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SYNOPSIS .

INTRODUCTION.

Subjective and Objective Idealism:

(a) Creighton's Position. . Page 1.

Under the common flag of "idealism" he sees two schools
of thought, one which he terms "panpsychism® or "mentalism®,
and the other "speculative idealism®, The spedulative.aehool
he looks upon as being connected ﬁith fitraditional ideaiism",
the principles of which are that reality known in experience
forms part of a permanent system of relations and values, and
also that mind is not to be separated from natﬁre, If it is

the nature of mind to know, it is alsa the nature of nature to

be known. The concept of the Absolute Hind is not an " &

priori” starting point and is not an abstraction. It comes to
fulfil the program ahdvpromises of the categories of ordinary
experience, The gpeculative school viewa'the mnind and the obe
Jective a&atem a8 complementary. Its logic and ideal of truth
is that of the Concrete Universal., The panpsychical school, he
claims, reduces objects to terms of mind and interprets minds
and maﬁerial things literally as identical modes of existenceﬁ
and further proceeds to postulate the Absolute Mind as a vast

reeeptiea@éin which material things exist in forms of ideas,

This denial of materiality, Creighton claims, is no solution to

the problem of mind and matter. A material system is necessary
to satisfy the needs of the mental life.
(b) Collins' Position,

The first of these two schools, the panpsychical, she

terms the “"psychological®", because it assumes & content of cone
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Qciausneas in the form of mental states as the primary and
immediate object of knowledge; the other, the speculative,
®logical®, becauée it is that of a concrete logic which
finds truth as something objective in the real world. Tha
former éehool,maheisays, with ite subjectivism, virtually
denies the realit& of nature and law, reducing the world to
a panpsychical society. |

(e} The Bibliography. ' | Page 7.
As répresentatives of thé psychical school are cited |

Ward, Royce and Taylor, to which.nUmbef may be added
Bradley. Bossnquet is taken as the exponent of the logical
or spéculative school. | \

i' Psychological Idealia&. | : Page 9.
This school of though% claims}that the data of real~ ’
4ty cansist of aentient experience ., However they‘da not

wish to be accused of "subjeetivgsm“. and so go on to state
that the whole physical arder is not to be d;smzsaed as a
subject;ve illusion, but a belief in its existence is to be‘
proved tﬁrough 8 belief in the existence of our swn_boaies
and the bodies of our fellows. This external wurld, througﬁ
anslogy with ourselves, is to be looked upon as "a plural;ty
of conative individuals® or "}a cormunity of sentient expere
iencing beings®, Inanimate n&tgra‘does not exist. It ié‘
through the interaction of theaé centres of cdnétian and
volition that there is progresa development and evolutian.

The teleological principle Vard finds in the finite sub-

Jects themselves, while Royce and Taylor find its source in
the Absolute, The plurality of the world exists in a unity.

Ward agein differs from the others ﬁy finding the uniﬁy to be

the result of evolution, the unifying power being found in a
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Supreme Unity, an individual which existe along with the
other individuals "prima inter pares”, thus making ail
natura1 law to be evolved. The others find the Unity in
the Absolute, making the 1aws'of.nature to be found, not
in the spontaneity of the individual, but rather in the
expression of the:nature of the Absolute in which it dwells.
‘Ward, Royce and Taylor agree in finding what they look upon
% a8 the apparent uniformity of nature to be explained by the
‘§ method of statistical averasges. Ward is not troubled by
»E having to explain the relationship of the individual to the
| Absolute, but the other three idealists state that the individe
:gl ual is no more lost in the Absolute than the notes in a melody.
;§ Progress snd evolution h@loﬁg,ta the individual but not to the
/§ Absoxute. The same applies to paiﬁ end evil, In its true
:egsence‘ﬁeality is spiritusl, and in thi% is to be found the
‘éeiutioa of the du&liam of mind andfmﬁtter; two aspects df
natura which cannot be separated.
) 1. Logical Idealisn, | Page 20,

Professor Bosanquet says #hat’lagic, or the spirit of
Totality, is the clue to Reality, value and freedom., He
assumes from the fivst €haﬁ experience or reality is &
unity, the unity being'feuﬂd in the Concrete Universal or
Absclute;i Logic, as the principle of the Concrete ﬁﬁiver»
sal, becomes the criterion df reality. This Conerete Uni-
versal is seen as 2 cosmos or as the individusl in which ,
all lesser individuals dwell and exist, It is in the light
of the universe as & system orx organism that he interprets
natural law, In this agsiem there can %e no centréggng of

"externslity® and "inwardness", Kxperience always has an

outer as well ag an inne# aspect. The Uniformity of Hature
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he_spgaks of as Relevancy. fThis is tne:gove:nmenz of‘the
@ax§g‘by thé %hc}e* expreaéing itsélf mqat fully,in the
mgnt@l_prqvinqe.} He eandgmna‘the theéry.of “statistic&l‘
averages”, }Telenlogy is to be in nature only inysayfar a8
the parts e#%ress Ehe‘purpose pfvthe.whale, that is, the
logical principle of tﬁe Concrete Universal., ?his’is to be 
foun& expresaing itself not only in the finite conscious- '
neﬁs'but also threu@hau; the whole of nature, Yechanism
finds its pliace in Boaan@uet's:%heary a8 being bound up with
externality, there being no opposition between it and ZTeleos
logy. haw is concrete and grounded in experience., 1t is the
whole exéreﬁsing itself through its parts., It is the %@nﬁw/
ency tp aelfutransceﬁdence appearing everywhere. Law h&s'itg
abstract aspect in that the individual can be analyaéé into
&batr&et‘relaticns aceérding to the naﬁure-of‘thvught to }
generalize and form abstract ideas., The principle of 1&% is
to be found in the principle of @ha-canerete unity;exyreaé¢
ing itself in all experiepce, present everywhere. In so far
a8 it expresses & purpose it is tha‘purpgﬁévaf the whole. The
phyéieal éhd the psychical are not to be dissociated. These
two &apeéta of reality and %a%ality are to be exyl@inad by
"equivalence”, by whidh is described the fact that the univer.
sal ﬁ&pe of relation in individualaﬂis one of quali&ativa:
whoies iﬁ quantitative counterparts. Taken in ifs widest
senéa, equivalence atamés for the principle of determination
by the whole, and in the light‘of the principle of equivaiw
ence there are to be found two complementary aspects, matier
and mind, interrelated and interdependent. Consciousness cane

not be introduced as & new principle, stherwise the continuity

of the universe would be destroyed, The world comes first,

iv




¥ind is only something which can appear upon the scene after
other eenditians'ih ﬁatureAhave heen prepared'for it. Hature
and mind are organic to each other. From the standpoint of
the Concrete Univeraalrﬁhe individual is a focus of meanings.
The true and complete individual is only to be found in the
perfection of the Absolute, Hach finite individual is but an
”element” in the Absolute. Itvia both finite anﬁ‘infihite
and must parsue the lagic of the self, but in this it is
governed by the logical‘necessity of the whole whereby ?reeu
dom is not 1&st'but won, Thérefore the true criterion of
" value for ihe individual is in the Concrete Univerﬁai. Both
péin anﬁ evil belong to the finite experience, the {irst bqiﬂg
useful as an instrument for @fograas and for the development
of the fihi%e soul, the l&ﬁter existing in finite,exyerience
a8 é contradiction of two goods, but neither being é parth£ v
the essence of the Absolute, Baaanquetvis somewhat dubieué
ag to'the exgmtence of the finite self after death, but no.
deubt as "soul"® with him is synnnymous with"finite mind¥, ‘
Which is dependent upon materiality, there can be no place for
it in ﬂxﬁ aystem. At the best, he says, it can be something
beyond and different from our fresent self as it stands. |
CONCLUSION. o | | Page 34.
In spite of the sharp distinction made by Craightan_
and Collins betweén these two schools an examiﬁatian“shaws
that on the whole theyxére identical, It is the slight
differences whieh,have'been over-emphasized by our critics
and the intention of the pampsychists lost sight of. They
differ in their interpretatiéﬁ'of "eﬁpexien@e“. An'enquiry
into the nature of fin;te experieﬁée shows that there is a

twafold-aapectl the subject and the object. There is the
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objective world which givés & plurality of sensations to

o

the consciousness which unifies them into a world of)idéas.
In between the extreme view of Kanf,‘who said that nothing'
was known but phenomena and that of Bosanquet who says that |

is is the thing-in-itself that is known there can be & middle

position which states that the object, or externsl world, is
partially known through tﬁe world of sentience., The physical
is not only sufficiently known in its'variaua relations for

the guidance of the practical life but can only receive its

T

in%erpreﬁ&tinnrthmﬁugh.ihe sentience of tne finite mind, fThis
makes the knowledge of the external world not anly &epenéant
upon the wwrld of sentience for its interpretation. but also
makes the wnr&d of sentience dependent upon the‘exﬁernal wgrld
for its-d&ta’im exﬁewieﬂce. £lgo this partial kn@wlnge and
vnterpr&tatien of nature is mbta*nad &csawding to the laws of
nature &incer@&nite eanaeisuaneﬁs isva part of nature itself,'

This mects Creighton's demands thet a rational life must have -

= ﬁ%ﬁ?f%@%ﬁ%&@@%ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ D

an appéah@nsian of an objective order and that we must have

o

cormmeree with this objective world én nature's own tenms.‘
There is then théroﬁ@ extéwmaifwarlﬁ which Tinds its inter—
pretation in as many internal and men%&l wamlda~a$ there are
thinking finzte minds., E@rein lies the Qh&af,diffaﬁenﬁa bet=
ween the panpsychical and the iagieal schools of thought.
Whereas Bosanquet holds "that we can know things as they
really are"»,the=pan§ayahista take’ﬁhe~mi&dl@’ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁi@n by
saying that things ave only knawn %hraugh aense»per@nptxan
and the world of ideas. Bosangquet Bays that the data afaxn
perience is the external world, whxlst the pampayahists say

that thie data is séntience. But hecauﬁe they teke up this

T S R

position it cannot be said of them th&t»théy redaﬂ@vnatur% t&'
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to terms of subjects and their mental states thereby deny-
ing theiexisﬁeﬁge of,thénphyaical worlé. Wot only do they
deny any chérge ef_?subjegtivism“,'but they.assert thei: belief
in exﬁeihglity. ¥arie Collins admiﬁa that_the_panpsychistt@des

sesk to destroy the appearance of externality but claims that

- he makes these objects nothing more than subjects like himself,

In answer to this it can be sald that he does not look upon
himgself merely as a subject but also &s ah object, not only of
his own perception, but also of the perception of others; that
is to say that he has a physical body, and from this it is
aasumed that others have physical hodies and that there is &
physical world. This refutes her statement that the pan=
psychistg resolve n&tureviﬂt@ a %ar%d of psychical subjects.
Théir Eﬁtentién is to assert the priritual nature of the unie
versé se against the matami@li$m~af meehaniam* to show how tﬁﬂ
plurality of experience finds its unity in the Absolute, and
aiso how this plurality in its varyiag éegx@as'fxom~unaammnnie
cative nature up %o the finite eonaéiausnesa ig the expression
of Absolute sccording té its spirituwal principle. The ﬁbg@&gte
of the panpsychists is similar to that of Bosanquet, but their
procedure is differenﬁ‘ The panysyebists begin with the plgm»
ality of experience and find a unity for it in the Absolute,
whergas Baaanquet stax£s with the unity of %neiﬁbs@lute and
seeks %o find_wiﬁhin it a place for the plurality of exper
ience., ©o alike are the two systems that Bbﬁaﬂﬁu@%‘éam be acd=
used of theVéha:gea‘breught‘agaiﬁsa those to whom he has been
placed in a@yesiﬁian, Both schools xabagm under the difficult-
ies of viewing the world as an ghaaluﬁe. To th@'pangﬁyahi£§ﬁ |

the Absolute is necessarily in the first place a mental concept,

vii

an interpretation of the external world as they believe it to be,
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since the Absalﬁﬁe'in‘itsé&f'eannnt be’égye?i&aﬁ@é;ﬁaSaaqaeﬁ
bégiﬁawiﬁhvthe‘ata%ement that the Absolute is the one thing

known in expérienee; but finally concludes by saying that
finite mind cannot know it, éherﬁfare’heihimseif must cone

sider it a mental idea. Another apparent aiffexenae,%aﬁwe&n-_

these two schools is to be seen in the use of the temn "mind®,

With the panpsychists it is regarded as finite consecliousnesns,
whereas with Bosanquet it is the universaliszing aetivity of
the @anere%a‘ﬂniver931¢ which corresponds to the yam@syahiazaw
Fepirit® of the Absolute, This however is only a difference

in the use of terms and does not go to prove the distinetion

wade by J.B. Creighton and Harie Collins within the school of

»
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THE BASIS OF PRESENT DAY IDERALISM.

» Introduction =

It is currently held that modern Idealism is based, either upon
sense-perception, or upon logic, in which case, it is, ¥Yespectively
either subjective or obje ctive, J.E. Creighton brings forward this
view very fully in an srticle entitled "Two Types of ldealism," which
is to be found printed in "The Philosophical Review," Vol. xxvi, No.5,
dated Beptember, 1817,

The pésition thaet Creighton takes up is that

eriticisms of idealism from other schools have served to

unite under a common flag philesephical thinkers who &re

by no means at one either in their presuppositions and

method, or in general character of their results. (P.R.514)
Here he sees two schools of philosophical thought, one which he terms

mentalists and panpsychists, (P.R. 514) |
whilst@he\speakg of those belonging to the second as the expounders
of "speculative idealism." (P.R. 515.) However he states that the
chief represantative of this last school,

Professor Bosanguet, has repudiated thaet name (1daalism)
for himself and seems to suggest that the name should no
longer be used to denote the speculative do¢tring -wemwe
~but that to describe this the term 'speculative philoe
sophy' should be employed. (P.R., 514.)

If this distinction is to be mede within the ranke of idealism
Creighton feels that

the separstion shiould be ‘thoroughgoing and final, not
something perfunctory and formal .-~---Traditional ideal-
ism, if it is to maintain itself as genuinely 'specui-
ative philosophy' must discard and disclaim the subject-
ive categories assumed by the modern ‘way of ideas.!
¥oreover, if this speculative idealism is to be defended
and developed, it must rid itself of the ambiguities

and restrictions that have resulted frcm its association
with’menta]ism. (P.R., 515, )

By so doing, he goes on to say that
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speculative idealism will give evidence, not of weake
ness or vacillation, but of its vitality and steadfast-
ness in maintaining the continuity of its historical
pf)SitiQﬁe (P.RU § 515&) ’ -

Creighton then goes on to place before his readers
the distinction which it is essential to make between

the two types of philosoph which are confused under
The name idealism. (P.R., D1b underlining mine)

Speculative philosophy he connects with ”%ra&ition&l idealism® an&'
he says that

the characteristic mark of idealism, as it is found in
the great systems, igs its direct acceptance of things as
having value or significance. The mind refuses, as it
were, to allow anything to intervene between it and its
object; to set up any bare existence, or isolated entity,
as the ‘cause’ or ‘element! in terms of which its own
direct experience of & significant world is to be explaine
ed === it rvefuses to abstract from value,~=«= and it
wolde fast to the unity of existence and significance,
Ite primary insight which reflection has formulated as
ite principle, is that reality known in experience is not
something that merely ‘'is' or possesges bare exigtence,
but that, es existing coneretely, forms part of a per=-
menent system of relations and values. (P.Re, 5106w 516 ,
underlining mine)

sgain he says

This historical speculative idealism, as ococupying the
standpoint of experieénce, has never separated the mind
from the external order of nature ,~==--=1t assumes on
the basis of experience that theee realities (i.e. mind
and nature) are not sundered and opposed, but are in very
being and essence related and complementary. The relation,
or rather system of relations, that constitute the bond
between what we call mind, and that which is termed nature
it takes not as external and asccidental ,»===-= but rather
as internal, essential end constitutive,==e==to be mind
at 211 it is necessary to be in active commerce with a
world which is more than an order of jdeas ~====It is
the nature of mind to know. (P.R., 522) The external
order that we call nature is somethipg that is at least

. knowable by mind.----«If it is the nature of mind to
know it is also the nature of things to be knownes= the
order that we c¢all nature is not complete apert from this
rﬁlation ) (P QR LX) 523 ) . . /"/

The coﬁcept of the Absolute Mind finds a place in Speculative Philoe-
sophy, but it is hat an 'a priori' starting point.,

1t cannot be accepted at the outset on the authority of
formal arguments,e-=-- If it is to have a meaning it
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‘must grow out of the c¢ritical process of experience
and be justified by this, »=w~ it iz justified only
when it is shown to be a necessary standpoint in order
to enable reason to overcome sctual difficulties that
present themselves within human expeviente itselfl.=--
If this conception of an Absolute Mind is to be anye
thing more than an abstraction, it must come, not to
destroy, but to fulfil the program and promises of the
categories of ordinary experience. (P.R., H524)

Creighton feels that there is a certain amount of justification in
the criticism of idealists that they bring in a ready made notion

of an‘Abgoluta‘Eind, yvet he is sble to say this in favour of the

%
.
|
;f{gf
|

speculative school of philosophy,

s

It is distinguished from these other attitudes towards .
experience only as emphasizing and meking more explicit
the common effort of experience to ses things steadily
and to see them whole, &peculation is not an effort to
get beyond experience: its object is to see, to come .
prehend reality through the process of experience,

i

And 8o he sums up by saying Speculative Idealism

begins by viewing the mind and the objective system of
nature as complementary and hence in agreeably related
sspects of the conscious life which is experience.
(P.R., 525)

R B

R

He further adds that there is &also another r@l&tiaﬂ which is Come

plementary - namely
that of the individusl mind to the minds of other
individuals. What we may speak of as a complementary
social relation, (P.Re; 525) :
The idesl of truth and reslity is to be found for this scheol of
idealism in the nature of experience itself. -

Its logic and dideal of truth must be that of the cone-
crete universal: (P.R., 529.)

Ite faith is that

%
g
|

the mind and things are what they show themselves to be
in the whole course of experience, and that they are not.
once for all 'given' at the Tirst moment, or any parti-
cular moment., (P.R., 529.} :

The second itype of thought to which the name *idealism® is

aﬁplied in common usage Creighton has called "mentalism®, but he
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also states that it

might perhaps be denominated psychological or existe
ential idealism. (P.R., 516,) ‘ -

However he feels that the term "idealiem" is wrongly used when'
applied to this school of philosophy. Its claims to the title

tidealism' he states,

comes from the fact that it asserts everything to be mental
in character---of the content of mind, or of the sube-
stance of mind. But though idealistic in name, it fails

to realize, wholly or in part, the speculative principle
which distinguishes genuine idealism. Instead of accepte
ing the intention of objective reality, and of seeking to
penetrate into this tkrough reflection, this type of
thought proceeds dogmatically to transform experience into
an order of existing ideas, to elaborate a theory of active
substances and peassive ideas as the machinery through which
it is to be understood. In this process of tranaformation,
both the mind and its objects become modes of existence,
and the relation between them is conceived as external and
mechanical. The external order of things ss conceived by
physical sclence is simply asserted teo be a paychological
order; but inétesd of thereby becoming "ideal® thede things
remein 'dead, inert, and passive' as before; ~-~ existences,
not meanings in a concrete world of meanimge.(?.ﬁ.p.ﬁlﬁ-ﬁlvf

Even the basél categories of experience, such as "significance® and
the'ego® the psychological idealist, Creighton says, reduces to

a perticular form of psychical exlstence, assuming that

they can be validated and made secure only when they are
based upon some psychological 'feeling of value! or feele
iﬁg Qf "'egé'. QPQE‘g 51?.) ’

Further on he says these idealists mske the assertion that

material objects, at least so far as they can be known
in experience, are real only as existent states of
consciousness. The outer order is not accepted frankly
for what it is, but is construed as the developnment or
synthesis of some more primary inner order of facts,
sensations or internal purposes. In order to be known,
the objective order musi be reduced to conscious states:
'What do we ever know but our ideas?' (P.R., 519-520.)

This the writer says is to reduce objects to terms of mind and to
interpret minds and material things literally as identical modes of
existences. Here he states that it is comwon for the adherents of
this peoint of view to attempt to overcome the impossibility of Te=.

ducing material things to states of consciousness in an individual




5,
mind

by postulating an Absolute Mind as the vast reeepﬁacle,
as it were, in which they exist in the form of ideas.
(P. R., 519-520. ) o T :

This however, he is of the opinion, is no solution to the difficulty
of panpsychic plurelism,

Things are not a whit more *ideal' by thinking of them

as siates of consciousness of an Absolute mind. (P,.R,,520)
The fundamental postulate of this form of idealigmevwmnes
is that the object must be reduced to terms of mind,
The mind can know only that whicn ® dtself, or is withe.
in itself, As it is sometimes explained, reality must
either be itself made up of minds, or exist as the state
of some mind., (P.R., 520,) ' "

|
|
%
.

¢

In giving his judgment upon these two views as expressed by the'
two schools of idealists Creighton says |

I fail to find any logicsl compuleion, in the supposed
interest of monism to 'reduce’ matter to terms of wind,
cor to interpret it with panpsychism as & botiom coma
posed of mind atuff, or particular entities. (P.R., 534.)

On the other hand in referring to the speculative school his criti-

cism is favourably stated as follows;

G e e

The conception of nature and mind as complementary in
character satisfies, it appears to me, all the legiti-
wate demands of monism. MNorveover, I think that there
are positive reasons for meintsining the contrast
between the natural oxder of nature and the conscigus
order of mind. I cannot help feeling that this view
of nature as a uniform and permanent system of natural

. laws is & necessary element in & rational experience..
(PQ,E' 8 534:}

In the material system of things Creighton finds that which satiafies
the needs of the mental life in the individual. |

We need ---- an order to which we have to submit our

intelligence and our will, an order that we are unable

to bully or cajole, but which we can learn to control

only by understanding and obedience. (P.R., 535.)
Here then he finds & great difference in the two schools of ideslism
which he severs apart in that the one, which he terms "speculative®,
satisfie§ the human outlook upon experience in its fulness; wheress
the other, the "panpsychic®, which he also cails "mental” or "existe

ential® fails to do so. The external order of things and experience




6.

agguaam@thing mﬁra“%héﬂ a subjective psycﬁelagieal ar&ér comprised Qf
unrelated @gyﬁhiéal centres, but rather &nfnbjeﬁtiv&,&@gééal»andvcann
crete whole, or syﬁt@m,'in which each pér% kas“italéréanﬁe ?§l&$i§n»
ship. | » | | | |

This divxsien of the anhael ef ideal&sm into two canps ia further

developed by Marie z. Collins in a treatzae entitled "Some Eodern Cone

§
.
.
&
.
%
|
.

ceptions of Natural Law," which she published in the year 192@. ?er
the purpose of eriticising and examiniﬂg the conception of " & 1aw gf
nature” as interpreted by the modern ids&list systems nf phil@ﬁaphy
she considers these interpretations

a8 broadly divisible into %two types --=e the psychological -
" &nd the logical. (Collins pref, iii.) .

These two types corvespond respectively to ﬂxeightaﬁ's ﬁaviai@ne ef
"mentalist® and “speculative.® As she seis herﬁelf the task
 to set forth and compsare the particular theories of
natural law implied respectively in these two general
views. (Collins, p. 2.)
it is natuval that her two chief divisions to her work are entitled
"Paychological Iﬂ%erpretatian“ and "Logical Iﬁ%erp%eﬁatien.“ ?hevane
% i standpeint* she gaysa,
is callied psychiologlcal beecause it assumes a content
of consciousness in the form of mental sitates as the
primaxy and immediate object of knowledge. {(Colline, p. I.)
the other legical becauss
it is rather that of a concrete x@é;e which finds truth
as somedthing oehjective in the real world and evidenced
by the v&lue and stability of canarete whoeles. {Collins,p.2. )
In her "Conclusion® there is an adverse eraticiam of the psychoa
logical theoxy in contrast to an sppreciastive one on behalf of the
logical, She says of the former that its subjectivism, though claime
ing to ﬁave safeguarded what is m@st precious in experience, meaning

and value, yet

~in that championship of a supposed *iﬁdividualxty and valuet®,
“the reality of nature and law has been virtuslly éeﬂied; :
(Collins, p. 84.) ,
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reduces nature to terms of subjects and then mental .
states and construes natural law as modes of behaviour.
The very existence of nature is based on the proof

of the existence of our fellows, and the essence of
nature is found in its social character. Accordingly

the relation between the ego and ite fellows, or some
form of social interaction, becomes the type of law.
Natural law is & statement of the habits of intere

course of individuals in a panpsychical society.
(Collins, pp. 84-85.) : C

For the purpose of this thesis it is not necessary at this point to
dwell upon her various criticisms of this school, nor that her Tavoure
eble comments upon the other be produced. In recognising two schools,
each termed "idealism®, she condemns the one as unsatisfactory, whilst
of the other she says,
It is anly & logical interpretation of experience
which is able to represent the real as & Feleological,
aystematic whole; that is, se ganuine universal law,
For it is only the logical view vhich comprehends
experience ae an orgesnisstion of relations and values.
(Collins, p. 101.) |
 As rvepresentatives of the school of psychological interpretation
Marie Colline cites Jomes Ward, Josiah Royee,and A.BE. Taylor. (Collins,
" P 2) Te this group Shéuld be added the name of F,H, Bradley to whom
the firat three look back with = certain sense of ebligation. Bradley
published his "Appearance and Reality® in 1893, ©f this work he hime
self Bayve, |
Weither in form ner exbent does it carry out the idea
0f & sBystem.ve.eoooswhat T have done is incomplete.
{As & R, pref. ®i.) . ; ;
In the years of 1899 and 3900 Reyce delivered his Gifford Lectures
before the University of Aberdeen, and later published them in two
volumes under the title, "The World and the Individual." In his pree-
face to volume I, in referving to |
the very deep and positive obligations
‘which he owes to ¥r. Bradley's book, he says that it is

& book without which much of what appears in my Lectures
themselves could never have received anything like present
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furm. {w. & I. vol, I, xii, )

Ward in the yveayr 1396 - 18@& delivered & aerieﬁ of Giffarﬁ Leetﬁrea,
publishing them under th@ title of "Naturalism and ﬁgnastieiem. _
These were f@llowed 1&ter by the lectures delivereé an 1907~l@ and
given to the reading publia under the name of "The realm af’Lnds. or
Pluralism and Theism." These: 1atter were intended to serve as a
sequel to the former. In 1903 A.E. Taylor brought out his work
. entitled, "Hlements of ﬁetaphysiea.” In the preface to the first
edition he aeknawle&g&d hisg indebtedness to the previaus writings of -
Bradley, Royce and Ward, though ¢laiming not %o

repregent . the views of sny one authex or school.
{E. of M. pref. v.)

‘Bernarﬁ Bosanquet is taken as the advaeata of ﬁhe most ayatematac

and fully &avelepeﬁ atﬁtement of what ia h@ra termed the lagical inter»
pretation of natural l&w. -The cla&vae@ outline of Bosanquet's views
~regarding the matter under discussion is to be found in his Gifford

Lectures, given after %hasa of Ward and ﬁayée, and published -ag "The

'“ Prineip1e of Individuslity and Velue,® and "The Value and Deetiny of

the Individual.® In ovder that the contention of J.B. Grexgﬁtan and
¥arie Collins can be eiﬁﬁer justified or otherwise it will be necess«
ary to outline the views of the vaxiaus writers who have he@n noted,
and from whose sa%erax worke that &ave been mentianeﬁ in this introw

duction qu@t&%igﬂ% wiiz be takan.
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I 9.

TATION .

IHE PEYCHOLOGICAL INTERPRE

The primary question whieh‘the writérs feel it their duty aé
metaphysiciane to answer is, " What is the critérion of Reality?"

The answer given by the panpsychieal school c&n'be surmed up in the

‘words of Bradley when he a@yé,

Sentient experience, in short, is reality, and what
. is not this is not real.........there is no being ox
fact outside of that which is commonly called psyche
~dcal existence, (A. & R. p. 144.) ,

Royce makes & similar statement to this effect,

The valid than,vevgn the eternally valid, entexs
our human consciousness through the narrow portals
of an instant's experience. (W.& I. vol. I.pp 256-257)

Taylor explicitly expresses the same opinion by saying,

Reflection should convince us that we can at least
say as much as this: all the materials pr data of
reality consist of experience, experience being pro=
vislonally taken to mean psychical matter or fact,
what is glven in immediate feeling.....s»sThe real
is experience, and nothing but euperience, sud

experience consints of 'peychical matter of fact.?
(B, of M, p. 23,)

Thus according to these views it is to be considered that perception
is the ground of the knowledge of reality === a conception, which
obssrves that '
an experience of facts which send you beyond themselves,
and to further puesible experience for their inters.
pretation, is the only conscious basis for any assertion
of & Being that is beyond the flying coutents of this
very instant. (W, & I, wol. I, p. 245.)
However it is not the desive of these writers that they §heﬁ1é
be accused of Berklayan ‘subjectivism,' even though, according to
their

own ié@alia#ic view, all Hature is an expression of mind,

Royce in da&ling with this point remarks as follows;
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Now our hypothesis agrees with Berkley's view in
asserting that ne substance, and especially no
material substance, exists independently of all mind.
But just as we ascrihe some sort of Being beyond our -
own individual minds, to the minds of our fellows-men,
80 the hypothesis here in question ascribes an existe
ence, beyond that of man's mind, to the finite mental
life which we here suppose to be indieated to us by
our experience of Nature. And we do not suppose with
Berkley that Nature has eXistence solely in our human
experiente,.... .. ,¥¢ suppose that there is a vast
range of extra=human life, 1limited in ite nature, like
the 1life of man, and identical with the Absolute 1ife
only in the universal sense in which, according to ocur
theory, every life, however minute or however vapt, is
real in precisely the sense in which our fellowsmen
are reals Only we, of course, mesintain that our pree
sent experience gives us very imperfect hints as to
what the inner life of Natuve contalns; just as, even
in case of men, our social experience of the doings

of people whose language is net ours, and whose
customs are remote, leaves us long in ignorance of
what they wesn. {W. & 1. vol. 2, pp 235-237,)

Thus in order to avoid “subjectiviem® and %eraﬁﬁér% s belief in the
reality of Hature, when Natuve is taken to mean the ?é@lm of physi-
c¢al phenomens known %o common sense and to science, Royce 3%&%9#
that this belief | |

ie ineeparably bound up with our belief in the exinte
ence of our fellowemen, (W.& I. vol., 2, pp. 165=-166,)

But the question is how to prove the existence of our fellows.
Bradley does it in the following wordsi

If I am asked to justify my belief that other selves,
beside my own, are in the world, the answer musi be
this. I arrive at other souls by means of other
bedies, and the argument starts from the ground of my
own body. My own bedy is one of theé groups which ave
formed in my expericnce. And it is connected, immeds
iately and specially, with pleasure snd pain, end
again with sensations and volitions, s no other group
can bes DHut since there ave other groups like my bedy,
these wmust also be gualified by similar attendants,
With my feelings and my veolitions thess groups cannot
eorrespond. For they ere ususlly irvelevant and ine
different, and often even hostile, and they enter into
coliision with one another and with my body, There-
fore these foreign hodies have, esch of them, a foreign

self of its own. {4, & B, p. 255.)
Taylor eppesrs to take up the avgument from heve by stating that

the whole physical order cannol be diemissed as a
subjective illusion, beceuss there ars some members




of it which undoubtedly have an existence independent
of the fect of being perceived by my sense organs.

Such members are my body and the bodies of my fellows
men. {B. of ¥. pp. 208«203.) N

Again,

£11 practical life is a mere illusien, unless my fellows
men are, like myself, centres of purposive experience.
By the existence independent of my own perception which
I ascribve to thenm, I mean precisely existence as feele
ing purposive beings. Hence, unless all social 1ife is
an llusion, theve is atl least one part of the physical
order, external to mysell, of which the 'esse' is not
mere "percipi,® but Ypersipers,’ or rvrathey VYsentire,t
IT nmy fellows=men are more than complexes of presen-
tations or *ideas in my head," then the subjectivist re-
duction of all realiily to states of my Yconsciousnesst
breaks down, at least for this part of the physical
order, {Z. of ¥. p. 204,) :

Taylor feeling that the inner experience of his fellows is indubit-
ally resl %o the same exbent as h&a own ié prepared to take up the
~position that _ ﬂ
We can no longer conclude, from the dependeunce of the
phiysical ovder for its sensible properties upon pré-
sentation to ourselves, that it has no further existence
of its own....r.0We Can no longer assert of any part of
the physical ovder, without special proof, that its
Tesset s nmerely *percipit.....dnperceived physical -
existence wust be real 4f I am myself real, because my
own inner life is unintelligible without veference to
itéo (}go ﬂf }’\%o }3- 2@7.) N
Having proved sstigfactorily to tliemselves the existence of
other«selves the idealists procesd %o deseribe the nature of their
being. Werking upon the znalogy of self they proclaim that the
otherself must be similay in that it is to be considered &8 & centre
of sensation and perception. Hradley says that his own body is one
of the groups which avre formed in iz own experience, and
. it is comnected irmediately snd speeially with pleasure
and pain, and sgain with sensations and velitions, as no
other group can be, but since there are other groups like
my body, these must also be qualified Ly similar attend-
ante, (A« & By pe 2854} : '

Werd states the sane view~@hemvhe-a@yg that on the pampsychical view

ﬁ&%ur@ thus resolves inte & pluvality of conative ine.
dividualss {R. of B. pe 21.)




Teylor confirmeé these ideas in the following words;
¥hat appears to us in sense-pevception as physical
nature pust be a community of sentient experience
ing beings. (B. of ¥, p. 209.) :
it is to be observed that those feellngs are alsc to ve applied to
whet is commonly spoken of as "matter”, "inorgenic nature® or “ine
animate nature.” According to the theories at present under review
there is no séch thing as inanimate nature in the physical worid.
We have no right whatever to spesk of really une
conscious Hature, but ouly of uncommunicative
Hature, or of Nature whose mental processes go on
at such different timed vates from ours that we
canrot adjust ourselves to a live appreciation of
their inward fluency. (W. & I. vol. 2, p. 286.)
or
the inanimate world......oppesre to us lifeless
and purpossless merely because the kind of life i%
possesses is too far removed from ouy own for us
to recognise it. (B, of ¥, p. 127,)

- In so far as these centres of conation and volition ars not
pessive but active they interact upon each other and thereby pro=
grees and develop. With Ward it is not cognition which is regarded
as fundamental to 1ife and conation,

It iv the ﬁlimﬂrimﬁﬁiae ta'li#e'%hat leads on to
knowledge, (R, of B, p. 198.)

Cognitien is the consequence and result of the activity of conation,
It is a question aﬁifiﬁi%e many matually gtfivﬁmg-fur the best 'modus’
vivendi' which is the key to development., In the beginning of the
world,

in which everything is inchoate, put not chaotic,
(R, of B. p. 7.}

it is

- the stimﬂ&uﬁ‘af gaiﬁg &g & ve@i%&%ié-g@a&,‘
‘which | | | | | |
‘ leads to vandom efforts for relief. (R. of B. p. 68.)

1t is %he‘prinei@&ew @f;a@iﬁﬁé@nsagvatiga; éukjgw%évefax hadonic
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selection which furnish

natural selection with the ¢03-¢74;it\saa&s %o

A repg#tition of a number of similar uncomfortable positions and a
repetition of the required adjustment develops into

an iwmeﬁiate, habitual, and eventually even & mechane
ical response, (R. of B, p. 684) ,

This causes development and evaluﬁﬁan,Aand this factor Ward calls
teleological, simply, then, on the ground that it
presupposes conscious, or &t least sentlent, sct-
ivity directed to the satisfaction of neads,
appetites or desirves, (. & A. P. 294:) The Reslm
of Hature turns eut to be & Realm of Ends.(N.& A, p.B73)

Royce also seee progress to be teleological, and says that it
is due to the constant intercommuniocntion of & vast
number of relatively sepavate vegione of this world
of consclous Iife. (W, & I. vol. 2, p. 229.)

but

eVery aa%ur&i process, if rightly viewed from within,_
would be the pursuit of an ideal. (W. & IX. v&&._@’p.%@l)

Rere may be pointed out a,éifﬁaﬁen@e betwaan vaxrd and Royce. Whi;e
both agree in resolving nature into & realm éf finite @u%j@uts; Ward
makes finité subjects themselves the source of evolution, whereas
Royce would presumably refer the laws of avmla%&an&r& process to a
source in. the ﬁbﬂé&ﬂﬁ@i Paylor appears. to egree with Waxd waﬁha& ,
than with Royce as to the source of progress in finding it to exist
in conation, alﬁh&mgh he takes » widew interpretation of *feeling' as
the spur to actien, as,‘faw instange, wher he seys

feeling is gssentialiy teleological, as we mpy #ee
even in the case of simple pleasure and paid.(B.of M. P.55)

However he is in sgreement with the formerw when he says thet we have

to think of the "laws' or ‘uniformities’ in physicsal
nature as corrvesponding to the habituasl modes ox
reaction of the gentient belnge of whese inner life
the physical order is phenomenal; these uniformities
would thus be essenilally ieleologicsl in their own
nature, and would alse stand in intimate idntexrw '
relation with the spontaneous initisation of fresh
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respanaes to variations in the enviromment of the
part of the same sentient beings. (E. of M. p. 238.)

Our pxa&aﬁt idaalisﬁﬁ all h&v&ng-a&r&va& at a theoxry of &haf 4
existence of & plurality of sentient beings deem it necessary to bring
the multiplicity beneath the infiﬁen@@ of an existert unity. On the

whole they, with the @X@@Ftiéﬂ of vard, agree in their intexyretation
of the same, Ward aska
may not the ¥any account for their own unity instead
of requiring a One, an individual of snothey order,
to secount for them? WMay not the unity of the world
be analogous to that of & society? {R. of B. p.25-26,)
The unity has evelved from the plurality, as he expresses ik_t&u&;
a plurslity of conative bhelngs at first casually
interseting in pursuance of their several partie
eular and irmediate impulses graduslly become to
have ends snd continually wideéning erds in common,

| (R, of B\ p, 148.) _ ,

. The principle of continuity he thinks feraaa us to ﬁ@&it hﬁgher orders
5m£ intelligence than our own, aond iherefore

this *gran@_&aw* then encourasges the pluralist te

assume, though lacking sulflcient divect evidencey

that there exist individusle of a higher orxder, or

rather & hievarchy of such orders. {(E. of BE. p. 189.)
Therefore the unifying power in nature would be the highest individual
in this order, but it is to bhe recognised that

such Bupreme Unitys.....could from ths p&ur&lisﬁic

stondpoint be regerded ouly as supreme, only as

tprime intey pares,® not ss abeslute. (R, of B.p.191.)
The other writers, however, find this unity to exist in the alln’
embracing ibsolube, %ﬁa@&@y smphaticsally says that

except in the Absolute in which “aturw is m@rged,

we have uno pight %@ assert that 11 3 fature has a

ﬂﬂity;

R@yﬁe aayﬁ that

the warl@ is o, raﬁz@ngzlv eenneateﬁ spcial system
of beings bhe hody purvoses in &@agﬁ.;.a,%ney

- are 12nk3& in .elaﬁlag;ca, BNEET o vsseroothie true
variety ie that of vavious individusl selves, who
together constitute, in their unify, the Individual
or Individuals, the Absolute. (W.& I. vol.2,p.102,)




It is in the

true @erl&..‘; the werid of aaci&l&y interrel&taﬁ
selves. (V. & I, vol. 2, p. 107.)

thaet the individual works out its destiny.

It is not until men views himself as a pember of &
universal sociedyis...s that man ratlonally sppreciates
the sctual sense of the consclous ideas that express
his longing for oneness with an sbsolute 1ife. we ave
related %o God through our consciousness of our fellows.
And ouy fellows,; in the end, prove %o be far more
various thsn meve men. It 18 oue office of philesophy
to cultivats the deeper sense of companionshiy with
the world. {%. & X, wvol, I, Pe 4184) _

Tayior im looking %o the Absolude sz the anmfy&ng yximcagle &efiaea
it e | |
that structure of the wgw&d syeten which any and every
internally consistent purpose must reeagniaa ag the
condition of iits Fulfilment {B. of ¥e e B3} ovvive.
& systematic Reaslity in which the unity and the multi-
plicity of the system are alike resl ané equally re&l.
{?&p Qf %‘Q Ft Q?'} v
Having found, then, that Reality consists of a~aygt@ma%iaﬁ& world
of socially related individuals in which the individual not only exe
 presses himself, but alse finds hineelf, tn@ max% @ﬁ@ﬁti@n te be decide
ed upon is the nature and origin of the aawa whiﬁh a8rpear t@ exerciee
%h@mﬁalvaa in experience. Veard's interpretotion is thet there were no
natural lews 'in furﬁaf at the beginﬁing, but, on the eaﬁtr&ﬁy, |
81l natural laws vere a’mlv@a. {%i. 0f E. zz. 78 ¢ ¥
They are the rvesult of the im@uaﬁava @ativiﬁzes of the primardial ine
&ividuals faxvaﬁxfwa@naﬁﬁva% O, salf»ﬁevelepmeﬂ% ox realisatvan. Thia
éevalapmﬁn% he aaﬂm‘r%s to the manner in whish

8 greab mulﬁztuﬁa of human haiagﬁ, varying in %aates
and endowrnents

wounld sct., The result would be that

in place of an incohersnt mulititude aa@mimgiy scting
8t vandon, we should have & social and evonomic orgsne
isation, svery mewber of wihich had his appropriate
place and function,; while the eveyr incremsing cos
incidence of private ende and public ends would tend
aaatznua&ly to enbance %he uﬁiﬁy of the w&ala. i
{Rs of B @@g ﬁﬁ”%ﬁ‘)
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Contingency he feels is too apparent in éxperienca to presuppose a
theory of the Absolute, snd in fact

the eontingeﬁcyVin the world in general seems to
invelve that the existence of mankind at all is itself
but & special contingency. (R. of B, p. 85.)

Yet elsewhere he makes this remark;

Absolute chance is certainly nonsense,(R.of X, p,}454.)
On the other hand the constants and uniformities which are said to
exist in nature are to be regarded as

simply statistical results, such as frequently hide
the diversity and spontaneity of animated beings when
they and their actions are takent'én masse’,. Thus '
diversity and spontaneity are held to be fundamental,
and the orderliness and regularity we now observe to
be the result of behaviour. {(R. of E. p. 433.) '

At this point Royce is not in agreement with Ward in that he atates
that the laws of nature are not to be foﬁﬂd in the spontaneity of the
individual, but rather as an expression of the nature of the Absolute
in which it dwells. Causétian he says

will find a place in our world, but as a mere result
seneses 0f the very significance of that world itself.
(‘3?- & Io VQIG Io pc 445;) '

Taylor in taking the same view as Royce can give no place to "con-
tingency" in his plan. Chance he says

may mean ‘pure' chance, the existence of something
for which there is no organic interconnection with
& wider system of real existence, Chance in this
last sense is, of course, absolutely excluded by our
conception of the systematic unity of the real as
expressed in Ground and Consequence as an ultimate
axiom of all consistent thought. (B. of M. p. 232)
Transeunt Causality must in the end be appesrance.
In as much as all interconnection between things
depends upon their inclusion in the single system
of Reality, it may be said that, when you take the
whole inte account, all Causality is ultimately
immanent, (E. of M. », 189,)

He, like Ward, sees the uniformities of nature to bhe explained by
the methods of statistical averages. (E. of M. p. 231;)‘
The exact relatién of the individual to the Abmolute is not of

much concern to Werd in so far as from his point of view that




(if there be a Bupreme Being at all,.....that Spirit
is still genuinely a member of the realm of ends,
albeit the highest and, so to say, the central
member. (R, of #. p. 193,) ,

- However, Bradley, Royce, and Taylor have to meet the question as %o
how the individual, or series of inéi#iéual céntres Qf sentience, are
still able to retain their individﬁality, and, in the face of the cone
trolling teleological influence of the,Absalute; tﬁeir indépéndénee
and free-will, Bradley admits tha® an éxplahation is beyond hinm,

Ve do not know why or how the Absolute divides itself

into centres, or the way in which, so divided, it still
remaing one. The relation of the many experiences to

the single experience, and so to one another, is, in the
end beyond us. (A. & R. p. 5237,}) We do not know, except
in a vague outline, what the Unity is, or, at all, why

1% appears in our particular form of plurality.(A.&R.p.541)

Taylor sees the freedom of the individual to consist in having a pur-
pose to pursue even though that purpose be the purpose of the Absolute,
To be really free, he says
we must have purposes which are coherent and abiding,
And it is no paradox to say that unfreedom in the end
mesns, in the main, not having your own mind, while to
be free is to know what you mean. (E. of M. p. 365,) -
or again,
we are free,....just so far as our experience is the
embodiment of coherent and permanent interest or Pure
pose, and freedom is, like 'will' simply an abstract

expression for teleological unity, which in varying
degrees, is an essential feature of all experience,

(B. of ¥, p. 367.)
Royce maintains that
while it is, indeed, true that for every one of us

the Absolute Self is God, we still retain our individe
uality, and our distinction one from another,

{(#. & I, vol, 2, p. 289.)
And with the retenﬁién‘of individuality géea the individual freedom
even though it be ihe éxpreaéioh of ﬁhe willfof the Absolute, The
reiatian of tﬁe individual and his actiona to the Absolute is come
parable to that of notes in a melody. | | o |

You do not lose the many in the unity‘any more than
you lose the notes in the melody. {W.& I. voli.I,;ps 426.)




Elsewhere

is.

This, your way of expressing God's will is not
derived, It is yourself, And it is yours because

God worketh in you. The Spirit of @ed in its whdle-
ness compels YoU.....+.the individual, the self, the
unique persobality, in the sense that "1t aampela you
to be an individual, and to be free, or it compels
your individual will only in so far as you consciously
compel yourself, (W. & I. vol. 2, p. 293.)

he even goes so far as to say u

So that when the Self rebels, it can rebel enly
because the Spirit dwells in it. (W. & I. vol. 2, p.351, )

Progress and evolution belong to the individual, and not to the

Absolute,

In the infinite whole there can be no dev&lagment'

it cannot progress, (B. of M., p, 273.) for evolubion .
is thugen inseparable characteristic of the life of
the fimite individual, and of finite individusls enly.
(Be of M. p. 274.) ,

Or as Bradley states it

‘The Absolute is timeleéé, but it progresses in time

a8 an lsolated aspeet, an aspect which, in ceasing to
be isolated, loses its special charaeter. It is there,
but blended ta & whole which we cannot realise,

(ﬁ&o & Rt po 23‘@0) .

He further says

there is of course progress in the world, and there is

- also retrogression, but we cannot think that the Whole

either moves on or hackwards., The Absolute has no
history of its own, though it contains hiateriea with=
out nu!ﬁbﬁre (Ao & R P 4g90} :

As regards pain Bradley thinks that it may be

neutralized by pleasure in such a way that the balance
is exceedingly pleasant, and hence it is possible that
in the universe as a whole wewnay have & balance of
pleasure, and in the total result no residue of pein...
I question our right even to suppose a &ta%e of pain

in the Absolute. (A. & R. ps 157:)

It is also the opinion of these idealists that evil is also lost in

the Infinite., Taylor rvemarks that

hence we can sse that evil is at once & mere appears
ance, and an appearance which is inevitable to the
finite experience conditioned by temporal form. .The
so-called 'problem’ is thus in principle insoluble
only so lang as we falsely think of the time oxder
itself as a characteristic of the Absolute whole in
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its real individuality. ( E;_ef'ﬁ;f§;73§6;§‘
Royce is of the éyinioﬁ that = . o

every evil deed rmust somewhere and at some time be
atoned for, by some other than the agent, if not by
the agent himself,,.,....the condition of & moral
order that evil should be, in the end, over-ruled
for good. (W. & I. vol. 2, p. 368,)

but after all

no finite act is a total evil, for taken in its
external context, as aspects of the whole, it
ultimately implies .....&ll other finite acts, and
forms together with them the total 1ife in which

the Absolute Will is fulfilled, {(W. & I. vol. 2, p, 363)

Thus these metaphysicians claim to ha#a:301Va& the pﬁdh&gm of

the dyalism af;mind and matter, and its consequence,
the fruitless endeavour to reunite what has never =
been experienced asunder. (N. & A. p. 381,)

Bradley closes his waxk by insisting that

‘Reality is spiritual.....outside of apirit,thaxg is
not, and there cannot be, ang reality, and, the more
that anything is spiritual, so much the meve is it

veritably real. (A, & R, 552.}

- Beality to Taylor becomes

or terms, are in their turn spiritual systems,

o Spititual system of which the elements, constituents,
{E” of m' P 99.) ‘

whilst Royce declares that | |
| 411 Nature is an expression of mind. (W, & I. vol.2,p. 158)
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THE LOGICAL INTERPRETATION.

 Professor Bos&nquét claims that

logic, or the spirit of totality, is the ¢lue to
Reality, value and freedom. (Prin. p. 23.)

Instead of working out from the subjective conscious states to a
belief in other experiencing aentres; and then finding a unifying
the external world of experience as granted gnd neceagazy, He assumes
from the first that experience or reality is a unity, and that con-
sciousness and the wdrld~ara one. The unity he finds in what he terms
the Concrete Universal, |
- By'logic! he does net mean formal logic, which consists of a
group of highly abstract statements of the principle of wholeness,
but A ‘ . . :

the supreme law or nature of experience, the impulse

towards unity and coherence by which every fragment

yearns towards the whole to which it belongs, and -

every self to its completion in the Absolute, and of

which the Absolute itself is at once an incarnation

and s satisfaction. (Prin, p. 340.)
The principles of logic are to be found in the very nature of thought
iteelf. DBut thought is to be taken in the fulness of its meaning. In
the first plaee,ii is nod to be taken merely as mediate, for

all thought, no doubt, has a mediate side; but all

concrete thought has became immediate no less than

~ mediate. (Prin. p. 65.)

- Again it ie not s separate faculty of something known as intelligence.

It is this active form of totality, present in

every experience of & rational being....perhaps

in a degree, in every experience in the universe.(Prin.p. 59)
Therefore the nature of thinking is not exhausted in the abstract
reflective judgment or course of inference of formal logic.

Ite essence lies in the passage of a being or content
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- beyond itself in a word, ideality, adjustment or
the universal. (Prin. p. 60.)

- Thought is more than perception and conation. It is also more than
mere cognition, for

it is to be observed.....that not all thought is '
cognition, though all cognition is thought, (Prin.p.ﬁ& )

and

exhibits that selfe-transendental character of thought
which constitutes its freedom and initi&tive (Prin.p.67)

In so far as thought is the form of all ex@erience its characteriatic
embodiment& within 1ife are to be found in
knowledge, {including senae»parceptian) love, and
works or activity. (Prin. p. 61.) The rhythm that
completes a poem, the sounds that with other ends
setisfies the educated ear, the colour that is
demanded by & ¢oleur scheme, are, I take it, as
necessary and as rational as the conclusioen af a
. syllogism. (Prin. p. 62.)
Logic, then, is the criterion of reality, beéause it is both the
essence of thought and experience and, at the same time, a principle o
of the Ccncrete Universal.
 The key to all sound philosophy,
says Bosanguet, | | |

lies in taking the concrete universal, that is, the
individual, as the true type of universality. {?rin.p;éa.)

It ig to be found in experience, qua experience, and not in the
sbstractions of formal logic and saianee; ‘
k Then the true smbodiment of the lagical universal

takes the shape of & world whose members are worlﬁs.

(Prin, p. 37.;
The conerete universal is then seen as a,eésméa, or a8 the individual
in whieh all lesser individuals dwell and exist. It is

a whole, selfsdirecting and seif«e&periemning (?rin.p XXV, )
It ia & maerocasm, eanatztute& by micracoama* and can be otherwise ex=

prease& in the fallowiﬁg terms; o whale of ﬁar%a," "an organism® or

g system,” We are to think of the ultim&te universal as ‘the spirit
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of a single system, constituted by differences which have for their
function to &evelép anﬁ'manifeét the éantente of its nature.

The nexus of these differences, in the system which

ig universal, is a system of laws, each of which is

ganeral by holding together the diverse expression

of the one life and spirit. (Prin. p. 105.)
It is in the light of the universe as a system, or organism, that
Bosanquet interprets natural law, the inter»relatian of the parts or
other "worlds," which make i% up, and aclves the @roblem of the dualxty
of minﬁ and matber. .

He does not contrast ex%ern&lity to inwardness. He would have

inwardness taken &8,

a type of experienc@ supewiar to externali%y and ina
cluding it. (?rin. p. T4.) .

Fo progress in eiarity of thaught can be mada h? aet%ing the one
sgainst the other, or else in abalishing aither. Heither one can
suhﬁist withaut the other.
A world cannot @aasigtdg..,iaf spatial @anﬁreé
without circumfersnces, nor can they, as inward
centres in the popular sense, for circumferences
for each athar. QPrin. Pp. 7H=76.)
And ageaing
#xternality can subsist only as gubordinated 1o ine
- wardnese; but inwardness can subsist only in conquest.
of externality. (Prin. p. 76,)
T0 reduce the world %o pure subjectivity is teo reduce it" to formlesse
ness, Experience always has an outer as well as an inner aspect, and
each aspect gaine significance through the other, |
Bosanquet admite the Bniformity of Nature into his theory of the
universe, but in using this term he explains that he does not mean
that the future will always resemble the past. ‘?hﬂ Uniformity of
- Hature he also apéaka of an ﬁé&avan&y. It is the gmvawhmemt,éf‘thé‘
“parts by the vhal&. It means that ’

every variation is a member in an intelligent ﬁtﬁt&m.
1t excludes epontaneity only in the mense of behaviaur
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responsive to nothing. Variation is a méaﬁs of

sdjustment or response, and to establish its existe
‘ence in & high degree is not inconsistent witlh,but

evidence of, the Uniformity of Nature in the true sense.
The proof of genuine spontaneity is not mere variation,
but progressive and adapted veriation. Individuality
therefore, meaning not empity eccentriciiy, but the
character of & system as self-contained and coherent,
ig fully in harmony with the Uniformity of Nature.
(Prin. p. 119,)

With this view there is no need €6 relax uniformity to make yoom for

mind in Heture, as it is in the mentel province that true Uniformity o

in ﬁaiuée exhiblits stself in the fullest and completest sense., It is

here taken ag &

logical néﬂﬁu&aﬁef equivalent tn the Law of Identity
&s interpreted in the Law of Suffieient Reason,.{Prin.p.138)

The argument that seeks %o show that it may be & mere fiction of the

sdien%ifie methoed Bosanguet xepliﬁa'an by pointing out a fundamental

difference hetween physical and social averégas; rendering the whole

analogy, upon which the argument has heen based, fallacious, Social

statistics are based on true eométéﬁt‘averagaé; phgsiea& statistics

are not.

‘mven the roughest methods, properly used, can give

ne such analogy as is asserted by the aygument we

sre discussing. And the wore we perfect the measure-
mente, the less the analogy holds. (Prin. p. 91.)
Social stetistics are marked by an extraordinary
sensitiveness and progressiveness to which nothing
in the materisl world shows any parallisl. To dise
count the contrast between matter and mind is a
mistake. {?I’in P m& ' ) ) ' :

Teleology is accepted by Bosanquet in a sense different from its

generel usage and meaning,

If it ig to retain its meaning, it must abandon
the whole enslogy of finite contrivance and se-
lection, and must fall back on the characteristics
of value which, apart from sequence in tiwe and
from melected purposes, atiach to the natuve of a
totality which is perfection. {(Prin. p. 126.})

sgeaning? in the preceding sentence ig na% r@f$3£ing to the'"merns" and

Pendé" of the puwpaaea af finite m&m&a but purpose as seen in ﬁhe-plan
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of the Universal Concrete and expressed in the lesser wholes of which
;t is the combining and influencing system. | . |

In extending the idea of teleology to the Universe
&8 & whole we are turning from the question whether
this fact or that has the appearance of being cone
trived for & purpose, to the question whether the
totality ........Contrivance o2 no contrivance, and
without any suggestion of dividlng it into part
which ig "means® and part which is "ends"......can
be appreshended or conceived as satiafaetary, i.e,
‘a8 a supreme value. (Prin, p. 126,)
Bosanquet thinks that it is intolerable that Nature, through which
alone gpirit attains iﬁaﬁrnatien, should be treated as a directionw
less material, or that art, thought, society, history, in which mind
begins to transcend its finiteness should be ascribed to the direct
abilities of unite in a plurality, precisely apart from the world
content and the underlying solidavity of spirits, the medium in which
all things are dome. Teleology is net to be found in the apparent
_ inter-reaction of the paris, but only in so far as the parts express
the purpose of the whole.,
Thinge that are not teleal@ziaal because they are
purpoged, but dre purposed because they are teleow
logical. (Prin. p. 137.) |
With this subjective selection is ruled out afvc@wrt, unless it
hecomes mor: than subjective selection. objective selection, that
is selection of values vhich will stand criticism and be brought into
" harmony with the Canarete Univers&ﬁ, is
the teat of true 'teleology' or purposiveness, {Prin. 138,)
In a footenote on page 335 of "The Principla“ Beaanquet defines "t{eleo-
lagieal" as implying

something valuable and &es«r&bla, in harmony with
the universe as most perfectly experienced.

He therefore would not apply it to the iﬁe& which merely indicates

that some finite mind oy eansciauanesa ig urged by some pleasurable

impulse or by some unfulfilled idea, Teleology then is to be found
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'in the Concrete Universal alone, revealing itself in the uniformity
of ﬁature; and expreseing itaelf.thrdugh the finite or lesser worlds
of which it is the system. The "Plan” is to be found in the working
of the whole, and not only in the purposive action of finite mind.
The motions of the solar system, the curve of %he
wave, the curbe of a cataract, the abruptness of a
precipice, arc appearances deeply rooted in the
simplest material data, and yet Tor all that we can
see, a8 well meriting a presumption of teoleologiéal
value &8 any object of consciousneéss except consciouse
| ness itself, (Prin. p, 14%.) '
Bosanquet says that we are to avoid saying that
‘purpose is operative’ in the flower or the wave,
if that is to mean that we sscribe them %o an end
or idea, somewhat superinduced upon the course of
their elements by a power comparable to Tinite
consciousness, operating as it were *ab extral,
, and out of a delathed spontaneity of its own.
(??iﬂ. PL s léa“légo) ‘
The purpose must be found in the Concrete Universal.
The idea of mechenism is asccepted as _
one which neither reduces the universe %o modifie
cations of homogeneous quantity, nof yet impeaches
the *Uniformity of Wature'. (Prin. p. 140.) ,
for the true spiritual view of the universe regards Nature as
mechanically intelligible., Nechanism, in the sense of system appears
as a fundamental asﬁeet of =1l experience. It is hound up with
externality which must be frankly accepted @8 a factor, actusl but
noet ultimate, in the universe. Also thereé is to be no opposition
between mechaniem and teleology, |
The contrast between them is rooted in the very nature
of totality, which regards it from two complementary
points of view, as an individual whole, and as cone
stituted of interereacting wmembers., ©F the two points
of view it is irmpossible for either to be entirely
ahsent, (Iﬁi’i-nc 15&0) T
¥an, with his purposive mé&iams, operating upon nature, Dosanguetl
BRYS |

_ is essentially no more than a comoperative mechanical
foerce, He may be s predovinant payituer, from dealing
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with a completer whole, but in principle he is
Just as dependent on the reascgions which he can
elecit from the other members of the parinership
&6 he 16 on hiB OWh.c......ATter 211 man with his
hands does not bring with him a new principle oy
create out of nothing a new tétality. He reacis,
80 %o spesk, %0 a much mora concrete whole than
his meterial partners, but he can do nothing with
them beyond what it ie in them to de. Teleology,
if we know what we mean by i%, is a2 good nave for
the prineciple of his action; but it only means that
he is able to take account of more complate totals
ities than those with which material objects in
random grouping {i.e. grouping not especially
interesting to man) are likely to be in relation.
{Priﬁo PP 164“265.3

Wechanism thus taken as & true gspﬁﬁﬁ of experience and of the unis
verse &8 a whole is seen as o logical ral@?@ﬁ@y ﬁhi@h'ia aﬁ.ihéasame
time %eiealagiea&ﬂané &n line with %helidsﬁ.@f‘%h@'ﬁmifgrmity‘af Hature ,
éor : | i ‘

teleaiagiéal whalaé are inevitably constituted by

what mey fairly be called mechanicsal relations, that

ig %o say, a determinate Telativity of part to part

~ in the light of the Whole. (Prin. p, 161,)

Law, then, is conerete &ﬁ@}greuné@é ia,ax@exien@e; whiiat the
expression of the nexus between the parts of reallty takes the form
of organic systems or individuals. fTo be understood, the principle
of law must be reed off from the whole of reality. It must be come
prehended as the tendency to ﬁ@ki&@ﬁ&ﬁgﬁ@nﬁ@m&ﬁ eprearing everywhere,
the inmost nature of the resl expressed in the effort of thought to

universalize experience. VWhersver kmma@ge grasps reality, there is

- law, But although Jaw is to be spoken of ss conerete, yet it at the

seme time has an abstract aspect. The Concrete Universal ﬁisa&ivas,v
the'eantradicti@ns whinhaaﬁpear to exist hetwéaﬁdﬁhe concrete and the
abstraet; in so far as the ﬁelatian bétw&@n}éhs%ra@% law'ané concrete
law ia\implied in the f%mﬁéﬁﬁn%&l sssunption of law, namely, that the
;nd@viduai can ideally be &naiyéad into abstvect xa&aﬁiens; The very
nature of the eangva%e'léwvar individual implies that it is a system

capable of having i%ﬁAarg%Higaﬁiﬁﬁ‘ﬁxprﬁﬁﬁéﬁ'&s~ﬁhﬁﬁ&&@ﬁ.%?%%hij it
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is the na%u?é ‘of thought %e generalize and fﬁrm abstract lawsesws

the analyzing af given exparignggf;_ﬁut taere iﬁ the reﬁzprncal return
of thought to the comcrete, and in thaeﬂwaani@g is ianaﬁ an enriched
and neWncantred world, Seience in resolv£ﬁg ih@'warié‘inﬁé common
qualities and abstract laws at‘ihe game time sees it as o system and
concrete., ﬁhatx&atian and eangza%ian;ar@ to be viewed as complements
ary opposites, everywhers unvé&leﬁ'in experience, for

the trus embodiment of the logical universal takes
- the shape of a world whose membbrs are worlds,(Prin.p. 37)

expreasimg conerete laws of relationship between its various p&wﬁs~&nd
capable of aeing abstracted &ﬂd idealized by thought into abstract
g@neralitles. '

The priaiyla of law is to be found in the principle of cone

cerete unity and universality everywhere appearing in experience., Law

is not to be 1imited to certain particular fields of fact, but in &1l
and every one. The higher the level of aﬁganiz&tian, the more easily

are such universal laws diacernibla, aﬁ in aelvas works az art, ar

institutions of stete and society. &aw is present in every th;ng. it

iz the prinmciple that veality is an intelligible system, and revegls
iteelf se such ﬁhraughaut the world in the form of organized wholes or
individusls, And in so far as law expresses a purpaae it is to be |
undarakaad that o ,

the end ......48 the whole. {Prin. p. 181,)

What is the relation of migﬂ to matbteressthe psychical to the
physicaly As‘haa.alxeady7been shown, Bosanguet fimﬁs>“inwa£@nesa”,
and ”exﬁewnaiity” to ba éamplem@utary am&'f%nd%ng their unity in |
totality. So in the same way, though he is prepared %o

meintain the *Yprims faele? difference ke%waeﬂ m&texia&
gnd @3yehieal existence, {Prin. 95.)

he finds that

we cannot dissociate physical f¥ @m peychical a%&%ea,
and that interrelation is most naturally assumed to
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- hold between condition esch of which has both a
psychical and physical side. (Prin. p. 174.)

The relationship between these two aspecte of reality or totality
eénnot be explained by the theories of interaction, paralleélism or
epiphenéﬁgiism. These three theories ﬁrWat experieﬁae a8 & duality o
without a unity. They meke a gulf betweesn the psychicsl and the |
physical which cannot be bridged,

Thus when we maintain that consciousness ae%ual&y
works in aud through the systematic sdaptation of

& certain type of matter, we are not reslly adopte
ing any one of the three duslistic doctrines, paralls
eliasm, interaction, epiphenominslism. L LD LTS i ¢}
all these theories consciocusness is conceded on
intentionally dualistic lines, as a repetition or
duplication of neurosis in a different m@dium, ox
within a different attribute. (Vvalue & D. pe 2.)

.. It is "equivalence"” that Bosanquet looks upom-aa'thevmaﬁt adequate
explanation of consciousness to the psychicsl ovder.

Any such view allows us to remain within the general
enalogy of qualitative wholes conditioned by more
homogeneously guantitative counterparis.ss-» Ghe
psychical would be regarded as an inhevent character
within the physical process, coming to light under 3
conditions of relstive perfz2ction. {(Prin. py. 1?4«1?4 )

Eguivalence ig the term by which he describes the fact that the _
universal type of relation in individuals is one of quﬂliﬁativ@ wholes
in quentitative counterparts.

It accepts as the apparent custom of the universe

and as & corollary of the interdependence of content
and system, that qualities have quantitative connects
fons and that & high degres of spiritual or emotional
expressiveness accompanies a high degree of complexity
and intelligible determinaténess, (¥Prin. p. 146.)

' Bpeaking eleewhere of various psychical experienaeﬁ,hﬁ says

such counterparts are normelly ol a materisl nature,
a8 in familiay cases of the phyeical bases of sound

- and ¢plour, and the sinplest assumpiion to which
analogy leads us would result in treatine the relation
of the psychical and physical on seme such plan as ‘
that which does duty in these well known instanceg.e=
The suggestion before us is not o texyiain' consciouse
ness on the analogy of the relation of sound To meghane
ical motion of an extended medium (which relation itself
is & relatiaﬁ of ohjects of consciousness) but to extgnﬁ



to consciousness in gensyal the conception of tde
faetn’,e@uivalenea\Wﬁiqh is,iziuatratgéfhy5that parti-
eular case. Ve should thus get a certain orderly
arrengement and gontinuity in the objecte of exper-
lence.~=wsNo character necessary to congoiousness
appearsf to be interfered with by retaining the cone
ception of equivalence, For, even if we drop equivalence,
we must, in the intsrest of system, retain finlte totality,
wiich would then present itoelf as & quantitative limit,
no less determinate than equivalence but without %he
systematic rational whieh equivalence affords it,

{(Prin, p. 175.)

Taken in its widest Bense, squivalence stends for the principle of
determination of the wiole, and the experience of this determination
in two mutually responsive systems; mechanism or tha'physinai_éegarén
ing the world as a logical system, and teleclogy taking it aﬁvg world
of conseiousnsss aﬁd schene of values, L
In the 1ight of ihe principle of Iguivalence then there are to

be found two complamentary aspectas-wnatier and mindsssinterrelated
and interdependent. |

Matter is externality, = side of your expervience which

secms essential o the whole of things bhut not capable

of independent reality. Under certain conditions, -

which are uniform in experience, = certain type of this

externality, also in the main uniform, persists and

develops as the vehicle 6f life and mind, Ite respons-

iveness, which &ll matter ®ex hypothesit possasses,

takes on a new form, cesases to be spatinl appearance

and becomes a centre of Teaponses, to which ite own

antecedent concditions persist &g extevnal enviromment.,

(Prin, p. 194,)

Continuity would be destroyed if consciousness were introduced

a8 & new yrimcipleg and as the nsiure of equivalence implies &hﬂ*

consciousness is the gqualitative &%ﬁ@ﬁ%.@f thet which is the same
quantitative and mechanieal, Bosanquet finds the ouly possible avenue
open is
to aceept conscious process as the essents of a certain
kind i phyaieal process, and as coversd by ite §hyaiea1
cost in the body's balance sheot, {Prin, p, 297,)

It would be a futile dualism, he ‘thinks, to argue that the unity of

experience has come from an immaterial being, The world comes first;




- it works %awarés;fiﬁd%ngva"eanﬁﬁgi‘%nd in the working the types of

our thinking'and’éxperieﬂae'arisa;

¥inite consciousness and the finite ﬁ&lf cﬂ&s late,

on the top of immense stores of unconscious mechans .

ism and sdaptation, which are to all appesvances its
precondition, »wwwwslind, so far ss it can be in

g#pace, 1 nervous system,«=«is the 23%@@:?@%@? of

nervous system, --s-ig the meening of externality,

which under certain conditions concentrates in &

new ?aaas of meaning, which is & fini%@ mind.{Prin.pp.219«
ZQG

- If, hawever, there should he ab;eatiaaa to the view that & Pysical

system like the brain is able to represent a "meaning” or an ”and“é
Baa@nquet'ﬂt&tes'tha$ angwers %o the objection are to be feund‘in |
any complex resction in which the nature of a physical Wh@ia_respands
to & simple stimulus; e.g.. |
the vreaction of a carnivorous plant, er of a ?eany»
inethe-»8lot machine, and in the act%en of the brain
as a whale. (Prin. p, xxvi,)
The difference of th@ brain process and the conscious is that one
is spatisl and the Other not. If therse should be difficulty in ‘
thinking that the two systems must be similar, a cell fﬁr;é %héught.
& spatial colncidence for identity, and the like, it can bafavaxcamg
by realizing that all thet is necessary is that '
their systemaiic action should ha capable of responds
ing, ‘and this in general we oan understand, Therve is
no remson for demanding point te point similarity be-
$ween them, {(Prin. p. 189.) } .
The peeuliarzﬁy £ mind, far ug, is %o be a world of @xaerienae work= -
ing i%&al? out to & harmaﬁy and ﬁ&&%l@%ﬁﬁ@@%, bt it
| is not so much & sométhing, & unit, sxercising guidonce
upmﬂ matter, as the fact of selfguidance of that world
wimich appears as matter, when that resches & certain
level of @rgan%zaﬁﬁen, (P?in. e 193=194.)

¥ind 3 7énlj something whieh GEn apresy &P@ﬁ the scane aftey athar

'conditiaﬁs in Nature bave %e@n prep&r@d fgr it.

Life and mind reﬁpaetmvaly are the appaaranﬁe at
diffarent stages of the omnipotential principle,
which elicite ita whole definite content and &ave&a@a
.ment from its aurxau&&ings. (Prin. p. 368.)

i
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Consciousness.....neither creates a higher organism
not works it. 1I% is rather the indispensible means
of reaping the final and supreme result of the orgens
ism's complex adaptations.(Prin., p. 196.) The work
for which finite mind is necessary and valuable may
surely be summed up as guidance, including will, and
appreciation, including emotion, Below the limitse
of adjustable conduct and bebaviour, in the lower
organic world, as in wost of %the actual working of
- human and animal bodies, there is no needeeee of -
finite mind for will or guidance. {Prin. pp. 363364, )

- Therefore Nature and mind are to be spoken of as organic to each
other,

Haturewwwmeoxigts only through finite mind. But

finite mind again exists only. through nature.(Prin.p.371)
It ie 2ll but imposeible to distinguish Mature from
mind, To sepsrate them is impossible. If you ask

what in Nature is not mind, you can only anewer, the
Traguentary or disconnected *qua’ fragmentary or dige
connected. If you ask what in mind &s not Nature, you
can only anewer, the Spirit of Totality, the attitude
which makes everything alive in ite bearing on the

wiwole, {Prin. 367.)

What is the relation of individuality to the whole of Yotality,
and in the face of the t@&@aiégy of tée ﬁnivéxae'aQXAkﬁaluxe is the
individual granted freedom? What is the salutien of the problem of
goéd and evil, both physical and mérai? Wnerein does value exist?
vIs there any hope of continued existence after death for the individ-
ual within the Absolute? These are questions which Bosanguet seéks
}ta’answar from the standpoint of the Concrate Universal. By the
Individual is meant o focus of meanings, expressed in a |

system of laws, each of which is genersl by bolding
together the diverse expression of the one 1ife and

ﬁ‘ﬁiri‘%. (ﬁriﬂ. 3’95‘}
The individual camnot be defined by counation. This is & negative cone
ception,

if we ave to define the individual by his conadion,

it should be his conation as relative to some special
type of function; the content in which the imdividuality
is based, no less than the completensss which its nature
demands, characterizes and determines the individuality.
What we call individuality is not & fized essence, but a
living worid of content, representiog s certain renge of
externality, which in it strives after mnity and true
indiﬁiauami%y or completeness hecsuss it hes in it the
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" active spirit of ncneenzradieﬁian, the farm of the

. whole. (Prin, dh. vii,)
The true and. the esmglete individual is aﬂly to be founﬁ in the pers
fection of the Abselute, Bach finite in@ivi@u&& is but &m “element®
in the Absolute. The nature of the finite individual is both finite
end infinite,

It is both a concentration of externslity and a frage
ment of the fbeolute, (Value & D pe 4.)

and it is its pature to attempt %o transcend iteelf aud thereby aps

proach to a closer union with the Universal. |
It must guramé the logic of the self: it muat work
ont its nisus to the whole: it pust styuggile in sowme

form towsrds aelf»ssngsatenﬂy =¥ el aelﬁ»xﬁaiigatiani
{?&:3&@ & :ﬁt Yo @&}

In this it is ysverﬂaé hy the Ingleal necessity af the Whols. Here
there is no need for the denial of Freedon of the fimite imdzvidual,
Besanguet says thet iﬁﬁivﬁ@u&;iﬁy, 28 1ts esgence is %o be & wopld

iﬁ itself, implies & speciel kind of self-determination. Nig cone

tention is that no other coucepiion of the universe oifers any loop-
hele whatever by which Freedom can be saved, or & creabive, gonstructe
ive, and initiative character vindicated for itssif,

All pariicular given selves bear the iﬁsmﬁi@al feature
of selfeconsciousness, which is a constion towsrds the
unity of the harmonious cosmos, or ftowards the completed
system of an eternal self. tThe sipiving lowswrds unity
and coherence is ithe striving of the self ss & living
systen of countent; and the frot thet this content has
its owigin in 'withoul' is only & corsllary of the
central truth that evary sell ia & special t*within', and
deals with gome group of elements of that worid 1ife in
which 11 experience is one. No idesl of freedom lies
in the direction of isolating the self from the world,
Freedom lies in the direction towards unity and co=
h@renae, and a1l that becomes one with the solf is

nable s; contributing to this satisfaction of the
1nﬁev&n@ logical itendency. {(Prin, eh, i%.]

This would distinguish between the &@@axmimiam of Tatalism and the
. determinatensss of logie, the mainspring of the latier being love,
‘hé crucial paént, then, whiech separates determinates

nessfron determinien is the distinction batween .
legical and faﬁa&ity. By 1@&&6* we unéﬁrs%and, the
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gupreme law ov nature of emperience,w= the impulse
towards unity and coherences=-~by which every frage
ment yearns towards the whole to which it belonmss, and
every self %o its completion in the Absolute, and of
which the Absolute itself is at once an incarnation

and & satisfaction. {Prin. p. 340.) )
Values, élﬁsﬁ.ar$4§Q be found in the logical system of the _
Totality., They are not to be found in the urge of constive impulses,

It is surely piain that the power of an idea to
interest or satisfy us is not merely a brube fact,
but & matber for logicel estimstion. {Prin, p, 296,)

-Tyue velue consists

in the complete individualiity of the Universe as a
consclous being, which is the ultimate velue and
stendard. of value, (Prin. p. 308.)

ant apart from the universe it is Supossible to velue finite individe

uﬁla;l Blsevhiere he y@m&ﬁ%ﬁ to the sane effect Thai

tue suprene pvimsiéie of value and reality

is |

_ wholaness, emmﬁia@aﬁasai;inﬁiv&ﬁm&&iﬁye {Prin, p. xxv,}

‘Pain is not denied existence by Bosenqued, but he speake of it

a8 an instrument for progress and for the developwent of the finite

sould .

PYaln, with sccident and death, belonge sesentially
to the hazards and hardships which are involved in the
double nature of the finiteeinfinite belngiswe-—ems
‘What is necessary to see is that the incidents of our
- fipiteness are more than Tindte incidente. They belong
to the tension of our double being, in which it affivms
its unity with the Absclute.-~-«0ur pain hag the same
root as our value, that is to say, both lile in the
tribute of ouy finite self which we bring, not rejeci
ed, but transfopmed through weconciled contradiction
to the Absolute. (Value & D, pp. 190=191.) -

Again, both evil and good ave ehara$%@£§$@$@$vaf the finite expers
lence.

“he contraet of good and evileswsedepends upsn its
finitesinfinite vature. {Value & D, p. £16.) The
essence of the evil attitude is the selfemaintenance
of some factor in & self as both as good and also as
sgainst the good system; It issewegood in the wrong
place; and therefore wrenches the soul out of gear.
(Value & D¢ p. 215.) o
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Bvil, ihaﬁ, amounts ta.tﬁa;gaaés.beiﬁg in ﬁ@n&?&@ieﬁ£an, or else one
good out of harmony with the perfection of the Absolute. But evil is
also of the finite within the Absolute, yet it canvot be said to be
of the essence of the Absolute. | |

There ia Q?il, then, within the Absolute, but the

ﬁhselate is not charscterized by e?&l. {(Value & D. p. 217, )

In discusaing the gﬁ%ﬁﬁ?ﬁﬁ of ﬁhe %K&@wﬁgliﬁy of the soul snd the
perpetuatzon of the life sf the ﬁzmi%e inéiv @ual efter death Bosanquet
recognises the Gesive in the human breast for continuance of existence,
but he thinks that the demandfor a bebtter state than the present is
- the least that can he*wﬁah@d fow, W@waver this reises the problem of
‘va conflict between. our P@?ﬁﬂn&l iaenﬁiﬁy and %xa&sfarm“ti@n taw&rda
'perfea%ina.» 1% is ra%na@ & yersonality then oux @eraaaaliﬁy {what ia
called our yrmp@r name) that is sssential, and %ﬁ@r@ is no repugnance
against aome%hiﬂg gﬁg@ ﬁh&mg but only againet comething lems than,
pewﬂﬁnaai%y. Yhet satlere, 1t seens, is the survivel of what we raally
care for: wmzcﬁ, as we km&% even from aaﬁm&m &%ﬁ%@, may be something
neycﬁd sud different fxsm,auy precent self as 1t stands. |

1t is npet ip prineiple the bare cvontinuanee of what
we now seem bo ourselves to be, which our heart is set
upen. 1% is not the Unbrokenmness of the link of persons.
al recollection. It is the security, the ﬁer%aanty, of
the realisation ol what we ¢are Tor most, in the Absolute;
cand this does not mean in a rewole and supernatural world,
but in the fullest éxperience and throughout the universe
of itg sppearanges. Vhether “we” are aware of it.....is
really a question of degree, of the importance of present
self within the whole in which it is en element, The
fundamental truth is thet i% is an élement, and inﬁtinct»
ively w:gards the oternal whole as its reality and its
aatigf&etian. (Valu@ & De PD. 288289,)

Xn ﬁuww ng up the &agi@al am%a?pr@%atian @f Reslity it is to be
observed that nasanqu@t nakes ﬁeakz%y to Be & Concyete Universal or
Totality, which reveals & double aspect of logic and velue wuich are
reazpfecal and r@la%iv@x £i ig Woth an 1nﬁ?viﬁu&1 waole and alaa &
_system.af iﬁ%araﬂtihg m@mﬁerﬁ {ox alam@mta}. x%-ﬂ&nifga%a its two~

fsl& n&%urﬁ &ceevﬁing to %ha @?xﬂ@i@l& of wh&lem%ss, by whieh there
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exigts raeﬁyré@g&:ééaﬁﬁati@ﬁ E§%W§eﬁ'thafpﬁr%ﬁ and the wunole., Its
law is &t the seme time sn expression of logical mechanism end of &
world-plan immanent in the whole. %o understand this is to see how
mechanisn aﬁd'télaaiagy are not contrary to Q&Gh $th€3 but resolve
ﬁhemsélvesrﬁnta eomg;emgn%ary asp§a$3~af the whdle‘inuzhe,iight ef the
wider Cgﬁeﬂﬁtién Qf‘lagiﬁ and value. For mechanism regards the world
88 1®giea;‘§ys$¢m; while %eiﬁa1$gy takes it as fﬁn&&@@ﬂt&iiy a scheme
‘of values. Nature mnd mind are 1ik$wiaézﬁaﬁ@ia&anﬁawy'revéi&ﬁi@aé of
the one ultimate principle. This ultimste law of tue whole revesls ite
self as'a_pewfee% individual system e?ﬁ&nﬁ@@é aav&n’équ%vaian@a of

rélation and velues, in which lesser individusls or worlds exist, and

from which they obtain their value acd mesning.
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CONCLUSION .

Having outlined the teaching of the two schools of thought,
which have been termed<“psycholegical" and "logical® there is now
laid upon ue the duty of seeing whether the distinction drawn by
J.E. Creighton and Marie Collins is justifiable or not., It is the
intention of the presant writer to take up the position that the
angwer is in the negative; that,'in gsplte of the differences that
are to be found not only between Bosanquet and those termed psycho=
logical, but also between these last mentianed writers themselves,
yet that on the whole and in the main there is an agreement in the
interpretation of the world and natural law, warie Collins' position
is that the psychological school have

a view of the world which is based upon theApeatulate
that mental states are the primary objects of knowledge
and which deduces the external world from these states,
(Collins p. 2.)
and that this view gives a different interpretatian‘te natural than
does the view of the logical

which finds truth something objective in the real
world and evidenced by the value and stability of the

concrete wholes. (Collins, p. 2.)

But an examination of their writings will show that they are in
agreement concerning the nature of Reality as to the four following
points; (I) Reaiity is one; (2) Reality is a harmonious system made
up of lesser systems in which the law of the parts is the law of the
whole; (3) Reality is experience; (4) ﬁeality is one experience, ine
dividual and perfect, However there is one differenee which nmust be
noted, as this is possibly the clue to the smolution of the prablem
set by the writings of Marie Collins. They differ in their intere

pretation of 'eﬁperiencg’ as the ground of knowing the universe, and
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the solution of this is ta be found in the twofold nature ef f;nits
- experience; i, e. that it has hoth a subjective and an ebjectzve aspect.
There is the m*nd that perceives and also the object that is perceive
ed, , | _ ‘

Bradley, Ward, Royce;and Taylox hold that what;ia}knawn in éxpez~
ience is 'sentience', and that it is through the ayaﬁematizing of this
that what knowledge one.has of the universe is td be received. Eésanqwé‘
on the other hand, says that what is known in experience is nature
itself. With the first it is 'immediate sentience' which is the key
to Reality. With Basanqueﬁi,en the contrary, the immediate offers no
hint of its nature. For him

- the true axiom of knewladge was "that we can know
things as they really are.” (P.R. Nov. 1923, p. 567.)

With this he takes up Bergson's phrase, "Tout est donn&." |
. 1In experience consciousness receives sensations from wifhout, and
~accordingly, with perception there comes a consciousness of partie
cular objects and eveqta, Then through its inherent power to'sysﬁema ;
atize tﬁe finite mind weaves these perceptions into & systematic whqlé
Aor the conception of a unity of sxperieneé, Thus reflection leads us
fo recognige three main 1évezsfofbcqnseiaus'exygriencennﬁsenae SeXpers
ience, perceptual experienqég and éogcegta@l experieneé. For the sake
of convenience these distinetions can beym&dé, but it is to be Temems
bered that they are forms of experience unified in human cenaciqusé
ness, 1In all experience, then, there is in the first place the recogs
nition of & mixed plurality; and also rﬁnning through this plurality
a unity. | ‘ ‘
Heré & question msy be ralsed. In the perception of #hs manifold
received in sentience does the percipient know the physical world,the
external cauge of his sensations, or is he cognizant of only what he
himself~has'uﬁifiéd? Kant took up the gesitian,tha% the kngwer,%new,

only his own world of thought,-~=the world of phenomena. Basanquet'
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takes up the position of the other extreme; that the thingeineitself
is known. . It is the g&aat reality of experience., J.E. Creighton
holds the same opinion, as he says ‘

It seems, then, permissible to say that Yknowability'

is a genuine characteristic of things, not an accident’

external. to them. If it is the nature of mind to know,.

it is also the nature of things to be known, and we '

accordingly seem entitled to assert that the order that
we call nature is not fully complete apart from this

o relation. (P.R. Sept. 1917, p. 523.} ~
On the same page he makes the following statement; .
| The external ordeér that we call nature is something
that is at least knowable by mind. That seems to be
the very least that experience can assume and still
remain experience. The only alternative assumption
is that of Ythinga-inethemselvesa'® which have only an
external relation. to each other and to mind.
But in bet@@en these ﬁwa"alternaﬁives“ can- there not be a middle
position, i.e. that the external object, and therefore the universe
itself, 48 not fully known nor yet unknown? This appears to me to
be the position of the paychological school, The only world of exper-
ience is the world based upon sentience, but it is the key to the
pariial knowledpe of the concrete universeé. Rnough is known of the
relationships between the externak-ebéeeﬁﬁjaﬁd their interactions
for the guidance of the practical life, and also through the medium
6f sentience and the knowing mind they take on even a beauty and meane
ing that they do not otherwise possess. In so far then as this #ieww
does not make sentience merely subjective, but also dependent upon;
and at the seme time governed by, the externsl object, it satisfies
Creighton's demand that theve could not be
& rational life without an apprehension of an object=
ive order, ummoved by our clamour, indifferent to our
moads, with which we can hold commerce only on nature's .
, own terms. (P.R. p. 534.)
‘There is the one external reality, but this must be interpreted by
each individual centre of knowing sentience according to his own ‘”

peculiarities of ﬂenﬁeqperception,ﬂwhen there are such, (e.g. of an
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gxtreme case; colour-blindness,) and herein lies the %truth that there
are as many worids a8 there ars apprehending minds. fIn this view
finite mind and nature are not opposed but are considered as comple=
mentary, the one to the other. Taking up Creighton's phr&aé; we hold
cormerce with the a%ﬁe@%ivé order "on nature's éwﬁ,texmﬁmﬁ because the
limiﬁatian§ 6£_%he finite mind, together with its P@wégﬁ'af transcends
ing the given sentience, is a part of nature and aeée@@ing to the law
of the relative knowability of externality. The unity of the manifold
in consciousness, and also the categories of thought, avre not merely
impressed upon the %mind stufft by the aynthesxzing unity of the know=
ing mind, as Kant would hava it; but are there beeause they are also
existing in 532 é%;ﬁ; eemplemanﬁary,.natuxe. It is he@e»%hat the two
sehaola differ. To Bradley, Ward, Royce,&n& Taylor the interpret&tian
of the worl& is to bhe found in experiance, as the aentienee experience
of the 1ndividual aystematimeé according to the dawg of finite %houghﬁ
and nature, and more fully in Bxperience, as the systematized exper=
ieneé of all sentient fiﬁite minds, Eesénquet on the other habd clains
that experienca is the Totality of thinga és they are in themselves,

Therefore it cannot be said that whilat Bosanquet admits the
nxlstence of the physical warld the athers on the other hand deny zt,,
or make it merely to be “a seciety of spirztual beings® or reduce :

‘"nature to terms of subjects and their ment&l states” to the denial
of the physical world, ‘The last thing that they do wish to be accuaed
of is the subjectivism of Berkley., HXven thaugh their appeal to the
analogy ef their hodies, and through the bodies of their féllow men,
may not be valid end probably leaves them in a solipsism, still it is
&n‘acknowledgemént of the physical world which is the external cause

- of sensations, and is the same world as Bosanquet's Concrete Universal.

The following quotations from each of the four prove their'insisting

upon this point, Even Bradley, who is sawewhatvambiguwua in his use
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of the word 'appearance’ and who 8o strongly emphasizes the sentience
of experience to %he‘pain§'§£~aaying that

sentient ex@eriénﬁe;‘in‘ahart, is reality, and what is =
not this is not real,

elsewhere says |
the physical world exiéts, of course, indepen&ént of me,
- and does not depend on the asccident of my sensations. A
mountain is, whether I happen to perceive it or not.
"Ward says

we know nothing of minds without & 1iving body and withe
out external enviromment, (N, & A: p, 12,)

whilst Royce states the same faith as follows;
our assurance that outer nature sxists apart from any
man's privete experience is thus inseparably bound up :
- with our social consciousness., (W, & I. vol. 2, p. 198.)

Taylor expresses himself upén thewmatter in these words;

The whole physical world eanﬂet'be Iiamisseé &s & mere

subjective illusion, (B, of M. pp. 202-203.) o
and '

unperceived physical existence must be real if I myself

am real, because my own inner life is unintelligible

without reference to it. (B. of M. p. 207.)
It is through the knowledge of the abstract world of consgiousness
that_there is a knowledge of the eanerét&& and the abstract world can.
only be real, and not an illusion, in se far as it reveals the nature,
if only the partial nature, of the physical world to finite tonsciouse
ness and mind,

E&rié¢60llina regognizes that

panpsychism does not seeX to destroy the appearance of
externality,

but she sayé that

this protest of the panpsychist amounts to the admigg=
ion that he wishes to recognize experience as involving
the relation to an object, even while at the same time
- he knows the objeet is in reality & subject 1ike hime
gelf, (Colline p, 90.) | o T .

However he does:not laokfﬁpen ﬁhimself" merely as & being with & pere
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ceiving mind, but also as & being possessing a body which is the
redium of seﬁsgtiang and through which he is also able to react upon
external objects as well as communicate with his fellows. M. Collina®
retort to this is that he merely |
v persuades himself that he reduces the object to terms
of subject without destroying the form of experience
as & subjectwgbjectaralatian, (Collins, p. 90,) ,
In answer to“#hiat can ;t}nat be replied that the panpsychist's attis
tude is this; that Just as he can think of himself as the subject
berceiving his senﬁatiaﬂs and also as the ohject of &#a?har mants
sensations, so he can think of'his‘fallmw mEn as béing at the same
time the subject of his owi sensations, and fliat therefore as he is
able to think of his fellow man as both an object and also as & pers
‘ceiving subjéct, so it is poaéiﬁle for Him to think of all objects
&s centres of sentience and mind? ‘ | |
Marie Collins' next criticism is, ﬁh&ﬁdauﬁpaaing_the panysychiata
have satisfactorily proved the existence of our fellowsg than, ac§9rdé
ing to their views,

fooyre Tesolves ifto a'world of psychical subjects.
(Collins, p. 21.) At yen subj

But, as shown above, it is not the intention of these writers that the
rhysical aspect of nature should be denied., Their cheif argument is to
offset mechanism and the iﬁaawthatfnature'ia som?aaad of daad, iners
atoms which are the faundaﬁian ﬂf mind and spirit. They wish to em@th
asize the spiritual aspect of nature, and to molve the Prﬂblemrafiﬁhe
duality of mind and matter by stating that the duality does not exist
and neger hes, as watter and mind are one and the same thing. }Gollihs
recognizes that

Ward and Taylor admit degrees of individuality and a

corresponding scale of values in nature,
and further says

Royce does unot gékncwiéﬁga this, He holds that we have
no right to consider humenity as a kind of final term
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in an evolution of nature from *lowexr’ to thigher! .

In his own words, ‘we certainly do not know that khe

nature-experience whose inner sense is not now commufe

icative to us is in the least lower or less meaning',

The uncommunicativeness of nature would seem to be. dus

simply to Yarbitrary' differences of time span and

sense organs, (Collins, pp. 21=22, note 54.) o
She quotes Ward as saying "Nature thus resolves into a plurality of
conative imdividn&ls,“v But we have seen that Ward does not deny the
physical aspect of nature; and his 'conative individuals' are monads.
of the double nature of mind and matter, and when he appliest the term
‘mind? to these primordial beings, from which nature has developed,it
is not 'mind? ae applied to consciousness of & humsn finita~inﬁivﬁdnal.
scnsciousneaﬂ of the higher order is of = late appearance and the
result of the conative activities of these monads thfau@h & long series
of evolution,

The whole world is made up of individuals, each dige

tinguished by its characteristic behaviour; but of

course it does not find its real individusle in the

rough and ready way of popular impersonation; it would

not regard a mountain or a river as a person.(R.o0fE.p,5,)
Elsewhere he says that

Feture snd Man are one in beipg rational,
but it has been &ﬂslﬁw dévelepmant for both from the inchoate state -
_;oithe.eaamea and énity, Boyee, Bradlsy}and Taylor differ from Ward;i
in that they find their unity in the being;af an Absolute, whilst
‘the unity of Ward's world is & result of the interaction of the cone
ative individuals, Taylor does speak nf'“uncommﬁnieative haturg,“ubdt
ae for him | ” | | .

there can =--«<be only one perfeat and complete individ=

ual, the whole of Reality itself, and. that the subordinate

individuals can never be wholly and emtirely individuals

in themselves," (B. of M. p. 113.)
. all nature bescomes nothing more than expressions of the unity and mind
of the Absolute. Reality has degrees,'and | _

the humen mind expresses the fundamental charascter of the

whole system #lore fully and adequately than physical nature
as it exists £ez‘aur’a§p?ehenaian. (Bs of ¥, p, 108.)
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Here, then, the individual is lost, and also the individual mind as
ve know it. i1 hatu?317%°§¢%ﬁ$? with the finite mind, becomes
nothing more ‘gha;g degiees Qf @@fegggangléf the ﬁbgaluﬁemim. e
seme is true of Royce, for, though he distinguishes Wetween conscious
nature and inorganic nature, he‘f@j@eﬁs . ‘ o

every form of doctrine that regards nature as in any sense
8 realm of the genuinely uncenscious, or supposes the
Absolute to come to self-consciocusness First in man e---
All life, everywhere, in so far as it is life, has cone
scious meaning, and actomplishes a rational end.--=Where
we see inorganic nature seemingly dead, there is, in fact,
conscious life, Just as surely as thevre is any Being prew
sent in nature &t all,-=e»What we find, in organic Hature,
ar= processes whose time rate ie slower or faster than
those which our consclousness is adapted to read or to
appreciate s+==slor the peychical 1life which we refer

to the lower animals is~--merely a fragment and a hint of
& larger rationality which gets iis fuller individual
expression in the evolution of a mpecies or genus or
order, or other relative whole of animal existence,

(We & I vol. 2, p. 240-241.)

Heré, again, mind as revealed in inarganic; and even in organic matter,
is not to be compared to mind as revealed in human conscicusness., With
Royce also we find that the finite mind loses its real significance,as

the following words suggest)

Your distinction from the rest of the universe, your
contrast with other selves, your unigqueness, your freedom,
your individuality, all depend upon one essentisl prine
ciple. This world, in which we live, is,in its wholeness,
the expression of one determinate purpose, the fulfilment
of the divine will. (W. & I. vol, 2, p. 202.)

The whole of naturve including the human conscisusness becomes nothing
more than an exP?éaaian of the mind of the Absolute, Ewa&lsy'im@%iaa‘
the seme idea, as when he writes, |

Bvery attitude of experience, every sphers or level of
the world, is a unecessary factor in the Absolute,wewwe
The Absoslute is irmanent alike thyough every region of
aprearances., There are degrees and ranks, but, one and
all, they are alike indiopensable. We can find ne pro=
vinge of the world so leow but the aAbsolube inhsebits i%,
(An &%. :’Qb 46?0} .

Thus we have besn Jed by ths pampaynhﬁa%s‘ta view a world of the

Avbsolute in which all the parts are unified and become, in varying
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degrees, ranging from the apparently unconscious matter to conaeiéua-
ness of the individual, expressions of the mind and will of the One
Individual which contains all., As it has been clearly put by Royce;

The object of our enquiry, whatever it proves to cone
tein, has as the fulfilment of the one idea, the cone
stitution of a single life of concrete fulfilment. All
varieties of individual expression are then suberdinate
to the unity of the whole, All differences smongst
various ideas result from and are secondary to the very
presence of one universal type of ideal meaning in all
the realms of life. All appearance of isolation in finite
beings, all the fragmentariness of their Tinitude, these
are indeed but aspects of the whole truth, The One is in
ell, and sll are in One.-m««For God is the Absolute Being,
and the perfect fulmess of life., Only God, when thus

. viewed, is indeed not other than his world, but is the

~ very life of the world taken in its wholeness as a single
consciousness and selfepossessed life. In God we live
and move and have our being. {W. & I. vol, 149D 3940395, )

‘It is necessary to notice that Ward's interpretation of the unity is
not that of Bradley, Royce and Teylor., He hes stated his interpretatien
”,éékfbllawa; |
: We cannot, of course, aidmit a multiplicity without a
unity, A One of some sort is obviously implied in
talking of a world at all; but may not the Many account
for their own unity instead of requiring & One, an in-
dividual of another order, to agcount for them? Uay
- not the unity of the world be snalogous %o that of a
- society, ep presupposing the individuals associnted?
(R. of B. oD 25m26 . )

But when wé come to view the Absolute of the othex pan=-psychists,
we ?aewgni%a the Conerete Universal and the Totality of Bosanquet,
They start by peveeiving finite mind of the individual with its spone-
taneity and purposiveness, and end by transferving its atiributes to
the Aésqlute end finally denying thém to the fénité consciousness from
which they started, ?he‘plar&lity is swallowed up in the unity, _
Bosanquet sppears to have taken over the sbstrawt Absolute of Bradley,

. by whor he claime. te have been greatly infivenced, draws up ithe ladder
. of argument by which Bradley had reached 1%, and then proclaims that
this Absolute ie my Concrete Universel %hiﬂh«ﬁe»knaw in ite seif apart

from immediscy and that it ie the Reality of experience: Having done
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this he proceeds to explain and analyze his Universal, and here is to
be seen that he leta~éQWn the ladder again for our. inayestiongBosanqueﬁs
Bradley, Royce and Taylor all agree in saying that the mind of the
Absolute is the gcverning principle act;ng threughout all plurality.
The apparent telaology of finite experience is the expresaion of the.
teleology of the whole. Thn v&rieus "degrees of reality" of Bradley,
vhich also we saw %o be expressed in diffevent tevms by Royee and
Taylor, as finding their ground in the vermeation of the phyaécal‘world
by the mind of the Absolute, find their likeness in the system of |
Baaaa@ﬁstlwﬁen he spesks of mind and matter being complementary and ine
sepavrable, nei%her an$’heimgiahle to axiﬁt:aparg fram'the other, He
is making the ma%erial world, in its various phiases of existence from
the lower to the hxgher. the fai?ing stone, the wave, the cataract,
the flewe?* the brain of man to be cem%res of thought axyreaaian, Alse
in S0 far a8 he makes all finite progress from the lower to the higher
to depend upon conation, as when he says, |
vet in the purposiveness which is perfect and ineluaive
satisfaction, something muat ramaiﬁ Whiah represents the
facts of conation,

or as he puts it in the faxl&wing>aentenaa 8411l more strikingly,

the contradiction of = conation co=existing with fruition
nust be realized,

is he not making matter to be centres of sentience and mind? Katter
he says, |

is externality---not capable of independent reaiity.
Undeyr certain conditione, which are uniform in ouv 8xpers
ience, & certain type of this externality, also in the
mein uniform, persiste and develops g8 the vahlele of
Aife and mind. (Prin.lo4, un&ar:*ming mine. )

Because Bosanquet makes human ¢onsciousness, as slec all other eX~
pressions of the nniveréei'ﬁé be the resulis éf material processes he
‘has been accused of being a materialist in disguise. ‘EVsn if this is
not 3u§%ifi&ble, it, on the other hand, appears possible %o rank him

amongst the panpsychists whom Havie Colline conderns, Also it might
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be said ﬁhat'the‘twn~syﬁ£&m$, $ha psyahic&i'@nﬁ iha‘lagisal, are
Tinally so much alike @&a%'%hé former can come undey the seme condemns
ation that has been meted outd to Bosanquet; |

Vhat emerges very clearly out of ﬁh@ discusaion is that

Bosanquet had no place, in nis philosophical scheme, for

an indiviﬁua1 m&n£a1 iifa,vasvi$vis studied by the paye

chologist. There are pergepis, bul no acts o7 perceiving,

thought, but no acts of thinking, desires, but no acts of

desiring. Thought, it is repentedly insisted, is not an

&8t of mind (indeed the mind cannot be rightly said to

exercise any act at all); thought is rather the control of

that ‘complex of psychical matier which may be called mind?

by the obhjeet, the self-assertion of reality according to

its characteristic laws, the self maintenance of universals,

every universsnl being & growing creature, tending to expand,

to ramify, to specify, to differentiate, to adapt.

~ (Hibbert Journal, Det, 1923, 190.) |
In all experience we are conscions of a plurality and a unity,
They are the two aspects of finite expaxienga; and aps they are there
%e‘muat postulate that the two also exist in the universe itself.,
. Unless this is so we should be at the mercy of subjective vagari@sg.'
and there would be an absence of coherence in experience itself, The
‘ ranysychists, with the exception of Viard, started with the experience
of the pluxality.and fﬁnally lose sight of the plurality iﬁ th@ unity
of the Absolute, ﬂaaan@uat, anfthe other hand, begins with the expers
ience of the unity of the Absolute and fails to find in his gysten &
place for the plurality. ward, as a pluralist, retains the plurality
from which he starts, but fails to arrvive at an idea of unity which
vatisfies all the demands of the universe as experienced,
W,G. Gamertsfelder in an article, "Thought, Existenﬁe,an@vﬂeality,

&g viewed by P.H. Bradley and Eernar& %oaahQaetaﬂ_{reviewed~in Phiil.R.
¥ar, 1@31.)‘in vi@wimg what h@'be&;evaa tél%a the main‘ﬁiffaranse in the
two systems of %&ﬂuéhﬂi viz, their views of the 'immediate' and its ree
lation to thought, says that the difference concerning the significance
of the immediate is closely connected with a difference in the two
writers® views in regard to the nature of ﬁhmught. Br. Bradley is ine

clined. to regavd thought as essentially discursive anﬂV~%~*~~“ﬁ, akin



to Keht's *verstand', whilst Dr. Bosanquet finds in thought the funaaﬁ
mental principle of conaret@nesa pwesent in all forms of expariemae.
in fe@l’ng, aensat lon, and will, as well as in cognition praper. With
Bradley, as with the ather panpsyehiats, mind is finite canscfausmass.
the expression of what they temm theﬂapzritgalﬁ in %he world, With
Bosanguet it is
& universalizing actzv*ty, the power of fafming wholes;
- e=w=different from the peychological,; individual minds,
which parpsychism makes the sauree af lawam(ﬁezians,pp ;91-92)
ﬁind than, as dafined by the lsgical viaw merely ae*?eﬁp@nda with the
athara’ ’spirit‘ And ag the panyayahiats h&?a faund the aalutian of
the reality in the Absolute and thereby endeﬁ in danyimg fzni%e znﬁ;vid
uality ﬁﬁd its adgesti@aﬂ, 8o Bosanqued atax%ﬁng.fram'%hw conception of
the &bsalute can f%nd no place for fznite Gona@iéuanesa @x wind in the
sense of payeuolagy. In & review of . ﬁﬁll”ﬁ&'r@ﬁrk'Fﬁﬁf@5$a“ RiCs
Lodge takes exception to her exa%acism of tae pﬁﬂyﬂjﬁhist use of the
term “wzn@” in the faalawxﬂg words; v'
' Find can be uﬂderst@ad in twe senses; thn ong more subs
- Jeetive and paychologs oady the other mors a%gective and
legieals To contrast these two senses,; 10 exhiibit cleare
ly the differences which arise as one followa one path
rather than the other in mstaphyﬁ*eal canﬁ%ru&ﬁion, is
e task whigh is. 1agmt«mata, xmpﬁrtant amd %imﬁly. ‘
(?«.RQ 3.931», “??30 5’33“534’) o ] v
‘ Im thisg last task he is of th@ Qyznian th&t karia Cellzns has largeky
suese@dea, but at the same time there apm@ax &arta*n.ﬁexiﬁiences in
tha me thod folliowed, ’he generaz cratzoiam af %he dixfexentzatian
made with*n tne 1@@&11&%&3 ﬁazaam of m@%&@hysica can he qummeﬁ up in
Pro$saswr Lodget's Wﬂ?ﬁﬁ; | | ,
But is not this result raaehed by arbztrary selection of
certain elements in thelr writingsy and by arbitrary
n@gl@e% of the moretlox ﬁﬁalsﬂl'ment&’w%ich they all
hare with Bosanquet? And. i pecond place, is not the
vmaﬂﬂ contrast between °&ub§e 2t and’ ¥ ewﬁave’ ‘between
psychology and logic, sonew Bt over-emphasizedy afely ,
We 8064 ench one of ‘us, individuals ite centres of
consciousness, and *subjective ol memfs* natiers of sene

sation, feeling and imﬁulseg do play & magewxpart in our
livess At %u@ see tﬁme, 3m ﬁ@”%@ @f %ﬁi@, we do feel




some of the force of a logleally harmonious system,

and, under the sting of certain problems which cannot

be solved at the sensory level, we do $ry to develoy

2 philosophy in which 'objective’ and logical methods

are at least prominent. 1Is not this true éven of the .
panpsychistas? To the present reviewer it seems that

the writer {(Marie Collins) who accepte the main position
of Bosanquet should recognize that all groups of ideal-
ists, facing the same faets of experience, sre constructs
ing & theory in which the elements shared in common far
outnumber the differentes, and that the metaphysical
hypothesss as to the ultimate nature of the universe
offered by panpsychists and by Yepeculative philosscphers’
are not necessarily opposed in such & sense that the sne }
mugt be true and the other nmust be falve. (PR« 1981 ,p«534)
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