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may be imposed as ideal upon the subject, and the subject in its turn, 
with its private particularization, as ideal upon the eject; and it is 

through this relation that moral conflicts are rendered possible. 
“By this psychological analysis the author prepares himself to treat 

in detail the question proposed (see the Preface to the first edition). 

In the examination of society, with a view to discovering and de- 
termining its relation to the individual, he finds that social organiza- 

tions themselves are forms and accumulations of the work of individuals, 

It is not correct, then, from the outset, to make a fundamental opposition 

between the individual and society. We have to distinguish, he says, 

two sorts of social forces: the one is implicated in the organization of 

the social body (the laws, customs, manners, and institutions of so- 

ciety) ; the other manifests itself in the particularizing and combining 

activity of the individual — an activity which exists in all degrees from 
the idiot to the genius. What is ordinarily called ‘society’ is the gen- 

eralizing social force; and what is ordinarily called the ‘ individual’ is 
the particularizing social force. Social development results from the 

correspondence and agreement of these two forces. Individual varia- 

tions and particularizations render possible variations in the social 

organization, if society is able to generalize the new element which the 
individual variation introduces. But the individual variations do not 
take effect in a vague and indeterminate manner (this the author seeks 
to demonstrate by a special psychological and biological research) ; 

the course and direction of variation are limited by physical and social 

heredity, and the new element, which is produced as a variation, must 

itself be a particularization of earlier generalizations. In the develop- 
ment of society there is always—just as in the development of the 
individual consciousness — a continual movement between two poles. 

“There is thus established an harmonious correspondence and 

agreement between the two social forces which are ordinarily held to 
be opposed to each other, — the individual and society. But, in the 

opinion of the author, this agreement is not always realized. Conflicts 

in practice and problems insoluble in theory are liable to arise from the 
collision of the two social forces. For there is always something in 

the individual which cannot be generalized, and something in society 

which cannot be particularized. As long as the normal social develop- 

ment continues, there may at any time surge up tragic conflicts, which 
consist in moral protests against the social order. This condition of 
strain between the two social forces is called by the author ‘the ulti- 
mate and irreducible antinomy of society.’ Between this antinomy and 
reciprocal action in harmony, there are many intermediate forms.



  

598 Appendix K 

“Certainly the question proposed might be, and should be, examined 
from more points of view than the author has done by his large use of 
the psychological and genetic method. But by the original, profound, 
and penetrating use which he makes of this method, he has really 
cleared up the notions which must be used in the study of this question, 
and thereby made much progress toward its solution. In fact, the last 
parts of the memoir, in which application is made of the results ob- 
tained by this method, are extremely brief, not only in themselves, but 
also in comparison with the earlier parts, which constitute a very com- 
plete psychological essay. Nevertheless, the author indicates with 
sufficient clearness the consequences of his researches for the problem 
proposed.” 

Space will not suffice for the application of these remarks to all the 
points of criticism which Mr. Dewey makes. I think the reader will 
see in most of the instances how the genetic and material points of view 

relieve the case of all embarrassment. For example, my view of the 
‘publicity ’ of the ethical sense is said to be contradictory because it is 
‘quantitative’ (involving reference to others’ knowledge of the situa- 
tion) and also ‘qualitative,’ z.e. having an ‘ideal reference.’ Waiving 
matters of fact? I see no inconsistency. If the ideal is a synthesis of 
ego and alter thoughts which has been attained through actual social 
contact and reciprocal judgment, then the ideal reference comes to take 

. the place of the social contact. But this ideal reference is always con- 
firmable concretely, and in terms of self-attitude, only through the origi- 
nal social channels. Private judgment in ethical matters ‘needs less 
and less to appeal to an [external] authority,’ but its inner authority is 
always subjected in particular cases to this appeal. The instance given 
by Professor Dewey (7.e., “our surest token that an intention is wrong 
is our shrinking from having anybody else know of it”) does involve 
the thought of some one else’s knowing of it, and moreover it does not 
escape the genetic truth that the judgment of the act has arisen in us 
through other experiences in which we had the actual judgment of 

1 I reply to most of the criticisms, however, in the various footnotes which 

follow. 

2 The statements: “Publicity consists in actual possession of the same con- 

tent by two or more agents,” and “A thought originally not ethical becomes 

such when one knows somebody else accepts it” —with the implication of 

‘moral legislation by majorities’ (pp. 407-8 of Professor Dewey’s article) — 

cannot justly be attributed to me from any ‘point of view,’
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others. As to evidence of others knowing of the deed, I have taken 

pains in the book (Sects. 198 f.) to say only of the wegatzve case (z.e., in 

which we know the deed to be quite private) that our ethical competence 

is impaired ; not that we require evidence in the positive case. In the 
negative case, the facts impair the data of moral synthesis; in the posi- 

tive case, past experience reinforces the ethical judgment without such 

direct evidence. 

There are only two points at which I feel Professor Dewey’s remarks 
take hold upon the matter vitally. One of these (pp. 405-6) is a point 

already raised by Professor Tufts in the Psychological Review for May, 
1898, and answered by me in the July issue of that journal (reprinted 
immediately above in this Appendix; cf also Sect. 170, note). It is 

this: that the general may be at once unformed and undifferentiated, 

and also a generalization from concrete thoughts. I hold that there 

is always ina general more than the content which stands for the ob- 
jective class; there is a forward reach, a prospective reference, a drift 
which is, in so far, as yet undifferentiated. In the general self this is 

the ‘projective,’ the unabsorbed balance of personal material which sets 
imitative copies and, in the higher development, ethical law to the 

child. 
The other point raised by Professor Dewey is as to whether my doctrine 

of identity of content in individuals, as necessary to sociality, takes any 
account of my other ‘ official’ doctrine that the general as such is motor 
attitude. I reply: Certainly it does, though here I might have made 

further explanations in the text, had I not already (officially!) dealt with 

the psychology of the general in the earlier book (AZental Development). 

The identity of content is essential to the identity of motor (z.e., per- 
sonal) attitudes in which last this general self and the social conscious- 

ness consist. I go to the greatest pains to say, in the chapter on 
‘Intelligence,’ that the attitudes are functions of the thought. Given 
identity of the self-thought, and the attitudes which constitute general 
and social personality follow — however inadequate the actual content 

1 Cf..Mr. Dewey’s criticism (p. 405) that the ejective process is sometimes 

stated as giving an alter to practise on, and at another time as resulting in 

social confirmation. The former is the content considered as concrete and 

calling out habit merely; the latter is the projective copy for imitation; the 

latter can be utilized, however, and learned about, only through imitation 

which now leads to accommodation. Who has not seen a child start out to 

tyrannize over a playfellow, and then turn in upon himself and reinterpret the 

whole situation ? Both are social, but they represent different phases of the 

genetic process.  
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may be to establish sociality.1_ Professor Dewey’s criticisms are verbal 
and logical,? and take no account of what to me is the essential fact, z.e., 
that in thinking himself the individual attains a general and ideal self- 
attitude with the implication of a social situation. It is not to me the 
identity of content, as Professor Dewey seems to suppose (pp. 399, 402, 

403, 404), that is immediately productive of sociality ; but the common 

attitude which the individual takes up, whether the identical content be 
determined as ego or as alter-content (cf. Appendix D). This consid- 
eration and the recognition of the genetic method completely dispose 
of the criticism on p. 402 of his article. So in the final summary where 
Professor Dewey again says that I have myself happily stated the three 
‘ contradictory’ conceptions of the socius, these are the things to bear 

in mind. Socius (b)® is the content, the identical concrete thought 

which stands for me and you. It is the socius in so far as that person- 

age has any concrete embodiment. It is the identical content in every 
concrete self. Socius (a) is the retrospective, historical, psychological 

self which has experienced pleasures, pains, etc., with other persons. 

It is not content in so far as it is different from (b) ; but the (b) con- 
tent is there of course to arouse the (a) attitude. It is the self of habit 

_which dominates over other selves. Socius (c) is the general, gua 

ideal, self which is ‘projective’ and prospective; again not content, 
since it too is attitude aroused by content (a). Now to say that these 
three things contradict and annul one another is (me judice!) absurd, 
save in a faculty psychology. Genetically they are phases in a process 
upon a content. The thing essential to it all is a social situation which 
each individual helps on and realizes by his personal growth. The 

different passages which discuss it might certainly be better written, but 
such as they are they do not appear to me to be inconsistent. 

In conclusion, I may say that I do not mean that Professor Dewey 
has not written with consideration and evident desire to be just, and I 
regret, indeed, that I do not find his remarks more pertinent. That 
one of his mind and heart should have so largely, as it seems to me, 
mistaken my fundamental presuppositions makes me think there must 

1 See Professor Caldwell’s adequate recognition of this relation as essential 
to the psychology of my book (as cited in the Preface to this edition), 

2 CF op. 402, lines 13, 14 from the top, where the whole point turns on the 

use of the word ‘social’ in two senses, ‘social organization’ meaning /o the 

onlooker, and ‘social interpretation’ meaning subjective to the individual, the 
ambiguity being held up as a confusion of mine! (See also p. 403, middle 
paragraph.) 

8 See Professor Dewey’s symbols on p. 409 of his review.  
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be some radical divergence between his ‘apperceptive systems’ and 
mine. I make free to add also that at times I find Professor Dewey's 
writing somewhat unintelligible. For example, the first paragraph on p. 
403 of his notice has no glimmer of meaning to me, except that it says, 

“we are simply told that there is the individual who is not social” — 

which somebody else must have told him, not I! If this statement re- 
fers to the quotation just made from me to the effect that the completely 
socialized individual — whose rules and sanctions would equate abso- 

lutely with those of society —is mythical, it is a singularly wild and 
uncalled-for misunderstanding. Of course, I mean that there are vari- 
ations in individuals’ sociality — not a hard saying !—and that science 
has to suppose a mean value; and that conclusions cannot be drawn in 

concrete cases, since the mean value is seldom or never met with. 

Where is the assertion of ‘the individual who is not social’ ? 

So in the note to the same paragraph I am quoted as saying, ‘society 

solves it only to renew it,’ of the ‘bond between the individual and 

society.’ To be frank, this attributes nonsense to me. What I say 
is: “A final conflict between the individual and society is always pos- 
sible. It is soluble only by the growth of society . . . . and society 
solves it only to renew it always.” It is a part of the task of the book 
just to show how the progress of society exists by constant solving of 

the oppositions which the individuals’ thoughts produce, and that by 

producing new thinkers and new thoughts society ever and again re- 

news the opposition on another plane. If Professor Dewey wishes a 

final adjustment of all oppositions between individuals and society, then 

I agree with him that my conclusion does not ‘conclude’; for it is a 

part of my conclusion that the opposition is itself an essential moment 
in social progress. 

Ill. Selective Thinking: A Reply to Mr. Bosanquet. 

Mr. Bosanquet brings the positive criticism that I do not develop an 
exact view of the process of selective accommodation by which “the 
mind can appropriate a law or principle, the scheme of a whole, and 

naturally and necessarily differentiate its reactions in accordance with 

the bearing of such a principle on the new situation presented” (AZind, 
1899, p- 174). This is covered, I think, by the points given in the sec- 

tion on ‘Selective Thinking’ (Sect. 78), with the preceding sections on 
the nature of invention (Sects. 54-57) and carried out in detail in my 

later ‘President’s Address’ (printed in the volume Development and 
Evolution). Briefly, 1 hold that in each such case the ‘scheme of the 
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whole’ is itself the outcome of an earlier active accommodation (or of 

many of them) ; not only does action result in the selection of thoughts, 
but thoughts are the counterpart of former adapted actions. So in each 

case to recognize the ready-formed ‘scheme of the whole’ is merely to 

recognize the earlier organization— what in my ‘President’s Address’ I 
call the ‘platform’ — by which the thinker is able in so far to ‘size up’ 
the new situation. The general process by which all accommodation is 

effected must go deeper than goes the assumption of a plan having itself 
no genesis ; unless, indeed, we bring in intuition or some other form of 
‘preéstablished harmony’ between thought and things. On my view 

the whole process is one of these phases: (1) the selection of actions 
which ‘work’ in a given situation, (2) the corresponding and consequent 

survival of the thoughts which are functions of such selected actions, 

and (3) the ‘system of the whole,’ so sade up, which is brought to new 

situations ; this last is but the mind’s progress so far, in this line or that, 
in the two earlier mentioned phases of its growth. In short, the twofold 

psychological truth that (2) ‘what we do isa function of what we think,’ 
and (6) ‘what we shall think is a function of what we have done’— 

formulated in Sect. 57— cover the case, provided we admit that the 

‘functional selection’ of movements from movement variations — con- 

stantly repeated from a progressive ‘platform’ — is the actual method of 

motor accommodation. In the case cited by Mr. Bosanquet (/oc. cit., 

p- 174) — the building of his new house —I should say that the plan of 

the whole is made up of parts each of which is taken imitatively from 

other houses or plans of houses, or selected out by the owner himself 

from alternative variations of thought, by the process of getting new 

workable combinations which is indicated above. I could not wish a 

fairer example. 

How, I may add, Mr. Bosanquet can hesitate, as he says, in regard to 

possibly classing my humble self as an ‘associationist’ I cannot imagine. 

All my psychological publications have been from the first as diametri- 

cally opposed to associationism as an apperception theory, based on 

motor unity and synergy, can be. I am also of the opinion that Mr. 

Bosanquet will find in the later writings of Dr. Stout, from whom he 

takes the theory of ‘relative suggestion,’ evidence that that able writer 

is inclined to supplement his view, on the genetic side, by a theory of 

motor selection.t 

1 As Professor Bosanquet and I have now (1906) debated our differences in a 

series of discussions in the Psychological Review, 1902-3, interested readers may 

turn to that journal. 
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