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LOTZE'S METAPHYSICAL MONISH DEFINED AND EVALUATED

| INTRODUCTION
®
|
|

1, The Purvose and Organization of the Thesis
The purpose of this thesis is to present an accurate ac-
hcount of Lotze's argument for metaphysical monism, and to eval-
fuate it. The special interest of the paper is the metaphysical
status of the finite spirit. This important topic is taken up
in the final chapter, after the general principles of ILotze's
;monism have been established,t
ﬂ The contents of the thesis are organized into three dis-
Itinct developments of thought, preceded by an introduction
ﬁto Lotze's philosophical method. The first development, con-

|sisting of Chapter I, 1s an examination of Lotze's primary

axiological convictions, which are the underlying foundations of

[his system as a whole., The second, including Chapters II and
;III, deals with Lotze's argument for an all-embracing immanent
rand personal ontological Ground, in whose spiritual unity all
{finite beings exist and interact. The third development, com-

Fprehending Chapter IV, is a consideration of Lotze's reconcil-

|liation of the uniqueness and freedom of the finite spirit with

his monistic ontology of interaction.
|

I

1. We of course do not here simply presuppose Lotze to be a

. ii hard and fast monist. The significance of his monism is made
' evident in our interpretation (in Chapter IV) of his doctrine

of the independence of the finite spirit. Our conclusion

: there is that Lotze 1is a monist only as regards interaction.

! In regard to the independence of the individual, Lotze seems

W to us to be quite clearly a personal pluralist.




2¢ The Chief Sources of Investigation
The chief sources used are the following:

1) Lotze's Microcosmus, first published in three volumes

in 1856 when Lotze was thirty-nine years o0ld, is his earliest

gcomprehensive work. An English translation was made in 1885
|
|by Elizabeth Hamilton and E. E. Constance Jones. Lotze's aim

|in this inspired masterpiece, according to his own expression,
|
|

is to show how mechanism 1s absolutely universal in the world,

Jand vet how completely subordinate to a realm of ends or pur-
-poses.1 We find a very full account of his axiology throughout
|

ithese writings.

2) Lotze's System of Philosophy was to consist of three

|works: Logic, Metachysics, and Practical Philosophy, Aesthet-

|ics, and Philosophy of Religion.2 Unfortunately, however, he

|
|died before he could complete the third work, so his readers
;were devprived of what was exvected to be a systematic treatise

on the axiology which is so evident in the Microcosmus. The

two-volume English translation of the lMetaphysik, edited in

11887 by Bernard Bosanquet, 1s a most important source for this
|

|theslis, especlally as regards Lotze's ontology.

3) A number of dictated portions of the lectures of

HLotze, translated into English and edited by G. T. Ladd, are

valuable for an insight into Lotze's most mature views. How-
o2

l

lever, since they were printed posthumously, and really were

1, MIC, I, xv-xvi; MIC, II, 724, 728, (Footnote abbreviations

2. MET, I, vii,

3
are explained in the bibliography at the end of the thesis.)




not intended for publication, they do not exhibit the detail-
|ed and exhaustive character of the works which Lotze himself
‘published.

! Use has also been made of a lucid article, entitled
|"Philosonhy in the Last Forty Years," written by Lotze in

|English and published in The Contemporary Review in 1880, one

i
[year before he passed away.

(i
3. Lotze's Philosophical Method

‘ i. Early Convictions and Efforts. lthen Lotze began his
|

!studies, 1%t was generally held that the ultimate philos-

!ophy should be able to explain all particulars from one

general principle, and that Hegel had most adequately fulfill-

ed the requirements. Lotze's first early conviction, then, was

It seemed to me that only a Spirit who stood in the
center of the universe which he himself had made, could,
| with the knowledge of the final aim which he had given

; to his creation, make all the particular ovarts of it
pass before him in the majestic succession of an unbro-
ken developmente

|
I
|
|
ithat there was a definite unity in the world, but he writes:
|
|
|

'He thus accepted the unity of things, but only with a great

|reserve concerning the ability of thought to comprehend all

lof reality in its innermost connectionse.
|
[ His second early conviction was that "intellectual 1life
is more than thoucht."? He believed that much goes on in our

thinking which can be contemplated only from without, and

1. Art.(1880), 135.
2. Art.(1830), 135,




whose contents cannot be represented exhaustively. We find the

world "more wide and rich than thought which tries to follow

iits marvellous structure. . ."l This conviction turned Lotze
Hcompletely away from the Hegelian dialectic, with whose »pur-
I

lpose he was at first much in sympathy.
I

Lotze's first vhilosophical efforts were directed toward
|%howing the untenability of the "vital force" theory of
:Schelling as an explanation of life. As a competent physiolo-
Ygist, he contended for the acceptance of a thoroughly mechanis-

Ltic view of organic life and even of the mind-body interac-

( o .
\tion.2 Because of these efforts, Lotze was considered a materi-

lalist by many thinkers; but he strenuously denied this, and in

‘his Microcosmus made hils stand unambiguously plain.
|

! ii. Science Versus Faith, When Lotze published the

EMicrocosmus (1856 == .), sclence was rapidly clearing away old
/boundaries of thought, and was showing that increasingly many
[different kinds of phenomena were subject to unquestionable
matural laws. Indeed, the advantages of the inventions of
lscience in practical 1life could only be gratefully accepted
and enjoyed. However, in its rush for what it called "truth for

‘truth's sake," science was denying the obligation to return to

the religious questionings of the human heart. Apparently, as

Lotze suggested, scientists feared that their precise notions

!would be disturbed and rendered indefinite by the admission of
|

Ll. MIC, II, 712.
|2. T"TOOI‘G L] ELMJ 5 .

>



wthe incalculable elements of religion.

h On the other hand, some thinkers were obstinately cling-
I

ing to an immediate religious belief, verified only by its

|

ﬁcompletely set aside as an incoherent abstract maze, detached

consonance with intense personal desires. Science was being

|from the all-important religious concernsg of life.

Into this situation, Lotze thrust the Microcosmus in an

hattempt to vindicate the reality of the spiritual needs of men
{and to reconcile the seeming contradiction between faith and
Lscience.l He aimed to show that science rested on assumptions

[which were by no means incontestable. Its fundamental elements

lof forces and laws were not the ultimate threads of reality,
| for upon the exercise of keen insight they led back to the
|

:supersensuous region of the hopes and wishes of the heart.
HLotze pointed out that the anticipations of faith always pre-
Hceded sclentific systematization. Furthermore, what value could
ithere possibly be in an indifferent and revetitious reflection
‘in cognition of the world as it existed? Lotze held that there
Icould be no significance to such a "barren rehersal," if there
4came no human good, nothing by which it might be more plain
.*“what we have to reverence as the true significance of exist-
|ence, what we have to do, and what to hope."? Science needed
rto justify itself by affording increasing satisfaction to

spiritual needs, which could no longer be contemptuously

|1. Moore, ELM, 6-7.
2, MIC, I, ix; Art.(1880), 153,




|

|

J‘
|

|l

ignored.
However, Lotze maintained that neither must stubborn faith

oppose the recognition of a scientiflc view of the world, on

|the fear that freedom and poetry would vanish. On the contrary,

the enlarged prospects which science opened up revealed bound-

|[less realms of poetry. And even religious conviction was bene-

fitted. Lotze writes:

These enlargements of knowledge. . . have driven us to
seek for and to find with greater Intellectual effort. . .
that which we can no longer regard as near and directly
intuitable.l

iii. The Task of Philosophy. For Lotze, the greater work

of philosophy lay in a "regressive investigation," by which it

might be discerned what principle could be recognized and used

las "the living principle in the construction and course of the

world."?
Philosophy is the endeavor of the human mind, after this
wonderful world has come into existence and we in it, to
work its way back in thought and bring the facts of outer
and of inner experience into connectign, as far as our
present position in the world allowse.

However, Lotze writes that he never cherished the assurance

that speculation possessed "secret means" of going back to the

beginning of reality and uncovering its genesis and necessity.4

He considered it a fruitless attempt to try to reach new and

unique principles of certainty. Descartes, for example, had

|zone back to the Cogito and the criterion of clearness and

—_—

1]

1., MIC, I, xiv. 4. MIC, II, 718.

2. Art.(1880), 135,

3. MIC, II, 718,




'distinctness; but these principles were of little use in judg-

'ing the truth or falsity of various particular thoughts.

i
|

According to Lotze, the fundamental principles of knowledge,

.I
| contrary to Kant, do not belong to the mind a priori

|apart from experience. Rather they are innate only in the sense
Iit‘nat "there is a tendency constraining it (i.e. the mind) at

ﬂthe suggestion of experience to develop these modes of concep-
i
\tion."l e says further:

|

I The nature of the mind is so constituted that when impres-
j sions of exzperience stir it, it is then unconsciously

| impelled to a reactive operation, which consists partly

| in a definite combination in thought of the manifold given
‘ in perception, partly in intultive agts, whose inciting
|

causes are still hidden from itself,
The only guarantee that we can have that the nature of the

Imind vermits a true revresentation of that to which it reacts
|
|is, Lotze thinks, a living faith that the unity of the world

has somehow determined thought and being for one another.® In
his answer to subjectivism, Lotze gives us in the following
lpassage an important insight into his methodology:

In putting trust in one component of ostensible knowledge
: while we take another to be erroneous we can be justified
only bv a consideration of the import of the two components.
| We have to reject and alter all the notions, which we began
| by forming but which cannot be maintained without contra-
| diction when our thoughts are systematized, while they can
|
|
|

without contradiction be replaced with others. As regards
the ultimate principles, however, which we follow in this
criticism of our thoughts, it is quite true that we are
| left with nothing but the confidence of Reason in itself, or
' the certainty of belisf in the general truth that there is

1. MIC, I, 227. 3. Art.(1880), 140-141.
2, Art.(1880), 139. |




I a meaning in the world, and that the nature of that reality
h which includes us in itself, has given our spirit only such
I necessities of thought as harmonize with 1t.1

|

| Lotze refuses to grant that a knowledge of the psycholog-

ical vrocesses whereby ideas form themselves has the slightest
lrelevance to philosophical methodology. For him, it matters
Flittle where ideas come from; the important thing is to be able
|to criticize them once they arise and thus to progress toward

J"the complete harmony of our reason with itself and with the

“given facts, the only goal which is at all attainable by us."?

LTherefore, of prime iImportance are our philosophical criteria
of truth, which indeed must first be established before any

|

lpsychological hypotheses can be evaluated. This means that psy-

hchology should be considered one of the last products, but cer-
Htainly not a starting-point, of metaphysical investigation.d
h

I We see that for Lotze any a priori attempt to formulate

ha theory of knowledge is a fruitless venture. As he well puts
I
l1t, "the continual sharpening of the lmife is tiresome, if we

I

ﬁhave after all nothiang to cut with it."4 But how then can a
I
Fbeginning of systematic inquiry be made? What criteria shall be
[l

jlused? Lotze's interesting answer is as follows:

w Any part of experience may serve for such a starting-point
when it finds itself, in the shape in which it immediately
w presents itself, standing in contradiction to those innate
| truths which we desire to see controlling all reality, and
J which, even in the moment in which the observed fact con-
H flicts with them, force themselves upon our consciousness

1, MET, I, 220-221. 3. MET, I, 18.
2, Art.(1880), 148. 4. Art.(1880), 155; MET, I, 16.




| as indisvensable postulates. This is the way in which,
| setting out from experience, every philosophy has in
I actual fact arisen.

'In this most important passage, Lotze shows clearly how the
i”innate truths," the religious and aesthetic tendencies of the
|
|
|
|

heart are welded into his all-inclusive empirical basis,

Further progress in inquiry must, according to him, be

Icondltioned by the peculiar nature of the thing under considera-‘
I

Htion, and the method must at every moment adapt itself to the

Lparticular thing.® The most important duty is
! to pursue every fundamental thought one tries into all

I its possible consequences, in order to ascertain how far
I its validity suffers no contradiction from reality, and
| at what point its fruitfulness ceases,.

|
| Lotze cautions against any rigid allegiance to a single uni-
d
versal sveculative method. He believes that it can only lead

ito a violence to concrete things. Fictitious links will have

ito be made, forcefully to bring "the deeply-felt, but ill-

understoon defects of the world" into harmony with what is pre-
]

Esupposed. Lverything which does not accommodate itself to the
Emethod must be ignored. He sees in this tendency a desire to

withdraw from the disconcerting features of reality and its

hto nlace oneself beyond the need of troubling to exercise
|

|
nersonal acutencss.?

1. Art.(1880), 150. See also 3. Art.(1880), 153,
‘ 10G, I, 301 and MET, II, 4, Art.(1880), 150-152,
164-165,

2, Art,.(1880), 152,

imperfections, and, by the construction of a "logical calculus,"




i For Lotze, the world does not hang together in neat read-
ily deducible patterns, but instead is as an infinitely com-
. | plex texture so woven that all truths are at the same time in

ﬁ"every bit and fold of it." Any strand may be made the subject

|of inquiry, but at every instant the others with which it is

I1indissolubly united must also be taken into account.l For

ﬁhuman beings, who are completely isolated from a knowledge of
ithe greater vart of the world texture, Inquiry must always be
ifragmentary. Therefore, philosophy can only be "modest and
jterrestrial” and not "vast and cosmic" in scope. Its task,

iaccording to Lotze, is only to provide a coherent basis for
'humble satisfaction in an optimistic faith.2
|
I 4, Lotze's Method

? and the Modern Seientific Spirit
Lotze's method is indeed terrestrial compared to Hegel's

i.
Ldialectical process of knowledge, which is a necessary move-
[l

:ment of thought whereby the soul traverses the ascending series

|
| of its own forms of consciousness, "like stages avpointed for
Il

|it by its own nature,"

| .
Jconcrete immedizcy of self-lmowledge which constitutes absolute |
|

_'iknowledge.5 Nevertheless, his method is grounded on the same

and arrives at that explicit unity or

Hprimary ideal which Hegel espoused,4 and which in fact has in
|one form or another always been evident in the history of phi-

4
. " losophy, namely, the cosmic primacy of rational mind. Today
d

1. Art.(1880), 153. 3. Hegel, PM, 135, 805.
| 2. wIC, II, 718. 4, Knudson, POP, 378.
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|

|
I
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I
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11

|1y examine the nature of this opposition. ﬁ

'philosophy.l He says that the scientist knows what 1t means to

|They have decided that it is the task of true philosophy solely

|to clarify the concepts of science by logical analysis and to

;perimental method. In effect, they have sought universal re-

!ist, argues that "idealism is quite wrong in ascribing to |

as never before, that confidence in this 1ideal which Iotze so w
admirably exemplified, is being denied by a very formidable '

sect of thinkers, whose distinguishing characteristic is their

militant adherence to modern experimental method. Let us brief-

Hans Reichenbach eloquently laments the predicament of

stand on the common ground of a universally accepted body of

knowledge and to teach with "the proud feeling of introducing

his students into a realm of well-established truth." In sad

contrast, the philosopher must always qualify his teachings with

I
and ﬂ
even that cénnot be made with universal consent because of the w

the clause "according to the view of vhilosopher X. . .,"

vexing problem of interpretation. What have the scientific

thinkers done to remedy this apparently unbearable situation?

make metaphysical generalizations only within the range of ex-

spect for philosophy by subordinating it to science.Z
Some of the philosophical reformers have reduced the nec=- |
essary vprocesses of thought to the physical movements of corti-
I

cal cells. Thus, for example, R. B. Winn, an eminent natural-

1. Reichenbach, Art.(1948), 33l. ﬂ
2. Russell, Art.(1947), 228. |




112

1reality the qualities of thought, as 1f reason created nature

[
|and not the other way around. . ."l Others, like J. Dewey, the

ior," whose ultimate significance lies in its "prospective

control of the conditions of its enviromment."? T, Lafferty

| gives a clear statement of this ldea of reason:

We state the world in such a fashion that our statement

will indicate consequences that will be there in exverience.
The statement is hypothetical in that it is yet to be test-
ed. . . and the distant object makes explicit the hypothet-

ical realities in so far as it answers to the responses of
the organism. It is to be noted that what answers to the
hypotheses that guide us truly is not a "rational order"
that mirrors the dialectlc of our thinking; whatever "an-

swers" are observable existences in nature that are denoted

by the conclusions of the hypotheses.®

Another reduction of thoucht is made in anthropology and

psychology. Thought 1s held to be a product of subterranean

“roots, of irrational biological impulses or emotional attrac-

!tions and repulsions.4 Belief (eeZe thelstic) 1is seen as the

v

all possible worlds." In our age of ear-catching slogans, such

|
bresult of a persistent infantile paternal need, or the result

| of vearning on the part of the philosopher for his own "best of

psychological terminology has great popular avpeal. This is

K. Hocking's appraisal of this tendency:

Man sees darlmess as the reality of his light. Explana-
tion is precisely inverted; the rational is understood
only when it is seen as a manifestation of the irra-
tional.®

1.

| 2
| 5 =

Winn, Art.(1939), 293. 4, Blanshard, Art.(1945), 358.
Dewey, Art.(1947), 467. 5. Hocking, Art.(1950), 1ll.
Lafferty, Art.(1932), 207.

\instrumentalist, regard thought as "biological adaptive behav- H




"the risky, sanguine, disreputable extreme of science."® Re-

| garding the justification of induction, the logical empiricist

The logical positivists completely separate the necessi-
ties of thought from factual existence. For them, there are
only two kinds of meaningful propositions: 1) purely logical
and 2) factual (i.e. pertaining to sense data). The former are
truly necessary, bubt refer to nothing existent. The latiter are
not necessary. According to A. J. Ayer, "necessary propositions
simply record our determination to use words in a certain fash- |
fon." Ang H. Feigl says that a sentence is factually meaning-

less if it contains "extra-logical terms for which no experi-
|

ential or owverational definition can be provided."2 Thus the
sound metaphysics will be wholly inductive, using the establishﬁ
ed facts of science; but even so, thinks Feigl, its generaliza-

tions will lack adequacy and precision, and it will be only
|
|

holds that "the procedure of induction. . . far from being i

irrational, defines the very essence of rationality."? E., Nagel |

gives very plainly the rationale for separating logic and fact:

|I
For my own part, it is only on the assumption that the '
staterments of logic express and help organize relations
between our meanings, and do not formulate some ultimate
structure of all being, that I can make intellectual ends
meet. For I do not know how else to reconcile the neces-
sary and a priori character of logical vrinciples with
the requirements of a consistent experimentalism concern-
ing all existential matters .o

How shall we evaluate Lotze's method in view of this

l. Ayer, LTL, 114. 4, Feigl, Art.(1947), 390.
2. Feigl, Art.(1947), 384. 5. Nagel, Art.(1949), 31-32.
3. Feigl, Art.(1947), 384-385.




14

;upheaval, which at most assigns idealistic metaphysics to a
érealm of creative or imaginative art, where knowledge 1s not
iintegrated, but only illuminated voetically by a kind of roman-
}tic fancy. H. W. Schneider lightly terms such "illumination"” of
solid scientific kmowledge "metaphysical vision."l And accord-
ing to A. Portmann, this "philosophical imagination" has its
roots in "l'inconscient collectif," a complex group of heredi-

Hknowledge, there imagination takes up its primordial role and

‘tary nervous structures. Vhere science marks the end of useful
speaks "a sa fagon dans l'anclen langage des images qui est le
| sien."? Must we then agree with Reichenbach that scientific
| method alone is the path of a "sober study of truth," and is

"the inescapable consequence of an unprejudiced study of the

;history of philosovhy: . . the only successful path open to the |

fphilosophy of the twentieth century?"S If so, Lotze's method
fcertainly must be discarded. We are, however, persuaded by a

| number of serious reasons that such a consequence is far from

| i
|necessary or advisable.
|

Firstly, when the skeptical views of anthropology are
|generalized, they hardly make sense, but rather seem to reduce
| to nihilism.% If thought is constrained solely by cortical
WOhanges or by irrational impulses, then all theories, including

‘these themselves, are useless and thought can prove nothing

Jobjectively. Actvally, however, these supposed influences or

|

WI. Schneider, Art.(1949), 409. 3. Reichenbach, Art.(1948),
2, Portmann, Art.(1950), 202. 346,

. 4, HO%@in%L_Art.(l950), 7e




il
Lconstraints upon thought, as well as other 'facts! about con-

!sciousness which seem so wholly acceptable to the scientific

|
|reformers, are more correctly matters of blased conjecture than L
|

|of established experimental science.t

Regarding logical positivism, E. W. Hall and B. Blanshard |

| nave convincingly contended that logic truly implies ontology.zl
|
Are there no ontological implications in the fact that exist- I

lence is such that some propositions entail others? If logics L
Il
are entirely conventional, then why are there none in which the |

|

|law of contradiction 1s replaced by an arbitrary alternate?

tBlanshard thinks that "in the end all necessary propositions |
ﬂmust be taken to assert of existence, and no factual proposi- ;
{tions are altogether contingent."® And Dr. E. S. Brightman re- |
|minds us of the important but often overlooked truth that |
:"there could be no logic without a mind to think 1t,14

Moreover, in restricting meaningful fact to the sense data |

lof exveriment, the scientific thinkers make 1llegitimate appeal

|to an axiological criterion. Why is it not better to accent all

|the experience of our whole conscious life as meaningful fact? i

Bxperimental method is, to use an expression of James, too well-
T r

I bputtoned and clean-shaven to speak for a struggling universe of H
- I
|1ife, death, ideals, and values. It requires us to dismiss the |

1. For example, C. C. Pratt, an eminent psychologist, grants
. _ that modern vsychology has uncovered little regarding man's i.

i higher intellectual activities. Pratt, LMP, 166-167. I

|2+ Hall, Art.(1949), 25,

|‘5. Blanshard, Art.(1945), 363.

i « Brightman, NV, 45,




| primary problems and convictions of the whole person for the

sake of complete faith in an absbtract thread of knowledge that

as vet barely encompasses a pebble or two in the vast sands of r

| existence and fact. The abstract character of experimental meth-|

|
!od is evident in its presuppositions (as enumerated by Dr. I
|
!Brightman): a unified self, observed data in consciousness, the |

|
ivalidity of purpose and reason, memory that permits recognition
|

|of past experience, an objective world, a temporal process, and |

a society of persons-l

The adherents of scientific method are not properly justi-

fied on their premises to classify statements of religious and

i
|axiological data as "emotive" and hence factually meaningless.
|

Analysis can never grasp values, and experiment can never re-

|

|

|
|veal a religious order of things; and by the same token, both L
| are equally incapable of judging the non-existence of values i
|

Hand religion.g That is, to isolate oneself in scientific meth-
Lod is to preclude all judgment, pro or con, regarding anything I
%other than sense experience. Therefore, when the experimentalist#
Ireformers claim that scientific method is best for philosophy ”

| they are palpably inconsistent. However, the scientist cannot

|

|

|

|help hut presuppose some objective values; for every exveri- y

|
ment is conducted on the assumption that it has real value as

|

|

|a contribution to knowledge or at least to the personal enjoy- |

|
iment of the experimenter. And in practical 1life the scientist
|
|

'1. Brightman, Art.(1938), 136-143.
2. Brightman, Art.(1920), 371-373.
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las much as everyone else acts on the concrete reality of social
ﬂand economic values., Yet these important valuations cannot be
!supported by sclentific methodologye. |
; Therefore, no arbitrary limitation of reason can justify

|

?itself as the method of philosophy. An adequate method must

rather allow all of consciouns experience to be considered mean-

|ingful fact; it must lead to what S. C. Pepper calls "a large

|amount of corroboration in the handling of the totality of evi-
i

|
|
|dence."l Experience may bruly be explained only if science, as
|

Fwell as other limited fields, are included in a synopsis, in

iwhich an attempt is made to judge of things as a whole. We must,|

Il '
I !
|

las A. N. Whitehead urges, explore experience with synoptic '
|hypotheses:
I‘l i
I The true method of philosophical construction is to frame I
a scheme of ldeas the best that one can, and unflinchingly |
I to explore the interpretation of experience in terms of
| that scheme. . . The importance of philosophy lies in its I
” sustained effort to make such schemes explicit, and there- |
‘ by capable of criticism and improvement, |
_l!
||
|
|.
i
!

i
|What is needed is Lotze's confidence in reason, and a will to
i

lunderstand 1life as a whole. This faith may not indeed lead us
I
”quickly into the promised land, but it at least leaves open the

|
1

possibility that there is such a land with an accessible path

leading to it, and makes thinking a momentous adventure. To

Ibut, as Lotze perceived, it is really more a kind of desvair, inﬂ

|

|

ideny this confidence may seem like sober scientific modesty, |
|

|

|

|

/1. Pepper, Art.(1943), 262. I
2. Whitehead, PR, X. See also Brightman, ITP, 22-29 for a
| discussion of synoptic method.,.
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[

| which we may, at any point in our thinking when difficulties

become too unbearable, shut ourselves off from the concrete
world. Much thinking today reflects such despair. The modern
scientific spirit manifests an abundance of penetrating and
often uncharitable expressions of aversions, but a lack of pos-
itive contributions to a philosophical understanding of life.
Lotze long ago recognized this danger and urged a struggle
against any doctrine which would impoverish faith without en-
riching knowledge.l

We conclude then that Lotze's method exemplifies the true
philosophical spirit, and that, far from being invalidated by
the truly marvellous advances of modern science, it is more

than ever needed for a balanced interpretation of life as a

|wholee

1. MIG, II, 718.
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CHAPTER I
THE AXTOLOGICAL FOUNDATIONS OF LOTZE'S MONISM

Lotze's metaphysical monism springs from two main strands
of thought: the axiological and the ontological. However, these
strands are not at all indifferent to each other. Lotze's argu-

ment rather consists in a remarkable interweaving, in which the

| two strands either explicitly or implicitly supplement and
'strengthen one another at each point. In this chapter, we shsall

|consider the axiological aspect of this interweaving. Lotze's

theme is that values (and hence also personality) are of funda-

|mental cosmic significance, and that thls implies a monlstic

[ personal Supreme Good.

l. The Three Elemental Realms of EKnowledge

It seems, for Lotze, that the source of the difficulties

land doubts involved iIn any view of the world lies in the recip-

rocal relations of three forms of knowledge, not logically de-
ducible one from another, yet upon which all judgments of real-
ity must be based. These three "elemental realms" are the
necessarily valid truths of thought, immediately given facts of
reality, and determinations of worth.t

i. Necessarily Valid Truths. In this class are included

such universal truths as the logical laws of identity and

l1, MIC, I, 417-418; MIC, II, 575; AES, 9-11.
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H

”thought present themselves as necessary but without content, the

|given contents of perception conversely convey no evident neces-

contradiction, and mathematical intuitions of number, succes-

sion, etc. These necessitles of thought lead us to postulate

| one universally valid order in nature, according to which cer-

tain definite results necessarily flow from certain conditions.d|

Only on this basis is scilence possible. Even ideas of divine

reality can satisfy us only if they are in harmony with the

binding force of these laws.® But universel truths have binding |

force only in application to an already existing reality. They
tell us what must follow from certain conditions, but no actual

occurrence of conditions can be deduced from them.d

ii. Tmediately Given Facts of Reality. Vhile the laws of |

| sity. The actual features of reality to vhich we are accustomed

|3. MIC, II, 661.

could just as well exist in different forms or not at all.4 We
can see no rational necessity for the realization of a partic-
ular color. The content of sensations, holds Lotze, "is, and is
as it is, by immediate revelation which we can but receive."d

iii. Determinations of Worth. Finally, not only do we

observe reality as active according to the eternal but indif-

ferent truths of thought, but reality also elicits from us

| judgments of worth. We cannot regard carefully even the most

commonplace phenomena without perceiving in them something of a

1. MIC, II, 600. 5, MIC, II, 662, Dr, Brightman
2. MIC, II, 689. calls such ultimate contents

"brute fact." See Brightman,
4. WIC, II, 575. POR, 168, 320.




favoring or a disturbing influence upon our souls.l We see

ireality working toward ends, toward the fulfillment of which

| various parts are brought togethér according to universal laws.z

‘Such worth determinations are possible only on the basis of an
ioriginal peculiarity of the mind, by which we become aware of
| the values in changing reality in terms of feelings of pleasure
iand pain.5
2. The Nature and Function
of Feeling in Value Judgment ‘

i. The Peelings of Pleasure and Pain., The states of pleas;

‘ure and pain should, according to Lotze, be sharply distinguish-|
ed from bare sensations, which are "indifferent perceptions of
a certain content."? The mere relations of simultaneous impres-
sions or ideas do not of themselves produce feelings. Rather,
it is when such relations act as stimuli upon the soul as a
!whole that the soul reacts according to its original and unique
|capacity for producing feelings. Lotze says that it is
L a probable hypothesis that feelings are the results and ;
tokens of the agreement or disagreement between the exci-
tations produced_in us, and the conditions of our perma-
nent well-being.
The power of ideas and sensations within us is due not so much
fto the indifferent magnitude with which their content is made

'kmown, but to their total effect of excitation or agitation on

|
| -
Wthe whole soul. Thus Lotze writes:

1. MIC, T, 241l; PSY, 73. 4, PSY, 73.
| 2. AES, lo. 5. PSY’ 74!
| 3. mIc, I, 240.




. The strength of the sensation is of far less moment

- than that which, in the connection of our memories,
intentions1 and expectations, it means, indicates, or

foretells.

Now what are the forms of these results of agitation on

the soul? Lotze classifies them into the two general designa-

Lupon the occasion of "an exercise of possible functions within

tions of pleasure and pain. Pleasure is the feeling that arises

| the limits in which this exercise answers to the conditions of
the well-being and continuance of the whole."? In other.words,
in feeling pleasure the soul reacts to stimulations which har-

|monize with its direction, condition, or form of "vital evolu-

qtion,"
|

iscious of the exercise of its resulting functions as of an
r"enhanced value in its existence."® On the other hand, pain is

che feeling which results when a stimulus sets up changes or

‘ex01taulons which oppose the conditions of well-being. The soul |

Jthen usually reacts in an effort to overcome the attendant

”strife and disturbance.
i

I Lotze assumes that there is in some degree a constant
|

| "sconomy of vital functions" or general conditions of well-
[ -
|being, so that the same stimulus applied reveatedly would give

Lrlse to the same feeling. However, in addition to this constant
1factor, there are present much more important variable factors
|which condition the intensity of a feeling. Of great importance

are the number and kind of connections which the feeling has at

|
|1. MBET, II, 225. 3. MIC, I, 240,
2. MET, II, 225; PSY, 74. 4. MIC, I, 178-179, 240,

and which promote its conscious striving. It becomes con-|

|
|
|
|




| the time with other feelings. And most imvortant is the total

| state of feeling at the instant when a particular feeling

|occurs. Lotze writes that the feeling has more or less value

i“according to the closeness or distance of its relationship to

'that which is moving our feeling at the moment."l

But Lotze cautions that these theoretical postulates are

'not to be taken as descriptions of mechanism of feeling. It is

not true that the soul first perceives its excitations, then
relates them to its conditions of well-being, and finally de-

cides whether to produce a feeling of pleasure or of pain.2

'Rather, the feelings arise immediately from within "without re-

'vealing the internal motion of the soul whence thev spring."®

Feelings are exactly like colors or sensations, which, though

'they are certainly occasioned by complex bodily processes, in

their immedlate appearance tell us nothing whatever concerning

[those processes.4

ii. Feeling in Cognitive Activity. DBesides the activities

of the soul in ideating on the basis of perceptions, and in

relating according to the necessary truths of the understanding,'

|Lotze distinguishes a higher cognitive activity--that of reason

|anpreciative of worth.® Whereas the faculty that Lotze calls

|"understanding" relates elements of reality indifferently and

without any regard for any totality or unity, "reason" is

Il. IYET, II’ 226. 40 PSY, 750
2, PSY, 74. 5. MIC, I, 236, 244,
3. MIC, T, 241.



;guided by the idea "that the sum of reality can exist only as
'a perfect unity and totality."l

| As the style of architecture which we select for a build-

! ing determines the way in which every part of it is to be

. combined with every other, but leaves wholly undefined the '
final form of the structure, the plan of which, on the con- |

l trary, 1s prescribed by the end it has to serve, so the

' principles of understanding exhibit to us the style of the

| world's construction, but not the form of the outlines of ,

- its completed whole.?2 I

| 1

Lotze holds that reason requires the plan or end of the form of I

| the world to be that which is a "guarantee of the value of the

“actual," that in which the ultimate well-being of the individ-

|

jual is secured.® And he thinks that

! in its feeling for the value of things and their relations,

! our reason possesses as genuine a revelation as, in the
principles of logical investigation, it has an indispens-

| able instrument of experience.

|
' During all the efforts of the systematic scientific understand- I
i;:T.ng (which in our day denounces Lotze's idea of reason and calls

|1t "emotive"), Lotze declares that reason holds fast to an

j"unquenchable trust" in the future.®
i
|

But since the only basis for the affirmation by reason of
|a certain form of the world.is the feeling of the value which

|1t finds in this form, great caution is needed, for there are

Wnumberless circumstances by which reason may be deceived, L
uthrough undisciplined habits of thinking, individual peculiar-
|

iities, and limitations of experience. Thus, while Lotze main-

itains that worth-determining reason is always the "animating

11. iIe, I, 237. 4, MIC, I, 245.
2. MIC, I, 238. 5., MIC, I, 245,
Se MIC; I, 244,



|
'and quickening breath of all human efforts," he admits that a

écommon norm is difficult to determine. He concludes that we had
:better be content with demonstrating that the principles of
isciantific understanding are the "explicable parts" of the in-
Htellectual treasures of reason. The methods of understanding

| are not extraneous to reason, but proceed from it as the only

Lmethods that we mortals have of realizing, however imperfectly,
i

| the requirement of reason, namely, a harmonious world view,.l
I
| iii. Feeling as a Basis for Art and Morality. The pervad-

ing presence of feelings of the favoring or disturbing nature

Lof the world environment is, according to Lotze, the reason for
I

|much of our higher culture. Feelings are bases for imagination,
[l .
| from which spring the creative impulses of art. Aesthetic

appreciation and creation both lie in the

I delicacy of apprehension by which the mind is able to

‘ clothe the world of values in the world of forms or to
become instinetively aware of the happriness concealed

| under the enveloping forms.

| In regard to morality, the same worth-determinations which

| we malce concerning external reality lead us to judge of our own

worth and significance, "of the ends we may hope to attain, of

'the duties which are incumbent upon us."® For Lotze, moral ac-

tion, if it is anything of value, must produce a fecling of

pleasure in a being capable of enjoyment.4 But he denies that

this is an advocacy  of hedonism, for there is no general

1. MIC, I, 246.
2, MIC, I, 244.

3. MIC, I, 684,
4. OPP, 19.

|.
|
|
|
|.
il
|
.
|
|.
il
I
i




| 26

| pleasure which we may set up as a goal of action, and which can

| become actual as a psychological state.l Just as motion or

|color in gesneral cannot be seen, but only specific things in

|motion or definite colors, so also feelings cannot be antic-
|

ipated as general forms.
|
| "Will and desire themselves," Lotze states, "are what they

are only by thelr consciousness of relation to something worthy
| in their objects."? Such relations, being in harmony or discord |

|with the state of the apprehending subject, result in feelings |

l
l
| of pleasure and pain. For Lotze, the subsequent efforts to hold |

' to pleasure and to avoid pain are "the only springs of all

rectical activity."® He believes that the oprosing Kantian

'g

Widea of an altogether unconditioned object of wobth shoots be- |

[ vond the mark of truth.?

For moral norms, Lotze would avpeal to the rule of con-
iscience, which he holds has in all ages provided landmarks of
irights and duties. But in addition, he believes that though
Ithere is an "indestructible core of good. . . innate in men's .

|consciences," disciplined reflection and education according to |

”established practical rules are necessary for a clear insight

||into the general conditions which are to be held obligatory.s

3. The Good as Living Love

Unifvying the Three Elemental Realms

Vile now arrive at the considerations toward wvhich this

'1. OPP, 18-19; MIC, I, 694-695. 4. MIC, I, 690,
2. MIC, I, 688. 5. OPP, 22; MIC, I, 712-713.
'3, MIC, I, 688.




exposition has been moving, namely, the manner in which ILotze

:provides an objective basis for the validity of value deter- r

”minations. Lotze contends that so long as we must conceive of i
Wnecessary laws, immediate facts of reality, and ideas of worth }
' |

|

ﬁas pointing to independent components of reality we have nei-

| ther the unity needed for theoretical orogress nor the con-
| firmation which our hopes require. For him, such indifferent i
hindependence is thus unthinkable, and must give way to a con- ﬁ
“viction that there is one origin from which the three forms U
ﬁflow as aspects. This conviction cannot be verified scientifi- ;
¢cally, for its basis is essentially the "living faith" is such

a hypothesis.l

|
| The view that the world is a development of a blind force,
lworking according to universal laws, but devoid of good or evil,i

ifails to make intelligiﬁle the rise of the light of value and “
| zoodness, holiness and beauty, out of the darkness of the j
:isource.2 And for Lotze it cannot be that the eternal and self- W
|evident truths, which have such meaning and authority in the '

| I
|world, are themselves based on a meaningless source. He believes

| that they are rather only the first consequences which the !

| Living Meaning of all reality set in the pursuit of its ends !
| .
|in the ordering of what was worthy of such order. We cannot 5
(i

Hdeduce reality from this Meaning, but can only imperfectly trace|

.!
:realitv to it,5 for we stand not at the source and center of

i
l1. mIc, II, 576. 3. MET, II, 319, “
|2. uIc, II, 718.
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'reality, but "at the farthest extremities of its structure,
| loud with the whirl of machinery."l Lotze acknowledzes the in-

. |exactness of his axiological conviction, but says: "I still feel

|
lcertain of being on the right track, when I seek in that which

I|
| should be the ground of that which ig."2 |

Insight into what ought to be will alone open our eves to
discern what is; for there can be no body of facts, no
arrangement of things, no course of destiny, avart from the
end and meaning of the whole, from which each part has re-
ceived, not only existence, but also the active nature in
which it glories.d

| But is it possible to form a more concrete conception of
|

Lthis living source of unity which faith affirms? In answer,
ILotze begins with the facts through which we form notions of

|
|good things. By means of feelings we assign value or goodness

'to a large variety of things. This should lead us to seek for

'a universal character of goodness by virtue of which things

koccasion worth-determining feelings within us. What is this
|common element of goodness of which all good things partake and

iare reflections? Lotze's axiological faith enables him to ‘

affirm such a universal, not as a bare formal abstraction, but

|as a concrete existent, which "is that which it indicates as a

: Now good things or actions do not exist as such avart from |

quality in the individual real thing."%

I
a mind by which they are evaluated or willed. Lotze thus sug- L

|
. |gests that we look for a quallty of mind as the good-in-itself,
Eof which the goodness of things is but a reflection. He offers | ’
|| !I
1. MIC, I, 400. 3. MIC, I, 392.

'2. I_E?:T,__ II, _g'_?)lg. 4- NEIC, II, 719.
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|
\

the hypothesis that the quality of mind which may be called

good-in-itself is benevolence--the sacrificing of worth for i

self for the sake of worth for others. He says: "The only thing L
that is really good is that Living Love that wills the blessed-
ness of others."l Lotze's idea of the intrinsic goodness of a

I
|
|
|.
I

benevolent mind is as follows: !

This, having reality as a movement of the whole living

mind which feels, wills, and knows itself, is just on that

account not merely a formal general condition the fulfill-

ment of which by any other would entitle that other to the
appellation of good, without the condition itself being
good, but this it is which alone in the true sense has or
is this worth, and all else--resolves, senbtiments, actions,
and special directions of the will--2ll these share with it
only derivatively the one name of good.

In the activities of human beings, benevolent love may be mis- |

directed because of defective fdresight, 8o heed must be given E
to the regulative commands of a trained conscience. However, theﬁ
divine source of reality needs no such guidance, for nothing is E
prior to it, neither eternal truths, nor immediate reality, nor k
worth. Divine Living Love or the Supreme Good unfolds itself in L
one movement which to finite cognition apoears as three realms L
or aspects of the Good, which is the movement's end, the con- t

structive impulse of realization, and the universal truths that

are means Lo the end.®

1. MIC, II, 721,

2. MIC, II, 721. Dr. Brightman bases his "one vigorous argu-
ment for immortality" on the basic truth that "value is
personality at its best."” Thus if God is a good conserver
of values, he must also be a good conserver of persons,
without whose immortality there would be a great loss of
the highest intrinsic values. See Brightman, POR, 400-404,

3. MIC, II, 722,




' Lotze thus binds the three elemental realms of reality in

|terms of a lofty faith. His conclusion is that the Supreme Good
i

|is the only basis for the validity of value determinations, and
|

‘for that matter of all metaphysical axioms. He thinks that all
| of reality is brought forth "in order that the. . . Highest

“Good may become for the (finite) spirit an object of enjoyment
|

iin all the multiplicity of forms possible to it."l

All beine, all that we call mode and form, thing and event,
the whole sum of NWature, can be nothing else than the con-
I dition for the realization of Good, can be as it is only

I because th%s in it the infinite worth of the Good manifest-
l ed itself.

Hence cognition of value, however imperfect it may be, is ob-

jective and meaningful, for the universe 1tself has eternal

|
| of destiny and thelr contributions to the sum of reality, we

| possess the essential truth of things; Lotze holds that "it is
| only for the realization of this truth that things exist,"d

| Te 1ikens human cognitive powers to the apprehension of a spec-

‘tator at a theater, whose main enjoyment and edification lie in |

| an understanding of the significance of the performance, com-
| pared to which a knowledge of the mechanics and machinery oper-

I
| ating the stage changes is entirely unessential.? It is through
[l

to that labor which constitutes his eternal calling:

imposed on itself unchangeable laws by which it moves the

|
I As in the great fabric of the universe the creative spirit

. OMET, 152. 3, MIC, II, 356.
™ LE[E’__I,—SQG._ 4. OT“'EET, 152, 159.

coznition of wvalue that man may, and indeed must, apply himself

| value. In fact, in perceiving the import of things, their forms '

fl

u
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'\ world of phenomena, diffusing the fulhess of the Highest

i Good throughout innumerable forms and events, and distill-

: ing it again from them into the bliss of consciousness and

| enjoyment; so must man, acknowledging the same laws, devel-

‘ ov given exlistence into a lmowledge of its wvalue, and the
value of his ideals into a series of external forms pro-

I ceeding from himself,

Lotze stresses that this meaning of reality, this Highest
i
I

| are made clear to us through their manifestation in experience.

HNOP can the Highest Good be regarded as a principle from which

Good, cannot be described so easily as its derivatives, which

|all metaphysical truths may be deduced; for our human minds, a
I
| deduction of the world of forms from the world of values is
Limpossible.z Iotze writes:
| The very name, the 'Highest Good,' designates the content,
' the essentia of the highest vrinciple, but not the form of
' existence which we must attribute to it in order %o com-
l prehend it as a conditioning cause of the world of phenom-
ena.

The conclusion, then, of Lotze's axiological strand of
wthought is that "the substantial 'Ground' of the world is a
|
|Spirit, whose essence our cognition were [sic] able to desig-
|nate only as the living and existent Good."? For him, further

progress in metaphysics lies wholly in the union and elabora-

‘o which ontology leads, 2) the thought that all genuine real-

|ity is spiritual, and 3) the thought of the Highest Good as the

“reason for the formation of the world.®

|1, MIC, I, 401. 4. OMET, 154-155,
|2. OMET, 153; MIC, I, 396. 5. OMET, 154.

3. OMET, 154,

|tion of three postulates: 1) the thought of the Infinite Ground




4, Natural Evil and
E. S, Brightman'a Doctrine of "The Given"

Lotze makes no pretense of his axiological conviction that

Ithe three elemental realms of exverience, namely, facts, laws, |
land values, are reflections of three realms of reality, and that
lthese realms of reality are not merely disjointed processes, but

rather are three unified aspects of a teleologically unfolding

imonistic Good., Such is what he calls his "living faith" in this
hypothesis, that any other account of the three realms of ex-
perience 1is, for him, unintelligible.

What factors are evidently implicif :in Lotze's axlological |

faith? Ve should not deny that quite possibly Lotze's aesthetic
disposition in some measure contributes toward the formation of
isuch a lofty hypothesis. But we should maintain that any such

immediate aesthetic influence is not nearly important as two

[factors which demand serious philosophical consideration. The

[first is the assumption that human experience ig in some measure

a true reflection of the objective cosmic processes. Without

this assumption, the outcome, as Lotze perecelves in his introducs

tion to his Netavhysics, 1ls positivistic nihilism. The second

factor is his philosophical criterion of truth. When he contin-

nally insists that it is unintelligible that reason whould rise

out of what is not reason, what does he mean? He does not mean f

that it is inconsistent to think so, but rather that it is only

on the assumption that the objective processes are the activitie*

of one purposive Spirit that we can understand or make coherent [

our own existence, and that the assumption of a confidence in




I

'1
1

.iin reason is fully justified. Impersonal views of reality can-

not anpeal to such a criterion; they have in fact none. The

| most that they can claim 1s self-consistency, but not that they

are better or closer to truth than the personalistic view.

Thus Lotze's postulate of an unfolding monistic Good rests

mainly on a serious avveal to the criterion of intelligibility

or coherence., But now is it really coherent enthusiastically

and unreservedly to assume a monistic Good as the source of all

bl

for at least some hesitation?

existence? Should not the existence of natural evil give cause

Iotze was always fully aware of the problem of evil. How-

ever, he was never satisfied enough with the absolutistic ap-

| proach to offer a whole-hearted defense of it. In the lMicro-

cosmus, he confesses that there appears to be an irreconcilable

contradiction between the omnipotence and the goodness of God,

and that "we do not understand the solution which we yet

believe in."l He writes further:

I might. . . appeal to the fuller dimensions of true reality
in which may be reconciled supreme goodness and the exist-
ence of evil, which in our view must always conflict; but
all that I should accomplish with such a juggle of words
would be to veil the admission which we must frankly make,
that we cannot even imagine the direction in which thg un-
knovn conciliation of the difference is to be sought.

In the first edition of his lectures on the philosophy of reli-

gion, he goes so far as to say that

gtetement which we often hear made:

1, MIC, II, 717.
2, WIC, II, 718.

"we must take seriously the

that the reason for a meth-




od of guidance which we do not understand lies in the inscrut-

able wisdom of God."l However, in the second edition, represent-

ing probably his final thought, he pronounces the problem to be

'an enigma, made bearable only by a practical religious faith

| which he calls "a deed that is to be accredited to character."2

| 34

Lotze's personalistic followers have almost without excep-

tion accounted for evil on the absolutistic basis of the
ideal whole. In recent times, however, Dr. E, S, Brightman has

formulated an unusual theory of a finite God, which would in

| large measure mitigate Lotze's theoretical hesitancy. This the-

5ory has greatly influenced contemporary personalistic idealism

and has received much attention in theological discussions. Dr.
Brightman ascribes evil not to the will of God, but to the hin-

drances imposed on God's will by certain eternal, unwilled, and

|uncreated elements or processes present within God's unity of

'consciousness.® These non-voluntary conscious processes as well

as the voluntary rational and non-rational forms of activity

are included in what Dr. Brightman calls "The Given." The Given

|consists of

the eternal uncreated laws of reason and also of equally
eternal and uncreated processes of non-rational conscious-

1. OPRL, 145,

2. OPR®, 12s8.

3« This view may be regarded as a specisl case of Whitehead's
general suggestion that "the temporal world is to be con-
strued in terms of additional formative elements which are
not definable in the terms which are applicable to God."
Dr. Brightman would alter this to read: ". . . not defin-
able in the terms which are applicable to God's rational
and good will." See Whitehead, RIM, 99.




- ness which exhibit all the ultimate qualities of sense ob-
. jects (oualia), disorderly impulses and desires, such ex-
veriences as pain and suffering, the forms of space and

| time, and whatever in God is the source of surd evil,l

| tod, according to Dr. Brightman, controls The Given in the
|sense that he uses the rational aspects (like Plato's Pattern)

i-as instruments of experience in fashioning the non-rational as-
Fpects (1ike Plato's Receptacle) in so far as possible for ideal
|

Lvalues.z "God's will is limited both by eternal necessities of
|

‘reason and by eternal experiences of brute fact."® Dr. Bright-
|
man stresses that it is only in this respect that God is finite;

|
IThus all natural evils--global disturbances, mental illnesses,

in goodness and love (as well as in duration) he is infinite.

Il
“and numerous terrible bodily diseases--are the outcome of God's
lstruggle with The Given.% This struggle is one of eternal and

|inexhaustible "perfectibility" (i.e. never reaching static per-
ifection).s

In revly to numerous objections which have been raised re-

lsarding The Given, Dr. Brightman has given what seems to us to

be a most convincing defense.® Since then, however, Dr. L. H.
|

DeWiolf has advanced a fresh challenge. Dr. DeWolf's arguments,

tfound in his short but excellent critique of neo-orthodox ir-

Prationalism, consist in 1) the cormon absolutistic appeal to

[fhunan limitations of knowledge, and 2) the objection

lthat the doctrine of The
'|

|

1. Brightman, POR, 337, 4, Brightman, Art.(1932)%2,
}2. Brightman, POR, 338. 135

|3e Brightman, POR, 300, 5. Brightman, POR, 340.

| . 6, Brightman, Art.(1932)%2,




Given does not exvlain evil.l Dr. Brightman has adequately an-

swered the first.2 Hence we need briefly notice only the second.

| Dr. DeVolf writes:

Actually the meaning of an event is not one whit further
sxnlained when it has been attributed to The Given, but then
the very possibility of any explanation ever being found has
been denied. For all explanation implies intelligibility.
What is inherently non-rational can neither be intelligible
within itself nor can any inference be made from its exist-
ence regarding the causation of such and such further

events.
|

'In this passage, Dr. DeWolf manifests a speculative rationalis- |

' tic approach to a philosophical definition of explanation and

'intelligibility. His criticism of The Given is thus wholly ex-

|ternal, for Dr. Brightman's idea of explanation rests, like that

of Lotze, on more empirical grounds. Certainly, if "the real is
‘the rational," then evil is either unreal and irrational or it
|is explainable entirely in terms of rational purposes. However,

| empirically there are non-rational factors such as values and

| sensations in experience, and we may hence infer the presence of|

| such factors in God's experience. Therefore, 1f the empirical

'philosophical approach to evil is true, The Given most certain-
|

'ly is an explanation, and, in so far as 1is empirically vossible,

: 4
‘makes evil intelligible. It seems then that Dr. DeWolf, by rea-

fson of his rationalistic restriction of explanation, falls short|

|I
|of refuting the Given. His second objection presuvposes the

ﬂtruth which the first seeks to establish, namely, that evil is

3. Deliolf, RRR, 183,

2. See Brightman, Art.(1952)2, 141, 4. For Dr, Brightman, to ex-

S Z ain means to include
whe he answers Xnudson's pl
el AR SERSRER coherent context, not

_ to explain away !

|
|
il. DeVWolf, RRR, 183.
|

i fourth argumente.




|part of an ideal rational whole.

I
H We should also mention F. H. Ross's main thesis against |
h
|The Given. He thinks that Dr. Brightman's doctrine implies a

‘metavhysical dualism, for the reason that The Given is present-

|_ecl as a definite force in addition to the force of God's will.

|Since Dr. Brightman holds that God's will and his nature are

|

|
inseparable, The Given cannot be included in God's nature with-
i

‘out also being included in his Will.l The force of Ross's rea-

;soning comes from the assumption that God's will expresses his :
f
[whole nature. Empirically, the grievous character of evil con-
|

;tradicts this assumption, so 1t must gilve way to the possibility|
ithat God's nature contains non-voluntary processes. It is just y
E:this possibility that Dr. Brightman exploits to avoid metaphys- L
:ical dualism, while at the same time accounting for evil. i
d Is the finitistic hypothesis an answer then to Lotze's
Hhesitancy? It would certainly seem so. In fact, it is quite sur-i
Eprising that althouzh Lotze held a serious regard for the abso-
“lutistic possibility, his many-sided probing did not lead him to
Eentertain the finitistic view as an equally serious possibility,

| It seems to us that one cannot be considered without bringing to

‘mind the other. Evil is surely real and terrible bevond all rea-

;son—-this is an empirical fact sufficient enough to lead one

‘immediately to a finitistic view of God. On the other hand, we l
| ;

|cannot lightly put aside the remembrance of our limitations, and

ialso that strong axiological hope within, that would like to seq
|
| |
1, Ross, PPE, 41-51. B o o |




| 211 existence without exception traced back to one Good. This,
| with somewhat less force, keeps us mindful of the absolutistic |

‘hope. These are the two choices bsfore us ignorant mortals. As

| Dr. Brightman says:

' The choice is not between divine impotence and human igno- ,
rance, but rather between two faiths for us ignorant mor- |
tals. We must choose between the fzith that God's will does
not produce the evil in question, yet can make all things

| work together for an increasing good, and the failth that

. God produces both the evil and also a perfectly ideal out-

. come from it.l ‘

What cholice shall we malze? Empirically, there is little

:reason to doubt the adequacy of the finitistic hypothesis. It

iis, as we see 1t, the task of philosophy to adjust itself to the
ffacts as we lmow them now, and not to "adjust" the facts to a {
lspeculative rationalism or to a revelational dogmatism or to a
|materialistic reduction based on a fanatical faith in experi-

|
'ment. Philosophy ought to be a down-to-earth regressive investi-|

Wgation and not an inflexible legislative interpretation of the

|racts. As Lotze suggests, we must alter all starting notions
iwhich cannot be held without contradiction when our thoughts are|
fsystematized, but which can without contradiction be replaced

fby others. Now since natural evil contradicts our idea of love,
}we must alter the general starting notion of a monistic all- ”
!begetting Good. We can without contradiction assume that evil is

/due to non-voluntary processes within the monistic personality

of the Good. This, therefore, must be our choice.

|1. Brishtman, Art.(1932), 141. |
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J Why did not Lotze, especially in view of his admirable em-
pirical methodology, make this choice? Could it possibly have

|been that he was so engrossed in the poetry of his beautiful

|
|
imetaphgsical monism that he was too insensitive to the brutal
prose of evil to carry his reasoning in this matter to a defi-
nite empirical hypothesis? His consistent fineness of thought

and his exhaustive handling of problems make this possibility

practically unthinkable, The reason appears to be simply that he

felt that the application of a thorough emplirical methodology to
Ithe problem of evil would lead to a compromise regarding his
optimistic axiological ideals which would be even more unbear-

lable than the admitted uncertainty of an absolutistic view. In

| support of this conjecture, we should quote B. P. Bowne, who we
think was one with Lotze on theodicy, and who gives a very ex-
plicit statement of his own unwillingness to adjust to the facts
|lof evil:

If any one had an interest in maintaining the opposite hypo-
thesis of unwisdom and evil in fthe world-ground, much might
be said for it. . . Of course, a purely objective procedure
would demand thet we take all the facts into account and

| strike the average. Such a study of the facts would leave us
in great uncertainty. . . The outcome would probably be the
affirmation of a being either morally indifferent, or moral-
1y imperfect, or morally good, but limited by some insuper-
able necesslity which forbids anything better than our rather
shabby universe. But the mind is not satisfied to take this
road. It will not allow its ideals to collapse without some

? effort to save them. It prefers rather to maintain its faith
' in the ideal, and to set aside the conflicting facts as some-
thing not yet undeprstood, but which to perfect insight would
fall into harmony.l

|

|1. Bowne, THE, 257-258, This passage harmonizes well with

| Lotze's thoughts in Art.(1880), 150, which we have quoted
on page 8 of this thesise
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Regarding Dr. Brightman's definition of The Given, we

ishould be more sati
|

j¢2]

fied if the factor "disorderly impulses and

reshl were omitted. This factor 1s doubtless assumed %o

|-

des
account for global disturbances. But why not charge all such
disturbances to an unlmowm non-voluntary "whatever in God is the

source of natural evil"? Then there would be less cause for an

lobjection like Dr, DeWolf's, that The Given (i.e. the sources of

levil in The Given) is "a projection of confusion and frustra-

tion within our experience to the being of God himself."2 It

would seem best not to press the finitistie view for conecrete

analogies, especially since we obviously do not possess creative

\wills (except perhaps in a very remote sense, as manifest in

artistic creation). Thus any analogy which might seem appro-
priate would give little insight into the rise of evil, and

would gilve needless cause for charges of anthropomorphic "pro-

|Section.”" Ve shonld be content to ascribe all natural evil to

a unique inscrutable vprocess in God's being, and to rest the

hypothesis on the absence of disverificatory evidence® regarding

RN

|
1le It is of interest to note that the factor "disorderly
impulses™ is closely related to Plato's "Receptacle," the
primordial chaos of space, and discordant and disorderly
motion. See Brightman, POR, 339.

DeWolf, RRR, 172,

De We Hall emphasizes the significance of disverification in
metaphysics. He writes: "We must remember that disverifica-
téry instances are far more significant in deciding between
the claims of rival metaphysical hypotheses than are verifi-
catory; thus we shonld construct our hypotheses with this in
mind, and constantly be alert in weighing them and in ad-
vocating them for disverification." Hall, Art.(1947), 191.
See also his discussion of the relative importance of dis-
verification in science and in metaphysics (189-191).



the mutual compatibility of this hypothesis with the personal- h

| . 4 |
|istic metaphysical which, as we shall see, seems to be such an l
l

Il v " ’ .

inevitable outcome of a consideration of the phenomenon of
Before concluding thils section, we should notice Dr. P, A,

|Bertoceil's interesting criticism of The Given. Dr. Bertocci has

'suggested that it might be more desirable to call only "the

|
|
ireciprocal action, ‘
|
|

|chaotic retarding factor in God's experience" The Given, for the

necessities or a logical »nrius to God's activity.l This propos-

|
. |
reason that we cannot know that the rational laws are immutable ‘
—Z=is |

|

|
led alteration would be in accord with Lotze's argument against h
| |:
|the doctrine of pre-mundane truth.? That is, we have no a priorih
' |
lright to subsume this particular world under the easily con-

|ceivable general category 'all possible worlds,!' and from this

'to infer an immutable prius to God's rational activity. For who

lcan tell what would be if the world were otherwlse realized?

|This seems to us to be quite true; we must at least leave open
|
|
realization by God, and hence that there may be no logical |
| I
| 7
Ij'DI’lU.So I
i- | |
Ile Bertocci, EAG, 279. |
2. Yie are here, of course, not concerned with what Lotze was
| primarily interested in refuting; namely, the view that ;
( rational truth is an authoritative realm apart from the being|
l of God. Dr, Brightman's doctrine of The Given poses only the
I question of logical priuvs. It is well to note also that Dr.
Brightman does not include reason as a phase of The Given in 1
The Problem of God (1930). This synthesis first avpears in
| The Finding of God (1931),

i
‘the possibility that there are other possible modes of rational ‘
I
|
|




On the other hand, we see no reason why the absolute i
| Il

necessity and validity of the forms of reason as we know them |

[now should not be an acceptable empirical basis for the hypo-
|thesis that God truly has a rational given. On such a basis, we

|[should judge that Dr. Brightman's ldea of The Given is amply |
| |
|substantiated. In any case, however, the doctrine of a non- '
i |
|

(voluntary given as the source of natural evil is unaffected,

|

( The above discussions bring us to the conclusion of our
|

lexaminatisn of the finitistic view as a possible answer to |

Lotze's hesitancy regarding the problem of evil. It seems to us,
!indeed, that the finitistic view is the only possible consistent‘
| i
4outcome of the empirical methodology whose principles Lotze i

Ehimself so admirably formulated. Strangely enough, however, he |

did not even entertain the idea of such a solution. The assump- ‘

tion of a finite God is a reasonable outcome of a serious

|
|attempt to account for the facts here and now, and, contrary to |

” - - - |
Bowne's fears that religious ideals would be undermined, it can |
|
i

ljas Dr., Brightman's philosophy demonstrates) be stated in such
|

a way as to be fully compatible with a rich and wholesome

Ireligious faith., Lotze's over-optimistic doctrine of an unfold-

ing monistic Good diffusing itself throughout reality is certain-

iiy what we would like to be true, what we certainly must wish

|

|
ifor; but the facts as we know them now (not as we might lmow
|

[
I

I
and toward a far less poetical actualitye. |

L, . ¢ =
them) seem inexorably to point us away from our likes and wishes




CHAPTER II

THE MONWNISTIC TIMPLICATIONS OF RECIPROCAL ACTION

In the preceding chapvter we followed Lotze's axiological
| strand of thought to the postulate of a monistic Good--the

| source of all reality. We shall now turn to the ontological

ﬁstrand, through which Lotze, employing a sensitive and venetrat-|
ing dialectic that subjects every idea to a most comprehensive i
Jcriticism, arrives at the concept of an immeterial monistic M
as medistor and sustainer of all interaction.
1. The Essence of a Thing

According to Lotze, the primary fact that concerns meta-
physical inguiry is change, which dominates the whole range of
:existence.l Now how does Lotze's doctrine of change begin? At

| the outset, he, in agreement with the ordinary view of things,

I
ity of changing and interacting things. This changing reality 1

|accepts what sensuous experience presents, namely, a multiplic-

is ordinarily taken to have a persistent existence entirely

indenendent of any observer, and it is this very indevendence
that establishes reality as objective. If we now ask what it is:
|

that constitutes the true essence of actual things as distin-
l
_ h
| would seem to be that it is just the objective reality of those h

| suished from those merely imagined, the most convincing answer

l1. MET, I, 2.




_ |3s MET, I, 53.

jconnections which actually bind things.l This answer very nat-

|
urally presuvposes independent centers of relations to which

| the changing states of an individual and also its changing re-
|

I

| lations with other things attach.? From the standpoint of this
||

| common view, Lotze raises two of the most important questions

iof ontology: 1) What is the peculiar nature of the objective
| relations connecting things? 2) How must we concelve the being

I
| of these centers of relations about which the changing states

'of a thing adhere?®

[ In answer to the latter, Lotze opposes himself to the

| notions of "pure being" and creative "putting."

| as mere verbal indications of the somehow common character of
|

iall existence, but certainly not ontological explanations of
|

| this character. Here, as very frequently in his discussions, he

detects in such notions that curious and vain attempt to show
how reality came to be as it 1is, whereas the proper study of
ﬂmetaphysics is only reality as given, assuming of course that

there was an incomprehensible original "creative breath” that

|gave things the common chaPracter of existence which we seek to

ﬁmake theoretically explicit.? Lotze argues that it is much more

lplausible to assume that reality with all its relations came
?into being in a single act, and not according to those succes-

| sive strata which our abstractions all too easily suggest.S

|1. mET, I, 36-37. 4, MET, I, 195-196.
2. uET, I, 38. 5. MET, I, 40-463

WCertainly, holds Lotze, we must give up all ideas of homoge-

He regards them




'neous centers of "pure being." Lotze objects to Herbart's idea
iof a simple supra-sensible determinate quality posited in crea-ﬁ
' tion as the essence of a thing, for the reason that it does
'not explain the form of a changing thing at any given instant.
'That 1s, the simple quality C, which supposedly is the essence |
iof the thing in all its successive forms 815 8pseses, &,, cannot |
!unreservedly be identified with any single aps which excludes
!
;all other forms.t Rejecting all such attempts to arrive at a
| simple "core™ of things, to explain the changeable by what is
unchangeable, Lotze turns to the view advocated in ancient I
| |
. I
times by Heraclitus, that all existence is flux, that reality
is process, and tentatively suggests that the unchangeable l
| essence of a thing lies in a certain pattern of change.
Thus, it may be stated as a general truth, that our ides |
of that which makes a thing what it is consists only in I
the thought of a certain regularity with which it changes I
to and fro within a limited circle of states whether spon- |
taneously or under visible external conditions, without |
passing out of this circle, and without ever having an ex-

istence on its own account and anart from any one of the
forms which within this circle it can assume o2

| He cautions against grounding the possibility of this regular-

!ity in any authoritative realm of general laws, like the Fate
1

| of early Greek speculation; or in any realm of Platonic Ideas. |
EAnd in accordance with Hume, we must not think that our knowl- |
|edge of the regularity affords us an exhaustive representation |

'of that actuval connection of reason and consequent in virtue of

which things changeﬁSBut if this is so, how can we consider

1. MET, I, 69. 3. MET, I, 110.
2. VBT, I, 77.




regularity or law as the real living active essence of a chang- |

' ine thing? By what concrete form may we represent this true

|
| essence?

Upon closer examination of the notion of change, Lotze
| finds that the term is not wholly satisfactory in describing ;
| a thing as 1t assumes successive forms; for when the thing in

| state p proceeds %o a new state q, no residuum of p is carried

|

|over to which the attribute 'change' may properly be predicated.
|_be state p really becomes a new and different q, which rises

‘out of the complete extinction of p. However, Lotze emphasizes

1that he does not mean to assert an absolute becoming. The forms |

;al, 8gyees, 2, cammot be regarded as self-contained motionless |

| 1
| beings such that there is some instantanedus interval of time
I

| between them during which the thing ceases to exist. These
|
' symbols are merely our way of conveniently representing what is |

'really a continuous becoming, "a continuity according to which
ievery later phase in the becoming, instead of merely coming into
!being after the earlier, issues out of it. "l Totze cites

'Aristotle‘s concepts of 5U9¢tt$ and GV&QIG°& as clear exores- |

|

‘ ons of this kind of becomlng.2 For Aristotle, a thing as i
'potential is not a mere possibility of thought, but an existent |
|
|
I

|
reality whenever conditions for its rise to actuality are

I

|

|
. MET, I, 114. | "
2. Prof. J. Wild, in his article entitled "The Structure of |
. Change" concludes that "at the present time, and in the
| present state of ohilosophy, Aristotle's account of the
| structure of change and becoming have for us an importance
| exceeding that of merely academic. . . study." See Wild,
Art.(1941), 59, Lotze clearly realized this.




|actually contained beforehand in something else already exist-

. s .
,: ing evegéws .1 Totze thus comes to the fullest formulation of |

. | the problem under consideration: What must this essence of a I

”thing be in order while existing at any given instant in a state|
”ap to contain as potential a2ll future states ap+l’ ap+2,...,

iap+n, and vet again to hold all states 81, Bgyseey Snis: BB f

| Lotze says, "as its own, and thus to maintain itself as against |
| them."2 The possibility of this kind of an identity in change
| we find, according to him, in the special nature of only one '
| being: the spiritual subject.

It is only through the fact that our attention, bringing
events into relation, comprehends past and present in mem-
ory, while at the same time there arises the idea of the
persistent ego to which both past and present belong, that
we become aware what is meant by unity of being throughout
a change of manifold states, and that such a unity is pos-
sivle. . . Thus the proximate conclusion to which we are

. forced would be this: If there are to be things with the

. oroperties we demand of things, they must be more than thlnns.

' Only by sharing thig character of the spiritual nature can

' they fulfil uhe general requirements which must be fulfilled |

l in order to constitute a thing.

| 2. The Connections Between Things

J i. The Concent of Commensurability. Regarding the prob-
| .
1lem of the peculiar nature of the objective relations between (

'things, Lotze distinguishes two kinds of relatedness: 1) the
| '
WCommensurability of all things, which renders them members of |

“a system having one universal truth, and 2) the connection of
|

. |‘c:ause and effect.4 Commensurability provides especially for the I
1orediction of future events. Lotze writes:
i!
|11, MET, I, 107. 3. MET, I, 223-224,
2. MET, I, 118, 4. WIC, II 587 ff.




' If once we drop this primary conviction, nothing any long-
er requires explanation and nothing admits of it; for that
| matual dependence would no longer exist which the explana-
tion consists in pointing out. . . And just because of this
| the mere fact of a constantly repeated coincidence would be
| no proof of the presence of a universal law, by the help of
. which a further forecast might become possible as to the vet
' unobserved cases that lie in the future. It is not until the
| connection of manifold facts according to law is establish-
ed as a universal principle that any standard can exist for
distinguishing a possible from an impossible, a probability
from an improbhability.

Nothing then could be more basic to experimental research than

[this concept.2

ii. The Possibility of Reciprocal Action. The fact that

|
:the events that form the course of the world can be vnredicted

|las consequents from lImown antecedents points to a primary unity |

iof all things. However, Lotze finds more positive grounds for
'such unity in the second kind of relatedness: reciprocal causal
iaction. The primary question here 1s, what condition must be
ifulfilled if in any relation C, whatever its form, things are
!to affect each other causally‘z5

| One vpossibility that easily and naturally suggests 1ltselfl
|is that there is some kind of transeunt action. Lotze shows in
ISOme detail how this idea is hopelessly involved in endless
difficulties (e.g. the nature of the entity transferred, what

|determines its direction of travel, how the entity can act on

‘the object and be absorbed into it), and ends by presupposing

1. MET, I, 6=7.

2, MET, I, 7. E. E. Thomas finds three directions in Lotze's
quest for unity: 1) the logical unity of commensurabllity,
2) the all-inclusive unity making interaction possible, and
3) the unity of a changing thing. See Thomas, LTR, 55.
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hwhat it set out to explain. But now if the paséage of influ-
fences is incredible, the only alternative is to attempt an ex-
lanation without such fruitless presuppositions.l

: Lotze gilves special attention to one such attempt, namely, ﬂ
;Leibniz's notable system, in which the individuals of the uni- |

Yverse are simple super-spatial immaterial monads or force- i
Ysubstances, "without windows" and acting in completely deter- |
:mined harmony pre-established by God, the all-inclusive monad.® u
iLotze finds two main difficulties in this unusuval attempte.
Filrstly, why did God choose to give objective reality to the
i"best of all possible worlds,” instead of simply allowing it to

| remain as a thought? He says:

To give reality to an idea of a world was only worth doing

I if the sum of the Good was increased by the sum of those

I who might become independent centres of its enjoyment; if,

« « o the beings, of whom the image and conception were in-
cluded in the avproved plan of a world, were enabled them-

' selves t0 think it and have exverience of it in their i
lives.®

This could hardly be consistently provided in a system where

the inner development of each monad tales place in a parallel

|

|

|

|

|

| independent course in which the successive states are complete=- }
|
|1y indifferent to each other. Lotze's second objection is that !
|

|
Leibniz does not explain the necesgsity of general laws as a r

|condition of that perfection of the world which renders it wor-

|thy of existence. It is not self-contradictory to supvose that |
|genera1 laws are entirely alien to the realization of perfec-

tion, and that each moment of reallty may well be unique, con- |

1., MET, I, 146. 2. Windelband, HOP, 425, 3. MET, I, 154, |
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&forming only to the import of the whole, whatevzr aesthetic or
| poetic basis that might have.l

l Lotze grants that some such pre-established sympathetic

| connection between independent inner developments of things

waffords a possible solution to the problem of reciprocal action.|

dHowever, he shrinks away from the thoroughly consistent deter-
minism involved, and clings to the insuppressible hope (justi=-
| fied by those all-important axiological principles which we

‘discussed in the previous chapter) "that the course of things

‘in which we live admits of events being initiated, which are

| not the necessary consequences of previous development."<
LAccordingly, he believes that all ideas of independent centers
iconnected either by external or by occasionalistic ties must be

| given up.
Iotze instead offers the postulate that the state of a
|thing can be changed only by some passion or living feeling

larising within itself. Only in so far as things can produce

|
| passions in each other can they interact. Lotze adds that "the

Jchange which we assume in one must be a direct passion in the
Iother. . "3 "Mhe peality of one state is the direct and im-
|mediate condition of the realization of another."® We must, he
;holds, agsume as the ground of this possibility the substantial

oneness of all things, and must take interaction to be one of

| "those simple facts that compose reality."® In the following

|1. MET, I, 160-162. 4, MET, I, 164.
2. MET, I, 163; MIG, II, 597. 5. MIC, II, 599.
'3, WIC, II, 596, 636,

i
|
|
i
I|
fl
I
||
|




|passages we have a clear summary of this crux of Lotze's meta- |

iphysical monism:

”the

There cannot be a multiplicity of independent things, but
all slements, if reciprocal action is to be possible be-
tween them, must be regarded as parts of a single and real
Being. The pluralism with which our view of the world began J
has to give place to a monism, through which the 'transeunt! |
operation,_always unintelligible, passes into an 'immanent!
operation.

(sicd)
It is only if individual things do not float lndenendent”or
left to themselves in a vacuum across which no connection
can reach--only if all of them, being finite individuals, are
at the same time only parts of one single Infinite Substance,
which embraces them all and cherishes them all within it-
self, that their reciprocal action, or what we call such, is |
posszble. For only then can the change which any one of them
experiences be at the same time a state of the Infinite, so |
that 1t i1s not necessary for its influence to extend across |
a gulf which can never be filled up, in order to produce i
this state; only then can the result which this state pro-
duces in the Infinite, in accordance with the truth of its
own nature, apnear at the same time as a change of other
individual things without there being any negd of some fresh |
process by which 1t may be produced in them. |

3. The Oneness of All Things

Two general problems now present themselves: 1) How can '

}unity; that 1s, 1s the notion formally self-consistent? 2) Un-

[der what concrete form may we in thought represent this all-

leip

® ..

i
I
Infinite One contain the plurality of finite things in its

| embracing Be:’mg?5

fl
|
[
i. The Formal Nature of the Immanent M. The substantial
I
I

unity which Lotze finds to be a necessary presupposition of re-

iilo
:!2.

rocal action he designates by the symbol M. This M somehow

olves 1tself, relative to our faculties of observation, into f
MET, I, 165, 3. MIC, II, 598, |
MIC, II, 598. |




|a plurality of individuals. According to him, if we take any

| two particular things, A and B, and call the remaining multi- I

plicity R, then M can be considered the function g(A,B,R). Any

change in A will immediately affect M, and since B and R are in-ﬁ
“

cluded in M, they will be 1mmediately subject to change. This

| is what Lotze calls "only an immanent operation of M upon M.l I

vary greatly. For example, a change in R may result in the pro- |

|duction of a P, leaving A and B unaffected; or a change in R i

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

I

VHe points out however that the intensity of relations in g may |
‘may affect only B; or a reciprocal action between A and B may I
| |
|

|
'leave R unaffected. In all cases the kind and degree of relation

“realized is due solely to the import or plan of M, whose unity J
I I
‘may be likened to a piece of polyphonic music in which the |

voices are not externally related, but are similtaneously pre-

thing is what it 1s and acts as it acts only through the com-

|
|sent as blended yet distinet in one complex sound wave.2 A
|
mission given it by the monistic M as its part in the fulfill- ﬂ
i
|
|

Iment of the equation M=M.%

] Lotze shows that the law of ldentity does not by any means ‘
| I
|preclude predicating both unity and multiplicity of M. However, |
|M is not g in the same neutral sense that M=M; M=g rather "in

J .
|the active sénse of bringing it forth and being present in it. 4

In short, reality is much deeper than the bare copula 'is' of |

logic. Lotze writes:

|
1. MET, I, 168. 3. MET, I, 198.
|2, MET, I, 171, 193. 4, MET, I, 177. .




(i S is P and S is not P are irreconcilable with each other;

f but the propositions S is P and S is non-P are reconcil-

I able until it is egtablished as a matter of fact that there
‘ is no non-P=Q., . .

” Lotze defends his doctrine of M as immanent in all finite
!things against a Leibnizian separation of things and God. He
| thinks that Leibniz, in thus sevarating the world from the mind

!of God, deprives the world of that very inner connectedness and
|

richness, which, encompassed by the living presence of God, is

|

”the ultimate reason for its raalization.z He grants that the

|

!!

Wdesire to prevent distinctionless blending of God and the world
|

ﬂis surely justified. However, the way to do this, he holds, is

‘simply to recognize that

I

I what In this theory is presented as a mere possibility and

“ preliminary suggestion (to the mind of God) is in fact the

W full reality, but that nevertheless the one remains differ-

” ent from_all the manifold, which only exists in and through
the one,

i
H
|the complex of all things, as a motionless object of contempla-

Finally, Lotze warns against taking the truly existing M,

!tion. It is entirely unlike the unmoved Mover of Aristotle.

|
Rather, since exverience testifies to the reality of continual

|
|
\becoming, we ought to assume that M is in a process of eternal
|
| developments

|

|

It is not therefore as a stationary identity with itself,
but only as an eternally self-sustained motion that we have
. to recognize the given being of that which truly is. And as
I given with it we have also to recognize the direction which
| its motion takes.4

rl. MET, I, 175.
'2. MET, I, 186.

3. MET, I, 186.
4, MET, I, 197.
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the doctrines of idealism and realism. He represents his own '

[trary assumption of a given harmonious arrangement of all ele-

ments. This arrangement might have been otherwise or not at all,

ii., The Immanent M as Idea or Thought. In regard to the

concrete form of M, Lotze immediately turns to a comparison of

teleological idealism by the equation M=g(A,B,R), and realism, |
the opposing view, by the converse: g(A,B,R)=M.1 These egquations
very effectively bring out the basic contrast of the two views,
for the former means that M is the independent variable,2 the
developing living Idea whose import is the "form-giving prius"”
of the world. The latter, on the other hand, presents M as the
devendent variable, the resulting form which the material world

assumese. Realism explains the many marvellous organic and in-

organic activities of adaptation to ends with the rather arbi-

but, once given, it leads to the resulting ends in accordance
with general laws. Lotze's chief criticism, therefore, is that
realism appeals to two independent principles which it has no

way of uniting: 1) the authoritative general laws, and 2) the

i
given arrangement of thelr points of application.®

For idealism, the idea M is a concrete reality, not condi-

the order of development of its forms as well as forming the

|
|
tioned by any pre-mundane truth, but maintaining teleologically
|
i

. MET, I, 208, :
2+ This is of course the exact opposite of ordinary mathematicalﬂ
convention., In the equation y=f(x), v is ordinarily called i
the dependent variable, and x the independent variable, Never-
theless, Lotze's illustration is quite clear and useful. T

Be MET, I, 218. These objections would, however, not apply to '

a thelstic realism. |

|
i



‘find continually stressed by Hegel--the self-identical Universal

multiplicity of elements. By its unconditioned act of determina-
tibn, M makes each preceding phase of its development the condi-
tion of the realization of the following phase, as its nature
lconstantly progresses to new forms. Lotze emphasizes that we
must never think of the Idea as an unformed being apart from alll
the possible forms of realization. It does not figuratively dip |
into a repertory of possible forms, clothing itself with those

|

forms required for a possible series. The Idea is real only in

|
some definite formd Totze's notion here is like that which we

ﬁn which God maintains his "absolute, permanent foundation" is
only an abstract moment, and nothing apart from the rich full-
hess of concrete Spirit, which alone really is.? Lotze points
,6ut further that due to our habit of thinking of all things as
instances of kinds, we are easily liable to imagine M and some
non-M as instances of the general category 'All possible worlds."
_&his, according to him, is the root of those abstract'doctrines
of pre-mundane truthe?

Now how does Lotze reconcile this teleological process of
the realization of M with the unive}sal validity of natural law? |
jHe does so by the postulate that the change in M from phase to |
fphase comes through a combination or resultant of many uniform |
|

effects, which, considered in themselves, are unchangeable and

ﬁndapendent of the phase in which they happen to be contempo-

., MET, I, 212-213.
2. Hegel, POR, I, 9l.

3. MET, I, 210.
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irary. Thus there is a universal mechanism of realization which i
| I
necessarily impels M from form to form, and yet each mechanis-

. ‘tic realization conforms exactly to the import of M. The follow- |

ing passage enables us to connect this outcome of Lotze's onto-

|
|
|
]
|

logical strand of thought with the axiological considerations

Such is the fact: such is the nature of the concrete Ides, i
and such the manner of its realization at every moment, that |
everything which it ordains in virtue of its own import must |
issue as a necessary result in ordered succession from the I
blind co-operation of all the several movements into which

it distributes itself, and accordinﬂ to the general laws |
which it has imposed upon itself.l |

*of the first chapter:
|

| 1ii. Space and Time in the Oneness of Things. For the I
i I
salte of rounding out this presentation, it would be well to add |
| “
a very brief statement of Lotze's views of space and time in the |

!monistic M. As regards space, there are two main questions:
&) How can space have a reality of its own such that it exists i
I!:prior to its possible content? 2) How can the existence of real |
|

I%hings in space be conceivedfaAccording to Lotze's doctrine of i
I%nternal relations, the answer to the first is that space is
'?urely phenomenal; relations exist only as ideas of reflective
I’ithought, or as inner states of the interacting elements of existq
ﬂence. However, this does not mean that space is a mere semblance
E}eferring to nothing in the real world. For Lotze, spatial de- |
#erminations are secondary qualities which real relations pre- h

. lsent to our minds o2 That is, it is the total presence in con- |

I, 215-216. 3. MET, I, 258.

lO I—T_—
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lsciousness of the effects of things changing states according to |
I il

i?eal relations that is the direct cause of our spatial idea.l I

| Time is a much more-difficult concept, for, unlike space,
i |

ije vresentation of change in consciousness presupposes a real

succession of events. Lotze shows conclusively the contradic- J
tions involved in the notion of a timeless changeless reality h
which produces only an appearance of temporal change in finite

minds, His view 1s rather that the ordinary belief in an empty
;Fime in which events are said to take place is an illusory ab- |
straction of the real process of becoming which is the develop-

Il
ment of the monistic M. Actually, time 1is sul generis; becoming

iﬁrings forth time, and not vice versa.® Lotze holds that the

Eing:; 'present.'® Regarding the relation between the actual suc-

|
I
ontological realization of M takes place as an eternally chang- L
|
|
|
|
cession of the phases of M and our consciousness of the succes-

lsciousness of the passage of events depends on the peculiar '

nature of memory, which enables us to make a timeless comparison |

Ff 'present! and 'past.t?

i
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
H
eion, this, thinks Lotze, 1s a difficult matter, for our con- !
|
|
|
|
|
|

1e MET, I, 260. |
2. MET, I, 334. |
18. MIG, 1IXI, W15, |
4, MET, I, 335 ff. This difficulty is expressed in the Scriptur-|
h ‘al saying: "A thousand years in thy sight are as yesterday." l
I Ps. 90:4., See also 2 Pet. 3:8.

|

|




4, The Doctrine of
Causality in Logical Positivism
. |‘ In opposition to Lotze's monistic ontology of interaction,
%the sclentific spirit of our time has raised a strong protest.

gThe positivists, standing on Hume's well-knowm position,l deny
ﬁthat causality implies anything more than a regular succession ]
”of events, conveniently symbolized in functional relations. And
i

'the naturalists have taken up anew that "common sense" realism |
I

|wnich James so energetically championed at the beginning of the I
”century. In this short thesis we cannot give a very full account|
|of these agressive tendencies. We shall discuss several repre- |
Lsentative thinkers and shall try only to bring out decisive
“issues bearing on Lotze's assumption of a monistic M.

“ M. Schlick, one of the leaders of positivism,? does not

?deny that there may be a peculiar "intimacy" between cause and

hobservation, and he adds: "Where there is no definite verifica-

|tion, there can be no definite meaning."® Therefore, succession I
1 i I
ﬂis the only possible meaning of causality. To think of any me- |

|alating "tie" (e.g. Lotze's M) is to exceed the logical limits |
i. |

|
|
5\
I i'
Jeffect. However, for him verification is made only by sensuous d
| (
|
|
i
{
|
|
|

Jl. See Hume, ENQ, 75, where he says: "After a repetition of |
I similar instanceu, the mind is carried by habit, upon the '
H appearance of one event, to expect its usual attendant, and i
. to believe that it will exist. This connexion, therefore, |
. t which we feel in the mind, this customary transition of the
I imagination from one object to its usual attendant, is the
i sentiment or impression from which we form the idea of power I
ll or necessary connexion," .
|2. That is, until he was tragically assassinated in 1936, I
|3+ Sehlick, Art.(1932), 101, 103.




of linguistic usage and to enter the realm of nonsense. Schlick

After the scientist has successfully filled up all the gaps
‘ in his causal chains by continually interpolating new events,
| the philosopher wants to go on with this pleasant game after
(i all the gaps have been filled. So he invents a kind of glue
V and assures us that in reality it is only his glue that holds
the events together at all. But we can never find the glue;
L there is no room for it, as the world is already comfletely
| filled by events which leave no chinks between them.

fB. Waters in the same spirlt declares that the productive theory
;of causation is nothing but the imaginary endowvment of nature
;With the exchanges of poetical or artistic feglings.z

Before asking how the positivists establish regularity of

lsuccession, we would again point out that the arbitrary limita-

;tion of verification and meaning to sense data is not at all
ﬁjustifiable. It is said that we rmst abstain from all non-
ﬂsensuous inferences regarding causality. But, as J. Loewenberg
%reasons, such abstention is an imperative inference which must
Ebe justified; and yet, on positivistic grounds, nothing can
hjustify it but the plainly self-contradictory inference that

Lthe causal relation allows of no non-sensuous inference.o
|
|

' Now regarding the problems of induction and probability
Lthe familiar question is this: How is induction possible with-
lout the assumption of a real uniformity in nature, or, as Lotze

lasked, a commensurability of all things? V. F. Lenzen, an emi-

jnent philosopher of science, frankly admits that acceptance of

jcausality as a methodological principle of science involves the

1. Sehlick, Art.(1932), 109. 3. Loewenberg, Art.(1932), 36.

|

2. Waters, Art.(1938), 9l.




| presupposition of a uniformity of nature, "whose justification
!lies beyond science."t However, Schlick and Waters both insist
Fthat causal law does not indicate a necessary determination in
|nature. Laws are only "abbreviated expressions of the order in
which events do follow each other."2 As H. Feigl insists, we do
}not have to ground induction in any higher principle, for it
iitself i1s the rock-bottom ground of inquiry. We try, try, and
{try agaln to generalize from past experience, and if there is
:a regular order of events in nature we shall discover 1t.2 But
!we can never be sure of the fubture--knowledge, as Reichenbach
'puts it, can be interpreted only as "a system of posits or
“wagers."é How many times must observation of succession be made
;to establish causal law? There 1s no rule. According to the

'positivists, a function is constructed on the basis of observed

'data and then tested on new data. If the function succeeds, the |

|seientist gains greater confidence in his wager. Schlick writes:|

If observation shows that the function fits the new data

. « « he will believe that it expresses the real law. . .
He will believe it; he will never be absolutely sure, be-
cause new data may come up in the future which will not fit
into the formula. But, of course, his faith will grow with
the number of verifications.

I
|
| But we would here interrupt with a grave objection: Is not
|
|

this faith that seems so important for the establishment of

icausal law mere nonsense? Why should any number of successes in

' formulating the events of nature give us believing confidence

I
'1l. Lenzen, Art.(1932), 96. 3. Feigl, Art.(1947), 389.

|2. Sehlick, Art.(19325, 1143 4, Reichenbach, EP, 404,
Waters, Art.(1938), 93. 5. Sehlick, Art.(1932), 119.
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in the future if we really left it an open question whether

there is a uniform continuity in nature? As Lotze recognized,

| the idea of probability would then be meaningless, and it would

be no more improbable that nature should always change uniform-
ly, yet wholly accidentally, thanthat there should be a com- |
pletely disorderly succession of events.l Causal law would be

a meaningless term, and faith in our formulations would at best |
|
be hardly anything more than an irrational "stab in the dark."

/e would thus be brought to the last stage of a denial of ex- |

'planation. Fortunately, this positivistic procedure of wager-

fjectively as the best hypothesis either for experimental

ing, in virtue of its irrationality, cannot justify itself ob-

science or for wider fields of inquiry. Rather we shounld assume

that a judgment that event Y succeeds X according to causal law ﬂ
implies an inward ontological process in X by which Y is active-
ly determined. Only when this uniform process is presupposed ”

can causal law be formulated, and only when this same Inward

lprocess is adequately inferred can the causal relation be con- |
I |

sidered philosophically explained.

|1, MET, I, 7. This is the stumbling block to Russell's correla- |

tion theory of prediction. Regardless what grouping or ,
correlation of events has been formulated mathematically I
from the data of past experience, every prediction will be (
a leap into total darkness, unless there 1s assumed some i
ontological basis for an invariable causative action. See
Russell, AM, Ch. 2Q and Loewenberg, Art.(1932), 31-32.




|
relation? This question brings us to a sharp cleavage of Thought

5. The Naturalistic Ontology
of Sellars, Hofstadter, and Winn

But now what 1s adequate inference regarding the causal

in recent philosophy. On the one side are the naturalists, who

ascribe productive causality to a given material complex of

processes called "nature;" and on the other are the idealists, |

}who, like Lotze, see mediating spirit as the ontological condi-

|land to miss what we might have seen of the landscape."t What

|is this landscape or '"nature"? Naturalists are far from united

|the characteristic notion seems to be that expressed by Y. H.

'1s, according to W. R. Dennes, only to "waste the light of day,

.. .
| Krikorian:

tion of the possibility of causality.

The naturalists would cut Lotze off, as James might sav,
"without a shilling." They see no reason for leaving concrete i
"eommon sense' realism and solid experimental method in order

|

|

I

to speculate on the S 1l of things. Let us, they say, be I

|

content with ®s dsTw and perhaps Tt &oTw . but to ask S T( |
— EeiEY L3S pils 45 OLt® Tt

on a consistent and precise definition of the torm.? However, |

"Nature" means what empirical science finds it to be and i
what a completed empirical science would find it to be. H
Empirically nature includes physical objects and living I
beings, inclusive of human beings and their ideals.

||

|'. ;
|1 Dennes, Art.(1932), 176. l

2. See Brightman, NV, 31-34 for some outstanding examples of !
this surprising deflciency.

5. Krikorian, Art.(1944), 243, In comment, we should remark thati

it takes much faith to believe that experimental method will |

somedav encompass the self and its ideals. I




R. Sellars holds that the world, including mind, is basically a

substantial "texture" which we may penetrate thoroughly by in-

h
lduetion.t 411 things are more or less complex substances, com-
posed of units of matter which are extended, structural, and

massive.? Mind, according to him, emerges as a complex "non- '

fatomic kind."d For Hofstadter, "existence" is "denotative of the:
iconditiong of structure, behavior, and society."¢ "Structure ish
ﬁthe actuality of process and is potentiality for activity."d |
;There is no need of an extra agency to make possible structure;
1all that is needed, argues Hofstadter, is "that conditions be

;ripe for it." For him, the terms Force, God, Mind, and Nature

!are all syvmbols representing the fact that whatever havppens does;
‘so only according to "natural conditions and circumstances."S |

| But is it not really astounding that matter should in it-

Jself provide those "natural conditions" which integrate nature

into a harmonious "structure"? We should judge even before going
! .

ifurther into naturalistic ontology that naturalists do not take
|Lotze‘s objections agalnst realism seriously enough. They are
icontent, 1like William James, to take conjunctive and disjunctive!

" and to con- |

relations as given "primordial elements of fact,
|
sider the world as a collection of elements simply "hanging to-

ether."”? The conditions for "hanging together" are naltvely ex-

_ (;-;;'

Iplained simply by reference to "nature" or to such phrases as

1, Sellars, PPR, 373, 396-397., 5. Hofstadter, Art.(1935), 14.
2. Sellars, PrR, 286. 6. Hofstadter, Art.(1935), 14.
3. Sellars, PPR, 295, 40l1. 7. James, PU, 349, 358.

4, Hofstadter, Art.(1935), 14.




"the executive properties of matter."l This seems like rmuch too
4easy a way to make ontological explanations.
‘ On their "ontological prejudices,”" the naturalists male

|short work of the problem of unity in change. For Sellars, a

|
!thing is a complex secondary gndurant composed of units of mat- f
‘ter called "primary endurants.”? The thing is one and the same
in so far as there is "persistence of organization through
change."® He writes: "A thing may change in this respect or
that, the limit being that of breaking down or dissolution,"4
|Identification of a thing is possible because through memory we
|get "a valid categorial scheme of self-endurance or identity
through time, which we annly to other tnlngs."5 Thus the mind
2

s able to translate ontological similarity into "concentual

identity."6
A. Hofstadter declares that the problem of the unity of a

‘thing "solves itseli‘."7 The following passage best summarizes

Jhis reasoning:

The individusl and the unitary are identical; an individual
| is a substance and substantiality is individuvality. . . The
puzzle of inherence is avoided. The substance 1is not a group
of qualltles taken together and subsisting in something else, |
| but is the group of qnalitles constituted in a determlned
manner. Constitution is essential to the being of qualities,
| or, substance is the support, the unifier, the source of

l quality. . « The fact that substance is structural behavior
' in concreto; i.e. the constitution of an active entity im-

' plies the fact that a substance is a complex event. . . It 1is|
I not suggested here that a substantial event 1is made up of

1. Sellars, PPR, 378, 405. 5. Sellars, PPR, 305.
2. Sellars, PPR, 303-304. 6. Sellars, PPR, 382.
|3. Sellars, PPR, 307. 7. Hofstadter, Art.(1935), 14.

|4, Sellars, PPR, 303.




, diverse other events; the so-called qualitative events are
I all the same event, the substance, taken in different
| respects.

R. B. Winn also finds the problem relatively easy. The key

|to his solution lies in his concept of space and time relations.]|
I I
|For him, these relations are as real as the relata of matter; i

ihowever, they are inactive and non-substantial. Winn says:
"Relations alone are responsible for the continuity (i.s. sva-
|

4tia1 and temporal) of both objects and the intervals among

|
‘them."? Thus he thinks it is wrong to speak of internal and ex- |

\ternal relations; these adjectives are applicable only to re-

flata. The function of relations is "to constitute the continu-
|1ty of the world, not to be in it."3 Now the relata or things

lare, according to Winn, composed of ultimate varticles or "pri- 1
!mary relata" (like Sellars' "primary endurants") which may be
1either sizeless "punctual atoms" or indivisible units, like
|

Whitehead's "primates."# An organization consisting of two or |
_ |
|more relata bound together by a relationship is called a "strue-|

ltum."® A1l structa are "psychologically segresated situations”

(i

lor "isolates."® These concepts, Winn thinks, solve the paradox

I

|of the one and the many, and show that the problem is only an :

I H
|

|i1lusory product of the mind. He concludes that the passage in

|
|the mind from the one to the many is possible only because

"relations unify and bind, while relata invariably sevarate."’
|
[ |

|

1. Hofstadter, Art.(1935), 15. 5. Winn, Art.(1941), 32. |
|2. Winn, Art.(1941), 28. 6. Winn, Art.(1941), 33. I
3. Winn, Art.(1941), 29. 7. Winn, Art.(1941), 32, '
‘4. Winn, Art.(1941), 26. |
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|

|

! Relata are doubtless many. But relations are always whole;

| they tend to fuse together, no matter how many relata vou
are willing to include in an isolate. Consequently, when

yvou stress relata in your exverience, you have many; when,

on the other hand, you succeed in isolating a bit of reality

and stress relations, you have one. Thus devending on what

you emphasize, sevarateness or structure, you have one or |

many in what 1s essentially the same (i.e. the structum).

|

|

i e are very much imnressed by the technical and involved
fterminology of Sellars, Hofstadter, and Winn. However, as much
|

das we struggle to realize that they have gilven us the reason-

?able solution to the problem of unity in change, we rather feel
|that the real issue has been quietly avoided., What we mean when |
Ewe ask how can a thing be one, is not how can it be one at each
given instant. Certainly, what is at an instant is one related
|group of olements.? What we mean is how can it be one in a tem-
|

'poral succession of changes? Sellars alone comes to grips with
this issue in his doctrine of the translatability of ontological]|
;similarity into conceptual identity. But he remains with only

}an ontological similarity, not unity. Equations like Hof-

”stadter's substanceaunity and Winn's relations=spatio-temporal

| | |
|continuity=one are wholly tautologous. We honestly cannot see 1
that real insight they convey regarding any of the terms in- '

ﬁvolved.

H It seems to us that naturalism can be consistent only by I
|
'denying a real unity to the things of nature--identity in changeh

|
l1s Winn, Art.(1941), 33.

124 William James would go no further with the problem. He says

- of the thing: "Its unity is aboriginal, just as the multi- I
I plicity of my successive takings is aboriginal." But we might|
' remark that everything under the sun is aboriginal in a sense.
The question is, in what sense? See James, rU, 357,




l |
|can only be a strange product of the mind. The terms "relations)|

|"continuity," "conceptual identity,"

and "substance as unifier" |

lare but restatements of the problem. The most that naturalists J
| [
ﬂcan say is that things are merely ontologically similar (why, i

tho knows?), but that in some unimaginable way, the same "exec- L

i

II - - -
|utive capacities” that miraculously permit matter to emerge into

han example of true unity in change, namely, the self, also en-
Hable the self to bind together the different phases of a mys-
”terious ontological similarity into the concept of one thing.

#We thus see the frultful significance of Iotze's hypothesis: If
| - I
ha thing (or nature as a whole) is to be a real unity and not

Imerely a succession of mysteriously similar becomings unified l

lonly in our thought, then we can conceive of it empirically onlyﬂ
- |

as in some sense a spiritual subject. Naturalists cannot deny
‘that this is at least a valid vossibility. ﬁ

Let us now look into the problem of causality. According toi

|
|Sellars, the category of causality is to be accepted as onto- |

logically springing up with the notion of thinghood. He says:

|"There is no place for the subjectivism of Hume here, for cau- |

|sality is a process of nature, and perception of it is a whole |
|

"l We cannot intuit I

|

|experience which is unitary and synthetic, P

| H
i

|
|
I

Vthe energy or productive power passing from cause to effect, but

|lwe do intuit clues or sensory cues regarding the causal ralationu

|These cues are obtained in the unique elements of causality:

1. Sellars, PPR, 285. ‘




.”dynamic capacity"

continuity, contiguity, and necessity.l For him, force is a

integral with the dynamic conception of

|
| thinghood. Thus he writes: "I would acceot the fact of impress-

ied force or causal effective,"?
|

change (i.e. either of substance or quality).d "The word 'caus-

For Hofstadter, causality is simply another name for

qality' singles out that character of nature which constitutes

|
lits ever-present interweaving of societies and individuals."4

'He thinks 1t useless to seek a final cause which is uncondition-|

fed

:He adds that it is only vwhen structure is considered ideal,

|static, or devoid of effectiveness that there is temptation "to

al occurr’ences."8 Hofstadter emphasizes that the natural causal

and non-=interconnection:

The true meaning of "ultimate cause"

|
is just that structural

1nterconnection, unspecified for any particular case of it,

everywhere to be seen in nature. Causality is an ultimate

character of nature; 1t postulates no extra individuals, en-

tities, ingredients beside those d
the ordinary processes of sciencee.

|simply a general name for what things are as

|in virtue of their power or capacity for

|ments in the interconnectedness of nature."’ Things

[appeal to a new ingredient in structural situations, called

TForce, Mind, God."® Rather effectiveness or power is for him

éscoverable in nature by

"contributory ele-
are causes

"entering into natur-

tunation is the concrete active structural interconnectedness.

I
|
81
;

Sellars, PPR, 376,
384-385, 48l.

2. Sellars, PPR, 330,
. Hofstadter, Art.(1935), 17.

Hofstadter, Art.(1935), 16.
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7
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Hofstadter, Art.(1935), 17.
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Art.(1935),
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‘However, in a description of this concrete situation, the caus-

|al aspect is "mirrored" in the relational terms of the state-

iment, and the concrete powers or qualities are "mirrored" in the |

terms of the verbal relations. Thus, thinks Hofstadter, when it
|

'is forgotten that abstract linguistic differentiation breaks up
lwhat is unitary, then "the connections of structure and actual

ibehavior becomes a mystery the key to which is offered in the

|form of some supra or infra-natural agency."l

Winn supplements Hofstadter's view of causality as struc-
{tural change with a rich doctrine of the ontological mechanics

linvolved in causal change. His main theme 1s that causation al- |

2 with

iways 1Involves a passage of energy from place to place.
this assumption he thinks he is able to solve the traditional
‘paradoxes of causality; namely, action at a distance and actlon

lacross an interval of time. The former 1s logically inconceiv=-

lable without some medium of interaction; and the latter contra-

|dicts the indubitable truth that nothing can act while it is
ﬁnot. Thus it seems necessary to acknowledge the simultaneity of

;cause and effect, and also a medium of interaction. But one of

|the prime methodological assumptions of experiment is that there

_ |
|is a functional dependence of later events on earlier ones, and |

needless to say experimental method can reveal no medium. Winn's
I

|contention is that both paradoxes can be resolved if it is re-

|
cognized that causality involves two entirely different aspects:

|1. Hofstadter, Art.(1935), 19.
2, Winn, Art.(1940), 202.




|1) a change in a certain event, which requires no time, and
|2) the time-consuming space-consuming transmission of energy, i
|

. |[during which an effect of one event becomes the cause (or one of|

[ |
|
:the causes) of another event.1 As an example Winn chooses the

| |
|phenomenon of a moving photon of energy. Vhile it is moving, it r
Il |
|is an "inactive cause;" but upon striking a particle of matter |

| H
|1t becomes active and causes a simultaneous change in the varti-|

cle. This change results in outgoing effects or transmissions of!
| |

Jenergy, which are in their turn the causes of other events, one |
}of which is our apprehension, in the sensation of color, of the ﬁ
ioriginal simaltaneous change.2 Thus, according to him, all interl
?action can be explained b two symbolic btriads: 1) cause-change-q

|leffect, and 2) effect-motion-cause. In regard to the first, Winn |
I

;states that a cause is not change--"it 1s an expression of ener-|
|

:gy stopped on its way by matter, "o Change is rather a simultaneous
|

. il
!process of matter, determined by both the cause and the composi-|
| |
I Il
|tion of matter. Nor is effect the change--"effect 1s inseparable|
| |I
from enerzy. Like cause, effect involves energy in motion, the W

loutgoing motion."4 Regarding the second triad, the cause is not w
| |

Imotion--¥inn says that it is "oprosite to motion, for it signi- |
!
|

|fies that a certain specific motion (i.e. of energy) has come

[through an impact to an end, "

Now do these views satisfy us that Lotze's postulate of an |

|
. ;m mediating interaction is superfluous and unwarranted? On the

|1, Winn, Art.(1940), 201, 204, 4. Winn, Art.(1940), 203.
2. winn, Art.(1940), 202. 5. Winn, Art.(1940), 202. _
|3, Winn, Art.(1940), 203.




icontrary, as in the problem of unity in change we again feel

l | |
[that our representatives of naturalism have skirmished much with
| 1

iFhe formidable terms of physics and ontology, but have given us |
| .
1scant understanding of the causal process. Hofstadter asserts

that "causality is an ultimate character of nature," as if that |
. ——ie s |

were the unquestionable end of the matter. But what increase of 1
|
i
|

?knowledge does this proposition actually yield? No one denies

ithat causality is ultimate in a sense. The important question is,
|

iin what sense 1s causality ultimate? Hofstadter is at least con- |

|
lsistent in giving what seems to us to be the only possible nat- |
|
|

uralistic answer. In effect, he says that causality is ultimate
isimply in the sense that it implies causalitiness; interconnec-

ﬂtion is nltimate because it implies no monistic M as medium of

lconnection but simply "structural interconnectedness." In other |
words, so far as exverimental method is concerned, it might be

|
said more plainly and without burdensome etymological compound-

:ﬁng that causality is inscrutable--it simply is.

Sellars and Winn attempt to increase knowledge bv their
|doctrines of the transeunt action of energies. But what is the ;
ésubstantial status of energy? The photons that Winn mentions are|

I
I

l[in the present formulation of physics not well-established

facts. They are speculative postulates made to account for the
’ I
lapparently corpuscular behavior of light. Unfortunately, light |
|

lalso has an equally positive wave-like behavior. And in classi- ;
| |
lcal mechanics, snergy 1s no observable entity--it is a useful !

| .
lterm enabling us to imagine the remarkably conservative inter- f




| - 1
action of the elements of nature. But let us, however, grant

I I
that energy has some substantial status--perhaps a "neutral en- |
I

| » 1 ™, 1 s
. tity." Even then, naturalism asks us to believe that things have |
| I

some way of receiving energies, storing them, and sending them |

forth. And not only this, but things must also have the capaci-
| ' |
Ities for directing energies in conformity with the marvellous ”

?niformity of nature., Further, energies themselves must have
||'

dequally remarkable capacities for "following directions" accu-

rately and uniformly.l What, may we ask, are these divine all-
iknowing cavacities on the part of things and energies if not
pure maglic?

I As Lotze long ago discermed, the telling inadequacy of nat- |
uralism is its aopeal to two independent principleé which we are;
!asked to accept without question as given: 1) the seneral laws |

of nature, and 2) the capacities of things that enable them to ﬂ

act in harmony with the lawse. Naturalism is consistent with the I

facts (so far as we know them) only in virtue of a foundation of

credulity which seems to us to require much more faith than does

]the acceptance of Lotze's hyvothesis of a monistic M. Thus truly:
| |
if we cannot believe that the world is held together by a monis- |

I

tic M, we can only put our trust in empty words like "structure" |
i N
Wor "interconnectedness." We see then the convincing force of I

[Lotze's monistic view. Dr. P. A. Bertoccl well puts this postu-

. Ilate: i

1. See Bowne, MET, 77 ff.




That the order which constitutes "Nature" resembles an
l order characteristic of mind at its best is an hypothesis
which 1s closer to the facts as we_lnow them than any other
| hypothetical explanation of ordsr.

. I e conclude then that naturalism does not preclude Lotze's |

M, but rather it itself most certainly though tacitly pre-

|supposes a mediating agency (evident in its assumption of the !

”validity of general laws). However, being averse to any super- ;
I I
Inatural transcendentalism, the naturalists, by a great leap of |
i
|
|rious "Nature." This procedure is entirely consistent with an I

| I
|

}experimental methodology, but it adds little to metaphysical w
|

|lmowledge, and when elaborated tends toward obscurity and verb- |

faith, merge the concrete form and function of M into a myste- I

;al pseudo-simplicity. In view of the many metaphysical incredu- |
|

1ities which the naturalistic leap of faith heaps upon us,
Lotze's metaphysical monism seems in our estimation to be a |
| 1

‘much more acceptable explanation of the facts of reciprocal

|
Aaction. I
i

ﬁl. Bertocei, Art.(1947), 85.




|strand of thought: the metaphysical principle of personality as

| |
iit applies to the monistic M. His theme here is that the idea J

of divine personality, far from being merely an emotionally en-

thusilastic anthropomorphism, is in truth the result of a very I

CHAPTER III

THE PERSONAL NATURE OF THE MONISTIC M

We shall now consider the 'capstone of Lotze's ontological |

ﬂreasonable application of the fundamental assumption that ver-

il
|sonality is the key to metaphysics.l Indeed, this fundamental

lassurption is Lotze's gulding light in all of his inguiries. In

|lall-important corner stone of Lotze's metaphysical monism, e |

ﬁaphysical discussions and passes directly to the concept of a

(
|I
|

‘readily be suvplied by the reader. And indeed they can, for we

passing that the metaphysical middle terms of his reasoning can |

{this respect, pversonality is not only the cap stone but also the|

ipersonal God found fully developed in religion.5 He states in

l. The lMetaphysical Deduction
of the Personality of the Nonistic M
I
In the Microcosmus, Lotze unexvectedly breaks off his met- j

 MIC, IT, 859, 672,

|
|
I
I
|
I
See Dr, E. S. Brightman's lucid article on the metaphysical L
principle of personality in Brightman (ed.), PIT. “
A. C. Enudson shows high regard for Lotze's masterly use of |
the vrinciple of personality, and considers him still to be H
the chief protagonist of versonalistic idealism. He writes: |
"It is largely to his influence that the revival of theism |

during the past thirty or forty vears is due. . ." See -
Knudson, POP, 82. |




‘have only to recall the conclusion that Lotze reaches regarding |
}the essence of a thing. His decision is that a changing thing

Jcan truly be one only if it is a spiritual subject, holding its |
;successively realized states in its unity of consciousness. Now
jin the development of the ontology of reciprocal action, we L

‘arrived at the postulate of an immanent M as idea or thousht,
”realizing itself in successive becomings. We must remember that
|this one idea, which we believe to be the very essence of M,

1 _
I‘ma:g;' be only our subjective apprehension of a harmonious order.l |
If |

|
”However, if the idea M is actually able to unite the phases ay,|

ﬁags 8zsee0y 2, which we unify in our temporal forms, it can do

iso only if it is in some sense a self-conscious person. Thus,

|

ﬁholds Lotze, the condition of M's being absolutely uncondition- |
| 2

|ed is that it have personal existence.

I Lotze stresses the importance of two points concerning per-f
I '
|sonality. First of all, personality alwavs involves, however im-|

|perfectly, a cognitive image of the subject itself. Secondly,

‘there must be present the feeling that this image is the ego or |

self, which by this self-feeling is "placed in a fundamental and{

| incomvarable opvosition to all else."® He voints out that it is |

|
chis self-feeling that widely separates a living personality

i.
||
qfrom a mere personification of an eternally unchangeable self- L
' |

1cognizant Idea or Truth. Any such personification would lack theb
1essential condition of true personality: "capacity of sufferingiﬁ
|'
!1. OPRZ, 53. 3. OPR2, 56

|2« OrR®, 55, I




s

ﬁLotze says: "Personality can never belong to any unchangeably :
r ;

WValid truth, but only to something which changes, suffers, and
. ireacts."l j
. I
i 2. Lotze's Criticism of Impersonal Views of M (

i. Infinite Substance. Lotze declares emphatically that i

!his argument for the substantlial oneness of all things in a mo-
‘nistic world ground connects him only aprarently with pantheism,
{and that actually his views are far from those of Spinoza and l
ﬁSchelling.z The former ascribes to the universal Substance in-
}numerable attributes, of which only two, thought and extension,
@are knovn to us through their manifestations in existence. The
Eworld process is not due to an act of will on the part of the

ginfinite Substance, but solely to a necessary, eternal, and !
Htimeless causality. The two attributes, which are not reducible

to each other, are related iIn a pantheistic parallelism in which

|exactly the same content of Substance is present in each of any

[two corresponding modes of thought and extension.® For Schel-

iling, the infinite Substance is the common root of thought and ;
|
i

'lextension, but both rise out of it as mere consequences and are

|
|in no way constituents of the root. This for Lotze is a concept
4

l
He cannot be-y

|
| | |
ilieve that spirlt can rise out of what 1s not svoirit, as an iso-|

that surpasses all human powers of comprehension.

flated blossom growing from a stem of substantial realness that h

1. MIC, II, 682. 2. OPRZ, 38. w
l2. wIc, II, 677. |
|3, OPR2, 383

( Ueberweg, HOP, 74-75.
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| works unconsciously. He thus comes to this significant conclu- ]
sions

I From a metaphysical point of view, we could only agree |
. with pantheism as a possible conception of the world if
! it renounced all inclination to apprehend the Infinite
Real under any other than spiritual form.

ii. Tmpersonal Spirit. Lotze also opposes himself to any

I
”doctrine of impersonal spirite. For him, the idea of an uncon-
scious Reason, which becomes conscious only in individual spir- |
itual beings, is an unintelligible abstraction from the concret@

1ife of reason.? It is incomprehensible how conscious reason \

hcould originate from such a 3ource.5.Further, Lotze thinks that

!to hold that at first there exist in the Absolute "common spir-
| itual capacities" through which it, as well as finite beings, :
develops its personality, 1s a merec sveculative curiosity. And ;
| 1f 1t said that the Absolute remains impersonal, and finite i
| beings alone develop their "spiritual capacities," then it is
incredible that the Absolute should produce in blind move-

ment those conditions which favor the develooment of finite

| capacities while denying realization to its own.?

i iii. World Order. Regarding world order, Lotze holds that

1+ ‘KIG,; I, 677,

2. Dr, E. S. Brightman agrees: "The impersonal God is inconceiv-

able when thought through. If he did exist, there is no rea-

son to supvose that an impersonal power for good would be

better able to explain the existence of human consciousness

i than would an entirely atheistic world order. Impersonal |
[ values and impersonal s»irit are mere phrases invented to .

express aversion to the word 'personality.!" Brightman, '

IGP, 54. ;

3. OPRZ, 40. |

| 4. OPR®, 43-44. |
|
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| _
ithe term 'order'! can never be applied to the being that orders.

I |
| |
iThe sufficient reason against world order is that "the order

! . i .
must ever be a relation of something which exists, after or dur-|
I !
|ing its existence."l Thus order can never precede the ordered i
{ |

|material as a conditioning or creative cause. But, Lotze writes,f

ﬁit might be said that to seek in order an ordering being is to h
| i

| fail to understand true reality, which without any residuum is |

Ithrough and through a living activity, determining itself. He

here anticipates what is a militant theme of modern naturalism.

His answer is that this enthusiastic notion, when clearly ana-

ilyzed, leads back to what it seeks to avoid. For how can we con-|

‘ceive of universal laws which command and things which obey ex- 1
i |
|cept in terms of a spiritual unity of reality?z

And, for Lotgze, the idea of a moral order leads even more

| inevitably back to a personal deitv. For how should we reason-
| i

|ably imacine a blind activity establishing a dominion of good, I

an activity unable consciously to order things or to distin- I

|guish between the bad and the good, yet acting as though it l

| could?® .
| |

|
l‘ iv. The Problem of the Ego of God., A far more subtle I

Jdifficulty presents itself in the objection that God cannot be ﬁ
|

|
4& person, for ego necessarily implies an alien non-ego. Lotze |
|

| I
'distinguishes three possible meanings in this objection: 1) The i
|

|ego 1s thinkable only in reference to a non-ego. 2) The ego H

I |

!1. MIC, II, 674. 3. MIC, II, 676.
‘2. MIC, II, 674-675.




1

|cannot be experlenced without the presence of the non-ego,

3) The existence and active influence of the non-ego is a nec-
essary condlition for the development of the ego.l

Lotze agrees with the first, but only with the qualifica-
tion that the ego, which is the independent member of the con-
trast, presupposes a being having a nature such that the deter-
mination of the ego is grounded in that nature before the con-
trast with non-ego arises. In other words, he means this: the

bare symbolic contrast of the notions 'ego' and 'non-ego'! can-

Inot alone account for conscious experience. If neither of the

notions had any fixed meaning apart from the contrast, then the

question which of the contrasting contents, of which the notions|

are symbols, should be ego and which non-ego would be meaning-

|less, One could be called emo just as well as the other.® Thus

Lotze argues that personality is not found exclusively in the

lact of ideation by which the self cognizes itself as ego apart

| Trom non-eco, but more primarily in a special nature without

which it is impossible for a being %o be an ego. The following

|passage indicates Lotze's conception of this special nature:

It may be that only the being who in thought contrasts with
himself a non-ego from which he also distinguishes himself,
can savy I to himself, but yet in order that in thus distin-
guishing he should not mistake and confound himself with the
non-ego, this discriminating thought of his must be guided
by a certainty of self which 1s immedlately exrerienced, by
a gself-existence which is earlier than the discriminative
relation by which it becomes ego as opnosed to the non-ego.
« « « All self=-consciousness rests upon the foundation of

1. MIC, II, 678.
2. OPR2, 62-63.




direct sense of self which can by no means arise from becom-
ing aware of a contrast with the external world, but is it-

| not comparable to any other distinction between two objects.
Self-consciousness is only the subsequent endeavour to ana-

. I 1lyze with the resources of cognition this exverienced fact.l

Iotze is thus directly opposed to the second meaning of the

objection,

: The third possible meaning represents, according to Lotze,
I
lthe most serious form of the objection. The implication is that

rno personality can develop without receiving those impressions

|of an external world which supply the contents of ideas and the

ioccasions for the immediate experience of self, for "the feel-

|ings in which the ego, existing for self, can enjoy self with-

out as yet being conscious of. . . contrast to the non-ego."?
rBut Iotze cautions against transferring these finite conditions
Hto divine versonality. It must first be remembered that the ex-
||ternal world, which the non-ego reflects, as such never enters
consciousness; it merely provides, through the senses, the in-

| fluences or excitations which occasion the forms of activity or
|inner conscilous states that flow from the inner nature of the

Ispiritual being itself. It is only in opposition to its own

states that the subject apprehends itself as ;.3 And once inner

out fresh stimmlation. Lotze points out that in reflection, im-

agination, and conflicts of passions the finite being achileves

a great amount of living development, though this of course 1is

1. MIC, II, 679-580. 3., MIC, II, 683;
2. MIC, II, 681l. OPR2, 64-65.

| self the reason that this contrast can be felt as unique, as

:states have been occasioned, nmuch that is new 1is developed with-|
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limited by the necessity of continually renewed orientation,
"by action and reaction with the whole in which it is compre-
hended. "1
3. God as Perfect Personality

The conditioning of inner life by itself which takes Place
only imperfectly in the finite personality, is wholly unlimit-
ed in God, for he needs no stimulus from an external world. His
train of thought is, according to Lotze, an eternal inner move-
ment, having never been quiescent.?

Lotze asserts in a manner that is very vertinent in our

lage of lmpersonal materialisms in which any thought of divine

'personality 1s explained away as fanciful and wishful dreaming,

that, on the contrary, the natural stevs of an adequate meta-
physics lead us to the idea of a verfect Personality, of which
the finite mind is seen to be but a "feeble reflection."d Per-
sonality, for him, is not a mere human phenomena, but the very
opposite--it is the majestic and unfettered essence of the
divine Beinge The finite spirit, in reflecting upon itself,
finds the power of the Absolute only as an obscure germ in its
own inner being. Lotze says:
This power it is which works through and through them (i.se.
finite spirits), and, without thelr own assistance, pre-
seribes for them the universal forms of their spiritual ac-
tivity, their sensation, imagination, judgment, etec.; and

which permits them only within narrow limits to dispose fur-
ther of this dowry, and to pursue their special ends.

1. MIC, II, 684. 3. MIC, II, 685,
2. MIC, II, 685, 4. OPR2, 67-88,




e Lotze maintains that the finite psychic forms are actually
tobstacles to a perfect inner development. The laws of psychic

hmechanism are such that ideas inhibit one another and only a
qvery small number can be present at one time in consciousness,

LThus we can never bring tozether in cognition our whole nature

|
development. Ve appear to ourselves from a one-sided point of

|
! . . |
lat any one moment, much less the unity of 1its whole temporal .
|
|
‘view, and our action much of the time is carried on under the ‘

|
| influence of fragmentary feelings or groups of ideas which hap-

‘pen to be present in consciousness, and which afterward, when

|we have collected our thoughts more coherently, we can hardly

|
'recognize as our own. Also individual moods seem permanently to

{escape memory; youthful eanthusiasms, which once seemed to part
|
WOf our very being, seem later to be unintelligible aberrations.rt

'The divine personality contains none of these obstacles. Lotze

| In point of fact we have little ground for speaking of the
' personality of finite beings; it is an ideal, which, like
2ll that is ideal, belongs unconditionally only to the
Infinite. . .2 ]
! Perfect Personality is in God only; to all finite minds-

I there is allotted but a pale copy thereof; the finiteness

' of the finite is not 2 producing condition of this Person-

h ality, but a limit and a hindrance of its development.d

|
thus concludes:
|

'1l. OPR2, 68.

2. MIC, II, 687. See also Brightman, IGP, 54, where Dr. Brightman
writes: "Instead of taking personality to be too human a
category to apply to God, 1t would really be more logical to
take it as too divine a category to apply to man. . . It is
this i1deal of a perfect person which we use in thinking about

n God, not the actual human person with all his limitations." |

3. MIC, IT, 688,

82



4, H. N, Wieman's Idea of God as Creative Event

For the purpose of evaluating Lotze's application of the “
'principle of personality to the monistic M, we have chosen for
consideration two Interesting modern doctrines regarding divine }
personality. The one, that of H. N. Wieman, is representative of
religlous naturalism, according to which personality as a cos-
mic metavhysical orincinle is unacceptable. In this view, the
traditional Hebrew-Christian concertion of a spiritual God is
reinterpreted as a symbolic or pictorial religious reference to
an unconscious axiological tendency in "Nature.'" The other doc-

trine, C. Hartshorne's social panentheistic realism, revresents,

as we shall see, a metavhysical attitude toward versonality

:which is in sharp contrast with that of Lotze. |

Wieman's ontological assumptions are the same as those of
the naturalists whom: we considered in the »revious chapter. For|
him, reality or Nature is made up entirely of substantial events
composed of qualities and relations (Wieman says that "rela- i
tions" is another term for "structure").l All values, of which |
| the highest are to be found in religion, are, according to Wie-
man, to be interpreted in terms of "structural events and their
2

| possibilities."

He defines God as "creative event." What does he mean by

this term? Firstly, the creative event is an event; that is,

any one of the continuously changing "structures'" of nature.

l. Wieman, SHG, 6.
2. Wieman, SHG, 7.



{
|

ﬂNOW all events are material, but by "material" Wieman means not

|merely "pellets of inanimate matter,” but also bioclogical, so-

”ciél, and historical forms of existence.t Further, an event 1is
|

1not only material, unique, and changing, but 1t is also multi-

lee, for it can be analyzed into sub-events or included in some

|
‘more inclusive event.2 Ordinary naturalism, or "contextualism"

ias Wieman calls it, considers everything to be in a process of

| . '
| transformation--the unities of structure come and go continual-

1ire

' ly. Wieman, however, finds that there is in this process of

‘events an excepntional and abiding agency. This is "ecreativity,"
Il

lwhich is a character, or structure, or form of certain events
|

'which "bring a new structure whereby the human mind distinguish-

|es and relates events in such a way that there is more richness

?of quality in happenings as they occur. . "3 The creative
ievent is one that possesses "creativity."

Now the creative event can be analyzed into four sub-
events, all of which must be present to maké possible creativ-
‘ity: 1) emersing awareness of qualitative meaning derived from
‘other persons through communication, 2) integrating these new
Hmeanings with others previously acquired, 3) expanding the rich-
Fness of quality in the appreciable world by enlarging its mean-
Jing, and 4) deepening the community among those who participate
rin this total creative event of intercommunication.? Wieman

| emphasizes that the "-ings" mean that the creative event or the

|l. Wieman, SHG, 8. 3. Wieman, SHG, 68,
|2, Wieman, SHG, 299. 4, Wieman, SHG, 58 ff.

|
|
|




creative good is an event in processg--it is "the source of hu-
man good." Its finished products are "created intrinsic good,"

which is culture, and "created instrumental good," which is

technology.L The creative good is alwavs and absolutely good in ‘
the sense that it always creates values.?
One of the most important conditions under which the crea-

tive event occurs is "the self-giving of the individual himself

to such transformation."® The following vassage shows well Wie-
man's idea of the function of the creative event:

The creative event. . . weaves a web of meaning between in-
dividuals and grouvs and between the organism and its en-
vironmment. . . In weaving the web of meaning, the creative
event transforms the individual person so that he is more of
a8 person, In the beginning it creates the human person out
of the living organism of the infant. Likewise, it creates
and »rogressively transforms human community and the course
of history.%

ILike R. B. Perr#? Wieman declares that his God is much more

than a person. For him, to say either that God is like man or

'that God is a perfect person and man only an imperfect image is

'really to admit the sad truth that both are very different from

each other.® Thus personality cannot be an actual attribute of
God., He considers the Christian idea of a loving Person to be ]
merely a mythical symbol representing what alone is real--the I
creative event. Here is how he explains the rise of this |
common symbolisms

Since creative good at the level where it saves and trans-
forms human versonality always works in the form of inter- ‘
|

1. iWieman, SHG, 68-89., 4, Wieman, SHG, 20. |
2. Viieman, SHG, 299. 5. Sée Perry, GTV, 685-686, I
3. Wieman, SHZ, 20. 6. Wieman, SHG, 266, I



Wieman thus grants the principle of personality only a practical

what 1s value? We are, however, not convinced that the doctrine

ly incredible that there should be an impersonal being which

cannot consciously provide for the generation of values, yet, so
|

I action between persons, we must “deal with Dersons to deal J

with it. Furthermore, the persons are much more easily apore
hended than the deep and subtle and mighty working of this
creative event. Therefore, what is more natural than to rep-
resent the reality humanly. . . As previously noted, the per-
sons with whom we deal when creative transformatlon is most |
profound and regenerative are, for the most part, not vis- i
ible and not even known, having died long since. . . The
conclusion 1s obvious. The religious man who commits him-
gself in worship to the source of human good will most nat-
urally think of this reality as an invisible, traEscendent-
al person, who somehow pervades the universe. .

'usefulness in the religious worship of the creative event.

We are pleased to see that Wieman's creative event, like i
' Perry's "personal and social integration,"? is so inseparably
rrelated to personality, and also that he considers religious
values to be the highest., Admirable also is his emphatic aim to

| provide a truly objective answer to the all-important question,

of the creative event is an adequate solution., It is practical-~ |

far as we can judge empirically, acts in every way as though it

| could, Even if experimental science had reached such fantastic

| heights that it could show how personality might actually be ex-

|1l. Wieman, SHG, 267. ‘
2. For Perry, as for Lotze, value objectivity presupposes a di-
vine benevolent will. However, he thinks of this will as a ‘
(i "personal and social integration," which is not a mere com-
[ munity of interest, but rather a unique union accomplished |
through the harmonious fulfillment of all interests. This '
real integration constitutes Perry's idea of God. God is a
union of persons; to conceive of him as a person is only to
confuse the meanlng of the term, His God as living love, he
tells us, means "something more than that God 1is a loving
person.” It means a moral control "of all persons, by all per-
sons, for all persons.” Perry, GTU[?ESE_QBQ__:,__ N — {
|




|
' duce human personallties and not such a cosmic personality also?

| perimentally produced from a specific mixbture of inanimate ?

ingredients fashioned under specific conditions, it would stilli
be more reasonable and credible to assume in impersonal Nature ‘
a conscious "creative event' as guarantee of value objectivity.
In other words, why assume that an impersonal Nature can nro- |

As it stands, we cannot consider Wieman's creative event

to be anything more than a hypostatization of the abstract |

universal "creativity" which has been abstracted from the data

jof value experience. Indeed, we doubt that the idea of an im- i

personal God can be expressed otherwise., Actually, the question I

should not be whether there 1s a personal or an impersonal God, r

but rather this: What do we actually believe when we acknowl-

'edge that values are truly objectively grounded? If this be the |

'correct way to put the question, then we should hold that many H

| sense that they cannot show concretely and meaningfully that

| social and moral ideals believe in a personal God}-in the |

| Attempts to avoid this presupnosition cannot progress very (

so-called "atheists" who are sincerely committed to noble |

hey do not tacitly presuppose a cosmic personal Ground.

far beyond a bare statement of dislike, an empty negation, '

1, That is, lo%icallx or, better still, coherently sreaking,
such men believe 1in God. Psychologically, they of course do 1
not, or at least give little evidence of it. Nevertheless, |
in virtue of their sincere commitments to high ideals, we may|
just as fully and validly impute belief to them, as we may \
logically and coherently impute disbelief to those who
psychologically believe in a personal God, but who deny him |
by committing themselves to uncharitable, intolerant, and
uncircumspect ways of life.




denoted by the terms "atheism" and "impersonal God."' These
terms symbolize the vague sveculative guess that value norms W

somehow need not be grounded in a personal Ground. How an imper-|
|
sonal Ground (i.e. if it were possible to show that the term has|

positive meaning) could be more desirable and richer than a lov-

ing

L

Personality we cannot begin to conceive.

Of course, it is entirely vossible that personality is |

only the foam of the breakers of a great impersonal sea, and is |
confined solely to human beings. Against this possibility, we h
can only offer our "ontological prejudice"; we, with Lotze, see

|
I
something wonderfully unique in human personallty, and have the i
ineradicable faith that would have, as Hocking puts it, "Mind

in charge of fate."2 The naturalists, on the other hand, ascribe|

1

| ruling power to "natural events," of which personality is mere-

1. This seems to be Dr, E. S. Brighbtman's anproach in his
criticism of Bertrand Russell's philosophy of religion. |
Russell ostensibly denies the knowability of value-norms,
the eternal worth of personality, and the existence of God.
But these theoretical denials are flatly contradicted by his
obviously sincere and whole-hearted devotion to spiritual ‘
and social ideals. Russell's main efforts are so spent in H
righteously indignant but rather emotional outbursts against |
the trappings of religion, i.e. specific distorted sectar- '
ian dogmas, the clergy, formal church organizations, etc.,
that he unfortunately never gets to a serious and systematic
consideration of the truly positive arguments for theism.

In Dr., Brightman's words, Russell's quest for theoretical ”
certainty has crowded out all considerations of empirical l
adequacy. See Brightman, Art.(1946), and also (in the same [
volume) Russell's acknowledgment of Dr, Brightman's ve
charitable style of crltlclsm. Russell, Art.(1946), 725-727,

2. Hocking, Art.(1950), 7. Dr. P. A, Beruocci once remarked in |
a directed study dlscussion that the issue between natural- |
ism and idealism boils down to a simple alternative: Either |
we believe that personality is too good to be true (i.e. of |
the cosmos), or we believe that it is too good not to be |
true. This certainly seems to be the issue in a nutshell, I




_ture.l However, we should point out that the fact of the matter

' what has yet to be achieved.” Thus, on their faith, the natural-

ly an incidental result. They have the apparently ineradicable
faith that exverimental method is universally avplicable, and
can and will someday completely explain in impersonal terms its

presuppositions, namely, personality and the uniformity of na- |

i1s that experimental method has a long way to go in laying bare
the inner workings of nature. Indeed, until much further vrog-
ress 1s made in accounting for personality, we cannot but re-

gard naturalism as a highly sveculative venture, whose mili-

tant claims to truth rest on the dublous unempirical grounds of
|

l. See, for example, Y. H. RKrikorian's plain statements to this
effect in Art.(1944), 242. He writes: "For naturalism as a
vhilosophy, the universal applicability of the experimental
method 1s a basic belief."

2. It may sound odd to call naturalists highly speculative. Do
they not claim to be but simple and modest adherents of ex- |
verimental method, intensely opposed to metaphysical cosmo-
logical speculation? But if this were so they would make no
normative philosophical legislations; they would simply and
modestly be content to give a step by step account of the
progress of exverimental sclence as it relates to philosoph-
ical problems. They would never deny that there is a person-
al God--they would simply record the truth that science has
not yet fonnd one. They would never hold that personality is
nothing but the behavior of an organism--they would state
that behavioral studies have resulted in an experimental bod-
y of lmowledge about personality. But no one, much less a
philososher, could limit himself to such an uninteresting
role., With their postulate of the universal applicability of
exvperimental method the naturalists enter upon speculation
just as surely as the most speculative idealist. They dog-
matically proclaim that exveriment is not simply an abstract
descriptive method, but the btrue philosophical criterion.
This proclamation goes hand in hand with a definite cosmo-
logical speculation: the material structure of reality. In
thus speculating on the ultimate significance of exveriment- |
al method, the naturalists, it is Important to see, rest on |
nothing more than a faith in such ultimate significance. |




ists are able to wield thelr concept of Wature almost like = g
lmagician's hat: To explain causality it is said that Nature has |

["structural interconnectedness." Unity in change is accounted |
for on the basis of the "structural unities" of Nature. In re-
:gard to mind, it is a "non-atomic” product of an emergent Na-
ture. Finally, the divine function of axiogenesis is assigned
jto a "creative event” in Nature. Nothing seems too difficult to

|
|
|
|
|
|

|exvlaing 2ll that is needed it seems is an ample store of appro-|

priate terminology.l And for all we mow Nature may be such an |
'all-producing impersonal womb. We who trust in a more empirical h

;explanation of reality can only wait in hope that the modern ”
lenthusiasm for an impersonal order of things will, as experi- T
mental method itself gradually makes plain its great limita-
‘tions, eventually subside and make ample room for Lotze's per- !
sonalistic postulate. l
5, C, Hartshorne's Social
Panpsychic Principle of Personality
Hartshorne oprnoses the Thomistic idea of an absolutely in-
dependent God, as well as any doctrine of external relations
‘which precludes a transcendent deity. His starting-voint is the
conviction that benevolent social participation is the very

|metaphysical essence of reality.? He meintains that self-enjoy- |
1

1. Do not Wieman's facile reinterpretation of faith in a person-
al God, and his rich, freely flowing language relating to the|
sub-events and functions of the creative event provide some
grounds for such an impression regarding naturalistic expla-
nation?

2. Fartshorne, DR, 27.




‘ment and development are realized only when one goes beyond
oneself and takes a sympathetic, altruistic, and benevolent in-
terest in other vpersons. This participation in the vicissitudes
of others, called by Hartshorne "the bond of social rapport,"
extends to all forms of existence.l Thus when we have feelings
of well-being, we may, according to him, assume that the cells
of our bodies conscilously participate in their owm feshion in
our pleasure.2
The bond of social rapport is the social panpsychic princi—'
ple upon which Hartshorne bases his idea of God. He reasons thati
if the social panpsychic principle is to have objective axio-

logical validity, it can only be on the assumption that there is|

in nature a reliable immanent tendency guaranteeing the fruit-

ful functioning of the principle.5 For Hartshorne, the possibiln

ity of theology depends on our conceiving this tendency as the

supreme instance of social benevolence; as the purposive Person—é
ality indicated by the Scriptural phrase "God is love."4 This is|
the core of his doctrine of God. He asserts that metachysics .
either leads to a "socio-sympathetic" deity or "evaporates into b
thin air.” "If the cosmos is not held together by love, it is

held tocether by empty words, like causality. . ."S Lotze would {
unreservedly assent to this statement.

Hartshorne's reconciliation of his view with traditional

absolutism is this: He considers God to be absolute and inde-

1. Hartshorne, MVG, 155. 4, Hartshorne, W&, ix, 144,
2. Hartshorne, MVG, 152, 5 Hartshorne, MVG, 346-347.
3. Hartshorne, MVG, 157.
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| pendent in his unchanging, perfect love (this is God's "pri-

|

|
‘mordial nature”); but, in order to be so absolute in love, God i
|must be aware of and must include in his being the joys and i
sufferings of his whole universe., Hartshorne holds that God is |
;perfect in love only because he 1s perfect in avpreciation of <
| and varticipation in the interests of his creatures (God's

| consequent or panentheistic or supremely relative--"surrelative"

j——nature).l

hat now is Hartshorne's ontological conception of this

|
| divine social Personality? He tells us that this can be con- ‘

iceived only by analogy from human experience. Accordingly, he
| |
‘fastens his attentlion on the assumed fact that the human body 1s

|1ike a world of individuals and that the mind is "something

dlike an indwelling God."2 The world then can be considered to bﬂ
i

wliterally God's body. However, God exercises immediate and di-
Wrect control over it, much in the same way as our minds imme-

diately influence and are influenced by the brain cells, Hart-

%
”entire body is metaphysically unique.5 In the sense that God has
|

‘an eternal and unchanging immediacy of awareness (omniscience)
i

| and control (ormipotence), he is absolute. But in the sense that

!
Lhis all=-inclusive awareness and conbrol connect him with all ;

Hexistence, he is wholly relative and devendent. Furthermore,
I

« Hartshorne, MVG, 159. 3. Hartshorne, DR, 31-32. .
. Hartshorne, VG, 177. |
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| i ~
holds Hartshorne, the supreme relativity of God is his concrste

| 1iving character, which alone makes possible and is suverior to
his abstract absolute aspect.l

I In connection with Hartshorne's idea of God's control of

'his body, we might also add that in place of creation ex nihilo,

| he accepts the doctrine of the eternal development of the
Iworld.2 Creation, for him, is "supreme influence upon growth,"
‘according to the supreme adequacy (not sovereignty) of God's '

:omnipotence.5 !
[ I
Hartshorne agrees very closely with Lotze regarding the ‘

doctrine of divine benevolence. As we saw 1In the first chapter, J
' Living Love 1s, for Lotze, the very essentia of God's person-
ality. However, regarding the form of existence of God, they

differ radically. Both to be sure ascribe personality to God, I

| but Hartshorne feels that Lotze's doctrine of an ontologically P
l
monistic God implies the abolition of all distinction between

|
included and including.4 Therefore, he has applied his social }
I
}principle of divine personality not to an immaterial monistic

|
|

1M, but rather to a divine being whose nature is analogous to the

1human mind-brain cell structure. He thus arrives at a panpsychicw

| theistic realism.

I This view lends 1tself easily to concrete imagination, and

|

|

| I
would seem t0 be a quite proper doctrine of divine personality. w
i |

le. Hartshorne, DR, vii. 4. Hartshorne, DR, 92-93, In the h
2, Hartshorne, MVG, 230, next chapter, we shall give !
3. Hartshorne, MVG, 193. detailed attention to this ob-

jection.



However, we unfortunately cannot avoid a grave metaphysical de- !
|
|

|
|fect which accompanies any such plausible Imagery of a living L
|
il |
|divine Organism. How is it that any intsraction at all is nos-
|sible between God's mind and his body? Is there not required

-

some additional mediating agency? It seems that if we are to

carry through completely Hartshorne's mind-brain cell analogy,
‘we must carry over to the being of God that agency M which makes‘
possible human cerebral interaction. This objection seems to us

to be sufficient reason for rendering wholly untenable Hart-

|shorne's analogical dualisme The only way out of the difficulty |

;Would be to say that there is an inscrutable given external con-|
nection, and that there is neither any need to analyze this J
connection further nor any need for a connecting agency--such'igh
the structure of God's being. This kind of answer, implicit in H
IHartshorne‘s doctrine, is exactly the same as that fornd in the }
Inaturalistic doctrine of a given interconnected structure of f
INature. For a more empirical philosophy, like Lotze's, such a !
way out is a speculative unempirical way. Empirically, we can |

only
|in some degree truly explain the possibllity of connectionpby
 ta5ing up avparent external connection into real internal con- |
nection within one divine consciousness. '
i We thus see in Hartshorne's application of the principle of

|
personality very clearly and concretely why Lotze more than once|

I;csm’c.:'t.cms against construing his immaterial M to be a web or net |
|

of intellectual relations connecting things.l For if M be a web,]|

|1, See, for instance, MIC, II, 624-625 MET, I, 193; MET, II, 184,



;we mist ask what makes possible the action of the web on the

|
things enmeshed in it. This, however, plainly leads us into a

|
|baffling and fruitless infinite regress.l |

We have now dresented the general structure of Lotze's L

|metaphysical monism. Let us go ahead to inquire into a question |
|

lwhich has been persistently vpressing forward in our thoughts. In}
|

ﬁthis chavnter, we have seen that instead of thinking that God is

|1ike man, it rather behooves us to realize that man is like God,

l
Ilike him only roughly and imperfectly. The light of personality ‘
|
|

‘which shines brilliantly in God flickers very weakly in the |
innite spirit. But now, what is the exact metavhysical status of|
| I

|this weakly flickering light? Is it actually possible for the

| finite spirit to have any real light of its own? In the next

l. In Beyond Humanism (Ch. 12), Hartshorne argues that the only “

intelligible exvlanation of causality is in terms of pan- L
. psychic "sympathetic rapport" or Ysocletism" or "organic l
| sympathy." He writes that thils involves a "pre-established |
I harmony," which, however, is not absolute, but "very rough '
' and flexible" (210). One thing acts on another by contributing

to the feeling of it (208). Regarding God, he says: "Wie shall]|

never understand a God of love unless we conceive of him as
! the all-sensitive mind of the world body." (208) This is 1
- certainly consistent doctrine. Is it, however, not more em-
I pirical, with Lotze, to conceive of the transmission of feel-|
I ings according to law in terms of the activity of an irmanent|
spiritual Substance? Then we do not have to wonder how it is
that one object can know what action is required of it by a
certain occasioning impulse, how it can be in raprort with an-
| other. It is easier to understand that in so far as objects |

( interact, they are not merelﬁ God's body, but his very self.
| This 1s our difficulty with Hartshorne's idea of divine per-
w sonalitye. It seems to us that in order to be more empirical,

Hartshorne's pluralistic panpsychism must give way, in so far|

; as interaction is concerned, to monism; God's body must be '

| abgsorbed into identity with his mind. Ravport is best con-
celved as the immanent activity of one being.

ichapter, we shall attempt critically to discuss this interesting
oroblem in the light of our previous evaluations.




CHAPTER IV

|

|

|

|

‘ THE STATUS OF THE
‘ FINITE SPIRIT IN LOTZE'S MONISM
|

L The central issue in Lotze's philosophy is the problem of
lindividuality. As we have seen, Lotze considers interaction to
be possible only if all things are phases or modes of one
lspiritual Substance. Now does this mean that the finite spirit
!is wholly absorbed into a spiritual pantheism? Can Lotze pro-

vide for a real independence on the part of the finite spirit?

I‘I‘he answers to these questions will enable us correctly to

| n " & oig F
[determine the extent and significance of Lotze's monism,

l. The Substantiality of the Finite Spirit

i. Lotze's Transition from Panpsychism to Objective

KIdealism. In his ontology, Lotze, we recall, concludes that a

[thing can be a real unity in change only if 1t is In some sense
|

Ea spiritual subjectg'Does this imply that all things, even the

|#ost minute specks of dust, consciously participate in the de-

?%elopment of the monistic M? Such is indeed Lotze's conviction

in the licrocosmus. He grants the possibility that there may be

lself-less things as mere states of the One, but he holds that

this is most likely improbable and that really all things pos-

1. See pages 43-47 of this thesis.




|'r

Iess selfhood in varying degrees of perfeculon.l His Inabllity to|

utnink of any part of the cosmos as a lifeless instrument for they
|

ﬂends of another, and his desire that the universe should have

'the "joy of animation" diffused throughout are the main motives

that underlie his conviction.® In answer to the charge that it

'is ridiculous to consider dust as having inner 1life, Lotze i
hoffers a statement that is difficult to gainsay:

‘ The dust is dust to him alone whom it incommodes; the in- l
r different form of the utenslil no more lessens the value of l
| the several elements of which it consists, than a confined -
social position that represses the outflow of intellectual (
l life, destroys the high destiny to which even such oppressed |
| fragments of humanity are called. When we speak of the di-
I vine origin and the celestial goal of the human soul, we
| have more cause to cast a sorrowful look on this dust of the |
' spiritual world, whose life often seems to us so frultless,
‘ whose work so purely a failure. We have far less reason to !
| deny an inner life to such insignificant constituents of the |
outer world, for--uncomely as they may seem to us in their |
aCCUﬁulations—-they at least everywhere and without short- '
coming perform the actions permitted to them by the uniyver- |
sal order as modes of expressing their internal states. '

| In his later reflections in the lietaphysics, Lotze leans
I

!
|toward a less poetical outlook. And in his lectures on the I
| |

H hilosophy of religion we find no traces of panpsychism. He I
|

everywhere makes a sharp distinction between the world of creat-j
Jed spirits and the world of inanimate things, which are mere
[thoughts of the monistic M and possess no substantiality of ﬁ

f . i i l|

[their own. After all, he asks, is 1t necessary to maintain the |

real soiritual existence of things whose activities do not in “
?the least give clear evidence of & supposedly hidden life?
I 1

|
1. wIC, II, 647. 3. MIC, I, 361.
l2. MIC, I, 362,
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Could not the creative spirit dispense with this roundabout
way and give rise directly in spirits to the phenomena which |
it was intended to present to them? Could it not present that|
form of a world which was to be seen without the interventionl
of an unseen world which could never be seen as it would be
if unseen? And this power being in all spirits one and the
same, why should there not in fact be a corresvondence be-
I tween the several activities which it exerts in those snirltsy
, of such a kind that while it would not be the same world-

u image that was presented to all spirits but different images

n to different spirits, the different presentations should yet
fit into each other, so that all spirits should believe them-|
"selves planted at different positions of the same world and

| should be able to adjust themgselves in it, each to each, in

| the way of harmonious action?l

|T e above passage l1s interesting not only as an indication of

|Lotze's objective idealism, but also as an introduction to his |

idoctrine of the status of the finite spirit. He reasons further |

ithat the assumption of real (inanimate) things would have no ;
!advantage over the view that things have no independent meta-
iphysical reality, being only "elementary actions of the one
Being which forms the ground of the world."? This then would L
seem to be Lotze's final view. Instead of holding, as he did
earlier in 1life, that all that is real is spirit, he would
yaffirm that enly spirits are real. Let us now inquire into
|Lotze's idea of the reality of the svirit, and its relation to
|the reality of the immanent One.

ii. The Unique Characteristics of the Finite Spirit. It I

Iwould be well to begin this section with a brief explanation of
|Lotze's psychological terminology. For him, 'self,! 'soul,' 'spir-|

(it,''person! are synonymous terms, and applicable to man and

l1. MET, I, 225,
2, MET, I, 226. !
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lbrute alike. However, the human spirit has certain definite
|features which distinguish it from the animal soul, and which i
Wjustify our calling it a 'mind.' These main features are two in :
Jnumber: 1) the reflective idea of valid and binding truth, and
E2) the moral sense of universal right or binding duty.l Animals
!are able to ideate, but only man can discern in cognition "the
!presence of laws that reach out indefinitely beyond the partic-
iular cases."? Lotze says that "the capacity of becoming con-
Wscious of the Infinite is the distinguishing endovment of the

(human mind."® By this he means the capacity of the mind to

|;S“br:T.ve for ends, not simply instinctively, but by reflecting on

{and methodically gathering together the most complex and hetero-
!geneous means .4 |
WVhat are the reasons for apolying the above terms to a
ﬂdefinite subject of mental 1life? Lotze thinks there are three:
il) the freedom of mental life, 2) the incomparability of inner
pnrocesses with observed states of inanimate matter, and 3) the
unity of consciousness.® The first two are important, thinks
'Fotze, but not sufficient to establish the uniqueness of a
;ﬁpiritual subject; for, firstly, the freedom of inner life is
difficult to define precisely, and, secondly, the mere fact of
i;Ei.ncomparability does not rule out the materialistic possibility g
that mental 1life is somehow the resultant of an interaction of

vhysical forces.® ,

i
1. MIC, I, 713-714. 4. 1IC, I, 645-5646,

2. MIC, I, 674, 5. MET, II, 167-169, '
T, 714, 6. VET, II, 168-169.
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Lotze would rest the fact of the unique substantial exist-
ence of the sonl on the third reason: the unity of conscious-
ness. He emphasizes, however, that this fact of unity does not

denend on our conscious of any unitye. The important point,

according to him, is that if anything can anpear to us, even the |

cognitive image that the soul is an unconnected plurality, we

the act of relating and comparing in a timeless synthesis b

which the contents of consclousness are not simple fused to-

\gether, like phvsical compositions, but rather are so combined

;that all retain their peculiar characteristics, while the sub-

'i
|
|
|
|

ject, the ego, so to speak stands avart and focuses its aware-
ness upon them.2 Such a wonderful relating activity presuvooses
the indivisible unity of the soul. Lotze says:

It must be one and the same thing which forms the idea

of a, then that of b, and which at the same time is

conscious of the nature and extent of the difference

between them.o

His conclusion, then, is that the unity of consciousness

implies that the soul is a simple substance., But by this soul
substance he of course does not mean any sort of hard atom. The

term 'substance'! 1s, for him, simply a designation of any in-

devpendent center or subject of conscious action or reaction.?

. e must not think of this substance as any kind of substratum

1. MIG, I, 157. 3. MET, II, 170,

l2. MIC, I, 164. 4, MET, II, 175, 181, 316,
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ﬂwhich might be the ground, means, or cause of the soul's activ- |
| _

II

fity.l Just as when we ask what any inanimate thing is, our

|
hanswer must lie in a description of 1tz activity, so also the

lsubstantiality of the soul is, according to Lotze, "what it
!shows itself to be, unity whose life is in definite ideas, feel=-
ings, and efforts."?

‘ The fact of the unity of consciousness is eo ipso at once

' the fact of the existence of a substance: we do not need i

| by a process of reasoning to conclude from the former to

! the latter as the condition of its existence,--a fallacious |
process of reasoning which seeks in an extranedus and su-

‘ perior substance suprosed to be known beforehand, the source

| from which the soul and each particular thing would acquire

l the capacity of figuring as the unity and centre of manifold

| actions and affections.

|

|

|

|

i iii. Lotze's Criticism of Kant's Treatment of the

[Paralogzismse In order to illustrate and male clear his idea of

I =
(substantiality, Lotze examines Kant's famous arguments. Accord-

| _
Hing to Xant, '"the conception of substance always relates to |
. I

lintuitiéns, which with ne cannot be other than sensuous."4 For

|

- |
(him, the presentation of a manifold of intuitions in conscious- |
|
| |
I

ness presupposes the synthetical unity of the manifold. This

lunity, called by Kant the "transcendental unity of apperception,v

is the basis of the "I think," the identity of apperception, r
l 1
[which accompanies 21l representations in consciousness.5 His
Imain theme against the paralogisms is that this identity of [

| H
lapoerception, the I, is never present as an intuition of the |

[internal sense, as an object of exnerience, but onlv as what

1. MET, II, 174. 4, Kant, CPR, 242,
2. MET, II, 181, 5. Kant, CPR, 82. I
13, MET, II, 175, ) I
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|he calls a "perfectly contentless revresentation,"l ﬂ

e can lay at the foundation of this science (i.e. of the I
paralogisms) nothlng but the simple and in itself perfect- )
ly contentless representation I, which cannot even be call- |
ed a conception, but merely a consciousness which accom- E
panies all conceptions. By this I or He or It, who or which
thinks, nothing more is represented than a transcendsntal

subject of thought=X, which is cognigzed onlvy by means of the |
thoughts that are its predicates, and of which, apart from |
these, we cannot form the least conception. Hence we are '
obliged to go round this representation in a perpetual cir-
cle, inasmuch as we must algays employ it, in order to frame |
any judgment respecting it. '

! .l
|
i
\
|

Thus, according to Kant, when one takes the transcendental unity|

iof consciousness to be an intuition of the transcendent subject ”

(i.e. the thing-in-itself), one falls into error, for the i
categories of the understanding can be applied only to objects |

}of possible exnerience. This 1is the plain fallacy of the para-

iitself which lies at the foundation of the empirical ego--for
If
fall we lmow, there may be a permanent plurality of such real
|

inoumenal substrata, or even a continually changing sequence of |
|

|things-in-themselves (as Kant's interesting illustration of the

F
I
(logisms. Actually, we can know nothing regarding the thing-in- 2
|
I
|

colliding spheres suggests)ed

In corment upon Kant's reasoning, Lotze expresses doubt

regarding the significance of the idea that some thing-in-itself

|1ies beneath the concrete empirical contents of anything, and

|

that this substratum is in any way useful to or consolidates the|

ireality of the object, and, further, that it is important to ask!

[whether this substratum is one or many. For him, all that is

[le Kant, CPR, 239. 3. MET, II, 177-178.
|2+ Kant, CPR, 239-240,




So far and so long as, the soul knows 1tself as this identi- |
cal subject, it is, and is named, simply for that reason, I
| substance., But'the attempt to find its capacity of thus lmow-|
I ing itself in the numerical unity of another underlying sub- |
| stance is not a process of reasoning which merely fails to |
reach an admnissible aim; it has no aim at all. That which is |
not only conceived by others as unity in multiplicity, but '
, xnows and makes itself good as such, is, simply on that
' account, the truest and most 1ﬁdwv13lole unity there can be. |
But in Kant‘s mind, so at least it seems to me, the pre=-
I judice is constantly recurring, that a thing may in a cer- i
tain peculiar.:sense be unity, ana that this is metaphysical- |
1y a much prouder achievement than merely to make itself |
good as unity, since this last capacity may perhaps alsgo I
belong to that which is not really or numerically one.l |
|

|Lotze holds, then, that Kant was right in opposing traditional
I|soul substance theories, which made the substance a medius
hterminus, from which, for instance, immortality was inferred;
Lbut he was wrong in thinking that no meaningful idea of soul
Esubstantiality could be inferred from inner exnerience. i
2. The Independence of the Finite Spirit

' Let us now proceed to relate Lotze's concept of the sub-
[stantiality of the finite spirit to the idea of that one real '
LSubstance, the monistic M, If the latter is immanent in all and |
Lembraces all, is there any sizgnificance in the notion of a |
|

Nfinite substance?

i. The Soul as Being-for-self, In the Microcosmus (Bk. IX,

h. 3), Lotze makes an important distinetion between 'realityt |

|(!1rPlichkeit) and 'realness' (Realitdt). This distinection is &Ln‘|

lindispensable key to an understanding of his doctrine of 4

r'I
1. BT, II, 179, For Lotze, substantlaliby does not depend on th&

; permanence of the subject. The soul is existing substance onlm
___when and in so far as it asserts . 1ﬁs&lf_as_identical_subgect,_;:




} a

| eral category designating all action and existence, while I
| Realit8t is a special kind of Wirklichkeit which is attributed 4
to beings that are spiritual, that experience and recognize r
thls experience as their own.

|
A spirit is synonymous with its self-existence, its being-for- |
]
|

| spirit can be considered to be truly indevendent of or detach- “

| ed from the monistic M. The detachment of the finite spirit is |
richness and complexity of its self-existence. Thus there is

[ world of spirits could be arranged. The lower primitive forms
of animal life would be but slightly detached from the One,
' while man would, of course, possess the greatest independence.

Lotze writes:

| the independence of the finite spirit. Wirklichkeit is a gen- |

1 The Realitlt of the finite W

' self, and it 13 just in virtue of this Realitlt that the finite|
S i

proportional to the intensity of its Realitft, that is, to the J

ll
|
graded scale of detachment according to which the whole
|

Whatever is in condition to feel and assert itself as a
self, that is entitled to be described as detached from the
universal all-comprechensive basis of being, as outside it:
whatever has not this capability will always be included as
'immanent! within it, however much and for whatever reasons
we may wish to make a separation and opprosition between I
the two. |
He therefore who, constrained by necessity, regards minds as{
well as things, as being states, thoughts, or modifications |
of God or of the Infinite, yet as not serving merely to |
oropagate the logical results of the nature of the Infinite |
from point to point, being connected amongst themselves as |
links of a chain, but as also feeling that which they do
and suffer as their states, in some form of relation to self,
as events exrerienced by their self--he who assumes this, |

. MIC, II, 646.

. MET, I, 229. B |




|
|
p

and yel believes in addition that for these living minds
immanent in God, he needs to prove an existence external
to God, in order that tShey may be real in the full mean-
ing of the word, does.not, it seems to us, know what he is
about--he does not lknow that he already possesses the ker-
nel whole and com?lete, and that what he painfully sesks
is but the shell.—

For Lotze, the assertion of relative independence on the
part of the finite spirit is the essence of their substantial-
ity. Spirits are substances like the one absolute Substance,
but they are imperfect and Incomplete in their substantiality.
levertheless, they are true substances, because, unlike things,
which are mere phenomenal states of the One and without any
unique status of their own, spirits "possess the faculty of
being~-for-themselves, because they think themselves, and are
not merely thoughts in the mind of anoth;ar.“2 Spirits alone
have

a reality which through the oreration of God constitutes
them not merely thoughts in His mind, buf true and in-

dependsnt subjects on their own account.,

Is the spirit as a whole, then, really to be considered as

transcendent instead of being immanent in the monistic M? Lotze
:replies thet the relations which we try to imagine with the
help of the terms 'iImmanence! and 'transcendence' do not allow

lof such distinctions as these symbolic spatial expressions

sugzgeste

|
!

We cannot logicallyggistinguish from God the humblest thing,
for indevendent upon,God there is nothing. A thing has a
real, albeit relative, independence, only when and in 8o far

1., MIC, II, 646, 3. OPRL, 95,
2. Orrl, 94,




as it asserts the same. Only a spirit can so assert its
indenendence. It alone feels and represents itself as the
common centre of its own states, and so brings itself into
that opoosition to God, who created it, which can oan be
conceived of as existing between creator and created.

‘The important point here is that the finite spirit has only

a "relative indevendence." By this, Lotze means that besides

1ts RealitHt or self-awareness, the spirit has additional

iWirlclichkeit, which can in no sense be considered indevendent

|of the one activity of the monistic M,

ii. The Origin of the Soul and Lotze'!s Doctrine of

| - - - - -
Creation. Tow how is it possible for such relative indevend-

!ence, such being-for-self to arise? And how i1s the soul brought

into interaction with the world of things? How does it happen

that a particular soul substance is associlated with a particu-

flér body, and at what stage of the body's development does it

lenter into

el

ts place? These questions are, for Lotze, unanswer-

able explicitly and in detail, and this for the simple reason

w

ithat the 'how' and 'whence! of souls and things alike is not

properly within the limits of metaphysics. As he often stresses, |

it is not the task of metaphysics to construct the world,

How i1t can be brought about, or how the creative vower of
the absolute begins to bring it about, that an existence is
produced which not only in accordance with universal laws
produces and exveriences effects and alterations in its
connexion with others, but also in its ideas, emotions, and
efforts, senarates itself from the common foundation of all
things, and becomes to a certain extent an independent
center,--this question we shgll no more attempt to answer
than we have othsrs like it.

oprl, 93.
MET, II, 183.




I which many strange theories cexpesct the vivification 6°r l

——
The problem of the origin of the soul can, according to Lotze, |

be answered only in so far as we appeal to the same general [
|
1dea by which we try to make intelligible to ourselves the most|

Insignificant interaction of inanimate elements. This basis of 1
explanation is simply the fact that the monistic M is wholly ﬁ
| present and active at the place in question. Lotze says: |

We may regard the process by which things that possess a I
life and soul are formed as something unusual and superior; |
but the presence of the absolute which makes this process (i
possible is no less the basis necessarily implied in the [
most insignificant interaction of any two atoms. Nor again |
do we think of 1ts presence as a mere uniform breath whiech |
. penetrates all places and this particular spot among them,
' like that subtle, formless, and homogeneous ether from

(l matter into the most various forms: but the absolute is I
indivisibly present with the whole inner wealth of its na- f
ture in this particular svot, and, in obedience to those
laws of its action which it has itself laid down, necessar-
ily makes additions to the simple conjunctions of those
elements which are themselves only its own continuous ac-
tions, simple additions where the conjunctions are simple,
additions of greater magnitude and value where they are
more complicated. « « It is thus that it gives to every [
organism its fitting soul. '

|

In harmony with Lotze's 1dea of substantiality, there is i
no need for the absolute to make a "correct choice" out of a I
store of souls. This would be the case only if the soul were }
| erroneounsly regarded as a substratum which should enter the !
. body at some point In the body's history. Since the absolute ,
| is present continuously during the whole course of the develop-|

|

ﬁ ment of the body germ, we may, holds Lotze, regard the forma=- |
|

|

|

tion of the soul as an extended process in time. At the very |

| phvsical concention of the germ, the soul itself would be (i

1. uEr, II, 184, .




:present in its most rudimentary form, asserting itself as sub- I
]

(stance and unity in gradually increasing intensity and signif- |
gicance.l !
i i

Lotze admits that if we could observe the physical develop—r

Iment of the germ from its beginning, psychic life would appear

| just 2s the materialist thinks. There would never be any evi-
|

|dence of a sudden mental activity, as might be expected to re-
| li
|

Hsult from the addition of a living soul to the germ. Signs of L
, |
Ipsychic life wonld gradually increase exactly as if they were

ﬁmerely side effects of the vhysical processes.® Actually, how-
i:ever, the mental activities would be the manifestations of a
'distinct soul substance. Lotze considers it impossible that a

lmere configuration of elements could of itself give rise to

|
|
|
i
|
lsuch a unique element as the thinking subject. And, for him,
'even Fechner's suggestive theory of a psycho-physical process,

|

|
laccording to which consclousness and unconsciousness are only

ﬁrelatiVG quantitative functlons of psycho-physical motion, is

I
|
wholly unintelligible--1t is attractive only because of its
| .
|
'indistinctness.?d By this concept, consciousness and unconscious-|

|ness seem to be neatly reduced to something neubral, namely, the
jmathematical function; but plainly, holds Lotze, we have here ?

| ) |
(only another way of putting the very old and often expressed

|conviction that reason can emerge out of what 1s devold of |

| reason. For it is not the abstract function that can determine

ET, II, 185.- 3. MET, II, 195. I
=T, II, 185. |
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|
|
| I
| consciousness or unconsciousness, but rather the psycho-vhysi- '

cal motion of forces which in themselves are completely un-

_conscious.l Lotze opposes himself to any such views and asserts!

|
i
|
|
| that the soul does not arise above, between, or by the side of

|
physical elements; nor does it arise out of nothing, It is a

‘new creation which the monistic M alone produces from its own i
| |
inature as a supplement to its activity iIn the physical germ.2 i

from its own real nature that the absolute projects the

i To satisfy the Imagination we may say it is from itself, !
1 soul, and so adds to its one activity, the course of nature,
i

that other which, in the ruling plan of the absolute, 1s
its natural completion.5
. For Lotze, the term 'creation' is meaningful only in

anplication to this rise of spiritual life. So far as the in-

animate world of nature is concerned, we gain little by try-

(151

|
|
ing to conceive of its realization (e.g. as did Leibniz) as i
i
|other and fairer than that which it already has in God's living |
| |

consciousness. Finite spirits alone are in any proper sense

lactually created. Lotze's definition of creation is given in
!

|the following passage:

|
|
Creation may be defined as follows: God permitted the E
thought which at first was only His owvn to become the |
[ thought of other spirits; or He caused this world of spirits i
; to arise in which His continual influence and operation |
causes His own.cosmic thoughts to arise and figure as the
apvearance of an outer world surrounding them and cavable l
of being nerceived by the...4

The world of things, then, 1s to be regarded only as a

system of appearances, by which the living monistic M stimulates|

1. @7, II, 198. 3. LET, II, 186. |
2. MET, II, 195. 4, OPRL, 92. |




J Dave__l_qi_thia thesis. B

|
|
| |
I
r |
| ourselves assoclated is by no means to be taken as exhaustive

|
ﬂof God's activity. Vie may very well believe that there are !
Wnanv other ordered worlds which apvnear to other realms of |
ﬂflnlte soirits. These pluralities of worlds do not really |
;exist external to each other; all are bound together in the

”same monistic One, and serve their purposes according to the |
|same general import of the One. Lotze says: "God is bound up
lwﬁth creation by a perpetual sympathy, that he feels and lives |

|
'i it."l These convictions are the foundations of Lotze's

|

|

|philosoyhy of history. i
i |

I As regards the destiny of any particular finite s»irit in ”
|

this complex monistic activity, this, for Lotze, is not a I

Imatter for human judgment, much less a proper problem of

I

|

|

| |
Imetavhysics. We can permit ourselves to trust only in a general |

|

I

|

|oroposition which in our hands is entirely inap»licable to [l
ﬂconcrete instances:
I Gvery created thing will continue, 1f and so long as its '
continuance belongs to the meaning of the world. . . Il

w Bverything will pass away which had its authorized place k
only in a transitory phase of the world's course.

! ‘
IThis is Lotze's doctrine of conditional immortality. .

I w
| . Z. The lMind-Body Connection |
Let us, in conclusion, briefly outline Lotze's most im-

”nortant ideas regarding the mind's interaction with the
|| I
{1 0PRL, 99. Compare with 2, MET, II, 182; MIC, I, 389.
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|
|
|
L

kphenomenal svyatem iIn which the monistic M has created it.

J Firstly, the fact of interaction is not precluded by the
Mincomparability of the vsychic and the material processes.
JLotze's doctrine of recinrocal action, as we have seen, shows
chat homogeneity of apnearances does not in the least help us
|

to account for interaction.l Lotze argues that though the soul

is sevarated from the suvnersensuous realities of the external

|
| world, "it is not parted from them by the gulf of that in-

|
Mseparability which is supposed to be a bar to all interaction."2

H As to the seat of the soul, Lotze rejects the views that
“tha soul is diffused throughout the entire body, or that from
%a point or limited area, the soul's influence extends infinite-
Hly far with gradually diminishing intensity, or finally that
lthe soul is at one point and acts onlvy by direct contact.?

|He rather believes that the soul acts directly upon a certain

| finite number of points within the brain.? Thus we may say that

ithere are literally many seats of the soul, and at each one
i
che soul is indivisibly present, expressing, as Lotze puts it,

"one of those diverse activities which ought never to have been

| compressed into the formless ldea of merely a single outgoing

|
| force."® This does not contradict the fact of the unity of

consciousness, for the goul's sratial and seemingly separate
|locations are purely phenomenal exnressions of 1ts single

supersensuous belng. According to Lotze's metavhysics of space,

vIc, I, 270-278. 4, MIC, I, 302-303,
VET, II, 190. 5, MET, II, 290,
T, II, 283-288,

|
|
i

I

I




|
|~ [

|
I'szn_oza.ti.a:l. locatlon 1s not a condition of a thing's activity, but
;only a phenomenal consequence. Rather, a thing is whefe it acts,|
I According to Lotze, it is the purpose of the central nerv- |

lous organs "to bring about the commerce of the soul with the I

| external world."l As to the incoming "commerce," Lotze considers
|

| the brain to be most essential in the generation of the spatial
;ima@e. All bodily impressions acquire at theilr points of in-

| fluence on the body certain supplementary qualitative marks or

| "local signs," through which the soul, upon generating a specif-|

hic sensation, is able to place its representation in correct

|

| spatial relation to other representations.2 He thinks that the
] f
|bulk of the brain is developed exclusively for the purpose of |

|

roreoaring "localized" impressions for direct action on the
| o o€ A -

|

|soul.” ﬁ
i |
W As rezards the outgoing influence of the soul, the startinge
point is without exception some feeling (either new or recalled)

|
| |
|on the occasion of which the associated movement is brought

'\
Lforth with strict necessity according to the universal mecha-

nism ordained by the monistic M4 Here alone, for Lotze, lies

'the true meaning of free beginnings. Mot only voluntary resolu-

|tions, but also involuntary feelings and passions give rise to |
|‘ |
| 5 .

a corresponding blind movement, which takes place without our |

co-operation or knowledge.s Freedom of action, then, consists

lsimply in an infinitely varied choice and utilization of

||

|
1. MET, II, 294. 4, MET, II, 304.
l2. mIc, I, 309-31l. 5. ¥IC, I, 285. L
|3, 1IC, I, 320-321, I
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{What is the status of the soul in such situations? Does it someJ

[how still exist as an unconscious being? Lotze's answer is that

| istence; they are, according to him,

elementary movements,.
Finally, the fact that consciousness is often interrunted |

in slesp, illness, and injury leads to an interesting question:

"

souls, as well as material thinzss, have no indestructible ex- 5

simply actions of the one genulne being or exzistence, only
that they are gifted with the strange capacity, which no
knowledge can further explain, of feeling and knowing them-
selves as active centres of a 1life which goes out from them.
Only because they do this, only in so far as they do this,
did we give them the name of existences or substances.

Thus, regerding a soul which thinks, feels, and wills nothing,
Lotze teaches that we ought to have the courage to say that |

"as often as this happens, the soul is not."2 Of course, this

alternation of existence and non-existence 1s intelligible only
on the basis of the continual activity of the monistic It

Why showvld not its 1life be a melody with pauses, while the
primal eternal source still acts, of which the existence and
activity of the soul are a single deed, and from which that
existence and activity arose? From it azain the soul would
once more arise, and its new existence wounld be the consist-
ent continuation of the old, so soon as those pauses are [
gone by, during which the conditlons of its reappearance ,
were being produced by other deeds of the same primal beins.d

4, The Adeqguacy of

Iotze's Doctrine of Indevendence ;

Conflicts in philosophy often rise out of a misunderstand-
|

ing of definitions and of the metaphysical background that

1. ¥ET, II, 316. 3. MET, II, 317.

T
b J.,
2, MET, II, 317.




i |
(conditions thelr particular formulations. Lotze's philosophy is ”
{l : “

lesveclally liable to such misunderstanding. Therefore, it is of
|orime importance that we keep in mind the whole development of |

|Lotze's monism when we undertake an examination of his doctrine
l ' |
‘of indevendence. Otherwise, we might easily be inclined to dis-

|miss his psychology as a fruitless tempt to reconcile what is

,irvoooncilable, namely, his continual emphasis on an extreme

| - - -

(monism- of interaction and the notion of real finite indevend-
|

I

lence. Ve then might, for example, readily agree with H, E&ffdlna

|when he writes: “

I Lotze's theory therefore culminates in a spiritualistic
l monism. He likewise places increasing emphasis on the
immanence of the elements in a »primary Substance. On this
latter point he stands much closer to the Spinozistic view I
than he 1s aware. i
If |
|C., D. Burns expresses the same oninion: "Thus the conclusion of i
| _
;.. . . . |
lhis (Lotze's) metavhysics is in an Absolubtism almost like that |

'of Spinoza. . .”2 And some of Lotze's CGerman critics have been l

| I
|much more positive regarding his relation to Soinoza and pan- |
| |
| |
| . - !
| theism. Wartenberg, whom Kronheim discusses in detail, writes: |

h Lotzes lionismus hebt jede Selbstindigkeit der Dinge auf und |
verwandelt dieselben in blosse Besonderungen der absoluten
I Welteinheit.--~Dasselbe gilt vom lMonismus Spinozas.? a

(1. qufdinb, SHMP, 275, This is a modification of HB?fding's i
arlier conclusions in his larger work on the history of I
0h110600hy There, although he says that "Lotze's religio- |
philosophical standpoint mav be described as ethical pan- |
i theism" (519), he concludes: "We shall hardly be inclined |
' to agree with some of his more recent critics that in lat- !
er life he modified his doctrine of the substantiality of |
the soul in essential points, bringing it nearer to '
Spinozism." (524) See Hbffding, HIP. |

. uurns, GMP, 238.
. Quoted in Kroqheim LLuD 53, -

L1 o
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liowever, such conclusions as these have not been the outcome of

[ our study of Lotze's monism. On the contrary, our connected

consideration of the whole of his argument gives us the very

opoozlte conviction: Lotze can be associated with Spinozism
only superficially, only when some of his ideas are shorn from
their context in his philosophy. It would be more correct to |
say that Lotze's btheory begins with a strict spiritual monism,
but culminates, without ceasing to be monistic in a sense, in
a real spiritual pluralism. But even this would not be wholly
fair to Lotze, for we should judge that he never really began
[with an extreme monism. All of his references to monism must be
taken 1n a certain restricted sense which 1is not incompatible

with real finite indevendence.

In order correctly to evaluate Lotze's doctrine of inde- |

pendence, it is important that his definition of soul substance

be clearly seen In the wider perspectives of his metaphysics.
As we recall, he does not mean by substance some inert surer-

[ eensuous substratum. His only definition is that 'substance!

i

"signifies everything which nossesses the power of producing
land exveriencing effects, in so far as it possesses this
nower."t He states in comment upon certain misunderstandings of
‘his aonlication of the term to the soul, that he uses this te
las a mere name "in all innocence," that 1s, with the natural

lunderstanding that his readers will judge his usage only in

laccordance with the total metapvhysical context. Therefore, he

1. MET, II, 174. a
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writes:

|

|

( It would have been too absurd to suppose this power of

! nroducing and exneriencing effects in general to have its
ground in one universal substance, and then to expect that

a grain of this substance, buried in each individual thing,

. wvould quicken this general capacitv into the rarticular

ways of producing and experiencing effects which distinguish
that thing from all other t',hzl'.nc.gs.]i

This is a significant passage, for it points us more directly
toward a clear view of the soull!s indevendence. Lotze's doctrire
of reciprocal action, leading to the assumvtion of one Substance

as the ground of the possibility of all being and interaction,

acting being cannot be exempt from this general condition of

lexistence and activity. How when Lotze reasons that the unity
I

lof the soul presupnoses a simple substance, he does not mean
that the one Substance somehow has imparted some of its own sub-

stantiality to the soul. The One has not literally detached a

"niece" of itself from itself. Rather, by the very fact that the

soul is capable of producling and experiencing effects, it is a

substance, moreover, a substance on its own account and truly
senarate as such from the substantiality of the absolute. How-
Iever, in so far as the soul is in interaction with the world
l(and this is an undeniable fact), it is as such, that is, in

distinction from its experiencing of interaction as its owm,

nothing more than a state of the one Substance, which makes
possible 2ll interaction. For this reason, Lotze holds that the

soul has only "relative independence."

L, MET, II, 174.

is continually presupnosed in his psychology. The soul as inter-

|
|
|




!
We must guard against the tendency to associate substance i
(with a hard spatial form if we are rightly to evaluate Lotze's |
vievw. It is, of course, self-contradictory to suppose a simple
:indivisible being as such independent of and yet one with the |
!Absolute. But it is not inconsistent to assume, as does Lotze,

(that a being can be simple, indivisible, and independent in

lone sense or aspect or activity (self—awareness), and yet one

'view of the soul is activistic-~a soul, like anything else, is

|
with the Absolute in another activity (interaction), Lotze's !
| |
| |
iwhat it does, what it appears to be.l If a thing simply interactﬂ
Iin the world system without being capable of self-experience, thT

|thing has no substance on its own account; it is to be considered

a mere phase of the one Substancee. But if a thing shows itself

|to be an experiencing subject, by virtue of that activity does i#
merit the title of simple substance. How the Absolute can bring ‘

forth in creation such a soul substance 1s, of course, beyond 1

jhuman insight. This view, notwithstanding its appeal to mystery, |
| |

rseems to us to be compatible with Lotze's doctrine of creation. |
W The fundamental assumption of Lotze's philosovhy is that

|

honly a spiritual subject can be said to be a substance, to
|
I |
Eactually have intended to absorb the very reality of the spirit-|

Pal subject, which he had used as an empnirical criterion for

possess Realitldt. Now it would be strange indeed if he should '

f soul: organic, monadic, mentalistic, and activistic.

|

|

|
!l. See Dr. Brightman's discussion of four types of views of the ‘
| Barrett (ed.), CIA, 172-175.
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determining the personal nature of that one fullest substance,
the monistic M, wholly into the spiritual oneness of the M.
Rather, when we follow Lotze's arguments about the ground of

the possibility of reciprocal action we must with him tacitly
hold fast to the independent concrete reality of the finite sub-
ject, even while asserting an absolute oneness of all things;
for this monism is reckoned necessary only in so far as inter-
action is to be exnlained. Thus the independent Realitlt of the
finite spirit does not somehow have to be laboriously strained
out of Lotze's monism as a strange accommodation; it is always

presunposed as one of the essential necessities of the view.

tself can easily lead to Spinozism. For if the realness of the
finite spirit, which we employ in inferring a spiritual monism

of interaction, thereby becomes a mere illusion, what empirical

|grounds can there be for saying that the Absolute is in some

sense a spiritual subject, a being-for-self? Then there can be
no way of deciding whether the Absolute is a spiritual subject
or a blank One, a substance entirely unlike the finite svirit,
one which Spinoza, for example, defines as "that which exists
in itself and is conceived by itself, i.e. the conception of
which can be Tormed without the aid of the conception of any-

nl

thing else. Such a conclusion on the part of Lotze would

contradict his empirical approach.

1. Ueverweg, HOP, II, 63,

Otherwise, to be sure, Lotze's doctrine of interaction taken by ;

|
|
I




|namely, the ldea of the independent reality of the finite sub- I

w The great point of difference between Lotze and Spinoza is |

‘that Totze's fundamental assumption is that a true idea of the

!One can be formed only with the concevntion of something else:

r 1
ject. The empirical validity of the hypothesis that the One is J
a spiritual substance devends upon the real substantiality of ﬂ
the finite spirit, Therefore, all that Lotze has in common with I

Svinozism 1s the mere terminology, 'substance,! 'One,!' and ”

|
| 'fmonism.' Really there is hardly a point of contact mebtaphysi- H

cally; each revresents an entirely different way of approaching |

|
\reality. Lotze's way 1s empirical, based on the concrete raalityt

of the finlte spirit; Spinoza's way is wholly rationalistic and “

. |
‘unempirical, We do not see how Lotze can seriously be called a |
I

|Spinozist, unless it is through a failure to keep in mind his 1

|
empirical method and his whole direction of thought. His insist-|

ence on the immanence of all elements in so far as interaction ‘

[is concerned is entirely compatible with his insistence on the |
|

[indenendence of the finite sp»irit. We do not have to wait until ﬁ

‘Lotze explicitly (although not too clearly) brings this out in 1

I
his psychology. This compatibility is implicitly assumed in his H

laxiological and ontological strands of thought. .
| ﬂ
” In answer to the question, how can the soul have such a

double activity, Lotze can only reply that we must assume that |

|

|
[the monistic I is as a matter of fact cavable of producing a

i

Ibeing which has such a nature. The ontological mechanics of this|

"strange caracity" of the soul as being-for-self is, of course, |




I
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a mystery, but it is no more mysterious than the fact of inter-
Iaction. All we can say is, as Lotze puts it, that the soul is
not created out of nothing, but that the Absolute brings the
soul into being from 1ts own real nature and as an addition to
its own real activity as ground of interaction. This may seem
like an easy way out of the difficulty of conceiving the soul
as indevendent and yet immanent in the Absolute, but what more
|cen be done on Lotze's premises? As he rightly emphasizes, it
is not the task of philosophy to construct the world, but only
to understand its construction consistently in so far as the
facts permit. Kronheim sums up well Lotze's svnthesis of
irmanence and indevendence:

A relative independence comes to things in spite of their

immanence in God. They do not completely lose their in-

dependence as vart of the Absolute. For this reason he has

zealously taken »nains to sevarate his rphilosophy from

Svinoza's pantheism. . . He 1s therefore not a nantheist

in the ordinary sense, but a panentheist. Even as parts

of God, things enjoy a certalin measure of indevendence. . .

Lotze teaches their immanence in the Absolute only to

make interaction comprehensible. The independence of things

therefore becomes, even through immanence, only so far

abrogated (aufgehoben), as precisely the actual fact of
interaction requires, but no further.

5. The Possibility of
Interaction on the Part of the Soul
But would 1t not verhaps be more adequate and less con-
fusing to define the soul or self as conscious unity of ex-

pverience and to say with Dr. E. S. Brightmen that "the soul is

1. Kronheim, LLED, 40. (Translated by the writer.)
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indeed confined to conscious experience; it is no unconscious
entity or mere capacity"?l A more mentalistic definition would
have the advantage of clearly and unambiguously marking out the ;
self and of sevarating it from what is not its own conscious
orocess. However, the fact 1s that the self so clearly defined
must still interact with the world. But howlcan interaction be
explained if, as Dr. Brightman writes;

when a versonalist speaks of a self or person, he means a

conscious vnity; he does not mean to include in the _self

its interaction with what is not its consciousness.

In another essay we find this statement:

At no time is God absent or inactive; but at no time can
the vpresence of God be construed pantheistically. That is, .
although God always acts on man and interacts with him,
no partsof man's versonality can be regarded as any vart
of God.

fle take the term "at no time" to mean "in no sense." Dr. Bright-
man further holds that "God creates and continually sustains

the being of all other »nersons and selves in the universe."4

Is it, however, possible for God to interact with what is no
part of him? And can we concelve of God sustaining what is not
in any sense a part of him?

If Lotze's ontology of interaction is empirically

adequate, there can be no interaction between entirely independ-

ent beings; all must be included in one medium of interaction.
interaction

In Dr. Brightman's philosovhy,Als not such a fundamental and

pervasive theme or foundational reference point. In regard to

l. Brightman, ITP, 192. 3. Brightman, Art.(1950), 4.
2. Brightman, Art.(1943), 24, 4. Brightman, Art.(1950), 4.
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| the mind-body vproblem, however, he writes that "experience

i

speaks in favor of interactionism," and that "interactionism,

|then, would appear to be the true theory."l As to physical I

lthings, Dr. Brightman reasons from the fact that ‘

|
all the work done by "matter" is energy; the vparticle makes ‘
no difference. Its nresence adds nothing; its absence would i
not be noticed. Such an entity cannot be said to belong in J
the system of nature. |

Thus he accepts Leibniz's idea that the energizing acfivity of |

|
matter is an activity of the nature of mind--"the system of- :
| .
things is active like a mind."S

|

In Lotze's philosophy, interaction is basic and its ex-

|

[planation is the same whether the objects in question are souls

lor things. For him, the indevendence of the soul must be

lharmoniously synthesized with the doctrine of immanence. That |
is, for him, souls can interact with each other and the world, |
and God can sustain them only if they are in some sense includ-

‘ed in his being. Dr. Brightman avoids this compromise with .

monism by defining the self so as to separate it metavhysically
|
ifrom God. The relation between God and the self, for him, must |
|
|

lin every sense be external, Thus for Dr, Brightman the mystery !

;WOU1d be: How can the self be so separate mebaphysically and yet|

linteract with God and the world? or Lotze, the mystery is

iﬁnterestingly enough the converse: How can the self as interact-‘

ing being, and hence according to the doctrine of interaction,

fne with God, possess any real independence? !

'ii
!P. Brightman, ITP, 205-207. 3. Brightman, ITP, 121-122.
e Brightman, ITP, 121.

|

. |
; _ il
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lof causality and cosmic structure.

= - |
|We are, however, inclined to favor Lotze's explanation of 1nter-;

'1, Thus J. llahn thinks thet Lotze's monistic doctrine of inter-

Lotze and Pr. Brightman thus apvoroach the problem of the !
indevnendence of the soul from two different directions. In both%
views, however, the main concern is that the individual nmust

not be "swallowed up'" in a pantheistic absolutism. Lotze vprefers
to attempt to superimpose indevendence on vantheistic immanence,|
while Dr. Brightman »refers to attempt to reconcile interaction
with external connection. Dr. Brightman's aporoach is verhaps

safer theoretically, for there is no ambiguilty involved in his

doctrine of independence. IlMan is no part of God in any sense.

On the other hand, Lotze's "relative independence" can easily,
and surely has been, construed as really no independence.l e

think, however, that taliing Lotze's philosophy as a whole this

danger is not very great. The advantage of Lotze's approach is
that the doctrine of interaction as he formulates it is a most
rigorous argument for theism, and is capable, as we have

attempted to show, of holding its own against impersonal views

The problem of deciding Dbetween these two ways of regard-

ing the indevendence of the finite s»pirit is not an easy one.

action on the bagis of internel relations. Thus, although it is

not difficult to postulate a special inscrutable external

action takes away man's freedom: "Lotzes vantheistische Er- |
x18rung der Vieehselwirlkung spricht dem Menschen die Freilheit

ab und macht ihn zum blossen Zuschauer der Gottestaten in i
itm." (2uoted in XKronheim, LLED, 54.) It is true that on E
Lotze's basis, man is largely a "svectator" of his states; j
but to stress this alone is to devnreciate unjustly the wider |
metavhysical significance of Lotze's doctrine of volition. ;

|
|
'1
|
|



connection between God and the finite s»irit, and thus to es-
”tablish finite independence, we wonder whether this is really

Il
ﬂnecessary to insure independence. If Lotze's doctrine of

indsvpendence is consistent, and we think that it is so, then it

|
1
]UO“ld seem to be more adequate, for it accounts for the inter-

[acbiOQ of the soul more simply, without appealing to special

|
I N - - - L) -
|external connections wvhich are different from those connections

‘between lnanimate things.

.|

Then again, Dr, Brightman's explanation of the subconscious

|of external relations. Dr, Brightman says:

( These other exveriences, to which the name subconscious is
given, since +lev are not integrated with the normal seslf-
exverience, are not a vart of the normal self (for only

! its exnerience belongs to it), bubt rather a part of its en-
' vironment, like the vhysiological organism, the social
order, the world of nature.

%]

In another work, he sneaks of the subconscious »drocess as
. ) - o
actually a conscious self assoclated with the human person.<

Thus ia subeconscilons influence there would have to be an

external interaction by at least three distinet and mutually

lof conceiving the action of God is equally great, for how can
God, who must always remain without metaphyslcally, control the

psychic mechanism within individual consciousness, and how 1s

[he related to memory?

|1. Brightman, ITP, 200,
2. Brightman, Art. (19&0) 4445,

independent selves. As regards psychic mechanism, the difficulty

nroc sses and »sychic mechanism becomes involved in a complexity




' In himself man finds signs of God and of God's nearness and
activity. Yet man is always himself and God 1s God. They are |
' matually transcendent in a sense in which God and nature are |
| not. liost of the states of my mind are, it 1is true, caused “
l not by my self-determining will, but by God. This is true of
' my sensatlions and of all in me that is due to physiological |
l and psychologlcal mechanisms. Nevertheless, all conscious P
orocesses in me, whether caused by God's purvose or my own, ‘
are parts of my complex, unitary personality, which, though L
devendent on God for its being, is self-experiencing and, i
within limits, gself-determining. i
|
|
|
|

TCan such mutual transcendence be conceived tangibly excent in
| terms of a Lelbnizian pre-determined sympathy?

On Lotze's view the subconscious and psychic mechanism }
do not have to be gathered together by God and brought to act
on the sonl in an external fashion. For him, the only activity
of the soul not immanent in God is the individual subject's :
Lunique self-awareness and consciousness of the »rocesses which |

|God, working in and through the soul, presents to it, and which

| the subject to a limited extent can call up through the capacity|
| i
lof wolition.

Hanifesting itself in the individual mind, and being in it
and all its like the efficient source of their life, the

| Infinite develops a serises of activities, as to which how

! they take place remains Incomprehensible to finite conscious-|
| ness, wkhich intuits their product. . .

Is it really less mysterious and more comprehensible to define

|the self as metaphysically no part of God, and vet somehow able

to recelve external influences from God? Viould nutting the

|doctrine of indenendence in thils manner bestow on the self a

more genuine independence, and also seprarate God more from any h

|
1. Brightman, ITP, 339.

2. MIC, II, 641,




ie canmnot convince ourselves

Lotze's doctrine of internal relations

las regards interaction seems to us to be very firm ontolozgical

ground. upon which an adequate account of the intsraction of

r
|
the soul may be based,

! For this reason we should hesitate to accent Dr. Bertocecirts
sugrestions regarding infteraction nresented in his illuminating
article on Dr, Brightman's theory of the self.l Dr. Bertoceci's
main point 1is this: Vhy consider the body as merely the

enercizing of God's mind (as

e S

would Lotze also), and yet at the

same time grant selfhood to certain zoological creatures whose
|
activities are certainly not more purposively intelligent than
those of the body. The human body functions as a highly purnos-

ive unit even when personal consciousness is absent. Thus he

2

[ a]

ocieties of the human body?"

Up to this point the argument is very convincing. But then
(Dr. Bertocel inguires into the relations between God and the
iself. He sumg up Dr. Brightman's view: The self 1s no part of
!God metavhysically, but has a monadic "window" oven to him.

Thus

the mind-body interaction consists of two steps: 1) inter-

action with God through its "window" and 2) the alteration by

-

Entitled "Brightman's View of the Self, the FPerson, and
the Body" and published in The Philosophical Forum (1950).
2, Bertocecl, Art.(1950), 27.




God of his energizing, which avpears as bodily movement. Now

| this seems to Dr. Bertocel to be too roundabout a manner of

conceiving interaction! He suggests making it more direct, as
follows:
But why, granting the constant sustenance of all finite
selves (and versons) by God, is it not simpler theoreti-
cally to oven up another window of the finite self to
other selves constituting its body? Rather than postulat-
ing the divine Mind as a specific intermediary for every
definite mind-body action, the individual self or person
could then interact, subject to the laws of their created
natures, directly on the selves constituting their bodies.l
Wow there 1s certainly nothing inconceivable about this
way of regarding the possibility of interaction on the part
of the soul, that 1s, when the point of departure is Dr.
Brightman's view of the self as externally related to God and
the world. But we should maintain that its plausibility rests

either on a fundamental obscurity regarding the coherent

ontological significance of the pilctorial term "window," the

vhrase 'constant sustenance by God," and the vhrase "the laws

H

of their created natures;" or on a simple appeal to a snecial
3 £

power of God as a matter of fact to make such external connec-

tions, which these someWhat vasgue terms (i.e. in themselves and |

out of an exvlicit mebapvhysical context) symbolize, nossible.
Does Dr. Bertoccl mean a Leibnizian "window'"? Ve are quite
sure that such pdre-determined sympathy is far from his inten-
tion. But we are not quite certalin that this manner of

sevarating the self from God metapvhysically, and finally of

1. Bertocei, Art.(1950), 27.




| of 1ts created nature") with other selves from the mediating

senarating the interaction of the self ("according to the laws
=

activity of God can be elaborated in a complete metaphysics in
another way.l

Lotze's doctrine of inberaction seems to us to be adequate
enough to malte unnecessary such assumptions of external
connections. Interaction is more intelligible if the elements
in question are metaphysically one Substance. Thus the finite
selves will never be wholly separate metaphysically from the
medium of interaction; their indenendence must be so construed
as to leave them in some sense within the medium, It is this
necessity that Lotze struggles to express tangibly. Only on
this basis can we, with Lotze, make clear to ourselves the
meaning of the notion of law. This 1s why we have considered
Hartshorne's mind-brain cell analogy leading to his idea of a
divine Social Personality externally related to its organic
"body" of selves to be untenable metaphysically. Ve should
maintain with Lotze that the mind-brain cell connection does
not merely involve two terms, but rather three, the third being

the medium of interaction. Not only the mind-body interaction,

but also the God-mind relation seems to us to be better exnlain-

ed by Lotze's doctrine of immanence.
6. Concluding Definition of Lotze's lMonism

If then, for Lotze, the independence of the finite spirit

l. In this respect we await with great anticipation Dr, Bright-
man's treatise on mebtaphysics. A systematic presentation of
the nersonalistic view of interaction is needed.

|

[
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;is a genuine Realitdt, what must we conclude regarding Lotze's

1
‘philosophy as a whole? It 1is, we should repeat, a monism only

|
las regards interaction and as regards the fact that there is

‘only one eternal and abiding Substance, the monistic M. But so
long as finite spirits are created and assert themselves as I
:distinct beings-for-selves, there is no strict monism, but more

Jgeneral¢y and properly a spiritual pluralism. This, we should

maintain, is what Lotze always intends to convey in all his

discussions, although unfortunately he does give good cause for |

confusion and misunderstanding. Our main criticism of Lotze is

|that he lays too much stress on the monism of interaction

[ throughout his writings. He would have done better if he had

| o~ . & i n &
|at every point balanced his one-sided absolutistic interaction-

\ism with his culminating view of the finite s»nirit as not I
merely an interacting being but a genuinely independent being- !
|
for-self, and as such wholly distinct from God. Then he wounld
have been less liable to misinterpretation.
As his reflections stand, it is easy to get the impression

al

that he 1s an absolutist in essence. Thus, for example, G. T.

Ladd concludes:

The method of Eegel was, indeed, always opposed by Lotze;
and he endeavored to make good what he considered the de-
ficiencies of Hegel by substituting for a movement of
Absolute Thought, a movement of Absolute Life, as the centre
‘ and sum of all reality. But, with all the differences in

' both method and conclusions of the two thinkers, Lotsze
teaches something like the same spiritual lonism as that into
which many who have learned in the school of Hegel are lead-
ing the way.

l1. oMET, xii.
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|
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|
|
|

jAnd Je« B, éfatt inéludes Lotze‘witi_such absolufists as Green
4and Royce.l We should acknowledge that these conclusions are
1plausible, esnecially when based on the many passages in which
{Lotze stresses extreme monism. These passages must be balanced
ﬁby statements which are more characteristic of his philosophy
as a whole, as, for example, the following:

True reality that is and ought to be. . . is the living

personal spirit of God and the world of versonal spirits

which he has created.”

The real point of difference between Lotze's view and

|Hegel's absolutism is that Lotze's main aim is to save the

I

ﬂreal freedom and independence of the finite spirit, whereas
ﬁin Hegel, the finite spirit 1s explicltly and without anology
'absorbed into the dialectical sweep of the Absolute Spirit.
[Thus we find in Hegel such statements as these: "It is equally
| true that God exists as finite and the Ego as Infinite."® "yhat
seems to be my act is then God's."% This ruling onower of the

| Absolute is "the cunning of Reason"--"God lets men do as they
[please. . « but the result is the accomplishment of--not their
nlans, but His. . ."® According to Hegel, Absolute Spirit sets
lup the "illusion" of finite indevendence or sevaration by

differentiating itself into an "other." Then "its action con-

wsists in getting rid of the illusion which it has created."d
|

This action of the Absolute in the mind is, for Hegel, the

W"illusion under which we live,"7
f

{1l Pratt, PR, 216.
|2. MIC, ITI, 728.
| 3. Hegel, POR, I, 167.

5, Wallace, LOH, 350,
6. Wallace, LOH, 352.
7. Wallace, LOH, 352,

| 4. Hegel, POR, T, 227, .
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| Such devreciation of the finite individual, and, further,
|

an exbtreme emvhasls on deductive method is utterly foreign to

Lotze's view when it is seen as a whole. Consequently, there |

lis a wide gap between the Absolute of Lotze and that of Hegel, :
[l
the gap that separates extreme rationalism from empirical ideal-:
|

1
ism. Lotze's Absolute should perhaps really not be called an W

absolute, but as W. P. Warren suggests, "the Supreme Being," to

avoid the pantheistic implications of absolutism.l

Yhat, then, would be our final definition of Lotze's

|

| = A . = '
|monism? Ve should, as our discussions have indicated, conclude |
1 |
|that although ILotze, even in the midst of his psychological |
|development of thought, frequently refers to his "monistic ‘
|

'view," this should always be understood as limited to the

phenonienon of interaction. iHis philosophy as a whole, we should,
|

E - - > |'
|elaborating Kronheim's suggestion, define as pluralistic I
|

spiritual panentheisme. Lotze's mebtaphysical monism is that

|important asvect of his »luralistic spiritual panentheism which

constitutes the basis of explanation of interaction in general,I

|including interaction between spirits.2 !

|

l

I
|2 FPor the sake of preciseness, the term 'between' should per- |
haps be replaced by 'of.' That is, there is really no meta-
physical gap 'between' interacting spirits; as interacting
they are simply the one unified activity of God. This leads
to a further distinction, which is implicit in our above
. discussions: We must be careful not to abstract the substan-
| tiality of the finite spirit (i.e. its active self-awareness),
consider it in itself apart from the total Wirklichkeit of
the spirit, and then to ask how God can interact with this |
substantislity (which, according to Lotze, is relatively in- |
dependent; that is, relative to the total Wirklichkeit), as

|
il. Warren, PNT, 27.
|




brings us to an impenetrable mystery. According to him, no

if God does or should so interact. Since, on Lotze's premises,
the proposition that God interacts with something or mediates
interaction 'between' things means simply that God is that
something or those interacting things as interacting, such a
question would inquire into the possibility of what is im-
possible, for by definition the substantiality of the finite
spirit is not the substantiality of God. To ask how God can |
interact with finite substantiality as such, then, is to ask
how God's substantiality can be finite substantiality, and
Lotze's answer is that by definition it is not. The question,
therefore, can only resolve itself into the unanswerable
query: How can God bring forth out of his one substantiality,
his one activity, a finite s»irit which 1s one with himself
as regards interaction, and which yet has a unique substan-
tiality of its own, by virtue of which it is able actively to |
assert itself as relatively indevendent of the common Wirk- |
lichkeit of all interacting things? This, Lotze emphasizes,

human knowledge can further explain the possibility of this
"strange capacity,” this double activity, with which the soul
1s gifted.

132
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS

V/le shall now bring together the main conclusions which
we have reached in onr examination of Lotze's metavhysical
monism:

1. Lotze has laid solid foundations for a thoroughgoing

empirical ohilosovhy. We are in full accord with his confidence
;in reason. 1t seems to us that faith that nature and reason
| are harmoniously and objectively related is necessary if we
| are to avoid positivistic solipsism and nihilism. Ve are also ;
in agreement with Lotzs's emphatic teaching that philosorhical

progress must always be conditioned by the particular facts in

question, and not by a deductive a »riori "logical calculus."
This is an admirable aonproach to metavhysics. However, whether
 Lotze throughout his philosophy follows his nrofessed method-

| ology is another question.

| 2. /e have found that Lotze does not attain empirical
adequacy in his doctrine of an unfolding monistic ontological
| Good as the source of all existence. If the Good is diffused
Jthroughout all things, as Lotze tells us, then the inference

| that natural evil 1s illusory is quite obviously valid. But 1s
| this what the particular facts of evil indicate empirically?

Our conclusion, therefore, has been that only a finitistic view

| of God would in some measure Permit a retention of Lotze's [




|valuable axiological idea of a teleological oneness of the
ithree realms of reality, and at the same time most adequately
iaccount for the empirical concreteness of natural evil.,

I 3. Lotze's ontological strand of thought based on a
conslderation of interaction is, in contrast to hils axiological
!strand of thought, a thoroughly consistent and adequate
apnlication of his empirical methodology. His idea of a monistic
I mediating interaction is, as we have aﬁtempted to show, a far

more credible hynothesis than either positivistic "succession"

| theory or naturalistic "structure" theory., Further, the
assumption of versonality as a mebtaphysical principle, which
underlies this rigorous develovpment of monistic interactionism,

is empirically justified in that it not only makes possible a

| - 1 L
| conerete understanding of how the successive changes of things

|
ﬁand the world processes can be unified, how interaction
| |

Waccording to law can take nlace, but it also makes the rise of

I
Hconsciousness and reason in the cosmos truly intelligible.

qupersonal views of nature are not intelligible; they are valid
|
| possibilities but there is no way of elaborating them positive-

ly--they can be exoressed only as mere negations of the

| personalistic hyoothesise.

4, The conclusion which we have reached regarding Lotze's

| doctrine of individuality 1s not quite so clear cut, for it is
Jin regard to this problem that Lotze falls short of his usual
| clearness and fine analysis. Lotze does not devote sufficlent

ydiscussion to this important topic as such, and, as a result,




a variety of different intervretations becomes quite possible.

| And some of his statements--for exampnle, when he says that he !

would agree with panthelsm if it were spiritually conceivedl--

quite definitely seem to contradict our intervretation. 5till

|we should judge that the implications of such vassages are
| extransous to the essential structure of Lotze's philosophy and

| - ™
|l to what he really intends to convey, These passages are the

| extreme monism. If we keep in mind his whole metaphysical con- |

|text, it will be plain that Lotze gives more than sufficient

|

;evidence that his prime aim is to vprovide for the real independ-h
|

j [ - - - - - 1

lence of the finite spirit. The real difficulty lies in his un- |

iwillingness to malke the finite s»irit an excention to what he w

e

| considers to be necessary conditions of interactlon; namely, |
| ¥ i
| " - |
immanence in the One., e have, however, concluded that his |

B Brsen H
lactivistic theory of the self and his distinetlion between .

I S . K Pl 1 s o - |
lRealitﬁt and Wirklichkelt make possible a consistent and ade
|

|quate svnthesis of immanence and transcendence. Therefore,
pLotze's philosophy as a whole must not be called a monism or
[ .

a pantheism, but rather a pluralistic spiritual ranentheism,

|1, mIc, II, 677, |
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LOTZE'S NMETAPHYSICAL MONISM DEFINED AND EVALUATED

ABSTRACT I

1

For Lotze, metaphysics must be a "regressive investiga-

tion" based on the confidence that nature in some measure re- '

|flects obhjectively the processes and necessities of reason.
[Since we find ourselves not in the ontological source and center

lof things, but at a rather remote periphery, our emphasis, he
|

teaches, must be on induction rather than on deduction, on an
lempirical approach in which the most important factor is the

[particular fact in question rather than on any speculative |

"logical caleulus." The goal of mebaphysics can only be a very

modest one; namely, to harmonize reason with itself and with

|

the given facts in so far as our limited positlon allows, to
provide a coherent basis for humble satisfaction in an ovntimis-

ltic faith.

| i
There are, according to Lotze, three distinct realms of !

lexperience, not logically deducible one from the other:
1)necessarily valid truths, 2) immediately given facts of real-
ity, and 3) determinations of worth. Now, for him, it is unin- :
|

Imelligihle that these realms of experience shonld reflect a f

[reality which is in itself absolutely without some bond of unity,
| | . |
|Such is his axiological faith in the cosmic primacy of purpos-

ive intelligence that he cannot consider the realms of reality,




145
|
|'

‘which our experience reflects, to be anything other than phases |

of the zctivity of a monistic s»iritual Being, an unfolding

i

| |
Tteleological Good, which diffuses 1itself throughout all creationﬁ

;Living benevolent Love 1s the source of creation and the con-

tinual sustainer of everything. Lotze emphasizes, however, that

|
lalthough this axiological faith in a monistic Good ig an in-
ﬁtelliqible necesslity, we can never use the principle of such

|
la Good unifying the three realms of reality in a sveculative
|
imanner to deduce particular goods in the world, Rather, 1t is

|
(within our power only imperfectly To trace fragments of reality

Ito it .
|
But now is this optimistic absolutistic faith adequate as

ﬂedges this to be a very thorny problem, and his discussions of

ko begin a reconcilation of the fact of evil with his idea of

a monistic Good. At this point, it is evident that he is unwill-

I
:ing consistently to apply his admirable methodological vprinciple

that if a given fact contradicts a hypothesis, the hypothesis

mist be altered to account for the fact harmoniously. A con-

sistent empirical avproach, as we have attempted to indicate,

would have led Lotze to a finitistic view of God similar to that

of B, S. Brightman. Such a finitistic view is quite compatible
| I

%mpirically with firm faith iIn a wholly benevolent divine will,

l y 3
I Metaphysical monism is, for Lotze, not only an axiological
|

regards an account of the facts of natural evil? Lotze acknowl-

it amount to a plain and frank confession that he is unable even

- & . " 4 I
implication of a consideration of the three realms of experience,)
| i

|



but it is also the conclusion of a rigorous analysis of the
I[phenomenon of reciprocal action, How can mubtually independent
. lentities interact? This is Lotze's starting-point, and from this|

he dproceeds to criticize various possibilities. Firstly, he !

Fshows that when interactlion is conceived in terms o6f the pas- !
qsage of influences & hopeless number of incredulities become L
lapparent. For him, there are only two consistent possibilities.,
Wie may, on the one hand, take interactions in terms of a i
Leibnizian pre-determined monadism. But such determined activity
“would negate the freedom of the individual, and therefore, since
FLotze‘s prime concermn is to maintain the conecrete freedom of
!the individual, no such pre-established sympathy can ever be
Facceptable as an explanation of interaction. But we may, on the
lother hand, conceive of the interacting entitlies not as meta-

physically separate, but as states or modifications of a sub-

lstantial oneness, in what Lotze calls a "monistic M." Inter-

|
laction does not take vlace across any metanhysical gap, but 1is
|

ﬁrathar to be conceived as an activity of and within one divine ¢
|

lconsciousness. The relations of interaction are thus, according i
hto Lotze, wholly internale. The feeling of one finite spirit does!
lnot have to be transmitted over any sbpatial distance in order to|

Iinfluence another spirit. Rather, its feeling takes place [

. limmediately within the monistic M, and the I gives immediate |

irise, according to the imvort of its activity and its universal

mechanism of realization, to a corresponding feeling within the

ifinite spirit which is to be influenced.




Lotze's monistic hypothesis is, in our estimation, better
|than positivistic "successior theory of interaction, because
‘this latter, although it exnlicitly disavows ontological

assumptions, must plainly presupnpose an objective uniform active

|ity in nature to make meaningful the probability characteristics

of mathematical functions in the prediction of future events.
f

[Mis monism is also more adequate than naturalistic "

structural®
accounts of interaction, because naturalism must either anpesal
to the given inscrutable continuity of a material "Wature," and

explain causality by wholly tautologous terms, or it must

postulate the vpassage of influences, and thereby fall into those

|
incredulities which Lotze clearly verceived.

| In regard to the versonallity of the monistic i, Lotze

tresses the fact that divine personality is not to be con-

¥

|
|
ysidared a mere anthropomorpvhlic reflection or projection of man's||

Hﬁersonality. The truth is exactly the converse: human »ersonal-
I

v is but a feeble reflection of the nerfect divine Personalilty

ﬁhen we postulate the cosmic primacy of personality we do not

create a God after our image, but rather, by laying down this

basic metanhysical principle, we affirm faith that we and the

”world reflect, however Imperfectly, the rational processes of

|the divine Mind. Only on this assumption can we empirically
|

!ponceive the unity of a thing in change, and, further, the unity|

iof the successive changes of the cosmos. Impersonal views of

| Z :
nature lack concrete empirical foundations, and, consequently,

£

|
lcan be exnressed only as negabtions of or aversions to the




ATy

personalistic view, as speculative guesses that the cosmos 1is
'lsomehow held together by what is devoid of reason, and as such
is somehow able to give rise to intelligent beings. Lotze re-
ljects such impersonal views as incredible; they are unin-
ltelligible abstractions from the conecrete life of reason.

Finally, and most important of all, as to the status of

|the individual in his monism of interaction, Lotze is far from

unambiguously clear. Our interpretation of his doctrine is based

on the two orinciples which seem to be most prominent in his

doctrine: 1) The monistic ontology of interaction is universally|

:valid, and 2) yet the individual must have real freedom and
indevendence; he must not be absorbed as a mere interacting
state of the One, as is an inanimate thing. The key to Lotze's
view is his idea of substantiality. For him, 'substance'! means
"everything which possesses the power of producing and exve-
riencing effects, in so far as 1t possesses this vower.,"

[(EET, II, 174) Thus only spirits are substances and as such

are not mere interacting states of the One. As substances, they

lare wholly distinet from the substantiality of the One. Their

Realitldt 1s uniquely their own. But this is only a "relative

indevendence," for as an interacting being, the soul cannot be

wholly indevnendent of God. The Wirklichkeit of the soul must

always include both Realitlt, that 1s, indevendent substantial-
|ity, and immanence in the One. This 1s an activistic view of
the soul=--it is what it does. In so far as it empirically

|lasserts itself as a unique center of thoughts and feelings, as




Iself-consciousness, so is it being-for-self and not being-for-

|
4the—0ne. Put in so far as 1t shows 1tself to be an interacting

fbeing, so is 1t one with the monistic M. How can these two

antithetical activities be combined in one being? How can the

lmonistic I give rise to such a being which is within itself

Pand vet capable of detaching itself in a relative independence?

'These problems are, for Lotze, ultimate riddles; he does not

ﬂpretend to have an answer to them.

J We ha%e concluded that this doctrine is consistent and
lmost satisfactory. Lotze quite definitely does not cause the
‘individual to be absorbed and dissolved in the internal rela-

ltions of interaction. It is, then, not proper to call his

philosophy as a whole a spiritual monism or a pantheism, for
|the real uniqueness and independence of finite spirits, which

Lotze teaches, implies, albeit in a relative sense, a true

gpiritual pluralism. Therefore, Lotze's system as a whole

;ought rather to be called a pluralistic spiritual panentheism,
|
His metaphysical monism may be defined as that basic aspect of
|

|his pluralistic view which constitutes an explanation of inter=-

actione.







