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THE KANTIAN THING-IN-ITSELF

or

THE CREATIVE MIND

. = Introduction -

To suggest & solution for the Thing-in-itself is to suggsst &t
the same time a solutlon for the problem of value, which problem is
. the P°int.ab9utnwhi¢h;m°veé.a,srﬁe?vé991,9f the philosophical discuss=
lon of modern and especialiy recent times; S . _
. Previous to modern times, it was generally taken for granted
that things of the highest value must have a suprn-netural origin,
But this traditional view may well be questioned.' The feeling
that values are not fixed and unchangeably detertinate, but that
they have a certatn indeterninateness, leads to the suspicion that
*hey may be quite natural end quite humen. The genetic method of
daling with values shows us that valuation may be conceived as a
- ®vstematic, progressive'and contimious dotermination of the stream
of .COonation end feeling 1h the 1ndlvidual mind, Presuppositions become
- 8ctual in feeling and desire; and actual feelings, desires and dispoei-
t1°n8, when formed, become preeuppositions of new feelings and desires,
nd of further ‘modifications of quality and degree°
Therefore, we have a psyohological baeie for the study of the laws
- of Valuation.; The ooncrete lawa of the tendency to evaluate are not
p?°cesaes.conce;yeq as euwhole, If we let the.term "intereat" design-

ate the "conative"process, then we can say that the acquirement of
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affootive- volitional meaning is based on & lew of "interest.
Th??¢f929;.°n these findings we may safely say fh%t.VFlueuisja4W9rth4
experience,.a feeling with certain presupﬁositions based on the law ‘

- If the dbove statements, ‘based on the findings of Urban, are
true, then we have not only to deal with ultimate "norms", or so-
Salled supra-natural "abstractions", but elso with the facts of psy-
chology as they become factors in the process of evaluation, If we
hold that the act of eveluating has two aspects, the "normative' and
the "psychologlosl", we ought to be able to reconcile the two end
°0mbineﬁtpem';nto one Intelligible conception. 1In other words, we
st 1eapn h°ﬂ,t9,inter9?9t,th9 ﬁnormﬁ of_Kgppg}.sofcal;ed "Intellig-
1ble" will in terms of the laws of the "Empirical’ will.

.ThégeitVQ't9n¢999#°° seem to combine or to reconcile themseliea,

1f‘We,sgy‘thap we fihét_"fee}" the value of aspects, and then'"evalu- |
“te" them. This tekes in the "functfon" with its "feelings"end
"norma". Agein, what appears on one level as "habiﬁ" may take the
Place of "meaning" on another level. "Selective thinking" is the
Bystematic or progressive/d %ﬁ%%&g;EEggiwpf the stream of thought in
thef¥ndivi@“%1?8_vévd:",”Whenﬂth°”89994?6d.meﬁnins of one attitude
becomes dispositional, it then functions ss an assumption or pres
Supposition of new.fgelipgs and modes of valuation. The subjective
feeling forms a "morm", but when this 1s projected it becomes &
denand, the acknowledgment of which 1s the condition of further ap=
precidt;onlo:'ﬂsubjective" feeling.- Fq%linstgncq, we first conceive
God (g norm); we then project. The projection, being then "object-
tven I S

demends appreciation.. 8o god conceived 'is the first "norm",
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vhile God objectified 1s the second "norm'. o o o
o Therefore, as Thomas Reid suggests,‘"could ve obtain a distinct
end full history of all that hath past in the mind of a child, from
the beginning of 1ife and sensation, till 1t grows up to the use of
reason - how its infant facilities begen to work and how they brought
forth end ripened all the various notions, opinions, and sentiments
which we find ;n_purse;yeg when we come to be capable of reflectlon -
this would be & treasure of nstural history, which would probbly
give more 1ight into the humen facultles, then sll the systems of
philospphe:s ébout them since the beg;nning'of.the wor;d;ﬂ:

 Having touched on the origin of values, let gs'ﬁqw consider thelr

nature and significance. "If values are relative to humen development
and to reflective processes, 1s it not reasonsble to suppose that they

mey be of the nature of means or ends? The dovolopment of an organism

18 dependent upon 1ts’adjustment to and its control of the environment.

Is 1t possible thatlthé‘orggniam for 1ong.cont1nues_to_deem valuable
‘those things which do not in gome wey serve these purposes? Some
 things thought to be of merely "intrinsic" worth, may yet be, in some
subtle sense, °f“4ﬁ?trFm9ntal,Y9%n9- ~Even an heirloom.in the form
°f &n old spinning wheel, no longer used for 5Pivn1n8:'§9rveé.a.Pur-
Pose; 1t 1s associated with idesls of thrift and industry which mey
in turn become the very stuff of manhood. This is just a crude ex-
ample of how so-called "intrinsic' valﬁea or "ends-in-themselves"
may be in reality "instrumental" in nature. On this basis, all of
John Dewey's "1ntrinsic" values are at bottom "1natrumental" in
chgragtep, They are to be sure, the "upquegtioqed" values; but he

‘hémself goes on to saythet they are "unduest;oned" as to some partic-
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uler situstion. Therefore, they are "instrumental" in character.
E?Pegiglly.°m9t49n81”731?°96 such as those which pertain to arts
are thought pf_as;?;ntringic". Indeed, they may be thought of in
~this way; but we ought nevertheless to remember that in this case
"intrinsic! is en sbstractlon made for the moment, on the basis of
some particulsr interest which,in fact, when looked at from a aiff-
erent angle, comes to be not purely "intrinsic", but rather one
aspect of a more comprehensive whole of "instrumentsl" value. If
8 painting did not serve in the promotion of emotional experience,
it would not for long be considered gfeat Even the famlly possess-
-,SB,no_purely."intringié" value. It is rather a means to a further
anf indefinite end, thah e end in itself. To be an end in itself,
the offspring Would.paye to be bprn.m;nus the reproductive urge.s
The family woﬁld then be a "detérminate" entity, - an absolute within
itself. But this is not the case. Children, as a rule, are born
with the urge to mate and r9959dn°9 the speciésgl Any glven family,
or the family as a.socisl orgsnization, is always the potentiality.
of future families. The family 1s & natural order, set. up in keep-
1ns with certain reproducfive tendencies which become ﬁhg‘means.of
futher racial developmamy. But even after'offspring appear,_thg .
family does not cease to be'ﬂnstrumental" in character. For, as g-
family, 1t is the means to a fuller and richer life, which 1s néver
Static, but Always pfogressive in naturé; In other words, the whole
"family regime " bomes to be one big “instrumental" process of caring
for, educating,and training children.' And this program of rearing
children to have families~bc have familiea to rear children, to rear

children to have families,- all becomes one "1arge1y unconacious in-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



strumentglﬂproccep".of_promctingvthé'inﬁcresps'of_hpman life ccnsid-
ered as a sccisl whole., Anything that does not serve in this plen
£s soon consolously or unconsciously dropped by the wey. In short,
if we hold that there sre "intrinsic" values, should we not say that
they are after all but the reflective "abstractions" out of a larger
whole? For, treated genetically, sre not "instrumental® and "intrin-
sic" values very closely related? If we hold for any sort of devel-
opment or evolution of values, We get a sort of value-movement, .
(Werthbeweguﬁg),_in which process,; so-called "intrinsic" values are
1nt9 ﬁint?%nsi9?énwThe?e?Preaﬂin‘a p§v°h°;osi9al anslvais the 9herp
distinction between "instrumentalf and "intrinsic" is broken domn;
and yet the "instrumental argument has in some sende the greater

weighty 1f we hold that all evalustion has & psychological basis, and

is founded on the fceiing“of'nécd. (see'Dictionary of Philosophy and

Psychology", - Baldwin, p. 824). . L |
However, I- do not wish:sto be understood to say that all values

ere "practical or "instrumental" in the narrov sense of these terms,

As J. Arthur mhcmscn,“ipyhis'"Introduction to Science', points out,

men have a mumber of moods: he mentdons the purely practical mood,

the cmcticnallmcod,.gnd the scientific mood. To these three I should

like to add two others: the "mepgphygical"_hccd, and the "logical
moqd,‘“Fcrucxampic, God may be thought of as a Limiting Concept or

Logical non-Being; as a Universal and Metaphysical Ground; or as'an

Emot ional ‘Demand. In no one of these instancea, however, is God to

be thought of as an efficient cause: +In the firat case, the concept

is a purely logical one; 1n the second the manifestations and activ-
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ities of GQ@_gre wiﬁh;n the series; and 1n the third case, God 1s
& final cause, - the EQ?l toward which #he cosmid_rorces move. In
the’Metabhysical and Logical moods God will be more or less "imper-
sonal"; but in the qutionélimqbq’he willjbe‘"persona;",_in that
he 1s the formulation, projection, and pergonif;gation of a sort
~of emoﬁidnql qulgcxiop, which demands a power greater than itself,
to whioh one may feel obligated and to which he may look for guid-
gnqé gnq;protgction.‘qSucﬁ a power born out of thevemétional mood
will naturally take on the attribute of "personality". Therefore,
all of these_wayg‘gre,~1n“a.aepse, legitimate wajs of thinking of
" God. oOnly we should remembor that each mood has 1ts peculiar de-
mands, and finds the concepts which best serve to satisfy those
\ ~ Therefore, that "th;hg?.op "concept" i1s "instrumentul" in the
lﬁrger”sghse“of this term, When'it tends to produce or promote sat-
'1sfact;9p"1p tgrmg of;the'prggﬁicgl, tha emot;onal, the scieptitic;
the mgtaphysical; or the logical mood, or any two or more of these
combineds . - L o
But nelther the reference to an Fpmbtiongl"‘mood;”nqr any other
Teference found in this thesis is to be widerstood as iuplying belief
In any sort:of "transcendental" existence, except when the term
"transbendental" 15 capable ogyggggrpreted in a 1ogical‘sense. Fog
1t is possible that life in its highest form is simply a higher level
~ of a natural evdl?tipn.n In some sense reflection or the pover to
évaluate is ahalogpgs to the rose which is a product of a thorny
bush, - It is like, yet 1t is unlike that from which 1@ comes. The

rose-bush with its roots, leaves, and thorns, is natural. Is not
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also the rose? The ovup, the ewbryo, the child, are metural. Ts
not the power of men to reflect and to evaluate also natural? Where
have ﬁe any right to draw tlhe line? Where‘cah we say the biblogical
ends and the psychological begins? . | ‘

.. On the basis of such reflection, the implication of which 1s _
evident, the thing-in-itself, ideals,and concepts of all kinds, includ-
1ns‘Go¢.himself, are just moments in the natural evolutionary process.
Thet 1s, gl}fthege”phipgs‘arg products of the evolution or unfolding
of thqlnatura;‘"wqr;dfqpuﬁf?, Richard Swgnn_Lull,‘and_pthers,vare _
inclined tg_bglieyg,.not that man came dire¢tiyﬂfrom fhe.monkey,_but
that the anthropold apes and man came from a common ancestar, and he,
in{turp, from some primitive broad-péged”ape, _Some belleve that the
mammals,evplvé from a primiﬁive reptil}an,form. Otﬁers, that they
Came from_ﬁhg:angh;b;ans,'which in turn eyplved from a fish-form, the
l&tter'from @n ;nvgrtebrate,:andusq on down to‘the‘prqtozpa. Still
fuﬁther, therglgeemg;pp_pe eviden ~that_egrlj,er_liv%pg forms evolve
‘f?qm the inorganic world. That is, that they were the products of
Some primordial "stuff'. _: “. - S o 4

Upon this basis, then, the ‘power to evaluate, to form hypothesés,

to formulate concepts, to belleve in God, - all these processes are
the ngturgl functions pf complex organisms, as eating and sleeping are
‘the natural functions of Doth lower end higher organisms,

" In a diffuse nervous system, like thgt of the sea-anemone, the
®Xternal surfaces qf.the'gnimal serve as recoptors and communicate
directly with fheAsubjgcent mﬁsgulature; The nerve-net sorves to
8Pread thgv;ppulsée thnuughout the body, but without ihvélving a

°e§tral organ. That 1s the sea-anemone has "receptors" and "affectors",
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but no "edjustor" or Qentral'ngrvoughsyste@'prdpgplj'so-palled...This
central organ is a feature of the higher animals, and a recent evolu-
tlonary acquisition. The sonse organ did not develop because we hed
a contral nervous system, but the central nervous system developed
because our very early ancestors had already acquired muscled and
‘Teceptors, In highly differentiated types, thn sense organs, - the
°¥e, the eer, the organs of touch, of taste, and of smell, - to some
oxtent supply the central apparatus with those eloments out of which
the intellsctual life is builded. With the adjustor, there came the
Power to modify responsas in relstion to past activity. Thus was
‘bui;t‘nprg storehouse of experieﬁqe_which bggame'the §eat_of_thp.in—
‘tellectual 1ife. As C. Lloyd lorgan would say, the cortex played
beck upon the sub-cortical or lower brain centers, the two synthesized,
and experience and 1ntelligence was the result; intelligence cpnéistfj.
Ing in the abllity to act in the light of the past; and so to evaluate.
| Therefore, the adjustor; a later development, becomes the central,
Teglon of evaluation, The cerebral cortex, about one cuble centimeter
of protoplggm,Jcontaining ningubillion, two hundred million cells,
1s the conter of all humen mental states, - sensations, memories,
volitions, emotions, sffections, the highest flights of poetry, the
most‘prqﬁpgnd thgughts_of philqgophy?vthe most far-reaching theorles
°f‘8¢@éhce,‘r and the creatﬁr of & God who holds the world in his
hands. . AN | .. | . . . PR
But #bis.is not to say that the_human méchanismlis g;lvtheré
1s to life. It 1s the purpose of this thesls to show that just the
OPposite is the case. 'If is true that all life involves mechaniza-
tion; but it is not true that life is only a mechanism. A machine

~
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may produce something very mich unlike itself, - that is, in form
vand function, This'hpmsp mechsnism, this little lump of protoplas= |
mic stuffl, may produce something in form and function much unlike
1tself - it may ‘even create a world.

- William Brown, 1n'?sychology and the Sciences",_says that the

so-called real world is.a wild abstraction, Blology, physics, mathe-
matics, astronomy, etc., are all abstract sciences. In short mny
ﬁrps reality involves the experience or possible experience of sent-
lent beings. S

~ Therefore, philosophy or metaphysics reduces itself to a process
QQ‘BYslpatlpn;_tp.discqvering‘s'methpd_ofllpferpreting mental phenom-
éna in terms of'meaping,.purposs, and valpe. , S _

How did such ever come to be the case? Why did man learn to
make hatchets, axes, knives, wequns,Aand.lnstrumsnps of all kinds?
Qﬁ the other hand why have men come to have all sorts of intellectual
tools? o |

It may be that to ask sﬁchquestiqns'is to answer them. 'However,
We do not msan to k11l the fox and spoil_phs‘chass._ But one does
b?sinlto‘rsel‘that these”aﬁsAvltal_qusstiqns, A}simpls Southern
farmer cuts alhqls_in.a gourd and pangsiip_gh a snag over the spring.
A child can selluypu why pbe.fsrmepfdoesﬁsQ,_anq what the gourd-
@ipper_is‘good for. éut when a simple primitive creates a spirit in
-order to explain the existsnce of the spring, all men begin to look
for o world in which such spirits dwell. Does not men give shape to
both gaufbdippers and water-spirits? And because each of them 1s .
necessary to the business of living9 Are . not spirits shaped by

Rature and the mind of man, as gourd-dippers are shaped by nature and
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the hand of man? Are not both attempts to complete an imperfect

World? The spirit is the means of the spring, and the gourd-dipper
18 the means of gotting the water to the mowth,
‘Someone may say eass there Is a decper reason why the primitive
men crosted a water spirit. We mey say there is a deeper reason why
the farmer mede his gourd-dipper. As we have said, both proceed on
the basis of need. But 1s this all? Is there not back of the felt
Beed that unique function called reflection? In its first stages,
Yeflection may be somothing like awe or vonder. The human race in its
slow development has passed through periods of childhood and youth. As
the individusl begins his intellectual life in wonder, questionings,
and curiosity, so the race has edvanoed from a condition of childiah'
Wonder, queationings, and 1nterpretationa of mankind and the external
world, In some sense, apirits and concrete tools are the products of
this reflective wondering, along with a sort of instinctive consclous-
Ness of the necessity of adjusting oneself to the world by supplying
here and-?hereauqutﬁﬁtwthenbower”otﬂcvnatruction»“thek‘which_ie_ieck-'
fng. As the child thinks he sees in slmost everything some living
agency, the happenings sbout him being caused by real beings; so the
Prinitive men saw in the wind some hidden spirit which bent the tres
or turned things over, or moved them along the earth. A little more
Teflective wondering snd mon sew the sun, moon, end sters as gods
merching round the world. They mist be gods or beings of some kind;
for only beings can move themselves or other belngs. Vhers there is
motion there is Leing, -' 8pirit only isihctive". This is:not such
bad reasoning, - 1t is the doctrine of the good Bishop" Berkeley.

We may say that these findings of primitive men are not correct,
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but their wonder and curiosity were stepping stones to what we now
call scientific knowledge. Aristotle says, ”It is owing to their
wonder that men both now begin and at first began to philosophize"
There may be people too low in intelligence to have curiosity or
wonder'; but most human. beinge, however. primitive, have explanations

for the common eventa of nature, such as day and night, life and

death, sicknees, health, sleep, moon, stars, sun,.seasons, and the
like. One of the commonest end most natural is the personal inter-
pretetion of Neture, which assunes all things to be alive end poss-
essed of some sort of personality like men's own, There is only a
step from here to the ideas of soul, immortality, God, and cause
which all men more or less believe in. For, as Hobbes ssys, it is
the peculier nsture of men to be inquisitive s to the bause of
events, especially as to the causes of his own good and evil fortune.
- It is natural to.think of anything that had a beginning as having
had a cause. Unlike the beast, man observes how one event follows
or is followed by ‘another, end remembers antecedents and conaequents.
And when he cannot be certain, he supposes causes,.such as are
suggested by his own fancy. As Alfred Weber says in his "History
of Philosophy", "Animated by an’ all-powerful instinct to discern
the causes of things, and to comprehend them into the unity of a
first cause, the humen mind no sooner resches certaln elementary
truths in physics, mathematics, and morals, then it hastens to syn-
thesize them, to form them irto universal theories, into ontologl-
cal aystems, 1.0., to philosophize or to make metaphysics."
| Tooking forward to & more doteiled explanation of the process
of eyaluation,_of the nrde of concepte, and‘of the orlgin and function

of hypotheees,'let,us say here that‘all valuation is in some sense
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I

THE HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE JDEA

OF THE THING-IN-ITSELF.

~In keeping with.man's natural wonder end curlosity, it
is possible that the concept of the thing-in-itself wvas one
of the earliest abstractions of reflective man, due to a nat-
ural tendency to search for a ceuse of the world; for the
unity to which all menifoldness might be reduced; or for the.
ground for each particylar thing, or specles,

g

Pl .

v l. In the so-called beginning of Greek Philosophy cer-
tain cosmologists repudiated the idea of God or spirit as
‘betng the cause of phonomena, end turned their svtention
toward'some single element visible to the naked'eye or evid-

encing itself 1n accordance with physical causation.

~In the first place, the primal original ground is said

t?.P?."Wﬁ?erﬁsa.Fr9m weter everything arises, .and into water.
everything returna. - Molsture is essentisl to the generation
and nourishment of plents and antmals, snd even to the forme-
tion of rock and stons, Also, warmth is developed from moist-
ure; so moisture or water is the plastic, unlverssl, l1ife-
giving principle, Fiom the condensation end expansion of this
fundamental matter, all phenomena arise,

But for Anaximander some more immaterial, universal,
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eternal something must be the undetermined ground or '59?%5'
from which everything prooeeds, and into which all things,
iﬁmgrder of time, return. This 'vaiﬂl may, it is true, be
material in some sense, but it is not material in the sense
that any one of the four elements is material. It was rather
the material hatter before it had separated intoc material
elements, It was the "chemical indifference" of elementary
‘opposites. In that it is a chemical indifference, it lies at
the basis of all determinateﬁeés'of the finite and changeable,
it itself being infinite and indeterminate. ' ‘

In short, Antximander manifesta an unwillingnens to qual-
ify the boundless mass; all of which shows a tendenoy toward
a more abstract mode of thougﬁt than we find in his prede-.
cessor's 6on6rete‘§gn§e;peréeived substance, |

Anaximenes attempts to compromise the=situation.by

stating that the universal ground is "the unlimited, all-

embraoing, ever-moving air, from which, by expansion and

condensation, everything is formed - as fire, water, earth,
 atone. ‘ZAir 1s a sort of semi-material substance, embracing
‘physical characteristics, but at the same time'éontaining an
asﬁect'of mystery; for air is physiéal in that it seems to be
2 part of the world, but it is full of myétéfy when it is-
thought of in terms of "breath”, which is the condition of

vital action.

These men sought for the universal essence of concrete
being. They fouﬁd this essence in a material or semi-material

. substance or substratum, the fundamental forms of nature or
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phgnomena being derived from this original matter or half-
matter.

For still another one of ‘these early Greek- thinkers, ‘
all cosmical bodies or spherggirevolve in fixed orbits about
& common middle point, or central fire, from which light and
warmth streem forth into the whole universe. Elther this
_“inner" fire or "number“,_or both, are the forms to which
all things mey be reduced. If we emphesi?9”?numbér?“%nStead
of "fire", it lies at the base of all things. Numbers ere
the true realities, the substances and the grounds of things,
and all else is an éxpression of number; Number 1s placed

behind phenomena as their basal principle and ground. »

.- . In this ocase Wﬁuh%ve either an actual meterlal substance,
or a purely idesl principle of all things, the archetype in
sccordance with which all things are formed and controlled.
To sey the lesst, there is heve a more abstract concept then
is found in "water" or "molsture". Men were gradually dis-
cbvering that no purely material or concrete substance satis-

fied: the demands of reflectiono

Xenophanee, turning his attention toward the problem,

- found the solution in the idea of God. True, this God may

' have been thought of in either material or intellectual _
terms; but he was not en element, - he was God. And the prob-
ability is, -that Xenophenes was struggling towerd a spiritual
cause of the world. At least his causal grpund 15 highly
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abstract when compared with the earlier concepts in Greek

Philosophy.

Another group of thinkers différ from the earlier phil-
osophers - from Empedocles, for instance - When they say that
not ea;fh, air, fire, and water are the primal subéfandeé, but
rather certain minute/é?;iaible'partiéleé of matter, which are
more elementgry than the four elemehts.

These elements of the atomigts aremsither "spiritual® nor
"material® in the true sense of the term, but rather "“con-
ceptual® —-thaf is, they.arénnot personified as God, nor are
they comparable to any one or all of the four eleménts. They
are not "perceived" but "conceived", ) ‘

" Overagainst Parmenides, the Eleatic, the atomists say
that "non-being" exists; that it is not corporeal, but that it
nevertheless exists., - -

For the atomist, the_bensibie qualities, as color, sound,
taste, smell, which we attribute to the different bodies, are
not in the things'themselves as objeétﬁ, but merely the effects
of combinations of atoms in our bense'érgans.. Atoms as such
have no qﬁalities except impenetrability, shape, and size.

.So sense perééption does not yield us a true knowledge of

'things; it merely tells us how these original basic qualities

affect us. | _
 Frank Thilly thinks that we have in the concepts of the
atomists a distinction between "primary" and ngecondary"

qualities. Sense perception ie obscure knowledge; thought,
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which transcends o sense peréeptions and phenomenal ap-
pearanoea, givea ua true knowledge, or knowledge of the true

~ realities. Here 15 expressed the same feeling that Kant later
expreésed, though not in the same terms: The thing-in-itself
cannot be known in the sense of knowing sense-qualities; but

it can be thought.

3. Plato sensed the problem, and undertook to solve it,
Thé previous thinkers had confused "phenomena " §1t£ iprimall
‘substgnce®, "primal substance" with "true Being", and again,’
"true Being" with "non-Being".
| Plato points out that we have:
(1) The world of Ideas or true Being,. f
- (3) The world of non-Being -- matter and Becoming.
(3) And in the third place, and as 2 middle term between
Being and non-Being, are sensible phenomena,
Now things are the “éobies' in some sense of the Ideas,
or true qung;vor, things "partiéipate" in the Ideas, deriving
the Being which they possess from the world of true Being; or
. finally, the Ideas may be the "final end" of phenomenél things.
But Ideas‘are not the only cause of phenomena. We muet look
elsewhere for the cause of the world of appearanoe.-
The word uv%nﬂ in Plato 15 thought to have the same sig-
nificance as in ordinary speech; that is, 1t is thought to
mean #wood®, *timber", and sometimes just "material® - indef-

inite, undefined material - the "stuff" out of which things
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‘méy become Iormed. ”$bﬂ " is not 'maiter in general", but
rather a sort of "raw material out of Which things are made.
' However, it is thought that Plato was not consciously
seeking'for the basis of the corporeal in a positive substrat-
um, But matter is at least anterior to the elementary bodies,
and is, therefore, not peroeptible to the senses; for he would

urge us not to call fire, air, or water the universal nZAw,

. Gold continuously tranaformed into all sorts of figures would
still be oalled gold; so there is a nature which in itself
permits of manifold individuation. Therefore, after all, even
though Plato may not have consciously sought it, he at least
arrived at the concept of some bort%f primordial substratum
other than the simple elements. ‘

At times in Plato, it seems that matter is either non-
Being or partakes of non-Being; for he séyé that the only

| Being which phenomena have is derived fiomfthe world of true
Being, the world of Ideas; and agin, that matter and the
things of matter are'not'éreated. So "non-Being" is in some
way clo;ely tied up with phenoﬁena. Noi‘phenomena are not
caused by-the Ideas in any true sense; therefore, it may be
thought, 1f there is a cause of appearances as we now define
jt, it 18 non-Being. The Timaeus distinguishes the founda-
tion of the corporeal from all Becoming. So there is a
substratum or cause other than Becoming, - a sube tratum. nhich'
Temains the same in spite of the multiplicity and changes of
its form. This could easily be non-Being. ' '

. /
Plato in the Timaeus does not use the expression"bbh',

‘r
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but he describes the basis of the sensual in such a way that
Aristotle ascribes thet denotatlon to him, Matter in both the
Timeeus and the Philebus is the substnetum.of the sensible
rhenomens, and is described as "unlimited". We may'ascribe

to it all that is capable of "more and less", "stronger end
yeaker", etc. The unlimited, or matter, is that within which
no fixed and exact determination is possible, - the element of
"conceptless existence", of change, which never arrives at

eigﬁ and Permenence.

So, in Plato, we find three orders of Reality- . o
(1) The archetype; "self—identical essence" - the Ideas.
(2) The sensible phenomena. H\_;‘:_ R S
(3) The- groundwork and the ‘receptacle of all. Becoming.
This third order of reallty is the common element which in
Some way Pas?ivelx,und9?11°9”PheP°mﬁna: 43“th9~?9?179“°9u?9.°f
them; or else is identlcal with them, - &ll except the world
of the Tdeas, constituting a world Of non-Being and Becoming.
But we are justified in supposing that there is an underlying
substratum, - be it non-Being or not non-Being, be it mﬁteriél
or mentel in nature, - which supports or at least is the
logicel or metephysical cause of all determinate matter. In
the coaseless flux of forms in the circle of Becoming, this
cqmmon“elementlo? cause runs. through them as a permanent and
unifying substratum. All Becoming is in and about this sub-
stratum, and to 1t all. returns.' \ )
~ But this ﬂVAﬂ]" has no specific quality or definite formo

Yet 1t 1s and must be. For the constant pasaing of elementeJ
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one inﬁo another would be impossible if the determinate parts
of matter were real, and not merely modifications of one common
and therefore necessarily 1ndeterm1nété'thiid something, For
Plato, this "third something® is an'invisible_éndlshapelesé
nature, capable of taking on any shape. man—Béing'méy take on
.Bpeditia shape in the world of pefééptible'phenbmenaj but the
perceptual phenomeha, in turn, are dependent upon the Ideas ’
for their Being; for non-Being cannot impart Being or true
Reality to fhe'iorld ¢f phenomena, but only individuate itself
inthe world of appéaraﬁbe,vstill remaining 'pon-Beiﬁg“, - not
of the world of Ideas. |
Therefore, the groundwork of sensuous existence is not
spifitual in the sense indicated in the pre-philosophical per-
lod befo:e Thales; it is not of the nature of anymone.of.the
four elements; neither 1s 1t spiritual or.intelleétual in the
Xenophian sense; it 1is rather that out of which all partioular
forms of matter arise, and into which they resolve themselves.
It is like the unhewn mass out of which the artist fashions
his fhgures, - no man knows what it 1s or what it may beceme.
But when it hes "Become" ngomething" other than the unhewn,
undefinable mass, it is too late to define it in its indefin-
iteness.. Neither could you ever 6atép it in the transforma- -
tibn; for th the~extentlthat it has "Become" it 1s definable,
and to the extent that it has not "Become" it is still un-
definable‘maas, - the uﬁhnoﬁn, the unlimited, non-Being. In'
Some sense, then, matter or non-Being is the irrational re-

mainder which is always left over when -We abstract from things
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that which in them is the copy of the Idea, For matter cannot
have Being, neither can the world of the phenomena have Being
or true Reality, except frop the Ideas. Even though the phen-
omenal world may in some way emerge out of the realm of non-
Being or in&ef;nite matter, this non-Being is only the passive,
me taphysical, orvlogiéal cause of such emergence; the aative,
Positive process is the participation ing, the COpiing of, or
the struggle toward the World of Ideas, or True Being.

‘We might say that here lies the logical reason why Kant
hesitated to identify the Thing~in~itaelf with the oategory
of "causality" in any legal sense of the tern,

For if the primordial substratum is thought of as un-
limited matter or non—Being, it cannot well be thé aotive,
legal cause of phenomena. In fact, Plato sometimes reprpsents
1t as a passive principle. It is nof‘a "material something",
but "sbaoe“, the "empty", which receives into itself the form
of the corporeal. The Timasus never speéks of the groundiork
of the sensiblyrperceptible as that out of which things are
"made", but as that in which things have "Beoome", o

We may‘oonclude, then, that there is some other principie
which is everything that Idea is not, and to which sensuous
existence owes its imperfections. This principle, be it
material or of the nature of mind, in ‘some way forms the basis
of the phenomenal iof;d. As such it may be thought of as the
raw materiai'out of which phenomena are made., It is in some

sense perishable and unreal, - imperfect - non-Being. It is

at least evident that Plato sought for something other than the
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Ideas as the cause of the world of sense. This substratum
or logical cause, untouched by ideal principles, must be con-
ceived éh‘being devoid of all qualities, - formless, indef-
inite, imperceptible, - non-Being. ‘But this "non-Being" is
not "non-existence;" it is merely a "lower order of exist-

ence", It 18 a sort of substratum for the diversity of the

many different objects.

§. As for Aristotle, everything in the world is moved

by an inner‘urge to ‘become something greater than it is,
Matter and form are only relative terﬁé; The .man is the form
of which the child was the matter; the child is the form and
;ts embryo the matter; the embryo the form, the ovum the
matter. This regresqion may be €farried on unti} we reach

the oopéeption of formless matter, that is, "materia prima®,
But such formless matter would be "no-thing", for e#erything
that is a real thing has form. So'mattgr.is the possibility
of form; and form is the aotuality,vthe.finished product 9:1‘
. formless matter, Form 19'not‘on1y'the form, but it is sﬁap-
ing force or inner necessity and impulse. Form is the real-
ization of the potentialities of matter, But as Alfred Weber
says, it must be remembered that the matter of Pl#to, Aris-
totle, and Plotinﬁs, is not the matter of the materislists,
but what Schelling and Schopenhauer would call "Will"y or

the "Will to Be"; it is not body,'fut the transcendent sub-
stratum, the principle of corporeality, that which makes

the body a body, but'ié itself an'incofporeal thing, 1in
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nature mental or mathematical.

But motion, according to Aristotle, has a source, Héi
did the vasf process of motion and formation begint This
motion must have had a beginning, a bouféef gristotle could
have resorted to the idea of an infinite regress, but the
1dea‘of a prime mover was more logical and practical. 8o
"he posited an unmoved kover, - & being incorporeal, indiv-
isible, spaceless, sexless, paséionlesa, ;hangeleéé, perfect,
and eternal. God does not create the world, but He moves it.
Hoiéver,.He‘does not move it as & mechanical force. - God
is not the legal cause of the ﬁorld, He is a sort of total
motive for all the operations in the world, Géd moves the’
world not as modern theologians have imagined, but as the

| belovedAobjebt koves the lover. He moves the world as the
ideal of the "Good" moves him Who wishes to be good. God is
the final cause of ndture, the drive and purﬁoae of things;
the form of the world; ¥he principle of its life; the ener-
gizing entelechy of soul of the world, God is not a person,
but a sort of magnetic power who moves all else by his myst-
ic influence.

Theferore, in reality, God, - and God as a postﬁlate, -
is the thing-in-itself for Aristotle, Another step, and
Aristotle would have saved philosophy much confusion as to
thé real nature of the noumenal realm. |

4. The founder or precursor of Scholasticism, John

Sco tus Erigena (810-877), influenced by Plato and Aristotle,

moceeds .to make some further distinctions as to nature:
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There is that ¥hich creates and is mnot created, that is,
the cause of all that is existent, or non-existent; that which
is created and dréatés;"thatwihiéh.ié created and does not
create; and'finall?,'fhat which neither cteates nor is created,
- the end of all things. ot
The fourth of these divisions cortesponds to the problem
.of the thing-in—itself in that it neither creates nor is
created: it is non—Being, gnd the passive, metaphysical, or
logical cause of both phenomena and Being, in that'fhére could
be no "Being" without "non-Being", and that it is in some
_sense the cause of "phenomena®. |
" But by "non-existent" Erigena does not mean that which
has absolutely no being. He rather means that which is above
and beyond both sense and.readon. The material, gince it
comes and goes, ié'not truli existent like the intelligible,
There is no doubt but that Erigena is here catching up
the thread dropped by Plato and Aristotle. Therefore, though .
hé may not have added much to the solution of the problem,
he at least helped to hand it on to those who were more vital-
ly interested in the problem from a purely philosophical point
of view. '
§. In the writings of Galileo we find a recognition of
the problem after itshaving been for some time obscurdd by |
theological and semi-theological concepts. FEaX even Erigeﬁa,

after stating the problem, lapses into mere theological specu-

iat;onﬁ,'conboling himeelf by the supposition that God is the

———— ——
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beginning, mﬂddlq,'and énd‘of all things; from him they come;
in him, and through him, they exist] and to him they return.
But Galileo (1564-1641), independent of theological

speculations, stated the problem in a scientifio way: A
material or-éorporpal substahéé has boundaries, and is of

~ some shape or other; relatively to others, it is great or
smell; it is in this place or that'plaée;'in this or that
time; 1t i8 in motion or at rest; it touches or does not
_%ouch another body; it is unique, rare, or common. But on
the other hand, I do not find myself absolutely 6ompelled to
apprehend an object as white or red, bitter or sﬁe&t, sonor-
ous or silent, smelling.aﬁeetly or disagreeably, If the
senses did not point out these qualities, it is ppéﬁible that
lénguage alone could never have arrived at them.{ §o I am
inclined to think that these tastes, smells, colors, etc.,
in regard to the subjeét in which they abpear to reside, are
nothing more than mere names, and exist only in the sensitive
body. There is nothing in axternal bodies for mx£if exéiting
tdates, smells, andvsohnda, except shape, quantity, and .
motion; and if ears, tongues, and noses would be removed, I
am of the opinion that there would be an end of smells, tastes,
and sounds, which, apart from the 11v1ngiérea£uré, are mere
‘words. | | |

We have spoken of the atomists as having given expression

to the dootrine of the thing-in-itself. It is said that
Galileo was well acquainted With the theories of Democritus;

and Democritus was one of the atomists, Therefore, Galileo

—
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being acqudinted with the theories of Democritus, Whom he con-
sldered greater than Aristotle, came to feel that all ohange
is nothing but change in the relation of parts of objects.

All j.s the result of the movements of atoms. Sensible qual-
ttiee_are subjective, and are based on qﬁentitive relations;
all "qualities" are explained by "quantities®. There is 1it-
tle'doubt, therefores, that Galileo, being acquainted with
Demooritue and the-othei atomists, received frbm.them his be-

lief in "primary" ahd "secondary" qualities.

6. Therefore we may say with Henri Bergsoy, that there
18 no such thing as "individuality"; and with Solomon that )
"there is nothing new under the sun®; and that therefore,
John Locke did not, magic-like, draw from out his own ingen-
ious brain the concept of “primary' and 'secondary' qualities,
S but that he was, rather, the heir and etewant of a great in-
heritance, 1nvesting the eame, with good returns, that he
i- might, iike a gowd steward, hand on more tthan he had :eoeived;
| Therefore, we may say that Locke was the first of the
great modern philosophers to.reoognize the profound signif-
icance of our problem, to face it squarely, and to ‘make an
honest effort~to solve it. The'pre-ooemologiete were too
theologioal; the probleh was too new to be thoroughly under-
‘8tood by the eoedologiats; the atomists, to some extent, saw
the problem, but beoame too thoroughly'ohaeesed with the idea
of indestructable atome, Erigena is thought to have stated the

problem in his four divisions of nature -- but thie diviaion

—
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is really the basis upon which the absoluteness of God is to
' be proved; Galileo, like Erigena, mw the difficulty and stated
'the;problem,,but,offefed no adequadte 8olution in anything_like
an o;tgnded‘txqatment--'due,-no~d§ubf,;to the  fact that he
ﬁaa,mqinly~in§efested‘1n;the;astronqmi¢al aspect of. nature;
Plato and Ariﬁtﬁtle,.mo;e than any other menfbeforq Loéke,,
saw the problem and set the philosophers on the right track,
but until Locke :the most of them shunted off .into abbtraCt 
theological épqéulétibns,,and‘éo;missed:xhe;real_iesue.y

. But_Loéke,,like-a;real son of the English race, showed
_his_pludkay‘setting,for,himsqlf a hard task which he pro-
.éeeded,to perform.in a philosophical fashion, freed from all
réligiqus and{semt&éligionb,prejudiéest4'f

.,,Ithhe,fier_blage,;there‘;s,tor,Loéke an outer, mater-
ial éubﬁfanée,ﬁihiéh is the unknoin‘supponf and cause of the
union .of several distinct, simple‘ideas;JE o .

. But our ideas lead us to believe that there are two
.kinds.of-qualitibs:of material-substanoe; that is "primary"
.and "secondary"... The primary qualities are éonétgnt and un-
changeable,: gnd'aliays present when matter is present. ‘These
qualities are ocalled "primary" because they aré‘insepgxable
frbm matter;,.Thby‘axenauohVas‘exteniion, solidity, motion and
rest, duration and position in time. The objects, being made
,up.ofléértain.primaiy;qualitieé, produce in us, - through our
senses, certain _seéondafj' qualities, a s sound, color, odor,
etb. | ‘ .

Beneath these primary qualitiee,}however, is. 'substance'

which is the normal support of the primal qualities. The

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



- 30 =
and renge of humen knowledge, are to be answered only through
insight into the nature of the representations which are the
?1?@¢¥t3,°f.3npw;95893.,BY the results of these representes
tions, he secks to explain his problem in a simple, historicsl
way; snd to give, through psychological analysis of the re-
presentations, a descriptive statement of the development of
the knowledge of an individual subject. He accepts, willing-
1y or wwillingly, the existence of metephysical realitles.
On one side, there is a number of material things; on the
other, a mumber of knowing subjects, who are provided with
atfferent paythological ossibilities, It 1s supposed that
there is a mechanical influence through which sensations gen-
erally erise. Bodles produce sensations in us, probebly by
means of "shocks", Just as bodies affect each other. Tho ex-
perience out 6f which all Jmowledge ariseé is a ﬁroduct, which
comes through the reaction of the understanding to the influ- .
ence of outer things as conditionso. o -

N The elements whidh constitute the corner-atones of the
knowledge-structure are representations, or Ideas. These
spring from two sources; from the senses end from reflection
(the outer and inner senses). The Ideas sre divided into
"aimple" end’"complex'. Both of these classes are again
divided into sub-classes. There are fowr kinds of simple

'Idoas: (1) The Tdeas which are produced by means of a simple
_outer sense. (2) The Idess which are produced by means of
sevére}.pu#e?“??nsee- (3) The Ideas which ere produced by

the inner sense. (4) The Ideas which are produced by means of

*M - N P - - . Ve e e . - g - ———
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both the inner and outer sense, The complex Ideas fall 1ike—
wise into four olassea: (1) Mode , which can be neither simple
nor mixed, (3) Substances - (that is, neither the cogoept of
substance, - generally single substance, - nor collective sub-
stance). (3) Rei@tion. (4) Avstract Ideas.

For Loéke, there seems to be no specific difference be-
tween the thing-in-itself and phenomenon, But Locke, as to
this point, oan best be understood in the light of Kant. The
primary Qualities, according to Loéke, seem to be the mathe-
matioal definition of size, form, position, and novamant,
yet perhaps Looke should have spoken here rather of "quan-
tities" than "qualities", — which really are the characterist-

" ics of outer things. For Locke, our Ideas are exact copies of
. every quality in the objeét, and thess qualities ﬁould come to
‘be actual realities in the world whether or not there were
beinga to perceive fhem. In the case of the secondary qual-
ities, however, one}dénnot maintaiﬁ that our Ideab are like:
them, or 6orreﬁp6nd to them, Secondary qualities are nothing
but energies which are arousedin us, and which we distinguish
as colors, sounds, etc. Thus one sensation comes to be dif- .
ferent from another. But in anothér place Locke hesitates -
to resort to'this-method of explantion, believing that there
should be another means of solution. The simple Ideas, which
'6orrespohd to the nature of the afom, carry with them, 'in their
own nature, no visible necessary comnsection or inconsistenoy. |
with any other simple Idea. Therefore, for Locke, the second-

ary qualitiéé are dependent‘either,upon the motion of aﬁoms,
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or else upon a yet "less conceivable® ocause.

At times, Locke identifies Ideas with sensation. In this
sense, Ideas are impressions whichf outer objects produce in
the mind} ‘The understanding must take Wwp the impressions,
whether it will or not. When these impressions are given by
outer objects the mind can change or destroy them just as lit-
tle as a mirror can change or destroy the form of an chject
Which is stood before it. On the 6ontréry,'he'speakb iﬁ ano- ‘

ther place of an Idea of sensation, as if an Idea and sensa-
tion were different from each other; and appears to say that
perception must arise in order to change our impression into
an Idea. Again, perception is identified with sensation in
%@poﬁitian to impressions. Yet again, the Ideaiis that which
is the object of the understanding, as was suggested in the
beginning of this section. Only in this'éenaq i8_1it possible
for Locke to speak of Ideas of yellow, ihite; heat, cold; soft,
hard; and all those which we call sensible qualities. Gnly
when the mimd Idea ;s 80 considered is it conceivable how Locke
can 8o often identify the Idea #ith'the quality of the thing.

Theréfore, we may conclude that a psychological research

into the nature of the Idea as a psychological occurrence can-
not in the least explain the'fhécrét16a1;epiétemolog16§1 |
‘meaning of the Idea. In fact, Locke admits this to be the
case: "We know so little what figure, size, green.zxmiix color,
or aweet smell produce,that we cannot once conceive how size,
figure or motion, can ever produce in us an idea of color,
taste, or tone; there is no conceivable relation between the

two,"
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7. Locke and Kant: A Comparison. According to Locke, the

real element of knowledge, as we have seen, is generally that
which is supplied from without. Bodies“produéé representations
through some sort of impulse, To say that the given Ideas are
added to by the understanding is idealistic; so Locke denies
that the understanding can contribute to therreality of the
Ideas or representations. | '

Hoﬁever; there are implications to the éohtrary. For
Locke's idea of-"subétahée' - that is; the idea of "something
‘or other" - is very bimilar.to'Ként'é TraniéeﬂdeﬁtalLOb;eét,
that is, the thought of "something in general"., Both are prod-
ucts of abétréétion; and therefore work a real advance over
most of Early'ereek‘épeéulatioh on the subject. Locke's ad-
mission thatsthere is a "substance" upon which the primary
qualities depend, if thought of as a logical dependence, is
similar to Plato's non-Being before 1t becomes individuated;
it 1s.also similai to Kant's‘thing-in-itéelf,‘if we discover
that the thing-in-itself, like non-Being, is the metaphysical
or logical cause or condition of phenomena. There is, at
least, a thread that binds the thoughts of these thinkers
tdgether. , | )

But both Plato and Locke fail to give any adequate solg-
tion of the relation of the thing-in-iteelf or honéBéing'to
phenomena, With Plato, non-Being is sometimes different from,
and sometimes identical or almost identical with phenomena;
while with Locke, "gubstance", the "thing-in-itself", or "non-
Being" is at least not related to phenomena, as is Kant's

"thing—in—it;elf“. For with him, substance is only the
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ground of the primary qualities; while the primary quﬁlitieé,

‘in turn, become the ground of the sense or secondary qualities.

8, Kant: Schopenhauer is, thpfefore, probably correct
when he says that Kant's greatest service is the differentia-
tion of phenomena fédm'the thihé-ih~it3elf,f We may say that
Kant to some extent failed in his effortfto completely differ-
entiate between noumena and phehémena; but certainly, logic-
ally speaking, he intended to do so., It may be that the con-
fusion as to whether or not he did differentiate these two
existences is due to the impossibility of always being able to
tell when he is speaking of them in a "logical" sense, and
when he is speaking of them in a "pragmatioc" sense. For
certainly the "Regulative Ideas" belong};logiéall;, to the
realm of the Reason; but they are as éqrtainly‘noi intended

to be divorced from the reﬁlm of experience, Rather, just

the opposite. | .

Therefore, to say that for Kant theconcept of phenomena
in the experience of knowledge is of great significance, is’
not to say that he did not aleo concern himself mightily with
the realm of the noumenal, and that he did ﬁot.&aube the prob-

. lem of the "thing-in-itself® to stand out as never before.

L

He even in some way makes the épéraoteriétiés”of bhéndmenayy
depend upon the nature of the noumena, and yet shows tpat they
are logically different existences. He objects to ihe doc-
trines of both Looke and Leibniz, saying that Leibniz intel-

lectualized phenomena; while Locke sensitized the concepts of
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the understanding.,

1 v:;’r(l);Let us: £first consider Kant's thinge-in-themselves
“in their relation to each other: .-

'..'ww}In‘fhree~p1aCeé-ih\therCritiqpeVOf Pure Reason Kant seems

" to deny that the Transcendental Object is .to be identified with
"the‘thingein#it;eIImeThe‘Tranaéendentdl'bbjeét,is not an |
;aobjectzof knowledge in itself, but only the representation of
 'ph¢nomehon; - He elsewhere says 'that "the-ihole'iﬁdefinite
'fthought*of;!something in general' cannot be. called noumena® -
~for T know not from it What it is. in:itself, except, merely
. from the objeot by means of a sensuous intuition. Again,
Kant says that the concept of a_nqumengf;éjggt_the concept
of an object. . But it may be that Kant here means that the
- "thing-indtself® cannot be .thought of as,an*Fempi;iéél ob- -
. jeot", .and likewiée of the Transaendental Object. So the
*.Transcendental Object may be the same as the thing-in-itself)]
.+ 'both being different from eppirical objects. . Formslsewhere
;“Kant,aétually‘identifieéﬁthe;Traﬁééendental Objeét,Githjthe \
.'noumenon dr:thq thiﬁgein-itself.,"Theﬁundératanding~thinké an
-object in 1téél£;gbut/only as a Transcendental Object®. We -
 call these objects transcendental because the representation
- of .them 18 not sensuous. . |
. ‘But Kant hesitates to found nature on the noumena. He
at timeé leans $oﬁa:d;gnother-thingfin-itaelf as the cause of
‘the sensations. . .Yet he elsewhere points out that the .Tran-
* soendental Object 1s the 6ause.of,éehsatiqns. Again, he seems
. to clearly distinguish between the thing-in-itself and phe-

nomenon.
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intuition‘and to the "a pribri' forme of sensibility. On the
other hand, things-in-themselves are the objects of Reason.
So, for Kant, there must be an objeotive ground But what
\ 18 this objective ground? It is:not 3 "nature® as such: for
nature is not a world of things-in-thémselves, but just the
classification of appearance or phenomena. Kant had no inten-
tion of tranaforming the world and man into mere representation,
He makes use of the weapona of Bishop Bgrkeley in Qrder to
deétroy the Cartesian idealism., Berkeley's dogmatié'ideaiiﬂm
denied the existence of matter or a spacial outer world in
addition to ideas. So does Kant. For him the whole outer
‘World in spada arises from our ceaseless reprementation. Again;
| in-anpther*éensé, Kant does not deny the existence of the
outer ﬁorid' The same may be sald of Berkeley. ﬁérkelei
tba¢¢imthe tranaoendental ground of such modifications in God,
while Kant, on the other hand, uses. the concept of the thing-
in-itaselft ga a support for the realiqtic_world ]
It is thought by one authority that Kant, in the second
edition of the Critique of Pure Reason, attaches a double af-

fééfion to the subject, first through the thing-in-itself and
second through outer appearance. However, the iubjeét who is
affgéted may be the same in both cases. True, the thing-in-itself
af:eéts the Transcendental Subjeét,.thrbugh which affeétion
arises the whole world of experience, of ﬁhiéh‘the empirical

"I ig alpart. The outer phenomena affect the empirical sub-

ject,upon whioh arise sensation and representation as events

in the individual consciousness. Vaihinger thinks that Kant
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here approaches the concepts of Beck and Fichte,

Perceptions, says Kant, are empirical representations
from the influence of moving energies of matter which affect
the subject. These energies affect the subject because he
is a physical being. The inner changes wrought in him by
the activity rof consciousness are peneeﬁtione. The moving
energies of matter are, in the mind of the subject, the
cause of his perception. For physics, however, they are
causes in themselves which affect the senses; while the ob-
jects of sense, metaphysically speaking, are appearances.
Bug Kant has no faith in physics, for it deals not only with
"appearances" but iith !eppearancee ef appearaneeaﬁ;

However, it sometimes seems that Kant retains some sort
of mechanical causal relation between the thing-in-itself
and the'knoﬁing'eubjeet

Erick Adickes, in Kant und das Dingﬁan-eich ‘states that

it would be a great mistake for one to consider the thing-
in—iteelf and appearance as two absolutely different reali-~
tiee, both alike real, standing overagainst each other, ‘as
erehetype, copy, or image. However, there is a "eomething*
which is given to our experience only as appearance, ‘while
on the other hand, there is given to us an existence which
‘seeme to be entirely independent of appearance.‘ '

We must not, however, identify the thingyin-itself with
the inner or with the reality of objects of appearance, For

only by making oneself free fromrall forms of human concept-

. ‘ e .
ions and ornamentation oouldgnnapproaeh the thing-in-itself.
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But even that would not prove satiéfactory to~knoi1§dge, for
1t would have to enter into the structure of "Intellectual
‘Intuition" in order to provide the sﬁuff of knowledge. But
one and the same bbjeét'ié at one and- the same time thing-
in-itself and the bottom of appearan&e, . However, the thing-
inriteelf in the appearance is not knowable, Yet it appears
in the appqaranée, -~ that is, ménifesta'itself in it,

We can have knowledge of thingsiin-themselves only in
8o far as they are objects of sensuous intﬁifion.“ So all
rational knewledge 1s limited to the experience of objects.
Yet, we must be able to think the same objects as things-

“in-théméelves; for Ként makes a distinction between "knowing"

and "thinkiﬁg". The thing—in—itself cannot be "known" buf‘
1t can be "thought". This is not only true of the thing-
1n—;téelf, but of many other things. God, for instance, cannot
be known, in the sense that Kant speaks of knoiledge;:but will
anyone say, therefores, tha@:God cannot be "thought*?

Therefore, as was suggested, the object has two kinds of
meaning: it is at once “appegr&nbe" &nd it is the thing-in-
itself. But may these not be one and the aame'queétf May
mot the distinction be only a logical one?

(3) The "I-in-itself". Things-in-themselves cannot be

known or defined. In man, there is no possibility of the
intuition of the Self. He cannot know that he exists; for
he knows himeelf through the condition of Time, which makes

impossible any adequate definition of the thing-in-itself as it
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| applies to the subjeoct. But that an "I-in-itself" lies at the
‘bottom of our éénsciouéneea}of phenomena is just as self-
evident to Kant, or, if possible, more evident, than that
every oﬁter,appearanée édrrespondbnté a thing-in-itself, Yet,
Kant says that the "IR® as a "thinking being®" is hardly like
the "I" as a "éenseQbeing". We are not quitenone and the
same gsubject. As object of the inner empirical intuition,
that is, so far as I become affected by sensations in Time,
Which take place at the same time or in succession of each
other, I knoi‘mysélf oﬁly'aé I appear to myself, and not as’
a thing-in-itself. This seems to be what Kant ﬁeana to say;
ﬁut, as we shall see, the implications of his system as a
Whole seem to point in a somewhat different difeétign;'.f
It is at least evident, then, that one and the same
being is "I-in-itself" or nthing-in-itself" and "appearance."
So what is saidbf the Self must also be said of other things.
Ineach and every thing, then, there is manifesfed a "thing-
»;n-itself", an unknowable "something" that runs tﬁrough each
individual thing, binding its manifoldness together, We must
~either aééepf this statement or say that the thingyinéitéelf
is nothing but phenomenon freed from all subjedfive concept-

ions and ornamentations.

(3) The Things in Themselves as Affecting Causes. At

‘one point we are told that the thing-in-itself is not a sub-
stance, and.that it does not work as a cause, except as part

of a real whole., We can easily see how this may be true;
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for even though the thing-in-itself be the cause of our sensa-
" *tioms, it need not be the cause of our knowledge; for knowl- -
edge involves not only senuétionh but the categories of the
understahding, and theiﬁurb Intuition of Time as a sbhenma,
| Kant'sayé that the possibility of the thing-ig-itself 8s a
 cause of knowledge is to him inconceivable; for the whole

idea of cause 1s relative to things in a world of phenpmenal

experience, Hoiever, it is pointed out in the Critigue of

Pure Reason that the thing-in-itself is the definite cause

of appearance or representation. The thing-in-itself lies
at the bottom of the appearance of matter. But Kant also
denies that the thing-in&tself is a cause of our sehsations
in any 'mechaniéal" pénse. He thinks such a notion is incon-
~ ceivable, |
" ¥® have t6 do only with appearance, or our representa-
tions, How things-in-themselves are possible is outside of
the sphere of our knowledge.. Kant sometimes leads us to
think that the physical object 1s not in itself actual,
but mere appearance; that the object in itself is unknpin.

" But stimulus i not the result of these unknoinldaué‘a, but
moreiy the appearance of their influence on our senses. The
non-sensuous cause of these representations is entirely un-
known, and therefore, sould npt be intuited as an objéét;
for, like an objeot, this non;senéuous cause would again
have to be placed in space and time, without which condition
we could not possibly have an intuitiog of it. But we might
at least call the Transcendental Object the merely intellect-
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ual cause of appearances. But to do so gives us that to
which the sensuous, as redéptivity, é@rrespondé; Wé can -
think of this Transcendental Object as extending to ‘and as
being in relation with éur possible:sperceptions, and say that
1t 18 given in itself before all experience, |
| Every appearance ;s a proof of a fundamental underlying
' thing—in-itself; 8o things-in—theméelves must in some ﬁay;
be causes of appearances,as those appearances affect us.
Things-in-themselves must in some sense be objeots in them-
selves,at the same time ‘they may be unknown,

Therefore, the thing-in-itself may rot in any direct
way be the cause of our sensation; yet it, as a Transcend-
ental Object, is the only conceivable cause Qf'appéafgnée;
but this does not mean that it ;é'éause in any_leéal sense of
‘the term, For the thing-in-1tself, conceived as Space, the
Empty, the Néthing, or noh—Being,'dould not possibly be an
active, legal cause of anything. For the thing-in-itaelf is
not a thing’of'%hamiéild”dftﬁﬁenomeﬁﬁ,”;ﬁiéﬁwit'ﬁﬁtidmﬁévo‘%o
be in order to be a cause ih the ordinary sense of that’
term. But this 1s not to say that the thing-in-itself may
not in some way be the passive, metaphyni§al, or logical
causef of all phenomens; and 80 ofvall sensation. OCertain-
1y, "not-A" is in some way necessayy to ®A%, and so the
me taphysiocal or logical cause of "A®. For there could be no
“A" Without "not-A, for "A% 1& produced by limitation; and
1t is "not-A® that produdééffhé limitation ﬁnd enables one

to apprehend "A" as "A". Take "not-A" away, and certainls
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there is no "A"., Likewise, the thing-in-itself is in some
such way the cause of phenomena, - the ®something" or the
*nothi‘hgn, - the "indeterminateness" upon which all "deter-
minsteness" is dependent, but which never enters as a real
member into the world of.objeots;‘just as "not-A" never
enters into "AW, but yet determines mAW,

So the thing-in-itself possesses reality of a vital
sort but not perceptual reality as does appearence._ In
other words, our thoughts in some measure constitute the
concept of the thing-in-itself as a theoretical, epistemolog—
.ical limlting,concept

4. Things in Themselves and_the Categories.'_csn categor-
ies not be thought of as things-in—themselves?"Alrto the
answer to this question Ksnt has left us in some uncertainty.
At times he explsins the concepts of the understanding as not
applying to .our sensuous space-time concepts, but as being
bound up in sensuous intuition. Agein, we get the inpression
-that 'pure thought" is not so entirely'di:fsrent from "noumena®,
from things-in-themselves, if we only assign to ourselves a
‘non-sensuous intuition The noumen%fsignifies on'implies the
problematical concept of an object for an entirely different
understanding than ours. However, this understending, .which
must be known, not thrcugh categories, but intuitively, is .
yet a problem., Only en srchetypal intellect an Intellectusl
Intuition, an absolute creative understanding, could have a

knowledge of the thing—in—itself,'that is, an dbsolute ‘knowl-
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edge. Because only in an archetypal intellect could thought
and thing, ‘representation and existence, be united. Igotherx
words, our thinking, under present conditions, does not pro-
duce the real thing, but only nxpnxtnnnnx\appearanoe.

Erick Adickes, in Kant und das Ding-an-Sich, points out

the-fact that when Kant speaks of the thing-in-itself as the
cause of sensations, he has in mind not ‘the category of cau-
sality, but the idea of freedom, which is the transcendental
correlate of causality. That is, causality as applied to
freedom is in Qppoaition to oausality as it exists in the
phenomenal realm, But both of these types of causality, the
Bmpirical and the Intelligible, aré methods of causality,
ahd 8o fall under the ocategory of "Causality". But of this
matter we shall @peak more hereafter.

However, if the category of pure causality is thought
without sensuous schema, then it may be combined, through

freedom, with Intelligible Causality, And Kant really speaks,

in the Critique of Praét;éal Reagon, of an application of
this kind, and even uses, in a like manner, the *"Category of
Bausality' and the thing-in-itself. That is, every cause in-
volved in freedom falls under the form of the Category of
Causality. It is here that the thing-in-itself is made use
of, that is, when Infelligible Cauéality i@ spoken of.
Therefore, to the quebtioﬁ, "How is the agfaement be- |
t%een the pgfé conocepts of the understanding (the categories)

and the thing-in—itéelf, to be explained?®, Kant would prob-
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ably have answered, that "One needs the thing-in-itself, to
which the 6bjéétbfof'hature'dorreépond; but the mind also turns
toward an inner existence, establishing upon the basis there-
of the same organization for ‘all masses that it maintains for
1tself. " So, in thought there comes to be set upme univer-
sal organization upon the basis of reflective 6onséiouénecé; 
a kingdom of things-in-themselves.

Hoiever, Kant did not dare to carry out the above idea'
tp its ultimate conclusion, for he had a strong realistic ten-
dency, of which the necessary consequence was that he labored
underna strong conviction that there are actual, comstitutive,
thinétin;theméelyeé, ﬁosaesaing a real and substantial exist-
ence. Without some sort of "ohjective realities”, thought

"could know nothing,-- it could only play with representations.
True, the 1ntelligible can never be immediately known, be-
cause we cannot perceive it, except in so far as 1t appears

in the objsct; but it must yet be thought of as comformable to
the empirical character. So, we mubf generally‘place a tran-
Béendental object at the ground of our thought of appearance,
though we may not know what it in itself may be. That ié,’by
thought, through the pure oategories of the understanding, we
cannot give to this possible existence any definite character.

There are, we conclude, a number of statements which lead
us to believe that the Categories are involved in, or that they
may actually be reduced to, things-in-themselves. For the
word, "Category", is used in two different senses: it is the

'exp:ession for the synthetical function of our unity of
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Transcendental Apperception; and it is also used to distin-
guish the pure "a priori" concepts. Therefore, the categories
are not reduced %o-phenomena, but to dbjeé£s in general; énd
80 can be reduced to or made use of as things-in-themselves.
Things-in-themselves are in some sense the ground of appear-
ances. But we cannot think such a relation except theough

the categories and their schemata. So, analogous to these
:élatioha,'ie have admissibly built into the world of.appeaf—
ances our "a priori" forms of the understanding. Therefore,
things-in-themselves and categories cannot be of f wholly dif-

ferent naturé%

5. The Thing-in-Itself as a Limiting Concept: « We can-

not\tfanséend our experience or have "a priori® knoiledge of ;
‘the supersensible or -things-in-themselves. Knowledge implies
‘perception, and things-inthemselves cannot be perceived by the
senses, Neither, as Hegel has pointed out, can the thing-in-
1tself be arrived at by the brbceés of physical analysis. As
the intelleot is discursive and not intuitive, we could never,
even by analysis, seethe whole of a thing face to face. If we
apply categories to this thing-in-itself, we 6annot‘ju§tify :
them. We cannot prove, for example, that eve;ything that
exists, exists aa‘a‘substanCe'in an intelligible world., We
‘can, however, think such a thing-in-itself as existing just
beyond thenpqint to which our xnowledge reaches; We cén speak

of it as fhat to which none of the predicates of sénbe—peréépt—
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ion apply; we can say that it is not in Spmoe or in Time.(Spaée
and Time used in the Kantian sense); that it does not change,
etc. But no category éan be applted tp'it, for we have no
way of knowing whethe$ anything corresponding to it exists.

But the thing-in-itself is not, however, a éohtradié%ory
concept; for we cannot hold that the phénoménal‘order hb the
oniy péssible form of perception. 'True, we can have sensible
knowledge only of bgnéible things, not 6f'th1hg341n-themselves.
But the senses cannot presume to "know" all that the intellect
can "fhink"; ‘Things-in-themselves‘may‘bé realities in a form
other than that of phenomena, and yet have no constitutive
existence. |

Thprefore, things-in-themselves are just "guidr-pbété',
as one authority says, which tell us that the realm of sense
18 not the only one; that the world of sense is noé actually
a world but an island. But 1t is an island because of the
thing-in-itself, — otherwise, no one knows what it might be.
For the "Indeterminate® 1is neéessgry to the‘exihtenée of the
"Detorminate”. It is the "non-Being" which makes possible
"Being", for "Being" must be limited in order to be "Being".
8o, in both "thought® and "thing" an¢ "unlimited", as a bouﬁdary,
XX is necesaary in order that thax "thought" or "thing" may
have ¥ éhgpe or definiteness. For either "Being" or "non-Being®

stretched out to infinity,‘end in "non-Being®.

8. - However, in spite of the apparent demand for the

thingin-itself, some philosophers have‘attempted‘to dispense
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with the concept.

David Hume insists that because we observe a relation
between perceptions and objects, we cannot conclude that fhe
perceptions are caused by the 6bjebté.‘ If we abstract both
primary and secondary qualities from matter, we leave only a
certain unknown, inexplicable hoﬁething as the cause of our
impressions, - & notion so imperfect that no sképti¢'i111 think
it worth while to contend against it. W do not know whether
there are thingn-in4theméeivéb}or‘ﬁot ‘The objects of our
knowledge are ideas of our own 1mpression3. We cannot prdve

" that the impressions are caused by outer objects, by things-
in~themselves, by substance; by ourselves, or by God. Knowl-
edgebin a relation of ideas, and reasoniﬁg by means- of such
ideas. |

But the thing-in-itself takég on many forms, and it may
be that Hume did not escape from it after all; for he at least

.believed‘in the existence of a God. o | |

G.E. Schulze, in his "Enesidemud”, also attacks the new

oritical philosophy as presented by Kant and Reinhold. He
thinks this philosophy restores skeptiaism instead of doing
;igy“ﬁith it, leaving philosophy wWhere Hume iért'it.’ It de-
nies the possibility of knowing the thing-in-itself, and yet
téigmqb its existeﬁee, énd applieé the éatégogieé to ;t, after
7/  saprg that they are ilzlll.valid'only in the world of éxperienée}
fLTHS”oﬁly way to overcome thé.ékepticiém and the contradictions

o xuldxxhnxnnnxrnﬂinttnn: implied in the notion of the thing-in-

itself aocording to 'S. Maimon in "Versuch uber die Tranecend-

~
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ental-philosophie" f.(i790), is to abolish the thing-in-itself
as inconceivable and impossible. '

William James says the whole of our experience, if such
there be, 1oané on "nothing®.- Nothing outside the flux of
experience secures oT makes poseible these experiences. Behind
the bare phonomonal'faot there 1s "nothing", - no thing-in-itself,
no absolute, no unknowable. It is absurd to attempt to explain
the given concrete reality by an assumed reality of which we
can form no idea, exdept through symbols drawn from our own
experience. | | |

Yet William James' "nothing" may be the very thing of which
he Would deny the existence, for it is well knoﬁn'thatvhe be-
lieved in an extraemental or supra—natural world of somo sort
And i1t may be that the "reality of which we can . form no 1doa,
exoept through symbols drawn from our oxperience' will prove to
be the thing which for James does not exist. Therefore, would

"1t not have bsen just ge easy and evon moro.logioal for him to
have confessed a belief in the thing—in—itself in the Kantian
noumena? ‘ -

~ F.H, Jaoobi (1743-1819), however, says that we are immed-
iately oertain of the thing-in-itself, It is dirootly revealed.
It springs from oun&iroot perception of the object, wo comse
faoe to face with the real, not merely with ideas. He puts tho
thing—initnelf in the same category with epirit freedom, and
divine Being., He may be correct, for God or Being, freadom,

immortality, and the thing-in—itsolf, #QF: noumenon, are all

alike in that they are "limiting concepts®, Thoreforo, Erigana

[N
Vo
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‘though he did empha-

- Was really discussing the problem,?evgn\
size the theological aspects of %@;; for, as we have suggested,
Erigena‘thinka of Gad as the begiﬂﬁing&gpd'end of all things;
he is the "nothing" out of which thé'world waw made; his incom-
prehensible essence is, for Erigena,.the substance of all def-
inite things; he, God, is the tﬁiné—in—itseif. Logically, .the
may have been correct. For apparently the thing-in-ifself‘may
be conceived under many different forms. That God is for
Erigena the thing-in—ité§lf seemé to be evidént frpm‘the fact

_that the nature which "neithermoreates nor is oreated” is not

& fourth nature, distinct'from the three first,'but is iden;iéal
with the "creating and uncreatedhature®, - that is, God, -
the Term in which all things end; the divine Bubstance in whioch
all things are grounded. That is, the thing-in-itself, sc far

as he has the idea in mind, is God himself, '

But Erdmann says that this fourth class, that is, that
which "neither creates nor is created®, is, logically speaking,’
the "nothing". So, even though the thing-in-itself ia“thought
of as God, it is still a Rimiting concept, - that beyond which
or into which knowledge cannot penetrate, but which can be

"thought'-and‘"va;ued".l |

' Jacob Fries (1773-1843), seeks to combine the teachings

of Kant and Jacobi. The principles of Reaaon{-ihich Kant

seeks to prove "a priori", are immediately known in con-

soiousness; we become directly aware of their certainty.

True, only that.ihidh is senée-perceived can be kno%n, in the

Kantian sengé of the term; but they are nevertheless objects of

faith, which satisfy the demands of the heart. He might have
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said that they also satisfy the demands of rellection; that
~ things-in-themselves Qré"demands, just as God, freedom, and
immortality are demands.

As for Kant himself, it is shown in the Critigue of

Pure Reagon that the thing-in-itself cannot be known. But

the concept evolves throughout the Critiques., It is at first
a mere abstraction, a "Cedankending"; but it finally becomes
a necessary Idea of Reason, a,:egulative principle, express-
ing the rational demands of refleétioﬂ, and is not fundament-
| ally different from the demand made for the soul, the world,
and God. The thing-in-itself, which was at first an abstradt-
tbn,.éame to be thought of as Rreedom, practical reason, or
iilié:ahd madevthe ground of theoretical reason. ,féi in-
stance, the moral law within us is a sure guarantee of the
éxiétende.of a superéensible world. Of course ﬁe.do not
possess the pbﬁer of intellectual intuition which would
enshle us to meet the thing-in-itself face to face. But the
‘same may be said of God, freedom, and immortality. But shall
we deny the existence of the latter? Then why the existence
of the former? For after all, can wWe not say that we know
if we firmly. believe in the moral law? Is the moral law mot
for the Reason what sensation is for the Undérstanding? 1t
éehsation proves fhe existence of phenomena, then why may
not the feeling‘dr conviction of the moral -law prove the’
existence pf God, the soul, immortality, and the thing-in-
itself, or noumenon? _ |
In line‘ﬁith'this argument, F. A. Lange (1838-1875),

states that such religious and metaphyéidal‘apeéﬁlatioﬁs are
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the products of a kind of'"donstruétive instinct" in man. .
They may have no theoretical value, as the existence of an
ideal world dannot'bé'provéd. 'But they do have for man &
certain amount of practical value. All of which is to say
that thé'thing-;nyitself, like other kindred concepts, may

be a judgment of Vayue. It may be in its different forms and
phaseé the expression ¢f the constructive genius of man, as
he attempts to lay for his world a foundation, or to rear a
suitable superstructure upon the world that is, - the analysis
and deuionstration of which process is the task of this thesis.
| But before any &efinite attempt at rééopétrudtioh, let
us proceed to give some critical consideration to the prev-
ious attempts to solve thmpioblem in hand; hoping thereby to
get some insight as to the possibilities of the problem as

a whole.
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o 3 ‘
A CRITICISM AND EVALUATION OF

THE PREVIOUS SOLUTIONS.

1, The Early Greek Philosophers, beginning with Thales,
repudiated the mythical interpretation of the world, and
turned their attention toward discovering a more realistic
world-essence. But not being aware of the éubjeét;objeét
problem, they di@ not realize the part playéd by the mind
in the building of the world. Therefore, they naturally
‘supposed that the thing-in-iteelf was some fixed and real-
istic material essence. | ‘ |

This changed attitude upon the part of the Graeek was
and .was not an advance. Of the two, the mythical inter—
pretation is possibly the truer one. But the realistic in-
terpretation, within certain limits, promises a better under-
standing of the world as a whole, and enables man to study
Phenomena as he might not otherwise be able to dq.' So,

" if the Greek had retained hi myths and added to them a
world of“atuff!’then mixed them properly, he‘hight have ar-
rived at & better solution. But, as we know, a reaction’
against a philosophy always éarries}fhe reactionist too far
in the opposite direction; which was the‘case with Thales

_ and many of his successors, However, there is advancement
even among these early philosophers. The first of them asked

only: "What is the 'material' cause of things?®, - that is,
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What is the primitive and indestructible body of which all
senaible things are the perishable transformations? But
theix successors, -.Empedocles, Anaxagoras, and the atomists,-

‘ éai‘that from such a point of view ir'ié‘more plausible to
regard‘sensible bodies as éomplexes‘of'many different and
equally primary oonstituents, and thus materialistic monism
gave way to pluralism on the question of the material cause,

.But now they began to ask, half unconsciously, a third ques-
tion: "What provides the motive impﬁlee by which these con-
8tituents have been brought into just these specific Gombin~
ations?" This resolved itself into the question: "What is the
efficient cause?" But, as order, arrangement, organization,
are naturally recognized as good, and their opposites as
evil there arises the idea of aigiggl cause, as present in -

nagture, Thus arises the l1dea of end or purpose. Butwwhat

is the explanation of the presence of Order, Beauty, Geodnese,
and their opposites? What 1s .the nature of this final cause?
The first specific attempt to define this final cause was
made.by Anaxagoras, of whom Aristotle, in his "Metaphysics®,
has said, that he seemed, by contrast with his predecessors,
like a sober man compared with idle babblers, in that he
spoke of this final cause in terms of mind, For Anaxagoras,
mind is, formally at least, the source of all cosmic order.
But the other question: "What is the source of Mind?", these
Greeks did not ask.

3. Plato also thought of the thing-in-itself in ab-
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strect_#erma;ﬂvuﬁ.wes.n9t'in.a.é681t4°naﬂh4§?9r40911V».t?,ﬂ
doal adequately with the problem. He confuses the problem,
in that both "/A7" and "€idss" contribute to the reslity of
an object. For the /AN " 1s the "timber" out of which it
is made, and the %4445 " gives it 1ts chief reality. _But
ought we not let "v/\n " be the realistic stuff and the "aw"
the copoept of human contribution, syntheslizing the two° .
But this is what Plato did not quite wish to do, However,
we ought to bear in mind that the "matter" of Plato is not
matter in the sense in which it was ‘spoken of by the early
Greekupki}989pker§:.n°r as 1t is made use of in the sclence
??”thﬁiQSA,PP? that 1t was in reality of the'-F- nature of
potential mind. |

3. Aristotle, either purposively or accldentally,
°9é9.?°??jt9i?h9 solution, when h9wm8@?.mﬁﬁﬁ??;9r.the_indeter-
minate the stuff of the form or the determinate, end left
them th??ia§;59m9_?Ft9?P?9?’ shot through with enérgy, or
God, or the efficlent cause. If he had only reflected that
he was the projector of ohis "energy" or "efficient" causel

4. Erigena touched the matter at a vitel point."But
being ‘mainly interested in it from a theological angle, he
414 not desl with the whole question as he might have done.
In him, speculative reason was beginning to be hampered by

the spirit of Scholasticism. However, he makes an advance,

in that the thing-in-itself, for him, is God, and not some
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.hdterlsl substratum,

5. John Tocke, being an empiricist, in the common sense
use of that term, generally hesitated to characterize Substance
a8 spiritual, mentel, or semi-mental. Though he made a con-
tribution by his enalysis of the problem, he mede no resl sd-_
vance over Plato or Aristotle, except that for him, rationally

interpreted, space, time, both simple ideas, and comples idess,
are all, in reality, constructs of the mind; for he says that

the secondary qualities are not like the qualities which ex-
oite them; end that the complex ideas become complex Dby means

of a mental operation in which simple ideas sre arranged and

combined, But if complex idess have a mental constituent;

and secondary qualitles aré unlike the powers, qualities, or

‘quantities which excite them; then one might be led .to susplcion

that even primery qualities ‘are not independent of the contribu-
tion which is made by the agent in the act of: knowing; and.that
the world of knowledge is a world of meaning partly evolved out
of rational beings, who have, as Locke himself says, at least
the "faculty" of knowing. But to have even the "faculty" is

the seme time meking a contribution to that which is compre-
hended. Again, Locke really wavers as to the nature of Sub-
Stence; 1t is 99ﬁetim99“e substratum, sometimes a combination

of qualities, and sométimeé en idea of the mind,

§_._ Kent holds

s Y

a realistic something, But ir such were the case, then the
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thing-in-1tself would be infinitely divisible, and so not
atfferent from phonomena, At points he slmost or quite iden-
tifies it with phenomena; ~ But of what use'coulq e thing-in-
itself be if it were 1n essence 1ike phenomena? Again, if the
thing-in-itself is unlike phenomena, it could not then be the
cause of phenomena, in eny legal sense of that term; for a
cause must be able to pass over into effect.  Therefore, a
realistic thing-in—itself could, in one sense, ‘be neither like
nor unlike phenomena. But if it is not a realistic some-
thing like phenomena in essence; and if it~eannot»be_ree1-'
1st1e,something‘ﬁn11ke phenomena in essenee;flthen it must be
conceptual in essence. . B
In the formal gense, at least, Kant himself establiahed the
'principle that thought is spontaneous amd eelf-determining. But
he failed to deal with the implications of this admission.
It was Fichte who first noticed the failure; and who, aftér
he had called sttention to the want of a deductian for the.
catogories, endeavored to supply something of the kind.
iristotle sot down ten categories, - Substence, Quantity,’
ality, Relatlon, Space, Time, Situation, State, Activity,
Passlvity, - Substence being the logical source of all those
that follow.. Now may it not be thet "Substence” is the "I"
and that Aristotle's and Kant's categories proceed from this
"I", the "I" being, in some sense, the pivot of reality? At
lesst, for Fichte, the Ego is the sterting point. But in
Toality the gorm of Fichte's "Ego" is evidemt in the cate-
gories; for the categorles must have an intelligent or ration-

al source.
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But Fichte's Ego is not'really free and spontaneous
thought. It is supposed to receive its first excitation by |
anshock or impulse from without. Against this shock the.Ego_
will react, and So Yecome consclous of itself.” In the mean-
time, the nature of the impulse remains beyond our knowledge.
So the Ego, after all, is conditioned, 8o Fichte did not,
for our purposes, advance ver& far beiond'Kant.'}Fofﬁﬁhat |
Kant called the thing-in-1itself, Fichte sometimes called the
' impuise from without, - an indefinite, non-Ego in éenerul.
So neither Kant nor Fichte really oa:ried'out to its ulti-
mate conclusions the suggestion of free.and sponteneous
thought, | ’ )
But Kant will admit that the categories are features of
'both mind and thinge. The mind enjoys itéelf'oategorioallj'
in oontemplating the oorresponding oategorical feature of the
object which it contemplates. But do we not enjoy the cate—
,gories in things mainly because we firct discover them in
ourselves, or because that it is in us that they firet be-
oome determinatd’ Supposing that there is no obaective oate—
gory, man would have no ‘way of comizing the thingl without the
oategories that belong to him, But when he does cognize he
lsees out there that 'which he has in ‘some senae thrown into
' and around the objeot, otherwise he could’ never have taken
1n the object. "Yet ks is natural for him to obaectify ‘and
ito imagine that the qualities which are in him are also in
the object. If, as Kant’ says, "Time" is a "sohema' of sensa—

gtions and categories, then it must be a fundamental aapeot

of mind, Kant says, however, that Time is a pure intuition,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



- 59 =

& form, But is not a form an sbstraction upon the basis of
Which phenomena may be explained? "Mind", as S. Alexender
seys, 15 a form of "Mime", and of the nature of. deity, both
being concepts upon the basis of which phenomena may be ex-
Plained, whether that phenomena be of the subject or of the
object., That s, "Mind" is & cownterpart, correspondent, or
synonym £6r "IMme". For "Mind", beirg that comprehensive
térm by which all mental phenomens sy be explained, is like
"Time", in that were there no’ s.ucggss_i'qn. of moments, then
there would be nothing to comprehend in the term, "Mind".
Both sre principles of unity. Nov these may be and ave ex-
tended into the phenomenal end objective world, because they
are first evident in men when he comes to cognize the world.
Tney are postulate whih tend to explain the behavior of men
and things, Then "Mme", in that it is necessary to bound up

with "space", 1s in some sense the mind of space. They tele-

Scope, as it were; for as we cen not imagine the behavior of
body without a mind, just so we cennot imagine space without

& succession of moments of time which constitute a continuum
Which sccomplished the space and then logically holds it to-
gether, - that is, 8r°“?id5 its existence. For 1f moments of
time hed not followed each other the space would never have been
'accompl.ished..“‘ ‘S0 "Time" may be the thing-in-itself of "Space”,
@ "Mind" is the thing-in-itself of bodye

| This is not wholly out of line with Xent; = for he says .
 thet "Time" {s the conditim of inner sensation, as "Spece" is

the condition of outer sensation. There_ is here a recognition

7/
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of "Time" as .being more sub;]ecti_\_r'e‘ than "Space"; having more
°f the character of mind then has space, even though both are-
in a sense pwe intuitions, and so of the natwe of mind,
Howefre:c", i_:thi_mehdLs a Mind aspect, 80 must Space, as Time and
Space ere not separable. Ii: may be, then, that ‘Time 1is really
a kin to ‘8pace as Mind is a kin to body, -~ without the one the
IOther could ‘not be, yet the one is not the other, but the
thing-in-itself that belongs to the om is the logloal caise
of and the means of explaining the other. This is in keeping
With Bergson, who finds "Timé" to ‘be fhe‘ animating, spontaneous
Principle of the universe, calling the same "duree". .

Now 1f categorles are features of both mind ami things- o
and if #4me end Space are aspacts of both mind end objects, with
Tine as schematic and especislly subjective; and if Time croates
Spaqe by th_§ ~pr“o<‘:4ess of .su‘ccess;qn,_#hgg may ript Time or Mind
belin gsome sense the sour ce ot_‘“ the cqgnizeci_ wqud., ‘i‘tsA own suc-
cess ‘i.oln' of ‘moments belng the ground of Space or an e_e.xt.e'nd‘ed ex=-
1stence? | ._In. short, if Time is the _s’chem‘g of categories and
Sensat;lo_ng,“an‘dum the condition of exp‘er;t_e_nc_e;_‘theln_"rim must
be of the essence of Mind. But if Time is of the essence of

(Mind, and Time is necessary to experionce, then Mimd is funda-
mentel to an experienced world and possibly necessary to the
construction of that world. - Just as, according to Kant, Time
1s neces.é,a;-y to the construction oi{' limowle_dge”. In émpt; Time
18 of the natwe of Nind, Mind is of the nature of Deity, and

‘Delty is of the nature of spirit, which spirit may be finite or
Infinite. But in elther case, it 1s the cember of experience.
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In"Selections from Kant", - Watson, page 87, Kant, in speaking

of Time as a schema says, "This eehemetiem of our understanding,
in its epplication to phenomena and to thelr pure form, is an

art hidden away in the depths of the humen sonl,; the secret of

Which we need not hope to drag forth to the light of day."
But may.it not be that this "art hidden‘away in the depths of

the human soul"” is, in a sense,’the source of Kantts whole

world? May it not be that the whole synthetic process involved

| in the understanding, together with.the categories, and the pure
intuit;ons_of Spece and_?ime,”are, in sum, just another name
for the I-in-itself? Out of tis "I' in its "Indetorminatencss’
1s involved the !Determinates" of“Time;’Speee,.Categorieg,'qod,;
Freedom, and Immortality, all of nhich of tne nature of noumena.

~ But of tne‘nature'of'nonmene_peoauseuthey_ere out.of "the depths

of the human soul"; In short they are the noumena of the .
‘noumenon, ) - o | | t

In “other words, for Kent, "Time" and "Space" are of a sub-
joctive nature. Spece and Time are not propertiss of things,
nor ere they separate things of nature; they aro Just comitims
Of our sense-knowledge of things. Therefare, they are real only
as facts of our conscioueneee;‘FSpgce‘and Time are just farms of
'human perception. _ Our world seems to be in Space and Time simply
because it 1s our own nature to view it as spacial and temperal.
Space end Time appear to us as belonging outside of us, merely |
because‘they are eonditione in us of our seeing and feeling things.
It is like‘weer;ng'green_goggles,'-_4We always perceive under

these farms of sense, and 80 Space and Time camot bat seem to us
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28 be:!ng objective end real. ) o ‘ o
But if Time and Space thus govern our knowledge process, .

then may it not be true that Time and Spce are the ﬁmdamentals
of the Selr? ‘May 1t not be true thaEhSelf is in some sense
'constructed out of Time and Space? ,¢°n59_1°‘151.’198,3 may be_said
to be niéde up of a succesion of heart- and pulée- beate; This
succession demands Time, and Time demands Speace. But whatever

' 13 for the Self will be for the objective world' therefore, Time
| snd 8pace, as realitlies of consclousness,become realities of the
s0-called objective world, Tho fact that so-called objective

- Time end Smce are governed by that Time and Spece which inhere
lin the Self, can be made plain to oneself .by a little experiment:
Stert toward some given point, say five miles swsy. If you
are in haste to cover the distance, you will thinkrof 1t as beirg
fer and as telring considerable tim. But If you have plenty of
lelsure, the distance will seem less than in the first case, and
the tine conswied will seem comparatively short. Now, why so?
In the first case, when you are rushed, the space which begins
In the self is projected so repidly that one's legs camnot keep
pace with the profection. The result is that one feels that he
is behind time, and so behind in space. In short, he projects
nore space, waich in turn, demands more bims, then might other-
wise Do the case. But vhat about the second caze? Well, you
have five miles to go. - You have plenty & time, Therofore, you
project the distence slowly. Projecting the dlstance slowly,
you are able to keep up with your own projection. Keeping up
with youwr own projection, you of course have plenty of time, 80

the five miles i1s a short distance, and is covered by you in a
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short space of tim. That s, sll distance is a projection of
Pulse-beats, If the pulse-beats are sbove normsl, the distence
13 long; Af the pulse-beats are below normal, or normal, then
the distence is short. For, if distence 1s projected too rapld-
1y, one mst be alvays running to catch up with if; but if dis-
tance 1s projected slowly, then one has time enough to keep up
with 1. So space and time are the products and the projections
of the beats of consciousness. If om could always go as fast as
one wished; that is, 1f one only needed to wish in order to be
at any poimt, then, there waild mot be long distances and short

tence, to all points. Kent, in the "Selections from Kent". -

‘Watson, page 127, seys, "Even in the case of interchanges, We
have to figure Time, the form of inner sense, as a‘line, and
that 1s, as motion".  But if the inner changes gonerate time,
they mist slso generate space. Thereforo, both Space ad Time
are forms of imner changes, Time being a succession of pulse-
beats, and Space the length of the line gencrated smi projected

By the succession of the changes in consciousneés{
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But if Time and Space are thus created out of the Self
as cohditions of knowing, or, as forms of éxperiénée, may not
many other auppoaed realistic conditions be projectiona of

~those things which have their origin th some sort of a psyohic
unit? If Time and Space thus come to be the conditions,
grounds, or things;in;fheméalveé of Mind or Self, may not the
Self be a thing-in-itself that,'bedause of its very nature,
proceeds to construct a whole world, just as we have seen it
constructing so-called objgétive Space and Time? That is,
consciousness, being made up of Space and Time elements, pro-
jécts thess elements as objective Space and Time. But if
Bpace and Time are created in the Self and then projected;

' may not mahy other things be éreated or become determinate in
the Self, be projected by it, and then be thought of as con-
stitutive and realistic in nature? |

According to Aristotle,;Time_is just a condition of mo-
tion, - the measure and number of motion. "ﬁut if Time is the
measure of motion, it is’ then of the nature of Number. How-
ever, Number presupposes a person who can count. So it folm
lows that Time presupposes a Soul, and that it cannot exist
Without a perdon who hgs within him the power to number.
Therefore, if Time, which is generally thought to be inde-
?endent of the mind, 1s‘aotually creatéd by the mind, may not
many supposed objective and constitutive realities be trac-
eable to "numbering" and reflective souls?

This would make unnecessary an objective and realistic

thing-in-itself. Ror the mind now becomes the creator. Kant
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says that the poetolatee of Freedom, God, and Immortality are
demanded by man as a moral agent. Then if'theee are demanded
by man as a ggggltagent, may it not be that all other postu-
lates, together with these, are demanded by man as a rational
agent, in his attempt to construct a world to his liking?
It is not natural for a being of reflection to dwell 1@ a
matter-of-fact world, Still more, 1t 18 not possible for
reflection to exist in such a world; for, for reflection,
there can be no such world. As soon as man begins to know, he
hae'already madeyimpoesible a factual existence. yan haelno-
distinctive moral faculty that can posit Freedom, God, and
Immortality, and stop there. These are not pure moral con-
cepts. - They are intellectual concepts or rational demands,
,But if man as a rational being can postulate God, Freedom,
and Immortality, the same being necessary to eatiefy certain
demands of his reason, then why may he not continue indefin-
itely? What brings him to sych a sudden stop? Is it poss-
ible that the "I" is thus limited? ) ' -
Now, 1if God, Freedom, and Immortality are postulates, -
contents of the houmenal realm, - things-in-themselves, -
then mayvnot all‘other“oonéept-values be of the same nature?
That 15, like thoee above, may 1t not be that all’ concepts
are oreated by the reason and ueed as instruments relative
to certain specific problems to be solved, just as God is
postulated because He promises to fulfill our rational de-
mand for happiness; and as Immortality is postulated because
it promises an.endleee continuation of that which We now

value. '
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So does .man lay the foundations of his world. So does he
build his temple and ornament 1t with a tower. In other. words,
the building of an ideal, intelligible,and logical world, is
just a continuation of man's desire, need, and instinct, to
build houses, cities, and institutions. No rational or re-
flective being can be conceived as living in a world to which
he makes no contribution. Kent himself admits that the mind
in some sense constitutes the so-called natural world-order.

‘But the World that 18,1s a combination of the object and the
.subjeét.in a synthesis which we must call experience, there
being no clear line of demarcation betieén "things® and "con-
cepts". But what is the chief factor in the knowledge-situa-
tion? . | ; -

Every attempt to account for the world by means of a
realistic thing-in-itself has thus far fabled, The realistic
things-in-themeselves of the early Greeks are now knoin'pot"
to be things-in-themselves in any true meaning of that term,
Just so can no realisfié thingein-itself éver satisfy the
demdnds of reflection., These notions wers, as Aristotle said,
simply the crude beginnings of what may come to‘be"a rea1h"
solution of the problem. They, at least, represent the de-
mand.: of reflection for & more and more abstract explanation
of the ground of phenomena or the iorldléf“experienéé; ‘But
at the same time, their dissatisfaction with such realistic
conclusions represents the evident inadequacy of such conclg-

sions. Man seeks to attain to a larger éohtrol}of the iqud

than is afforded by water, air, earth, or fire, or any other
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independent and realistic element or substance. His means

°f control must not be something given in the realistic data,
but something developed or invented by himself. The animal
is largely satisfied with a natural lair, and is contented to
use the simple tools with which it first finds itself pro-
vided, - claws, teeth, etc. - as a means of sustaining 1t-
self in its world., But man builds houses andbrnaments them;
makes tools; and makes tools to make tools. Also reflection,
.ﬁhich'is itself a Bool, oreates other tools in the conceptual
sense for the ordering of the world and 'for the satisfactory
manipulation df.phenomena.' | .

No doubt we have all taken note of the fact thagtilour
Sense of harmony with the world of nature at any one time is
Proportioned to our degree of nqrmalipy. Isvthiéfnot to say
that we projecf our enjoyed harmony into the.so-églied object-
ive world? When'the individual is out of.harmony~§ith him-

self as an individual, so is all the iprld out of harmony.
When the heart skips a beat in its rythmical progressién, just
80 does the world proceed irreguiarly and in jerké;"'PhiloBoé
Phy, reality, value, are matters of temperament. The world
of data is, and is progressively knowable. And vélue or real-
///‘ 1ty is the valuation of the situation by a reflective mind,
The reflective mind being a variable, but chief factor in the
Process, reality or value will vary in keeping With the fluo-
tuations of the individual ego, taking on many different forms
énq aééuminé meny different phases according to the partiou-

lar tendenocy and need of the partiéula:'mind 80 evaluating.
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In fact, Kent himsolf wanted to say tlst the mind is the
chief factor in the knowing situation; but he was afraid to be
called a follower of Bishop Berkeley. The Categorical Impera-
- tive is the only real ﬁoumenal 1ﬁ Ként!s world._ But this is,
out of the, "I".‘Then the "I must in some sense be the source
of the thing-in-itself. tbuﬁj o
Therefore, in his 1dealistic momentsﬁpordered on saying .
that the "I-in-itself" is the chief or firat thing-in-itself..

The first edition of the "Critique of Pure Reason", would make

the thing-in-1tself a concept, not a reslistic something. In
the first ediﬁioq“of the_"Critique of Pure Reason', pook_Ii,

ch, I, in speaking of the Peralogisms of Pure Reason, Kant seys,
"It 1s easy to see that 'I think' is the common vehicle of all
conceptions, and thercfore of transcendental as woll as empirical
- conceptions”, In the same chapter Kent speaks of the "I" as a
"thing-in-1tself". Agein, Kent says, "The conception of a
thing that can exist by itself as a subject, but cannot exist
as & mere predicate, d@??.npf.ce??Y.wi#huit.9bJ¢°t179'reelity"e.
In this disoussion, therefore, the thing-in-itself is a concept,
wihout sny objective or constitutive reality. Theve is, as Kemt
says, "no knowledge of the subject as m object", So the mounenon,
in this cagefatnieagt,:ig not a_%eal@stigientity! but.a concept.
In the same edition, Book II, ch. II, Kant refers to the world
a8 a whole as only an idea. In the same chepter he says, "We
assume that the world, or the whole series of phenomena, is a
thing-in-1tself. But Xent was driven from thls position be-
Cause he could nqt bear to be called a bsychological or subject-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



- 58 =~

lve Idealists. But, properly worked out, his own view would
not have'commit:bed him to that of _Berkeley, but would have
"I'esulted in a philosophy something like that which Fichte

. aimed a‘b, only the mind would have been the free source of the-—
thing-in-itself and itself the chief thing-in-itself. It would
1ts Anitial activity,, _but rather the creator of a conceptual .
‘Stimulue in order to explain the realistic data of experience.

For in the "Metaphysics of ‘Ethics", the noumenal or thing-in-

1tself is the morai will._ Then what may be their ultimate re-
lation? - If they should turn out to be one and the same, thén
the noumenal ‘or thing=-in-itself might prove to' be the "I-in-itself"
4nd 4f out of this I-in-itself should come "Freedom", then might
ot otioxr thilngs-in-theuselves follow in its wake? Or, Freodom,

' the nounenal, am the I-in-1tself, may mrove to be one md the
same. For Kent himself seys in his "Prolegomena" : "Thus we
@re able, in rational being, or in beingsgenerally, so far as
their causality is determined in them as things-in-themselves,
'to imagine a facuvlty of beginning from itself a series of .etates".
Also in Abbott's "Kant!s Theory of Ethics"‘ there seems to be a

Freedom is the keystone to the whole system of Pure Reason, all
Other.concepte_ (God and Immortality, for ins tanc e) remaining in
Freedom unsupported. But attachirg themselves to the concepts
of Freedom, they then obtain coneistency and objective reality.
That 1s to say, the possibility of the ideas of God md Immortali-
ty are proved by the fact that Freedom actually exists, So by
this, Freedom mey be the first thing-in-itself, or, ratherv, the
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first sot of the thing-in-itself, end a basis for the other
kindred concepts. But this is mother way of eeyirg that the
first tning-infitselr‘may be the I-in-itself. Again, the law
of the pure will, which is free, brings the will into a sphere
Quite.different-from the empirical. It may be, then, that the
will, plus the feeling of freedom 1s the saurce of all things-
'in-themeelveshas Welllae ﬂoose_concepts of God and Immortality.
_In conclusion, there 1s for Kant a logical boundary be-
tween sensibility end the intellect, sensibility receiving the
Impressions, co-ordinating them, end making iruitions of them;
the intellect synthesizing the intuitlons, that is, Judging and
reasoning.  In sensibility, there are the "a posteriori" in-.
tuitions of Space and Time. 1In the under\standing 'are a number
of g priori" concepts, which are like the many compartments in
Which reason stores up and elaborates the prodw t ofvexperience.
However, with all these seeming divisions, the faculty of know- .
ledge is ‘yet & unity; and this essentigg;og reason in the divers-
1ty of its operations, is the ego",._f”Reeeon or the noumenal
8Pect of the Self, 1s a sort of mistress who rules over these
realms, Althe reelm‘of‘theopecical‘reaeon, ppectical reeson,_a1d
aesthetic. She 19_f°3P°°t4Y91Y?.Truth’.G°°dn°9$:,§Pd Beauty.
But she unifies and harmonlzes the activities of the "ego".
_Also,tlere is a logical boundary between pure reasoh end
Practical _Teason. Pure reason declares that every occurence in
the phenomenal order is a necessary effect. But what sbout moral
11berty? Kant does not admit an absolute incompatibility be-

tween them. The conflict of reason and conscience can only be
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& seeming one. It 1s possible to resolve the__antinor.ny' with~-
out violat ing the rights of the intelligence, or of the will.
However, the eoititiop would be impossible if the "Critique of

Pure Reason sbsolutely dented liberty. But in fact, this work

only excludes Freedom from the phenomensl world, and not from
the intelligible md transcendent world. Freedom, impogaible in
the Phé?%émenal- order, is possible i?‘: _t..hé absolute order. There-
fore, Freedom 1s conceived by Kant himself ss a "noumenon".
It is .intelligible; ‘and practicsl reason adds: It is certain.
S0 there 1s no real contradiction between the faculty of lmow-
ledge and the will. Our acts may be dotermined in'Space amd
Time; but indetermined and free as to our intelligible character,
in so far as our intelligible character is irﬂepeno.ent of these
two foms of semsibility. - , -
This would not be a reconciliation, if time md space were
9b3.9‘.>f°4v¢.,re€11?1.‘?5.-..'.‘.B‘.‘T' .1?.time.‘?’.‘iﬁpﬁ?e.%??m@?? of ,9.39.1?‘8.
things, and do not effect the things themselves, then @eterminism
1s reduced to a mer‘e theory or _general conception of ‘things; and
the "ego" is still the point at which all roads meet.
Therefore, as Weber says, if the thing-in-itself does not
°n1y in thinking subject like Space,_’l‘ime, and the Categories, 1t
18 identical with the subjects which conceives it. Hence it is
an inconsistency of the Kantian philosophy to conceive exlstence
of the ‘thing-in-ifself outside of and by the slde of Reason. The

true consequence of the "Critique of Pure Reason " is the monism

of the "ego", together with the conclusion or implication that it
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thooretical reason is subordinated to practical resson, and to

- the morel comscience. Mhere is, for Kami, a connecting link
between theorstical reason md practical reason; and this con-.
hecting link is tie thing-in-itself, the nownenon, the intelli-
glble order, supposed by theoretical reason, postulated and
openly affirmed by the morsl conscience. The "two Reasons"
Would contradict each other, Lf the one denied what the other
affirmed. But the theoretical reason does mot reject the ab-
Sqlgpe; it simply reconizes its.ipgbil;tyhtp know it, and to
domonstrate its existence. But What theoretical reason camnot
%0, practical reason must do; and. so there is not a contradiction,
but just a divism of labor, one phase of the "ego" supposing,
Put not Imowing, it being reserved far anotier logicsl aspect of
the "ego" to both know end be that which is only thought by
thepret;cal‘reason} .‘TpeﬁCritique of Pure Reason"denies'libgrty‘

in the phenomensl world; but it conceives liberty as a perogative
°f the thing-in-1teelf, while maintaining the impossibility of
theoreticsl demonstration, The thing-in-itself is free. Now,,
P?QQtipgl_:eappp.gayegor;qal;y“gffirms“the_1iberty_of the acting
subject, the freedom of the "ego". Hence the"Critique of Prac-

tical‘Regggg"i ian9gd of contradicting the idealistic conclu-
8lons, confirms thsms the "ego" itself~is the thing-in-itself,
The "object" which seems to detérmine‘us'from.without, is merely
the "subject" acting within ourselves: object and subject, being'
&nd thought, nature and mind are unified in the thing-in-itself,
which is, by implication, the I-in-itself. If the "I" were de-
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termined 'by nn "object-in-itséif", the "two Reasons" would
ebsolutely contradict each other; the "ego" would hence forth
be a slave in theory and in practice, and moral freedom would
be an 111usion. However, there 1s nnt a contradiction, but a
reconciliation; The moral will becomes the mediating bond be-
tween theoretical and practical Reason. (See "Metaphysic of
Morality" and "Critique of practical Reason", especiai the
latter) ’ " |
Therefone, after all Kent is monistic. It is true that

he postulates Immortality and God apart from the "ego". But
this double affirmation is just an accident in the system, as-
sentisl to which 1s the affirmation of the absolute freedan of
the "ego". Th ego" which Kant holds to be free is not the
empiricai égo, but the noumenal ego. - But to spedk of the 1m- |
mortlity of an ego that does not exist in time, and for which
there cen be no "before" or "after", is an inconsistency, simi-
lar to thet other inconsistency that the thing-in-itself is

- distinct from the personal subject. ‘ However,'both'of»ﬁhese
incunsistencies have no organic connection with Kantt!s system
as a whole. ' In reality, the thing-in-itself is the I-in-itself,‘
‘native to which are thn ideas of Freedom, God, and Tmmortality,
together with the disposition to project the seme. In the |

Metaghysic‘of Morality" (Watson!s Selections, page 251), Kant
states that Freédom is a property of the will to be a law to
| 1tself, oOn mmge 257, he states that "Preedom" x x x 1s a mere
ldea, the objective réality'of which can in no'way be presented
in accordsnce with the laws of mature, and, therefore, nof~1dany
Possible experience". In short, Freedom, like other intelligible
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Objecté, 1s just a presupposition of reason or tle I-in-itself.
Freedom, God, Tmmortal ity, and all otler transcendental ideas,
ere the rungs of the lsdder whereby men climbs up into the
Intelligible World.
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A RECONSTRUCTION OF THE IDEA OF THE
THING-IN-ITSELF.

1. The I-in-Itself. Reality 1s elgsive. Like a flash
of light, truth rushes in, but quickly the darkness falls.
Throﬁgﬁout the ages. men nave sought to snmatch the golden
thread. . For a moment men of genius have just touched it, but,
alas, magio-like, it slipped through their fingers and was

~ gone, - Anaxagoras, in some dim way knew that the world is
full of meaning.,  Soorates éommnned‘iith a "voice", but knew
not from whence it came. Plato aeﬁsed the truth, but goubted
his own genius. While Aristotle, full of the spirit of the
"Nous", came nearly falling over the brink of thgfqompon world
igfo the very stream of etérnal reality. But Anaiagoraé,
Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle, like other men, did not for
long hold the golden thread. HoWever, they knew, at their
best moments, that the world can best be explained. by the
'Immaterial Hypotheais". They knei that Nous,” or Reason, or
God, was the secreti to the world,  Like the Hebrei prophetb,
they might never have really seen God at any time, yet they

'had that intuitive sense of his existenoe. But why he exist-
ed, they did not know. But that he did in gsome sense live,
.and that he was in some sense the ground of the rational
world, they were immediately sure; and they were mainly cor-
igét:: They, like Immanuel Kant, at the moment when his uncon-
BOious henius posseased him, together with F H. Jaoobi Jacob

Fries, and F, A Lange, knew that the most significant and
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etérnal reallity is not something realistic, but something
spiritual in nature. Even men like Thomas Reid who held con-
slstently that, for séient@fiéhproéddure, causation is nothing
‘more than invariable sequence or succession, yet thought that
there was another and metaphysical geaning to causality.

But, unfortunately, none of these men could_or_did hold
the gold’en‘thread long enough to be able to trace 1t to the
8Pool from which it was unﬁindiné itself, But even though they
were nof‘abie to trace it back step by step to the point from
which it'ias.unrolling, they at least oaught a vision now and
then of a golden thread unwinding from the spool of human con-
soiousness; and this thread, they %hought, was like the one
Which they at moments touched with their fingers. But there
were many ohstacles in the way. — Hills, rivers,-forests, and
Philosophic debris of all kinds, - So that they could not well
Tetraae the way of the coming of the thread. But, as we have
said, visions of the truth flashed upon.them: Aristotle at
pPoints thinks of God as representative of all reality. He
18 the universal cause, - the absolute reality. Be is the
‘undivided thiné—in—itself. And in some sense man partakes
of or is, immediately, this universal seui, Maine de Biran,
in general, contrary to Kant's conclusion, starts from the ‘
analysis ofthe first fact of consciousness, and on that anal-
¥8is he attempts to found a théory-of_understanding and
‘Teason. In opposition to the doctrine of the éategories,

'ﬁhiéh'is quite a priori in Kant, he maintains a psychological

geneais‘of the éeneral principles of thought. The ego per-<
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ceives itself as a cause, and so becomes the pattern and
modél of every idea of power, force, and cause., Unity,

‘simplicity, existence, and 8o forth,fére'idéas which the ego
obtains by means of an abstraction wrought upon. 1tself, and
Which xx in a way isolates its own attributes. If we find
these gttributes again in objects, it is because they have
been, so to speak, projected by the egé. Reason is the spon-
taneous result of‘a‘sort of self-anélysia of donséiouéneéé.
Victor Cousin says that pure‘apperceptionNdoéa not entertain
explicitly any idea of the limited or of the unlimited of
the relative or the absolute, of the finite or the infinite'
it contains all these things implicitly, and reflection
forthﬁith‘cohverts themrinto distinct ahd‘neéessafy truths.
There are times, says Cousin, when the deoision of the soul
is spontaneous and self-inspired - times when it attains to
heroism and self—saorifice from its owu first impulse. In
both the domain of action and knowledge, the creative and
original funotion belongs to free spontanelty. Thé'fabté of
conséiousness are aloné directly given to us. Out of these
We make our world, Even George Santayana admits that con-
SGiousness 18 not worthless; indeed, even for him it is the
only seat and éource of "worth". The physical as such has

. ho Bignificance. Merely because & thing ﬁappens'to exist

.Sives 1t no claim to our approval. Dt is in the reéognition,
not of existence or oausality, but of preferablenees, that

' value lies. One taskinf reason is to conetitute that ideal

oo realm wherein navure takes on form and value as viewed from

'
i
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the vantage-ground of humﬁn interest, and becomes rational in
Proportion as the life of impulse is brought into a harmon-
ious whole. --We have a right to, and we do turn the facts of
1life into myths and eymbols;}but we must not go on and sub-
stantialize these myths and symbols. We must not forget xkat
their poetic function. - We muétxnbt‘forget‘that they are
bictures and statues from out our own intellectual studio.
Fichte, though he did not remain consistent, said, until
8elf-consciousness acts, no one has the notion, "I", The
"I% ig the first emergence of self-consciousness. Then self-
consciousness is the "I", Therefore a product of self-cObn-
sciousness is a product of thetI"itself But we can agree
that all valuation is an act of self-conscious refiection.
Then, all valuation must be the act of the "I" itself, Then
" the source of all value, or the first value, must be the "I"
itself, But Kant himself is éommiﬁted;ufor he says that the
idea of God is gotten by realizing, hypostatizing, and fin-
ally personifying a necessary postulate of the reason. But
is this not to make the "I" the soﬁroe of the idea of God? -
The source of the idea of God, not as "Being" in the theo-
logical sense, but as "Value"? And this would be to fiﬁd
the "I" to be the sﬁbol from ﬁhioh‘unﬁihds the golden thread
of all valuation., In"Kant, and the Moral Life", by Scott,

there is really a recogpltion of the I-in-itself as the first
and chief thing-in-itself. Professor Tichener says that
. "fe 1ive in a world whose center is ourself,” "We 1live in a

universe which revodves about the 'Me'", Professor Munster-
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berg points out the sane.truth when he says, '"In our practical ex-
Perience things have their meaning just through our attitude; thedr
existence 18 bound up with our interest in them." 1In Hegel's Loglc,
by Herris, it.is pointed out, that Hagel'e real beginning is with
the Principle of‘self-acﬁivity vs. mind. Mind is the fundamental
ground of all objective being and of all subjective consciousness.
Even the Instrumentalists, who ordinarily will have nothing to do
with metaphysics, define purely subjective experience as the "gn-
determinate" But the "indeterminate" is one aspect of the I-in-
itself. That is, the non-Being or negative of the I, which makes
possible the "determinate" "I". The subjective "indeterminate" is
then, just a part of the ‘cosmic ground for the I-in-itself or, a
vital part of the I-in-itself, which is a sort of "Becoming", con-
.sisting.at any one time, of both Belng and non-Being.

" Upon this basis, we are now prepared to proceed to a somewhat
new definition of the I-in-itself. It is, tentatively at least,

the‘dynamic;'epontaneone, 1iving, thinking being, with his needs
and interests. It is the "I-think"'hct'of'eponﬁaneity?, "pure ap-
perception”, and "original"eppercention", of Immanuel Kant. (see
"Selections from Kant", - Watson, pg. g5;)‘ That is, the.i-in-itself,-
and at least in point- of significance, the first tﬁing-in-iteelﬂ; -
1s the individual. functioning orgenism. Kant himself says thet en

I-in-itself lies at the bottom of our consciousnese of phenomena.
He also saya that the "I" as a thinking being,<is not quite like
‘the "I" as & sense-being. But this sense-being of Xant's is, in
fact; the dynamic epontaneous, living being, with his interests
and needs; that is, it 1s the original thing-in-itself. And the
"I" as a- thinking being is in reality identical with this sense-
being, for sensing and thinking are not disparete exercises.

Sensing, and doing, and thinking, are all
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one process of a being trying to create a situation which will
be conducive to all his needs, and to the satisfaction of all
.his interests. This Iin-itself or ultimate thing-in-itself
may be compared with a rapidly flowing strean, while the
things-in-themselves of the I-in-itself are ‘the banks and
_ bends of the land that control the going of the stream, In
this sense, things-in-themselves may be thought of a8 means,
negatives, or limits., That is, the thingo-in—themaeivesiih
this conneotion are the governing forces just outside its
activity, the meana by which the I- in-itself guides or dir-
ects itself; or, the limit of the reaoh of the I-in-itself,
the I-in-itself positing the ao-called unknown to explain the
known, This so-called unknown is not,however,unkriown; for |
it 1g oreated by the I-in-itself; and every I-in-itself knows
its own offspring; The s6ul, for instance, is that which 1t
means to expiain, not an unknown entity within itself, It
is the postulate which bestﬁ'acoounts for the complex of
human behavior; and,as such, it is known. t&c¢ be. just what
1t 18 known todo. Of course, the soul cannot be known as
”postﬁlated"; but it can be and ‘is known as & "postulate®.
The tﬁing-in-itself oannot.be xnown when we insist that it
19 funknowable"; but when we admit that it is a postulate
for a specific purpose, then it ia known to be ‘what it really
is. The_difficulty,has been that men postulate -the "unknow-
able", then play hide-snd-seek with it. Like children, they
hide 1% aﬁay,tﬁen look everywhere where it is not in order to
prove that 1t.oaonot be found., Philosophers are this much

like children, - they like to keep fooling themeélvea. As
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Bishop Berkeley says, "We first raise a dust and then complain
We cannot see", 1In reality, none of these so-called "Unknow-
ables" transcend the world 'of experience. - iThe mind just
deceives itself into trying to think that they do. The other
‘worlds are not bejond. - They are the worlds we live in here
and now. There is no fundamental difference between knowl-
edge and faith. What we think; we project; then imagine that
it is beyond. But in one sense, at least, it is.not beyond. -
It 18 here. We are living in the midst of what we deem 1is
beyond us. The Nazarene knew this when he said, "The Kingdcm-
of Heaven.is within you;“‘ | | .
Now this I-in-itself, being set up, begins by positing
-‘hany things that are necessary to its activity, just as ghman
when he enters a profeaaicn provides ‘himself with the $0018
necessary to the prosecution of his chosen p;ofession. In
the first place, this “I",conccioﬁcly or unconsciously,creates
all those tools which are necesacry to ita own immediate act-
ivity, - that is, ideale, aims, mind, soul, and concepts of
all kinds, - those instruments which working all together will '
tend to make harmonious the many and varied’ aspects of being.
This "I" then, ‘a8 a sort of projecting,_creates thoae things-
in-themselves which are necessary to the explanation and
manipulaticn of given systems of facts. Dn.both oases, “how-
ever, the things-in—themselvec 80. created by the'I, are
secondary to it, being cnly means to its satisfactory exist-
ence. They are .postulated becanpé needed as instruments
to explain phenomena in general, or in order to unify and.

systematize the bahavior of active and thinking being.
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Now, in all this we have not meant to say that the "I®
Posits itself in the sense that Fichte speaks of boéiting.
For the I-in—itéeif does not poéiqg itself. - It simply is.
But Fichte in some sense is correct, - in the sense that the
I-in-itself posits its negative, its limit, or some hypo- |
thesis by which it may direct itself, the I-in-itself still

;being,fhe stream of xefle¢tive, consciousy.need,

However, the problem is not so simplé as the above state- .

ments might indiocate. The I-in-itself is not ‘simple, but
complex, It is and it is not; it is determinate and inde-
terminate;. 1t is positive and‘negativé;
. Ae we have said above, the Iéinéitbélf pbsitq things-
in-themselves as guides, limits, or negatives; but these are
not of the same nature as the "negative" that inheres in and
is a part of the I-Lnsitself. This "negative" of which we
ndﬁ speék is necessary to the very exiétende of the I-in-
1teelf, whereas the guides, 1imits, and negatives spoken of
above are not, logically, necessary to the I-in-itself, only
in the sense that the I-in-itself,out of its very'naturé,
posits them. | |

Then what is the nature of this“I-in—itself-negative?’V
It is nbt purely/oonceptual as are the miﬁor things-in-them-
Belves.. It may be defined as potential, rather than herely
6nnoeptual. It may be conceptual, in that there is a dim
intuition of it as potentiality which may in time become
adtudlized. It 18 felt'to'be:a real existent: indeterminate

which may evolve into the determinate, It may be called the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




- 81-

. noumenél realm, or man's,mental lumberfyard, out of‘ﬁhich hé'
gets all sorté of raw "stuff" fbr the building of himself and
his World. The non-heing of this lumber-yard is always tak-
ing on concrete form in the self. A sort of synthesis of
negative and positive is forever taking place. As Aristotle
sayg, 'Becoming is always between that which is and that which
is not". That is, Becoming is between Being and non-Being.
But it is non-Being that makes possible Becoming; for with-
out non-Being, Being could not be; for Being itself is a
process of "Becoming". Therefore, both "Being" and "non-
Being".are involvedAn the activity of the "I%; . that is, both
the positive and the hegative are.true parts of the I-in-
itsélf, the I-in-itself being represented by what we may
call "Beéoﬁiné" for we have spoken of the "I® as peing the
active and thinking organism, with its needs and desires,
such organism depending for its very existence ¥ypon ‘the con-
tinuous interplay between the positive and negative "IN,
or between Being and non-Being. o |

| Bﬁt someone méy obg ot that the negative or non-Being
is non—existent. But not so. Plato, Erigena, Hegel, and
others have realized that non-Being i8 not synonymous with
non-existent. With both Plato and Erigena, hon-Being is
only a lower form of existence. - It is that which has not
yet become determinate. With Hegél both non-Being and Being
are aspects offactual Being, " - The lumber in the lumber-yard

is not non-existent in the sense that 1t is "not". 1I% ip'

non-existent only in the sense that it is "not-house”. That
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is, this lumber,'like the negative self, has a logical non-
existence or non-being before it becomes "house". That is,
non-existence simply means a lower ofder of existence.
Furthermore, like the lumber-yard of eny prosperous
builder, the lumber-yard of the rational, reflective, growing
man will not grow less and less as he'draﬁe upon it. Rather,
it will remain equally as large, or it may even grow larger.
For as the business of building increases, and as the profite
of bueineee are good, the master-builder must be able to ‘
draw larger and larger amounts-froa his lumber-yard. - He
must, 8o to epeak posit the existence of increasing eupplies
out of which he may continue to build. He will figure on the
Possibilities of his bueinees and maintain hie lumber—yard
accordingly. '
Again, as one builds and prospers, his intelleetual
lumber-yard naturally increaeee, becauee that which he ‘has
&lready built awakena the coneciouenees of potentialities '
Which might otherwise have continued to sleep. |
| In more abstract terms, Wwe may say that the noumenal
Tealm is man's realm of "oapacity" overagainet his realm of

"ability", We cannot imagine one, all of whose "capacity‘

‘has been transformed into "ability'. But we do know that

as "ability" inoreases, "capacity" increases; that is, at

least the consciousness of capacity increases. Now, "ca-

, Pacity" is -the 1umber-yard that ie, the lower order of ex-

istence overagainst fability" or that which has already been

formed or achieved, C '
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In short, the "lumber"” or "capacity" is the negative
aspect of the self, while the so-far-finished structure of
the self is the "house" actually buiided,'or'the'“abilitiﬂ
already acquired. ' ' | A
| This view of the self,or I-in-itself, excludes that -

troublesome idea of two disparate worlds, the noumenal and
the phenomenal. For the "negative® and "positive" are not
fioAseparate or disparate realms, but just the two aspects
of one self. The noumenal self is just as much a part of
the self as the‘negative pole is a real part of the steel
magnet. '

St111 further, to describe the self or world as mere-
ly positive, or actual, is to éxclude all.de#élopﬁeht. if
there is to be growth; if the self and Worldhave  possibili-
ities of development, - that is, if there is to be a build-
ing-up of a laiger and larger positive self or positife‘""
iorld, then there must be, or be‘posited to be, material.
which can be drawn upon a&s such building or development
Progresses. As Plato might say, taaxsegaiixexsazfxand the
negative self vor the negative world is the "timber" out of
which the actual self and the actual world ané'ai§éye‘béiﬁg
made. | o

But this view of the I-in-itself will also help us to
solve another aspect of the situation, Kant‘and'otheré
have had trouble in discovering the relation between the

noumenal or thing-in-itself and'phenomenon. The idea of
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the thingin-itself as & cause has confused the whole issue.
But we mgy clarify the matter by lettingthe lumber in the
lumber-yerd be rather the logical cause of the house, in
that 1t 1s,pr9viou§ to the "house", "not-house", and then
becomes "house". Likewise, "capacity" is the logical cause
of"ability", for it is because of the existence of "capacity"
that "ability"® comes into existence. It is also because of
‘the 1ogi¢aluopposite of "ability",that we can speak of
“ability"; just as the logical opposite "pad" is necessary
for the concept, "good", In the same manner, - there must be;.
logically, a “not-self",'before one can speak of a "self",
This treatment will also aid in solving the problem of
" Being and non—Being.ththe so-called objeotive io;ld} 1f
the I-in-itself is composedbf negative and'posifi§e aspects,
will i1t not, in its attempt to interpret the world, attempt
to do 8o in the light of its own nature? If 8o, the wWorld
Will also have its Being and its_non~Being'asbeété.
It follows the:eforé, that nog-Being may be of several
kinds: for instance S—chair may mean (1) all other ampmsix
- objects that are not chairs; (3) all material that is suit- .
able "timber" for chairs; (3) the logical non-being or in-
determinateness which makes possible thé existence of the
chair as a deteiminate or definite object; and (4) non-Being:
may also be defined in terms of limiting concepts.’ - Those
concepts which repreéeﬁt the limits of the knowledge of

phenomena, but ipiéh are resorted to as means. of explaining
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such phenomena, - as, -atoms and electrons aré:the ground of
the ochair, But in all of these cases non-Being may be seid
to be a way of dealing with that which is given, - concerning
which more is to be said hereafter,

Prooceeding to the second divieion of this section, it
may be, as has been suggested, that the thing-in-itself has
two distinct aapecte. in one sense, the thing-in—itself is
the I-in-itself; while, in another sense, it may take the
shape of things—in—thgmselves. That is, things-in-themselves |
may be fhe postulates formulated by the I-in-itself.

. 2. The Children of the I-in-itself: Now, as we have

before suggested, if the I-in-itself is of a given nature,
1t will interpret the world in keeping with that nature. 'We
have said that the world is possessed of Being and non—Being
aspects, because the I-in-itself, which eva}ﬁates the world,
18 possessed of such aspects. |
In the treatment of the I in-iteelf relative to things- .
1n-themselvee,,we also said that the I-in-itself posits
thinge-in-themselves. for its own immediate use; but that it
aleo posits fhinga—in—theméelves as to the objective world,
projecting the same into that world. If things-in-themaelvas,
~ are necessary for the rationalization of the self, the self |
will also demand things-in—themeelves for the raﬁionalizatibn'
of the world. |

For instance, reason ie'just a conceptual analysis of
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‘the individual on logical grounds. That is, there is, in
reality, no dualism of self and reason.- The personality is,
generally speaking, one, as.psyéholbgy will bear us out. The
person is a whole; but for analytical and logical purposes
we introduce the notion of "reason". It is here a yalue-
‘judgment, - A means of explaining human behavior. It is a
- "notional® cause of certain phases of activity. Reason is
personified into a directing force or power,- the thing-in-
1tself of certain types of action.

According to men like Wilhelm Wundt, mind, intellect,and
reason are purposive in nature, .and so judgments of value.
They may also be used as inetrdmenté for dealing with cert-
ain sets of facts, But this is to say that they are ofthe
nature of things-in-themselves, in that they may be thought
of as the ground of certain psychological phenomena. They
are of subjective origin. But they may be objebfified, log-
lcally speaking, and so thought of as having actual and cdn-
stitutive existence. In sﬁort, mind, intellect, reason, are
not "metaphysical substances", but rather are the}_*logiodl
subjects", | |

But if it has been so natural for man to postulate suoch
concepte as relating to his own intellectual constitution,
*hen they have no existence as such, then is it not easy to
believe that he has, uponthe basis of them, proceeded tq'
order the objective world? If these concepts help to explain
his own character, then it 1s unconsociously presumed that

they are the key to the understanding of the world as &

i
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whole. As we know, this is the basis upon which Hegel proceed-

ed; for his whole system iq an amplification, extension, and
objJectification of that which he finds to be true of the individ-

ual self, In man, reason is the essence and norm of thought;

but in things 4t is the law of their evolution.

. Therefore, consciousness, mip&, intellect, reaéon, and all
.sorts of other concepts ére as formulated, the dhildren of the
I-in—ifseif, - the legitihate offspring of the universal and
abéolutelthing-in-itself, which are made use of in the explana-
tion of both the self and the world. HoweVer; the self must be
interpreted-in terms of the world, as well as the world in terhs
of'the. :gelf, concerning which more shall be said hereafter,

In‘short, as Reinhold says,'reaaon, and each of the kmowing
faculties, as sensibilities, understanding, are things-in-them-
selves, that is, they are the imperceptible grounds of the empiri-
cal activitlies of the kinds of cognitions in question, each one
serving in its own way to.explain a given set of observed phenom-
ena. True, from the viewpoint of aséociational psychology, these
thinge-in-themselves may not explain anything. However, they do
serve as central ideas ﬁpout which to group certain findings..
They take the place of "genus" in science. - Under them one may
subsume the differént types of beha§1or that are observed in
actual experience, |

But théae things-in-themselves are, to begin with, not
outside of c&nsciousness, but inside of it. For, as Solomon
Maimon says, the assumption of a reality to be placed out-

8lde of consciousness involves a contradiction., What is

thought 1s in consciousness; and in this case what is thought

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



- 88 -

is thought of as necessary in order to explain the given in
" consciousness.
o However, whether thing;-in-thgmselves are created for
the purpose of explaihing the phenomena of the self or the
phenomena of the world, they are born out of the "I" under
the stress of reflective need, mingléd with a spirit of cur- |
iosity and wonder. Sigismund Beck is almost right when he
thinks of Kant's "consciousness in general® gs takbng the
place of the things-in-themselves. In a sense, any con-
sciousness is a "general consciousness", 6nlx,fof practical
purposes we must begin with consciousness in the biological
sehsé, that is, the consciousness which we really experience
a8 individuals., When we do so, we discover that even the
"general consciousness", together with all sorts of things-
in-themselves, may be largely the ;6ik of our own oreation;
which goes to show that:the balance of power may lie in the
individual I-in-itself as a conscious and reflective unit,
remembering, however, that it does not act independently of
the "All®, But it is better to say, not that the "All" acts
for the "I", but that the "I" in a sense acts for the "All",
in that the "In is, so far as we know, the highest type of
conscious and refiective aotivity. In fact, Fichte saw the
Teasonableness of a reconstruction of this kind; for, as
Herbart says, Fichte's "I" is Kant's "consciousness in gen-
eral" in a cbmpletely developed form. That is, the "I" is
at the heart of the "consciousness in general" or the "Tran-

scendental Apperception",
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Again; Kant says that reason dictates the‘moral law as
' a Categorilcal Impérative, ‘because the world is found to: be
unsatisfectory. But if reason dictates the moral law, and
the moral law 18 the basis for the creation of a new world,
gs it is in Kant; then, after all, Kant's system has an !ego-
centric" phase; and the I—in-itself is a chief factor in the
buildihg of the‘world. Therefdre, Kant, as Joseph Royce
suggests, heroically creates his world out of the fibre of
‘his own moral manhood. '
Therefore, we may conclude, with Hugo Munsterberg, and
'chers, that the I-in-itself is a big factor 1nrthe making
of reality; and that the potentalities that form the only
possible metaphysical background of reallty are<not the po-
tentialities of so-called existing, objective, and consti-
tutive objects as such, but the potentialities of the will,
as it acts in behalf of the needs which are involved in its
very existence. In the second edition of the ﬁcrifique of
Pure Reason', Kant himself says, that, "while reason can know
nothing purely of itself, yet that which it has itself put
inﬁo nature musf be its guide to the discovery of all that
1t can learn fSrom nature". In the first edition of the °
"Critique of‘Puro Reaeon“; pg. 127, Xent states that "Der
Verstand 1st Selbst der}Quell der Cesetze der Natur".'
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IV

THE NATURE OF THINGS-IN-THEMSELVES,

l. Hypotheses: Any provisional,.tentative explanation

of phenomena, any suggested law which has not been completely
veriried, is called an hypothesis. These are of two kinds:
(1) The phenomenal hypothesis, - as, air vibrations are the
cause of sound. Here one phenomenal occurrence is used to
"explain another., (3) The conceptual hypothesis, - as the
supposition that ether is necessary to the transmission of
light. In this cage "ether" is not a phenomenal ?ééurrenée, -
it is a pure postulation.
Now it is ihen the pheﬁomenal explanationrof any fact
is either impossible or incomplete that'ié resort to.tﬁé
seoond type of hypothesis, that is, to the conceptual type.
| Every science is based upon a number of these concept-
ual hypotheses or postulates, that is, upon certain fundament-
‘al and eésential presuppositions, iithoﬁt ihiéh_science would
be impossible, Soiénde generally accepts such postulates as
true, leaving to metaphysics the task of inquiring into the.
validity of such assumptionas, and into the nature and real-
ity of the thing assumed.
Therefore, this thesis, being a research in the field of

metaphysics, we must confine ourselves more closely to what
we have oalled the "cogoeptual hypothesis®, which is derived
from the Greek words "2377'0", *under®, and * 961‘5\1’ ", "plac-

ing", and so is synonymous with the Latin word "suppositio®,
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meaning a*placing under”. It is the imagining of some thing,
force, or cause, which underlies thé'phéhémena with which we
happen tb be dealing, and is the agent of their production

without being capable of direct observation. In this sense,
an hypothesis 18 any concept or supposition which is used

in order to organize a group of facts, as for instance, the

“hypothesis or theory of evolutlon,

But what about induction and deduction? Some have in-
sisted that we do not begin with deduction, but with induot-
ion., True, the inductive methods are attempts to eliminate

- hypotheses. But the term *induction® is-useally employed in
a sense sufficiently broad to include the method of hypothe-
ses., In reality, the inductive method of John Stugrt Mill
has the hypothetidal element. For what regsdn could there
be for making a complete enumeration of the particulars of
a group, if not for’the purpose of corréboratihg tbé'h?po-
thesis which begins to form as soon as thinking begins Te-
lative to a given situation. If no hypothesis began to form
itself when thinking was initiated, it is not likely that
the process of enumeration could or would continue. '

Therefore there is a sense in whichdeduotion precedés
or at least accompanies "induction". For what leads men to
circumscribe the area of investigation, if it is not that |
there is already in the mind some idea of the result which

18 1likely to be reached? Now the use ofsuch a tentative

idea involves "deduction" or a preliminary hypothesis of

some gort. Thought could not proceed without this prelim-
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‘inary idea, which leads on to investigation. If it did proceed
without it, it would overlook meny facts which deserved to be teken

into account. So a prelimiﬁary hypothesié of some kind is necess-~

ary to all thinking.

Therefore, the oxistence of hypotheses is dontemporaneous with

knowledge, in the sensq}%gtnow speak of knowledge, which makes the
 reflective mind an inextricable factor in the knowledge process;.
which 1s to'sﬁy, that' the world is in some sense constructed by

the mind and accozﬂing to the needs of the knowing subjects. Hypoth-

eses may not be, and often are not in the so-called facts, but are

contributed to them by the mind as & means of menipulating them.

As J. A. Stewart says of the "Ideas" in "Plato's Doctrine of Ideas",

pg.'27, they are, in fact, ways in which the mind ‘reacts, accord-

ing to 1its own pecullar constitution, upon the influences which
~come to ;t from without; ways in which 1t, bit by bit, makes its
world."

In short, postulates or hypotheses are not absolute. - They
~are concelved for a given purpose. The ultimate presuppositions
of jurisprudence,'ethica, and metaphysics are, at bottonm, nothing

but hypotheses. - Just controls for rational procedure.
James Welton, in his "Manuel of Logic", Vol. 2, says that

every supposition we make so as to gccount'fbr any event whatever

is an hypothesis.

Then our suppositions as to the ground of the world; as to

the ground for owr own existence; as to the ground for our own
- future, - all these are hypotheses. That is, wé are always ask-
ing the Questions: "What 1s the logical.basis for the world, for
personality, and for the future 1ife?" To the first question,
"What is the logical basis for the world?" men have said,

"Force", "Power", "Energy", or "God", To the second
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question, "what is the logical basis for personality?®, men.
have postulated a soul. As an ansiér td the third question,
n¥hat is the logical basis for the future 1ife?", men have -
postulated immortality. . |
That is, the thing-in-itself for the world is Force,
. Poier, Energy, or God. The thing-in-itself for personality
"; is the soul. The thing-in-itself .as & hope for continuation
.. fmz of life is the"principle of immortality". "Thou hast set
Eternity in my‘héart", was the‘Hebreiiatio way of stating &
belief in the thing—in—itself, as the same relates to human
personality ank to a continuation thereof, .

That is, men have always sought for the Source or Cause
of the world and of 1life. They have always supposed that
there was some metaphysiéal something underl&ing the phenomen-
al processes, and which direct the course of such processes.
The Platonic Ideas, Berkeley's Eternal Spidit, Kant's Tran-
scendental Ego, Schopenhauer's Will, Dr. Driesch's Entelechy,
M. Bergson's Life, the Animists! Soul, the Bubject of many
psychologists, and the Force of many physicists, - all in-
volve the metaphysiocal concept of Source, which refers to
some (often extra-mundane) Poﬁei of the aétivity of ihidh
Process is a manifestation. - Some metaphysical .reality of
which the world of science is the phenomenal expression.
Thue)for T.H. Green an Eternal Consciousness ks necessary
for the very existence of an order of phenomena, For Green,

it is a Bouroe'of the relations which constitute nature;

which relations result frogits combining and unitying‘aétion;
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and the animal organism is its vehiele. This Eternal Con-
sciousness is operative throughout the succession of events
which constitute the growth of the individual mind acting on
the sentient life of the soul and using it as its organ.
Therefore, does not any hypothesis of the purely con-
ceptual type run into and become synonymous ii?h the thing-
in-itself? (*) As we have seen, the idea of God is synony-
mous with the idea of the thing-in-itself. But God is for
Kant a postulate. Therefore, any postulate or hypothesis
may he said to be of the nature of the thing-in-itself,

In connection with this thought, Mary Everest Boole,
in her little book, "Philosophy and Fun of Algebra" in the

Ohapter,ﬂThe Great'X'of the WOrld", makes some very interest-
ing statements, in which the Hebrews are represented as ask-
1ng all sorts of questions about "Who" or "Whet"‘made.thinge
be. But nobody knew enything about it. So Moses, sesing
that this chaotic state of affairs would not be good for

the people, said to them, No one of us has ever seen the
"Maker®n of thingee We can all see things growing, but never
the force that makes them grow. That is our "X*, said he;
our "Unknown". We are going to begin by stating that we

do not know. We shall call the maker of things, "I Am",

or, "That Which Is', Whetever It Is®, and we are going to-

(]

S——
—

‘NOTE: Thenoefornard when "thing—in—itself" is used

in any form other than inthe form of "I-in-itself", it is
to be understood as meaning an hypothesis made by the I-in-itself
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make tﬁo'hypotheses to start with: we are going to try think-
ing of "I Am" as Upity;’Oné, and not several or a fraction.
We Will also try thinking of "I Am" aé "No-thing®, that is,
that "I Am" is not & %XXtkXm"thing", When we find that any
partioular proceeding or behavior destroys men, or makes
them top sickly or weak or stupid or quarrelsome to manage
other Creétures and keep the upper hand of the world, we will
say, for short, that "I Am" does not like or does not in- .
tend the people of Israel to go on with that kind of behavior.
Now, these two hypotheses are as much as we can deal with for
the present.‘ Anybody who wants to think outrother hypotheses
than those will have to think to himself or else{go out of
the country that I am.going to manage, V

Therefore, it turns out that when men are up against
real problems, they begin to imagine ways of solving them,
Now these imaginable ways or solutions are hypotheses or the
things-in-themselves of the gifen situations. i ...l

Therefore, presuppositions, conceptual hypotheses, and
things-in-themselves are all in reality things-in-themselves;
ior things-in-themselves ma& take on many forms, the situa-
tion, problem, or realm of discourse, largely determining
‘the form. For instance, the chief thingd-in-ttself of the
world as a whole is God, while the chief thing-in-itself of
the individual personality is the soul. But it is clear
that both are conceptual hypotheses, in the sense that they
have been resorfed to in the absencebf any possibility of &

Phenomenal explanation, 4nd in that they are not capable éf
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any complete verification,

2. Values: As in the case of hypotheses, values are

phenomenal or conceptual. The 1s, they are pure "thing-
values" and pure "concept-values". This does not mean
that the concept-%alﬁe‘is out of relation to the thing-
value; but logically, at least, there is a distinction

' between the two phases of value.

. Now, as in the case of hypotheses, it is with the
‘concept values that we mist here deal. Also, it is with
. ¢ !
beliefs, as beliefs, that we are now concerned. That is,

what is the nature of beliefs?

John Dewey, in his "Experience and Nature', states

that reflection is the instrumentslity of securing freer
and more enduring goods; that is, reflection is a unique
good. Its instrumental efficiency determines it to be a
candidate for a distinctive position as an immediate good,
since beyond other'gooda, it has power oflrepleniéhment
and fructification. That is, the subject-matter of in-
fellect is not isolated with reference to the scope of
value and valuation. There are not two.realms, one of
1ntelléctua1 objects without value, and the other of value
objects without intellect.

This is to say, as we have already intimated, that
value, hypotheses, and things-in-themselves must ultimate-

ly be referred to an individual ego, not forgetting, of
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course;(that this ego ;; a miniature of the raclal mind,-
fhat 18, that i1t is in some sense the representation of
all that has been or is thought. - A unit composed of =all
sorts of elements.cpntributed by manifold interactions.
But this does not destroy the fact that the evolution of-
xnowledge begins with a reflective individual, as that in-
' dividual begins to build a world to his own liking. True,
each individual must be a sort of gaﬁglion within a bound-
less infinite, and may in some sense sacrifice for inter-
ests outside of himself. But his motives for procedure
will?%he common wants and ideals that ;1nﬁere‘in the in-
dividual himself. | |
Therefore, the individual or I-in-itagif proceeds

by forming hypotheses and by creating values., But as we
have aaid,‘values are beliefs which are immediate; that
is, 1ike.hyp6theses, they are not dependent upon verifica-
tion. So, being of the nature’ of hypotheses, ana being
"initiated by the individual nimself in his reflective
activities, they are the nature of things-in-themselves.
Also, 11ke reflection; and hypotheses, values are in some
sense g%yayg means of solving or dealing with specific
sets offfécée. A belief in devils or demons, is, or was,
for 1ns£anco, one way of explaining many diseases. In
reality, the hypothesis itself is a result of the evolu-
tionary process.. Therefore, postulating, evaluating, and

conceiving of grounds or things-in-themselves are all one
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and the same process.—‘ That'is, the activity of the I;in-
itself as 1t proceeds to create instruments and to construct
'a desirable world. An illustration of this process may be
drawn from Kant's statementsAconcerning the Transcendental
Ego and the Rational Soul: the Transcendental Ego of Kant
corresponds in general to what;we have called the I-in-
vitself; while the Ratiqnal Soul corresponds to what we have
called the thing-in-itself as a postulate. |

We méy conclude, then, that things-in—thegselves in
their fundamentsl aspects, are like values and hypothesés,‘
or that values and hypotheses are Just other méthods of
dealing with the problem of the thing-in-itself. The thing~
in?itselr being, in fact, a value-judgment. In other words,
'any one concept may be an hypothesis, value-judgment, or a
thing-in-itself. For instances, for Kant, God is a postul-
ate; for Joslish Royce, he is a value-judgment; but for
Aristotle, Erigena, and men like Jacobl, he is the thing-in-
itself.
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y

THE COMPOSITION OF THE WORLD-ORDER.

‘But is the world made up‘just'of concepts, hypotheses,
conceptual values, or thingé—in—theméelveé? fre concepts
and data of thoughf of the same function? They are, we be-
lieve, of the same fundamentél nature;‘but this does not
mean that they are of the same function. The root of ' the
plant and its flower are of the same essential nature, but
have not the same function.

May it not be so in thenworld of knowledge? May it not
be that there are different functions, but one n;ture? May
i1t not be that a thing is its function? That ié; that all
things are in some Beﬁse definable in terms of function?
When a thing funotions so and so, we call it "mind"; when
1t funotions in some other way, we call it "matter"; dnd
when it functions in still another way, we speak of it as
"purpose", |

In‘the.first place, then, we may say that we have éome—
thing which functions as data of knowledge, letting this
data represent not only the so-called realistic ﬁorid, but
also the mechanism of the one in *hom goes on the knowledge
Process., Now the mechanism of the world and the mechanism
of the.knoﬁer have one function, while the reality produced
by theaé related functionings hae another function, that is,
the funotion of what we call moonsciousness®. Scott, in his

"Kant and the Moral Life", makes the world to cénmsist in

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



- 100 -
given realistic data, and the unive;éals furnished by the mind,
But may these universals not be a func tioning result of a
relational functioning? That is, alike in nature, but dif-
ferent in funotion? | ’

‘If this is‘thé case, then, there may akways be an inter-
play of so-called subject and object, the subject being one
funétioﬁ and the object another function, the interplay being
the relation of these functions. | f'

On this basis we could say that the miﬁd does not qreate
nature as a whéle, but is & factor in making the world in
which thinking and living actually proceed, That is, so-called
objects and the activity of consciousness are boéh involved
in what we éall“experienée". '

Idealism believes that there is ever something beyond, -
God, Nature, Oversoul. Our senses perceive ogly the phengmen&
of life; but‘behind the range of human senses lurk things
not phenomenal. In a sense, these men are right; but, in
another sense they are wrong. In that segse perceptions are
of & morecconcrete and more tangible nature, they may be
called evidénoeqbf data or phenomena. 'In that concepts are
in some sense that which is inmddition to or of a different
function than data or the so-called sense-ﬁerceived, they
may be said to be of the nature of "noumena". But, in that
both sensé‘perceptions.and oconcepts are natural to man, both
Processes are eyidently'natural“, and only aspecfs of one
human phenomena of thinking or reflecting, each having its

functionrin the process as a whole, True, the so-called |

not-phenomenal does lurk behind, is set under, or is built
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upon the so-called phenomenal. But this is so because man,
the first and chief factor in the knowledge process, has in
this way set his world in order. o ’

In other words, is it not reasonable to suppose that the
relation between the mind and the world (so—called objective
world) is analogous to that between the mind and the body?
So far as experience goes, the mind cannot exist without a
body, and the body cannot exist without that peculiar func-
tion whioh we call "mind" or "spirit". This seems even more
likely when we remember that man is a part of the natural’
order. Being a part of such a natural order, his mind would
have in some sense the same Telation to the ihoie.of the
natural order that it has to his individual part of the nat-
ural order. In short, the mimidx world is"stuff" and "mind",
But 1t is "stuff" and "mind* because man is also of the same
substances. That is, man] being'of these two functions,
1nsists or demands that the world must conform to the same,

Just as men have tried to set up a dualism between mind

/// and body, so have they batéa dualism in.the world; that is,
have demanded that the World be"matterfand"mind.* But is it
not more likely that the world is*matter-mind®, and that
man is"body-mind"? That is, that these distinctions are
mere conveniences for dealing with phenomena? The world
may be logically many, but metaphyéioally one. In nature,

- 1t may be one, but in function it maj be many. '
Then, may'not both copcepts and data be termed exist-

ences? May a univefsal, for rinstance, not be both existent

and at the same time significant in heaning, reference, or
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use? A value judged need not be divorced ffom reality.
Reality and existence need-not be thought of as two sep-
arate things., If ideals, concepts, hypothgées, values, or
things-in-themselves are the products of a natural and ex-
istent world, then why are they not likewise natural and
existent? This does not mean that they may not be very un-
like and very different in function. They are just differ-
ent aspects ¢f one and the same world. - If not of one and
the éame world, and if not of the same fundamental nature,
how do they‘ever get together? John Dewey insists that ideals
arise out of realistic situations, but tnat_1dea1é should
serve in realistio situations. This is making fne differ-
ence for Which Wwe are now contending; that is, that the world
18 one metaphysically, but in function many.

F.0.S. Schiller, in his "Riddles of the Sphinx", holds

that the world is one. Body and soul,?%gggrand'spirit, are
but different aspects, the outside and the inside of the
same fact: the material is but the outward and visible sign
of the inward and spiritual state. For, if the phenomenal
Wworld is a stress befﬁeen the deity and the ego, the soul
18 but the reaction of the ego upon the divine action which
encases it as the body. But he goes on to say, that this
very analysis of a stress, this very distinction between force
and resistance, action andreaction, is a logical and not a
real one, They are distinguishable in thdught, but insep-
arable in realiéy. |

Therefore, knowledge or experience is the interplay or
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interaction of different funétions.of existence, involving
a givén ddta, mental projections of a refleétivé mind, and
the purposefof an organism ihése harmonious a@juatment is
demanded by 1ts very existence. All of these functions are
the necéseary aspects of ohe whole of reality, evaluation
being reserved for the self-conscious and reflective organ-

ism, which is the center of the knowledge process as such.
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‘ THE MIND'S TENDENCY TO PROJECT
AND TO PERSONIFY.

But, we may ask, why do we geé a complex world as de-
scribed in the previous section? The general answer is,
that the mind's disposition is to project and to personify
its concepts and ideals. That is, that the "I is a factor
in the whole of reality, and that any reality is rglative to
him who experiences it. |

However, we may ask still further; why does the mind

thus project its concepts and ideals? Baldwin's "Dictionary

of Philosophy and Psychology" indicates that the term “object-

fve" indicates a "controlling and determining® function.
Therefore, cpncepts and purposes, fundtioning as con-
trols, are naturally projected, and so become a part of the
real and objective world. Man's own body is objective in
that it largely controls his activity. His possibility of
mobility is largely regulated by his ﬁhysiéal organism. His
ideals and concepts, likewise, being once conceived, begin
to control his whole behavior, and so in his thinking become
objective. All things, including poncepts,'are to be made
use of or avoided. If they are to be avoided, one must go
around them in his thinking, just as he would go around &
hole in the ground in order to keep from falling into it.
If concepts are'to be used, one must approach them, examine,
grasp, and wield them just as he would grasp and make use

of a meohanical tool. So in either ocise, there is an element
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of control, which results in objectivity. As we have sald,
let a thing come to be a control, and it is as objective as
one's own house, table, or bed. The inSistehéeﬁgitGod is
objective lies in the fact that the concept of Him has so
long controlled the human race, o
M Fouellee!, in the explanation of his leading idea,
that is, the hypothesis of the "idees-forceb", says that an
idea 18 not a mere representation. It is not a mental repro-
duction of a real or aupﬁosed object outside of itself, An
idea is at the same time a force working for its own real-
ization. For instapce, liberty 1s not a realitf"given ob-
jectively, of which we have an idea because we perceive it;
but, on the contrary, it is because we have an idea qf our
own liberty, because we believe in it, because we adapt our
conduct to this belief, that we are actually free, and that
our freedom is8 effectual in the world of phenomena. Our
ideas and feelings are conditions of a real interhﬁl change,
and therefore faotors in mental evaluation, not mere signs
of an evaluation taking place independéntly of them, because
of exclusively physical causes. Again, every internal éhaﬁge,
being inseparable from an external change or motion, produces
.‘effeﬁts upon the extérnal world. Therefore, ideas having
acted inwardly, at the same time find outward expression with
all the resulting consequences, Thus the internal and the
external efficacy of mental states are ineeparable, because
of the fundamental unity between the physical and the psychical.

So there are not two worlds, but only one, to which we
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make our COntribution, the different aspects of which, - data,
'éonéepﬁe, and purposes, - may be said to equally control ué§
But if they equally control us, they will be equally objective.
Hoﬁevér, men haee not generally understood how that waich is
initiated by the individual Can become objective; and so the
problem of subject and object, mind and matter, the thing-in-
itself and phenomena, But when we have once discovered tﬁat
thoughts are as objective as things, and learn what the con-
tribution is that we make to the.iorld of experience, then
shall we have begun to solve the problem of the subject and
the object , and this other problem of phenomena}ahd the thing-
in-itself. Just what p:oportion of the world is contribut-
ed by refleetion,:man may not know; but he at least may dis-
cover the nature of that contribution which he himself makes.

This does not destroy the fact that man's power of know-
ing and thipkihg are regulated by the potentialities belonging
to. the world, snd so to & creature of a naturelﬁrealm. Oon-
trary to modern realism, there is more than anexternal rela-
tivity, due to the fact that there is this fundamental inter-
nal dependenoe of the individual upon the whole of that which
has had the power to make him the peculiar being which he
finds himself to be. | ”

Now, again, his physical and mental constitution will
make demands in keeping with the tendency along which it has
come into existence. But has nét every organism in its evo-
lution been foroed” {f it was to continue its existence, to

Beek and to avoid certain objects? In other words, the. whole
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history of any organism is one of seekirgior avoiding objects.

In the primitive state, man has those things which are to be

sought,and those which are to be avoided. Therefore, these

/ actual objects, being controllss', man will, when he begins
to have abstréét'bOnéepts,‘haﬁe the same tendency to object-
ify them., In line with this idea, one author takes the at-
titude that the worship of actual objects preoeaedthe wor-

- 8hip of God or gods. ‘

But there was that disposition to project he self, and
to interpret the world in terms of the same. The Omahas,
for instanoe,.regard all animate and inanimate forms, all

| Phenomena, as being pervaded by a common life, which a8
thought of as being continuous with and.similar to the will-
Poﬁér they were conscious of in themselves, This mysterious
power in all thingé was called "Wakonda". Through it all
things ierg related to man and to each other. 1In thg idea
of the continuity of life a relation.ﬁas maintained bgtween
the seen and the unseen, the dead and the living, and also
between the fragment of anything and its entirety. Thus an
Omaha novice might at any time :seek to attain "Wakonda" by
what was called the "rite of the vision". He would go out
alone, fast, chant incantations, and finally fallrminto a
trance, resembling what in modern times has been caled
"Cosmic Gonsciousness", in which he would perceive the inner
rélationsrof all things and the solidity of the least object

with the rest of the universe.

These people may not have been as advanced as the modern
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Realist, but they knew that no one thing had in fact a’

"prefixed measure and boundaryt., = o
'In reality, man projects so much of himself into the

world, and the world projects so much of itself 1nto‘hih,
that the word " juxtaposition® in no sense déscribes the knowl-

| edge-situation,  The data of the world, the uniqughéohéepté"'
of réfleétion; and the purposes that arise out of this com-
bination so control men that the iholé'khoﬁiedge-ﬁdrld, in-
cluding fancy and imagination, become naturally objective.
God, concepts, laws of all kinds, universals in general,
and the thing-in-itself, have been thought of ag objective
and constitutive existences. And this fendency;hgs not been
wholly bad or at ‘all unnatural. I venture to say that so
long as these concepts actually control men in their activity
and thought that they will be thought of as, not necessarily
constitutive in existence, but at least as objective in their
nature. The soientisf, for all practical purposes, thinks

of the law relative to his particular science a8 heing ob-
Jeotively true, - as existing in thd cogerete. Why? Because
in his investigations he is being always controlled by it.
Just 80 in the case of all the thoughts and things that
control men. - They will unavoidably objeétify themselves.
Man being of a world which has, before his bitth, in some

~ 8ensencontrolled the possibilities of his very existence;
‘and having been born and reared in the midst of objects and
agents which oontrolledrhim,will, when he begins to think,

conceive of the world which he creates as like the world out
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of Which he came, #nd in, the midst of Which he began his
biological existence and the building of his oﬁn'pait;éﬁiar
world. If a nurse or mother makes the child go here or there;
do this or that;.andlthe nurse and mother are objective, then
~when he hae thoughts and ideas that make him go here and
there; do this or that, they too must be objective. So does
thetéhilq)“become a man", build up his world. But he is no
less the chief fﬁdtor; for he provides the material that
makes the world of experience what it is. Like a honey-bee,
he adds the formic acid that makes the world to have those
% things which seem good to his taste. But his contribution
is in the world and is thought of as being just as objective
to him as the nectar and formic acid combinatian‘is‘objective
to the honey-bee. |
However, as Socrates believed, and as Stoiéisﬁ persisted,
ideas or universale,in fact, bhave no constitutive existence.
They are neither outside offthings, as Plato genefally thought,
or as he has beenninterpreted as thinking; nor in things, as
Aristotle taught; they are rather mere abstractions of thogght
to which nothing corresponds inreality; yet, when projected,
must naturally be thought of as objective and constitutive,
in that that which controls becomes objective; and become
objective, it comes to be thought of as real in the sense that
\ ~ other objective things are real, that is, as constitutively
o .vreal. For the'nature of the mind is to attribute constitutive

existence to all that which tends to control its activity,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



- 110 -

whether that which controls is concréte.data, or the concepts
of the mind. In a word, as Jamés Mark Baldwin indicates, the
world as it presents 1tself to our immediate perception, does
not disclose the ﬁnity; the permanence, or the purpose which
reflection and reason demand as an 1ntellig1bie aécdunt of
experience. Therefore, the mind forms a conception of some
substénce, activity, or principle which it regards as self-
existanﬁ and ultimate, and which 1s at the same time thought
~of as the causeubr érounds of the phenomenal realm. These
projective concepts are in a sense a part of the world; but,
as we are now thinking of them, they are that gﬁbt of the
worid which is contributed by the reflection of mean.

Not to understand the movements of the mind indicated
above is to become involved in all sorts of difficulties.
.Bofh the Realist and the Ideallst fall into the ditch of
philosophic folly because they do not remember the subtlet-
les of reflection. The Realist imagines the object to have
‘éxisted before he éppéared upon the scene just as it appears
after helhés:appeared Qnd-begun to know it; the Idealist
1magines that it did not aﬁkall exist until he appeared and
began to know it. The fact of the matter is, that we must
begin with a data of some sort. But when we do so, there is
immediately an evalgatioh of that data, both of which, as one,
are objectified by the mind. For, in the light of all prev-
lous discussion of the problem, there is no way in which we

maey wholly separate the datum in a knowledge situation from

the contribution made by the mind. But the Realist holds
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that the object is in no sense an bbjectification of the mindt's
content; and the Idealist holds that the object is wholly an
objectification of the miﬁd's content, Both are equally in
'error. ' '
It is this c§nfusion of the Realistic:and Idealistic

trends'of thought that darken the understanding relative to the
Ideas of Plato. We ought not to imagine that Plato's mind was

unlike the ordinary reflective mind. Plato, as suggested by J.A.

Stewart in "Plato!s Doctrine of Ideas", arrived at his Ideas in

& perfectly natural way. From the psychological point of view
both his Ideas: and our things-in-themselves mayrbe understood.
The Idea is simply the mind's wéy of reacting to a given situ-
ation. The thing-in-itself is the 1nstrumen£'h1t upon by re-
flection in the presence of chaotic data. But in the case of
the thing-in-itself, just as in the case of Plato's Idess,
there is that tendency to project, which ends which an object-
dve enﬁity. Therefore, not only datum plus evaluation 1is
objectified, but the evaluation-content itself may be in a
measure abstracted and objectified as an 1ndabendent entity,
If Plato had known even as much about the inner workings of‘the
mind as is now known, he would have been quick in seeing why
his Ideas took on objective existence 1ike archetypal forms
laid up in heaven. For, as J.A. Stewart says, "Mental Images,
being products of x x x imitation, organic or consciously
designed, by wﬁich we adapt ourselves to a uniform énvironment
sultable to our permanent nature, always tend to assume the

character of archetypes  overagainst sensible particulars."”
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As it was, Plato knew that Ideas were, but he knew neither their
origin nor their nature. . But in hls failure, he was not less
.subtle than the most of the schools of modern philosophy.
Socrates blazed the way for a real solution, but his successors
did not follow his suggestions. Yet, to know oneself, the
subtle sctivities of the deceitful mind, is to have found the
key to many of the world's mysterles. .

In a word, this process of world-bullding goes on in terms

of the Self. Charles Darwin, in "The Descent of Man', states

"that as soon as the important faculties of the imagination, -
wonder and curiosity, ~ together with some power of reasoning,
had become partially developed, man would naturally crave to
understand.what was passing about him." 1In the same work, pge.
110, it is stated that "Some explanation of the phenomena of
life, a man must felgn for himself; and to judge from the uni-
versality of it, the simplest hypothesis, and the first to
occur to mepn, seems to have heen that natural phenomena are
ascribable to the presence in.anlmals, plants, and things, and
in the forces of ﬁature, of such spirits, prompting to action '
as men are conscious they themselves possess." |

But it may be objected that science 1s well on the way
toward a complete analysis of the world, looking forward to
the time when the world shall be directly and scientifically
known. However, when we bear in mind that science 1s quite
dependent upoq.hypotheses, we lose faith in the positivistic
idesl. In reaslity, no matter how completely we may come to
control nature, we shall persist in making use.of assumpt ions

regarding the unknown or the not-yet experienced. In short,
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man will persist in projecting "things-for-him" into a realm
of "things-in-themselves". For_regarding both sense and reason,
we 6ftén find ourselves in errar, and come to & point wheﬁe we
feel the need of msking assumptions. Again, even though.man',
should succeed .in making a complete analysis of the wor}d he
could not know that he had done so; and. so woﬁld continue to
méke his gssumptibns} for he would not be abie to compare his
ideas of reality with that ideal reallty which would always
move on before him, objeqtifying itself and continuing as the
‘changing god of his desire, promising alﬁays Eo become a better

and better means to the solutlon of his problem.
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| Vi1 |
THE: SIGNIFICANGE OF THINGS-IN-THEMSELVES.

We have discovered that things-in—themselves may be of
the nature of hypotheses, COncept—vaiues, ér things-in-them-
selves generally referred to as such

Alao, we have found that these, together with data, make
up the world of experience, all of which'is of course shot
through with the purpose of the individuals téo create a
world in ﬁhich he can best realize his own possibilities.

| Furthermore, we have found that this world off experience
notwithstanding the so-called subjective contribution which is
made by the individual, is, to all intents and purposes, an
objective one, in that all that which controls becomes ob-
jective. | | | |

But if thingé and concepts control, they must dq so.be—
cause for the time being the& are working. If one takes up
a tool for the purposé of accomplishing a given task, and for
Bome reason bhe tool fails to be adequate to the work in hand,
he will immediately cast it away and seek another. The tool
80 cast away may control his astivity in his act of casting
1t away; but inreality thisractivity is a part of the move-
Bent made in the direction of choosing ‘and putting into use
andther tool that does promise to serve the purpose, Likewise,
1f a concept is-a controlling one, it is because that concept
is making itself useful inthe experience of the individual

for whom it is a control. Thérefore, concepts of all kinds,
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whether they be calied hypotheses, values, of things-in-themselves,
or controls,_op instfgments fbr the accomplishment of desired ends,
- ..It is interesting,then, to note that the thing-in-1tself,

which hés for long been thought of as a noumenal product, as a

noumenal entity, - as something different in essence from the world
in which men 11#0, - i3 actually an instrument in the hands of him
ﬁho has created 1tvoﬁt bf hils own reflection for the specific pur-
‘pose of menipulating the "stuff'of his date-world, just as a man
will make a plow to plough his field and a hoe with which to dig
around the plants that grow in the field;

Therefore, the concepts which we have previousiy mentioned,
as mind, soui, reason, God, etc;, come to be tﬁe instruments in-
“yented by reflection for the purpose of ordering the world to’
satisfy the logical demsnds of that reflection. J.A. Stewart, in
"plato's Doctrine of Ideas", rg.7, says,'%heé?}as is not an'im-

pression of sense passively received; it is a product of the mind's
activity, an instrument constructed by the mind, whereby it ‘makes

‘nature! 'molds environment', so as to serve the purposes of"hﬁma1
- 1ife". The same may be sald of all other concepts or things-in-
thémselves. They are really points of view which one takes in
onder to manipulate phenomena; and are comﬁon to philosophy,
religion, and science. > |

This will be clear if we for a moment call up the idea of the
thing-in-itself as a negative concept. As we have sald, there is a
distinction between "value-things" and "value-concepts". Value-
things are not things-in-themselves, while value-concepts are of the
nature of hypotheses;and so of the nature of things-in-themselves.
The statue of the sculptor is a value-thing.  But necessary to it is

the valus-concept. This value-concept is like the mould in which cer-

tain articles are moulded, That is, as the mould is the passive or

logical cause of the molded article, so 1s the concept of a statue the

passive or logical cause of the statue. That is, as the inner
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form of the mold determines the outline of the molded article,
8o the concept when accomplished determines the form, feature,
and figure of‘thelétatue. |
/ This concept is here also a limiting concept; for using the
| analogy of the mold, ‘the concept limits at each point the =~

extension of the statue and makes it impossible for the fea-

tures thereof to extend further than is in keeping with the
demands of the concept. . ,.

But to say that spch a concept is a limiting concept is

to say that it is an instrument and a judgment of value; for
"things cannot be judged valuable ﬁnlees theyaré good; and to
be good is to be good for something, as Plato said long ago.

Inthe case of a concept, as in that of the moid, it is ohos-
‘en as the means by which a certain concrete piece of work

may be accomplished. In othei ﬁords, man oreates the instru-
ment.ﬁhiCh;ﬁe call reflection, or rather it is created out

of the evolutionafy process., However, man'havihg gotten an
inkling of his creative capacity, in turn, by means of the
first instrument, creates all sorts of 6ther toois'as means

of accomplishing desired ends. He ﬁishes.to explain or to
interpret himself, and so he creates the hypothesis called

the soul; he wishes to explainthe world, and so he creates

the hypotheses of God, by which he proéeeds to explain all

the phenomena in the universe. ” -

Now, if reflectibm, which is a tool, creates tools, these
tools so created must be of like nature as reflection, both

being the work of an evolving knower. Therefore both re-
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flection and conéept-valués are of the nature of things-in-
themselves, reflection'being'the éétivity of the I-in-itself
as i1t oreates lesser th;ngs-in-theméelvés as the épééifié
tools or instruments necessary for the accomplishment of
certain ends, the I-in-itself having first been createddby a
gradual evolution or unfolding within the world, -the race,
and the individual. |

We have spoken above.of value-concepts as limiting con-
' cepts, - passive or lqgidal cau;es. ‘But this is not the only
way in which thingsﬁin;theméeives'may gserve, Value-concepts
may bé(thcught of as active causes When manipulated by re-
'flection; that is, for instance, patriotism may become a
very active instrument in time of war. Again, the value-
concept of God may'beoome a very activé means of controlling
society or organizationé. But even in these cases, it is
ih sbme sense the ideas concerning patriotism and God that
limit the activity of the individual. If one in time of war
goes beyond the limit of the givenidefinition of patriotism,
he Lk called a traitor, If one pass beyond the limit of the
activity which is allowed to him by the content read into -
the idea of God, he is immediately a heretic. But in any
case, the concepts are means of getting certain results.

Therefore, things-in—themseives are passive or lbéiéal
causes, in the sense that God may in some sense be the log-
ical cause of the ﬁorlq)in that he may in some sense repre-
sent non-Being; but things-in-themselves may also be thought

" of as actual instruments for accomplisking purposes, as the
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theory of evolution' is the hypothesis by means of which
s¢ienée'attempts'to explain the evident changes or develop-
ments that have taken place in the life-series.

We have spoken of God as non-Being, and as an instru-
ment for social adjustment., These tﬁq-ideaé may at first
seem not to.be related to paoh othei. But upon~closer ex- .
amination, I am convinced that they are quite intimately
related. 1In reality, the idea of God becomes an instrument
. for soéiél adjustment and for the integration of human per-
sonﬁlity‘just to the extent that it is represented as being
a negative: it must be not-man, not-society, not-organiza-
tionJ’ It is to be an objebtive standard. ﬁhen it ceases to
be this objective standard, it ceases to control the thoughts
and actions of men, and so ceases to function as an instru—t“
ment'for social control, God; in order to control, must be
not-man, in order that man may add to himself ‘that which is
not mén, but God. So God, the soul, etc., all serve best
their purpose when they retain that negative aspect which we
have described as being characteristic of thinga—irstheméelveé.

‘Thie negative aspect of things-in-themselves is a ne-
oeasary one; and in ; gsense is the very "stuff" out of which
¢he positivé features of a situation reconstruct themselves.

This negative aspect of things-in-themselves may be due
to the fact that the chief thingwin-itself, that is, the I-in-
1tself,'haa both its negative &nd positive aépeéts} Therefore,
just as the I-in-itself is always creating itself out of its

negative aspect, just so is each situation re-creating itself
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out of the particular thing—in—itéelf which belongs tg it;
for instance, society may recreate itself by building into
ttself the chaiaote:iétiés or attributesmf that Being which
is the negafive of a giveh social order. And a man may re-
create himself by striving to take on the characteristics
which are posited as belonging to God,/8s imherest in his soul
or his ideal self. It is just to the extent that man at-
.tribuﬁes the characteristics of good to hismegative self
that he 1s able to reconstruct himself into an ideal Grea-
tare. For the negative self im the store-house, the lumber-
yard, from which he must draﬁ‘neﬁ material, which, in turn;
~ becomes the means to an end, that is, a more desirable per-
sdnality. |

' But if things-in-themselves are such useful things, why
have some men apparently gotten along so well without them?
Perhaps, however, it was not because tﬁéy"actuéily7gbt”on
~ without them, but because they were able t6 deceive both
themselvea.and others. ' ‘

 Esther Crane, in "The -Placs of Hypotheses in Légié",

: upon : A
insists xxXX the necessity of the hypothesis. The hypo-

thesis, or the thing-in-itself, whichever We may choose to
call it, is necessary to all thought. It is the .sole ade-

quate means of dealing with and‘thinking about phenomena,

 Sedgwick and Tyler, in "A Short History of Science",
claim that the hypothesis is natural to all reflection. It

was the dispodition ofreven primitive man to make and to
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ﬁrodeed upon certain pbstulafione, more or less consciously
formed, The whole of the soience of mathematics is based
upon the tendency of the mind to ariange‘and set in ordef
according to certain postulates and axioms. The postulations
of geometry and mathematids'general}y are anly relatively
true. In fact,they are of-the nature of hypotheses created
4 solély for the manipulation of concrete phenomena. A straight line

is only a convenient hypothesis, which, according to Einstein

a

and others, is in no sense true ofthe wae 14, unless the
actual world be thoﬁght of as the given plus that which is
contributed by reflection. | ' /
So 1t may be doubtéd if.any man really proceeds without
" some sort of hypothetical conéept. The'early'Gréékmph110éo-
phers Heie materialists; but they poatulated,é’unive:éal""
changebr mutation of ‘all things into all. Thére was not only
one primary matter common to all things, out of which they
were made; but there was some moving principle or efficient
cause which associated the elements of the natural substance.
This moving principle they called thw "animi mundi”. With
Thales, as we have seen, this principle was described as
water. . For Heracleitus, it was fire, Anaximines, seeking &
/ less material substance, postulated air. While the Stoics
p&étuléted one infinite, eternal; almighty Mind, which, being
diffuséd through the whole universe of well-ordered and re- -
gularly disposed matter,éctuated every ﬁart'aﬁd %as)éé it

ﬁeré}the soul of the vast body called the world. =

. For Cadwallader Colden, a materialist of the seventeenth
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and eighteenth centuries, the world is a dualistic dynamiem,

mafter being extended, active, and unintelligeﬁtﬁ'aﬁd mind
e extended, active, and ihtelligenﬁ;' Subetance is pbWéf and

force, knPﬁn not in itself, but in its affects.

| Descartes, as is known, tried to get away from all

hypotheses; but is after all as dep}ndent upon the hypotheses

orithe soul and of God as any man could well be.

Therefore, as LevyBruhl says in the "History of Modern
Philosophy in France", any philosophical doctrine can be but

a great hypothesis. So any man who pretends not to use these

N

(PTR

YN
WS

/; nypotheses, either deceives himself, or else is:no philoso-
pher. |
 Claude Bernafd, a French physiologist; attempted to de-
termine exactly the object of physiological science. In the
beginning, Claude'Bernard disenéumbers ﬁhYsidlogy from the
last remnants of metaphysiocs. Science, said he,” must only
concern itseif with phenomena and their laws. It has nothing
to do with the so-called "vital principlef in order to ex-
plain those phenomena, which, considered singly, are never . -
¢ther than pﬁyéiéal and chemical phenomena. But after all,
he could not bring himself to the point of reducing physiol-
ogy to physics and chemistry; for he éoes on to show that
1ife has something specific and irreducible to a physical
and chemical mechaniem, 'He then}emphaéizes the part played
by What he called the/ "Dominating Idea", which seems to
preside over the avolution of the living being. =

Auguste Comte sayé that there have been three stages
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of thought, - the theological, the philosophical, and the
eéientifid; and that the third stége 18 the highest. When
men have reached this stage, they then know that there are
no thingé—ih—thémselﬁeé;' But, peculiar to say, Comte then
p;oéeedsito’pqstulate what he calls his "Great Being". He
seeks to doaway with the metaphysical idea ‘of the immor-
tality of the soul, substituting thepositive idea of incor-

. poration into the "Great Being", which may be defined as the

ability of the social consciousness to bear along with it
the consciousness of the individual who has, as a unit,

ceased to be. Is this escaping from hypotheses? Comte, also,

apparently, inconsistently with his idea as to the stages of

thought, makes much of religion. It is, for him, the agent
and the eseenfia;,sign of progress. In his 'Pél&tigpe Posi-

tive", Comte undertook to prescribe in detail th%_dbgmas,‘
worship, and management of the new réligion;ltaking pattern
from the Catholic orgahization, ﬁhiéh he looked ﬁponzis a
masterpieoé. .In all this, Comte was forsaking the positivf
istic attitude and beéomkng a value-philosopher. As a Te-
sult of this tendendy.many'of his disciples refused to
subﬁit‘to‘the High Pontiff of the religion of Humanity. They
were right when they said that they had not left Comte, but
that Comte had abandonbdﬁimséif. But he was unfaithful to
his oWn principles and to the positive spirit only because
he continued to think, All of his later works have a étfong
sentimental and mystic coloring, which is absent in his first

and positivistic works. We do not mean to say that his system
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as a whole is not positivistic; bﬁt we do mean to point oﬁt
that no man can.well be always positivistic in his 1life and
thought.. ) I - o |

‘Locke, Hobbes, Hyme, William James, all tried to shake
off the idea and use of the hypothesis as the same‘relates to
the thing-in-itself. But all of them believed iy God; and
Hobbes' "Motion" is a warning to all that the lot of having
to have an hypothesés is likely to .fall to any man,

In short, any philosopher or sc;ent;st who posits: laws
of any kind, - whether called gravit&tion, relativity, ether,
force, energy, power, - is falling into the use of h&po—
theses and is getting intO‘the'redlm of things-in-themselves.
He, 1like all men, is making use' of that heretofore thought-to-
be ugeless thing-in-itself as a means for explaining or mani-
pulating_his phenomena.\ |

Again, both metaphysics and religion Hre in some sense
-based on the thing-in-itself; and probably:not until men have
ceased to iﬁndér, and to feel the religious impulse, will
there be no uae‘for thé concept. Bo long as men feel, and .
think, and wonder, and aspire,‘and are.refiéétive.in'thé
sense in which we now speak of reflection, will the thing-
in-itself be with us. So long as man is related to the
world as he now is, religion and metaphysics and the con-
cepts relative to the same, will be among his chief concerns.

Therefore, even though‘the positivistic attitude may be
a trend in the right direction, no man need yet claim ?hat‘he

ig free from the power of metaphysics and religion. Theology
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and metaphysics have not 6n1y afforded to man in past times
a temporary explanation of certain natural phenomena, but
they have also supplied and are still supplying him'iith a
general view of the universe, a conception of mankind, - of
1ts destiny, of the use it makes of its forces. - In short,
with a rule of conduct and a discipline. And there is the
secret of the tenaéity~§ith‘ﬁhiéh men cling to their religious
and metaphysical beliefs, These metaphysical and religious
. postulates seem after all to serve best. Men find in them
answers to what they conceive to be vital questions; and '
they will never forsake these points of view unless a better
answer to these questioné cémes to them from elseﬁheig. So
far, the poditive spirit has givén no better answers than
men have Been able to find in religion and metaphysios.
Therefore, things-in-themselves still are,and promise for a
long time to be, the chief instruments of man's satisfaction
. and progress. The positive qpirit has represented the par-
‘tial and special point of view, whereas philosophic systems
and religions represent the synthetical and the general
point of view. For them, the spirit of God moves upon the

_ , cosmos . .
face of the deep, and xXZXE comes out of chaos. Now, this
latter point.of view, the synthetical, is éo'far no less in-
dispensable than the positivistic. It is so indispensable
that man will never abandon it so long as his reflection is
directed either upon himself or upon thé‘univeréé; for so

long as sensation follows sensation; and so long as there

gseems to be different objects in the world, men are going to
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postulate, at least, the‘unifying principles of soul and God.
Therefore, in concluding the remarks of this section, |
s let me warn all men to beware of those philosophical "Monsters®
%ho spurn a belief in things-in-themselves{ for they are either
deceivers, or else they are being deceived, or both. They re-
mind me of a member of a certain religious institution who
wished to prove to his fellows that he was a holy man,by eat-
ing very little food. But the milk soon ‘began to be missing
from the cellar of the dining-hall., A watchman was placed
theré; and sooﬁ‘the very nreligious gentleman® ﬁas caught in
thheaét of consuming great quantititgvé;s% butter-fat milk,
Now, these philosophers Who wish to'apbgér as being purely
scientific, as they say; who refuse to begin with, or to even
proéeed by means of hypotheses; who refuse to partake openly
at the philosophical board, - nevermheless, when no one is’
looking, drag up out of the oellars of half—forgotten phil-
osophies, all sorts of old "things-in—themselves"_inoognito.
On the front doors of their "philosophical houses", they hang
a sign,‘saying: "Fenn Sie das Ding-an-sich sind, dann m#issen
Sie night herein oommen. Wir brauchen Sie nicht." But on the
back door they hang another sign which reads slightly dif-
ferent: "Guten Tag, Herr Ding—an—sich! Bitte, wollen Sie
nicht herein'cbmmen? Wir haben Sie im Hause sehr nbtig;
aber Sie m#issen sehr ruhrig sein. - Niemand muss wissen,

das Sie hier sind."
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) VIII

THE . TRANSFORMATION OR DISAPPEARANCE OF

THINGS IN-THEMSELVES,

It has been stated that so long as man's present relatidn,
to the world continues, the idea of the thing-in-itself is
indispensable, But suppose the scene should shift, and man
should find himself in perfect harmony with the world of
nature as ajWhole? Is it not the fraction which erises be-
tweén the so-calle@ objective world and rgflectivg self-con-
scidusness ﬁhat mékes it necessary for this self-conscious-
ness'to.seék instruments of ad justment? In line with this
statement is the statement of Henri Bergson, in "Creative
Evolution", to the effect that the degree: of self-conscious-
ness 1is always in proportion to the frigtion bepweén thp
state which is and the state which is desired by reflection,.

Thefefore,'if.man should ever again come into harmbny
_with the whole ofinature; 1f, as Josidh.Royce wouid say, the
whole universe should becomé.one perfect and harmonious ‘social
order, then the féce would enjo& its old oneﬁess with nature, -
only, of course, on a higher level. ‘ | |

- Ie it nbt true, aé Edward_carpenter,'E.‘H. Hollands, and
otheré have suggested that the race has experiencea a sort of
psydhologicél gvolution,.the main stages of which may be de-
gcribed as that of simplg consciohsness and~self-conscious-
ness? Has there not been a sort of gradual development or

refinement of consclousness, which at a certain stage heas

spontaneously given birth to the phenomena of religious and
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metaphysical beliefs?
| If this i;,trué, as has been suggested, may not another
stage follow these two? For hundreds of centuries man pos-
sessed a degree of consciousness not very different from that
of the higher animals, though probably more quiék and varied,
7 He saw, heard, felt, and noted.:l. 'But he probably had no
consciousness of himself as & being separate and apart. from
his impressions. He was just an instinctive part of natﬁre.
Self-éonsciouanqss Was there, no doubt,-but embedded in the
/'~ general world-consciousness. For a long time the tribes of
men, like the tribes of the higher animals, were §ell.adapt-
ed to ‘their surroundings and harmonious with the earth and
with eaﬁﬁ other. There must ﬁéve been some period resembl-
ing a "Golden Age"; some éondition‘ihioh, compared with sub-
sequent discord and misery, merited the name "golden®. It
'ﬁaé‘during this period of man's oneness with nature- that
"Totems" arose, representing the kinship which man felt to
his winge'!d and forefooted mates. Pre-éiviliied man, as we
know, worshipped the animals and was glad to be ocalled after
them. Out of the idea of the totem came the Teligion of the
‘primitive; not religionnin the sense that we speak of it;
| but‘in the sense that religion %x in man is the sense of
ties binding his inner self to the powers of the universe
varbund him. However, it was only in the second stage, that
is, the stagé of self-consciousness, that man began to be at
all keenly conscious of his religious emotions,

Therefore, the second stage is marked by f characteristiocs
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which are not discoverable in the first. There is & moment
in the evolution of & ohild, - somewhere about the age of
thiee, _ ¥hen the simple, almost animal-like consciousness is
 troubled by a new element, - that of gelf-consciousness, So,
in the evolution of the race, thore.ﬁae & period when upon
men in general there dawned the oonooiousneeswof themselves;
of their own thoughts and actions. The old simple acceptance
of sensations and experiences at their face-value gave plooe

to what we now call reflection. How do these sensations af-

fect me? W®hat ocan I do to modify them? How can I get pleas-

ure, and avoid pain? Thess were some of the questions that

arose. The mind now revolves about a new center; around that

center ihich we have tried to describe or define as the I-
in-itself. This self or I began to spin like an eddy around
its own axis, It studied itself first, and bedame conoerped
about its own pleasures and pains; snd‘so losing'touch, in the
meanwhile, With the larger life of which it had been an in-
timate part: The old unity of the spirit; the old gsolidarity
befween'nature‘and the tribe was broken up. The magic mirror
of the soul, reflecting nature as a whole in calm and simple
grace, was suddenly cracked across. The new aolf—oonsoious'
man became in a measure alienated from his tribe, He lapsed
into strife ﬁith.his fellows: ambition, vanity, greed, the
love of domination, tﬁe desire for property and possessions,
took hold of him. The influence of fellowship and solidarity
grew feebler., He became alienated from his great "Mother".

His instincts were less and less sure: and:that in proportion
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as brain-activity and‘self-régarding calculation took their
place. Finally, the crisis came: Cain murdered his brother
and became an outcast. The "Garden of Eden" and the "Golden
. Age" closed their‘gatgs.behind him, He then entered upon.
a period of suffering; upon'ﬁ period of "friction®" with man
and nature, which only served to aﬁgment his self-conscious-
" ness. A period of labor, toil, and sorrow began. And in
this distressful state he continues today. Buﬁ'can this be
the best for which the race may hope? Will not the seed of
the woman yet bruise the serpents head? .

In other words, will man not yet COme int6 another stage
of existencé, in which he will find himself more at one with
the whole of the world? Will man forever Temain an outoast
or an exile? Millioné of men and women are today shut in
with all sorts of diseases the chief cause of which is an
over-self-consciousness. ‘

Therefore, one of two things mﬁst happen: ‘the race will
‘elther continue in this way until, as Havelock Ellis would
say, it destroys itself by its own inventions, - by its own

- so-called civilization; or else a new element must enter; a
new birth of some kind must take place. .
| Therefore, it is hopeless destrxtion, as the night-
butterflies scorch themselves tothe death in the flames of
the arc—iight; or else.if is the éntering into another'stgge
of consciousness, 4- Into a stage of consciousness which will

supersede the present one. In the latter case, the mind of

man as at present constituted, will have to undergo a trans-
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formation; that is, consciousness as we now know it will
have to be purified and transmuted. Since the miééries of
the world have dated from the.fatél attempt to make the
little personal self the center of effort and aétivity, and
since the effort hés led to disun;ty‘and discord, both with-
in the mind ifeelf,‘and within the body of society, there is
- nbthing left'But a rgturn to a consciousness which shall
have unity as its foundation prinéiple. But this nei'stage
of donsdiousneaa‘CSuld not possibly be of the Simpralihchoate
character of the first stage; for it will carry With it the
s _ enrichments of ages; having been deependd and extended by fhe
‘ experience of the second stage. The treasﬁres gained by re-
flection will not be lost, they will as we have said only be
purified and transmuted.
, Is there not even now, and has there not for a long time
been, a tendency for life to seek its source? rIa such a |
tendency nof preéent in all religions and in the Tites and
ceremonies of primitiie peoples? 1In the "Grizzly" tribes of
\ﬁhe North American Indians a man kills a bear, but not in the
'public hunt. So, as a sacrifice; and instead of retaining. the
flesh for himself, he shares it with the whole tribe in a
comﬁon feast. In this, and in mahy other similar rites, one
sees the three-phases of tribal psychology: the first, is
ﬁhen the individual iemains within the compass of the fribal
mind; the second, in which the individual steps outsidg in

order to gratify his personal self; and the third, in which

he submits to some sacrifice, and is again received back into
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the unity of fellowship. Again, in religion, the Divinity
which gives his 1life for his flock is no longer just an or-
dinary Bull or Lamb, but Adonis or Osiris or Dion&sus, or
Jesus, He is betra&ed, and suffers; but rises agéin; Te-
deeming all with himself, And the corn, and the wine, and
the fiesh which was his body, and which he gave for the sus-
tenance of mankind, are consumed in a holy supper of recon-
ciliation, In other words, the ritual of éalvatioh al¥ays
has in 1t the idea of the return to unity, or at-one-ment.

May it not be that all such ideas as those noted above
mark the tehdenCy toward the teturn to something like a con-
éciousness of one éosmio universal life?r As with the blossom-
ing of self-consciousness in the human mind came the.dawn of
a cycle of experience which is like-the exile from Eden, so

‘now the 2edemption, return, or restoration has to come through
another forward step in the same domain, = Aban&oning the quest
and the glorifidatioﬁlof the separate isolated'self iﬁ the
sense thaé Schopenhauer think; of it, we shéll probably re-
turn to that oneness with nature which will make unnecessary
those concepts created as instruments in order :to mend the

e cracks in Nature'gigtggor. For, if the thing-in-itself ﬁgs
‘not existent in the stage of simple consciousness, may it not
be that it will be absent in the universal-consciousness

_beriod? In this period man will eﬁjoy a oneness with Nature
which will make it impossible for him to posit existences
overagainst himself; he will enjoy reality immediately and

within himself; and so will not look for it beyond,
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Thie tendency and}the possibilify of its continuation
may be illustrated by the fact that God was once largely
thought of as "immanent", the same period being followed by
bne in which men persisted in thinking of him as "transcend-
ent". But, peduliar to say, the period in which men thought
of God in terms of the "transcendent", was followed by ano-
ther period in which they returned to the idea of God as
"immanent®, - in which period we now live. Then, Henri Berg-
son may be correct; and reality may be that which is imme- |
diétely known, or immediately knoﬁable;~instinct, intuition,
_or sympathy, being the means of knowing it.

The merging of refleotive man with the rest of the world's
_life seems even moxe probable when we note the individual ex-

amples of such'a tendency. William Broﬁn, in "Psychology and

the Sclences," 'shows that primitive man was guided by both

intui tion and reason, but mainly by intuition; ;hile reflect-
five man is now guided mainly by reason. But are not men like
Henry Wordsworth, Hennf D. Thoreau, and Johg Burroughs, exam-
piea of how & high stage of reflection can become harmonized
with life as a whole; these men'é power of reflection lead-
‘ing them, not away from the whole of the world of life, but
back to it?  Henri Bergson admits that there is some reason
in all intuition, and some intuition in ;11 reason. May not
the two finally be brought together by tﬁe common element in
each? If there has been a time When intuition tuled, and it
i; now true that reason rules, may not they each soon have

learned by experience that it is "not good to dwell alone"?
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If experience should teach all men such ﬁisdom as has
been éuggeqted, thenvmight not the race as a whole come. into
that third priod of which we have spoken.

In reality, do not ell thinking men ét times, in their
best momegts, enjoy what we may call a sort of "frictionless:
existence?" At times, just for a moment, we seem to drop
into thé véry stréam_of réality,_ But we have so trained our-
selves in selfeconsciouanSS‘that the flesh of "frictionieas‘
joy".lasts,butffor a'mpment. However, the fact that we ever
havéisuch.moments mey be a promlse of bétter things for the
raée as a whole, and of'its inherent possibilities, when men
shall eXperience reality ﬁithout its having fo be chopped-up,
catalogﬁed, and accounted for; when no postulates or hypotheses,
as such, will be necessary in order to deal with the world, the
same being known.and'experiench directly, as seems to have
been the céselin very primitive time;. For then men didAnot_
resort to spirité, atd., 1n order to explain the world; but, .

as E.W. Hopkins says in the "Origin and Evolution of Reéligion?,

and Allen Menzies,'in his "Hisfory'of Religion" , chap. 5, they

worshipped only objécts which Were directly experienced."An

experience like this, only on a higher plane, and carrying with
1t a deeper'iﬁsight and appreciation would not be an undesir-

able oﬁe, but one that hight save the race from many of the

accompanying curses of modern Civilizgtion.

| This does not mean, however, that the individual will not,
in some sense, always ascribe meaning to'the object, and that
each individual object will not have ibs peculiar significance.

Things will get their meaning in relatlion to selves as'bio-
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logical centers; but these centers, being in harmony with
universal or metaphysical experience, will not divide real-
1ty into "actual® and "conceptual”. The significance of the

object itself and the contribution made by the "I" will be
kxzxx .

known and enjoyed as one, there being no need to differentiate
between data and the contributioh made by the "I", The world
will be no less full of meaning; buf the individual ﬁill hafe
no feeling that he muat,'as an individual, fill out, by hié
own efforts, a world that is incomplete. - He will, of course,
be always making a contribution, but he ﬁill‘not be doing so
in the sﬁme'sense that a scientist now makes use of a postulate
in order tolundérstand or to expiain nature.. So-called m"actual
reality" and "conceptual reality" will be merged into one
reality. :Inlother words, there will be an I-in-itsalf,but no
things-in-themselves; for things—in-theméelfeé %:e”évolved out
of the cosmic ‘order through highly,complex'organié centers

for the purpose of enabling such centers of activity to aéaiﬁ
find a necessary and satisfaétory harmony. That is, thirgs-
in-themselves are in one sense mere reflections cast upon and
magnified by the mirror of memory, and used as instrumerjts of
adjustment; But if the I-in-itself is in immediate touch With
reality, then no process of adjustment. is necessary. Hoﬁeier;
things—in—themsel&es will still in some sense continue to
exist, only not as "instruments® in the éense that we must
now use that term. They will exist as :i:;lrealityesein"the

interaction between the data and the subject, in some such

sense ae bemutyin art is now enjoyed, - that is, immediately.
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In other words, the grounds of things-in-themselves will con-
 tinue to exist; for instance, that time-space continuum which

makes possible the identity of personalitytwill still be a
part of reality; but it will not take theform of a postulation,
as i1t now must. In a %ord things-in-themselves will still

2 be aspects of reality, but not separate existences, Having
evolved out of the cosmic process, thtngs—in—themselves will
become merged,as 1t were, with the whole of reality. They,
together with other aspects of reality, will be present as
a part of the"content" of contemplation, but not as "obaects"
_of contemplation.

Therefore, Spinoza maymot be wrong when he thinks of
reality as: (1) Being; (2) as Known; (3) as Growing-into-
Being; and (4) as Growing-into-Knowledge. For when Being is
known, and men are merged, save the "I" as nIn - and the knowl-
edge of the world has become more comprehensive and more pro-
found, there will then be that unity of -man with the Test of
reality, which will not take away from him ought that con-
tributes to his significance, but will rather add to him much
that he now lacks in his attitude toward reality as a ﬁhole:

We may on the basis of the above observations, conclude
that there is some evidence,for~the argument that man may
later bear a somewhat different relation to the whole of
reality. True, there are two tendencies: the centrifugal or
self—consciousness tendency would fling man as a specific,
well-defined and circumscribed entity, out into 'the trackless

'

#
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spaces; but the centripetal tendenoy would attract him toward
the center of light ard 1ife, and make him real in his relativity
to &all the rest of reality. But as to vwhich of these foroes is
calculated to win, possibly no one knows. It may be that both
shall win: the centripetal, in that present postulations in the
form of things-in-themselves shall be merged into the I-in-itself,
and thoough the same, into the rest of reality. The centrifugal
in that man shall always enjoy the consciousness of his own ego.
For, by implicetion, the Iein-itself is of a more’' substantial
character than are things-in-themselves. The "I" is a thing-in-

~ 1itself chiefly in the sense of a cause, ground or substratum of
things 1n themselves. It is true, as we have sald elsewhere,

~ that the I-in-itself has a cause or ground. But it, in turn
becomes a'ground-for things-in-themselves. So we may say that
the "I" is the heart of the cosmos, or is at least closer to
the heart of the cosmos than are things-in-themselves. The
I-in-itself is to things in-themselves,as real- and constitutive
beings ave to nymphs and fairies. The "I" involves both "stuff®
and "function"; which things -in-themselves are sbsolute exist-

" ences or abstractions, no less real, but of a somewhat different
.nature than the functioning "It, This "I" of itself gives
birth to things in-themselves, but these things-in-themselves
have no power to propegate themselves. They become the rational

controls and instruments of the "I“ in its process of further
begetting or in its manipulation of the phenomena or data with
which it is belng continuously confronted. So the changes in
things-in—themselves takes place, ‘not through any power inherent
in the things-in-themselves, but thruugh the evolution of the
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of the world that was so determihate.as these common elements.
With them, it was at least less determinate; and less defin-’
able in materialistic terms than are the four elements. Even
Empedecles felt the need of some more immaterial prinéiple, -
something other than a combinatiop'of'earth, alr, fire, and
water; so he posited "Love" and "Discord", "Love" being the
God with which all things are shot through, and Which is
destined to triumph over "Discordn. .

1 The atomists stand almost midﬁay betﬁeen the thing-in—'
itself as a realistic something and as a mere concept. Atoms
~are, it is true, thought of in realistic terms; but they are,

/- of course, mere conceptual entities; for no.one ever saw an

atonm, » . . . ‘
But when we get to John Locke and to Immanuel Kant there

is a #ery evident confusion as to whether the thing-in-itself
is realistic or merely conéeptual in natute. =

There has at least been this transformation, then, -
men can no longer say that the thing-iﬁ—itsélf is a common
ahd visible element, Even though it may be thought of in

realistic terms, it is, by implication, more conceptual.

3. - In the seoond'place, there has been a transforma-

tion of things-in-themselves as conceptual:  Using again the

idea of the atom, it was first thought of as an indivisivle
unit. Things were constituted by a combination of atoms. -

But there was no internal connectidn of any kind, Things

‘were just a combination of atomistic juxtapoaitiona. But it
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is ﬂo% thought that the atom is not & unit with a prefixed
‘measure and boundary. But, on the contrary, that 1t is a
iittlg universe of itself; a core of proton around which re-
volve multitudinous’electrans; a combination of small units
negatively and positively sharged.. '
| Leibnitz thought the atomisté were right when they pos- .
tulated for the explahation of phenomenal bodies simple,
indivieible, eternal units, But they Were wrong when they
thought of these invisible, minute éorpueéies as indivisible,
For everything that is material, however small it may ve,
16 divieible even to infinity. Therefore, if we are to think
of true "indivisible units", we must confine ourselves to the
realm of the "immaterial", and say that the smallest'units
of which things are composed afe immateriﬁl cons tituents,
Physical points, like the atoms, are thought of as physical,
and 8o not true points. Again, mathematical points are iﬁe
:idiviaiblg, but not real. But metaphysical or substantial
.points,Athe incorporeal, soul-like units, alone combine in
themselves indivisibility and reality, éo the monads are- the
true Ideas and the true atoms, the chief oharacteristics of
ﬁhiéh are indivisibility, individual_perfeotion, and forée.
Again, the concept or hypothesis* of cause has also under
gone many changes: it has been defined as Energy,'Pdﬁéz,‘

- Source, Life,'Enteleohy, Psychic Entity, l'elan vital; and

| Evolution.

However, the concept of an ether is one of the best il-

*From this point forward the terms, ﬁhypothesis", "value®,
and "thing-in-itself", will be used interchangeably.,
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lustrations of how a conceptual hypothesis can become trans-
formed ‘in a few hundred yéarg: Newton proposed the hypothesis
of corpuscles. A centurynlater this hypothes;s was shown by
.Young to be unverifiable, he proposihg the h?péthésié of
waves in an elastic ether. About three-guarters of a éentury
later, this élso proved to be uhverifiable, and was replaced
by Maxwell's hypothesis of waves in an electro-magnetic ether,
'While today many physicists:say that there is no such thing

as ether.

3. The most Ffemarkable transformation of things-in-them-

selves has, however, taken place in that phase of the problem

which we have, for convenience, termed "spiritual®": In the

field of psyéhglogy prbper, there has been significant re-
constructions. The self has been thoﬁght of as an entity ﬁith—:
ih itself; as a psyéhié.eqmething that is pre-gstahlished to .
run parallel with the physical activities; as a monitor which
site aloft in the pineal gland; as the stream of oonécious-
ness; and as ﬁ bundle of habite and impulees. Finally, for
"the ra@iéal behaviorist, there is no self at all as such, -
4n the sense that "self" means "soul". Mind, for Dr. Abbot,

who writes in the Psychological Revieﬁ, Volume XXIII, pages

117 ££., (1916), is but a term for brain-functioning: as the
function of the lungs is respiration, and the function of the
legs is ambulation, so the function of the brain is cogitation.
In other'iords; we have come all the way from thinking of the

soul as being a mysterious and metaphysical substance, to
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thinking of it in very materialistic, or, even in logical
terms, which 1s, of course, to do away with it as a separate
existeﬁqé. '

As to sub-consciousness, which is at least partly a
postulate, there have been and are many theories: We may choose
the"Coémic Conséiousness“f?ﬁéubliminalﬂ, the "Focus-Marginal®n,
the "Dissociation®, or the "Store-house" theory.

As to "spirit" in the objectiwve sense, it is possible

, " that very primitive man worshipped only concrete, :ealistié
' objects. But succeeding this stage there was a long period
when "animism" was the common belief. — All things have
gspiritual counterparts which support them and are fheir
causes, .

But probably succeeding this viéw was the belief in
gods ﬁhoAto some extent took the pla&é of fhe 1little'spir—
its", These gods were assigned larger realms than had been
assigned to the spirite. For instance, there was the god-
‘désq of Beauty; the god of thunder; the goddess of grain
and the harvest; and the gods of the seasons.

Buf men came to feel that one God was more useful than
many, and 80 the Orphics, Socrates, Plato,,Aristotle, the
Hebrgﬁé, and others, adopted the belief in one God, instead |
of many local gods; or at léast in order to unify the act-
ivities of-fhe local gods. ‘

But even in this one God there have been many changes.

' We have only to glance at Greek pfiilosophy and at Hebrew

history in order to see the tremendous transformation that
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has taken place. For instance, in Hebrew Theology, as is
. well kmown, we have many succeeding'contents of the God-
concept.

But this is not all. The idea of God has undergone

atill further change. For James Ward, in his "Realm of Ends",
God is finite, and not the cause of the world. Over against
the idea of God as an efficient cause.stahd.man-like Hocking
and Josish Royce, and others who contend that God should not be.
conceived primarily as Cause, but as Meaning.

Men like Derwin, Paley, Pascal, Fontenellse, ‘and Voltaire,
however, have tried to show that God is the legal or efficient
cause of the.world. They have all made use of that famous

.'anglogy of_the‘watch and the world. God is the super-human
watchmaker who has put the world-machine toéeﬁher with sur-
prising skill,-andlintervenes miraculously, on rare occasions,
when he seesvthat the works are getting out of order.

But not withetanding the general belief in this famous
analogy, there may be some arguments against 1%, and in favor
of men like Hocking and Royce.

Paley, together with those others whom we have mentioned,
ggssume that a watch fouhd in a desert, which presupposes &
man as its maker, is an analogous to the world and God as its
creator. But the following suggestions will show that there 1is
no analogy between these two cases, and that these men do not

;  prove what they intend to.prove: |

(l) - (a) Knowing from past experience that men make
watches, and having seen watches that were made by other men,
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we have a right to infer that some man made the watch found
in the,deseit. , |

(b) But having had no experience of other gods
or the same Géd creating other ﬁorlds, we have no right to

infer that a God oreated this one.

(2) - (a) The material for the watch having been al-
ready in existence, the man who made the watch could have
been only the architect or artificer thereof, |

(b) Therefore, if we are to stick to the analogy,
We must suppose that the material out of which the world was
made wae in existence before God formea it into a world, mak-

ing God, not a creator, but a mere architect.

(3) - (a) Man is the legal or efficient cause of wat-
ches. ‘
(b) But it may be that God is only’ the loglcal

or metaphysical cause of the world

(4) - (a) .Again, it may be acknoﬁledged that the watch
is avpure mechanism. | |
(b) But to make the world analogous, is, at least,

to say that the world needs no God. \

(5) - (a) It is easy to show that the watch is the work
of reason and reflection. ‘ -
(b) But that the world as a whole is a self-con-

sciously rational order has not yet been shohn." So, to make

God the creator of the world might not be to do him any honor.
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(6) - (a) In short, when we lose sight of God, Nature
becomes our standard of reality. If we have a God we like to
make his existence as sure as that of N#tﬁre. So the most.
of the proofs for God have begun with Nature, and have tried
to make his existence aedure by showing him to.be in some
valid connection With this world, such as that of cause to

/! ' the world as effect. So then God, as the cause of the world,
Wwould k be real even as the world is real. |
(b) But this is not the way to find God or to
. prove his exiaténée° if we should prove a fi:ét and con-
scious cause, we could only prove such a cause as equivalent
to its effect. ‘We could prove only such goodness as is equiv-
alent to the mixture of goodness and evil that we find in the |
world; and this would bossibly not be any credit to God.
#Such a Being would be a very limited Being. Who could wor-
ship or look up to & God who is 1ogica11§ no greater, no bet-
ter, and no more real and immutéble than the ﬁprld! We might
better just believe in the world as we find it; and proceed
with the task of mastering it, without any reference to God
at all. : | '

| But in reality such proofs are not true to the spifit\of
real réligion; for it is well known that men have 1ifted their

minds to God, rather because the world is unsatisfactory,‘than
because it satiéfiea. We demand a God who is greatér,*better,

and more real amd than the world; and our demand éréates the

"object" of our demand. Ideals of all kinds are creations of
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iefleetion.under the stress of situations and conditions that
- are’ someﬁhat unsatisfactory, or that demand a universal by
which they may be rationalized and set in order.

Therefore, the idea of God may be a value-audgment in
the form of logical or metaphyeical non-Being. ‘For instance,
Space,may be thought of as the 10310&1 cause of the worlds in
gpace. For all that is not "worlds" is "space". The Spaee
between the worlds and around the worlds is logically necess~
ary tovthe forms and sizes of the worlds. That is, in order
to have "worlds" we must have "not-worlds"..

So God as a cause is not transcendent in the sense that
he ie apart from, but tranecendent only in a&ogical eense
That is, in'fact God 1is in and of the rest of reality; but
for purposes of thought he mustnlogioally transcend the reet
of reality. He is the non-Beilng that makes poesible Being,
but he is in and of Being, nBeing" not being able to exist
without “nonBeing"' for if Being attempted to exiet without
non—Being,.it itself would become indeterminate_and 8o lapse
into non-Being. Thenefore, Being and.non—Being demandieach
other, that is, logically speeking;
| As "not~iorldeﬁ is necessary to "ﬁor}eeﬂ,‘jnet go it may
be that "not-space-worlds" is necessary to ngpace-worlds".
That is, that all that is not space and worlds must be thought
of as God, whether he be in or out of the system of "space-
worlde" This is to say that God is not the creator or legal
‘cause of the world in the senee‘that Bishop Paley gj_gl. sug-
gested; but that God is, and 18 necessary; that he is a limit-
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ing concept; non-Being. - And so a judgment of value, as
Immanuel Kant long ago suggested. God's value for man is,
therefore, not his ability to have created the World, but the
meaning which the very concqpt-itaelf involves.
Therefore, these men prove, not that God is a "Creator"
but that he is in some sense a "Maker":
"None but a power omnipotent and wise

"Could frame this earth, or spread the boundless
skies,

;, - :?g made the whole, at his omnific call .
. om formless chaos rose this spacious ball,
" And one Almighty God is seen in all."

To this conclusion I have no objection, provided that I
may be permitted tb define the process: God is, indeed, the
"Maker" of the ﬁorld,in some sense, just as men are thé "makers"
of watches, chai&s, tableé, houses, and other things. For man,
being a logical and reflective creature, simply demands, on
the basis of his own experience, that if the useful things with
which he deals have had a "maker", and were made for a pur-

) pose, just so ought it to be in the case of the world. So
man posits a personality sufficiently powerful to perform the
task which he, man, demands to be done. Theréfore, God is the
nMaker" of the iorld; but partly at least because reflection
demands that he be such. 1In one sehse, then, God may'be
thought of as making the world as men make things; but, in
another sense, Goa is only the "Maker" in the logical sensse;

that‘is, his act is a logical demand. If he makes the world .

as men make things, he does 80 only because intelligence de-
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manda that he do 80e

In short, man peads his thoughts, feelings, characteristics,
capacities, and ebilities back into the world as a whole, or else
builds them into personalities which behave much like himself, ex-

cept that these logicel and idealistic personalities may be more
just, more holy, or more powerful than himself. Man magnifieetme
constructs of his own reflection; not, however, because he is "con-
scious™ of his part in their construction, but because he 1is large-
1y "unconscious" of the part which he plays in such a brocess. He

~ imagines these ‘beings to be largely 1ndependent of his own mind,
‘bec suse they are, as if they were the beings of dreams, 8o magnifi-

ed that they geem to belong to another order than that to which
man belongs.

It is by this process that God becomes a cause. However, not
an efficient, but a final cause, In short, God is not a propell-

ing force, but a dynamic and attractive force.- He moves the world

as the beloved moves the lover, or as the "Good" moves him who
wishes to be good. But God is a final cause both before and after
being realized in reflection, if we think of him as active 1In the
movements that constitute the series of cosmic changes that make
posgsible his final realization in humaen reflection.

S0, without qualification, we ought to object to the idea
that man plays such an important part in the construction of the
world. However, when we remember that the logical basis for God

is immanent in the world, and that reflection 1s simply the deter-
minate aspect of the whole of reality; and that man mekes rational

judgments because he 1s‘a part of a rational world-order, then the
part whieh man plays seems less objectionable. We are not contend-
ing that a man, out of his own 1ndividual powers of conception,
creates a world or an idea of God; but only that God first fully
realizes himself in the rational and logical thought of reflective
beings, the end toward which the cosmic forces have forever moved.
But you say that man gives form to the universal and final cause of

the cosmos is just to say that God, through man, demands his own exist-

—
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ence; and this is to say that without man God would not exist
under the particuiar form that he now does. ‘Therefore, both
God and man are facfors‘in'Me Horld—proeeee,'ihen we look at
it, hot theoldgieally,‘but metap@ysidally; and the final form
of 'God is not simply "God" in the Platonie and "medieval"
sense, but "God-man", a concept common to many or all great
religions. ‘

Again, if reflective man, the highest tyﬁe of world-phe-
nomena, is not instrumental in this process, then ﬁe_must say
that, either the lower orders of animals, or the blind and
chaotic forces as a whole, have lifted God into existence;
which hypothesis,it seems to me,would do him no special honor.
For God to be the determinate work of reflective man, and for

_the two to live, and evolve, and will in mutual co-operation,
as being inspired by each other, and in eome sense mutually
dependent upon each other, is to do honor to both God and man.
- Is to make gods of men, in the profoundest gense of that

- term, and to make God no less a great, just, and holy God.
For, as someonevhas said, the leaet creature of all mortals,
acknowledged as & "willing subaeot" has more dignity and
value than even an almighty God, if that God be thought of
simply as a gigantic, psychological mechanism, - that is, as

" an object the reality of which demands the form of consti-
futive existence.

| It is .something like this that ﬁe‘iish to say: As Spinoza

said, God might have created_things otherwise; but seeing that

man, too, is a part of oreated nature, he too would have been
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different in the universal change of all things, in "order that
‘he might be sble to understand them". Now this is a significant
statement, in that it plnces the mind of man at the center of'thn
situation, and refuses to consider the very possibility~of the
universe being other than such as the mind of man should conpreh- g
end. The emphasis is no longer, as in Desoartee, on the power

of God, but on the mind of man. Therefore, Spinoza goes on to

say that the philosopher does not inquire into what God can effect
with his supreme power; but judges concerning the nature of things
from the laws or tondencies which God has impianted in him,

Thereforo, man does not work alone in creating the logical

‘cause of the world. For, as Spinoza would say, God 1s the cause
of the world as the'apple is the cause of its red color, and not
as the father is the cause of the ohild, or as the sun is the
_cause of heat. The father is the extarnal or efficient cause of
the child; ‘and heat has an existence apart from the - sun. But'God
is not related to the world quite in this way. He 1s not its
‘transcentant and transient cause, but its immanent or indwelling
cause, (see "The Ethics"; - Spinoza, pg;‘éz & 68) But if heé 1is
Ats "4mmanent" ceuse, then he is in some sense the cause of the
"I" that knows him; for as we have sald in the introduction, God
should be thought of as a being within the series of changes that
take place in the world. But boing within fhe series, he 18 in
some sense the "I" itself. So the "I", in positing God, is.only
coming to know and to define itself. But in coning to‘knon and
%o define itself, it is transmuting the indeterminate into the
determinate, and creating a biological unit which is capable of
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evaluating,.and so of bullding up or "determining' reality..

. , Sq,after‘all, man- is the.conscioﬁs agent and a chief factor

in this process.‘ The different ideas of God could not be sald to
represent different con;titutive'Gods. In fact, these different |
concébts only represént the universgl in a given system 6f facts.

Thg God'in.question at anyone time is the universal undér'which a
given set of.facts is subsumed. For instance, the World-Soul of

the Greeks, or the Holy Spirit of the Christians, simply represents
the universal under which certain facts ape”sﬁbsumed; or the hypoth-
esis by means.of'which certqih facts magy be explained. For instance,
.the peculiar phenomena of Penticost are explained by thq'pfesence~or
the Holy Spirit, an hypothesis generally made use of when it is
logiéallj 1mpps§ible for the Father or the Son to be present. In
short, each set of facts may have its own univérsal, hypothesis, or -
thing-in-itself. For some, God_is the sum—total{of the social con-
sciousness. The phenomena of the socilal group are noted; and the
hypothesis of God is made use of to explain'sucﬂ'phenomena. The
thought-to-be unknown 1is made use of in order to -explain that which
is supposed to be known. For, 1ogically, the known can never be ex-
pliined by itself. The hypotheéis of God is Just as scientific and
just as légitimate as any so-called scientific hypothesis, both
being of the nature of postulates, on the basis of wﬁich data may be
rationalized. . | ' |

In'cohclusion, it is interesting to note, that though‘the early

Greeks demanded many Gods, egch»one being aséigned to his own
‘specific jupiadiction, yet no one of fhe des, nor all of the Gods
together were thought of as the efficient cause of the world. Neither
‘were they generally personificationé. In fact, though the greeks did
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‘not realize 1it, theée Gods were the logical means of accounting for

. the differént obgserved sets of phenomena. - That 1s, the Greeks!
way of setting.their world in order. The Gods did not create the
world; but the Greekstéonceived the gods gs-ldgical supports for
realistic situations. They concerngd themselves very little as to
the creation of the world;fut created gods to keep the existing
world in running order, just as men todéy organize big businesaes;
divide the tasks, and create offices and officers in order to keep
the business going in a desirable way.

In short, the véry idea of cause itself, in the ordinéry sense
may be fallaclous. is it necessary to believe that -all things must
have efficlent causes external to themselves? "There is‘no logical
neceésity'of a cause for every event. No matter of fact can be
demonstrated to exist, because'thé'contrary of every such existence
is éntirely conceifﬁble. The universe may be self-organizing, like
the animate beings with which we are familiar- -it need not have
a cause for this order, in some Being beyond_Natﬁre invested with the
attributes of human néture;" (See "Studies in the Philosophy of

© David Hume ', - Hendel, pg. 403.) Plotinus, Aristotle, and the
Greeks generally, may, therefore, have been more correct than those
who have championed the argument that, in order to do honor to God,
we must believe him to have been the legal, efficient, and constiti-
tive cause of the world. Xant in the "Critique of Pure Reason",

book 2, c¢hapter 2, says, "It is vain to seek in the causal ‘connection
.of phenomena for an original act by which something may come to be
thdt before was not." Our logical demands, properly understood,

may be of tremefiduous assistance to us; but misunderstood, they
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may come -to be hindrences to a real kﬁowledge of 1life and the ﬁ
world. Men ought to spend a great part 6f their time in search-
1n§”¥§; subtle conceits of their own mental activities.
f\So, the transformation of things-in-themselves goes on; but
man seems to keep his place in the midst of the stage, even though
he appears to be always willing to grant that position to some
ofher Intelligence. The e#olvihg hypotheses rémain relative to
man's needs. New hypotheseg haye come into eiistence, and old
ones have transformed themselves in keeping with the demands of
human reflection. There 1is 1ittle under the sun so fixed that
it will not shape itself to suit the need of man's logical demand.
‘Those things which refuse to serve as means fo pﬁfposed'ends are
"dropped slong the Qﬁy, or else are so reconstgucted and transformed
as to satisfy the need of man. A man's universal or hypothesis
pmst suilt itself to his universe of discounse. He may demand at
. one time Tiw; at another, Woden; and at still another, Thor. It |
 aQll depends upon nis realm of discourse as to what the particular
thing—in-itself may be. ‘ : i
Therefore, as we have. tried to show throughout this section,

and as Williams James 80 well says,'in "The Will to Believe" , we
have a right to belleve any hypothesis that 1s live enough to |
t§mpt our will; but, as a rule, we ha§e a tendency to .disbelieve
all facts, theories, or hYpothesqs, for which we find no use, In
other words, our ideas are hypotheses about reﬁlity: as hypotheses
they are meens of reqonstfuéting reality to suit our needs, or in-
struments by means of which we conduct ourselves with reference to

the world-data, When our needs take on new phases, and when the
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world- or knowledgé-data is transformed in the process of evalu-
ation, then our hypotheéés must'feshape‘or reconstruct themselves

if they are to continue to have any fundamental. value or reality.
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CONCLUSION

A brief summation, together with some implications of
the views which have been emphasized, will conclude the task
of this thesis.

Due to Qhe failure of most thinkers to discover the pos-
sible origin of the thing-in-itself, the historical develop-
ment has been marked by great confusion, with a resulting |
unfruitfulness.

In general, there has been a conviction that the thing-
in-1itself must be some realistic or spiritual something, ex-
isting independently and constitutively overagalnst both
man and natural phenomena. But such cannot be the case. For
if realistic, 1t would be subjected to the laws of defini-
tione of phenomena; and if spiritual, in the ordinary sense
of that term, 1t could not possibly be a real cause of phe-
nomena. For a cause, to be a real cause, must be able to
pass over into the effect. In the case of spirit, this

. could not be true; for spirit, in the sense generally ,used,
is not like, but unlike matter or phenomena. Therefore,the
thing-in-itself can be neither realistic nor spirhtual, in
the sense in which thosé terms are generally used., So the
thing-in-itself may be a unique element contributed.to the
situation by the reflection and the logical demand of man,
Therefore, the thing-in-itself is a demand of reflect-
ion; the reflective I-in-itself the original thing-in-itself,

as far as the knowledge-process is concerged; and all minof
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things-in-themselves the legitimate offspring of the I=in-

itself.

A s8till clearer understanding of the nature of things-

. in-themselves is arrived at when we discover that they are.

like values or . hypotheses; and that the knoﬁledgé-world is

made up of data, which is progressively knowable and in-

definitely analyzable; things-in-themselves; and purpose:

for any object is data plus purpose, the purpose always in-
volving the hyﬁdthesis ﬁh;ch makes possible the intelligent
use or manipulation of the given data. Rationalism begins
with universals, Empiricism with partioculars, but Pragmatism -
or instrumentalism'starta with bothparficulars”and univers-

als, which grow up together, and which cannot get along with-

out each other. As Hugo Munsterberg points out in his

"Pgychology and Lifen, psYchology is not at al% an expression

of reality, but a complicated transformation 6£ it, worked
out for .special logioal purposes in the service of life.
Therefore, things-in—themselves come to be controlss:
But being controls, they naturally objectify themselves, and
8o become an indivisible part of what we think to be the
inen'ﬁorld; nfér, in reality, the supposed giveh.%orld is .
& very complex affair; being made up of data, together with
all sorts of contributions made by reflection.
But, still further, if things-in-themselves are controls,
they are also instruments, in that the idea of control involves

the idea of instrumentality. - A rope as a lasso controls a

wild horse, and is also the instrument by which he is con-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




- 150 -
trolled. A concept in theology controls a man's activity,
and is also the instrument by means of which he regulates
his world.

But if things-in-themselves are controls and instruments,
and if life is a scene of changiné needs and desires, as I
_ think all admit, then thinge-in-themselves as instruments or
controls must change in order to continue to be instruments
and controlé. |

Then, if it is true that the I-in-itself is the origin
of things-in-themselves, amd that things-in-themselves are a
big prart of the ﬁorld as knoﬁg,then the implication is, that
values, hypotheses, or things-in-themselves, have a quite
fundamental reality. Neither will this reality be wholly
dependent upon the form which things-in-themselves take. For,
as we attempted to show in the last section, they are always
parts of reality, whether they take the form of instruments
or constitute a part of the content of the wholebf COsmio'
reality. _

But as to the instrumental phase of things-in-themselves,
does not the recognition of the instrumental value of our
hypothesis introduce us to reality? Theiefore, to know thé
conoept, its méaning and iélue, is éertainly to come into
some sort of touch with reality. Bishop Berkeley long ago
pointed out the fact, that if an experience furtheré.experienée,
.then that experience ﬁhich 8o functions is real. The ideas

~of cduee, soul, God, are just as necessary to the imagination
of man, as food and alr are necessary to ikz his physical
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existence. Nelther does this necessarily depend ﬁﬁolly upon
the consciousness of need; for food and air often function
independently .of the conscious‘néed of the individuwal. 1In
the preaent.stage of thought-life, soul, God, etc., function
as conscious necessities; but it is not impossible to suppose
that man might come into a stage of thought in which he would
be unconsdious of these existenceg, as such( and yet they,
nevertﬁeleas, be actually functioning in his life.

o Again, some one has said that, "we are determined to
judge ‘as well as to feel and fo breathe", Then; if judgihg
is only one aspect of a natural process, why are ﬁot the
products of that judgment as reai ﬁs‘any other phase of the

process? H.F. Osborn, in his "The Origin and Evolution of

ngg",\shoﬁs that life is a higher aspect of an evolution
| which began in inorgahic ngtuff". Therefore, reflection,

7/ : an.. aspect of life, is a higher form of the evolutionary
process, But life is natural; then reflection must in some
sense be natural, the distinction be tween so-é#lled matter
and reflection, being ohe, not of"nature,"but(of"fundtion."
But if reflection is thus shown:fo be natural, then its pro-
duots must also be natural. - Then the thing-in-itself, ihe—.
ther thought ¢f as an ideal, a value, or an h&pothesis, is
5ust another stage in this process.of natural evolution, or
unfolding. Someone has sald, that gelf—disoovery is as much
& part of the order of nature as the discovery of a bird's

nest, and that the evaluations which it renders possible and

‘actual are as existential as the processes of building a
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house.

Therefore, we may conclude that things-in-themselves have no
less reality than other existences, Shadworth Hodgson, an English
‘philosopher of the Victorian Era, says that the "mirage".of absol-
ute existence, wholly apart from knowledge, is a common-sense
pre judice. The very term "existence",'says he, implies relativity
to some sort of consgiousness'or other. oOur ethical judgment and
our moral nature brings us into practical relation with the thing-
in-itself, and so permiﬁs:a positive kﬁowledge of 1it. lAs Tennyson
would say in language more poetical:

"Gloser is He (God) than breathing;
Nearer than hands and feet".

F. H. Bradley, in his "Appearance and Reality", repudiates

the idea of the thing—in—itéelf; yet goes on to say that reality
consists of "experience". ~But thls may be saying just what he
did not meen to say about the thing-in-itself. For if experience
is reality, and the thing-in-itself is in and of experiehce, then
the thing-in-itself must also be real. o,

Bishop Berkeley, in "Hylas", says that in reflection we have
an Immediate knowledge of self as an active being, and by in-
ference therefrom of other finife spirifs and of God. Remember
that "other finite spirits and. God" are things-in-themselves
objectified, and you have the theory for which we have been con-
tending. | |

According to Hegél, the thing-in-itself is known immediately;
becauée the thing-in-itself is not outside of thought;
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but, onthe contrary, is a product of thought, - of fhougbt which
has been pushed on to "abstraction". But if wWe use,Xkx not the
word, "abstractidn", but the ﬁord,‘"prdjection", we have the
thingin-itself as a real constituent of the world that is
known; that is, we have a Teal part of the whole of.reality,
"which part is necessary to the very unity andlﬁholeness of that
reality. | ‘
| So the thing-in-itself by regression comes back to the
phenomenon, - that is,.fo man; to the finite; to the externai;
as alone real and thinkable. ~And précisely as it is natural,
finite, and becomes external, it, together with the other
-~ phases of our ﬁorld, ig fundamentally xxxxkkxx real. |
But we must remember that the world which we have tried
//ﬂ e to deécribe‘as real,is: not one.ihicb'ié made up by means of
the juxtaposition of the factors noted. We have only tried to
set down the factors involved in the making of this world,
not to set their limits. In fact, hbﬁevér, we believe itlis
the action, reaction, and internal inter-relatién'of these
factors that gives the world its chief significance. - That
is, that makes it a world of vital reality. The world of
knoWledge is not a product of a mechanical 1aboratory; on the
cqntrai&, it is bone, and blood, and flesh. The world of
knowledge lives énd breathes, being shot thfough with the
eﬁernal purpose of man to live and to shape the world to his
liking.

Here 18 the reconciliation of the subject-object problem,
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Whéh we know that knowlddge and reality is not a system of .
external reldtions, but rather s system of interaction and
‘inter-relations, then we have, not two worlds, but'one; at
the center of which is man, ﬁho piddﬁées his world, not out
of himself, but by making his reﬁleétive contribution to that
which we may call a world-data, but of which he is still a
part in the larger and moré metaphysiéal sense of that term,
In short, this thesis is an attempt to.éscape from that
spiritual astigmatiem, with which the mind is generally af-
flicted, and which has impelled it to bifocalize the world.
from every angle of observation, — physidal and psychical,
mechanical and teleological, appearance and reality, phenom-
ena and noumena, and many other nonsensical compartmental-
‘izings, éhoosing here and there some cosmic "ansicht" as the
measure of wisdom. The Socratic Bergson, as'Hartléy Burr

vAlexander,'author of "Nature and Human Nature', has called

him, together with others, has protested against this method,
‘He reminds us that discursive reason is at best but a pre-
parafion fof more thoioﬁgh understanding and for completer
sense, aqd that man's part is to knoﬁ first of all his proper
self, . _

It is something like this that we have tried to do in
this thesis: to discover the nature of the self; to know th
bosaible contribution which it makes to the world; and, fin-
ally, to escape from the results of the tricks which the mind

continually plays upon itself,‘a task to which Franois Bacon,

John Locke, and others, have espgcially devoted themselves.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



- 155 -

But to know the self, is to allarge measure to know the
;orld; for man, being of the world, is in some sense the
nimplicitness" of the world becpme ﬂqxplicit". Consciousness
and reflection behold the world, not.as séparate from, but
as part of iteelf. As a flower that is of ® stem; that is,
in turn, of the soil, turns béck and beholds the stem and the
soil, ﬁut only as thelimplicit become explicit; - so con-
'sciousness,which is of the world, turns back and beholds and
_evaluates the world of whioh it is itself a part. But this
is not to say that the flower is not different im function,
and that it has not its own peculiar reality and individual-
ity. Neither do we mean to say that consciousness has not a

" uniqueness. It 18 unique, in that it is that phase of reél— :
ity which is able to evaluéte the whole of reality, and to
look back upon that out of whioh it comes. Thus mind or
consciousness has a two-fold character: by virtue of its
contrast with nature or the rest of reality, it is one side
of a relation; but, by virtue of its comprehoniién of nature
it is the whole within ¥hich the contrast occurs. Nature is
.prior to the.self in some sense; but when the self is once
in action it has the power to retrace the steps by which it
has oohe into existence, and in some sense to comprehend the
whole cosmic order out of which it arose. There is some-
thing of 511 tﬁe plant in its flower; just so is there some-
thing of all the ﬁorld in the mind. As the flower is the

compréhension of all the planm;'just go is mind or conscibus-

ness that which comprehends the world, In the flower and the
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gseed are hidden all the seeds and flowers of the past of the
gpecies. In consciousness is hi&den gsome of all the realities
that prbceded its becoming determinéte. This does not mean
that man is a microcosmic speck and that his mind is simply
the phosphorescent gloﬁ of a physiological process. No;

just to the contrary, it means that he contains within him-
self the profoundest aspects of reality, in thathe can com-
prehend the whole of which he is, biologically speaking, only -
a emall part; but of which he is, metaphysically speaking,

answer to the
possibly the most significant aspect. The question, "What

is man that Thou art mindful of him?", is,_"Thou hast put

' all things under his feet".

But to say, as We have intimated, that the I-in-itself
is an amplifiqation of cosmic forces, is to suggest that its
products are still' further developments of the same process,
That is, thinge-in-themselves will be amplifications of con-
sciousness, just as consciousness or reflection is an ampli-
fication of the potentialities of the cosmic lifep all of
which is ooneistent with this thesis a8 a whole.

Again, if it be true that consciousness and reflection
::: fhe implicit become explicit, or detetmin&te, then it may
be that all the possibilities of conscious reflection are
implicitly existent; and that things-in-themselves of all
kinds are the rational and logical d emands of man beoauae they

are implicit in the world, Therefore, to conceive of things-

in—themselves is just to give shape to that which has been

eternally potential. For instance, to conceive God is to
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prove his'existence; which existence becomes, in turn, a
demand of that consciousness Which has in the process become
explicit or determinate. Ih reality this 1s.ﬁhat Descartes
meant by his argument for God. He did not run into tthe error
of St. Anselm and say that the idea of God proves God's ex-
istence. nFor Descartes, God does not exist beéause we con-
oeive him; but rather, we conceive him because he exists.
Being rational, we conoeive that which is rational Being a
part of awmational order, the individual will make evﬁlﬁa—
tions that are rational. We cannot well condeivé.of a
rational being coming out of an inherently irrational order,
Therefore we must assume that both therhdividual and the
world-order are rational, and that the "individual is ra-
Ational because he is a product of that which is rational.

Again, as ¥.E. Hocking says, in "The Meaning of God in Human

Experience", in finding God as & necessary obaect of exper-

ienoe, we have sufficiently and decisively proved his exist-
ence, What other proof can we have that any being exists
than to find that belng in our experience? ' For man's power
of recognizing existence is summed up in the word, "exper-
iencen, |

The world, then, is an unfolding; but the products of
the unfolding never cease to be a part of the whole, - never,
in fact, come to be'different from the whole, save in the
uniqueness of their funotion. Therefore, the I-in-itself

which is the source of conscious evaluation, has a logical

right to read back into the world all that which it discovers
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in itself, and by projection to reconstruct the world somewhat
in keeping with its individual demand, its individual demand
not being, however, out of all relation to the rest of the race

and to the rest of reality. In "Selections from Kant", - Watson,

pg. 141, Kant, in speaking of the Transcendental Ideas, says,

"They are not nesar fictions, but spring from the very nature of
Reason itself, and therefere? stand in e neeessery relation to

the whole use of understanding". He should have regressed an-
-ofher step. For if we say that concepts are in a sense the
necessary outcome of experience, then it 1is logical to take an-
‘other etep and say that eiperience has a necessary relation to

_the world as a whole. If Ideas o concepts are not "abstractions"
neither 1s experience en"abstraction".

Yet, less there still be room for misnnderstanding, let me
say another word as briefiy as possible. The Seventeenth Century
was obsessed with the idea of a mechanistic universe. But the
Eighteenth Century followed, witn its discovery of the inner 1life,
Immanuel Kant of Konigsberg leading the way, and being fellowed by

.Fichte, and he,in turn, by the two Shhlegels, Schelling, and
Novalis. Now 1t iqﬂ@uite this tradition that I have attempted
to perpetuate, howevermuch I may realize the importance of keep-
ing in touch with ‘the main stream of thought in any given fileld.
The "I" which I have tried to define or to charaeterize is not
the "I" of Kant, for no one quite lkmows what that was, even
though; as we have seen, there are some very significant implica-
tions; 1t is'not the "I" of Fichte, for that "Iﬁ had need to be
bumped into existence b&la world from in front; and it 1is not the
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*I" of the Romanticists, - the Schlegels and others, - for this

NI wag Fichte's npn gone mad with its sense of freedom. But the .
world of the "I" which I have tried to set out is not like a
child's playhouse, that may be set up, and torn down,'and set up
again; in keeping with every whim of individual fancy. There is
something sfable ‘about 1t even though it be not'fixed " . The

"I" may reconstruct itself and its world, but it cannot do so
simply by theupower of its own individual whim. This "I" or "I-in-
itself" is eonditioned'by the unconditioned; it is in some'sense
detefminate; but it is determined;by the indeterminate, of which
it continuailyApartakee; it 1is the explicit of the implicit, by
‘which it has been shaped and ’by. which its: possibilities have been
and are always being more or 1ese=negulated; Williem Jemes in

his "Human Tmmorality", expresses the idea that consclousness .

‘comes to end through our bodies from a kind of cosmlc reservoir.

But while this "I" haa been determined by the indeterminate, it

itself, in turn, determines. It is not "that which is neither

created nor creates"; it is rather "that which is created and creats
 es", The whole cosmos is its ground;‘but it is in turn the chief

ground of all "knowing" processes, together with all the things-in-

themselves: involved therein. In the "selectlons from Kant". -

Watson, pg. 50, Kant says, "Synthesls in general, =x x x x, 1s
due selely to the operetion'of imagination, a blind, but indis-
pensable function of’the soul, wiﬁhout which we should have no
knowledge whatever, but of which ﬁe are seldom.even conscious.

To bring“this syntheslis to conceptions 1s the function of under-
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standing, and it 1s'on1y by ‘this operation of understanding

that we obtain what can properly be called knowledge." “And

"pure Synthesis viewed in its most general aspect, ;s.the

pure conception of‘undgrstanding". Again, pg. 77, Kant seys,
"Imaginetion x x x pertaiﬁs to sensibflity. At the same time

its synthesis is the expression of spontaneous activity; for
unlike sense, imagination is not simply capable of being de-
‘termined, but it is 1tself determining; and hence it cen a priori

determine sense in its form, in accordance with the unity of
apperception.” (See also Pp. 79, 81, 87). . This vhole process
represents the activity of the I-in-itself. True, this "I" is
made by the pasﬁ, but, by use of its iﬁaginétion; it takes
part’ in the meking of both the present and the future° it may
-be somewhat passilve in receiving the past, but it is active and
‘at least partly free in its reconstruction, and_in the projec-

tion of this past into the future. In the "Critique of Judgment",

pg;e,jKant says, "The will, regarded as thé’facplty of desire,
1s one of the manw natural causes in the world, viz., that cause
which acfs in accofdance with conqepts; This "I", or Kant's
will, stands in the center of the stage, not only in the sense
that the world revolves sbout it but in the sense that it is .
'the pivot upon which realilty turns. It is the point at which
pofentialify becomes actual reslity. It 1s created by tﬁe past,
in the evolutionary process; ‘but having itselétg¥23%ed, it

proceeds to create; and the world out of which it arose comes

to be a different world, in that the new creations of the "I"
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mix and mingle with and add méaning to the drab world in which
the "I"‘was‘once shut up. _ﬁaving awakened, the "I" rises up,
sets its house in order, éweeés out those things which are un-
deéirable, and ornaments and decorates in keeping with its new-
found need. As Thomaé Reid puts 1it, "The mind may be compared
to aﬁ apothecary or chemlst, whose materials indeed are furnish-
ed by nature, but, for the purposes of hils art, he mixes, com-
pounds, dissolves, evaporates, and sublimes them, till they put
on a quite different appearance .

Buﬁ let us try to state the matter a little more clearly:
Reality may be defined in two ways, that is, as purely meta-
physical reality, and as purely logical reglity.- The cosmic
basis of experience 1s that metaphysical ground which preceeds
and underlies eall burely biological experience,'together with
fhose demands which come to be a part of the experience of
higher organisms. Now we have said in the preceéding paragraph,
that reflection is the pivot upon which reality turns; which,
when amplified, means that purely metaphysical reality is, in
reflectioﬁ, transformed into 1ogiq§1 reality. The "I"''or "I-in~-
itselfh becomés the "prisnm': It receives into itself the un-
differentisted and indeterminate "stuff", But by mesns of the
‘Mprism", the."undifferentiated" 15 "differentiated" and broken
up until reality appears to consist of "many" rather than of
"one". Also each "determinate" produced Sy the "prism" takes
on its pecullar color, the "prism" or "I" apperently having
the power to break up reality into mary differently colored perts,
as cause, Time, Spacs, Matter, Mind, Soul, God, and an indefin-
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ite numﬁer_of concepts, each of which has its cosmic ground.
For we cannot think of "something" as coming out of "nothing".

It 1s Insisted by some authofities, Bertrand. Russell,
for instance, that man is subordinate to nature in the realmof
physical facts, but that he is independent of nature in the
realm of values. These men say at the same time that man is a
natursl creasture. But 1f man is a natural product of & natural
world-order, how can it be sald that his process of evaluetion
is 1ndependent of nature? As we have tried to show in our in-
troduction,'value has a psychologlical basis; which may be in-
terpreted to be a naturalistic basils. ,Therefore, it 1s better
te say that the world, including the ﬁorld of values, 1s a con-
tinuous one. The colors of the spectrum are not new snd indep-
endent creations; they are the original constituents of the
light-ray which is subjected to the prism,

In short, this is to say, that conceptual reality is not
to be Wholly ‘divorced from the rest of .the world-order. Xant
himself (in the Prolegomena.- Carus, pg. 115>says- "Thus we
are gble, in rational beings,or in beings generally, so far as
~their causality is determined in them as things-in—themselvea,
to imagine a faculty of beginning from itself a series of states,
without falling into conbradiction with the laws' of nature."
The thing-in-itself as the I-in-itself 1s, therefore, not out of
accord with, but in keeping with, nature, - in some sense a
product of nature, and in some sense the continuation of nature,

in that 1t has the power to amplify the materials received.by it.

In the "Critique of Judgment", pg. 13, Kant says, "There must be.
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a ground of the unity of the‘supersensible, which lies at the
basis of nature, with that which the concept of freedom practic-

. ally contains". In short, Kant holds that "o explain the
phenomena of organic life and the purposiveness of nature, we
musfihold that the world of sense is not disparate from and
opposed to0 the world of thought, but that nature 1s the develop-
ment of freedom.. Therefore, the world of value ought not to de
divorced from, but be considered as a continuatialof, the natural
world-order.

In a word, ideals ought not to be thought of as being
snatched out of the empty void. For in reality, postulates,
velues, or things-in-themselves, do not come to us in the form
ef 1ndiv1duais "innate ideas": it is rather out of the strees
of humen experience, in relation to the rest of reallty, that
the will adopts its aims and its deepest meaninge. Vhatever is
present in the ideal is first present in the rest of reality.

In the order of existence, we are first passive and then active:
though no analysis'is able to separate our paeeivity from our
activity. Things change only in form and function. As Aristotle
says, the world had no beginning, neither cen 1t ever have an
end. But this does not mean that the world is not full of vari-
ety:.fer the indeterminate is always becoming determinate, and
vice versa; non-Being is always becoming Being; and Becoming
i1tself is always full of new functions, in that it 1s.alweys
madém§} le sser or greater proportions of Being and non-Being.

In spite of the fact that the world was, 18, and always will Dbe
funiamentaii?& the same in its metaphysical constituents, yet
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there 1is always something new ‘'under the sun"' for that which

functions today may not do so tomorrow, and that b which 1is
‘not today, may be and function tomorrow as a vital Iinstrument .
L in the world's chonging life. .

That 1s, all of that which 1s experienced and all of that
which mey be experienced is, in fact, real or potentially so.
£ I am not real, then nothing is real: somothiné 1n my con-
ception of my reality starts from.me; and my objects become
rea1,4as if infected with the contribution which I make.. But
1t 1is still true, that unless the whole of nature.is real,
nothing is real, not even4myselfa which fact compelled Des-
cartes, in spite of his rationalistic tendency, to demand God
as a "conserving cauoe". . Something in my concepfion‘of reality
is borne in upon me from beyond. I am real in part by virtue
of what is mot myself. That 1s, the real must partake of the
gqualities of mysolf-and of naturo as a whole. Reality is not
nature or myself: rather it 1s nature and myself, as we meet
and exchnnge thoughts with each other. In short, as we have
tried to show, both the 1ndeterminate and the determinate as-
pects of the world are both changing and real. This 15 espec-
ially'thue when applied to man. As Leibnitz says, "The stags
and the hhres of our time do not become more full of shifts
than those ofvformer times; while, on the other hand, men
become more'skillfui by finding always new conpribancea". Ffom
which he draws the conclusion that the sources of.neceséary
truth within us distinguioh us from the lower animals. Thet is,

we are not only biological creatures, but metaphysical beings,
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and bring with ﬁs into the‘world native capacities, born.or
formulated out of the indefinite past. For nature never goes
by leaps. Life 1s made up,~no€ only of the big or conscious
‘per§eptions, but of unconscious perceptiohs. The continuify
of 1life has made pdssible a bui;ding-up of these 11tyle pér-
lceptione into a conscious individuasl. The little perceptions:
have been gradually cbordihated into one consclous and reflect-
ive persbnality, with 1fs activities and demands; just as the
infinitesimal sounds pfoduced by each wave unite and become
the andible monﬁing of the sea. In other words, out of the
Indeterminate, by a series of c;néatenated processes, there
ére.eVOlved organisms which have the power to reflect upon
their experiences, and to create aﬁlamplify conceptual stimull

ad infinitum as a continuation of the cosmic processes which

created the organisms themselves.
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