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TIIROIU CTION

"The indetermination and consequent inconclusiveness of mebaphysical
and of a good deal of sociologic digscugsgion results from uncritically
adhering to simple alternatives instead of resorting to the laborious
process of integrating opposite asgssertionsg by finding the proper
distinctions and gqualificationg"~-~-Morris Cohen 1

This thesis has a history. Vhen I first entered McMaster
University the curriculum prescribed, that I should study ¥. 7. Tavgsgig!
"Principles of Zconomics." After a time I began to have doubts as
to the validity of a considerable portion of the theory contalned
therein. The logieal consistency of the book I could not doubt.

But I had s vague inchoate sense, that something was wrong. The book
seemed bto lgnore some of the more important aspects of the objective
economic amation. At first I tried to criticise its logical
gtructure. Bubt that did not seem 1o work. Gradudlly———am it was
very gradually indeed---as my intellectual horizon widened, I began
to go back to the assumptions, onwhich the discipline of economics,
as I grasped it, was founded. A reading of Thorstein Veblen's works
confirmed me in my suspicions: it was in the assumptions of economic
science, that the divergencies of economic theorists were to be
found. All the while I was reading in philosophy; and slowly the
comne ction between philesophy and the assumptions of economic science
dawned upon me. Of course all this did not taske place in any pre-

- arranged fashion. Rather it was a slow ard hesitant growth of mind.
Finally 1t appeared to me, that, if I ould set up a c¢oherent and
adequate speculative gchema tism, the solution of the more fundamen tal
problems of economic and soclal theory would ensue---it has sometimes
been asgerted, that all the sciences are interretated; but the despar
gignificance of that statement has not yet penetrated our conscious-
negs. L was well aware of the fact, that philosophy is a tricky am
slippery mat ter~--1 have changed my mind so of ten, that the provernial
fickleness of women is quite comparable to my intellectual outlook.
However being persistent amd somewhat vain, I kept on trylng. ¥hat
follows is the result. '

The +thesis may be criticised £ rom three angles. Firgt, of course,
the actual content is open to eriticism. At the outset I wigh to
make 1t plain, that my bias lies in the speculative direction. I
firmly believe, that the speculative method is not only justified,
but offers the only solution of our more impor tant theoretical
problems. This is the day of specialisation. Pedants automatically
segregate themselves into thelr allocated departments. There they
proliferate their specialised techniques, concepts ete. ¥With only
a Tew excepbions no persi stent endeavour has been made to view
reality as a whole---and after all reality is integrael, if we can
only see it. But it is through tle speculative me thod, that these
specialised groups of data will be found to cohere. It is true,
that the collectlion of data is important. But data have no signi-
ficance, if they do not cohere. Moreover it ig by speculating or
construc ting a philogophic schematism, that facts appear to us the
way, they do. The trouble is, that we do not do enough speculating.
We are afraid to. What our age needs more than anything else is
cohersncy.

1. gee his "Reason and Iature" ; p. 166.
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We may criticise the coherency of thouxht in the middle ages. But
that does not of fer us any excuse. If we could but congtruct a
adequate and yet coherent system of thought,~--we are speaking of
tenden cies~--and at the same Time do Jjustice to the dictates of owr
more intelligent common-sense--well, that is Tthe main iswxue.

In the second place the reader may say, that the thesis is too
brief. 1 have covered congideravle ground, and consequently the
treatment is condensed. But I have not had the time to elaborate
my argumen ts; and so the only alternatives is to assume, that the
reader is acguainted with both the temminology and the intellectual
background of its context.

Finslly those who have prepossesszsions will consider some of my
statements to do grave injustice to the same. I have tried to meke
clear the meaning of my terms. If their connotation does not con-
fom to the views of those, who are persisgtently predd4l@ctive, the
only alternative is to try to sympathise with the main tenor of the
author's thought.

RS

In conclusion I wish to pay my respects to my instructors,
Professors Taylor amd Mifchell end especially to lir. teo. Haak,
whose chief asset is that of argument.



PREFVACE TO PHILO3OPHIC BACKGROUND

The method adopted in the following is to interpretatively
survey the historical development of philosophic thought, the
purpose of which is to draw out the more pertinent al ternatives
issuing from that survey. We do not mean of course, that in our
survey we propose 1o examine every particular philosophy--that
would be foolish. Rather we are concerned to delineate the mmin
bases, from which particular philosophies in thelr more general
cimport have in the past ensued. The method then is general and
largely interpretative.

Upon the conclusion of the above survey, we will then embark
upon a perilous attemptlt to reconcile the various el term tives
suggested. It is hoped, that such a reconciliation will ke pro-
ductive of a coherent and adequate philosophic schematisme.
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JHE PHITOSOPHIC BACKGRCUND

&%  Any general division of the philosophic field must necessarily

De arbltraryg Moreover , as we shall observe, it is not a matter of
divigion so much as one oi‘ emphasgis. 1he history of thought is a

glow process, inwhich the weidi ts of evoluti on gradua 11y apportion
the rels tive agcendancy of basic attitude. For purposes of expogition
the n, we will describe philosophy as falling int o three main divisions:
firgl, there ig the absolutistic tradition, which uvp until the recent
past in the history of western thought, has moulded our intellectual
architecture; second, the philosophy of functionalism, a recently
developed schematism; third, the organic theory of nature induced of
late by novel movements in the scientific world, a theory which is
still in a state of flux.

In point of historical priority, absolutism first supplied the
predomina nt framewo rk of western philosophic speculation---we are
assuming, that the history of western thoug ht begins with the Greeks.
The Greeks are credited with its imception. 4s sach it ig pertinent
to obgerve the nature of the specific enviromment, from which 1t
grew ¢n embryo. As conlrasted wi th our environment, the Grecks lived
ina world, which did not afford any enduring sense of ego. The
world of pheﬁomena was asgociated with the uncompromisi ng directre ss
of nature's impact. The Greeks could not utiligse nature---at least
to the same degreec as we---g0 28 10 make it conformable to their
needs. Man had not yet assumed the predominant role, that he now
plays. Therefore hecould not find philosophic contentment within
the confines of impinging circumstance, 1t was thus, that the CGreeks
intuitively turned to the unknown to find certainty? 1 Such certainty
first had as its object of reference the gods of the nature--world.
Cloud tree and flower incarnated unknown deities. TFrom thence it was
but a step--a ma jor step in tle history of Greek thought--to
metaphysics. Mow the underlying tendency in the ir me’caphysl ¢s was
the search for ultims te reality. 28 Moreover pure ideas as such werec
looked upon as providing the clue to such definitive mality. They
had a knack for unadulterated intellectual gymmstics. ILater on dur-
ing the middle ages, when absolutism becane enamour ed of idealism,
theolo 'y rather then pure ideas came to open the door to ultimate
_'eallty. At a s8till later date a remote and impersonal mechanistic
philogophy supplied a scientific procedure % to c¢laim that distinction.
But the Greeks by and large were not encumbered by those restrictions.
Pure speculation was both thelr forte and weakness.

Upon the consummation of Greek philosophy in pure intellectual
gymnastics, The drift of envirommental cof rcumstance afforded no
occasion for any important alteration of the tradition until the
beginning of the middle ages. As Roman imperialism imperceptibly
decayed of internal maladjustment, soclety no longer gave a basis lor
optimism. Man seemed to be within the grip of indifferent and
imponderable forces. Centrifugal iorces out~talanced those of a
centripetal tendency. Disintegration superseded integration.

1l See John Dewey's "luest for Certainty"; ch 1

2 It is not to be inferred, that by ultimate reality we demote
idealism or mechanism. All that we refer to is tle s’gecula’tive
turn of mind,which the Greeks possegsssd regardle ss of whether 1%

 issued in idealism or mecha nism.
3 Jeo 3. Mills "four methods of experimental inquiry™ are an

excellent example .of mechanigtic methodology-.



Pessimis sm was rampant. The only basis of common policy left was
furnished by a rising catholicism. When it had thoroughly intrenched
itself, it crystallised the societal turn of events into philosophy.
The result was theology., The gtrictly intellectual import of Greek
metaphysi cs became tinctured with a theological hue. With the Greeks
the good was realised through ratiomlity. With the medievalis ts,

the good , as transmuted through the medium of catholicism, was the
derivative of essentially theological concepts e. g+ love and self-
renuncis tion. It is true, that the scholastics excelled in intellect-
ual gymnastics. But their quest for ultimate reality was blased in

a different direction. Reason was bent to enfbrce the articles of
faith. And the keynote of it all was the personal intimecy of an all-
absorbing divine Creator. Thus monistic idealism cvame into its own.
Its sway was regnant until the end of the middle ages. At this time
power ful forces were beginning to undermine its ascendancy. What we
now know as mechanism was pushing its way to the surface. Descariles

" represents this break between monistic idealism and nascent mechanism.
His division of substance into that which is extended or material and
that which is inextended or ideological is quite indicative. Hemember
however , that this break in nowise discountenanced tle absolutistic
tradition,whogse fundamental trait is a leaning to monistic inter-
pretations of the universe.

Let us now make tle arbitrary statementy-for all truth is
arbitrary--that life 1s a sequence of connected ingbances as related
to individua lity. By the phrase "connected instances" we do not mean,
that as between two isola ted instances, there is a third end inter-
mediary link. Rather by wnnection we designate the fact of inclusione.
That is the aspects or modality of one theoretical insbance are drawn
into the concretion 1 of the following instapce; and there by partly
determine 1%ts eharacter. Nor by individuslivy do we signify the
mechanist's slmple immuitable matber. All that we are concerned to do
s to point out the fact of individuality and 1ts compatibility with
unity. The fact of individuality does not necessarily mean immut-
ability or even simplicity. 1In fact it is quite consistent with
evolubion. Hvolution denotes the growth of differentia ted ard in-
tegrated structure. It follows from the necessity of order Ly adapt-
ation between ever -changing individual entities. Nom what 1 he
medievalists did was 1o seizme upon this connection or unity of

. -ingtances in the development of entities amd VPt ransform it into an all-

"~ "inclusive spiritual principle. Moreover this principle was pos sessed
of caugsal force. The subgidiary world of sense emanates from a first
cause; and is thus integrated within the monism. We begin o see why
monigtic idesalism failed to survive. The continued existence of a
philogophy is a question of the relevancy of its ethic. The essential
charecteristic of an ethic is, that it, slmll provide a per tinent
rule of conduct in the actual give-and-take of workday experience.
It is of the essence of pragma tism. As soon as the conditioning force
of environment looses contact with the ethic in question, people begin
t0 adjust their heliefs. It was so near the close of the middle ages.
Man began to face the consequencesg of impinging circumstance. The
rmascent modern, as he haltingly began to grope about in the objective
world came to encounter the individuvglity of life. The tradition of
monisgtic idealiam had no room for that concept. Again the sweep of re-
mote impersonal e ven ts-the discovery of the new world, the industrial
revolution etc~into the stream of which humanity was gradually caught,
indifferently upset the old notion of personal intimacy w ith an omnipot-
ent Creator.

1 This term is borrowed from A.N. "hitehead-see his book "Science and
the Modern World.m"



He just ddd not fit into the picture. What then? A revolt against
catholicism was inevitable. More important still the al tered com~
plexion of man's enviromment suggested a cue to another philosophy,
the philosophy of mechanism. 1 Mechanism takes its rise from the
individuality of life., Just as idedlism abstracts the unitary aspect
of things to erect an ultims te gpiritual monism, so t00 mechanism
places individual things gpart from that unitary aspect =t vhe
centre of its monistic schematism. It should be noted however, that
mechanism may try to reconcile its individualistic emphasis with the
unity of things through the assumption, that somehow individual
gseparable things as between themselves observe certain exterior 2
relational uniformities. This concesgsion the monigtic idealists may
eagerly teke up to bring ln the ultimmte reality of the spiritual
principle . The orthodox mechanist however should not admit such a
posgibili ty. Por such an admission involves him in the surrender of
individuality. VWhereas monistic idealism draws in or swallows up
the world of gsense within its comprehensive sweep, mechanism professes
the diametrically opposite theory: mamely the idea that the world of
sanse, as defined by that philosophy, is ultims te reality. Thus
whole both theories have this in common, that they are monistic, the
idealist maintains rea lity is spiritual unity, where as the mechanist
ingigsts it is individual entities apart from their uvnitary a o ect.
Again, wvheras the medieval idealist says theology supplies the clue
to ultimate reality, the mechenist of fers an impersonal and remote
scientific procedure. & But the most pertinent remark to make 1g this:
both the monisms issue in philogophic skepticism. Both are lopsided,
in that they stress one aspect of reality to the exclusion of the
other . The mechanist only considers individual thimgs apart from
their unitary aspect; the idealist the unitary aspect apart from in-
dividuality. And both being monistic consider these respective
aspects in a priori terms. It is because of this fallacious abgtract-
ion that skepticism results. Let us examine the above two schema-
tisms 1in a more critical manner. Any philosophy may be criticised
in wha t for our purposes are its two main parts, namely the aspect
of causality and that of substnce. O0On the one hand to account for
the why of existence a philosophy will hsve some theory of a causal
force permeating the flow of phenomena. On the other hand to account
for the what of existence it will descriptively characterise phenomena
as exhibitine an inherent constitution. Let us firgt conglider mechan-
ism in the light of tle above analysis.

With respect 10 substan ce the mechanist offerg three interrela ted
concepts, that of "simple ‘location”, 4 that of stabtle equilibrium,
that of the simplicity and irreducibility of matter (individual entities.)

1 The term mechanism is preferred to that of materialisn or naturalism;
far, whereas ma terialism connotes certain ethical implications and
naturalism a wider philogophic sweep than is here intended, it comes
clogser to what I have in mind. 2 the term exterior is used %o denote
the fact, that these relational uniformities are not ingredientg of
actual things or entities.

3 J. 8¢ Mills aforementioned four methods of scient if ic procedure---
method of dilflference, concomitant variations etc.-are an excellent
example. 4. This term is borrowed from A, N. Whitehead-see his
"Science amd the Modern World."



By the first concept we refer to the belief, that the wrld of nature
is constituted of individual separable ob jective entl ties; by the
second to the idea, that such enti ties inter se disgplay or observe
fixed and exterior 1. relational uniformitie s; the third to the opinion,
th at they are simple, indivisible, rudimentary. The theory of "gimple
location" obviously abstracts one asgpect of reality to the exclusion

of the other. We have Observed, that life is a sequence of connecied
ins tances as related to individuality. Now while it is perfectly
legitima te to stress the impor tance of iﬁdividuali ty, to do so at the

expense of the unitary aspeet of at v1c1u{§‘§&%§ di splayed in
the dévelopment of organic e s 0 Talling theén to accomodate

the fact of unity, the mechanist Xpoées himgelf t0 adverse criticismne.
MNor is it true, that the concept of static equilibrium successfully
bridges this theoretical breach. The unity of life organically con-
ceived is quite different from a world, wose constitutive geparable
entities observe certaln relaﬁion&%ﬁfﬁ‘iformities. For separable
entities are entirely alien todunity as an ingredient of those entities.
By unity we signify the inc lusiveress of the part (one entity) with

the whole (the remaining entities.) Not that the identity of the part
is swallowed up in that of the whole. Rather the very exis tence and
nature of both are mutually imerderendent. This is not so with the
mechanis ti ¢ universe. Here the individual entity is regarded sul
generis as ultimate. Neither is its existence or nmature bound up with
anyth ing elge. It Just is. Whenwe specificolly come to analyse the
idea of static equilibrium, serious defects arise. FYor one thing it
gives no satisfactory explanation of change. Change in its view is
epiphenomenal : that is, where it concedes this factor it conceives

the same in terms of extraneotlsne ss. 2. Again static equlllbrlum e X=
hibits a vicious circularity, which, if true, reduces life to the con-
fines, of what destiny or fate deerees, The imbtroduction of inflexible
cyclical reiteration is a mere elaboration of the theme. 3. While it

is true that civilisations have come and gome, that they have collapsed
through some inherent malady, that does not mecessarily mean, that
destiny--vhatever that is---~decrees the same. It may be due to entirely
different reasons, whose cogency we will later arguwe . Such circularity
also vi tiates the logical structure of thought. The science of logic
postulates the possibility of ever-developing truth. Otherwise all
thinking would be besi de the point. When we turn to the concept of the
gimplicity and irreducibility of mtter, it suffices to remark, that

it wholly overlooks the fact of evolution or s tructural development of
individual entitie s It appears then, that the mechanistic view of
substence 1s biased too much in one direction. The emphasis is on
half-truths. It remsins to glance at the mechanis t's view of causality.

There are two possible ways of constructing e mechanistic theory
of causality. 1In the first place, since the comcept of static
equilibrium (exterior relatioml uniformities) is assumed, the mechanist
might introduce a supra-per om 1 spiritual principle or pmme nover as
possessing propulsive forcee. 'LIowever the orthodox me chanist should
immedi ately forgo that alternative, as it leads him into logical
difficulties of the first order-——we have al ready pointed out those
dif ficulties. As the philosophic schematism of the German philosopher
Kant reveals, the half truths of the two monisms of idealism and
mechanism are irreconcilable on a priori .terms.

1. As was mentioned before, the word exterior is used to denote the fact,
that these relatiom 1l uniformities are not ingredients of the entities.
2. Gustam Cassel's concept of economic methodology is an illustration
of this--see his book "IFundamental Thoughts in Hconomic g"
3. Such a theory is embodied in Oswald Spengler 's"Decline of the West."



Fach regards the other as epiphenomenal. Moreover, as we will Jater
argue, even, if the spiritual principle were accepted, such a principle
of itself is objectionable in explainingcausality. That being so,

me chan ism rever ts to discover a principle of causation within itself;
and here exhausts its ingenuity in trying to ascribe causal BDroce to
some arbitrarily selected irdividual entity, from which an invariant
sequence f lows-~the sequence is synonymous with the exterior relational
uniformities posited by static equilibrium. In order to e liminate
plurality of causes-~for the number of individual, entities is exceed-
ingly great--phenomena are clasgified into seeming ly intelligble
groupings, within which the number of causes ig thus artificially
limited. 1. In statigtics-=in the main a mechanistic methodology--the
schematism ig given finesse through the elaboration of a method of
correlation, which in some circles seems to be regarded as synonymous
wi th causation. Its plaud bility is given apparenk SR ZenCY o in that

it mekes for falrly acarate desoriptian‘gﬁgexp alnal 10n are not alwys
the same. Moreover ¢ loge examimnation reveals, that in the last analysis
no principle of carsation has been of fered at all. Just because

phe nomen a have sequence does not mean, that any individual entity in the
sequence can be sing led out as possessing causal force. In fact within
the eonfines of static equilibrium such an hypothesis is quite untenable.
For caugal force implies something, that is productive of something else,
which, if not wholly, is at least partially new or different. UNow
within the context of static equilibrium clange is impossible. Both
the individual entitie s and the exterior relatiomal content are gta tic.
As such no causal force cen inhere in the sequence, even if you
artificially classify phenomena--it is not to be inferred, that
phenomena can not Jjustifiably be clagsified imto what are largely
distinetive groupings; but that is a different matter than causation.
Again we chould point out, that, even if you impute causal ity to the
mechanis tic schematism, what authority is there for seizing upon a »
rarticular entity in the sequence as being possessed of causal forced
In such a case 1t seems a mere ma tter of temper amental choice. Mechanism
then in its two main aspects, that of causadlity and of substance is
open to serious criticism. The mechanist may stress cer tain undeniable
half-truths; but half-truths, although productlive of results in
practical living, must be suspiciously regarded in the light of phil-
ogophic truth. Monistic idealism also crumbles when mel ted down in

the crucible of criticisme.

In its agpect of causal ity idealism need not detain us for Ilorg.
To the idealist the propulsive force of the universe is to be found
in the omnipotent uncaused cause, the prime mover. 2. Call it God,
or transcendal form, call i1t what you like, it trensmits its innate
energy int o otherwise lifeless and in a sense non-exis tent phenomena.d
The first criticism of vhich one immeﬁ%'ately thinks is found in the
child's query: but deddy, who made Godfs Ixperieme (not to be inter-
preted solely on an empirical basis) finds no room for uncaused causes.
Cn a gpecific inst ance experience may leave us in doubt, as to how
causal ity was involved.

1. See J.M. Keynes treatment of casusality in his book "A Treatise on
Probability; ch. 22. 2. Aristotle's doctrine of the species may
possibly be thought of a a refutatvion of this, statement. However
it must be recognised, that,while for Aristotle causality wms in-
herent in the world of sense, it was clothed within a teleological
framework. ‘''hug in the last analysis his was a doctrine of final
cavsaticn. As mich it remlly amounts to tle atowe doctrine. 3 some
idealis tic philosophers entvirely circumven t the troublesome conecept
of causation as inherent in the world of sense by the comception of the
eternality of +the universe. Such subtlety merely sldesters the whole

lssue. 3 MOpsomasi Ve T4
ssue 288 "Fragmatism" by William James; pa 9



But we must not infer credulity from ignorvance. In the past after .
diligent research, nature herself seans to have gipplied reasons
sufficient to the explanation of some few phenomena. Terhaps, if we
put still more faith in imbel ligence, nature will relinquish the deeper
secret of causation. All this leads us to the reiteration of a vper-
tinent point,; moniztic idealism no more than monistic mechanism is not’
compatible with full-orbed experience. ''he secret of causation still
eludes uss Tdealism offers us little momwm in respect of the nature of
substmnce. W¥When it abstracts the aspect of unity into ideological or
gpiritual monism, there by resolving the world of sens: into e;piphe nomena
it forgets, that individuality in its pragma tic context is just a
important as vnity. And so we bring 10 a conclusion ouwr survey of the
abgolutistic tradition. It remins to bring our survey up t date.

3

In any review of the philosophics of mechanism and ides lism, the
most striking feature cha racteristic of both 1s their pred@lec tlon for
the ultimate. Nore impor tant still, t rpossess certainty the ultima te
is concelved 1in terms of inmu"cabili'ty and Tixity. It, if ascertalned,
s01lv=2s all ¢ uesmozno of exigtence in the past present and future.
Inevitably ore , 0 holds such a view, does so to the exclusion of the
world of activ i'ty and chame. The objective world does not reveal any
finality. ©hile 1t my exhibit definite forms and instrinsic substance,
these are ever ina state of flux. Craduvally as man began to exbtend
his inquisitive tentacles in the attempt to control in limited degree
his impinging environmenty so too hig philosophy underwent imperceptible
cumulative change, until i% came in the last quarter of—the—last—quarder
of the ninetesnth to stress the study of activity as such « The
philog ophical elaboration of this is called prapgmatism. As applied %o
the wider field of knowledge, we well term it functional ism. 4As such it
resgtricts one's comprehendgion to the gtudy of unprincipled activitye.
Cumulg tive sequence ig only recognised. The quest for the uwltima te is
abandoned. During the course of its development, its inevitable count-
erpart was the separation of the world of thoug nt into various specigl-
ised sciences., The reason is obvioug. IT act1v1ty as sach becomes our
primary concern, then the whole universe of fact comes into our ken.

In order to handle thabt vast array of factual materigl, classificati on
and specialisation are necessary. Now the danger 1s that in the effort
to keep this impresdg ve array before one's view, the sight of a possible
unifying prineiple will be lo t o view. It is true, tat the Darwinian
prlnc ple of na %l on 1n c e(,.ul%z @un ihc, concept of evolu=-
-‘tlon ﬁam o uere v deseriptive, not éxplanatory; and
the mothathr’ fldrce 'of mdturql selection places LOO much emphasig on
the inf luence of objectl ve envirommental cl rcumste mwes. ‘hile the
absolutistic tradition contains many errors, it at least was involved
in the quest for a unifying principle. This the philosophy of function-
alism or pragmatism fails %o do. It may be true, that The pragmatic
test is an excellent criterion of the truth of an idea. But the

genetic 1. theory of truth is not them by e stablished. FPhilosophic
1unlry is led on in the hope, that specific data may be found to cohere
in an inclusive congtitutive designation. Mot that such a designati on
will discard the aspect of change. Ratier it is our hope, that both

the aspects of change and coherency will be incduded. 'This the
philogophy of functionalism fails to do. It can not see the forest for
the treegs. With this in mind we turn to examine recent am . at the sane
time indeterminate movements in philosophy induced prlmamly by the
gcienceg of biology and physics.

1. BSee William Jamess book, "Pragma tism” for an account of this.
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Since the inception of the mechanistic conception of nature in
the seventeenth century, tie physicg\chemic al interpretati on of bio-
logical phenomena has reigned wi th but few excepltions until almost the
end of the nineteenth century. Inrecent years however, what were
former 1y minor and discordant strains have been coming to the fore.

The evolutionary concept of Darwinism, while in point of its his torical
inception has been accepted as synonymous with mechanism, may have
entirely different implications. The issue has been sharply drawn in
the controversy between vitalism and mechanism. Vitelism asserts,

that the organic phenomena of life can not be interpreted in physico-
chemical terms. The vitalist is impressed with the fundamental
differeme between animate and the dnanimate; and so he superimposes

on the inorganic mechanistic world, enother one characterised by entire-
ly different phenomena. Thus a sharp division is set up. Now such an
artificial divigl on seems to deny the integral natare of reality. If
the universe is split up into two parts, one the physicoc hemical, the
other the organic, then in my experience no connection is possible
between the larger part of the nature-world and nyself. The absurdity
of this situation is quite apparent. Yor, if, such is the case, how
can we account for the obvious connection between such phenomegna as

the rayg of the sun, the fall of min, and the growth of organisms?

Nor can the division be vindicated by the theawy of emergence. As J.B.3.
Haldane 1. obgerves, the inherent constitution of a physicoc hemical
universe does not supply those conditions recessary to the emergence

of an organic world. Ratler we must either accept the one or the other
interpretati on in a whole~learted fashion--a third al ternative may be
possible. This hostility between the above two thearies is agdan
brought out in the science of physics. During the seventeen th, eight~-
eenth, and major portion of the nineteenth centuries, the philosophy

of mechanism was in the saddle. However as tle nineteenth was drawing
t0.a close the inadequacy of that theory slowly began to pe netrate the
more receptive intellects--we are talking in terms of tendencies. The
impact of the "biologiecal developments, tle doctrine of evolution,

the doctrine of energy and the molecular theorie s oI rapidly under-
mining the adequacy of orthodox materialgim™ 2. Bul,was not until the
present epoch, that the simplici ty of the o0ld orthodox assumpiions
disappeared. Such theories as the quantum theory and that of relativity
demand reorientation in philosophy. Science has now become a peculiar
mixture of biology and physics, both of which have been tinctured with
orgenic as ontrasted with physicochemical theories. The resultant
confusion has led to recent attempts of reconstruction in philosorhy,
the mos*t comprehengsive of which is A. M. Whitehead's "philosophy of
organism." Let us briefly indi cate, what for ug is its more fundamental
impor o :

Ye have obgserved, that lie idealist regards substance as being
identical with mind, that on the other hand the mechanist regards it as
individual separable objective entities. Whitehead however looks upon
substance as "the one underlying activity of realisation individualis-
ing itself in an interlocking plurality of modes™ . ¥hat does This
mean? Forgetting for the time being the phrase "underlying activity,”
let us illustrate. If T see some people walking down the street, to
the mechanist the essence of substance is the fact of those individuals
considered in themselves; but to the idealist subsitance is the subjective

1. See his "Philosophical Basis of Biology; p 39.
2. 3ee A.N. Whiteheads "Science amnl the Molern World; p. 142
. Vnitemwads "Science am the Kodern Vorld; ch. 4 p. 87
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mental process, by which I am enabled t0 see those people. Now what
Whitehead hgs done is ® bring these two views W gether in their
proper proportion. He tells us, that substance is the perspective

of those people aver there on the street from the standpoint of the
unification of modes, as it tskes,place in the perceiving sub ject,
mysel f. Moreover Whitehead 1s quick to assure us, that the above in
actual life is a process, that life is continuously and in orderly
fashion reslis ing 1itself from moment to moment in just this wmy. In
his own words "the concept of the order of natuwe is bound up with

the ooncepu of ndmre as the locug of organisms in process of develop-
ment" 1. S0 far go good. Bubt uestiions at omwe arise. We may accept
¥hitehead's theory 0: subsgtance, ™t does he give us an adequw te theory
of causality? Yhat is the nature of the propulsive force, which causes
his comcept of substance to take on life, to mow in the way, that
reality does? Vhitehead himself ogcillates in one chapter betwsen the
two al ternatives of finding a principle of causation in msture or in
God. 2. Later on however he contends God to be the final causal force
rermeating the phenomenal aspect of substance. 4. He does s by

- envigaging a substrate general activity, out of which issues the mul-
tiplicity of remlised particularities. The reason for the realisation
of such activity is, because of the imermediary limitation imposed
between substrate general activity and particularisation. God is
coneeived asg the vltimate limitation. As an aspect of the ultimate
limitation, Whitehead conjJures up the concept of "eternal objkcts,”
which give order to the changing world around us. Parenthetically,

we should observe, that he hesitates, as to whether the se "eternal
objects™ exist intle pragmatic comext of life or in the substrate
world of activity, wher they impart a mysterious halo to the pragmatic
univergce, thus glving it its aspect of order, No reason can be assign-
ed for such limitaton, for the nature of God is not concrete actuality
~-gnd this by the way is all that human mortals can exper lence--but

the Plutonic ground of such actuality. God is thus the base of organie
arbstance. He is also the apex, fa Whitehead goes on to make the
paradoxical statement, That "God must be sought in the region of part-
icular experilences and tlerefore rests on an empirical basis"™. 4. INow
we have dlready revealed the logical difficulties inherent in the con-
cept of God as a causal force. DMoreover we are loathe to set up a
nether region of general activity. Activity is reither subgtrate or
general, It is instantaneously realised with particularisation; amdpg
1ig there fore gpecific and pragme tic. It is not true, as 7.8B.3. Haldane
‘5. would hagve it, that the unity of life gives cogency to the concept
of God. Rather we affirm, that that unity is real ised only as related
to a pragme tie context. In the history of philosophy the d ifficulty,
which confronted the individualistic philosophy, was, that in di scard-
ing idealism tle unity of life seemed to have disappeared. Now the
very point of Whiteheads "philosophy of organigm" is, that it supplies
that unity wi thin the context of 1nilv1dua11t v+ The interaction between
individval t hings is not interposed by some exterior force. Guite the
contrary that interaction is of the essence of self-generative organisme
The unification of modes, as realised in particularisation, simply means,
that the changl ng individual entity is the regidual claimant of the pro-
duet of the inbteraction.

1. "Science md lModern World"; p 92

2. "3cience and Mdad ern World"; p 115

3. "Scile nce and Modern Worldv; ch 11

4, "3Jcience and Kodern World"; ch 11 p. 222

5. "Philosophical Bagis of Biology" ; Lecture 3 p.118.
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There is no prescriptive reason for introducing the concept of an
initistory exterior agency. In fact, as we have pointed out, therw is
every reason for not doing so. Of course it may be argued, that, if
Whitehead's"eterml objcts" --somewhat in the manner of Aristotelian
speclesg~--exist in a pragmatic context, the concept of such an exterior
agency is not exterior at all. But that as fallacious logic. To
clothe the actual universe within a teleologic framework means, that
in the last analysis a monistic idealism is once more advocated. Butb
it is our beliefl, that a principle of causation can be found in the
pragma tic context of nature herself. It 1ls to that end, that we now
turn.

It will be remembered, that Whitehead's doc trine of subgtance has
given due congideration to both the agpects of unity and individuality.
But those two aspects in our opinion have not satisfactorily been
united in tongtitutive inclusive ded gno tion. 1. Such a reconciliastion
in ow opinion is to be effected Dy a principle of causation in-hering
within #hitele ad's concept of subgtance in it s pragmatic signification.
Thus a fur ther enalysis intothe objective and s jective aspects of
substance is required. Before we do this, it should be mentioned that
such an analysis doesg not pretend to fully characterise both the obgeot—
ive and subjctive aspects of substance. Rather what follows is only
illugtra tive ma tter. With regard to the objeciive aspect let us note
the fact of inadequacy. Ore's environment is never complete, the
reason being that om's environment is continval ly changing. The degree
of comple tion or adeguacy may vary from time to time. For ingtance
feudaligm engendered g more complete enviromment than does society of
the present epoch. By and large however tie fact of environmental
inadequacy or imcompletion exists. On the other hand when we turn to
~the subjective aspect of substance the pertinent fact is this: there
is a sd f~generative force 1nherent in 1nd1v1dua11’cy, It is somethirg
in the nature of Bergson's élan vital. Now Whitehead has told us, that
the ob jective and subpctive aspects come to gether throwh the contl nu-
ous process of unification, as realised in particularisation. ©Our con-
clugion them is, that the self-generative impulse of a subjctive
entity unites with the aspect of inadequacy or imcompletion of an object=
ive entity or entities; and produces--vhhat? It produces change. The
propulsive causal force is thermw fore inherent in substance as defined.
.This is somewhat similar W Aristotle's concept of matter and form;
except that the teleologic framewrk is abandoned. TLet us illustrate.
If we can visualise a theoretical static condition of mature, and then
introduce into the picture an imdividual entity, which is not only
pogsessed of an innate self~generative impulse, but is impressed with
the fact of ob Betive imcompletion or inadequacy, we can eas ly forsee,
that it is quite probable, that in the unification of modes, a part-
inlly different entity will resnlt. This in turn involves adaptatiﬁn
on the part of the objectli ve individual entitie s within the orbit of
the origiml entity's inflvence. CGradually the influence, continmuously
undergoing change, permeates to the limit of the ield of interaction,
while at the wme time other influences of similar origin revert back
alonz the -lim; amd so substance as defined is thus compelled to move.
Agaln--and this is 1mp0“‘“ pt--in order that the c¢continuous adaptation
of entitie ¢ shall proceed, tle residual deposit of the same must be
definite Torm-struclture: that is individual entities must possess
gtruc bural form; and that strctural Drm 1s all the vhile under going
a process of clange. The fact of swh form-structure imparts the
aspect of order or stability to what otherwise would be unprincipled
change. “This then is our altermtive for "eternal objlcts™ or

1. Constitutive refers to tle ssgsential constitution of reality.
Inclusive refers to the totality of reality.



13

Platonic ideas or Aristotelian matter and form clothed within a tele-
ologic framework. Bulbt we are not finished wyet: it is important to
notice, that, where a condi Llon of consciousrne ss inheres in individual
entitie s, the afarementi oned adaptation will in all probability be
infTluvenced by the imposgition of the will of the minority of indlvidual
entitie s on that of the ma jorilty--we a @ speak ing in terms of tendencies
and not of a sharp division. That is where consciousness exists, so
dogs purpose. Again some mea ) re of common policy is necegsary, wheie
more than two conscious entitie s exist: thus the existence of a society
of individual entities is made pog sible. Now, since purpose is individ-
ual, where and vhen no inclusive rmeutral rd e tion 1. is imposed, to
cefifect a meamnre of common policy, the only way out is through the im-
position of the will of a minority on that of the ma jority. Thus it i,
that the development of form~-structure may be influenced. ‘he situation
my be summarised in two remarks: first, that some measire of common
policy is rmecessary in a society of individual vurposive e ntit ieg~~
otherwise they are doomed to extinction; 2. second, that, where no
inclusive meutral relation is imposed in the common interest, that
common interest wll in the nature of things be superseded through a
minority interest imposed by a socletal schematism, the authors of
which will be that same minor ity. The further implicatl ons of the in-
trodoc tion of consciousmess into the characterisation of individusal
entities will be considered in its applicati on to socciological phenomen as
Let Uus now discuss a further implication of our slowly crystallising sp-
cculative schematism. Ve refer to the fact, that plural ity of causes,
the bugbear of mechanism, is no longer a problem in the light of the
above discussions Wirst of all however we should emphasise this:
causation, ag we have defined it, is not simply involved in the part-
icularisation of individual entities, whidr have no stabilising locus.
Too of ten in The past that st abilising aspget.of reality has been

found in some form of tmnscenden talis’rf% ve suggested the alter-
e tive hypothesis, that the residual depos 1r of the on-going mrocess

of creativity is expldnatory of that aspect. The back,grouﬂd and ever -
present goal of activity is definite form-st ruec ture. The past deter-
mines the future Wt not in any calvanistie sense. The future is fore-
cast to a certainextent by the past mat not in any deterministic sense.
30 much for the aspect of order or stability. Let us turn 1t 2 consid-
eration of plurality of causes.

, Plurality of causes, the bugbear of mechanism my be introduced
into anevent intwoways. Tirst it is often @i d or assumed, that
some one objective mode apart from the individual entity in guestion
ina given event oudit to be singled out as possessing causal force.
Bither that or an equation is construected in which various ob jctive
modes (factors, aspects ete.) are combined in such a way, that
approximately accurate weights are given to them. Parenthetically we
might observe, that this attltude ls commonly adopted in economic ami
scclological litergture. Let us illus tma te. Suppose that I am stand-~
ing Ltan intersection in a street. I have nothing to do and am
"puttlnb in time." Suddenly I move across the street to the opposite
side--it shoald be said, that movement is not an absolutely egssential
or incidental to movement) although the two seem to go together quite

l. This ig a particular kind of common policy. By nsutral is meant,
that the relation imposed shall be impartially desigred so as not
to favour certain members of society; by inclusi ve that it shall
apply uvnreservedly to that portion of society, to vwhich it 1s
applicable. 'This term is further elaborated in the latter part of
the thesis.

2. this 1s" s0 obvious, that fw ther explanation seems unnecessarye.
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of ten. Now what carged me to do this? Many objective modes can be

sl ngled wut,--the blowing of a horn, the motions of a tmffic officer,
the change in the colour of the stop light etc. but which is possessed

- of causal force? Some will say this; others that. And some will try
to combi ne the various objective modes into a correct equabtion 1. Now
the whole point of caisation is missed here. Causation properly under-
gtood does not involve the introduction of such objective plurd ity.

No single mode or modes in a particular combination apart ffom the
individual entity is possessed of ceausal force. It is only in the un-
ification of Mose objective modes, ag 1t tekes place within myselfl the
perceiving subject, that causation ©an be said to operate. What partic-
ular modes they are does not matter so much. Rather the important
thing t0 stress is the unification of modes, whereby in this case I am
impelled %o move across the street. It is true, that I do not have t0;
for my will may impel me otherwise: and to that extent the effect
(moving across the street) does not necessarily follow the situa tion
possessed of causal force. But that does not al ter the significance of
our point. There is yet another respect, in which plurality of csasuses
seams to be imwolved. Instead of considering the multiplicity of object-
ive modes in a given situation, it is possible to aseribe causality to
the subjective ones. We might say, that I moved across the s treet,
because I was in a certaln mental or physioclogical state. Plurality is
thus introdwed again. But here too we repeat, thabt the nature of caus-~
ation is overlooked. Caugation is not to be thought of either in

terms of a multiplicity of aubjective or objective modes. Causation is
to be viewed only in terms of the interlocking of modes both objective
and subjective, as it take place in the perceiving sub ject or individual
entity. It may be helpful to -an understanding of whya certain event

- took place, to delineate the character of hoth the objective and sub-
jective situations. But that is all. We have then come back to our
previous conclusi on, that causal force inheres in substance as defined.

It 1is now time to bring this philosophic quest to a close by draw-
ing up its mailn implicationss, A convenient starting point can be pro-
vided by reference 0 a certain egsay 2. written by the late {W
James. In this essay James begins by pointing out the contrast,tlie
empirical and rationalistic tmditions in respect of the characlerisation
of substance. To the empiricist (I use the word mechanist) substance
is brute material; to the ratiomlist, (I use the word idealist)

- 1ldeological gtuff. He then proé¢eeds to tell us, that neither charact-
;erigation is wrrect, that on the contrary what constitutes the common
factor in the two notlons is "pure experience", a kind of mutral stuff,
vhatever that is. Now according to our philosophic interpretation
James is quite beside the poimt. It may be true of course that indiv-
idual entities are ®@onstituted of one rudimentary essemce. That how-
ever 1s not the point. If we are endeavouring to interpret phenomena
inthe light of an imlusi ve constitutive desigm ti on the point is,
that the world about us is made up of imdividual entities. This 1is the
aspect of irmividuality. Moreover these entities "prehend" 3. one
another This is the aspect of unity. In addition running through the

1. The methodoloey of V. Pareto is an excellent exanple--we are referring
to his theory of factors.

2. See "lissays in Radical HEmpiricism": "Doeg Consciousne ss exist".

Mssay no. 1. ’

3. "prehend” is borrowed Trom Whitehead; 1t means the grasping of one
individual entli ty of some other aspect or part of the other individ-
val entities and eppropriating them in the formation of its own
nature.
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prehensions of individuval entities is the causal fhctor, as described
in the above. Thig in turn means, that reality is an on=going temporal
process of creativity. Now--amd this 1s a point, important for the
social scienceg~-the regidual deposit of the btemporal process is
evolubtionary form-~structure. That is the on-going process of creat-
ivity flows over into definite structural form. Thus it ig that the
aspects of unity and individuality are reconciled within a pragmatic
context. This evolutionary form-strue ture is both the ever-present
background and goal of activity. As the backgroind it is our past
which imposes limlitations though not necessarily determinis tic upon
that activity. As the futwe it is the ever-present end~in~-view. Again
it provides that stability that Qr'der% which too often in the past has
been provided for by some form of transcendalism. 1. All the vhile we
should note the fact, that in a wrld, in which individuwa l entities
pos sess consclousme ss, there is a tendency for the will of a minority
to be imposed on that of the majority. This follows from two observat-
ions. PMirst, some kind of system is necessary, vherm morw tan one Censeccsne
imdividuval entity exists; for the reason that common policy is essen-
tial W the existence of society. Second where and when there is no
neutral inclusgive relation imposed on the members of society, the only
other alternative, whereby a system or common policy can be effected,
is through the imposition of the will of the minority on that of the
majority. It would not do ® have the will of the mmjority imposed on
that of the minority, because first of all it would be impossible--
.only a few can combine to present a united front; and in the secord
place, even if it were possible, ther would not be much profit in sud
an enterprise--there is muchh to be stolen from a subjected mjority

but not from a subjected minority.

1. Plato's ideas or Whitehead's "eternal objects" are exanples.

2
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PREFACE TO DCIAT THEORY

The following sociological discugsion purports to indicate how
social theory issieg from a philogophic background. Moreover such
a demonstration will asutomatically offer suggestive hypotheses in the
way of & solution of gome of our more important s cial problems. At
the same time what in our treatment appeared to be a condensed specu-
lative schematism will be fur ther el aborated. Finally it is worth
while to notice, that, since philosophic speculation must be necessar-
ily prior in point of time to any s xwcial theory, the obvious question
arises, as to whether we can Jjustify the creation of & separate dis-
ciplire of social theory.
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S00TAL THERY

It will be ranembered, t at the pmceding di scussion issued in
a reconciliation of the two aspects of reality, nemely the agpect of
unity and that of imdividuality. It will be our wrpose here to in-
dicate how that reconciliation provides a solution of the more fund-
amental problems of soecial theary.

Social theory mey be conveniently divided into two interrelsted
partss, Wirsgt of all there is the question of the natare of social
fact; second, that of social law. With regard t the former we should
at the outselt mak e ¢lear our position, that, when we speak of social
fact, we are not direétly or indirectly setting up a distinct line of
demarcation between physical and social fact. 3Such a distinction is
entirely artificial. The reason, why we cling to that digtinetion,
ig not because there is a fundamental cleavage between the two; for
reality is integral. It is because physical scileice has abstracted a
small por tion of the totality of reality, set up its axioms, and pro-
ceeded to work out a logically consistent structure of thought: once
the impod ng structure had acquired some cogency, we foolishly went on
the agsaumption, that the mechanistic postulates of physgical science
had some all-inclusive claim to an interpre tation of the nature of
reality. But in the meantime we have neglected to go back to those
postulates and question thelr validi ty. Such an inguiry, we have dis-
cloged, would reveal the inadequacy of mechanistic physical science as
a full-orbed interpretation of reality. It is tme of course, that of
late the physicists have come to see that imdequacy. But the alter-
natli ve, they have suggested, is equally bad metaphysi cs. The alternatlive,
to which I refer, is idealism. 1. TFurther elaboration seems unnecessary
and inappropriate. You gee once the physicist becomesg aware, that his
specialised scilence leads to inherent contradietions, he immediately
beging to flounder about in a field foreign to his mpecialised sense;
we reféer to the field of philosophy. He does so in order to find a
way out of the difficulty. As mechanism has been found wanbting, he
immediately, as all bad philosophers do, swings to the opposite extreme.
The whole difficulty is that no comprehensive ani adequate philosophic
schematism~-we my say, that Whitehead is a partlial exception--is in
our possession. It is our opinion, that sueh a gchem tism would in the
“ last analysis postulate the constitut ive uniqueness of all facts. It
" 1ls tme, that there ig a difference of degree bebtween classes of objects,
But it is only a difference of degree. There isno sharp division
between an animate and inanima te world. If there were our experlenrce
would be inchoate and not integral, as it tends 1o Pe. S0 much then
for the rela tion between social and physical fact. With the above in
mind, let us turn to our imguiry in respect of tle nature of social facl.

It miay be said at the beginning, thabt in soclologiawml literature
there is no 1little amount of conffusion. And as is to be expecied, that
confusion is larzely the resull of bad metaphysics; for speculative
proclivities curiously enough have much to do with the determination of
just, wh at the facts are. It would hkere e impossible to review all
the contemporary soclologl cal theories. But such a cursory revicw
wuld reveal the same tendency, though more inchoate, as was digcovered
1. The ¥nglish physicists, Jeans amd iddi ngton, are referred to. The

German physicists Tlanck and 3Zinsteln o not agree witin their
Ineglish contemporariese.
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in the field of philosophy. The tendency to which we refer, is that

of ~abstracliing one aspect of reality to the exclusion of another. By
and large such absgtraction in gociological literature seems to bear

the same though more indefinite earmarks as thogse in philosophy. That
1s there are three distinet tendencies: ther is the attempt to abstract
the aspect of unity % an all-inclusive position; then there is the
diametrically opposi te ef fort to abstract the aspect of imdividuality
to an squally all-inclusive position of ascendancy; findlly certaln
socinlogists of & more modern bias lean to a funciional view of society.
l. 4g an exanple of the first we have the sociologi stic school 2.

im tining to the interpretation, tha t the community ie a mind or soul.
Cn the other hand we may Obgerve a variety of sdiools 2. travelling in
the oppogite directiony the direction of mechanism or the apotheosis

of individualitvy. Urder this la tter tendencywe may include, Le
Flay's school, the geographical school, the anthropo-racial, select-
lonigt, hereditarist and demogrephic schools; and Timlly the mechanistic
gchool woper. That is the centml tendengy of these schools is to
select some one of the flow of individual plenomena--populs tion, here -
ditary characters e té.~—- and ascribe to it the dlistincition of affordim
the most complete interwretaldon of society. ‘his of couwrse is in con-
formity with the main bearing of mechanism. ¥%With regard to these two
tendencies of monistic idealism and monistic mechanism nothing in the
way of criticism med De gsald--that has already been accompligied in
our philosophic discugssion. The same may also be sald as to any
cgriticism of functlonal sociology. However in the light of our phil-
ogophic gehematism, what should be effected is a reconcilia tion of the
aspects of unity and indi viduality within a pragmatic or functi onal
context. Hocial Tact then is compounded of these Two asrecis. A4s

Mac Iver B. points oult both the individualistic and unitary asmcets

of activity should be rvecogniged in any complete intermwebtation of
society. 3uch an elemen tary truth appears still to escape the more
careful attention of many sociologists. That is not enough howevers.
They 'mug t be resolved into an integral relationdrip with one another.
Such a reconciliation will carry us from an inquiry inbto the nature of
goclal fact to one into the natre of social law.

Social law ig introduced into the picture of gocial phenomena
though a conslderati on of causation. It will be remembered, that in
our philogophic discourse we first postulated the existence of indiv-
idual entities. e then went on 1o say, that individual entities pre-
hend orne amother. %e further gstated, that, raunning through the inter-
stices of the continuous unification of both the objective and sub ject-
ive modes, there was a causal factor imvolved in the activities of
indi vidual entities. Now tle Tactor of causation was sald Lo mean,
tha t individual e ntities have a reciprocal influermre on one another.

30 too in tle social realm individuals bhave an influence on one mouier.
This in turn means, that structural adaptation on the part of the

mem bers of soclety is required, eitler negatively or positively. There
is a moving equilibrium, a process of continuous adjustment. The net
resalt ig evolutionary form-structure. That is the members of gociety
are manifest as form-struetur e--and by the way the y are not msnifest

as such apart from soclety; far it is in tie fact of form-structure
that society and the individual are integrally related. T was omce a

l. P. Sorokin is an exsmple of this tendency.

2. For a description of the tenets of these schools see Sorokin's
"Contempor ary Sociological Theorie s.”

3¢ Bee his chapter on "¥ake Terspectives of Community ™ in his book
" Community." Fales
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a protoplasm. Now I am a definite structural entity. Social law then
is synonymous with the fomation of form-structure. It must not be
thoug ht, that we import into the meaning of this word the Spencerian
conce* ts of uniformity, gradualness, and progressiveress of growth.
Modern en thropology 1. has shown, that social forms do not pass every-
where and always through the same s tages of devnlopment, nor tha t the
transformations are graduval in every instancé; nor that the changes
implied in tle transforma tions always point to more ‘oerfeot adj\,ﬁtmep ts.
Again we do not mea n anythirg synonymous with the mod ern doc trine of
emergent evolution. Adherents of this doctrine o illustrate their
point artificlally separate the components of a given individual entity,
--notice the word individual--and then by artificially, that is nment-
ally, putting them tozetler again tell us, we have a mwentity. Now
the impor tant consideration neglected here 1is, that the origiml ,
individual ent ty in actual facl was never separated imbo discrete parts.:
For ingtance water as an individual entity mever exists in the form of
two discrete parts, by drogen =md oxygen. And =0, 1f we are to account
for novelty in 1life, it must e dore in some other way~--in the light

of owr di SCULbSiOIl we would say, that the element of novelty is intro-
duced by tie causal factor as defined. To sum up; all, that we wish

%0 advocate, is the fact of evolutionary Hrm-struc tm’e, in which ' th
the aspects of unity and individuvality are resolved. The continuous
formation of form-gtructure posits then the fact of social law. But we
have not yet dom with social law. The above account nowhere tLakes 1lnto
consideration the obvious 'tru“(fu) that in the formation of social form-
structure there is always present the possibility of the poten tia 1
disintegra tion of socliety in tle long run; and distressing dislocations
inth body politic in the short run. On the om hand how are we 1o
acount for the waxing and wanim of civilisationsg--we fomerly discard-
ed Oswald Spengler's Lhems. Cn the other hand how account for the
temporary yet ever—recurrent dislocations in the body politic. For
instance 1n our own age, themw seems t0 te a lack of balance 2. in the
rates of change in Lhe Vamous parts of society. We do not mean to
infer, that it is undesirable, that the pa ts of the soclal stimcture
gshould ch ange in relation one to the othea . Whatwe do consider 1o be
ominous is the ladc of balance in those rd es of change. An excel lent
example of this is the business cycle, to which we will later give our
attention. But in the mean time has our philosophic schematism any bear-
ing on these problems? Let us Gec.

We have formerly said, that, whenever and wherever consciousness is
involved in the f low of prehensioms as between individual entities,
thare 1s always the possivility, that the will of a minority will be
imposed on that of the m jority. INoreover we contended, that ﬁlis
inevitably haopens, where and when no inclusive neutral 1 lation &. has
been imposed. Again it ws pointed out, that, where and when more
than ore indi vidual exists, sonme kind of oommon policy 1ls nececagsarye.
The necesd 1y of sach common policy is a truism.

1. See Goldenweiger: "harly Civilisation” : the introduction.

2. 3ee tke introduc tion to "Recent Social Trends.®
5. We have gald in the avove, that 'z::-'y inclusive we mean that the relst-
ion imposed shall apply unreservedly to that portion of soclety, to

which it is applicable; by neutral, that it should be impartially
degigned so as not to favour certain members of socliety to the
eglect of otherg.
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Now obviously where and when no inclusive neutm 1l relation is imposed,
then the only other al ternative is the impogition of the minority's
will on that of the majority; for that altermtive is the only other
possible way out. In the following exposition we will suggest the
hypoth esis, that ultimately the aforement iored potential desintegration
of society in the long run and the ever-recurrent dislocations in the
body politic are definitely linked up with that imposition. Ve will
first discuss the latter. But beforewe do thig let us clarif y our
position in respect of the imposition of the minority's will on that of
the mgjority.

One of the observations of an acute political philosopher 1. is
the complexity of the interaction of the wills of the members of society.
It would therefore be false simplicity to say, that society is divided
into two distinct classeés, one of which consciously brings the impact
of its united will T0 bear against the other. In the first place such
an impact is not consciougly pre-arranged. As we indl cated in the above,
that impact is the inevitable conseqience of a gituation, where no
inclusive reutral relation is J.mpo,abd on that partialar portion of
sociely, to which it is applicable, Sud an imposi @on would so bind
the members of soclety together, that the interaction of wills would
not iz &se in unnecegsary conflict. Some conflict of course is always
imwolved. But conf lict of the kind, that leads ® the division of
o cletyinto irreconciliable classes, is nol mecess=s=ry. 1t igs only when
the s tate neglects to frame intelligent ‘pOllClOS, that g1 ch conflict
ensues. Againwe must not comclude, that the diviesion of classes, to.
which such conflict leads, is not a division of gociely into two distinct
and dlametrically opposed classes. Rather it 1s a gradation of divis o n.
The oppos itions of soclietal - willSgradually taper off into one anothers.
The extent, mture, and allocation of these oppogiti ong—-it dg not to
be inferred, that oppositions golely diaracterise the relations between
individuals --"11"8 constantly changing. Bul & the same time it is ocon-
tended, that, munnirg through the flux of sueh oppositiong, there is
the ever—pre,oent tendency for a definite division of interest2. to
separate in an irreconcilable fashion the guasi-supra minority from the
qua si-infra ma jority. 1In certaln imtances that division is more sharp-
1y defined as for insgbtance in Russgla immediately before the revolution
of 1917; and in France before 1789. 1In other imstances of course the
tendency 1is not so spectacular. But it is them . Its presence accounts
for those temporary and recurrent dislocations in society; and also
provides a g1 ggestive hypothesis in the way of explaining the potential
disintegra tion of society. Leb us first congider tle bus iness cycle 3.
as a represenls ive though more spectacular sample of the former.

First we are of the opinion, that therw 1is no business eycle, if
by that term is meant a regular perlodlclﬁy of the oscilla tions of
business enterprise. 4. *111 that we adhere to is, that there are

1. The reference is t Harold Iaski : see his Grammar of Folitics.”

2. Tor an illugtrati on of this see the first portion of Charles and
Mary Beard's book, "The Rise of American Civilisation.®

3, The analysis in respect of the business cycle does not pretend to
be a detailed one. Ve are only concerned 10 indicate the more
general background from which it azl ses.

4. G.D. U. Cole is of the same opinion : gee his ™"Guide through World
Chaog.”
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temporary and reourreut dislocations, regular or irregular, in the
business wrld. Turning from definition to analysis we should note

at the outset note, that Wesley C. Mitclell says in effect, that the
problem of the business ecycle is bound up with the incep tion of the
money economy. 1. Money and its role in the affairs of busimess enter-
prise affords the crux of the problem in hig opinion. Ief us see, if
we can extend the argument. %We shall firgt postulate the abitrary

‘agsumption, that the desirable reutral inclusive relation, wher a

highly developed money economy exists, is equality of morey income. 2.
Again let us pogstulate the actuwl condition, where, because of the
impogition of the minority's will on tlat if the ma jority or underlying
population, there is a fairly wide disparity in the amount of money
imcomes. Now let us follow out the consequences cof thig latter pos tu-
late. Tirst of all we note, that the private bankers comtrol the
supply of credit (cheques) which of course comprise the majar portion
of the media of exchange. It is not asserted, that the private bankers
can create credit willy-nilly. J.M. Keymes points out in his "Treatise
in Momey," 3. that it 1is only partially the case, that pri vate bamkers
create credit. All that is suggested is, that private bankerg occupy
the s trategic posgition in any increase or decrease in the supply of
credit . 1\'ow let us suppose, that our economy is expaniing. Such
expansion sutoma tically requires the c¢reation of more credit. DNow this
credlt, that is created, is paid out in various ways. Wages and salar-
ies of those, who meke and digtribute consumer's goods and also of those
worker.s, who make capltal goods and Finally tle purchases by capitalists
of consumer's goodg out of their profits,interest etc. all go to create
the t otal demand for consuner'®s good s Thig total spent for consumer's
goods lixes the smount produced and the prices. Now--and this 1s

impor tent-~the bulk of the income of the capltalists is not spent on
consumer 's goods but reinvested. It is truve of course, that some kimd
of saving and reinvestment is mecessary. 3But tle pertinent point here
is, that in a business world, where there is a scramble far money,--

a concomludno i‘edtur'e of inequality of income-~there is a cumulatlve
ten dency for this amount of money to be reinvested to cumulatively in-
crease; s that in an exparding phase of busine ss enterpri se this
amount reinvested gradually tut more guickly as time goes on, becones
an unduly large proportion of the total money income. A hiatus or gap
between the amount of money spent on consumer 's goods and producer's
goods develops. That isbdlance is lacking in the rateg of change

~between the amount of money speirt on consumer's goods in a given ver iod

of time and tle amount reinvested in the same period of Time. Cf course
it may be said, that, if t00 much money is golng into the channels o
reinvestment, then avtomatically more money will e given out in vagss
etc. and the balance will be preserved. But this is jus t, what falls
to happen; for--and egpeci ally in the upswine of the c;ycle——a congider-
able proportion of the money going imo relnvestment chanre 1s never
reache s the hands of those who wuld put it to produc tive use. 4. Thus
the equity of the imwestor class gradually ¢ *ts “bhlmu,r until the uvnder-
lying support of the funds imegbed in the f.ca;,lta,lm-good sector Le-
comes Lncreasiiply tenuous. 1Mimlly some slight 1if luence--for insterce

& mmour on the exchanges--is @ufTicient to bring about the irevitable
eollapse. And then the whole process starts over again-~there 1is reason

1. 3ee his book on Business Cycles; p 182. .

2. See B, Shaw's "Woman's CGuide t0o 3ocialism and Capltalism” for a pre-
senta i on of this view.

3« dSee his chapter on "3Bank Deposi ts.”

4, 3ee anarticle vty J.T. Flynn: Harpers: July 1935.
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to belie BUS; th%[R 1{1 esent business cycle of 1929-35 may not get out
from urd ey, or,\. T e Sec how the aforement ioned imposition is definitely
rela ted to the business cycle. 1In the same way Lhis ‘nypoi:hesic* provides

a fruitfuvl method of L,xolamlngz gsome of the other dislocations in society.

For example the monopoly over commercial amusements means, that what

is taught in a 3Sunday School is out of touch, with what is taught or
implied in a movie. The same hypothegis should als be given careful

congider ation in any explanation of the potential digintegration of

gocie Gy

Jith regard to this aspect of gocial phenomena one's material is
of course rather vage and sometimes misleading. O 's obgervatlions
will of necessity be general and somewhat vacuous. Our suggestion how-
evar is a simple one; am one that is grounddin common=~sgsense. e
a1 ggest for instance, hat, 1f Rome had continuougly inavgurated intell-
igent govermen tal policies, tlere was no need for her decline. Her
imperialism l. was har downfall; equally, lack of foregight on the vart
of modern democracies will issue in the same regsult. However we do not
desire to engage too much in alry speculation. Ve can only offer the
hypothesisg, that the decay of s ciety--when and where it takes place in
a socliety of people possessed of cons lousme ss—-1s quite definitely
linked up with tlhe conflict of wills, as described in the foregoing.
Let us now summarise the more pertinent implications of ow brief soci-
ological tract.

Perhap s the most significant implication of this disassion is the
demonstrated fhct, 'that the rots of social theory are imbedded in
philogophy. Not that philogsoply is a superior disciplim . It is only
enterior in point of time. All that we assert, is thalt pea lative
philogo phy determines the facts. It ig tmuie of course, that in specu-
la tion one should resort o the obgservation of what is go 1115 on around
us. But the interpretation of what is going on around us is determimed
in our intellectual disciplines by tle speculati ve schemtism, which
we have constructed for ouwrscelves, Since social theory is rooted in
philogo phy, the next question, that erises, is an obvious ome: can we
jus tif'y the attituie, that there should am can be a separate disciplime
of sociology?, From the point of the integral dcharactver of reality, the
answer must Pe in the negative; from that of the artificial but conven-
ient classification of objpctive phe nomena we might answer in the affirm-
.ative. Fundamentally however in the light of our disaigsion there can
~be no reagon for assuming, that we are justified in encloging social
theory within confining walls; and then asserting here 1s a specialised
set of facts, which, because of thelr instrinsic distinc i on, merit the
creation of a separate discipline. In the last analysis specialisation
for the sake of specialisation is mere humbug. Later on we shall notice,
that the above also applies with equal force to tle so-called disciplime
of—eigodp.ling Of economics. With this of f our chest, we will briefly
draw up the more concrete import of this dl saission of social theorys.

Social theory divides itself imbo two interrelated parts, that of
social faet and that of gsoeial law. By social Tact we degis nate the
two aspects of unity end individuality in the ir pragms tic or functional
context. Ry unitywe refer towhat are commonly thought of as social
relations; by individvality to tke individuals who participate in thos
relations. The introduction of the comept of social law means, that

1. See Knight's treatment of Romn impe ialism in the book "The
Heonomic History of Burope.”
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due to the jpresence of the causal factor as defined, the aspects of
unity ad individuality resolve themselves into evoluti onary form-
structure. Asan entity develops 1t is manifest as differentiated

yet integrated struc ture. It has definite sirue tural form. The fact
of form=-structure--and this is vorth repeating=~posits the integmal
relation between social relations and the individuval. And this simple
obgervation by the way seems to have escaped the attention of several
sociologists. 1. In addition to this we have noticed, that in the form-
ation or development of form-structure there is involved the Two aspects
of temporary and recurrent dislocations and of the potential decay cof
society. Thege two aspecis are involved, wherever @nd whenever bwo
conditions hold: first, conscious behaviour; second tie absence of neu-
tral inclusive re lations . This brief summary conc luded, ve shall now
discuss the implicat ons of our philosophic approach to the disciplire
of economicg.

-

1. 3ee "3ocial ChangeY by We Fo Ogburn for en 1llustrat ion of this
fallacy.




PREFACH TO B0 NCHIC THRORY

Bxtant economic theory is sadly in want of reorientation. "The
irreconciliable mwpture between tle various motley sdhools 1g sufficient
testimony to this unhe althy condition. The fo ll_om ng treatment attemnt s
to re-focus economic theory from the standpoint of the philogsovhic
gschematism constmc ted in the preceding pages. Since our Lime is
limited, illustrative malter rather than detailed anslysis will be used.




BCONOMIC THHQORY

It is our pumose here to classily with a few broad deft strokes
the various schools of economic thought--in so far as tley have taken
on coherency-~in relation to the philosophic matrix, from which they
have generated. %Ye are not concerned wi th minor and divergent details;
but with general interpretation. Once thea classification is apparent,
a synthesls will be '?Lugmp ¢d, a synthesis posited by the philosophic
schematism wrked out in the foregolng.

Brie fly extmt economic theory may be clagsified into four broad
divisl ons, the classical school and its tradition, the ingtitutiomal
school, the socio-ethical schools, and the romantic and universalist
school., Within the firgt division the following schools may be includ-
ed, the physiocrats, tle classical school proper, ‘the marginal utility
and mathematical schools, the Cambridge school, and historical economics;
within the second, the gsocialists and the modern institutional schooljs
as for the latter two no further elaboration is necessary. It is real-
ised, that the above classification will rudely shock the gpecialised
genge O a cons derable number of economists. IFurther explanation then
geems required.

Maurice Dobb l. has said, that the "difference between different
gchools of thought and particularly between the ¢ lassical economists
and modern economists, mainly consists in the 4diff erent quest ions, they
pose and seek to answer.' Ultimately such a statement falls back on
the assertion, that economic theory is rooted in philosophy, that the
point of divergence betwsen the several sciools is To be accounted for
in terms of tle philosophic biag, from which they get out. Given a
certain bias, the pendant logical strueture will follow a specifically
assignable course. It will be remembered, that we formerly classified
philosophy under tWree main headings: firoh , the absolutistic tradition,
which up until the recent past in tm history of western thought has
moulded our intellectual architecture ; second, the phllosophy of fun-
ctionallism, ar ecently developed s chematism; third the orgenic theory
of nature imluced of late by novel movements in the scientific world,

a theory which is still in a state of flux, but whose 11r1p110al,10ns We
tried to draw out in the fam of a specula tlve schema tism. faech has
its concomitant expression in sconomic theory. Let us elaborat €e

It will not be forgotten, that the absolutigtic tradition was div-
ided into the two monisms of meohanism and ideslism. During the close
of the middle ages there was a gradval et increasingly more evident
swing from the idealism of the middle ages to the philogophy of nmechanism.
The Trench philosopher Descartes was tle living expressi on of that
division. His separation of substarce, inbto that which is extended or
material, and that which is irextended or ideological, was a significant
one for his time. Now it was within the confines of the mechanistic
philogophy, thaet the physiocrstic doc trines and the polit ical economy
of Adam Smith fell. The physiocratic concep tion of the natural order
as a system of natiral equilibrating laws, which repressnted the
economic system in their view, and which would issie in universal har-
mony, if only adhered to, is strongly tinctured with me chanism. So too
Adam Smith's concept of value was derived from the same source. Farent-
hetically we ghould notice, that, due ® the residual hang-over of med-
ieval idealism, the philosophic bias of the physiocrats and of Smith
was coloured by tlhe same. But by and large it is contended, that their
economics was mechanistic. 8o too, and increasing degree, was the Test
1. See higs "Introduction to Economics" in the symposium "An Outline of

Modern Knowledge
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of classicel economics and its tradition. Let us te more specilic.

It hag already been said, that ore of tls fundamental aspects of
mechanism is the theory of "gimple locatl on.” "3imple location” desgign-
‘ates the supposition, that rexlity conslsts of separate or discrete
entitie ss That means, that in the world of cirmmstance the asgpect of
unity is di scarded. Brute individuality only exists. Social relations
are either inconceilvable, or lightly passed over in the light of this
principle; for the individual entities are separate or isgolable. Now
this has a direct bearing on Smith's theory of valve, his min contii-
bution to economics. J. R. Commons l. has obgerved, that the term
pschological parallelism misht well be applied to Smith's theory. 'That
is Smith said in effect, that, as the cuantity of mater ial goods incre-
ased, that increase was accompanied by a parallel ircrease in labor-vaine.
Objective use-~valve paralleled abjective use~-- value. Value was thus
in no way dependent on the individual. Value was therefore ob jective.
411 this 1s in line with the philosophy of mechanism. Ricardo later on
departed somevhalt from the exact implication of the theory of "simple
location,” wien he conjured up the comncept of labor-power imstead of
labor-pain; for tle term labor-power involves the contractual relation
between employer and employee .2. Thalt is by introducing the element
of soclal relat ions, giriet adherence to imividualis tic mechanism wes
abandoned. This was due to the fact, that ke turned from the 5Smithian
idea of sbundance to that of scarveity s for scarcity meansg, that a con-
tra ctual relat onship must be entered upon. Bub by and large H{icardo
was domim ted by mechanigtic postulates. In his preface to his treatise
on the distribution of wealth he declares, that the determinstion of
the laws, which regulate the proportions between rent, profit, and wages,
is "the principle problem of Political Hconomy'd. He is immersed in the
concept of s tatic equilibrium, another important tenet of mechanism.

As was observed in the loregoing, static equilibrium means, that dis-
crete entities observe certain ejterior relational uniformities. 3tatic
uniformities or laws are supposed to regulate our behaviour. J. 3
Mill, who brought the teachings of Rieardo and 3Smith together in

synthe tical form, in turn was biased in the same direction. Olassical
economics then was largely rooted in the philogsophy of mechanism. This
is again @parent in the obvious comnection between their notion of
wealth and the third tenet of mechanism, namwely tle ides, that discrete
entities are simple, material,end rudimentary. The classical economists
thought , that wealth consisted in simplerudimentary meterial objects or
commod ities. 30 much then for the mechanistic bias of ¢ lassical polit-
ical economy.  Suf fice 1t %o say, that, inasmuch as mechanism enphasises
certain truths and neclects others,--we have already gore into this--
so too is classical economics partially correct poth in it s assumptions
and the ir derivative doctirines. This will be more evident, when, we
discu ss institutional economics. But before that, a congideration of
the ¢lassical tradition and its relation to mechanism is in order.

e have included within the tradition of classical economics the
following four schools: margim 1 utility economics, mathematical
economics, the Cambridee school, md thre historical school. It is true
of course, that the merginal utility theorists departed umawares from
the strictly mechanistic import of classical economics by way of intro-
ducing a functional concept of value. It has been said, that, in

1. 3ee hig book "Instituti omal fconomics"; the chapter on Adam Zmith.
2., See the same chapter in "Institutioml uLiconomics.”
%, See William HScott's "Development of Hconomieg"; ch. on Ricardo.



27

conformity with the philosophy of mechanism, the classical school

by anl large adhlered ® pschological parmallelism in its treatment of
value . Value was irmependent of the individual as a subjective factor:
that ig value was objective. MNow the point of divergence between the
marginal utility theorists and the classicists proper lay in the fact,
that they made value dervendent on tlhe individual: g functiomsl psychol-
ogy was given precedence. Thus as disutility increased, the utility

of the article or commodity decreased, until the balanee was s truck

and exochange took places Al to this extent the margiml utility con-
cept of value was out of line with mechanismp. But by and large it we s
not so. ior orne ting the theoary of marginel utility was framed within
the limitations of mechanistic static equilibrium. This was especially
true in resgpect of the Cambridge school, whose penchant for static
exterior uniformities marks a return to the postulates of the eclassical
school. Moreover the school was characterised by the addit ional

mechan ig tic bias of looking upon phenomena as simple material and rud-
iment ary e ntitie se Thus Menger make s much use, of what he called the
"exact" method , the methad which analyses phe nomena into their simplest
elements. 50 much then for margiml utilit y. When one turns to the
mathematical economis‘ts, it sufflce.; to say, thalt, in so far as they
are concerned with the assumptioms of economic scwnem they are lerge-
ly traditional olass:Lc:Ls tse 1o In regpect of the Jambridge school its
attempted synthesis of the elassical school proper amd marginal utility
economics, although an admirable piece of work, falls urmer tle aegis
of mechanigtic postulabes. One admlres the faculty of logical analysis
displayed by men like Marshall and Keymes. But one wishes, thelr
demonstrations were grounded more securely. Finally with regard to hig~-
torical economics, while it arogse as a revolt sgainst the X g:llqh
clagsicists, at the same time, in so far as 1t was concerned with the-
oretical jproolems, it adopted Wltn slight modifications the basgic
assumptions of those clagsicistse. f‘lasslcal political economy and its
tradition then has mainly been fed on tle philosophic imsight of mech-
anism. By way of contrast a discussion of ingtitutional economics is
in order.

In our philosophic section, we traced out the reaction from the
abgsolutistic tradition, vhich took place in the latter part of the
nineteen th century, and resulted in the philosophy of functiona lism or
pragmg tism. Adherents of this schematism give up the search for ultime tes,
and restrict their inguiries to actual activity. Activity as such is
thelr only concern. Phenomenal change di splaces the search far ulti-
mates. Now the somewh at inchoate discipline of ingtitutioml economics
falls into this philosophic category. In the words of Thorgtein Veblen,
"The gcliences, which are in any peculliar sense modern take as an
(unavowed) postulate the fact of sonsecutive change? 1. *HMoreover,
since insti Lutlonal economics is a reactlon against absolutism in the
form of mechanistic or individualistic c¢lassical economics, there 1s a
marked tendency to dwell on the relations of individual entities. J.d»
Commons has put it thus: "Peirce's pragmatism, applied to institutioml
econvmics, is the sclexulllc investigation of these economic relations
of citizens to citizens”2.™ This aspect of institutionalism is well
brougnt out in connection wi th the theory of value. Curiously enouch

1. 3ee his essay on the "Evolut ion of the 3cientif ic Point of View™:
"Place of 3cience etc. : p. 32
2. 38e ch. on Teirce and Hume in "Insgtitutioml HEconomics™.
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Ricardo, a classl cal economist, first led the way in tle institutiom 1
concent of valve. 1. Ricarxdo thoueht, W at, contrary to the notion of
smith, the re was a scarcity of material goods. Consequently to a cer-
tain extent he thous bt in terms of labor-nower rather than in terms of
abor-=pain: that is value wag tound uvp in the contm ctusl el ations
bab ween l‘mé' lord, capitalist, ani lq‘b’):fe.ru Fowever Hicardo sesms not
% have int fmderl to mke a m de bleaoh n the mechanis tic assumptions
of clasdgical economics. It was Karl Marx, who made use of the comcept
of labor=-power in a whole~hearted fashion. Yowever larx vas 100
imnersed in the tenebts of the mechanis tic classicis ts to make the nec-
essary break frvom ¢ lags ical assumpbtions. Just as J. A. HObson 2. has
tried 1o ffl\,l't hizsethical systan on to Marshall's principles, so ¥Max
tried to graft his theory of value on to the clagsical tradition. The
result of course was unforwmies. 1T 1s only with the rise of the full-
fledged institut iomlists, W ats thheory of valw, imerendent of

classi cal tenets, hagy olved. This could take pb @, because the
institutionali suSMm&ﬁ&f‘, Commons etc.--were no loua\e encumbered oy

the absolutistic Wiasgs. Whe logical regult in this come cition is found
in Common's concep on of value, who links up the same with the idea of
exvaetations. Tor the objctive coment of classical *w] ve , e U=
stitutes a subjective om. The classlicists mid value resided in object-
ive mater ial comnodltiss~-we are speaking of tendencie s. Commons on

tle obther hand says, Lha t 1t resides in tle expeclatiom of future gsin
thmwuzh the possession of momy or legal instruments instead of obkceitive
commodities. This contradistinciive view is in onfaoamity with the
nstitutioml emphasis on relations, which are implied in the activity

of indi vidualgs ., Another illustra tion of the same viewpoint is Ifound
inthe institutional notion of wealth. 'he classicsl economists declar-
ed, that wealth was material,isolable,commodi ies. On the other had

the institubionalist says, that wealth consi sts in the legal instruments,
~--money, securi ties, assets etc.--which arise out of the activity of

indi viduals; far activity involves relations expressed in the form of
those legal ins truments. Thus, while the classicist stresses the agpect
of individuality, the institutiomlist apotheosizes that of unity. 30
much then for the institutional viewpoimt. Let us now brine our summary
cla ssification to a close.

It maybe wondered, vhy the socislist s have been inecluded within
the category of ingtitutiomlism. At one time of course, due to tThe
dominance of mechgnism, socialigtic crit icism was wnceived in terms
of the same~-Karl Marx s an excellent example. Thig may lead one to
infer, that the socialists were meally classiml cconomists. However
the breach between the tTwo gschools was more fundamental than that. The
divigion may have come about slowly, but inthe last amlysis both
started from di vergent viewpoints. One emphagised tho imividualis tic
viewpoint to tie eyclusl om of the social omne. The other did {le
opposite. Or put in terms of ow thilosophic terminolugy, one selzed
upon the aspe(,“ﬁ af i[’anlduqll'Ly, while the olhor selized upon that of
unlty. This rupture is ¢ learly revealed after tile decline of monis tic
mechanism dl’ld the rise of functionalism with ti‘e concomlitan t appea rance
of ins titutioml economics. The breach, th=1t was once not so &g parent,
in time becomes quite striking. Ard 1t is for this reason, that we

1. See ch. on Adam 3mith in same book.
2. S8See "Jontemporary @conomic Thoughw by P. T. Homan.
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irclude the socialigts within the institutional category. Ior our
purposes then economic theory boils down to the two contradistinctive
gchools of classical political economy and 1ts tradition and imtit-
utiomlism. You may now say, thatwe are neglecting the statistical
economists, the socio-ethical, and the romantic and universlist
schools., Briefly however wur reasons for ding this ere as follows.
In the first place, so far as statlstical methodology borders on the
fringes of theory, it can be said by and large,-—this was brrought outb
in the philosophic trea tment--th at it is rooted in mechanistic postu-
lates, 1. With regard to the socio=ethical schools, it 1s contended,
that, though they my be justified in revolting from "okrthodox

eco 'nomlcs,' they have not sabstituted any M‘etentlonu body of economic
theory. Fimlly inrespect of the romntic and universalist school,

it may be sid, that, although it points out cer tain truths, those
truths are branght out in their pragmatic form in ins titutioml econ-
omicg. Thus the latter school melts the monis tic idesl ism of the form-
er down into its magm tic context. Institutiomlism emphasises social
relations-~and in o doing meglcts e aspect of individual ity--but
only within the co ntext of the world of activity. Our brief classific~
ation thus complete, the rext consideration is one of gynthesis.

It has been observed, that economic theory in the last and ysis
boils down to the diametrically ovposed schools of imtitutioml ism
and classical economicse. It is worth repe tirg that in philosophic
terms the Hrmer considers the aspect of unity but only in its functiosn-
al or pro gmatic context. That isactivity is thought of only in T erms
of the sequence of events. There 1is no unifying principle, which might
give oherency o that activity. On the other had cla smical economics
conforms in the main to individualistic mechanism. As sweh the con-
gtitutive comwepts of mechanism are by and larzge applicable . Firgt of
all it postulates, that individual entities are the onlyreal things
Next it cont ends, That these individual entities are isolable, sparable,
discrete. Again it asserts, that these individual discrete entitie s
obgerve certain exterior rela tional uniformities: that is fthe concept
of gtatic equilibrium is postulated. Finslly the strict clasical
economist , if he is logical, will hold, that the above et it ie s are
simple, irreduc ible rudimentary. Now in the light of our philosophic
discus sion, both the se schools emplm sise certain truth s but to the
exclusl on or neble et of othe equally impor tant omes. For imtance the
‘classical school isquite correct in @ying that imividual entities
are real. But it is equally at fanlt in pos tlatig that asumption to
the exclusi on of the aspect of unity (social relations). Again the
institutiomlists have every right 1t assert, that economic theory must
come down to earth. But is it not possible, that the same lsvelling
process might be s ccomplished without discarding coherency? Then too,
institutiomlism is justified in @ mentm ting upon tlke agpect of unity
in itg pragmtic context. But tle tendency to neglect the imdividual
concretness of reality is not realistic. On the whole then any full-
orbed economic theory must give due recgnitim to those characteristics
of the above two schools, vhich are fully grounded in reality, namely
the aspects of vwnityand individuality in their pragmatic comexte.
Turther those two aspects must be reconciled into an inbt egra ting con-
cept. That concept we have said t o be that of evolu’tionary form-struc t-
ure. As the causal facta as delfined coubl muon gly operates in the flow
of the prehensioms of individual entities, Hh e reanlt of the recipmweal
inf luence imwolved is the d evelopment of delinite form-structure: that
is the individual entities are manifest as core rete developin forms

l. in illustration of this point is found in J. M. Feyre s "Trea tise on
Probability"; see especidllych. 22.
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integrally related ore to the other Thus in place of the mechanistic
concept of g tatic .equilibrium we substitute that of moving equilibrium;
in place of the mechanistie concept of discrete atities ("simple loc~-
ation"), that of ineclusive location: thmt is the existence of any one
entity isbound up in the existence of the others; finally in place of
the c orcept of the simplicity ard irreducibility of entities, that of
the structural development of the same . Let us illus trate these con-
tradistinctive conceplis. It should be added however, that, since these
corcep ts are lrmxtricably intertwined, the following illus tis tive
motter will overlap somewhatb.

Ore illuminating illustration of tle inadeguary of the theory of
static equilibrium and the suggestiveness of moving equilibrium can be
brought out throuvgh a consideration of F. ¥. Taussig's theory of inter-
natioml tmde. 1l.; Taussig's economics is of course in lire w ith the
clagsical tradition. Tle weaknesses of the same are revealed in his
book on imbtermatiorl trade. Ye have formerly suggested, that the
great fault of the mechanigtic doctrine of static ewilibrium is 1its
circularity. The s dherent of mechanism beging by arbitrarily selesctim
a given entity, ascribes caisal force to the seme, =nd then tmces out
the conseguences in the #orm of exterior static uniformities. The
dif ficulty however is, that theentity is artificially or arbitrarily
selected, md that, when once it is selected as possessig ocausal Drce,
you are imwolved i.n:‘v icious cira larity. TFor example Taussig in connec-
tion with the pwowblem 2. of the relationships between the negregate
price and money income s tructures of different countries, gives the a
priori answer , that "the effectiveness of labor" must be treated as the
origin of the given relative rates of wages and prices in different
countrie s.and as the measurimg ra for mking intermtional comparions %
That i1s the "effectivene ss of labor" geems to determine demnd, But,as
Mr. Angell goes @n to point out, bhat, "indesling with tle erection of
inter g tiom 1 prices, demand must some times be trea ted as & factor
coordinate with , and for purposes of expositlion independent of the
"effectiveness of labor?--~of which it is nevertheless the determinant .
The re is thus yvory real danger of imtroducing circularity into the rea-
gsoning.? 3. Again Mr. Angell make s the acute observation, that in effect
the selection of the "ef fectivemss of labor™ as the origin of the
gequence of events 1sgquite arbitrary. ior, vhen one atitempbs to eghob-
lish cau sality in the tmin of event s, one fimsg it necessary to resolve
“the effectiwness of labor”™ into its antecedent events. In.this case
it is matural resourdes--they have an obvious relation t the "effect-
ivere ss off labor." Once againciralarity is introduced. Tle whole
dirficulty is resolvable iuto an erroneous concepbion of causality.
Cavgation is not bound up in static uniformities exterior to indiv idual
ent ities. Causation is only iwolved in the flav of prehensions of
individual entities. The classicaleconomist, in order to imroduce
gtatic uniformity into his general economic philosorhy, has selzed vpon
the terms demand =nd supplys. It is not t be inferred, that we deny
the existence of demand and supply properly conceived or in their act-
ual context. That is we believe there are individual demands and
supplies; and that the same are imtegrally e lated. But you see they
are only related in their individual comext. They should not be
thought of as being an exter ior framevork, which governs the relations
of imividuals in static uniform ways. Rather it is a case of movimg
equilibrium inw lved in the contimuous adjustment between evolut iomry
entities. In other words individua l demand s and supplie s are continuously

1. 3See his book on "Internatioml Trade.”
2. 3See J. ¥. angell's "Theory of Inter national I'rices™; p. 386
5. F. 387



under going struc tural change. Thus, If Taussig were not so eager to
establish static uniiormities, the diffial? probvlem, of which Mr.
Angell gpeaks, would not exist--at least not in the Taussigian or
clasg cal form. Perhaps we can better clarify our positionby resat-
ing to an illustradion in respect of the theory of money. ’

In the usual text books on momey, the attributes of the same are
implic itly looked upon in static terms. The reason is, that, givena
comlition of static equilibrium, the attributes of money 1a rtake of
the same bias. The unfortumte result has been, that not enough attent-
ion has been paid to the changing social context, within which those
attributes are manifest. A pertinent s tudy would reveal the reciprocal
influence of the two, resulting in struvctural adaptation. Hor ims tance
at one time there was need for the conver tibility of money irmfo some
other standard. The reason was, thal the societal context was such,
that people felt, that convertibility was mcessary, in order that tle
value of money should be sustai®md. Nowadays the tendency is in the
other di rection. DPeople no longer feel the necegsity of cowertibility.
"he congtant use of money, sime the incepti m of the money, economy
has been condw ive ® the idea, that money has value of itself. Once
more the concept of moving e @ ilibrium issuirg in structural adaptation
has been illug trated. Let us now turn to a congideration of the appli-
cation of the two theories of simple and inclusive loca i on.

Cla ssicists regard wealth as consisting of separable, isolable,
m terial ommodities. The reason is, that, due to their mechanistic
biss, they think of rmalityas a tobtelity of separable, isolable,
mater ial entities. The institutionalist however congiders wealth to be
the legal imstruments, by which people possess a ¢laim to the present
~and future usufruct of thoge material goods. Thus this school has a
tendency to swing f om the me chanistic biag of "gimple location® to
ome, that looks upon the unitary a gpe ct(social relations) as the only
real thim. Both schools stress e@ally importent truths. But they
are half ~tmuths. Our philosophic schematism posits a reconciliation of
the two schools: according to the comeept of inelusive locatim we
would say, that wealth consists of both the legal instruments and ma ter -
ial commoditie s, both the unitary am individualistic aspects; further-
more the idea of moving eguilibrium issuing in structural adaptation
would imply, that there is an imegral relation involved iy the develop-
ment of both fams. As the material Hryms of wealth dewvelop,--techno-
logical devices, goods and services etC.--so too do the legal claims to,
that material weal th. For instance A.Ae. Berle Jr. 1. has pointed wt,
that corporation finance and 1ts attendant legal fommg--securities el .-=
were introdwed imo America synonymously with the inception of rail-
roadss ‘This point cen be put just as forcefully in regard to the theory
of value. The iostitubt iomlists regard value 2. as being linked up
with the expectatious of future gain due to the possession of legal
instruments (assets.) This is a abjkclive comcept of value., The
classical econonomists, especially adam Smith, tended to onsider valuwe
in & pctive terms. Value inheres in exlermal m teria l goods. Both
schools in the lig ht of our d iscussion contain useful ideas. Value is
both objective and subjective. Moreover the se two aspects are integrally
related. In the long run value is synonymous with the structural dev-
elopment of the above two aspects of unity amd individuality. 1In the
immediate present--a result of the long-run development of the money
economy--valug ;is Lo bo momcoejved in terms somevhat similar To the theory

of marginal u%i Ityd. Thuas as the guantity of commodities (objective

1. 3ee "Yale Review"; Autumn isgie 1933; article on "High Tinance.®
2. See "Institutional Tconomics™ by J. R. Commnonse.
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‘value ) increases, e expectational value (subjective value) decreases
unti 1 the poim of exchange is reached. Bubt it should be observed, that
the above theory of value 1s tdcen out of the bad pschologiesl context

of the marginal uwtility theorists, which in trn is rooted in mechanism-—-
we are referrip to the notion of self-interest as the propulsgve force,
wiich compresses indi viduvals within the framework of static equilibriume.
50 much then for illustrative matter. It is now Hime to pull to gether
into coherent form ow brief tract on cconomic theory.

Before a summary of the implicati ons of owr +tres tment of economics
is umler teken, it would be well to indicate a further comider ti on
posited by our philogophic schematism. It will not be foreptten, that
in ow discussion of social theory the idea was el aborated, that, due to
the presence of two factor s, namely the ladk of inclusive neutrsl relst-
dions #. and the abttribute of consgciousme ss, in the on-going process of
the development of form-structure, social plenomena are characterised by
two fea tures: first, there is the lad of bd ence in the- rates of change
of the various parts of that social form-gstruc® r --and this applies
only in the short mn; secom, the possibility of the disintegration or
decay of the same in the long run. The suggestion was made, that the
imposition of neutral imlusive relations would off & at least a partial
g lution of our difficulties. That is, if govermental policy intelli-
gent ly cons tructed a relational framework, within which the interaction
of wills would tke place, much of the disorder imwolved, in the afore-
mentiored two features would disappear. It may well be aked, what does
neutral inclusive relation mean? And egaln are the same to be fixed
aml absolute? To the first guestion we have given the answer, that the
relation should apply unreservedly 1o that particular portion of sociely,
to which it ig applicable; and by mutmlity that the rel ation should be
impar tidlly designed {(within the limits of human frmilty) s0 as notw to
favour certain me mbers of the community as over againsgt other memberse.
Fur thermore in the treatment of the Tusire ss cycle--a representa tive case
of the lack of talance in the rates of change of the various parts of the
sogla 1 form-structur e-~it was implied, that the proper relalion, which
might mrevent the same, was equality of money imogm& Tguality of in-
come 1 then an illustration of what we mean by mutml inclusive re-
lation. Bernard Shaw has presented the case for equality in his
"Intelligent YWoman's CGuide to Socilalsim ard Capitalism.” In ow opinion
his argument is irrefutable. In this conmction it is worth noting,
“tha& contrary to the ¢classical notion of static equilibrium, the digtri-
bution of wealth is not a pre-arranged and fixed matter. Accordim to
our philosorhy the disvribution of wealth cem e arranged by human beimgs
in the ir collective efforts (govermental policy). Another illustretion
of vhat we mean is contained in Harold Laski's book "A Grammar of Politicgst
Here Taski philosophically and practically attanpts to sct upa polit-
~iecal orrelal omal framework, within vhich the political activities of
individuals wald most advan tageously proceed. And so on we might go in
elucidating an answer to our first question. ¥ith regard to the second
as to the M1 mlity of suchrelatiom , ow opinion is in the negative.
The charactar, extent, and allocati on of those relallions imposed on the
members of the community gshould alter in conformity with the development
of social~form~structure. 'The fiml cons iderati on now is in respect of
the vwider implicafti oms 2>f our discussion.

The recorciliati m of the main tenor of the classical and institu-
tiom 1l schools, vhich we have attanpted, has been showm to be posited by
the speculative schematism constrocted in the foregoing. Iconomic theory
then just as social theory isaies from a philosophici background. Tlere
is no fundammtal division. Zeality is integrml in terms of its under-
lving principle. o repeat the most significant conclusion of this
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thegis is, tha the various disciplims can be brought within the fold
of g constitubive im lusive desigmtion. Specialisation 1s convenient,
But gpecialisation for the sake of gpecialisati on is unwarranted.
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