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LECTURE Ir.

THEORETICAL AYD PRACTICAL TRUTH.

Josiah Royce.



LECTURE I1I.
THEORETICAL AYND PRACTTCAL TXUTH.

The nature snd value of tke idesl of Absclute Truth
form=d the topic of ocur first lectures. Our result was
briefly this:-The essertions, and the ideal coirplexes which
are equivalent to assertions,-that is, tre affirvetions and
denials,-of which our thougntful 1ife consists, form the

subjects tc which the predicates true and false are to be at-

tribute® in these lectures. These affiruations and denials
are a portion of our conduet. For to affirm and tec deny
are ways of ecting. Each escertion is itself a deed. The
modes of Qanuct trat consist of ascertions make up that portion
o?f our conduct which through interpretation and character-
ization of objects, gives counsel Por the direction of the
rest of our conduct. Thoughts are thus deeds which advise
or counsel other deeds. UNow thoce of cur voluntary deeds
which do not consist in thus giving counsel, such‘deeds as
are o*f the nature of walking, singing, or handiwork, -deeds
which are not thoughts,-differ from one egnother in so far
ac every such deed either does or does not accomplish vhat

in doing Jjuct that deed we will to accomplish. Thet is
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each of those deeds eiltrer fgts or misses its own merk.
In whet wey eny deed hits or misses ite mark depends of
course, from our side ss voluntary agents, upon wret we
intend when we do our deeds. If a clown in thre eircus-
ring intends to seer to dc stupid things send to be ewk-
ward, tren hie tumblings end his other seeming failures
constitute his successes in his art. If an asctor wente
to portray a stuttering person, thren while he thus portrays
tre stuttering person, his halting speech is setuelily skili-
ful. And o, in genersl, in order to know whether an indi-
viduel deed is e hit or a miss, you must take account of
the purpose of the doer. In so fer succes: gnd failure,
hit end miss, ar= terms of a profoundly relative epnlica-
tion. They sre, upon one cide, totslly relstive to the
purposes of the doer. But this whole ratter of our sctivi-
ty has alsc another adpect. Each single voluntary deed
once done is irrevocable. Considered in itself if indeed
it is & voluntary deed it is precicsely either a hit or else
a8 miss. It wine what it was intended to win, or elee
it does not. BKNow whatever characterf-the character of &
nit or the character of a miss,-the single deed has,
belongs to it, when it is once done, forever. Or, at all
evente, the view which thus regsrds our individuel deeds is

the view which is charactsristic of our declsive moods, and
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of g1l decisive pecpls, snd has precisely that value, as a
view about the nsture of conduct, which belongs to decice-
nese and tn decisive veople and undertskings. "Act always,
in all your delid=rate business, as a person who never hopes
to undo snything that he has once done:"-this is & mexim
which is pert of the conscionsness of every business like
person, whetevar his calling.

Now the ascertion which counsels the deed that is s
hit, is, in sco far as it concerns Just that deed, a true
Juderent. The assertion that counsels tre deed which is a
miss, iB in just so far a false judgment. And truth and
Pelsity are chsracters thet telong to individual ascertions
in the same irrevocable way in which the character of being
g8 hit or a miss telongs to tre deed which the assertion in
question counsels. If the difference between doing and
not doine & determinate deed'is conceived as an absolute
difPerence in precisely this sense, that the cpportunity to
accomplish the single deed is unique, and ocan never recur,-
precisely so the corresponding difference between tre truth
and the felsity of a determinate judgment, whose object
and whoce councel are also determinate, is rigehtly to be
concelved as absolute. Ons who judges, chooses indeed lis
own object, and the sort of corrsspondence with hié own
object that he inflends his assertion to possess: and in so

far the truth of his assertion is indedd wholly relative
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to his omwn purposes. Put he also gives counsel. Hie

judegment includes the imperative: Aet trus; do this.

For he intarprets oljects for the sake of guiding adjust-
mente to them. Herein nis judgrent commits itself to its

own fate; and as a counsel to do what, when done, is either

a hit or a miss, the judgment itself is, from the point

of view of its own purposes either a hit or e misel And this
character es 8 giver of true or of false counsel is precisely
tte chesracter which our ideal of absolute truth assigns-to

the Jjudgment. The idegl which trus views truth ac sbsolute,
because the decisions which sre true or false are regarded as
individual acts o¥f counsel, whose crerccter is as irrevocable .
as is the doing or not doing of any other determinate deed, -
this ideal is itcelf a valuable ideal. It has agll the vslue
that voluntery decisiveness can give to 1life. It ics en

ideal st once philosophical and buriners-1like,

If, by a concrete even if inadequsate tllustretion I
may try to gzt tre view thst is here in mind clesrly before
you, I mey well suggest a cace thet constitutes, T hope, such
an i1lluetration.

Let such of our deeds as are voluntary choices, but
not thoughts; be illustrated, for the moment, by the deeds
of a player in & game, where, the rules of tke game are €0
pracire and so well enforced thst each of his deeds is, fer

the purpoces o? the gume, a hit or e mlss. It ic a good
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rule in any game upon which definite issues depend, trat
the vlsyer may not &t pleassure withdraw sny one of his
deeds, and say, "I teke thet bsck, becaure T don't like
the reault." If the rules, in any gere, permit repeated

trials of any sort, still & repeated trial is not precisely

the ssme ac the totsl withdrawal of a decisive deed. Our
jdeal is thet the rame sct cannot be done twice. And in
general, whet goes onto tre score, 8tays there. The

scor:c stands for the irrevocable craracter of the player's
deeds. Heréupon we may illustrste such of our deeds ac

are assertions, that is are affirrgtions or denisals, by
the supposed utterasnces of some one who, under the rules o?
the game, ic allowed to coach the player, &nd to tell him
either before the gsne or from some point of vantage, what

to do,-comrending, for instance,“hold iqﬁror“hake this

sttack” or whatever it may be. Now suppose that the
player obeys his cosch with prscieion. The coaching itsel?

may not sppear on the score, but tre pleyer's deed appears.
Tha coachiﬁg is as irrevoecsble as the playing. Now our
lives asre, in one acspeot, a galne precisely in so far as
they are not mere series of feelings or moods, or othrer
inarticulate contents, but voluntary enterprises. Practi-
cel life when it is voluntary is tre player, thought is

the coach. The ccora-card, once filled, remeins our
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score to all eternity. The idesl view that this is the
situation is the ideal view accordineg to whick all our Judg-
ments, in case their meaning is determinste, gre either true
or fgls2, and, when true or felce at all, are absolutely
true or falrce.

7e heve now furtrer to develope the meaning of this
ideal of sbsolute truth. Let me conclude this introductory
summary by & formal definition of & true judgment. A Jjudg-
ment or sssertion is a characterization of interpretation o?
some objeect of experience. The purpose of this interpre-
tation or characterization is to zuide our voluntary conduct

with reference to this objeet of experience. A Judgment is

true if it so zuides or counsels our corduct through its inter-

pretation of the object, that trhe deed whiech it counsels

meets our intent, i.e. fulfils, as far sc it goes, the will

that we have in mind when, followiqe tris counsel we choose this
éggg. If we have ¢ definite purpose guidinz our will, and if
our judgrent gives determinete counsel as to whst to.do or

not to do for the sske of tris purpose, tken the Judgment

1s either true or not true. If not true it is false. And

the distinction thus defined is, Pfrom the point of view

of one, who proposes decisive sction, and who guides *imeelf

by determinate judgments, an absclute distinction.

I.

Thoever has followed this sccount o® the nsture o the
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truth-relation may at this point ask: In what way does this
view of truth differ from the pragmatism of Professor
Jemes, or from tre various forme of instrumentslism end of
humanism which are more or less familiar to the reeders
0f recent disenesion., Iy answer to thie question cannot
here be complete, and as you know, I do not intend to make
this answer more polsmical than thre necessity of the case
requires. Let me sketch a few of the‘oomuon features of
current prexcatism sufficiently to indicate where., as I
think, tpe orinicpal differences lie. As you well know,
tre main point st iscue is whether tre distinction tetween
truth snd error is wisely to be regarded as, in ideal, an
absolute distinetion, so thet, given a determinste Jjudgment
whose intention ic precise, either tre predicate true or else
the pradicate fslcse belongs to that assertion, while there
is no proper interrediate between these two predicates.
I assert thet this ideal of the sbsolute distinetion tetween
tre predicetes true snd false is a wise, & valuatle, and
g definable distinection. You alsc know, from the foregoing
lecture, thst T eharply distinguish between thus ascerting
on the ome hand the value and reasonatlsnecs of this abso-

lute difference between the predicates true and false,

and deciding on the other hard whether, in an individual
case, 8 proposed assertion is now known to us to be actual-

1y true, or is known to us to be sctually false. When I
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assert that a given judgment is doubtful, or is merely pro-
bable, my predicate belongs to the judgment solely when
viswed in the light of the present state of my personal
knowledze, or of our humsn knowledge. Therefore, to cgll
a Jjudgment doubtful or merely probable ie, in my opinion,
not to say thst it is neither true nor felse, and is not to
sgy ttat it stands somehow between truth and falsity.
In asserting doubt or probability I simply admit that T do
not kncw at present which o? the two predicates, EEEE or
false actually belongs to tre judgment in question. I do
not thereby deny thaet one 0? these two predicstes does belong
to this judgment, while the other does not so belong. And
eo the main iescue between current pragratism and my own
view ie thue fer one regardinz trhe bacic end the vslue o~
the ideal of absolnte truth. Our closing lecture will
deal witr the accessibility of this ideal.

Rut next, Epéaking solely as to the idesl of truth,
and gbstracting for the time from any question as to our
precsent certsinty regardine whetker to call a given jﬁdg-
ment true or false, let me recall a few of Profecsor James's
theces regarding thre nature of truth, as well as some of the
other now familiar expressions employed by one or another
pragmatist: -

"The truth of an ides coneiets in its agreement with

its expected workinge." An 1dea or gscertion "is true if
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it works,"” A tNge assertion or idea is one trat "leads us
towerds or into tre neighborhood of that experience to which
it gmJc to lead us." "Truth is not e static but e dynamic
cheracter of idegs." "Truth is not & fixed chsracter of
ideas or of assertione; it herovens to them; they becoue
true by virtue of their leadings." "True is that which,
when put to the test, meets our sntiecipations." "The true
is the expedient in cur ideas, as tre right is the expedient
in our ceconduet." "Truth charges."” T"Experience boils
over." "What was true rsy become untrue, and what was
untrue mgy become true." Vhat is tre relation of my own
view of tha ideal of truth to these various nowvfairly

Pamilisr steterents?

IT.

Iy enswer must deprend upon emphasizing the topic that
I have mentioned in the title to this lecture. I have
fully set forth the thesis that all trutk is in one aspect
practicel, since true assertions are acts of councel
whereby we guide and direet our conduect. In the foregoing
lecture T also carefully stated my opinion that there is no
such thing as purely theoretical truth, and that the pure
intellect is a myth. But, over sgainst the foregoing asser-
tions T muet now with equal definitrness insist trat the

nature of truth, precisely because truth can be defined
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only in terms o® the decisive will, involves an aspect which
we mey call its genuinely theoretical aspect. This theo-
retical aspect of the nature of truth is inseparable from
ite prectical asrect. In my view, the foregoing asser-
tions of currect pragmatiem misinternret this theoreticsl
aspect of tre nsture of truth, end are therefore inadequate
accounts of what truth is.

The word tkheory is widely, and oftern vaguely used.
In its more exact meaning a theory is the rortrayal of some
coherent system of. ideas esrnd of relstions of idess,-a por-
trayal such that some of the properties of the system in
question can be deduced, by logiecsl procesces, froh the other
properties. Thus, bj the treory of numbers, one means & pPor-
trayal of the constitution of the numbsr-syetem such thet,

given certain principles whereby the numbers are defined,

- the other properties of the numbers, so far as the theory

conciders them, are dedueible from these principles. Now
any set of facts or any system of relations may be said to
have a8 theoretical aspect, in cacse, and just in so far as,

a trheory can be constructed which portrays certein proper-
ties of these facts, or of these relations, by deducing some
0? the properties in question from other vroperties, i.e.
from principles which are used to define thé constitution of
the system. Thus, once more, there exists & theory of the

motions of the plsnets, Just in so far as certain of the
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properties of the planetary motions,-for instance the
approximately verifiable orbits of the plesnets or their
positions &t a given time, can be deduced from the ss-
sumption that the Kewtonian formule of gravitation holds
true of the moverents and masses thet are in question.

Sco muech for the general meaning of the words theory and
theoretical. Now my thesis is that truth belongs to as-
sertions in so far es these assertions stand in certain
determinate relstions to objeets. What these relations
are, the decisive will o® the maker of the essertions in-
deed determines. But a general thcory of certein aspects
0f the decisive will, ard of what the will interds, and of
the way in which it is guided by judgmente. is in my opinion
poseible. The result is that all truth has certain
theoretical asrects; and I believe that trece aspects are
definable, snd that current pragmstism, in the foregoing
statements, inadequately defines them. Let me tell you

more of what I mean.

ITI.

First let me illustrate the inadequacy of tre foregoing

theses of pragmatism by pointing out that they are too vague
to enatle us theredy to d=fine what it is whichr any decisive

will undertakes to acoomplish, and what counsel our judgments

give to our will, erd whet is meant by those "workings"
of 8 Jjudgment which constitute its truth. In contrast with

this more or less deliberate vaguemsness of such current
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pragmatic theses, let me illustrate the sharpness of the
theses whereby, to my mind, the position of absolutism can ana
chould be stated.
"An ides is true if it asgrees with ite exrected workines:"
-what i1s meant by expected workings? What is agreement

with my expectationsy Expectstion is & name for mentel

states which exist in very variouc degrees of definiteness.
An idle man goes to a holiday festival with a more or less
vague exnectation of beihg amused, or sits at home looking
out of tre window with s general expectation thest something
worth looking at mey ervrelong pass by in the street,

or lounges on a hotel riezza in summer time wondering

shat it is thet he is looking for, but expecting as he

says, thet "something will happen.” The very preciousness
of such seasons of idleness lies in tre fact trat they
relieve us for the time from the strain o? the descisive
will. We expect, at such times, without sharply defining
what we expret. e are deciding no definite conduect.

e are committed to no precise asrcertions. 0f course the
idle moments slip irrevocedly by, but thqir fatal flight

is at sueh times not viewed ss the flight of our opportunities
for decision;-for our action is feduced to a minimum,

and we hsve jJust then 1little at stake. At the end of such
a season of idleness, hsve our expectations been met or not¥
Yes, and no, end both, For we have made during this time

few assertions, have perhaps forgotten what they werve,
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have done little in the way of conduct, and so have teen
cormitted to few or perhsps no sharr antitheses between
yes &nd ro? Cn the other hand we had, in s wsyﬂideas.

Our ideacs in their idle way "worked.” We exrected to pass

the time. Our expectstions were fulfilled. Yet what
have we found out about the truth of our ideas: Little or
nothing. Pare "expectation" then is not enough. Vague

moods of expectation snd fulfilment are not sufficient.

What ic neede” for truth is an issue and a decisive counsel.

The word "expectation" is too deliberately vague. An ides

in my opinion is true if it agrees with the object with

which it intends to agree, in j&t that determinate way in

whick it intends to agree therewith. Such sgreement is

determinate in my present sense when the idea counsels

doing or not doing & dzterminate rroposed deed or set of

deeds and when this deed, if done, will constitute & definite

hit or miss in & course o0® decisive conduct. The idle man

hss exvectaticns of gll degrees of indeterxinateness;'&&g%audq/

they ere met or diseppointed with all degrees of irdecisive-

resse. But Truth snd falsity ere present only in case

isgues are sherply joined,-yes or no. L
And next, as current pragrmatisr ssserts, our ideas

are true in so far ec they "work." Yes, but in whst wsy csn

a true or Pelce ides "work." Only by giving counsel,

that is, Ty implyine thet, for & given purpoce, a determinate

deed should be done. The implicetions of en idea, not its

e ~— Eopmpaah NSSREESES a4
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other results sre in question. Psychologicslly or phy-
gicelly, an 1dea mey "work" in g1l sorte of direct end indi-
rect ways. Some fool in & crowded buildine criee out,
exprescing sny uncomforteble idea thst you plesse, -
an idea that has enyhow got into hie head. A vpsnic rey
result from the psychologicel workings of this ides.
Does tke peric involve any testing of tre truth or feleity
of the idea ir questiont Yot necesserily. For the ides
ray have involved nc definite ascertions. The idec and
tre renic mey heve teen due to mere associations, to dim
fesrs, to enything but the decisive choices of anybody. On
the other hend, you may tell us if you will that Newton's
theory cf gravitstion "works" becsuse, @8 you may ssay,
computations based upron that theory, snd upon its fundemen-
tal principles, have teen verified in csse of some latest
refinement of lunar tadbles grd of observetion, or by mesns
0® the recordsd moverents of & binary steller system. Yes,
but to whet "workings" do you row refer? I answer, to

logicel deductions from tre Newtonien principles,-to de-

ductions meny of which Newton himself would have been quite

unable to meke, end csore of whict it hses teken centuries of
progrese in mathemeticel enslysls to work out,-to deductions

whkich nobody would ever have thought of makineg who was not

guided by the ideal of absolute truth. Thece deductions, once med:

logicelly result in giving councel the student of Newtonian
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theory to enter in certain tables certein numericsl velues,
end then tc predict en epproximste sgreerent tetween these
velues end certsin megcuremente thst can be msde by observing
certdin objects with instruments of precision. deviced wholly
in the interest of deciding sharply defined issues.
The prredicticn proves to be, within the rermissible 1limite
of the errors of ressurement, a hit and rot & mies. In this
csse it remaine irrevocably and eternally true that KNewton's
theory wee thic time tested with approximate succese., As to
the result for the treory es a wLole, no suck single success
c¢sn prove Newton's principles sbtesclutely true; nor can &ny
nurber 0f suck succesces prove this. But thet is becauce,
guided by the ideal o? gbsolute truth, FNewton g0 defined his
rrinciples thet, if true trey would counsel s "non-denumerstle®
irfinite number cf possible scts o® prediction to bte mede, and
no human being can ever completely test suck a cet of predictions,
It is here the very etsclutenecs o® the trufh ir question thet
limite our power to make our verifications compleéé. As
this csse suggests, that reletions between s judgment and
its concequences whieh constitutes, for fhe purposes of the
decisive will, one aspect of the truth of eny idea, is '
vhat ie cslled & logicsl reletion, thst is s rélation subject
to logicel theory. At thie point our former anglogy tetween
the player ard tre coach on the c~ne hand, and the will end the
Judgrient on the otheyhend, doec indeed prove defective. For

the ccech may give cour.rel, and the plejer, making & mies
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if his next deed msy sey: "You cauced me to meke that tlun-
der." The cosch may reply: "You hasdr't your wits gbout you,
or didn't make out wket I meant, and co you were to blame for
the blunder." Here both may be right. For vwhet the rlayer
does may be indeed the "working™ of the coach's coursel, but
the awkward or blunderirg working of & rattled pleyer. To
whom the error was most due mey then rerein in doubt. Fot
s0 is it however with the only "workinge" of sn ides that
count iAFetermining its truth. The question as to how a given
deed is releted to thre counsel defined by a given judgment, is
itself a logicel issue, and is one purely of logicai fact
regerding intenticns, with an answer, yes or no, predetermined
by the facts. Did thst juderment imply that this deed wae to
be done? This issue is, for tre decicsive will, absolute.

conceicusly
For g decisive will is cne trhat is,guided by grounde, by
reasons for a choice. These ressocns are steted in judgements.
These Jjudgements are tremselves deeds. And thre ideal of
the decicive will is thet theseﬁeeds of counsel,-thece reticnal-
1y conscicus idesgs,-should be themselves precicse and determinate.
In so far as I act from irpulse, and without conscicus pur-
rose, I may poseibly neither hit ncr mise, but simply act

at random. But if T act knowing whet I intend ty my ect,

then T cen g0 define my will es to make either & hit or a miss,
And j%t so too, if T know wkat T mesn by my Jjudgment, I know
whether this judgment does or dces not really coullsel a glven
deed. The irtent of ite counsel is not identical with the

psychologicel or physical consequences of its mere precence




17.
in my mind. The logicel consequences of & judgment are

a matter for logicel theory to determine.

IvV.

And next, since whet a judgrent counsels is not neces-
serily at all identical witk the workings, or even with the
"expected™ workinge, thst follow its mere occurrence in our
1ife, we cannot sey thaet the truth of an ides is determired

by, or conesiste of, any series of evente viewed merely as

events. Logicsl imrlications are simrly not events. They
are theoretical aspects of our intertions.

Let us teke a grest historieel instsnce, as an exemple.
There cen te no ordinerily plausible doubt in the mind of any
fair common sense student 02 the history of Christisnity that
the recorded seyings which the Gospels attritute to Jesus
express ldeas that rave had great and ranifold "workings" in
the history o?f menking. Some of those idess you Pind recorded
in the Sermon or. tre Mount, some in tre parabtles. Suppose one
rroposes to test the truth of any of trese ideses by their
"workings." Ard surpose one further spesks of the result-
ing "workings" aé "heppering" to these 1dess. Tow all
merely historical "workings" viewed sc sets of events, are
of course very conplex affeirs. All historicael harpenirge
seerr to be due to nurerous factore. But so long ac jyou

have no test of the "workings" but the historicel one, you
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are bound to take such complications ss they come, and to
unravel them as you can. Glance at certeir well known
"workings" of the teachinge of Jesﬁs. Hise sayings, or

at all events the reports of them, early convinced some
peorle that his teaching hasd, as such pecple btelieved, some
divine source. Psrt of the reason why people thought thué
seems to hesve Dbeen the seeming majesty of the sayings, and
the gpparent guthority with which the teacher is said to
have spoken. At all everts the rerorted mirscles would
hardly have produced the success of Christianity had no

such sayings or teachings of Jesus been reported; and so

the seyinge and idess attributed to Jesus surely hed their
stare in bringing gbout the lster history of Christian theol-
ogy and religion. It "heppened to" these idess, then,:

thet their suthor care to be supposed to te divine. And

for this result the ideas, as historieal fsctors, had

treir shere of responsibility. Now what "workings" has
thie idea of Christ's divinity in its turr brought aboute
Many workings,-you know how varied they were. The Crucsedes,
the persecutions of heretics, the Holy Romen Empire, the
later religicus wars, the countless strifes of the sects,

the harrying of the Jews, centuries of blcodshked &nd hatred,-

these, along with vast blessings to humsnity trat I need

not enumerate, because they do not here concern my illustration,-
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these, I say, are smongst the "workings" that have "heppened
to™ the idess of Jesus. Shelly thought of thece sad "workings"
when he said:
"See his mild and gertle ghost
Kourning for the feith he kindled.”

Of course my picture is at the moment deliterately one sided.
I merticn only sad "workings." But I do so only to,
ask tkis plain quecstion, Would it te in the least fair to
Judge the ethical trmth or the real value of the rerorted
sayings of Jesus even if, in fact, thece sad evente, -
these wars, cruelties, and do on, were the only discovereble
historical workings of Christianity? No,-eny fair minded
person would sey, the sayirnge must be Jjudged by the counsel
that they tremselves internd to give. What kind of counsel
1s implied by the reported ideas of the founder of Christiani{
ty* That is wret you muet ask before you judge the truth
of trese ideas. Now the question as to the resl intent
of Christ's reported sayings is, ir ocne espect a quection
of ethicel, end in part of logical theory. What did threse
sayings imply?

One cannot escape from this argument by retreating to
the vosition that the truth of the ldess of Jesus must be
tested solely by treir "expected workings," as the founder
himself expected the outcone. To be sure, he presumably did
not exrect the Crussdes or the other religious wers.

But apnarently he conceived the "exrected workings" of hie

idear in intimste reletion to some anticipsted early
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end of the world. And so much of his ideas would seem to
have been erroneous. Yet not thus is the truth of his ethi-
cel sayings to be fairly tested. |
The only workings by whieh it would be fair to test
the original Christien ethical assertions, would consist of

the inplications of tre teachings of Jesus regarding the

right way of life. When fairly interpreted, Jesus seers,

as an ethical teacher, to have really intended to counsel

@ certain plan of living. Suppose that plsn carried out

as he intended it to be carried out,-whast would be the result?
That is tre only fair queétion regerding the truth of his
morel teachings. And now suck truth, if truth trese teachings
have, such defect, if they are in any way inadequate to

our moral needs,-this truth or error is not anything that
merely happens to the teachings of Christ, es the Crusades

or as the sectarian perseéutions happened. Of oohrse, on

the other hand this same trutr o0° the moral teachings of

Jesus is not some mers "statie" abstraction, divorced from
life. It is &8s "sonorete" as life itcelf. Jesus councelled
a very deocicive plan of living. 1If, with Juet the will

about life trat you have, or that eny of the rest of us

have, you or we follow those counsels in individusl ceces,
would the result be, from our own point of view, and in

any one instance, or in some or in all inetances, 8 hit or

a miss? That 1is & perfectly fsir question about s per-

fectly conorete matter. But, as you see it is & question
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that cannot possitly be answered merely by enumerating the
historicael "workings" of the idess of Jesus. And the true
enswer to this question is no mere event trat happens to
the ideas in question. It is a relation discovered only
by mesns of fair infersnces from the counsels of Jesus.
The sayinge are indeed prectical. But just for that very
resson they have their theoretical aspect. They state a

theory of life.

v.

And hereupon I come to tre very core of my differ-
ence with current pragmatism. The truth-relation, we are told
ie not "statie," but "dynsmic.” You get at it bty "lookirg
forwards,”" not "backwards." It is "temporal,”" not "eter-
nal." Truth "changes," "flowe," is "dreratic.” That it
"will be" in future we know not. We knov only its "present"
states. And &ll tkis, we learn, is an inevitable conse-
guence of our situvation as men dwelling in & fluent realr
o? experience, learrning what we cen from the date of sense
and of feeling as they fly. Ary otrer view is a "false
abstraction,"” & flight from tre "concrete" into the rezlm
of shadows!

Now I am still sreaking only of the idesl of truth,
and not yet of the sccessibility of truth. What I have so
far pointed out however is that we do not make life less

but more "concrete" in its interests when we view both
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our decisive deeds and our detsrminate counsels as facts
each of whick is in its individual cheracter irrevocable.
You certainly do not make tre iscues of Christiesn history
lesc drematic or more barren wren you raise the now so fami-
lisr question whether any man racs ever lived up to the real
intent of tre counsels contsined in tre saeyings attrituted
to Jesus, and what would be the result if any man did so
live. Nor do you resort tc barren.abstractions when you
s8imply refuse to test ideas merely by their "workings"
viewed as evente, but on the contrary insist upon testing
them in tke light of the genuine implicstions of their
own intent.

It is customary for scme of our leading thinkers now-
edsys, tc denounce "mere logic." But logic is concerned,
amongst other trings, with clearneess ac to wrat one intends,
counsels, plans, and chooses. And such clearness is the
most concrete of states of mind whenever one is concerned
with decisive ochoices.

Fow let some cne,- let us s&y a sage of 0ld, or a medern
mean cf science, or a men in the market place, give certain
counsel as to how we are to sdjust ourselves to any object
in tre world tpat you pleacse, or to any sort o® business
whatever. Let the quection srise, Whet, for a given pur-

pose, is the trutk of this counsel? Let the question be
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answered by showing how the ccunsel is indeed in agreement
with the nature o?f some object, in so fer as this object is
sought for scme determinate end. The answer pointe out
8 genuinely logical reletion between an idea and its ob-
Ject,-a relation which in so far constitutes the truth o? the
idea. Now ic this relation itself merely & passing
event? Or on the other hand is it "ststico" Is it an
"oceurrence.” Or, on the otker hand, is it something
"timeless."

I Qa8wer: From the point of view of any will that
is concerneé with chocsing a course of life," or with car-
rying out coherent "plar§ of action" in series of individuel
deeds, this truth relstion is neither an "event,ﬁ nor an
"occurrence,"”" nor yet something "timeless,” nor yet merely

"stgtic.” It is a relation wheredby vericus possible or resal

objects, evente, ideas, courncels, and deeds asre joined,

in ideal at leact, Into one significant whole. This whole

is no one event, it is 8 connected life process. It is no
mere set of cuccessive events. It is a significerfunity

of many evente. No one cen, even in idesl, define ite char-
acter, who does not in some sense view himcelf ac looking
down, as it were from above, upon the stream or course‘;f
time, and viewing the coherent sense df a number of various

events.
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“hen have the sayings of Jesus, or the counsels of
Mercus Aurelius, or the assertions of arithmetie, or the
reporte of scientific observation, or the propositions of
the Iewtonian theory, or the assertions about objects thet
you and I may now make, their sctual intent, their genuine
implications, treir real chsracter es counsels to sction?t
I answer: They have their real meaning, not merely when

they happen to be uttered, nor yet merely when they happen to pro-

duce, through physicel & ogt: psychological "workings”,

this or that effect. Nor yet do they possess their mesning in

a merely "timelese™ sense. The alternstive "temporal™ on the

one hend, "timeless" on the other is a false division

of the possibilities. There is & third possibility. The

intent, th2 zenulne implications of a determinate statement,

hold, asre valid, obtain neither statically nor yet dynami-
cally, neither timelessly nor yet merely when the statement

is uttered, nor yet mer2ly at sny one time, but preaisely

"for all time." In other words the truth-relations obtain

neither temporally alone nor timelessly, but suprateuporally.

vi.

The conception of a realm of facts to which the predicate

supratemporal can be truthfully aprlied, is a conception that

many people seer to find very difficult. PRBut I know of no

more conorete realities than are the supratemporal reaslities.
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I am here of course mzking no effort to present a systematic
metaphysic; and I am still desling only with our ideas and
jdeals, not with any decision as to what access we mortals
have to the objects of such ideas and ideals. But the mere
idea of a supratemporal reslity is sn extremely familiar
idea, although few of us attempt to formulate it very shsrp-
ly. By a supretamporal fact or reality I meen & reality
whose neture and whose charact2r and sense could be adequate-
ly observed or experienced only by an observer who could
grasp at oance, could hold bsfore him in one unity of con-
seiousness, the contents of & numdber of succéssive moments
or stages of some temporsl process. ¥y cimplest instance
of a supratemporal reality is any musical unityvthat you
pleacse,-a theme, & secuence of themes, a movement, a sonata,
g8 symphony. When 1s the sonata played? Then the first
chord 1s struck, or when the last one sounds? Or is the sonata
grasped or experienced in ite reel musicel meaning only in
so far ss one hears first one phrace and then another, the
mere succession of chords, bars, vhrases No the soneta,

when played,-e.g. Beethoven's Sonata Appassionata, appears

to the appreciative hearer not ac a mere sequence of tones,
but as something whose musical cence he grssps only in so

fer as he approaches a power to hold et once in conescious-
ness the whole contents of the teuwporal sequence of the move-
ments and of the parts of sach movement. The sonata

exists, as 8 muesicel entity, only in the totality which its

successive ohordr, ohrases, themes, partsg, movensnte consti-
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tutes. Time-inclusion, in so fer as you can get the exzperi-

ence of including many successive instants in one survey, -
this elone gives you the power to expverience the r2al soneta.
In & word, the scnata iteel? is neitrer a mere sequence o?f
events in time, nor yet a "timeless” fact; it is a supra-

temporal, & time-inciusive reality. Only e synoptic exper-

ience can grasp it. It ie nat merely a "dynamie" affair of
successive stages, and it is still less a"statie" fact. It
is simply supratemporai. Thet is, it is a significant
unity of many time sequences in one significant whole.
Now I &ssert that whatever object of experience you can

meke an object of your Judegments when you sim at truth,

is conceived by you not only as a temporél, but also as

a supretemporal object. Trat is, it is conceived as an
object that could be fully grasped and exkLaustively experi-
enced only by one who could ectually grasp at once, and hold
bkefore his attention, the contents of widely separated tem-
poral sequences of experience. Think of any object you

please, snd consider how you view it as related to the rest

of the world. You will find that this object, if completely

known st all, would have to be Xnown bty one who assigned
to 1% its real place in the whole of experience, snd who
concequently had before him at once the whole sequence of

experience. Your idea of any objective fact whatever is
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therefore, an idea of an object that, however temporsl
it is, is elso supretemporal. If the real object of whiekh you
make acssertions were fully experienced by you in its resl
place in the world, you would be in possession of a synoptie
view of the whole time sequence in which this object has its
place.

And now, I assert, the truth or falsity of your intent
when by your judzements you give counsel as to how ore should

adjust himself to this fact, is itself s supre-temporal truth

or falsity.




