stages. Ratifying, in this respect, the common experience of men even 
more forcibly than Catholicism, it teaches us that individual happiness and public 
welfare are far more dependent upon the heart than upon the intellect. . . .  

. . . The only position for which the intellect is permanently adapted is to be the 
servant of the social sympathies. I f, instead of being content with this honourable post, 
it aspires to become supreme, its ambitious aims, which arc never realized, result simply 
in the most deplorable disorder. (System of Pos i t ivl' Polity, I, 11.) 

Among the many other s imilar passages i n  which Comte claims that  affection 
must preponderate over in tellect, cf .  i b id . ,  I ,  4 ,  9 , 1 1 - 1 2 , 1 64 , 1 83 , and 2 57 . 
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As  the se quo tations sugges t, the posi tions of Burke and of  Com te were more 
r adic al than that which has been described by W. E. Hough ton as Vic tori an 
" an ti-in tel lec tu ali sm." (Cf. The Victorian Frame of Mind, Ch. 5.) Never theless, 
bo th involved a dis trus t of the in tellec t when i t  is to be used as a guide for 
conduc t. However, the form of "an ti -in tellec tualism" which 1 wish to denomina te 
as " a  rebel lion agains t rea&on" is no t prim arily concerned to w arn agains t the 
consequences of gran ting precedence to the in tellec t in prac tical a ffairs ; ra ther, 
i t  consis ts in denying tha t the in tellec t is au tonomous, an d can ever be free of 
the con trol of the will. 

2. This sen tence comes from a no tebook WTi tten in Dres den in 1 814. (Cf. 
Siimtliche Werke, XI, 206.) The passage from which i t  is taken reads as follows: 

Jeder einzelne Willensakt ist ein specimen des Wollens, worin sich das ganze Wollen 
offenbart: es kann nicht anders sichtbar werden als in solchen einzelnen speciminibus : 
der Leib ist zwar sein Abbild, erhalt aber von den einzelnen Willensakten Erlauterung 
seiner Bedeutung. 

3. For example, P atrick Gar di ner 's Schopenhauer, al though an admirable book, 
adop ts the in terpre tation which I wish to rejec t. In hi s discussion of Schopen
h auer 's views regarding science, Gardiner makes in teres ting use of some doctrines 
charac teris tic of con temporary analy tic philosophy ; for example, he in terpre ts 
Schopenh auer 's rejec tion of the applicabili ty of causal explana tion to self
knowledge in terms of them . Though i t  is surely appropriate to draw some 
sor t of parallel here, the differences seem to me fundamen tal. Schopenhauer 's 
view, as I sh all show, presupposed a physiologically orien ted epis temology, and 
thus h ad qui te differen t foundations from the much simpler view which Gardiner, 
in line wi th con temporary discussions, attribu tes to him . (Cf. Gardiner, Schopen
hauer, pp. 1 24-3 3 and pp. 56-57. P ages 15 2-5 8  are also relev an t.) 

The only discussion of which I am aware which emphasizes the scien tific 
orien tation o f  Schopenhauer as much as I in cline to do, is K. Schewe's doc toral 
disser tation, Schopenhauers S tellung zu der Naturwissenschaft (1905) ; however, 
there is a considerable difference be tween his in terpre ta tion and mine. 

The con tras t be tween the two ty pes of view is to be seen in the following 
q uo tations. In speaking of the basis of Schopenhauer 's me taphysical view of the 
world as Will, Gardiner said : 

Since [Schopenhauer] had already argued that all scientific reasoning and theorizing 
proceeded in conformity with the principle of sufficient reason, the application of 
that principle being limited exclusively to the phenomenal sphere, it followed directly 
that the employment of scientific procedures could have no place in what he was 
now trying to accomplish (p. 1 25) .  

On the o ther h an d, Schewe con tends: 
Die Naturwissenschaft war fiir [Schopenhauer] der Ausgangspunkt und die stete 

Begleiterin seiner philosophischen Studien; die Interpretation der Natur ist die Absicht 
seiner Metaphysik ;  die Ergebnisse der Naturwissenschaften werden von ihm iiberall 
als Beweismittel und Bestatigungen seiner philosophischen Theorien benutH (p. 5) . 

4. World as Will and Representation, I, 3 [WWI, I, 3]. 
In what follows I shall quo te from the Payne tr ansla tion because i t  is some

w ha t  preferable to the older three -volume trans la tion of Haldane and Kemp . 
However, since the l atter is likely to be more readily accessible to many readers, 
I shall al so add in bracke ts, as above, p age references to i t . 

One difference be tween the transla tions is tha t  " Vorstellung," as i t  appears 
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in the title o f  the book, is translated as "representation " by Payne, rather than 
by the now more fami liar te rm "idea." 

5. Ibid., I, 4 and 5 [W WI, I, 5). 

6. Ib id. ,  II, 195 [WWI, II, 404-5]. 
As early as Schopenhauer's doctoral di sse rtation, he had contrasted knowing 

and willing in a way which is strongly reminiscent of Fichte, claiming that we 
can only grasp the nature of the subject in acts of will, not through acts o f  
knowledge: 

Erkannt wird <las Subjekt nur als ein Wollendes, eine Spontaneitiit, nicht aber als 
ein Erkennendes . (Siimtl iche Werke, III ,  7 1 .  Also, cf. 7 1-72 and 75-76. For his later 
revisions of these passages, cf. III , 249 and 2 5 1 .) 

At this point it is well to recall that Schopenhauer had attended Fichte's 
lectures in Berlin. Also, he had previously heard G. E. Schulze in Gottingen. 
It was, o f  course, Sc hulze's Aenesidemus (1792) which had charged the Kantian 
system with leading to skepticism; and it was in reviewing that book that 
Fichte had a rgued that only through the will can ske pticism be overcome. It 
is difficult to suppose that Schopenhauer wou ld have been unaware o f  this 
important episode in the discussion o f  Kant's views. 

7. For example, c f. his curriculum vitae, Siimtliche Werke, XIV, 289-90. 
It is not possible to tell from Schopenhauer's notebooks just how many o f  

the works which he later cited in  corroboration o f  his theories were read by 
him be fore he w rote The World as Will and Representation. Nonetheless, it is 
to be noted that many o f  the materials cited in the second edition o f  tha t work, 
as well as in On the Will in Nature, were already available during his student 
years. 

8. Siimtliche Werke, II I, 2 6. The same doctrine is expressed in an earl y  note
book entry, where he speaks o f  " . . .  der Leib, das unmittelbare Object des 
Erkennens <las alles Erkennen vermittelt . . .  " ( Siimtliche Werke, XI, 1 26). This 
doctrine is, o f  course, crucial in The World as Will and Represenation, c f. I, 
1 1 and 19-20 [WWI, I, 14 and 23-24]. 

9. In this connection we may note that Section 21 o f  Chapter IV  o f  the Fourfold 
Root had no counterpart in the dissertation as o riginally written ; yet this is the 
section in which his theory o f  perception is stated as it was also stated in 
The World as Will and Represen tation. 

1 0 .  C f. h is entry in h is early notebooks on this point: 
Licht und alle Sichtbarkeit ist nur in Beziehung aufs Auge. Wir gehn also bei 

Betrachtung der Farben am besten vom Auge aus und sagen: Roth ist die lebhafteste 
Affektion des Auges und demnach der eine, der positive Pol : Griin ist die Erholung des 
Auges von der lebhaften Affektion und folglich der negative Pol. . . .  

Wir sehn <lass man, nach Gothens Art vom O bjek t  ausgeht, man darauf kommt Blau 
und Gelb fiir die Pole zu halten: Roth und Griin aber, wenn man, nach meiner Art, 
vom Subjekt ausgeht. (Siimtliche Werke, XI, 96.) 
The above was written in Weimar in 1 814 ;  a year late r, in Dresden, Schopenhauer 
returned to the same point: 

Man muss ausgehen vom A uge, also von den phys iologischen Farben, d.h. von der 
Affektion der retina, nicht von den Mitteln <lurch welche diese Affektion hervorgebracht 
wird . . . .  (Siimtliche Werke, XI, 3 1 1 .) 
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Naturally, when he did publish his theory of colors it was not well received by 
Goethe . (Cf. the exchange of letters in Siimt liche Werke, XIV, 1 86- 21 3.) 

1 1 . Cf. Siimt liche Werke, VI, 8 .  

1 2. Cf. the following statement: 
Es ist unbezweifelte Lehre der Physiologie, <las Sensibilitat nie reine Passivitat sei, 

sondern Reaktion auf emfangenen Reiz." (Siimt liche Werke, VI, 20.) 

In the light of what we shall later have to say concerning Schopenhauer 's 
evolutionary views, and their similarities to those of Lamarck, it is interesting 
that to this statement he appended a reference to Erasmus Darwin. 

1 3. For the early passage in which Schopenhauer connected irritability with the 
Will, cf. Siimt liche Werke, XI, 1 86-8 7. For one passage in The World as Will 
and Representation, cf. II, 24 8-49 [WWI, II, 4 7 2-7 3]. 

Haller's classic statement of the distinction between irritability and sensibility 
is to be found in his Disserta tion on the Sensib le and Irritab le Parts of An ima ls 
(Balt imore : Johns Hopkins Press, 19 36). 

14. This is evident at many points in the Appendix on Kant, which appeared in 
the first edition of World as Wi l l  and Represen tation. For example, cf. I, 4 31 
and 45 2-53. [WWI, II, 24 and 5 3.] 

15. Cf. World as Will and Represen tation, I, 6, 2 3, and 3g-40. [WWI, 7, 2 8- 29 
and 50-5 2. ]  

In his doctoral dissertation, in 1 81 3, Schopenhauer had already made the 
same point: perception is to be found in all forms of life which have a s ufficiently 
complex nervous system, but only man has the capacity to form abstract concepts. 
There he explicitly called attention to what he regarded as the contrast between 
this view and earlier conceptions of the nature of the Understanding and of 
Reason. (Cf. Siimt liche Werke, III, 51-53.) 

16. World as Will and Represen tation, II, 2 85 [WWI, III, 2 2-23]. This passage 
comes from a chapter entitled "Objective View of the Intellect " which was added 
to the second edition. Similar statements are common in On the Wi ll in Nature 
and in other additions to the second edition of The World as Wil l and Repre
sen tation . However, it was also present in the first edition, coming out strikingly 
in the critical discussion of Kant, where the formative powers of the mind to 
which Kant appealed were identified with brain-functions by Schopenhauer. (Cf. 
I, 41 8 and 4 21 [WWI, II, 7, and 11 ].) Other passages which can be cited from the 
first edition are: I, 150, 1 75, 203, and 2 30 [WWI, I, 196, 2 2 8, 26 2, and 4 26 ]. 

1 7. For example: 
What is knowledge? It is above all else and essentially representation. What is 

representation? A very complicated physiological occurrence in  an animal's brain, whose 
result is the consciousness of a picture or image at that very spot. ( World as Will and 
Representation, II , 19 1  [WWI, II ,  400].) 

1 8. World as Wi ll and Represen tation, I, 107 and 108, respectively [WWI, I, 1 39 
and 141]. Schopenhauer 's Berlin lectures were, in general, a less concise and 
polished presentation of The World as Will and Representat ion. For that reason 
they fre quently provide help ful elucidations o f  his views. For his lengthier 
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disc uss ions of an imal organs as objec tifica tions of wi l l  in these lec tu re s , c f. 
Siim tliche Werke, X, 5 1 -54.  

1 9. Two Essays, pp. 2 59-65 .  I have not bee n a ble to es tabl is h  at what point 
Schopenhauer bec ame aLqua in ted with Phi/osophie zoo logiq ue ( 1 809); I have 
found no re fere nces to Lamarck 's vie ws pr ior to the firs t edi tion of O n  the Will 
in  Nature ( 1 836) . Therefore, whe ther Lamarc k's pos i t ion exer ted  a form ative 
in fluence on Schopenhauer's doc tr ine o f  bodi ly orga ns as o bjec t ificat ions o f  wi ll is 
not clear . The first s ta temen ts of this doc tr ine which I reca l l  hav ing fo und in  
Schopenha uer da te from 1 8 1 4 ;  they a ppear in re pea ted en tries in  h is note book 
dur ing tha t year . (For example, c f. Siimtliche Werke,  XI, 1 02-3 ,  1 4 5-4 8 ,  1 79. )  

20 . Two Essays, p. 255 .  

2 1 .  Two Essays, p. 261 .  

2 2 . For a n  ea rly ex press ion o f  the manner in wh ich Scho pe nhauer a ttr ibutes 
will to plants and to m inerals, c f. Siim t liche Werke, XI, 1 46-48 .  

For la ter ex press ions of the same po int of v iew, see the chapters on "The 
Phys iology of Plants "  and on "Phys ical As tron omy "  in h is essay O n  the  Will in 
Nature. According to Deussen, the edi tor of the Siimtliche Werke (c f. I II, v ), 
Schopenh auer regarded these cha pters as among the clearest ex press ions of h is 
v iews .  (On th is po in t , c f. World as Will a n d  Represen ta t ion ,  I, 1 1 9 n. [ W WI, 
I, 1 54 n. ] .  

23 . For one pas sage o f  th is sor t, which dates from the fi rs t  edi tion, c f. World as 
Will and Representa t ion ,  l, 1 59 [WWI, I, 20 8] .  

24 .  Whe ther Scho pe nhauer actually bel ieved in "evolution," in the sense that 
a ser ies of new forms s uccess ively arose, ra ther than that a ll forms were present  
a t  all times, is a point  wh ich has bee n frequently debated.  O ne of the best 
known o f  these dis cuss ions is tha t of A .  0 .  Lovejoy, who ans wers the ques tion 
affirmat ively . However, as Lovejoy tells us, when he or iginally publ ished h is 
ar tic le, "Schope nha uer as a n  Evol ut ion ist, " in The Mon is t  in 1 911 (XXI, 195-
2 2 2 ), he was n ot a ble to a nswer some quest ions concernin g the chron ology of 
the v iews which Schopenhauer he ld.  Shor tly therea fter vol ume three of the 
Siim t liche Werke was published, and in  its th ir d  a ppe ndix it collates changes in 
the var ious edi tions of O n  the  Will in Na ture. W ith th is hel p it is  rela tive ly 
easy to date the various passages cited by Lovejoy, and to  say with some assur 
ance that Schopenhauer rejected "evol ut ion "  (as defi ne d  above) un t i l  some t ime 
a fter 1 836, but accepted  it by 1 851 . Precisely what form of evolutionary theory 
is to  be ascr ibe d  to him is not c lear, even wi th the help of Lovejoy's ar ticle . 

It would  appear to  me that a l ine of inquiry that m ight hel p a ns wer th is 
ques tion would be to com pare Schopenha uer 's v ie ws on mor phologica l ex plana
tion in  general, a nd on biology in par tic ular, with Goethe 's biological theor ies. 
In  o ther res pec ts at leas t, there a ppear to  be strong a ffinit ies be tween these 
aspec ts of the ir v iews regardin g na ture . 

25. At one point, in remarking on the max im natura non faci t  saltus, Sc hopen
hauer adm i ts tha t on rare occas ions an ima ls may r ise above mere perce ption and 
show s igns of conceptual izat ion .  Cf. World as Will and Represen tat ion ,  I I, 8 2  
[W WI, II, 23 2-33 ]. 

For a use of the phrase "representations of represen tati ons," c f. World as Will  
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and Representation, I, 40 [WWI, I, 52, where the translation of course reads 
"ideas of ideas"]. 

26. World as Will and Representat ion , I, 35 [ Hi WI, I, 45]. 
At the beginning of the following section, he a lso says: "The concepts  form a 

peculiar cla ss, exi sting only in the mind  of man, and differing enti rely from the 
representations of perception."  ( World as Will and Representa t ion, I, 39 [W WI, 
I, 50 ].) 

27. F or our present purpose s, thi s  brief statement conce rning Schopenhauer's 
views on abstraction and it s relation to  variou s  ty pe s  of thought will have to 
suffice . It s basic contou rs may be foll owed i n  Section s 8 t o  14 of The World as 
Will and Represen tat ion, and in Chapter VI and VII  of the additi ons  to it s 
second  e dition . 

28. Cf. World as Will and Represen tation, I, 4 21 [ W WI, I I, 1 1 ] , where Schopen 
h auer i s  discussing Kant's c ritical philosophy a s  demon strating the fal sity of 
rationali st metaphysic s. As we previously noted, Schopenhauer identi fied what 
Kant said about "the human mi nd" wi th what i s  to  be  sa id a bout the func tioning 
of the brain. 

29. For example, cf. World as Will and Represen tat ion, 1, 1 50; I I, 201, 245, 2 7 3, 
and 2 79  [WWI, I, 196 ; I I ,  411 and 46 8 ; I I I, 6-7 and 14] ; al so, in Parerga 1 1nd 
Paralipomena, Samtliche Werke, V, 54. 

30. Thi s  appears a s  early a s  1 814, in an intere sting passage in hi s notebooks, 
when he speaks of both the u se and the limitation s of a bstract thought: 

Die Vemu nft setzt uns zu den Thieren in cbcn das Verhaltniss, in welchem alle 
sehcnden Geschi)pfe zu den augenlosen (Polypen, Wiirmer, Zoophytcn) stehn. Diese 
namlich erkennen, clurch blosscs Fiihlen, allein die ilrncn im Raum unmittelbar 
gegenwanigcn (sie beriihremlen) Gegenst,inde; die Schenclen aber eincn ganzen weiten 
Kreis von Entfern teren .  Eben so sind die vernunftlosen Thiere au£ die ihnen in der 
Zeit unmittelbar gegenwartigen vollstandigen Vorstcllungen beschrankt :  wir aber, 
mittelst des Vermogens cler Begriffe (Vernunft) umfassen alle moglichen Vorstellungen, 
haben eine vollige Uebersich t des Lei)ens, unabhiingig von der Zeit, habcn gleichsam 
immer einen verkleinerten, farblosen .  abstrakten, mathematischen Riss cler ganzen 
Welt. Was also in Hinsicht auf den Raum uncl fiir den ausscrn Sinn das Auge, das ist 
i n  Hinsicht auf die Zeit und fiir den innern Sinn die Vernunft .  Wie aber die Sichtbarkeit 
der Gegenstande nur wichtig ist indcm sie die Fiihlbarkei t  derselben vcrkiindet, so 
l iegt der ganze Werth der Begriffe doch zuletzt in den vollstandigen Vorstellungen auf 
die sie sich beziehn .  (Siimtliche Werke, XI, 92-93.) 

31. F or exam ple, World as Will and Representat ion, I, 20 3, 330 ; I I, 510 [WWI, 
I, 26 2, 426;  I ll, 310 ]. 

In thi s connection one may al so n ote hi s di scu ssion of the fact that in human 
beings in contra st to  animals, the head i s  di stinct f rom the t runk of the body .  
( World as Will and Represen tation , I, 1 7 7-7 8 [WWI, I, 2 30 ] . ) 

32. For example, World as Will and Represen tation , I I, 571 [WWI, I I I, 380 ] . 

33 .  World as Wil l and Represen tation, I I, 2 79  [Vi'WI, I I I, 14-15 ] .  

34. This immediately f ollows the preceding quotation . Al so, c f. pa ssage s whic h 
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occur in Schopenhauer's discuss ion of Lamarck in On the Will in Nature ( Two 
Essays, p. 26 5 and p. 269 ; in a ddit ion, i b id. p. 29 2 ). 

3 5. This passage reads: 

The understanding projects the sensation, by means of its form of space, as something 
external and different from its own person. But with man the spontaneity of the 
brain's activity, conferred in the last instance by the will, goes farther than mere 
perception and immediate apprehension of causal relations. It extends to the formation 
of abstract concepts from these perceptions, and to operating with them, in other 
words, to thinking, as that in which man's reason (Vernunft) consists. The ideas, 
therefore, are farthest removed from the body . . . .  ( World as Will and Representation, 
II, 276  [ W WI, III, 9-1 0] .) 

36. It appears to me that Patrick Gardiner, in Schopenhauer, fa ils to recognize 
this po int. (For example, cf. h is discuss ion on page 119.) 

3 7. Cf. the following passage: 
As I have often explained, the necessity of consciousness is brought about by the 

fact that, in consequence of an organism's enhanced complication and thus by its 
manifold and varied needs, the acts of its will must be guided by motives, no longer 
by mere stimuli, as at the lower stages. For this purpose it had now to appear furnished 
with a knowing consciousness, and so with an intellect as the medium and place of 
its motives. (World as Will and Representation, II, 250-5 1 [ W WI, II, 475] . )  

This intellect, as we have seen, and as Schopenhauer immediately goes on to 
state, is the manner in wh ich the bra in funct ions: it is in the bra in that all rays 
of st imul i to which our sensory o rgans react come to a s ingle focus. 

3 8. For example, cf. World as Will and Representation, II, 2 84. [WWI, III, 
21.] In a s imilar con nect ion, we may note that th is is how Schopenhauer inter
preted the fact that a world of representat ions a rises: 
. . .  with this expedient [the objectification of need in the form of a brain] the world 
as representation now stands out at one stroke with all its forms, object and subject, 
time, space, plurality, and causality. The world now shows its second side;  hitherto mere 
will, it is now at the same time representation, object of the knowing subject. The 
will, which hitherto followed its tendency in the dark with extreme certainty and 
infallibility, had at this stage kindled a light for itself .  This was a means that was 
necessary for getting rid of the disadvantage which would result from the throng and 
the complicated nature of its phenomena, and would accrue precisely to the most 
perfect of them. The hitherto infallible certainty and regularity with which the will 
worked in inorganic and merely vegetative nature, rested on the fact that it alone in 
its original inner being was active as blind urge, as will ,  without assistance, but also 
without interruption, from a second and entirely different world, namely the world as 
representation. Indeed, such a world is only the copy of the will ' s  own inner being, 
but yet is of quite a different nature, and now intervenes in the sequence of the 
phenomena of the will .  Thus that infallible certainty comes to an end. ( World as Will 
and Representation, I ,  1 50-5 1 [WWI, I, 1 96-97] . )  

39. For example, in a frequently c ited passage on b ill iards, fenc ing, shav ing, etc. 
Cf. World as Will and Representat ion, I, 56 [WWI, I, 72-7 3 ]. 

40. World as Will and Represen tation, I, 53 [WWI, I, 68-69 ]. Also, cf. II, 6 8  
[WWI, II, 241 ], as well as h is d iscuss ion of the difference between an imal 
behav ior and human act ion (I, 29 7-300 [WWI, I, 3 8 3-8 8 ] ). 
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4 1 .  He so classifies i t  twice in speaking of the advantages which abstraction 
confers : cf. World as Will and Representation, I, 37 and 62 [W WI, I, 48 and So] . 

42 .  Cf. World as Will and Representation, I, 62-69 [WWI, I, 80-90] . 

43. World as Will and Representation, II, 63 [WWI, II, 234] .  

44. World as Will and Representation, II, 64 [W WI, II, 2 35] .  

45. The passage from which I cite is worth quoting more fully : 

All men also know quite well how to recognize the manifestation of this faculty 
[reason] , and to say what is rational and what is irrational, where reason appears in 
contrast to man's other faculties and qualities, and finally what can never be expected 
even from the cleverest animal, on account of its lack of this faculty. The philosophers 
of all times speak on the whole with one voice about this universal knowledge of 
reason, and moreover stress some particularly important manifestations of it, such as 
the control of the emotions and passions, the capacity to make conclusions and to lay 
down general principles . . . .  (World as Will and Representation, I, 37-38 [WWI, I, 
48-49] .) 

46. Cf. World as Will and Representation, II, 245 [WWI, 11 ,  468] for an explicit 
statement on this point . 

47 .  World as Will and Represen tation, II, 208 [WWI, II, 420] . 

48. World as Will and Representat ion, II, 1 36 [W WI, II, 328] .  

49 .  For a variety of examples, cf .  Chapter XIX, "On the Primacy of the Wil l  in 
Self-Consciousness," which was added in the second edition of The World as 
Will and Representation. 

50. In characterizing his philosophy, Schopenhauer said: 

It sticks to the actual facts of outward and inward e�perience as they are accessible 
to everyone, and shows their true and deepest connexion, yet without really going 
beyond them to any extramundane things, and the relations of these to the world. 
Accordingly, it arrives at no conclusions as to what exists beyond all experience, but 
furnishes merely an explanation and interpretation of what is given in the external 
world and i.n self-consciousness. (World as Will and Representation, II, 640 [WWI, III, 
468].) 

5 1 .  For example, cf. World as Will and Representat ion, II, 57 1-72 .  [W WI, III, 
380-8 1 ] .  

5 2 .  For example, cf. World as Will a n d  Represen tation, I ,  294 and 1 1, 1 49 [WWI, 
I, 379-80 and II, 347] . 

Also, compare his remarks on the power of ideas to control so-called involuntary 
bodily functions, I, 1 1 6 . [WWI, 1 50-5 1 ] .  

5 3 .  World a s  Will and  Representation, II, 269 [W WI, III, 2 ] .  The whole o f  this 
brief chapter, enti tled "Retrospect and More General Consideration," is directly 
relevant to the point I am here making. 

54. The parallels between Bergson and Schopenhauer are frequent and striking, 
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and do not consis t sol ely in this general and fund amen tal resembl ance. The 
reader may h ave notic ed some of them in connec tion wi th quotations used in 
the foregoing discussion, and there are others, such as Sch openh auer's doc trine 
of the ludicrous, or his remarks on the mos aic charac ter of the produc ts of the 
in tellec t. (C f. World as Will and Representat ion, I, 5 7  [ W WI, I, 74 ]. )  How
ever, that is not  an inve stigation which need be under taken here . 

55. Th is is the te stimony of The Poin t of View for my Work as an Author; see 
pp. 5-6 for this poin t's basic enunciati on .  

5 6. Jolive t adop ts a more c au tious pos ture wi th re ference t o  the accep tabili ty 
of Kierkegaard's own tes timony in The Poin t of View, and his in terpre tati on 
is n ot i tsel f implausible. (C f. In troduction to Kierkegaard, pp. 111-1 2.) How
ever , wh at is to follow would not  be affec ted by an accep tance of Jolive t's view. 

5 7. In this connec tion we m ay ci te an in teres ting con tr as t  be tween P asc al and 
Kierkegaard, to which Joli ve t c alls atten tion: 

"If the principles of reason are 5haken," Pascal writes, "our religion will be absurd 
and ridiculous." For Kierkegaard on the other hand, faith is properly speaking a "leap 
into absurdity" ; which Pascal will not admit, for faith to him is above reason, not 
contrary to i t  (Pensees, fr .  2 65) . . .  The opposit ion between Pascal and Kierkegaard 
is no less noticeable i n  another connection. "One must first show," says Pascal (Pensees , 
fr. 1 87) ,  "that religion is not contrary to reason ;  nor that i t  can be presen ted to the 
non-believer as something lovable, nor that i t  can be shown to be true." (Introduction 
to Kierkegaard, pp. 62-63 , n .  1 7. ) 

5 8. F or example, c f. Concluding Unscientific Postscrip t, pp. 249-51 on Docen ts. 
The following en tr y ( #  10 5 2) in the Journals is als o to be noted : 

. . . Hegel was a don, a professor of philosophy, not a thinker; and moreover he must 
have been very i nsignifican t  as a person, making no real impression-but  as a professor 
quite exceptional, that I do not deny. 

The day will certainly come when the idea "Don" will stand for a comic person 
(pp. 37 2-73) . 
In this connec tion i t  is amusing to note that  Professor M ar tensen, a Hegeli an, 
h ad attacked Kierkegaard's Philosophical Fragmen ts as being "unscien tific," 
"unsys tem atic," and "un profess ori al." (Cf. Collins, The Mind of Kierkegaard, 
p. 17.) 

59. C f. Journals ,  en tr y  1 354 (p. 5 24), where he ch arges Schopenhauer wi th shar 
ing the failings o f  "don nish philos ophy." 

60. C f. i b id. ,  en tr y  7 2 3 (pp. 2 2 7-28), which w as l a ter el abor ated in the second of 
two notes en ti tled "That  Individu al," and published after twe lve ye ars as an 
appendix to The Poin t of View for my Work as an A uthor. 

I t  is wor th poin ting ou t how differen t Kierkegaar d's posi tion is from th at of 
Schopenhauer, wi th r espec t to the ul timac y  of individuali ty. Schopenhauer 's 
rejec tion of the premises of ra tion alism w as c oupled wi th his accep tance of 
the Will as ul timate reali ty: not will in this or that creature, bu t the Will as a 
s ingle underlying reali ty. All individu ati on there fore belonged only to the re alm 
of m ani fes tations; for Kierkegaard, h owever, th at which is real is alw ays and 
only that which exis ts as an individual. 

61. The Presen t Age, p. 3 3 . 
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6 2. Ibid. ,  p. 4 2-43. 

63. Ib id., p. 6 8. 

64. Ibid., p. 69. 

65. The relationship which Kierkegaard bel ieved to hold between the principle 
of contradiction and the individu ality and distinct ness o f  existing beings c an 
be suggested by citing the following sentence from one o f  his attacks on  the 
Hegeli an notion of an i nclusive system : "Exi stence sep arates, and holds the 
v arious moments of existence dis cretely ap art. " (Concluding Unscientific Post
script, p. 107 ; also, cf. p. 11 2.) 

66. This is not only t rue with respect to his m an ner o f  treating Socrates in 
his dissertation, The Concept of Irony ( cf. especi ally, Chapter III, and the sup 
plement on  Hegel 's concep tion o f  Socrates); it is equ ally t rue o f  the recurrent 
use of Socrates in Philosoph ical Fragments. 

6 7. Kierkegaard frequently discusses his rel ationship to h is readers, and t he need 
for h aving used pseudonyms ; he refers to t hi s  rel ationship as being b ased on 
"doubly reflected communication." In s peaking o f  " a  direct or personal form 
of communication," I am not contradicting wh at he s ays on this point. (Cf. 
Concluding Unscientific Postscript, pp. 7 0-74, and the ch apter entitled "Ap
pendix. A Glance at a Con temporary E ffort i n  Danish Literature," especi ally 
p p. 246-4 7.) 

68. These are the introduction to The Concept of Dread (1 844), Philosophical 
Fragments (1844), and, above all, Concluding Unscientific Postscript (1 846) . 

6 9. The fi rst portion o f  that which h as been quoted is to be fou nd on p age 
1 24 of The Point of View ; the remain der comes from p p. 131-3 2. 

70. Kierkeg aard w as a splendid s atirist o f  wh at he took to be the l ack of insight 
brought about by a conforming mentality which pl aced reli ance on "the Pub lic," 
being guided by wh at this faceless entity might allegedly think . However, his 
social c riticism went deeper than that, and explicitly ch allenged most o f  the 
m ajor soci al ideals o f  the age. He w as, for ex ample, extremely hostile to att ach
ing import ance to m ateri al progress, to  the ideal o f  social equ ality, and to the 
value of knowledge. Furthermore, as The Present Age shows (cf. p. 79), 
he even denied that individuals could be strengthened, and could better achieve 
import ant ends, through a community b ased on mutu ally s upportive actions : 
this he regarded as a leveling and weakening o f  men. In fact, in the end, his 
attitude bec ame one th at c an only be described as rage against wh atever coul d  
be identified as "the c rowd," th at is, against wh atever form o f  human existence 
w as not ch aracteristic of an individual in moments o f  almost desol ate isol ation : 

Wherever there is a crowd there is untruth, so that (to consider for a moment the 
extreme case), even if every individual, each for himself in private, were to be i n  
possession of the truth, yet in  case they were a l l  to  get together in  a crowd . . .  untruth 
would at once be in evidence . . . . 

A crowd-not this crowd or that, the crowd now l iving or the crowd long deceased, 
a crowd of humble people or of superior people, of rich or of poor, &c.-a crowd in its 
very concept is the untruth, by reason of the fact that it renders the individual 
completely impenitent and irresponsible, or at least weakens his sense of responsibility 
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by reducing it to a fraction. (From "That Individual , " i n  The Point of View, pp. 1 1 2  
and 1 1 4 .) 

Truth only comes when, l ike Abraham, the indiv idual stands alone before God . 
(Cf . the preface to The Sickness unto Death as quoted below, p. 3 3 2.) Th is, it 
appears to me, is one of the po ints at which special p roblems inherent in the 
structure of K ie rkegaard 's own personality intrude into h is work and where 
h is work is not understood apart from the distort ions present in h is l ife. Among 
these d istort ions, none seems to me to have been more important than whatever 
led h im to seek, with all del ibe rateness, to al ienate h imself from h is soc iety, 
rejecting any vocat ion within it. 

71. Concluding Unscientific Postscript, p. 99. 

7 2 .  For example, cf . ib id . ,  pp. 27 3  and 288. In h is Journals, K ierkegaard expl ic itly 
refers to the d ist inct ion between essence and ex istence in relat ion to the onto
log ical argument as found in Sp inoza and in Le ibniz, and to Kant 's cr it ic ism 
of it. (Cf . entry 10 2 7, pp . 3 57-58.) Also, compare h is lengthy note on Sp inoza 
concern ing th is quest ion ,  in Philosophical Fragments, pp . 3 3-34. 

73. For example, he argues in th is way in the section on "Becoming " in Philo
sophical Fragments (pp .  60-6 2) and in the introduction to The Concept of Dread 
he says of the Hegel ian school: " In log ic they use the negative as the mot ive 
power wh ich brings movement into everyth ing. And movement in log ic they 
must have, any way the'y can get it, by  fa ir means o r  foul." He seeks to rebut 
this posit ion by saying, " In log ic no movement can come about, for logic 
is, and eve ryth ing logical s imply is, and th is impotence of log ic is the t ransit ion 
to the sphere of be ing whe re ex istence and real it y appear" (pp . 11-1 2). To th is 
he adds a footnote: "The ete rnal express ion of logic is that which the Eleatic 
School transferred by mistake to ex istence: Nothing comes into ex istence ,. every
th ing is. "  

In the same place he  also sa id: "The contingent, wh ich is an integral part 
of reality, cannot be permitted to sl ip into log ic " ( ibid . ,  p. 9). 

74. Cf. the following passage: 
Hegel is u t terly and absolutely right i n  asserting that viewed eternally, sub specie 

aeterni, in the language of abstraction, in pure thought and pure being, there is no 
ei ther-or. How in the world could there be, when abstract thought has taken away the 
con tradiction, so that Hegel and the Hegelians ought rather to be asked to explain what 
they mean by the hocus-pocus of i n troducing con tradiction, movement, transition , and 
so forth, in to the domain of logic. If the champions of an ei ther-or invade the sphere 
of pure thought and there seek to defend their cause, they are quite without justifi
cation . . . .  On  the other hand, Hegel is equally wrong when, forgetting the abstraction 
of his thought, he plunges down in to the realm of existence to annul the double au t  
wi th  might and main. I t  i s  impossible to  do this in  existence. (Concluding Unscient ific 
Postcript, pp. 2 70-7 1.) 

75. For example, cf. i b id. ,  pp. 97-98. 

76. Ibid. ,  pp. 16-1 7. (Also, cf. p. 16 9  and pp. 291-92.)  

7 7. Ibid . ,  p. 3 4  n. 

78. For example , ib id . ,  pp . 10 2-3 . Also, cf . Concept of Dread, pp . 1 2-1 3. 
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79. Concluding Unscien tific Postscript, pp. 2 7 4-7 5. 

So. Cf. Par t I I I, Ch. 2, pp. 1 8 1-82, above. 

8 1. Concluding Unscientific Postscript, pp. 1 19-20. 

82. Ibid. ,  p. 1 2 1. Also, cf. the following passage: 

5 1 1  

Even if the contemplative individual is not demoralized in this fashion, nevertheless, 
when the ethical is confused with the world-historical, so that it becomes essentially 
different when it has to do with millions from when it has to do with one, another 
confusion readily arises: namely, that the ethical first finds i ts concrete embodiment 
in the world-historical, and becomes in this form a task for the l iving. The ethical is 
thus not the primitive, the most primitive of all that the individual has within him, but 
rather an abstraction from the world-historical experience . We contemplate universal 
history, and seem to see that every age has i ts own moral substance. We become 
objectively puffed up, and though existing individuals, we refuse to be content with 
the so-called subjective-ethical (p. 1 29). 

83. From the preface to Sickness unto Death, p. 1 4 2. 

84. According to Collins, the chief document on which Kierkegaard rel ied for 
Hegel's philosophy of rel igion was the last sect ion of the Encyclopedia (cf. The 
Mind of Kierkegaard, p. 1 05); however, he a pparently also studied the theo
logical controvers ies of the follow in g  generation of Hegel ians ( ibid., pp. 1 03-4 
and 2 1 0). 

F or Jean Wahl's analysis of the rela tionshi p between Kierkegaard and Hegel's 
philoso phy of rel igion, cf. Etudes k ierkegaardiennes, pp. 1 25-30 and pp. 1 64-68. 

85. Concluding Unscien tific Postscript ,  pp. 335. 

86. Ibid., p. 339. Also, cf. the following s tatemen t: 

If Christianity were a doctrine, the relationship to i t  would not be one of faith, for 
only an intellectual type of relationship can correspond to a doctrine. Christianity is 
therefore not a doctrine, but the fact that God has existed. 

The realm of faith is thus not a class for numskulls in the sphere of the intellectual, 
or an asylum for the feeble-minded. Fai th consti tutes a sphere all by itself, and every 
misunderstanding of Christianity may at once be recognized by its transforming it into 
a doctrine, transferring it to the sphere of the intellectual. (Ib id . ,  pp. 29o-g ! .) 

87. Journals, entry 88 ( p. 35). 

88. Concluding Unscientific Postscript, p. 339. 

89. We may no te the preface to the Fragments where K ierkegaard says that th is 
work "does not  make the sl igh test pretension to share in the ph iloso phical move
men t of the day, or to fill any of the various roles cus tomarily ass igned in this 
connec tion: trans it ional, intermediary, final, pre paratory, par tic ipat ing, collabo 
ra ting, volunteer follower, hero, or at any rate rela tive hero, or a t  the very leas t 
absolute trumpeter" ( p. 1). On the nex t page he refers to "the howl ing madness 
of the h igher lunacy recogn izable by such sym ptoms as convulsive shout ing; a con
s tant re i terat ion of the words 'era,' 'epoch,' 'era and e poch,' 'e poch and era,' ' the 
Sys tem' . . .  " 

Also, cf. the serious reference to the Fragmen ts in the Concluding Unscien tific 
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Postscript, p. 52 ,  where Kierkegaard denies that Christianity is an historical 
phenomenon. 

go . .J ames Collins characterizes this doctrine in the following way : 
The main consequence which K ierkegaard drew from this discussion, concerns the 

d ifference between the various genera t ions of believers. God Himself gives the power to 
share in the Instant, and God is master of the temporal process. Hence the very same 
condition of fa i th is given immedia tely by God to all who believe in Christ, even though 
they live at a later time. What Christ's own earthly presence was to His first disciples-------
an occasion for receiv ing faith ,  but not faith itself-is now supplied by the testimony 
of believers, the trad ition "handed down from the fathers." The power to believe, 
however, is God's direct g ift to each individual d isciple, and makes every believer, of 
whatever hi storical period, contemporaneous with Christ in His  unique historical 
actuality. (The  M in d  of Kierli egnn rd ,  p. 226 . )  

The term "the Instant" is Collins' rendering of what the origin al translator, D .  F.  
Swenson, rendered as "the Moment."  

9 1 . Fear  and Tre m b ling, p.  130 .  

92 .  For example, cf .  the conclusion of  the Concluding Unscien t ific Pos tscrip t 
on both "childish Christ i anity" and "object ive Christianity ." 

93 .  Con clu ding Unscien tific Postscrip t ,  p. 536 .  Also, cf . p. 2 2 3 .  

9 4 .  Ibid . ,  p. 537. (Italics added.)  

95 ·  Ibid . ,  PP· 99 ff.  

96 .  Ib id . ,  p .  107. 

97. Philosoph ical  Fragmen ts, pp. 3 1-32 . 

98. For example, cf. Concluding Unscien t ific Postscrip t ,  pp. 267 , 273, 274 ;  Jour
nals, entry 465, p. 127 .  

99 .  Con cluding Unscien t ific Postscript, p. 1 1 1 . 

100. C f., especially, i b id . ,  p. 109; also , pp. 50, 99, 107, 2 67, and 268. For the 
famous remark on Hegel as a comic figure, cf. Journa ls, entry 497, p. 1 34 .  

10 1 .  This is  the manner in which Kierkegaard formulates the delusive Hegelian 
ideal of a system : The Concept of Dread, p. g .  

102 .  For example, cf. Concluding Unscient ific Postscript ,  p. 18  and p .  279 . 

1 03 .  Cf.  Journa ls, entry 552  (p. 148) . The passage from the Logische Un ter
such ungen which he there cites criticized Hegel's use of the concept of "immedi 
acy" (das Unmi t te lbare) .  The passage is to  be  found in the more readily accessible 
third edition of Trendelenburg's Logische Un tersuchungen (Leipzig, 1870),  in 
Part II, p .  302 . 

Also, cf. Trendelenburg, Gesch ich te der Ka tegorien lehre, pp. 360-6 1 ;  this book 
also influenced Kierkegaard . For his further references to Trendelenburg, cf. 
Journals, entries 502 and 636 (pp. 136 and 194 ), and Concluding Unscien tific 
Pos tscrip t, p.  100, as well as p. 267 n. 
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1 04. Ibid . , p. 1 03 . S im ilar ly , he says: 
Whenever a beginning is made . . .  unless through being unaware of this the procedure 

stamps itself as arbitrary, such a beginning is not the consequence of an immane11t 
movement of thought, but is effected through a resolution of will, essentially in the 
strength of faith (p .  1 69) . 

1 05. For example, in the Journals he sa id: 
Socrates did not first of all get together some proofs of the immortality of the soul in 

order then to live in that belief, on the strength of the proofs. The very reverse is  
the case; he said:  the possibility of there being an immortality occupies me to such a 
degree that I unquestionably stake my whole l ife upon it as though it were the most 
certain of all things. And so he lived-and his life is a proof of the immortality of the 
soul. He did not believe merely on the strength of the proofs and then live: no, his l ife 
is the proof, a nd only with his martyr's dea th is the proof complete .  (Journa ls , entry 
1 044. p. 367 . )  

1 06. Concluding Unscient ific Pos tscript ,  p. 268 and 268 n. 

107. Ibid . ,  p p. 178  and 179-80. ( It alics in the or igina l.) 

1 08 . The term "appropr iated " is s ign ific ant. K ierkegaard's defin it ion of truth 
reads: "A n o bject ive uncerta in ty h eld fas t  in an  appropria t ion-process of the  
most passionate inwardness i s  the  tru t h ,  the h ighest truth att ainable for an 
exis t ing ind iv idual. " (Ibid . ,  p. 18 2. Ital ics in the or igin al. ) 

109 . K ierkegaard ho lds that one can only unders tand the et hical element in 
and through one 's own personal experience: the observ at ion o f  others is always 
l ike ly to be dece pt ive. (C f. Ibid . , p .  1 27.) In see king better to underst and our 
selves through a compar ison o f  o ur exper ience w ith men o f  the past, we are 
led to read ou r  m isunderstand ings o f  them into our own exper ience, and thus 
fals i fy that exper ience ( i b id . , p. 1 31). To appeal to the h istory o f  "t he h uman 
race" is, o f  course, to use a p hr ase wh ich l acks me an ing: the race is an abstrac 
t ion, only ind iv idu als ex ist. (C f. ib id . ,  p. 1 38 ;  also, ]011rna /s, entry 1050, p age 
37o .) 

110. Wh ile not d irectly involv ing th is comp ar ison, the following passage 1s 
appos ite : 

As soon as subjectivity is eliminated, and passion elimina ted from subjectivity, and 
the infini te in terest eliminated from passion, there is 1 10  decision at all. . . .  All decisiveness, 
all essential decisiveness, is rooted in subjectivity. A contemplative spirit, and that is 
what  the objective subject is, feels nowhere any infini te need of a decision, and sees no 
decision anywhere. (Concluding Unscientific Postscript, p. 33.) 

1 1 1 .  C f. the follow ing assert ion: 

The only re,tlity that exists for a n  existing individual i s  his own eth ical reality. To 
every other reality he stands in a cognitive rela t ion .  (Ibid., p. 280.) 

11 2. Here I re fer to what K ierkegaard says in h is own vo ice concerning value, 
not to h is portrayal o f  the eth ic al stage o f  l i fe. It w as th is concept ion o f  va lue 
that he attr ibuted to Less ing, but wh ich he h imsel f put forward in a far 
more v iolent form . In th is concept ion he bears a m uch closer resemblance to 
F ichte. (C f. p. 4 61, n. 1 07, above.) 
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11 3. Concluding Unscien tific Postscript ,  p. 110. 

1 1 4 .  Ibid. ,  p. 84. 

1 1 5 .  C f. ib id. ,  p. 79, on the renu nciation ; and pp. 26 7 and 273  for two exam ple s 
of the characterization of the exi stent with becoming. 

116. A long and important journal entry, written in 1 8 35 at the age of twenty-two, 
inc lude s  the followi ng pa ssage: 

What I really lack is to be clear in my own mind what I am to do, not what I am 
to know . . . .  The thing is to understand myself, to see what God really wishes me to do; 
the thing is to find a truth which is true for me, to find the idea for which I can live 
and die. What would be the use of discovering so-called objective truth, of working 
through all systems of philosophy and of being able, if required, to review them all and 
show up the inconsistencies within each system;-what good would it do me to be 
able to explain the meaning of Christianity if it had no deeper significance for me and 
for my life ;-what good would i t  do me if truth stood before me, cold and naked, 
not caring whether I recognized her or not . . . ? (Journals, entry 2 2, p. 1 5.)  

11 7. I say "cheri shed, " for it was e ssentia l t o  Nietz sche that hi s thought shou ld 
be engaged in battle. W alter Kau fmann 's comme nts on the u se of the term "war " 
in Nietzsche are he lpful in this re spect. ( C f. entrie s u nder "war" in hi s 
Nietzsche.) Also, c f. Ecce Homo, Part I, Sect. 7 (Basic Writ ings, p. 6 8 7-8 8). [In 
citing Nietz sche 's w orks, I sha ll, wherever possib le, u se Walter Kau fmann 's 
translations, rather than the Complete Works a s  edited by Oscar Levy ; however, 
I sha ll a lway s attem pt to  give re ference s which are identi fiab le regar dle ss of 
what translation is  u sed. I sha ll use Kau fmann 's anth ologie s of hi s translations, 
rather than their separate ly pub lished part s, since that i s  the form in which 
they are likely to be most wide ly avai lable.] 

11 8. Beyond Good and Evil, Sect. 23. (Basic Writings, p. 2 2 2.) 

119. According to Kau fmann (Nie tzsche, p. 1 25), Nietz sche had heard of Kierke 
gaard through Georg Brandes, but too late to have know ledge of hi s w ork. 
Bran des was, of course, one of the most im portant sources through wh om b oth 
Kierkegaard and Nietz sche came to  be more wide ly known. 

1 20. The affinitie s between the thought of Nietz sche and of Feuerbach have 
n ot, to  my knowledge, been commente d u pon. One might, I should think, have 
expected such comment s in some of the more recent account s of ninetee nth
century theological views, particu lar ly in those by Barth and Ti llich. 

A lthough Nietz sche 's work s contain only two re ference s t o  Feuerbach, neither 
of which i s sugge stive, one can scarcely over look the simi laritie s between them 
when one studie s Ja sper s ' s very sugge stive and en lightening Nie tzsche. A s con 
tra sted with any form o f  tran s �ndence, the doctrine o f  immanence which one 
finds in Nietz sche i s, a t  most point s, simi lar to  view s held by Feuerbach. (On 
"immanence," c f. Ja spers, Nietzsche, pp. 319-30 and 4 29-34.) 

1 21. Basic Writ ings, p. 19 3. 

1 2 2. Furthermore, Nietz sche attacked not mere ly what Kierkegaard re ferred 
to a s "Chri stendom," but any be lie f in a tran scen dent being, or any acce ptance 
of Chri stian dogma, a s a mon strou s in decency. F or exam ple, in The An t ichrist ,  
we find pa ssage s such a s the following : 
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My atti tude to the past, like that of all lovers of knowledge, is one of great 
tolerance . . . .  I am careful not to hold mankind responsible for its mental disorders. 
But my feeling changes, breaks out, as soon as I enter modern t imes, our time. Our 
time knows better. 

What was formerly just sick is today indecent-it is indecent to be a Christian today. 
A nd here begins my nausea. I look around: not one word remains of what was formerly 
called " truth. " If we have even the smallest claim to integrity, we must know today 
that a theologian, a priest, a pope, not merely is wrong in every sentence he speaks, 
but lies-that he is no longer a t  l iberty to lie from " innocence" or "ignorance" . . . .  

All the concepts of the church have been recognized for what they are, the most 
malignant counterfeits that exist, the aim of which is to devalue nature and natural 
values . . . .  We know, today our conscience knows, what these uncanny inventions of the 
priests and the church are really worth, what ends they served in reducing mankind 
to such a state of self-violation that its sight can arouse nausea . . . .  (from Portab le 
Nietzsche, p. 6 u ) . 

1 2 3. Apparently, Nietzsche's first formulation of the phrase "God is dead " is 
to be found in Section 1 25 of The Joyful Wisdom (pp. 167-69 ) ;  it recurs in 
Section 34 3 (pp. 275-76), which was added in the second edition. 

In connection with Nietzsche's doctrine that man is the creator of all values, 
we can once again note a conection between his views and those of Feuerbach. 

1 24. Beyond Good and Evil, Sect. 2 (Basic Wri t ings, pp. 199-200). 

1 25. Will to Power, Sect. 49 3 (p. 27 2 ). [Italics added.] This entry is dated 1885, 
which places it in the same period as Beyond Good and Evil. [Here, as elsewhere, 
I shall accept the dating of the entries as given in the Musarion edition, and 
followed in the Kaufmann translation. ] 

1 2 6. Beyond Good and Evil, Sect. 4 (Basic Writings, p. 201). Among the many 
passages in The Will to Power which bear on the same theme, perhaps Section 
584 (pp. 314-16) is the most suggestive. 

1 27. For example, cf. Will to Power, Sects. 555 and 556 (pp. 301- 2 ). These entries, 
which are dated 1885- 86, belong to the same period as does Beyond Good and 
Evil. Also, cf . Will to  Power, Sect. 4 81 (p. 2 67 ). 

On the notion of "thing " as applied to the thing-in-itself, cf. Will to Power, 
Sect. 569, item 4 (p. 307). 

1 2 8. The interrelation and interpenetration of apparent opposites was a basic 
principle of interpretation for Nietzsche in all of his writings. One finds it as 
early as his interpretation of Greek culture in The B irth of Tragedy and in his 
fragmentary essay " Homer's Contest." Its relation to his doctrine of perspectives 
and his theory of truth is suggested in the following entry in The Will to Power, 
which dates from 1887, and is here given in its entirety: 

My purpose :  to demonstrate the absolute homogeneity of all events and the appli
cation of moral distinctions as conditioned by perspective; to demonstrate how 
everything praised as moral is  identical in essence with everything immoral and was 
made possible, as in every developmen t  of moral i ty, with immoral means and for 
immoral ends-; how, on the other hand, everything decried as immoral is, economically 
considered, higher and more essential ,  and how a development  toward a greater 
fulness of life necessarily also demands the advance of immorality . "Truth" the extent 
to which we permit ourselves to understand this fact. (Sect. 2 7 2, p .  1 55.) 

1 29. The bibliography of Kaufmann 's Nietzsche contains ·references to two 
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papers by F reud which concern Nietzsche. The text of that volume also cites 
other materia ls which are relevant to the connections between Nietzsche and 
Freud. 

One might give many examples of particular cases in which Nietzsche seems 
to anticipate Freudian doctrines, but I shall on ly choose one explicit sta tement 
to i llustrate a basic similarity in their views. It is a pas�age in which Nie tzsche 
con trasts former assumptions with his own mora l  psychology : 

A calamitous new superstition, an odd narrowness of interpretation, thus became 
dominant: the origin of an action was interpreted in the most definite sense as origin 
in an in ten tion ; one came to agree that the value of an action lay in the value of the 
intention . . . .  

But today-shouldn't we have reached the necessity of once more resolving on a 
reversal and fundamental shift in values, owing to another self-examination of man, 
another growth in profundity? . . .  After all, today at least we immoralists have the 
suspicion that the decisive value of an action lies precisely in what is un in ten tional  
in i t ,  while everything about it  that is  intentional, everything about it  that can be seen, 
known, "conscious," still belongs to its surface and skin-which, like every skin, betrays 
something but conceals even more. In short, we believe that the intention is merely 
a sign and symptom that still requires interpretation . . . .  (Beyond Good and Evil, 
Sect. 32 [Basic Writings, p. 234] .) 

1 30. Beyond Good and Evil, Sect. 3 (Basic Writ ings, p. 201). 
Nietzsche's doctrine of the unconscious is a lso relevant here, a s  when he says : 

For a very long time conscious thinking was regarded as thinking proper: it is now 
only that the truth dawns upon us that the greater part of our intellectual activity 
goes on unconsciously and unfelt by us. (Joyful Wisdom, Sect. 333, page 257 .) 

131. Cf. Beyond Good and Evil, Sect. 5 (Basic Writings, pp. 202-3), where h e  
speaks of the "Tartu ffery " of Kan t and the "timidity " of Spinoza, whom he 
characterizes as "a sick hermit." 

13 2. Beyond Good and Evil, Sect. 6 (Basic Writings, p. 203). As will immediately 
become clear, this passage-when it is thus taken out of context-is ap t to be 
misleading. 

133. From Portable Nietzsche, p. 4 85. Also, cf. the following passage from The 
Will to Power: 

Why philosophers are s/anderers.-The treacherous and blind hostility of philosophers 
toward the senses-how much of mob and middle class there is in this hatred! . . .  It 
is a miserable story : man seeks a principle through which he can despise men-he 
invents a world so as to be able to slander and bespatter this world . . . .  The history of 
philosophy is a secret raging against the preconditions of life, against the value feelings 
of life, against partisanship in favor of life. (Sect. 46 1 ,  p. 253 . )  

Nietzsche frequently reverts to this point in The Will to Power; for examples, 
c f. Sects. 5 79 and 585 (A) (pp. 310-11 and 316-19). It a lso appears in Beyond 
Good and Evil, Sect. 1 0.. (Basic Writ ings, p p. 206-7). 

134. Perhaps the last expression of that point of view is to be found in The 
Joyful Wisdom. (Cf. the end of Sect. 335-"Cheers for Physics ! "-pp. 26 2-63.) 

135. Beyond Good and Evil, Sect. 14 (Basic Writings, p. 211 ). 

136. Will t o  Power, Sect. 503 ( p. 2 74). 
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1 37 .  Ibid. , Sect . 5 1 5  (p. 2 78) . 

1 38 .  Cf. the following staccato (and incomplete) paragraph : 
The so-called drive for knowledge can be traced back to a drive to appropriate and 

conquer: the senses, the memory, the instincts, etc. have developed as a consequence 
of this drive. The quickest possible reduction of the phenomena, economy, the 
accumulation of the spoils of knowledge (i.e. , of world appropriated and made 
manageable) . . . .  ( Will to Power, Sect. 423 [p. 2 2 7] .) 

1 39. Beyond Good and Evil, Sect . 206 (Basic Writ ings, p. 3 1 5) .  Also, cf. Will to 
Power, Sect . 424 (p. 229) . 

1 40. Will to Power, Sect . 600 (p. 326) .  

1 4 1 .  Portab le Nietzsche, p. 46. 

142 . Will to Power, Sect . 5 2 1  (p. 282) . Among the many other similar passages, 
the following may be noted : Sects . .  ? 1 3, 520, and 569 (pp. 277 , 2 8 1 ,  and 306-7) .  

1 43 .  Cf. Beyond Good and Evil, Sects. 1 2  and 1 7  (Basic Writings, pp. 209- 10  
and 2 1 4) .  

Also, cf. Will to  Power, Sects, 624 and 636 (pp. 334 and 339) .  

1 44 .  Beyond Good a n d  Evil, Sect . 2 1  (Basic Writings, p .  2 1 9) .  
In an en try enti tled "Causalism" in The Will t o  Power, which was wri tten at 

approxima tely the same time, Nietzsche said :  
Within the mechanistic view of  the world (which is logic and i ts application to  space 

and time), that concept ["cause and effect"] is reduced to formulas of mathematics
with which, as one must emphasize again and again, nothing is ever comprehended, but 
rather designated and distorted. (Sect .  554, pp. 300-301 .) 

This entry of course describes how Nietzsche himself thought the mechanical 
view of the world should be interpreted, not the way it was being interpreted 
by his opponents. (Also, cf. Will to Power, Sect . 636 [p. 339] .) 

1 45 .  Will to Power, Sect . 628 (p. 335) .  Also, cf. Sects . 624 and 629 (pp. 334 and 
335-36) . 

1 46. Beyond Good and Evil, Sect . 2 1  (Basic Writings, p. 2 1 9) .  

1 47 .  Beyond Good and Evil, Sect . 2 2  (Basic Wri t ings, p. 2 20) . 

1 48. Will to Power, Sect . 605 (p. 327) .  

1 49. For three relevan t i::istances among Nietzsche 's many anti-Darwinian re
marks, cf. Joyful Wisdom, Sect . 349 (pp. 289-90) , Beyond Good and Evil, Sect . 
1 3  (Basic Writings, p. 2 1 1 ) and The Will to Power, Sect . 647 (pp. 343-44) . 

1 50 .  Beyond Good and Evil, Sect. 2 1 1  (Basic Writ ings, p. 326) .  

1 5 1 .  The ful l title of The Twilight of the Idols is Gotzendiimmerung oder Wie 
man mit  dem Hammer philosophiert . 

1 5 2 .  Beyond Good and Evil, Sect .  43 (Basic Writings, p. 243) . 
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1 5 3 .  Beyond Good and Evil, Pre face (Basic Writ ings, p .  19 3); a lso, c f. Sect . 34 
(pp . 2 36-37). 

1 54 .  Beyond Good and Evil, Sect. 207 (Basic Writ ings, pp . 316-17 and 31 8 ) .  

155 .  From Sections 5 6 7  and 5 6 8  o f  The Will to Power (pp . 30 5 and 306) .  A lso, 
c f. Sects, 4 81, 616, 636, and 6 37 (pp . 2 67, 330, and 3 3g-40) .  

1 5 6 .  Ibid. , Sect. 5 34 (p . 2 go) . 

CHAPTER 16 .  THE LIMITS REAPPRA ISED 

1 .  C f. be low, pp . 3 53-5 5 .  

2. Although the position here adopted has been most explicitly and clearly 
emphasized by Gestalt psychologists, it can a lso be found in James J. Gibson 's 
analysis o f  visual perception in terms of  the gradients o f  stimulation in The 
Perception of the Visual World, and it is basic to his theoretica l approach in 
The Senses Considered as Perceptua l  Systems. Simi lar ly, it is an essentia l aspect 
o f  an in formation-theory approach to perception, such as that to be found in W .  
E . Garner 's Uncertain ty and Structure as Psychological Concepts. 

3 .  C f. Logic I, 174-7 5, et passim . 

4 .  For this statement in its entirety, c f. p .  344, above . 

5 .  From "Introduction to Metaphysics," in A Study in Metaphysics :  The Crea
tive Mind, p .  1 67 .  

6. Ibid. , p .  17 5 .  

7. Although this assumption was not shared by pos 1t 1v 1sts, we shall soon see 
that their accounts o f  the role o f  concepts in organizing experience led to con
clusions simi lar to those o f  their opponents with whom we are here concerned. 
(C f. pp . 3 6 3, be low .)  

8.  This is  merely one o f  the ways in which Darwin 's views have been used to 
chal lenge the autonomy o f  thought . In the fo llowing section (pp . 3 6 6- 67 ), I shall 
suggest some o f  the reasons why such interpretations invo lve a misapp lication 
of  evo lutionary theory .  

9 . The trans lation o f  this general assumption into concrete terms becomes 
most explicit in Chapter IV o f  Analysis of Sensat ions where Mach discusses 
"The Chief Points o f  View for the Investigation o f  the Senses." 

10. The above remarks apply, for example, to discussions in the A nalysis of 
Sensat ions, pp. 1 6  and 17. 

11 . For example, c f. ibid., pp . 3 2-34. 
Mach's c learest expression o f  the point o f  view that our everyday experience 

is to be interpreted in terms o f  adaptive needs is to be found in his 1 8 8 3 essay 
" On Trans formation and Adaptation in Scientific Thought ." C f. Popular Scien
t ific Lectures, pp. 216-17 and 21 8-20, in particu lar . 
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1 2. For further disc ussion o f  this point , c f. pp . 366-67 ,  below. 

1 3. One should note that this is not  the familiar argument from "the egocentric 
predicament: " that we cannot veri fy what lies outside o f  experience because 
we must experience it in order to veri fy it. Neither Helmholtz nor Spencer 
used this Berkeleian form o f  argument ; in fact , they could  not have done so , 
since they did not hold that verification m ust be "direct ,"  i.e., non -in ferential. 

( It was Ralph Barton Perry who coined the term "the ego-centric predica
ment ," and who showed it to be inconclusive as an argument for s ubjective 
idealism. C f. Present Ph ilosoph ical Tendencies, pp. 1 29-31 ). 

14. For example , c f. Helmholtz on o ur sensations as signs rather than images, 
discussed on pp. 29 3-94 ,  above. Also , the eq uivalent doctrine as held by Spencer 
discussed on pp. 300-30 3 ,  above. 

1 5. It has been s uggested by Professor Peter Bien o f  the English Department 
o f  Dartmouth College that the present unrest among students in o ur colleges 
and universities is linked to an acceptance o f  Ber gsonian modes o f  thought. On 
the basis o f  my own recent experience in teaching Bergson in introductory 
courses , this s uggestion seems to me less unlikely than it might initially appear 
to be. However , it is probable that one shoul d speak o f  affinities rather than 
o f  infl uences in this particular case. 

1 6 .  For example, i f  one were to expun ge Schopenhauer 's Lamarckianism, or his 
s ubstantival view o f  what "the will " is , little woul d  be le ft o f  his psychology. 
Similarly , i f  one were to examine Nietzsche's views regarding the sexes , or his 
psychology o f  national characteristics , or his contempt for hedonistic forms o f 
motivation , one woul d  not ( I  should think) place m uch reliance on him as a 
psychological theorist. 

1 7. For the discussion o f  this point in relation to the theory o f  conditioning, 
c f. pp. 24 3-44 , above ; for a disc ussion o f  it in opposition to the view that there 
is a general principle o f  sel f-realization , c f. pp . 2 6 3-64 . 

1 8. C f. p. 244 , above. 

19. In fact , I am inclined to say that I am over-emphasizing it , for I am not 
taking into account the role o f  external stimuli in evoking c uriosity or explora 
tory behavior. In an account which woul d  do j ustice to them, the ass umption 
that c uriosity is an expression o f  some deeper motivational factor becomes even 
less plausible . 

For one account in which it is extremely clear that the nat ure o f  the stimulus 
is o f  great importance in evoking drives , c f. B. P. Wiesner and  N. B. Shear d, 
Maternal Behavior in the Rat  (Biological Monographs and Manuals, XI), 
Edinburgh ,  19 33. 

I shall return to t his topic shortly , a fter dealing with issues s upposedly 
raised by the theory o f  evolution. 

20. To say that a drive is a utonomo us is not necessarily to say that it-along 
with all other drives-cannot be explained with re ference to some genera l 
physiological principle , s uch as homeostasis. An explanation o f  that type woul d  
not reduce one drive to another , b ut wo uld  account for all in the same terms . 
Thus ,  i f  applied to our present problem , it wo uld  (i f adequate) explain thought 
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in terms of homeosta sis ,  just as it wou ld expl ain any i nst anc e  of wi sh-ful filment 
in terms of homeost asis ; it woul d not expla in though t as w i sh -ful filment. 

2 1 .  Cf . above, p. 1 7  and t he accompanying note numbered 37 .  

2 2. Cf . How We Think ,  pp. 69 ff. 

23 . As Locke noted, the association of ideas can also lead t o  e rror. In thi s 
connection, it is int eresting to  note that Freud, in his ear ly pa per "On the 
F orgetting of Proper Names , "  offered a whol ly voluntar ist ic account of one 
case of th is phenomenon , but that he never cons idered the possibi l it y  that , 
at some poin ts at le ast ,  the standard pr inciples of the associat ion of ideas w ou ld 
have g iven a plaus ib le but qu ite differe nt explanat ion of it. 

24. I h ave attem pted  to  just if y one reason for this dissa tisfact ion with more 
recent t endencies in the concluding cha pter of Philosophy, Science, and Sense
Perception. 
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