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D I S C U S S I O N 

S O M E A S P E C T S O F P E O F E S S O R F I T E ' S I N D I V I D U A L I S M 

I F I N D myse l f w i t h considerable sympa thy f o r what I in te rp re t 
as Professor F i t e ' s purpose i n h is recent book. Indeed I a m 

not sure that what I have to say involves m u c h more than a change 
of emphasis. I a m ready at any rate to agree that the logic of a 
f u l l y conscious i n d i v i d u a l i s m looks i n the d i rec t ion w h i c h he urges. 
The p r i n c i p l e of democracy, as d i s t inguished f r o m what m a y loosely 
be ca l l ed communism, is indeed jus t this , that each m a n sha l l , not 
sur render his aims to the general wel fa re , but ad jus t them to a f u l l 
a n d f ree recogni t ion of the s i m i l a r aims of other men, on the f a i t h 
that o n l y thus can he f u l f i l l his o w n l i f e most abundan t ly . 

B u t a long w i t h a communis t ic idea l of the state, such as P ro fessor 
F i t e seems to have chief ly i n m i n d to cr i t ic ize , mot iva ted b y a l t ru i s t i c 
feel ings , and log i ca l l y dependent, therefore, u p o n the somewhat 
remote hope that men can be i nduced v o l u n t a r i l y to sur render such 
advantages as they possess to the i r less successful neighbors, there is 
an al ternat ive posi t ion w h i c h , though s h a r p l y opposed to the con
cept ion of democracy, adopts equal ly w i t h i t the presupposi t ions of 
i n d i v i d u a l i s m . I t differs , however, i n g i v i n g to cer ta in i n d i v i d u a l s 
a preference, and i n h o l d i n g that the i r more impor t an t c la ims can 
o n l y be met th rough the absence of a complete autonomy and satis
f a c t i o n i n a considerable number of the i r f e l l o w men. O f course no 
one who is not en t i re ly s t u p i d can f a i l to see that the logic of his own 
pr iva te interest demands that he a l low some other men to get the i r 
way , too. B u t p len ty of people do believe, w i t h m u c h confidence, 
that they can and ought to stop short of a un ive r sa l tolerance. 

N o w at th is poin t I have not been able to make u p m y m i n d w i t h 
ce r ta in ty jus t what Professor F i t e ' s a t t i tude is. O n the p r ac t i ca l 
side I suppose he intends at least to say t h i s : first, that people can 
never be l a rge ly benefited u n t i l they have an in te l l igen t unders tand
i n g of the i r own needs and purposes and are ready to assert these f o r 
themselves, ins tead of l eav ing them to the good w i l l of others; and , 
secondly, that schemes of social r e f o r m , to be effective, must be f r a m e d 
p r i m a r i l y to appeal to interests, ra ther than to benevolence a n d 
char i ty , to s u p p l y the i r mot ive force . So f a r I am i n c l i n e d v e r y 
l a r g e l y to agree, as a question of where the emphasis h a d better l ie 
i n the p romot ing of p o l i t i c a l a n d social measures. T a l k about 
h u m a n i t y a n d disinterested just ice has indeed an impor tan t p repara 
t o r y value i n b reak ing u p the i n e r t i a of the pub l i c m i n d i n the face 
of new proposals, to w h i c h I doubt i f P ro fessor F i t e is altogether 
f a i r . B u t a f t e r a l l i f concrete changes are to be brought about a n d 
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are to continue to work w e l l i n practise, men have got to be shown 
that these are to the i r interest. The average ci t izen, f o r example, 
must be made to realize that his taxes are increased or his business 
oppor tuni t ies lessened b y pub l i c g ra f t , before he can be he ld i n l ine 
f o r m u n i c i p a l r e f o r m ; a nd the disposi t ion to substitute such definite 
economic considerations that come home to self-interest, f o r humani 
t a r i a n exhortat ion, is one of the best guarantees of the probable suc
cess of any wave of r e fo rm. B a c k of this there m a y be, an d indeed 
I have no doubt there must somewhere be, a temper of m o r a l fe rvor . 
B u t the less we ta lk about this a n d accentuate i t as the professed 
motive, and the more we a p p l y ourselves to the ra t iona l business of 
w o r k i n g out the s i tua t ion i n a f o r m to enlist a sufficient mul t i tude 
of p r iva te interests, the more re forms are l i k e l y to lose the i r spas
modic character and become settled pr inc ip les of action. " 

B u t now whi le this is good advice to the re fo rmer and to those i n 
whose special interest a change is sought, I do not fee l so clear about 
the state of m i n d w h i c h i t recommends to the p o w e r f u l classes who 
are a l ready i n possession, or who by the i r super ior intel l igence have 
the immediate d i rec t ing of the f u t u r e . So f a r as b r i n g i n g influence 
to bear upon them goes, I agree, because i t seems to be the f ac t that 
we are foo l i sh to t rust much to exhortat ion. W e ought ra ther to 
g i r d up our loins and convince them that they can not d is regard us 
w i t h safety to themselves; and i n so f a r as they are in te l l igent they 
w i l l doubtless i n the end see the point and act accordingly . B u t 
what is the temper of m i n d that Professor F i t e w o u l d e th ica l ly 
approve and j u s t i f y on thei r own par t? Does reason prescribe that 
they wa i t passively f o r the corresponding development of intel l igence 
i n other men, exp lo i t ing them meanwhi le as wi thout r ights u n t i l they 
are able to enforce these r ights? or does just ice demand that they 
take such men into account f r o m the start as po ten t ia l ly capable of 
autonomy, a n d so, as h a v i n g r ights to be respected? Professor F i t e 
gives some g round f o r be l ieving that the first is his mean ing ; i f so, 
I have no w i s h to defend h i m . B u t his ideal is t ic logic seems to me 
ra ther to look the other way. M u c h of this appears wi thout point 
unless i t intends to h o l d that a complete self-interest w i l l find i tself 
i m p e r f e c t l y f u l f i l l e d , except as others are equal ly self-conscious and 
autonomous; and i f this is so, one is f a i l i n g i n du ty to h imsel f unless 
he does what he can to f u r t h e r the development of secur i ty f o r equal 
r ights to a l l , even before these can be enforced upon h i m . The same 
claims w o u l d thus rest u p o n h i m as on the o r d i n a r y showing ; on ly 
the source of these w o u l d be his own welfare , ra ther than something 
f r o m the outside that calls f o r sacrifice an d a l t ru i sm. Subjec t to 
correct ion, I am i n c l i n e d to suppose that this is r ea l ly Professor F i t e ' s 
meaning, and that apparent evidence to the con t ra ry is due to the 
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f a c t that he has not suff ic ient ly separated two di f ferent s tandpoints— 
the s tandpoint of the reformer , who asks what he can sa fe ly presup
pose i n other men as a w o r k i n g basis o f r e f o r m , a n d the inne r stand
po in t of the in te l l igent m a n h imsel f i n face of the quest ion what 
r igh t s he sha l l concede v o l u n t a r i l y to his weaker neighbor. 

B u t here another query arises about Professor F i t e ' s phi losophy. 
H e has, as I unders tand h i m , a t w o f o l d problem. P r i m a r i l y , per
haps, he is t r y i n g to re fu te wha t he considers the sent imenta l i sm of 
the human i t a r i an . B u t also he is a t t empt ing to j u s t i f y r a t i o n a l l y 
the c la ims of social conduct apar t f r o m such an a l t ru i s t i c mot ive . 
N o w i t is when the a r i s toc ra t i ca l ly -minded m a n is to be convinced of 
th is that I f ee l a lack of conclusiveness on Professor F i t e ' s argument . 
I agree that the most l i k e l y w a y to reach h i m is b y showing h i m that 
he is p l a y i n g the f o o l , is i g n o r i n g facts w h i c h he ought to face, a n d 
w h i c h are p reven t ing the best a t ta inment o f h is own desires. B u t I 
hesitate to believe that this demand is a lways capable of be ing met 
completely , or that i t is suff ic ient ly met b y an appeal to the na ture of 
consciousness as such. A n d the reason, on the side of theory, is this , 
tha t I find i t d i f f i cu l t to separate inte l l igence f r o m the p a r t i c u l a r 
na tu re of the desires w h i c h i t m a y endeavor to serve. The inc lus ive-
ness w i t h w h i c h a m a n is go ing to admi t f o r e i g n ends w i t h i n his o w n 
system w i l l depend u p o n the character of the objects w h i c h he th inks 
w^orth wh i l e a t t a i n i n g ; a n d this can not be assumed f o r t h w i t h as of 
jus t one s t andard qua l i ty . W h a t a m I to say, f o r example, i f I come 
across an idea l w h i c h appa ren t ly gets sa t i s fac t ion th rough compe l l ing 
as m a n y other men as possible to do its b i d d i n g — w h i c h seems to a i m 
at the v e r y act of keep ing others under , because this affords an 
enjoyable sense of supe r io r i ty a n d power ? The on ly t h i n g that can 
be counted on w i t h cer ta in ty is that a per fec t in te l l igence w i l l a i m 
to take account of a l l the facts , but not that i t w i l l necessarily accept 
as among these facts the l eg i t imacy o f another person's ends. I t is 
conceivable that as m u c h intel l igence m a y be shown i n recogniz ing 
such a compet ing end a n d then finding ways to overr ide i t , as i n 
accept ing i t a n d a d j u s t i n g act ion to its requirements. 

A n d to this there are on ly two answers that I see. I t m a y be sa id 
that y o u are los ing something, a f t e r a l l , f r o m the content of the w o r l d 
when y o u exclude the con t r ibu t ion w h i c h another m a n m i g h t b r i n g 
i f he were pe rmi t t ed to f o l l o w his own bent. F r o m the w o r l d , per
haps, bu t w h y of necessity f r o m my w o r l d , unless I happen to be 
b u i l t so that I want i t more than I want its exclusion? H i s economic 
con t r i bu t ion I m a y easily be ind i f f e ren t to, even i f i t were clearer 
t h a n i t is that some of i t w o u l d flow to me. There m a y be a chance 
that he m a y pu t some obstacles i n m y own path, bu t possibly I en joy 
the excitement of combat a n d explo i ta t ion . I f i t is c la imed, again , 
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that b y a d m i t t i n g h i m into m y circle I realize the f iner s p i r i t u a l joys 
of cooperative fe l lowship , this m a y v e r y w e l l be so i n case I f i n d 
myse l f c a r i n g f o r an enlargement of this sort, bu t not at a l l i f I hap
pen to have an aris tocrat ic taste f o r power. I t w i l l not do to say 
that no m a n ac tua l ly does p re fe r this last ideal , and that his nature 
w i l l i n r ea l i t y get a f u l l e r expression i n the other way. I m a y ho ld 
this as a f a i t h ; but I can not demonstrate i t whi le so m a n y are con
v inced to the contrary . A n d i n any case the g round f o r m y f a i t h 
w i l l be, not the abstract character of consciousness, bu t the concrete 
na ture of the being who is to make use of intel l igence to f u r t h e r his 
ends, those ends be ing set by his i nbo rn make-up and na tu r a l dis
posit ion, w h i c h apparen t ly differs , w i t h i n l imi t s , i n d i f ferent people. 
I f a m a n has seemingly other wants than mine, w h i c h look to empire 
ra ther than cooperation, I can not re fu te h i m b y p o i n t i n g out that 
in te l l igence—and he of course wishes to be in te l l igent—is never com
plete u n t i l i t has thoroughly grasped the s tandpoint of every wou ld -
be competitor. H e w i l l answer that he intends to unders tand them; 
but as f o r sympa th i z ing w i t h them and accept ing their claims, that 
is another matter . To do this m a y be precisely to defeat his own 
pa r t i cu l a r a im. To enter into the i r hopes w i t h tolerat ion and sym
pathy w o u l d require that he be another sort of be ing f r o m what he 
is—that he be of a nature to suffer d i rec t ly some d i m i n u t i o n of his 
own sense of a t ta inment th rough an o u t l y i n g loss to another man. 
Assume a sa t is fact ion i n f e l lowsh ip independent of the special char
acter of the task to w h i c h cooperation is turned , or an in t r ins i c dis
inc l ina t ion to v iew w i t h indif ference a loss to others over and above 
the ind i rec t effects that this may have on m y own enterprises, and 
y o u may indeed expect results. A s a mat ter of f ac t I suspect that 
Professor F i t e does assume this, and that to i t his argument owes the 
generous qua l i t y that migh t have been quite l a ck ing . B u t this looks 
suspic iously l ike b r i n g i n g back again the not ion of a disinterested 
side to h u m a n character on w h i c h the effective appeal of motives to 
social conduct depends, and the proof of this carries us beyond the 
abstract logic of self-consciousness. 

A c c o r d i n g l y , whi le I agree that o r d i n a r i l y the best way of p r o v i n g 
to any one that he ought to r ega rd the r ights of others is b y showing 
h i m that he is ac t ing un in t e l l i gen t ly otherwise, I should expect to be 
able to do this, not by a deductive argument f r o m the nature of con
sciousness, but ra ther i n an empi r i ca l way, by c a l l i n g his at tent ion 
to the ac tual nature of the w o r l d i n w h i c h he lives, and the c i r cum
stances of the case. B u t then I should have to give u p the hope of 
conv inc ing h i m that the harmony was bound to be a complete one. 
I shou ld be content i f he were persuaded only that this was the better 
way, though not of necessity a way w h i c h invo lved no elements what-



376 TEE JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY 

ever of loss to h i m . I m igh t f a l l back on the f a i t h that apparent loss 
w i l l a f t e r a l l prove rea l ga in . B u t so long as knowledge confessedly 
is incomplete, this w o u l d have to be f a i t h , a n d not phi losophic i n 
sight. E v e n i f I came u p against an u l t imate difference of idea l I 
shou ld not despair of finding so l id reasons f o r m y own side. B u t i n 
that case, at any rate, I should have to admi t a solut ion w h i c h was of 
the na ture of a conipromise, w h i c h came about at the expense, to 
some degree, of a rea l preference, a n d was, therefore, a reconc i l i a t ion 
o n l y p a r t i a l l y complete. 

A . K . EOGERS. 
UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI. 

SOCIETIES 

N E W Y O R K B R A N C H O F T H E A M E R I C A N P S Y C H O L O G 
I C A L A S S O C I A T I O N 

r p H E N e w Y o r k B r a n c h of the A m e r i c a n Psycho log ica l Assoc ia -
~ L t i on he ld its final meet ing f o r the cur ren t academic yea r on 

M a y 22, i n con junc t i on w i t h the Sect ion of Psycho logy a n d A n t h r o 
pology of the N e w Y o r k A c a d e m y of Sciences. A n a f te rnoon session 
was he ld at the Psycho log ica l L a b o r a t o r y of C o l u m b i a U n i v e r s i t y . 
A f t e r d inne r at the F a c u l t y C l u b the evening session was he ld at the 
A m e r i c a n M u s e u m of N a t u r a l H i s t o r y . The f o l l o w i n g abstracts are 
of the papers presented at the two sessions: 

Group Differences in the Interests of Children: G E R T R U D E M A R Y 
K U P E R . 

Tha t interest p lays a v e r y impor tan t dynamic role i n the educa
t i ona l field is on ly too evident f r o m such treatises as D r . D e w e y ' s 
ar t icle , " In te res t as Re la t ed to W i l l " a n d D r . Montessor i ' s " P e d a -
gogia S c i e n t i f i c a . " B u t interest is a general t e rm and can not have 
an absolutely un ive r sa l value f o r every i n d i v i d u a l or every subject 
of thought or desire. I n d i v i d u a l interests are as impor tan t i n the 
socia l w o r l d as are i n d i v i d u a l capacities. T h e y should , therefore, be 
a f r u i t f u l field f o r scientif ic invest igat ion. The exper imenta l work 
done w i t h advertisements has brought to l i gh t group differences i n 
the preferences of men and women f o r var ious appeals. The inves t i 
ga t ion to be repor ted was of a l i ke nature, except that i t dealt w i t h 
ch i ld ren . 

The f o r m a l experiment consisted i n ask ing an i n d i v i d u a l c h i l d to 
arrange nine pictures i n the order i n w h i c h he l i k e d them best. The 
n ine pictures were chosen to represent nine specific appeals : landscape. 


