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F. C. S . SCHILLER
AND
THE STYLE OF PRAGMATIC HUMANISM
Mark Joseph Porrovecchio, PhD

University of Pittsburah. 2006

This dissertation is arhetorical biography of Ferdinand Canning Scott Schiller (1864-1937), the
foremost British proponent of pragmatism at the turn of the previous century. Beyond
reconstructing the development and receptions of Schiller’s thoughts, this dissertation brings the
resources of rhetorical criticism to bear and focuses, in particular, on his style and its
significance both in his own lifetime and afterward. While spending most of his career in
England, Schiller came in histime to be one of the most widely discussed figures in what is often
considered a distinctly American philosophical movement. Thisrhetorical biography analyzes,
in chronological order, the most substantial and often contested arguments that Schiller engaged
in so asto promote, first, Jamesian pragmatism and, secondly, his own pragmatic humanism.

These arguments were meant to defend the principles of pragmatism and pragmatic humanism
against the dominant strains of Idealism then current in both British and American philosophy.
But they were also supported by reference to a wide range of topics: psychical research, formal
logic, science, religion, and eugenics. This dissertation examines how Schiller’ s arguments
exemplify the positive and negative aspects of the rhetorical category of style. More specifically,
this rhetorical biography posits that Schiller’s use of the stylistic figure repetition—the
reiteration of key claims so as to emphasize their importance and to engage the pathos of the
audience—helpsto explain why Schiller is now alargely forgotten instigator of pragmatism,
conceived herein as both a philosophical concept and a historical movement. This dissertation
also demonstrates how traditional methods of rhetorical criticism, often focusing on the set text
or oration, can be profitably extended by way of archival materials, public documents, and a

focus on the range of arguments offered over the expanse of a subject’s career.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION: THE DISSAPEARANCE OF A PRAGMATIST

The philosopher’ s voice is hushed in death but the meaning of his life
cannot be entombed in glib words of appraisal—time alone will reveal his true stature.*

The pragmatic family is arather large and diverse one. Once can assuredly point to philosophers
Charles Sanders Peirce, William James, and John Dewey as the recognized forefathers. That
lineage leads up to well known contemporary philosophers such as Richard Rorty and Hillary
Putnam. Pragmatism also embraces distinguished scholars from a variety of other fields: John
Patrick Diggins and Robert B. Westbrook in History, Morris Dickstein and Giles Gunn in
English, Nancy Fraser and Alan Wolf in Political Science, Hans Joas in Sociology, and Michel
Rosenfeld in Law. And it has a well-heeled historical ancestry that goes beyond the
aforementioned forefathers. Various scholars point with confidence to the works of John Stuart
Mill, Ralph Waldo Emerson, and W. E. B. DuBois and note pragmatic themes. But pragmatists,
like any other family, have their fair share of black sheep. Whether by deliberate omission,
supposed transgression, or institutional forgetting, the pragmatic family album contains a number
of worn pages missing particular pictures. This project hopes to reinsert one of those historical

snapshots.

! Ralph Tyler Flewelling, “F. C. S. Schiller: An Appreciation,” Personalist 19, no. 1 (January 1938): 11.



1.1 FORGOTTEN ORIGINS: SCHILLER AND THE NARRATIVE OF
PRAGMATISM

In aletter dated three weeks prior to his death in 1910, William James wrote to the British
pragmatist Ferdinand Canning Scott Schiller (1864-1937): “| leave the cause in your hands. . . .
Good-bye, and God bless you. . . . Keep your health, your splendid health. It is better than all the
truths under the firmament. Ever thy W. J.” The cause was pragmatism and this is the Schiller
who James once also referred to “as ‘the only clear writer’ on the pragmatic side.”? Thisisthe
same Schiller whose influence on pragmatism was assessed by none other than Bertrand Russell,
himself no fan of pragmatism: “The three founders of pragmatism differ greatly inter se; we may
distinguish James, Schiller, and Dewey as respectively itsreligious, literary, and scientific
protagonists.”® This is the Schiller who said that “the origins of great truths, as of great men, are
usually obscure, and by the time that the world has become cognizant of them and interested in
their pedigree, they have usually grown old.” * It is doubtful Schiller knew how prescient his
observation would be. His involvement in the development of pragmatism—a philosophy that
stressed contingency over absolutism, fallibility over certainty, and the future over the past—in
the first decades of the previous century has been obscured. And it is his involvement in

bringing that philosophical movement to fruition that is the focus of this dissertation.

2 Qtd. in Kenneth Winetrout, F. C. S. Schiller and the Dimensions of Pragmatism (Columbus: Ohio State
University Press, 1967), 20-1. Asastylistic note: the terms pragmatism and humanism will remain lower case for
theremainder of this dissertation, save in instances of direct quotations from other authors. Given current usage and
historical justification—that pragmatism and humanism were essentially methods and not metaphysics—this
standardization seems warranted.

% Qtd. in Reuben Abel, The Pragmatic Humanism of F. C. S. Schiller (New York: King's Crown Press,
1955), 3.

4F. C. S. Schiller, preface to Humanism: Philosophical Essays (London: Macmillan and Company, 1912),
Xi-XXiX.




In an age given to hyperbole, with this or that calamity placing the last great conceptual
juggernaut in the dustbin of history, one need be cautious in making assessments of scholars,
philosophical or otherwise. That being said, it is no exaggeration to suggest that Schiller, as
Steven Mailloux argues, “is Pragmatism’ s most forgotten major figure.”> Today a search for his
works often results in frustration. Many are out of print. Others are tucked away in antiquarian
bookstores in the United Kingdom, often at a high cost and in less than stellar condition. Some,
given their status as public domain, are now available only as cheap trade facsimiles. While the
works of William James and John Dewey go through new rounds of publication at prestigious

publishing houses, Schiller’s works are given no such treatment.

This dissertation is arhetorical biography. It arguesthat Schiller’s substantial body of
work demonstrates his historical and contemporary relevance to pragmatism. It divides
Schiller’ s life into periods—1882-1897, 1898-1905, 1906-1910, 1911-1919, 1920-1926, 1927-
1939—and moves chronologically through the works he created during these phases in his
career. It undertakes not only a study of his discourse, but of other discourses produced in
response to or in reflection on Schiller’s works during these periods. This dissertation
contributes to the fields of intellectual history, rhetorical history and criticism, and reception
studies, by providing a case study that complements and expands upon those areas of inquiry. In
addition, it contributes to the interdisciplinary study of pragmatism undertaken in recent yearsin

communication, history, philosophy, and cultural studies.

® Steven Mailloux, ed., “Introduction: Sophistry and Rhetorical Pragmatism,” Rhetoric, Sophistry,
Pragmatism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), 8, n. 16.




The primary voice and promoter of pragmatism in Europe around the turn of the previous
century,® Schiller’s pedigree is impressive. Born on 16 August 1864 in Othmarschen, Holstein,
Denmark (near what is now Hamburg, Germany) to afather who made his money via
commercial interestsin colonial India, it can be suggested that his was a life of comfort if not
privilege. The family had a house in Switzerland, one that they retained through most of
Schiller’s life and one he regularly visited in the summer with friends in tow. Hisearly
education in the 1870s was at Belsize Manor, Hampstead, and the School at University College,
London.” Hetransferred in the late 1870s or early 1880s to the Rugby Boarding School, Rugby,
and then matriculated to Balliol College, Oxford, in 1882. After receiving his 1st Lit. Hum. and
B.A. in 1886 and a Taylorian Scholarship in German in 1887 at Oxford, he spent a brief period
of time as atutor of German at Eaton. From the proceeds of his tutoring job, Schiller returned to
Oxford, receiving his M.A. in October 1891. From 1893-1897, Schiller served as an Instructor
in Philosophy and attended courses at Cornell University where, for conflicting reasons, he failed
the oral component of his doctorate. Upon his return from Cornell, he became an instructor a
Corpus Christi (receiving his D.Sc in 1906), a position that he held with promotions—A ssistant
Tutor and Fellow (1897), Assistant Tutor with Fellowship (1900), Tutor (1903), Senior Tutor

and Extraordinary Fellow (1926)—for most of his career.® 1n 1926, Schiller retired from active

® C.E. M. Joad, Introduction to Modern Philosophy (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1925), 67; Alban Widgery,
“Pragmatist Humanism,” Contemporary Thought of Great Britain (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1927), 125.

" Belsize Manor [Hampstead], “Lower School Report of Conduct and Progress for Easter Term 1872, Box
Sixteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research
Library, University of California, Los Angeles; “University College, London, School Reports,” June 1874-July
1877, Scholagtic Papers, Box Sixteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections,
CharlesE. Young Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles.

8 College Minutes, Corpus Christi College, 1897; 1900; 1926; B/4/1/10, Corpus Christi College, Oxford.
Schiller was comfortable mixing his vacations in Switzerland and elsewhere with his extracurricular activities at
Oxford, even after hisretirement (though he still kept an honorary position and room there). The 20 May 1933
minutes from his department note, Sect. V., sub. ¢, “D'. Schiller was re-elected Garden-Master” (College Minutes,

4



teaching at Corpus Christi and began dividing his time between Oxford and the University of
Southern California (USC), where he was awarded a visiting lecturer position (1927), a
Professorship and an honorary LL.D (1930). Hetook up residence in Los Angeles full-time in
1935 and married his only wife, Louise Strang (Griswold). There he remained until his death,

from a long-term heart condition, on 6 August 1937.°

Schiller was named an honorary member of the Circolo di Filosofia[Rome] in 1909, the
president of the Society for Psychical Research (SPR) in 1914, president of the Aristotelian
Society in 1921, elected fellow of the British Academy in 1926, held honorary Treasurership and
Membership in the Mind Association, and was a member of the British Eugenics Society in the
pre- and inter-war years, frequently contributing to the journals and conferences of the latter
two.’® During the span of his prolific career Schiller is estimated to have written, in the lone
comprehensive review of Schiller (by New School of Social Research philosopher Reuben

Abel), fourteen books and hundreds of articles and book reviews in journals such as Mind,

B/4/1/13, Corpus Chrigti College, Oxford, 1933). Thisisto be coupled with the observations of Ralph Tyler
Fewelling: “Had alittle greenhouse on campus of Corpus Christi where he germinated seeds he picked up in his
travels’ (in Allan Shields, "Some Impressions of F. C. S. Schiller," Personalist 55 [1974]: 291).

® Unless noted, the information in the above paragraph is culled from: The Balliol College Register, ed.
Edward Hilliard (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1914); Ralph Tyler Flewelling, Los Angeles, to F. C. S. Schiller,
11 July 1930, Correspondence, Box One, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special
Callections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles; The Balliol College
Register, 2d ed., ed. Sir Ivo Elliot (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1934); R. R. Marett, “Ferdinand Canning Scott
Schiller, 1864-1937,” Proceedings of the British Academy 23 (1937): 3-15; J. | McKie, “Dr. F. C. S. Schiller (1864-
1937),” Mind 47, no. 185 (January 1938): 135-9; Louise Strang Schiller, foreword to Our Human Truths, by F. C. S.
Schiller (New Y ork: Columbia University Press, 1939), vii-viii; Reuben Abel, The Pragmatic, 7; Winetrout, F. C. S.
Schiller, 7.

19 The above information is culled from: Bianca Paulusci, Rome, to F. C. S. Schiller, 16 April 1909,
Correspondence, Box Three, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles
E. Young Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles; McKie, “Dr.,” 136; Finding Aid for theF. C. S.
Schiller Papers (Collection 191), 1968, Department of Department of Special Collections, CharlesE. Y oung
Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles, x.




Eugenics Review, the Journal of Philosophy, and others.** His reputation was so great that the

likes of Henri Bergson, John Dewey, and Bertrand Russell—persons not always in accord with
Schiller’ s philosophical views—wrote him letters of recommendation in his pursuit of the
Waynflete Professorship of Moral and Metaphysical Philosophy in 1910, the Wykeham Chair of

Logic in 1919, and the Deputy Professorship of Moral Philosophy in 1922.*2

During Schiller’ s lifetime, there were numerous reviews of his books and lively, often
tense, exchanges with his critics and consorts. These materials suggest that Schiller’s active life
as a philosopher extended up through his last years. From 1922 through 1929, in the American

Journal of Philosophy, he engaged in debates with Bertrand Russell (1872-1970) and Dickinson

S. Miller (1868-1963) regarding the analysis of mind and the merits of William James' s concept
of the “Will to Believe.” Aslate as 1936, in the British journal Mind, he mounted exchanges
with C. A. Mace (1894-1971) regarding formalism in 1932 and took issue with W. T. Feldman's

(1909- ?) book on Dewey, The Philosophy of John Dewey.'® Before, and in between, in these

journals and others, Schiller sparred with persons ranging from Max Eastman (1883-1969) to

Lizzie Susan Stebbing (1885-1943) to Ralph Barton Perry (1876-1957).%

1 Abel, The Pragmatic, 179.

12

Finding Aid, 11-2.

13 Theissue of formalism should be emphasized, as it seemsto be a component of current histories of
pragmatism that is underdevel oped, and under-devel oped as it regards pragmatist’ sinterest in history (especialy in
Diggins). For alucid reminder of formalism’srelation to philosophical history, see Morton G. White, Social
Thought in America: The Revolt Against Formalism (New Y ork: The Viking Press, 1949), 11-15.

4 All three of these scholars took exception to Schiller’s promotion of pragmatism, albeit in different ways
that will be discussed later. For auseful gloss on Eastman’ s approach to philosophy and social causes (he became
editor of the left wing magazine The Masses in 1921 but turned to anti-communist writings later in life), oneis
directed to “Max Eastman,” Spartacus, available from www.spartacus.schoolnet.co.uk/Jeastman.htm, Internet.
Both Stebbing and Perry sharethe distinction of being on the formalist side of the philosophical camp and, as such,
as being in the sights of Schiller; for information on their philosophical positions, see Ralph Barton Perry, The
Approach to Philosophy (New Y ork: Charles Scribner's and Sons, 1905); and Lizzie Susan Stebbing, A Modern
Introduction to Logic, 1930 (London: Methuen, 1950).




Though there was a respectful smattering of acknowledgements at the time of his death,™
the drop off in coverage in the years after his demise is dramatic. Schiller, a philosopher who
was praised by James, recognized by Russell and in discussion with some of the leading minds
of his era, suffered a plummeting fall from the pages of philosophy. Abel notesthat, given his
importance to pragmatism, Schiller “deserves to be known better.”*® But, only thirty years after
his death, Schiller was deemed “virtually forgotten,” “scarcely read or mentioned” and “put out

of mind.”’

The printed details bear these commentsout. There is scant publication of his
correspondence after his death.® There exist only a handful of significant published treatments

of hiswork.*® Only afew additional studies—ranging from biographic overviewsto

1> Some of which include: Marett, “Ferdinand,” 1-15; McKie, “Dr. F. C. S.,” 135-139; Flewelling, “F. C.
S.,” 5-11; Louis J. Hopkins, “Dr. Schiller as A Man and Friend,” Personalist 19, no. 1 (January 1938): 12-5; “Dr. F.
C. S Schiller,” Journa of the Society for Psychical Research 30 (April 1938): 204-5.

16 Abel, The Pragmatic, 7.

7 Winetrout, F. C. S. Schiller, 6.

18 Ralph Tyler Flewelling, “ James, Schiller, and Personalism,” Personalist 23, no. 2 (April 1942): 172-181;
“A Group of F. C. S. Schiller Letters,” Personaligt 30, no. 4 (October 1949): 385-392; “A Schiller Holograph,”
Personalist 50, no. 4 (October 1959): 388-390; Frederick J. D. Scott, "Peirce and Schiller and Their
Correspondence,” Journa of the History of Philosophy 11 (1973): 363-386. Thisisnot to suggest that Schiller is
not mentioned in the published letters of others. Quitethe contrary, and to the point of this dissertation, Schiller is
usually mentioned only in passing. In rare instances, however, the treatment is more substantial. See, for instance,
the coverage in: James, William, The Thought and Character of William James, vols. 1-2, ed. Ralph Barton Perry
(Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 1935).

19 Abel, The Pragmatic, provides a concise documentation of works related to Schiller; Winetrout, F. C. S,
Schiller (interested readers may wish to consult areview of this work and Winetrout’ s response, both of which
suggest the extent to which one philosophic view can shade the evaluation of another: Foster McMurray, review of
F. C. S Schiller, Studies in Philosophy and Educeation 7, no. 4 [Fall 1972]: 370-9; and Winetrout, “ Reply to Foster
McMurray,” Studiesin Philosophy and Education 7, no. 4 [Fall 1972]: 379-82); Herbert L. Searlesand Allan
Shidds, A Bibliography of F. C. S. Schiller (San Diego: San Diego State College Press, 1969), an exhaustive and
invaluable chronological survey of almost al of Schiller’s works.

These four authors provided the impetus for the study of Schiller in the 50s and 60s. Other works they
authored dealing with Schiller include: Reuben Abdl, ed., introduction to Humanistic Pragmatism: The Philosophy
of F. C. S Schiller (New York: Free Press, 1966), 7-11; Kenneth Winetrout, “Aspects of F. C. S. Schiller’s Concept
of Truth,” Educational Theory 6 (April 1956): 105-22, “Must Pragmatists Disagree? Dewey and Schiller,”
Educational Theory 10 (January 1960): 57-65, “William James and F. C. S. Schiller: An Essay in Honor of
Schiller's Centennial Year 1964,” Educational Theory 14 (July 1964): 158-67, “F. C. S. Schiller (1864-1937): Some
Centennia Thoughts,” Personaligt 45 (July 1964): 301-315; Herbert L. Searles, “Pragmatism Today,” Personalist 32
(1951): 137-52; “The Philosophy of F. C. S. Schiller,” Personalist 35 (1954): 14-24; and Allan Shields, “An

7



comparative treatments to relatively minor references to portions of his work—have been
undertaken.”®  And the most recent critical engagements of his work (excepting the works of

John R. Shook and Steven Mailloux) are over a decade old.?

Exposition and Critique of Humanistic Voluntarism: The Philosophy of F. C. S. Schiller (1864-1937),” (Ph.D. diss,,
University of Southern Cdifornia, June 1951), “F. C. S. Schiller: An Unpublished Memorial by John Dewey,” ed.
Allan Shields, Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 3 (1967): 51-4, “Some Impressions of F. C. S. Schiller,”
Personalist 55 (1974): 290-7. Thislatter essay by Shieldsisactually a collection of survey responses from
philosophersregarding their knowledge of Schiller’ steaching, criticism, philosophical impact, hobbies and the like.
The dichotomy between Schiller being perceived as good/bad is, on most counts, interesting but not revelatory.
Most fascinating, though, isareply asto what ‘kind of man’ Schiller was (on page 296) by John Burton Sanderson
Haldane. Init, Haldane posits, after noting how interesting he found Schiller’ s beard as a child, that Schiller was
either “held by the superior attractions of a celibate lifein college” (scholars at Oxford were, for atime, asked to
maintain atemporary period of abstinence) or “homosexual (not necessarily overtly).”

Two authors provide more recent work discussing Schiller’ sinfluence. Steven Mailloux, Professor of
English and Comparative Literature at the University of California, Irvine, has given respectful treatment to Schiller.
See Mailloux, “Introduction,” 1-31; “The Sophistry of Rhetorical Pragmatism,” Reception Histories: Rhetoric,
Pragmatism, and American Cultural Studies (London: Corndl University Press, 1998), 20-42. John R. Shook,
Professor of Philosophy and Director of the Pragmatism Archive at Oklahoma State University, Stillwater, provides
an instructive, and critical, assessment of Schiller. See* Schiller, Ferdinand Canning Scott (1864-1937),”
Dictionary of Nineteenth-Century British Philosophers (Bristol: Thoemmes Press, 2002), 979-983. Shook also
authored an amended, and greatly improved, version of the Searles and Shields bibliography (and offers an on-line
version of the article listed above) available at the Pragmatism Cybrary: www.pragmatism.org/history/Schiller.htm.

2 A comprehensive (though | hesitate to claim complete) sample includes: Edwin E. Slosson, Six Major
Prophets (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 1917); Everett Lee Hunt, “Plato and Aristotle on Rhetoric and
Rhetorician,” in Studies in Rhetoric and Public Speaking in Honor of James A. Winans (New Y ork: The Century
Company, 1925; reprint, New Y ork: Russall and Russell, 1962); 3-60; Stephen Solomon White, “A Comparison of
the Philosophies of F. C. S. Schiller and John Dewey” (Ph.D. diss., University of Chicago, 1940); Ralph Tyler
Flewelling, "James, Schiller, and Personaism," Personalist 23 (1942): 172-181; John W. Yolton, "F. C. S. Schiller's
Pragmatism and British Empiricism," Philosophy and Phenomenol ogical Research 11, no. 1 (September 1950): 40-
57; Norwood Russell Hanson, “The Logic of Discovery,” Journal of Philosophy 55, no. 25 (December 1958): 173-
89; Wallace Nethery, “Schiller inthe Library,” Personalist 45 (July 1964): 326-8; Harry Ruja, “Principles of
Polemicin Russdll,” Inquiry 11 (1968): 282-94; Jay Newman, “ The Faith of Pragmatists,” Sophia 13 (1974): 1-13,
and “Popular Pragmatism and Religious Belief,” International Journal for Philosophy of Religion 8 (1977): 94-110;
J. A. Passmore, “G. F. Stout’s Editorship of Mind (1892-1920),” Mind 85, no. 1 (January 1976): 17-36; Warren E.
Steinkraus, introduction to Mind!, by F. C. S. Schiller (New Y ork: University Press of America, 1983).

2 George J. Stack, “Nietzsche's Influence on Pragmatic Humanism,” Journal of the History of Philosophy
20, no. 4 (October 1982): 369-406; Johann Juchem, “Significsand F. C. S. Schiller’s Critique of Formal Logic,” in
Essays on Significs: Papers Presented on the Occasion of the 150" Anniversary of the Birth of Victoria Lady Welby,
ed. H. Walter Schmitz, 151-64 (Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing Company, 1990). Stack’swork will be
discussed in detail later in the dissertation. Juchem’sessay is an attempt to show Schiller’ s humanism and its: (1)
relation to Lady Welby' s conception of the plagticity of language, and (2) itsimplications asrelates to the tensions
between formal, symbalic, and everyday logic. Another, though minor, reference to Schiller isfound in: Jeffrey
Barnouw, “‘ Aesthetic’ for Schiller and Peirce: A Neglected Origin of Pragmatism,” Journal of the History of Ideas
49 (1988): 607-632. Whilereferenced in the text alongside James, the Schiller of thetitleisF. W.,not F. C. S,,
Schiller.




Nor are these instances the only ones that indicate Schiller’ s excise by exclusion. The
absence is palpably felt in commentaries on pragmatism. For athough pragmatism suffered
scorn in the decades immediately following the Second World War, % pragmatism has witnessed
arobust and productive reemergence on the intellectual scene since the 1980s. Richard Rorty’s

Contingency, Irony, and Solidarity (1989), Cornel West’s The American Evasion of Philosophy

(1989), John Patrick Diggins’ The Promise of Pragmatism (1994), The Revival of Pragmatism

(1998), a collection of essays edited by Morris Dickstein, Louis Menand’ s The Metaphysical

Club (2001) and numerous others have sought to reassert pragmatism’ s relevance to the present
day or to trace out the historical foundations underlying its development.”® What is lacking,
though, is any sustained coverage of Schiller’s contributions to pragmatism’s history. What is
striking iswhat little these works do contain relating to Schiller seems to suggest his continued
relevance. What is unfortunate is that these snippets prove only to transition back to the
accepted triumvirate, point towards the inclusion of a rather more extended family, or revise the

pragmatic view in often radically different ways.

2 A particularly insightful and more expansive, asit covers arange of issues beyond the scope of this
dissertation, argument asto the decline of pragmatiam is to be found in the previoudly referenced: White, Social.

% Richard Rorty, Contingency, Irony, and Solidarity (New Y ork: Cambridge University Press, 1989);
Cornel West, The American Evasion of Philosophy (Madison, Wis.: University of Wisconsin Press, 1989); John
Patrick Diggins, The Promise of Pragmatism (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1994); Morris Dickstein, ed.,
The Revival of Pragmatism (Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 1998); Louis Menand, The Metaphysical Club
(New York: Farrar, Straus, and Giroux, 2001). Another book, dealing more exclusively with Dewey, makes two
referencesto Schiller. Thefirg, that in Britain “ pragmatism was represented by the lone figure of F. C. S. Schiller,
who eventually moved to the United States,” seem all the more off-putting when one inspects the second, afootnote
that accompani es the preceding sentence: “It is of some significance that every review of Dewey’ s work that
appeared in the British periodical Mind was written by Schiller” (Allan Ryan, John Dewey and the High Tide of
American Liberalism [New York: W. W. Norton and Co., 1995], 350; 387, n. 50). There are dso two other
exceedingly rich historical overviews of pragmatism, deficient only in their lack of Schiller: Tom Cohen, “The
‘Genealogies of Pragmatism,” in Rhetoric, Sophistry, and Pragmatism, ed. Steven Mailloux (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1995), 94-108; Peter Smonson, “Varieties of Pragmatism and Communi cation:
Visions and Revisions from Peirce to Peters,” in American Pragmatism and Communication Research, ed. David K.
Perry (Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 2001), 1-26.




To be clear, the aforesaid are the works of learned scholars. | have no major qualms with
what the authors are discussing, nor do | wish to challenge the points that they make. My point
is much more specific. These substantial works have done much to reintroduce usto
pragmatism; but they have done so with barely anod to Schiller. The first of these works to refer
to Schiller isWest’s. Therein, Willard V. O. Quine comments on the scientific views of the
“pragmatists James, Schiller, and Dewey.” But West uses this as atransition to explain Quine's
relation to certain concepts found only in Dewey’ s works.** Diggins is next to reference
Schiller. He only notesthat James argued in 1907 that “Pragmatists like Dewey and Schiller are
not destroying all objective standards in rethinking the concepts of truth . . . .”?* Menand’s book
contains three references to Schiller. Inthe first, referencing the period of time around the late
1890s, Menand references “James's chief British ally, Ferdinand Canning Scott Schiller, at
Oxford.” Inthe second, it isaquote from Schiller in 1902, mentioning in a letter to James that
“Dewey ‘seems to be teaching a sort of pragmatism at Chicago.”” The final referenceisa
comment from the later critic of pragmatism, Randolph Bourne. Therein, Bourne explains that,
after taking courses from James and Dewey, he “contracted what he called ‘the virus of the
Bergson-James-Schiller-instrumentalism.’”?® In each case Schiller is, asthey say, in the mix.

But in these capable hands, he is an extraneous ingredient.

This dearth of coverage is all the more surprising when one begins to contextualize
Schiller within the pragmatic milieu in the first decades of the previous century. Thereisample

evidence to suggest that the tripartite origins of pragmatism via Peirce, James, and Dewey should

# West, The American, 187.
% Diggins, The Promise, 139.

% Menand, The Metaphysical, 350; 359, 401. James's reply as regards the Chicago School, and Schiller’s
reaction, are detailed in Chapter Three.

10



more rightly become quadripartite. And, chronologically speaking, Schiller should be placed

prior to Dewey in explicating the basic components of pragmatism. As Winetrout notes:

Schiller was very much recognized by Peirce and especially James as a progenitor and a
protector of pragmatism. . . . On certain levels he antedated both James and Dewey as an
explicator of this new philosophy. Much of the source material for this conclusion was
published before the key philosophical works of Dewey appeared.?’

One need not rely solely on Winetrout, himself an admitted champion of Schiller’s cause. Less
friendly critics concur. Bertrand Russell arguesthat “Dewey . . . with James and Dr. Schiller,
was one of the three founders of pragmatism,” eliminating Peirce on account of his self-imposed
retirement from the pragmatic scene in 1905.% Peirce, though exiled by Russell, supports this
contention by stating in 1906 that “the brilliant and marvelously human thinker, Mr. F. C. S.
Schiller . . . seemsto occupy ground of hisown . . . between those of James and mine.”®° It was
only two years earlier, and only a few years removed from his time at Cornell, that Schiller
intimates as much in his letter to James (who, it should be recalled, preferred Schiller’s use of the

term humanism to either the general pragmatism or Dewey’ s instrumentalism). Alban Gregory

Widgery (1887-1968), in his 1927 work Contemporary Thought of Great Britain, is even more

pointed in asserting that Schiller’s place in the chronological development of pragmatismis prior
to that Dewey: “Schiller’s thought was not a product of the discussion of Pragmatism in the first
decade of the century; his work was a predisposing cause of and a leading part in that

discussion.”*® However, this claim may be taken as a slightly dubious boast. Though not

" Winetrout, F. C. S. Schiller, 22.
8 Qtd. in Winetrout, F. C. S. Schiller, 26.
% Charles Sanders Peirce, Philosophical Writings of Peirce, ed. Justus Buchler (New Y ork: Dover

Publications, 1955), 272. Aswith James, Peirce’ s favorable opinion was also coupled with several criticisms of
what Schiller was making of pragmatism (and not, we assume, pragmaticism).
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entirely out of step with the sentiments expressed, it is clear that Schiller’s literary and
philosophical involvement in pragmatism proper only occurred after his four year stint at Cornell

in the late 1890s and was the result of James's nearby influence at Harvard.

1.2 THERIGHT TO POSTULATE: SCHILLER'SVOLITIONAL PRAGMATISM

His position in the pragmatic family aside, Schiller’s pragmatic humanism was a personality-
driven, human-centered, philosophy. It operated as a response against the Anglo-Hegelianism of
his idealist peers at Oxford, just as James and Dewey reacted to its derivations in the States. **
Taken charitably, Idealism stressed the theoretical possibility of constructing a universal
metaphysic. Taken less kindly, Abel argues that Idealism was marked by “absolutism,

» 32

authoritarianism, monism, rationalism, and intellectualism.” > Schiller’s approach, in contrast,

was based in the view that “all acts and all thoughts are irreducibly the products of individual

% Widgery, “Pragmatic,” 126.

3! The Oxford Companion to Philosophy, which references Schiller in the entry on “pragmatism” but not in
the index of philosophers, notes how distinctly at odds Hegelianism—and by extension Anglo Hegelianism—iswith
pragmatism: it is“not ‘one-sided’, like most philosophies of the pagt, but the ‘universal’ philosophy, embracing and
‘sublating’ (or cannibalizing) all significant past philosophies’ (Inwood 343). Again, however, it is helpful to
remember that Schiller, like Dewey and other pragmatists, had to wrestle with the strong tide of British Idedlism that
influenced philosophy on both shores. Instructive reference point are: A. M. Quinton, Absolute Idealism, David
Hicks Lecture on Philosophy, British Academy (London: Oxford University Press, 1971); Richard B. Westbrook,
John Dewey and American Democracy (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1991). For ahistorical treatment which
encompasses both the American and British origins of Idealism, see David Watson, “Social Theory and Nature,”
Social Science History 5, no. 3 (Summer 1981): 251-74.

32 Abel, introduction to Humanistic, 7. It should be noted that the second of the two qualities denoted isa
bit of arough fit, given the tendencies that Schiller would devel op later in life regarding fascism (see also Abel, The
Pragmatic, 146). These, however, will be dealt with in greater detail later. What should be noted at this point is that
chief among his adversaries at Oxford was F. H. Bradley, an elder statesman of 1dealism who chided Schiller with
silence; as Abel states: “Bradley’s aloofness was empyreal. Even when hefinally deigned to reply to Schiller’s
criticisms (it is open to doubt how much he understood them), he never mentioned Schiller by name” (The
Pragmatic, 5). Such alack of consideration—though Russell has argued that Schiller liked being in therole of
underdog—Ied Schiller to famously spoof him as“F. H. Badly” in his 1901 “Special Illustrated Christmas Number”
send up of Mind (other Oxford Idealists were no less exempt—J. M. E. McTaggart (a person he knew personaly)
became “J. E. M. McTagrag” and T. H. Green became “T. H. Grin”).
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human beings, and are therefore inescapably associated with the needs, desires, and purposes of
men.”® Ashe statesin the 1907 (areworking of arguments he had put forth in 1905) “The
Definition of Pragmatism and Humanism™:
Human interest, then, is vital to the existence of truth; to say that atruth has
consequences and that what has none is meaningless means that it has a bearing upon

some human interest. Its*consequences’ must be consequences to someone engaged on
areal problem for some purpose.®

And truth, for Schiller, isfound in verification by way of application: “Hence all real truths must
have shown themselves to be useful; they must have been applied to some problem of actual
knowing, by usefulness in which they were tested and verified.”* Thus truth is not static nor is
it eternal. Moreover, truth is applied and useful only within a certain set “sphere of application”
by which its use is tied to its purpose in a given situation.®

Such use, and understanding of use, is therefore the domain of humans. Humans
recognize that they make choices as to and between truths and their applications. These choices
are subject to—in contrast with what Schiller saw as the robotics of materialism or the
absolutism of the rationalists—"the permeation of all actual knowing by interests, purposes,
desires, emotions, ends, goods, postulations, choices, etc.”*” Thus pragmatism, while not

forming a logical system to organize human action, nonetheless provides “an epistemological

% Abel, introduction to Humanistic, 8.

3 Abel, Humanistic, 59; this and subsequent citations in this section will include references to Schiller’s
book—as many of his chaptersin books were originaly found in journals—aswdll: F. C. S. Schiller, Studiesin
Humanism (London: Macmillan and Co., 1907), 5.

% Abel, Humanistic, 61; Schiller, Studies, 8.

% Abel, Humanistic, 63; Schiller, Studies, 9.

37 Abel, Humanistic, 64; Schiller, Studies, 11.
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method which really describes the facts of actual knowing.”*® It articulates the means by which
options are decided upon, tested, and then accepted in everyday life.

But pragmatism is connected to the larger framework of Schiller’s humanism. Simply
put, humanism is a philosophical approach to ameliorating human problems. Or, in hiswords,
“it demands that man’s integral nature shall be used as the whole premises which philosophy
must argue from wholeheartedly, that man’s complete satisfaction shall be the conclusion that
philosophy must aim at.”*® As aresult, pragmatic humanism can be understood in two ways.
Pragmatism is the method by which to apply humanism; or, framed differently, humanism is the
pragmatic approach writ large. Together, then, they provide for the basis of arguing against any
complete or systematic metaphysics since: (1) knowing is subject to human idiosyncrasies, and
(2) knowledge (or truth) is subject to the conditions of the time in which it occurs.®® The goal of
eradicating human dilemmas is always predicated on the contingency of human practices.

Schiller’s pragmatic humanism also ventures into the realms beyond our cognition, if
only to attempt a more scientific approach to thoserealms. A significant portion of histime was
spent working on psychical research, with his involvement in the British SPR dating back to his
days at Bdliol in the 1880s. AsWinetrout notes, “Schiller saw the question as not only
profoundly philosophical but as downright practical.”* And he approached the issue of

researching immortality, channeling, and mediums with a scientific rigor that sought at “getting

38 Abel, Humanistic, 65; Schiller, Studies, 11.
39 Abel, Humanistic, 66; Schiller, Studies, 13.
40 Abel, Humanistic, 72-3; Schiller, Studies, 14.

“L Winetrout, F. C. S. Schiller, 52. It should also be noted that fellow pragmatist William James was
interested (as were such intellectuals aswriter Arthur Conan Doyl e and metaphysi cian—and directly prior president
of the British SPR—Henri Bergson) in psychical research. For agloss on thistopic, see William James, “ Scientific
Systems and Reality,” [from “What Psychical Research Has Accomplished,” The Will to Believe, 1897] rpt. in The
Philosophy of William James (New Y ork: The Modern Library, 1953), 197-203.
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such a grasp of the conditions of such eventsthat they can become predictable and ‘ normal’.” *2

He went so far asto argue for the creation of a foundation to sudy immortality and “went about
searching for evidence of the afterlife as deliberately as we go about our huge chemical
laboratories looking for new ways to kill houseflies.”*®

In regards to religion, Schiller argued in 1924 that it “is not a homogeneous body of
belief, but rather a medley, to which various motives and attitudes, good, bad, and indifferent,
have contributed.”* As such, and in-line with the previous discussion, he argued that “religious
truths also will begin their careers as postulates, and will need, and will receive, verification by
experience.”* And, should one question the issue of God, they should go about it pragmatically
aswell: “’God’ is apostulate, or rather a number of postulates, to be tested, like all postulates, by
itsworking.”*® All of these areas of study were, to Schiller, necessary and compelling; and,
operating from a pragmatic and humanistic perspective, seem tied to the James's hypothesis that
“there is no source of deception . . . which can compare with a fixed belief that certain kinds of
phenomena are impossible.” '

Schiller was also invested in, in contrast to the psychological interests of James and the

educational and political interests of Dewey, the then flourishing eugenics movement. Two of

42 E C.S. Schiller, Must, 328.

43 Winetrout, F. C. S. Schiller, 52; 56. A recent work which has noted the late 19th century, and pragmatic,
interest in spiritualistic/mystical issuesis: John Durham Peters, Speaking Into the Air: A History of the Idea of
Communication (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1999).

“F. C. S Schiller, Problems of Belief (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1924), 50.

“5 Schiller, Disagree, 313.
“6 Schiller, Disagree, 297.

47 Qtd. in Abdl, introduction to “Faith, Ethics, and Immortality,” Humanistic, 255.
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his books—Eugenics and Politics (1926), Social Decay and Eugenical Reform (1932)*—deal

specifically with the topic and three others—Tantalus; or, The Future of Man (1924), Cassandra;

or, The Future of the British Empire (1926) and Our Human Truths (posthumously, 1939)—

elaborate on the topic in specific sections.”® While it is safe to say that most of his perspectives
on eugenics have been relegated to the scrapheap, it is equally wise to suggest that Schiller’s
views deserve, and will receive, further elaboration in subsequent chapters. This elaboration is
not simply because eugenics is ataboo topic. Quite the opposite; it is because other pragmatists
suggested in their writings tendencies tangential to (though never officially aligned with) the

eugenics endorsed by Schiller. In 1929, John Dewey published The Quest for Certainty. Init,

he noted that pragmatic philosophers are not concerned with a priori assumptions; they are
interested in “. . . finding how authentic beliefs about existence as they currently exist can
operate fruitfully and efficaciously in connection with the practical problemsthat are urgent in
actual life” He went on to suggest: “Science advances by adopting the instruments and doings
of directed practice, and the knowledge thus gained becomes a means of the development of arts
which bring nature sill further into actual and potential service of human purposes and
valuations.”* Isit so far-fetched to assume that pragmatists would see the then-promising

“science” of eugenics as a basis for turning the potential into the actual? Or, as a Peircean might

“8 Though these dates indicate them as works that Schiller undertook later in his career, thetimdineis
deceptive. Thefirst, dedicated to Major Leonard Darwin, the president of The Eugenics Education Society, contains
essays that appeared in previous yearsin the Eugenics Review and the Hibbert Journal. The second contains five
(out of seven) essays that were originally published in the Eugenics Review and the Nineteenth Century. It should
also be noted that in the latter, Schiller suggest that it isa continuation of the former and related to hiswork in
Tantalus or the Future of Man.

9 Tantalus; or, The Future of Man (New York: E. P. Dutton, 1924); Eugenics and Politics (London:
Constable and Co., 1926); Social Decay and Eugenical Reform (London: Constable and Co., 1932); Cassandra; or,
The Future of the British Empire (New York: E. P. Dutton and Co., 1926); Our Human Truths, ed. Louise Schiller
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1939).

0 John Dewey, The Quest for Certainty (New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1960), 45; 85.
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put it, are the interpretative possibilities of eugenics enough to suggest that science is guiding us
closer to the “reality” of what science can provide? Though this interpretation runs up against
the criticism of certain historians of pragmatism (West and Diggins especially) it is, | think, a
central and underdeveloped issue regarding the status of pragmatism as a method for resolving
contingent situations: to what extent does pragmatism warrant specific types of action? Inthe
hands of Schiller, the question becomes even more pressing.

Another crucial part of Schiller’s philosophy was the manner in which he articulated it.
While Peirce was known to engage in spirited and, at times, humorous arguments, he is more
likely known for either his penchant for triadic groupings or especially dense semiotic
discussions. And even a cursory glance at the writings of Dewey, by those either disposed to or
suspicious of hisarguments, will not suggest a significant emphasis on humor or wordplay. In
contrast, Schiller was consistently noted as a “vigorous polemicist” who wrote in a “sprightly
and spirited” style that was accessible to everyone.®® Winetrout concurs: “the one thing on
which everyone seems in agreement regarding Schiller isthat he was a first-class wit—in small
talk, on hikes, in classroom lectures, and in philosophic talk of the highest order.”? But
Winetrout also notes that even James, himself given to joking, “on more than one occasion . . .
begged his English friend to go alittle easy in his horseplay and polemical jeers.”> These dual
tendencies are clearly present in Schiller’s preface to Pragmatism by D. L. Murray. Hefirst

jokesthat Murray’ s youth is a necessity when dealing with pragmatism and demonstrative of the

51 Abd, introduction to Humanistic, 7.
52 Winetrout, F. C. S. Schiller, 8.

53 Winetrout, F. C. S. Schiller, 22.
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fact that old philosophers are “a justification of death from the standpoint of social progress.”>*

Schiller then levels the accusation that “the critics of Pragmatism have produced only caricatures
S0 gross as to be unrecognizable, and so obscure as to be unintelligible.” > In other instances,
such as “Must Philosophy Be Dull?,” his fury was even more pointed when he chided his peers
use of wordiness and sterility at the expense of interest or clarity: “The more pedestrian of
philosophers wander about . . . with their heads in culs de sac; the more dashing pursue dead
issues into dead ends. . . . Hence they leave behind them litter, but not literature.”>® This mix of
style, polemics, and substance fueled Schiller’s writing at atime when the basic components of
pragmatism were still being determined and debated.

Schiller also complicates the accepted and simplistic notion that pragmatism was a
distinctly American philosophical movement.>’ Given Schiller’s involvement in the
development of pragmatism, and his interactions with Peirce and James, interactions which go
back at least to histime at Cornell from 1893-1897, it should be clear that its founding instigators
did not al originate on this (itself presumptuous) side of the pond. Schiller’s involvement in
promoting pragmatism, indeed his articulation of it, complements the works of Peirce, James,
and Dewey and adds nuance to our understanding of the pragmatic movement. Moreover, his
interest in psychical research, an interest he shared with James, and his involvement in eugenics,
extend the range of issues which pragmatism sought to entertain, even as they complicate its

origins. More so, Schiller’swork tests the claim that pragmatism, beyond being distinctly

 F. C. S. Schiller, introduction to Pragmatism, by D. L. Murray (New Y ork: Dodge Publishing, 1912), vii.
*® Sehiller, introduction to Pragmatism, x.

* F. C. S. Schiller, “Must Philosophy Be Dull?’ Personalist 18, no. 1 (January 1937): 36; qtd. in Winetrout,
F. C. S. Schiller, 9-10.

> The previously noted works by Simonson and Cohen tackle thisissue, absent of Schiller, straight on.
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American, is essentially democratic.®® A comment by James T. Kloppenberg istelling: “This
view of the relation between pragmatism and democracy [that ‘it is the form of social life
consistent with pragmatism’], which intellectual historians have been urging now for a decade,
helps explain the resurgence of interest in pragmatism.” >

What, though, necessitates such an urge? If it isthe “distinctly American” label, we see
in Schiller arupture of the argument. If it isaclaim to solidarity and freedom from cruelty in
neo-pragmatists like Rorty, there looms the issue of eugenics. While it might be appealing to
argue that Schiller operates as a deviation from pragmatism’s norm, | see it as more beneficial to
ask how Schiller adds to the history of pragmatism which he helped to create and portions of
which we now tend to ignore. Understanding why Schiller was so vigorously discussed in his
time is but one part of this dissertation. Another isto examine why he is now so obviously not
discussed. And, finally, the aim is to understand how the previous two questions interact, how
they might relate to and enrich the study of pragmatism as a historical movement and a

philosophical concept. The focus now turns not whether Schiller’s contributions deserve to be

considered, but how best to bring them to light.

%8 An argument, not entirely out of sync with Cohen, that succeedsin questioning even if it exceedsin
punning is Stanley Fish, “Truth and Toilets. Pragmatism and the Practices of Life,” in The Revival of Pragmatism,
ed. Morris Dickstein (Durham: Duke University Press, 1998), 418-433.

% | am not taking aim at Kloppenberg's skillsin explicating the nature of pragmatism, only questioning
some of the extensions to which he putsit (“An Old Name for New Thinking?' in The Revival of Pragmatism, ed.
Morris Dickstein [Durham: Duke University Press, 1998], 83-127). An interesting rejoinder to Kloppenbergis
found in the very same text: John Patrick Diggins, “Pragmatism and Its Limits,” 207-231.
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1.3 A MATTER OF METHOD(S): EXTENDING RHETORICAL BIOGRAPHY

As stated at the onset, | propose this dissertation as a rhetorical biography. Said biography
examines the persuasive processes at work in selected and relevant discourse over time by a
given person. Inmy case, | atend to the development of Schiller’s argumentation, with
particular focus on his humanistic pragmatism and the contexts in which it was created, the

methods by which it was disseminated, and the reception that it received by different audiences.

These processes have both public and private components. The former exist within what Lloyd
Bitzer has called the realm of “public knowledge” ® and consist of the published books, reviews,
and articles written by and about Schiller. The latter exist largely in archival form. They consist
of letters, memos, and other extant materials that were written either by or about Schiller, but
have as yet escaped general publication. They extend to include the records of the publishers
who helped Schiller to publish his works, the readers who were asked to comment on those
works, and unpublished correspondences which undertook, in whole or in part, to explain
Schiller’ sworks. This rhetorical biography uses these public and private components to
understand how Schiller’s attemptsto persuade both failed and succeeded in histime. It aso
uses them to explain his absence in the development and received history of pragmatism after his
death. My hypothesisisthat his being alive constitutes the single most important reason he is

now neglected: he was able to manage and massage his message. It also relates to my view of

% | loyd F. Bitzer, “Rhetoric and Public Knowledge,” in Rhetoric, Philosophy, and Literature, ed. Don
Burks (West Lafayette, Ind.: Purdue University Press, 1978), 87. My approach to Schiller’s “public” arguments
could also be classified as “social knowledge” as explained in: Thomas B. Farrell, “Knowledge, Consensus, and
Rhetorical Theory,” Quarterly Journal of Speech 62 (February 1976): 1-14; and “Social Knowledge I1,” Quarterly
Journal of Speech 64 (1968): 329-34. A critique that occurs after the first and leads to the penning of the second is:
Walter M. Carleton, “What is Rhetorical Knowledge? A Response to Farrell—and More,” Quarterly Journal of
Speech 64 (1978): 313-28.
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the private side of the Schiller debate: when there was no sense that his public aspects were
important, there was less reason for the private documents to either be created or referenced.

But suggesting that arhetorical biography affords a clew asto Schiller’ simpact on
pragmatism might be cause for pause. Herarely used the term ‘rhetoric’ and he is obviously not
arhetorician in the classical sense of the term; Schiller is, patently, a philosopher. But Schiller
does adhere to the more current suggestions that rhetoric lurks in places once thought out of
bounds. He marshaled arguments in support of a cause. He responded to critics with aplomb not
often seen in other pragmatists. And he offers a compelling example of a person who, though
arguing for pragmatism, has been lost in the uptake that has carried it forward. Schiller’swas an
important, if now neglected, effort to propagate first generation pragmatism. As such, this
rhetorical biography is as much about reclamation asisit is about simple recognition.

More generally, rhetorical biography is a species of rhetorical criticism.®* As a species, it

differs from other forms of criticism in its focus.®® It is not generally construed as ideologically

® Thisform of criticism holdsarich, if contested, place in the history of the college and university
departments—Ilabeled variously “speech communication,” “communication studies,” or simply “communication”—
in which | have worked for over adecade. Those interested in said history are directed to: Herbert A. Wichelns,
“The Literary Criticism of Oratory,” 1925, in The Rhetorica Idiom, ed. Donald C. Bryant (New Y ork: Russell and
Russell, 1966); Donald C. Bryant, “ Some Problems of Scope and Method in Rhetorical Scholarship,” Quarterly
Journal of Speech 23, no. 2 (April 1937): 182-89; Edwin Black, Rhetorical Criticism: A Study in Method (New
Y ork: Macmillan, 1965; reprint, Madison: University of Wisconsin, 1978); Donald C. Bryant, “Rhetoric: Its
Functions and Its Scope,” Quarterly Journal of Speech 39, no. 4 (December 1953): 401-424; Lloyd F. Bitzer and
Edwin Black, eds., The Prospect of Rhetoric (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1971); Donald C. Bryant, “Rhetoric:
Its Functions and Its Scope Rediviva,” in Rhetoric: A Tradition in Transtion, ed. Walter R. Fisher (East Lansing,
Mich.: Michigan State University Press, 1974): 231-246.

62 Examples of traditional rhetorical biography are numerous. For representative historical examples see
Robert Hannah, “Francis Bacon, The Palitical Orator,” in Studies in Rhetoric and Public Speaking, 1925, ed. A. M.
Drummond (New Y ork: Russell and Russell, 1962), 91-132; Hoyt Hopewell Hudson, “DeQuincey on Rhetoric and
Public Speaking,” in Studies, 133-152; Theodore Thorson Stenberg, “Emerson and Oral Discourse,” in Studies, 153-
80; Frederick G. Marcham, “Oliver Cromwell, Orator,” in The Rhetorical, 179-200; Arthur Woehl, “Richard
Brinkley Sheridan, Parliamentarian,” in The Rhetorical, 221-50; Karl R. Wallace, “Bacon, Rhetoric, and Ornament
of Words,” in Rhetoric, 49-65; John P. Bakke, “Edmund Burke and the East Indian Movement,” in Rhetoric, 122-
41; Bruce E. Gronbeck, “Edmund Burke and the Regency Crisis of 1788-89,” in Rhetoric, 142-77; Theodore Otto
Windt, Jr., Rhetoric asa Human Adventure: A Short Biography of Everett Lee Hunt (Annandae: Speech
Communication Association, 1990).
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based (Marxist, Feminist, Postmodernist). Traditionally, rhetorical criticism was conceived of
within a fivefold schema derived from classical rhetorical texts.®® Invention (or inventio) is the
method whereby a rhetor seeksto create, that is, invent, the argumentsthat will be used to
persuade. Arrangement (or dispositio) provides the manner in which these arguments are
ordered. Style (or elocutio) is how the arguments, once arranged, are expressed. Memory (or
memoria) deals with the methods of recalling and presenting the arguments once they have been
created, organized, and shaped. Delivery (or actio) deals with the various ways—impromptu or
extemporaneous, verbally or orally—in which the argument can then be presented to an
audience. Taken together, these five steps were suggested to be the sequential stepsin the
process of composing persuasive discourse. By following them, rhetors might be able to craft an
effective message. By studying them, critics might be able to discern—in addition to
scrutinizing situational variables such as place, topic, audience, and response—the success or

failure of a given rhetorical act.

Thereare, of course, more contemporaneous examples of rhetorical biography. One deserves mention for
therange of its execution. John Angus Campbell has been studying therhetorical dimensions of Charles Darwin’s
work for over thirty years. Representative texts include: John Angus Campbell, “Darwin and The Origin of Species:
The Rhetorical Ancestry of an Idea,” Speech Monographs 37, no. 1 (March 1970): 1-14; John Angus Campbell,
“Charles Darwin and the Criss of Ecology: A Rhetorical Perspective,” Quarterly Journal of Speech 60, no. 4
(December 1970): 442-50; John Angus Campbell, “The Polemical Mr. Darwin,” Quarterly Journal of Speech 61, no.
4 (December 1975): 375-91; John Angus Campbdll, “ Scientific Revolution and the Grammar of Culture: The Case
of Darwin’s Origin,” Quarterly Journal of Speech 72, no. 4 (November 1986): 351-77. Thiswork has gained
renewed attention in light of the recent Intelligent Design debate. And, here again, Campbell has contributed to the
discussion in a book (John Angus Campbell and Stephen C. Meyer, eds., Darwinism, Design, and Public Education
[Lansng: Michigan State University Press, 2003]) and isa series of articles contributed to the Discovery Institute
(2005, available from www.discovery.org, Internet).

% Theissue of this approach to criticism being both historical and contested should be stressed. In
particular, the stand a one work by Black and the two volumes, edited by Fisher and Bitzer and Black respectively,
are demondrative of the sea-change that occurred in the late 1960s and early 1970s. Thisform of criticism—often
disparagingly, and occasionally incorrectly, labeled “Neo-Aristotelian”—has clearly been supplanted by newer
forms of criticism. But that is, in part, my point: rhetorical criticism generally and rhetorical biography specifically
can be updated and amended to meet the needs of communication studies scholars.
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As commonsensical as that sounds, the justification still might not suffice. 1n 1963,
Waldo Braden suggested that “rhetoric, public address, and rhetorical criticism” corresponded to
the “theory, practice, and judgment in speaking.”® So some might ask why thisis not a study of
public address. My answer is best explained by reference to the above and in reference to the
genus/species distinction. With the extension beyond the spoken work granted, the tripartite
division still provides an easily understood and obviously practical orientation to rhetorical
criticism as agenre. But rhetorical biography, as| conceive of it and as a specific form of
criticism, attempts to provide an interpretative account of historical acts of persuasion:

A historical interpretation attempts to empathize with a historical figure in order to

understand the “proposed world” found in historical texts as best we can.

Presuppositionless interpretation is impossible, of course, but the point of historical

interpretation isto try to understand what is alien (or Other) about the text—what is not

already articulated in our current thinking.®
Schiller, as an object of rhetorical biography, is freed from what one instance of persuasion
attempted and what one response thereto suggested. What is deemed subject to judgment, that is
to say criticism, are a variety of forms of address where persuasive techniques are utilized. Such

forms of address occur, not in isolation, but in response to and so as to advance additional

arguments; they provide the instances that help the critic to solve “the rhetorical problem of how

interpreters interact with other interpretersin trying to argue for or against different meanings.”®®

Rhetorical biography endeavors to understand Schiller not just as a snapshot discarded, but as a

partially obscured player in the historical promotion of pragmatism.

% Waldo Braden, introduction to Rhetoric and Criticism, by Marie Hochmuth Nichols (Baton Rouge:
Louisiana Sate University Press, 1963).

% Edward Schiappa, “Isocrates Philosophia and Contemporary Pragmatism,” in Rhetoric, Sophistry, and
Pragmatism, ed. Steven Mailloux (New Y ork: Cambridge University Press, 1995), 32.

% Mailloux, Reception, 50.
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Aswith any form of criticism, rhetorical biography admits of a variety of methods of
assessment. Thusit is best to explain what critical tools underlie this study. 1f any one of the
traditional processes is paramount in this study, it isstyle. Schiller, as has already been noted,
was the literary arm of pragmatism. He was afierce polemicist, trading barb for barb and
witticism for witticism. But thistool can be further refined. If any one aspect of style iskey to
understanding Schiller’ s reception, it isthe figure of repetition (repetitio). Asastylistic device,
repetition is used to: (1) clarify positions, (2) emphasize their importance, and (3) to arouse an
emotional response. And Schiller’s polemical sallies, especially in the formative years of
pragmatism but also in his later writings, consistently returned to specific issues central to his
understanding of the aims and practices of pragmatic humanism: formalism in philosophy and
logic, the relation of religion and science, and the relation of theory to practice.

Granted, this focus on style isachoice. The classical canon of rhetoric clearly suggests
that it isonly one part in alarger matrix of concerns. But style occupies the seat in rhetoric
where the manner of articulation is considered. And style is, as exemplified by Schiller,
demonstrative of persuasion as more than merely method, as also the reception to that which is
produced. As Mailloux notes, “persuasion refers to both a rhetorical process and aresult of that
process. To be persuaded is to take on a new persuasion.”®” We should add, of course, that the
reverse is equally true: to not be persuaded complicates how one understands the processes of

68

persuasion that were utilized. > What’s more, style functions as the point in the process

67 Mailloux, Reception, 103.

% A neglected piece of rhetoric’ s rhetorical history in departments of communication makes this point,
albeit in focusing solely on spoken discourse: “. . . aspeech otherwise persuasive may fail of effect because the
speaker lacks a persuasive ethos . . . How many a good policy has been beaten or postponed for want of proper
presentation! How many a just and able man has suffered because of an unpersuasive announcement of his
purposes!” (Hoyt H. Hudson, “The Field of Rhetoric,” Quarterly Journal of Speech Education 9, no. 2 [April 1923]:
174-75).
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whereby what is conceived is translated into what is conveyed. “Without style or verbal
expression, invention and disposition could have no effect. And it isstyle that provides the basis
for memory and delivery.”®® Style, as a consequence, is surely one of the most important factors
in Schiller’s arguments for pragmatism. The printed page provides only certain clues as to the
methods of persuasion. Itis, asit were, actio laid bare but gatic. Responses to those pages
provide interpretative clews as to the reception of others; but, again, thisis delivery in isolation.
Style, conceived within the framework of this rhetorical biography, goes beyond the stationary
texts to use additional sources—historical, political, philosophical, archival, and otherwise—so
as to reference inventio and dispositio in service to understanding how memoria and actio were

possibly shaped.” In short, it the style of Schiller’s arguments that is the overriding focus of this

study.”

This approach to style, regarding it as both a process of constructing discourse and as a
recognition of how discourse is received once constructed, is informed by work both inside and
outside my discipline; it is based in the works of a professor of communication studies and a
social psychologist. In some older traditions (and as is often and unfortunately still the case with
the general public) rhetoric was seen as mere style, denoting a speech devoid of substance and
flush with purple prose. In such conceptions, the processes of persuasion amounted to nothing

more than trickery, to dazzling displays designed to dupe dolts. Recently, however, Robert

% Wolfgang G. Miiller, “Style,” in Encyclopedia of Rhetoric (New Y ork: Oxford University Press, 2001),

745.

" More recent discussions of public address and rhetorical history have emphasized the need to work in
materials, bibliographic and otherwise, not often utilized in traditional acts of criticism. For one such example, see
Martin J. Medhurst, “The Contemporary Study of Public Address. Renewal, Recovery, and Reconfiguration,”
Rhetoric and Public Affairs 4, no. 4 (2001): 495-511.

™ As should by now be clear, this approach to styleis not to be confused with stylistics. Thisisnot a
linquistic or semantic project. It isan attempt to assess the rel ationship between Schiller’ s public and private
personas. Moreover, it isan attempt to understand the reactions and responses those personas engendered.
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Hariman has pointed towards a more nuanced view. In discussing the rhetoric of politics as it
applies to the day-to-day life of academics, and distancing himself from the negative
manifestations of style noted above, Hariman suggests “relations of control and autonomy are
negotiated through the artful composition of speech, gesture, ornament, décor, and any other
means for modulating perception and shaping response.” ”* But Hariman supports my more
expansive conception of style by positing it as “an analytical category for understanding a social
reality,” a method of analysisthat is not simplistically reducible to a given artifact (a speech, or
book, or so on) nor independent of the context in which it is found manifest (the circumstances
of its production, the causes of its creation, and so forth).”

Thisview of style is complimented by Michael Billig' s rhetorical approach to the
psychology of argument. He argues that “a good speech is that which succeeds in its aims of
persuading the audience, regardless of whether the message has been tastefully delivered or not”
(italics mine).” But Billig has gone on to tacitly imply that style, when it is not conceived as
that which is merely ornament, operatesin service to rhetoric. And he does so inreferenceto a
group of thinkers, the Sophists, whom Hariman has approvingly noted, while referencing the one
that Schiller most admired and wrote favorably about: Protagoras. AsBillig states: “Protagoras
possesses arguments, not slogans, and he is an adversary whose message has content as well as

witty and urbane packaging.” > As he goes on to argue regarding the Platonic dialogue

2 Robert Hariman, Political Style: The Artistry of Power (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1995), 2.

3 Hariman, Political, 9.

™ Michael Billig, 1deology and Opinions: Studies in Rhetorical Psychology (London: Sage Publications,
1991), 34.

> Michael Billig, Arguing and Thinking: A Rhetorical Approach to Social Psychology, 2d ed. (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1996), 69.
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Protagoras: “[It is] avivid portrait of the man and his style.” ”® Here we see Billig, who admits
the link between persuasion and style has been “neglected,” and who admits of his limited
awareness of the work done in communication studies, pointing towards the more robust
conception of style supplied by Hariman which | endorse in this study.””’

But this approach to style necessarily grapples with three interdisciplinary and
concomitant issues: contested notions of the term public, the questioned viability of arhetorical
hermeneutic, and the potential for an altogether too Whiggish approach to history. Regarding the
first, this dissertation is an attempt to recapture Schiller’ s persona within the public to which he
most attended. Schiller dealt primarily with his academic ilk. And he did so in an erawhen
authorial intent meant more than simply placing your name at the end of an article. Hiswritings,
signed philosophical arguments, were part of atrend started towards the latter part of the
nineteenth century, atime when Schiller was already publishing and was beginning (at Cornell)

to interact with pragmatism explicitly. This move to focus on the author within the context of

"8 Billig, Arguing, 70.

7 Billig, Arguing, 289, n. 2; 10. To be clear, however, Billig's current conception of what his work
suggests in relation to style differs dlightly, but does provide the entrée into Hariman’' s discussion that | assert is
possible: “1 am afraid my specific answers to your queries [regarding whether or not style should be construed as
only adornment or as a compliment to argument] might be rather disappointing. Y ou have clearly read Arguing and
Thinking closely and have noted some inconsistencies in theway | wrote about style/form. Y ou have the advantage
over me: | have not looked at the book in anumber of years (out of fear of finding inconsistencies, errors, spelling
mistakes or worse etc). So | am not really in aposition to justify the incond stencies. But | can say something about
my present view. | know that when writing Arguing and Thinking | was concerned about the tendency within
rhetoric to ignore argumentation at the expense of style. So | probably went over too far in the direction of
argumentation. If faced with an opposing view—that pinned everything on the idea of argumentation—I would
probably say that styleisimportant. But in practice it would be impossible to legidate generd principles how to
distinguish between style and argument, form and content, in any particular ingance. | am surethat | paid
insufficient attention to such mattersin Arguing and Thinking, especially to the attempt to be more precise about
what | meant by ‘form’ and ‘ content’” (personal communication, 26 October 2004, email). His more recent work
verifies how his newer interests dovetail with my approach to style: “Discursive psychologists stress that analysts
should observe how language is used to see what speakers/writers are doing with discourse. . . . They will examine
particular uses of metaphors and, by paying attention to the contexts of these utterances, note what the users of such
metaphors are doing rhetorically and pragmatically” (Michad Billig and Katie MacMillan, “Metaphor, Idiom, and
Ideology: The Search for ‘No Smoking Guns' Across Time,” Discourse and Society 16 (July 2005): 459-80; in press
version, 8).
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the journal or book jettisoned anonymity in favor of agency; the “effect wasto transfer authority
from the corporate text to the individual contributor and thus understand authority as properly the
outgrowth of individual personality and competence.”®® That such agency is complicated by
other factors—such as the relative degree of anonymity still afforded by the then-common
practice of providing only first initials and then afull last name—is not in dispute. But in the
history under review, the arguments are signed by an author and signify a given stance within a
community of philosophers. No longer was the impersonal journal seen as the agent of change;
no more were unsigned articles accepted as part of a collective and anonymous judgment.
Authors were responsible to their opinions, and their opinions were evaluated as much for what
was said as for how it was said. The judgments rendered upon Schiller operate, then as now, as
means of qualifying the extent to which his views are seen as reasoned or groundless, pertinent
or obstinate.

Recent attempts to complicate publics are a welcomed expansion of what had been a
largely ossified, and ungquestioned, matter of course in certain circles. But an expanded
vocabulary need not imply forsaking pre-existing conceptions of public(s). While Jonathan Rose
purportsto deal with “the actual ordinary reader,” and Robert Asen and Daniel Brouwer
interrogate publics by positing their counters, this work of necessity works to reclaim the

intellectual public.” | redlize that part of the problem with any conception of an intellectual

8 Kelly J. Mays, “The Disease of Reading and Victorian Periodicals,” in Literature in the Marketplace:
Nineteenth-century British Publishing and Reading Practices, ed. John O. Jordan and Robert L. Patten (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1995), 168.

" Jonathan Rose, “How Historians Study Reader Response: Or, What did Jo Think of Bleak House?,” in
Literature, 195; Robert Asen and Danid Brouwer, “Reconfigurations of the Public Sphere,” Counterpublics and the
State (New York: State University of New York, 2001), 1-32. Ancther, more recent, debate about the status of
publics was initiated in Michael Warner, “Publics and Counterpublics,” Public Culture 14, no. 1 (2002): 49-90. This
essay then appeared (in abbreviated form) as the centerpiece of the “Forum” section of the Quarterly Journal of
Speech (88, no. 4 [November 2002]: 413-25).
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public isthat it has for too long stood in, as implied or explicitly stated, as the public to which all
judgments are deferred. But, in the case of Schiller, the use of an intellectual public is grounded
in the practices of those offering arguments. He, in contrast to Rosa Eberly’ s citizen critics,
largely wrote in academic journals and sought to engage other philosophers in debates about the
nature of their pursuits.®

Regarding the issue of arhetorical hermeneutic, | believe | have established that this
project references more traditional forms of rhetorical criticism even as it necessarily extends
itself to newer conceptions of the same. By being grounded (or is it set adrift) in the pages of
text that form this conception of Schiller, there is the danger of developing a myopic version of
close-text analysis, of reading the text as text and apart from any of its historical or contextua
influences. But, given the range of this project, and its focus not on any one given text of
Schiller’s or any one given reading of what pragmatism is said to mean, | am hoping to trace out
similarities and dissimilarities in the private and public components of Schiller’s arguments,
occurrences that help to compensate for any moves towards creating what John Guillory calls
“subjective universality.”®" Granted, even within a seemingly stable historical context, those
situated as ‘ philosophers’ or ‘pragmatists are free to roam about and disagree on what
constitutes the context(s) to which they all ascribe. That Schiller and Rorty are pragmatistsisa

given. That being pragmatists invests their works with different focuses suggests what is gained

8 Rosa A. Eberly, Citizen Critics: Literary Public Spheres (Urbana and Chicago: University of Illinois
Press, 2000). Unlike Eberly, I am not willing to extend the distinction between intellectual and citizen critics into
discussions of re-engaging the democratic practices of the public. | would question, even in this space, her rationale
for doing so. Admittedly in the spirit of “polemics,” Eberly nonethel ess suggested that “historical reconstruction isa
fiction” (Agora, 2 April 2004, Department of Communication, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh). Even if this
claimisonly for effect, it significantly undercuts any suggestion of ‘re-engaging’ asense of public that is, asher
book purports, both factual and historical.

8 John Guillory, “The Discourse of Value,” in Reception Study: From Literary Cultureto Cultural Studies,
ed. James L. Machor and Philip Goldstein (New Y ork: Routledge, 2001), 338.
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by this dissertation. By supplementing accepted, if conflicting, contemporary understandings of
pragmatism, we develop a fuller—though by no means complete—picture of it as a development
in the history of philosophy. By framing Schiller’s pragmatism within the larger historical
context of which he was but one part, one runs less risk of proscribing his views as either all
encompassing (what holds there holds elsewhere) or fixed (what is a condition of this exchange
is necessarily distinguished from the next). For me, arhetorical biography is but one way to
engage a given object of study; it is neither a master key nor abroken door. It isa pragmatic
“form of cultural rhetoric studies that takes as its topic specific historical acts of interpretation
within their cultural context.”® The central point is that the interpretative aspect is double-sided:
it is an explanation of what persons meant that must always be shaded by what we understand
them to mean. That it can be productive is what renders it a methodological option as opposed to
atheoretical dogma.®

In much the same vein, | am resisting the potential to engage in what Michael C. McGee
has noted as the “Whig fallacy,” the attempt to hold past historical examples to current rhetorical
practices. He arguesthat this bias is “counterproductive first because it tautologically reinforces
amonistic view of rhetoric—but more than that, the bias undercuts an opportunity to see rhetoric

functioning in relatively ‘closed’ societies.”®* Clearly, the pragmatism of Schiller’stime is not

8 Steven Mailloux, “Interpretation and Rhetorical Hermeutics,” in Reception Study, 47.

8 The question of pragmatism’s suitability for rhetorical practice is addressed in: James A. Mackin, J.,
“Rhetoric, Pragmatism, and Practical Wisdom,” in Rhetoric and Philosophy, ed. Richard A. Cherwitz (Hillsdale:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1990), 275-302. The question of rhetoric’ s hermeneutical strength iswell tested in:
Allan Gross and William Keith, ed., Rhetorical Hermeneutics: Invention and Interpretation in the Age of Science
(Albany: State University of New Y ork Press, 1997).

8 Michael C. McGee, “The Rhetorical Process in Eighteenth Century England,” Rhetoric: A Tradition in
Transtion, ed. Walter R. Fisher (East Lansing, Mich.: Michigan State University Press, 1974), 99. Thisisnot to
suggest that the opposite tendency might also be problematic. AsL. H. Moat notesin reference to concerns
expressed by Karl Wallace: “Commenting on the reluctance of the professional critic to render afina judgment asto
the worth of the speech, Wallace explainsthat ‘a critic is unwise to assign to a contemporaneous product values
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the pragmatism of Rorty’stime.®® And therein lays the necessity of rhetorical biography dealing
in one at-least-now-accepted, and repeated, truth: “there is no substitute for research in primary
sources.”®® This biography, aimed at Schiller’s relevance to and absence from pragmatism, must
extend beyond the paltry coverage he has obtained. It must use the archives of his work, the
opinions of the same, and the documents that exist in between what was written by and about
him. Hisarguments will be held up to the counters of his peers. The books and articles he wrote
will be subject to the reviews they garnered. Even the stated positions found in those texts will
be examined in light of what he argued behind the scenes in letters to publishers and to friends.
The cliché “the less that is said” is hopefully then transformed into “the more that is understood.”

This rhetorical biography, as was intimated at the onset, seeks to accrue benefits in three
areas: the intellectual history of pragmatism, rhetorical history/criticism, and reception studies.
Asregards the firg, this is both the fragmented history of a man and a contribution to the
fragmented history of pragmatism. Schiller speaks not to, but for, pragmatism. He accounts for
its origins even as his disappearance might spark anew a dialogue over a century in the making.
Secondly, Schiller provides a new resource for a historically important method of inquiry. Hisis
not a set speech, nor is he recognized as putting forth arequired set of orations. But arhetorical
biography of Schiller points to the growth in rhetorical scholarship even as he, as an object of
inquiry, extends its subjects. Thirdly, this dissertation seeks to texture the former two by

recognizing the calls of Mailloux (a cultural critic and a literary interpreter) and Hariman (firmly

which can best be assessed, if at dl, by history” (“An Approach to Rhetorical Criticism,” in The Rhetorical, 164).
While the suggestion of a“final” judgment has been made more problematic as of late, it is safe to suggest that
either tendency, taken too far, can warp the value of a given act of criticism.

% To be clear, current pragmatists are willing to admit their knowledge of Schiller isas limited as those
who document its history. Rorty was kind enough to reply to me: “I've read some of Schiller, and rather liked his
defense of Protagoras, but on the whole | am not sure that he added much to James. Still, maybe | havn't [sic] read
enough of him” (personal communication, 22 May 2004, email).

8 Medhurst, “The Contemporary,” 500.
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ensconced in the Speech Communication tradition) and by highlighting the interplay of both.
The publications penned by Schiller tell the tale of the published Schiller. They enact aroutine
of reflection and revision as familiar to the published author asto the public consumer; they are,
in aword, tactical. But the Schiller who published was a person who puzzled over how he would
be interpreted. Tucked away in letters, departmental memos, and private records are the clews as
to who he was before and after the last draft was sent off to be editor. | should finally add,
independent of the above noted benefits, that thisisawork of valuation. | seein Schiller an
untapped source of new discussion, debate, and, yes, controversy. And to be clear, thisisthe
Schiller | see. But that is, ultimately, the point. No author choose atopic at random, at least not
one who hopesto be put to print or at best not one who follows it through to the printing process.
Asbanal as it might seem, it stands to be mentioned: | am invested in putting Schiller back into
the pragmatic canon and | welcome, for hopefully good but cognizant of ill, what such an

investment might incur. The structure of this venture is the last part of this chapter.

14 ALIFEINTHEDETAILS THE OUTLINE OF THE DISSERTATION

1.4.1 Evolution and the Spirit 1882-1897.

Schiller’ s English upbringing was, without exaggeration, arefined one. He wastrained in the
best schools and excelled in his studies. This provides only the back-story. For, even asan
undergraduate and graduate student, Schiller was establishing his philosophy and revising its
meaning. And he was doing so amidst the powerful strains of British Idealism operative in

English philosophy at the time. His Riddles of the Sphinx (1891) is a philosophical

“metaphysic” cast in the garb of evolutionary science. But it is also atransitional work. Inthe
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years prior to its publication Schiller works to reconcile his decidedly idiosyncratic views of
religion with the emerging “faith” in science. In the years after its release, he attempts to merge
the two into a philosophical position that avoids both abstract spirituality and mechanic
naturalism.

In the late-1890s Schiller worksto turn his studies at Cornell into a long-term tutorship at
Corpus Christi. More important than these career changes, though, are the theoretical insights
he gained while in America. During atime that can arguably be classified as pre-pragmatic,
Schiller made the acquaintance of William James and became captivated by the older mentor’s
work in psychology. James's psychology—with its blending of the personal, the social, and the
spiritual—only further refined the concepts that Schiller had been working to bring together prior
to leaving England. And, as he returned, Schiller set off on a path that was a complex mix of his
earlier ideas and newest insights.

In Chapter Two | will tell atwo-part tale. It is, in one sense, a history of Schiller’s
educational beginnings. Philosophy still saw the blinding lights of Idealism trace their paths
across the walls of universities in both Britain and America. At the same time, however, the
halls behind those institutions’ walls were markedly different. Oxford, not yet weaned from its
almost constant diet of the classics, was till truly a bastion of the Victorian elite. Cornell, by no
means a Land Grant school, was operating from the American principle that elites were of
different sorts: the bureaucrats who controlled the business of the institution and the professors
who were charged to take care of the minds housed therein.®” In another sense, however, thisis
the history of Schiller’s introduction to what would become pragmatism. Schiller, as a student

and then academic, was swimming amidst the powerful currents of the ebbing swell of Anglo-

8 Morris Bishop, “The Nineties: Educational Machine,” A History of Cornell (Ithaca: Cornell University
Press, 1962), 323.
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Hegelianism thought. This approach to philosophy extended beyond Britain’s shores and even
touched upon another of the early pragmatists, Dewey. But, in Schiller’s early academic years,

we can trace the interests that signal his distance from Dewey and closeness to James.

1.4.2 The Psychology of Pragmatism 1898-1905.

Schiller’ s return to England coincided with the announcement of pragmatism in America. Inthe

span of a year, James published The Will to Believe, and Other Essays in Popular Philosophy

(1897) and Philosophical Conceptions and Practical Results (1898). These two books set off a

blaze of debate, in both Americaand Europe, which pitted the defenders of 1dealism against the
advocates of this new, ethical, “practicalism.” They also signaled the start of along and valuable
series of correspondences between James and Schiller. By the time pragmatism was announced
to the British philosophical public in 1900, Schiller was already well on hisway to articulating,
and defending, pragmatism to his peers. But it is pragmatism of a very specific sort. It traces
back to James' s volitionally-tinged psychology, with its subjective-centered handling of the
objective world. And it points toward what even then James is calling “radical empiricism,” to

the role that individuals play in comprehending and interpreting the world . . . asthey conceive

it.

Schiller’s strategy for promoting this cause, one that wasto be repeated throughout his
career, wasto mix seriousness with satire. 1n 1901, he unleashed Mind!, a satire of the venerated
Oxford philosophical journal. Not content merely to topple dead idols, Schiller chose also to
focus hisire on living representatives of Absolute Idealism. 1n 1902, he published “ Axioms as
Postulates,” arguing that the will to believe was aright and a tentative, and adapting, one at that.

Theresults, like the strategy, were mixed. Defending the novelty and risk of aworld in flux
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gained him a measure of popularity. But it gained him an equal measure of notoriety. James,
welcoming all comers to this new approach, warns Schiller that the satire might come to impede
the substance of his contributions. Schiller paid little heed to the warnings. Instead he attempted
to outflank the opposition by changing the rules, and names, of the debate. If James's
pragmatism was the psychological method, then Schiller’ s humanism was meant to be its
expansion to cover all aspects of human inquiry.

In Chapter Three the central issue is one of proximity. While Schiller is far afield of
James's proclamations for pragmatism, he is much closer on several other counts. Inthefirst
place, the affinity he shows for James' s views and the lengths to which he goesto defend those
views suggests no mere hanger-on to the cause. Point in fact, Schiller’s defense of pragmatism is
as much an argument for what he brought to the cause as it is for the spaciousness which James
desires. Inthe second place, James's call to arms—against formalism, against abstraction,
against philosophy itself—can be traced back to the influences that British philosophy had on
philosophy in general. Asaresult, Schiller is much closer to the source of the prevalent
idealistic currents. While James carries on genial disagreements with Josiah Royce in the
confines of Cambridge, Schiller is doing battle with the Bradleys, McTaggarts, and Taylors who
continue to hold court at Oxford and Cambridge. His distance from James likely contributed to
his willingness to ignore warnings; his closeness to his chosen foes likely blindered him to the

consequences.

1.4.3 The Mettle of Humanism 1906-1910.

Having sided with pragmatism, and then with the more expansive humanism, Schiller must

demonstrate that the former leads into the latter. To do so, he adopts the exemplar Protagoras
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and, with him, the dictum: “man isthe measure.” These choices are well suited to his particular
philosophical outlook. If James's psychology provides the mechanism by which to understand
the human consciousness, then his pragmatism provides the method by which to organize and
control its functions. If the human mind can conceive of realities heretofore unproven, can
postulate an existence beyond what is considered reality per se, then pragmatism can be made to
undertake an examination of the world beyond philosophy per se. So conceived, philosophy’s
domain is humanity’ s domain. And the terminus of humanity’ s potential is only a measure of the

constraints it places upon itself.

Thisis, notably in the collection Studies in Humanism (1907) and the extended essay

Plato or Protagoras? (1908), an expansive and optimistic outlook. But this attitude is advanced

along shriller linesaswell. Schiller becomes increasingly fixated on proving the errors of those
not enamored of thisway of thinking. The result is the creation of an anti-exemplar: Francis
Herbert Bradley. If Protagoras suggests the potential in man, Bradley stands in for his failures.
As pragmatism resolves problematic situations, |dealism devolves into tired clichés. While
humanism champions optimism, Bradley’ s philosophy traffics in pessimism. The serious and
satirical mix uncomfortably in these, and other, debates. The humor of Mind! now approaches
ridicule. The keen insight that so moved James—the unwavering defense of the progressive
powers of the human mind—now stumbles over a stationary and respected object of scorn.
Chapter Four, then, is an examination of consequence. As much as James s death in
1910 is devastating, James's warnings had largely gone unheeded. Schiller plowed ahead, rarely
stopping to consider that the sum result of his arguments would not be cowed acceptance. On
page after page, though, the message was rarely altered: (1) to fall for traditional philosophy isto

court absurdity, (2) to ignore circumstance and context is to divorce theory from practice, (3) to
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wallow in formalism isto avoid risk as much as it isto banish novelty. But James s voice had
served aregulative function. He was a sounding board for arguments in development, an
ingpiration for well-lobbed refutations. And now he was gone. As much as the most telling
consequence is arebuke to professional advancement, the more lasting outcome is personal.
Schiller and humanism, his passionate defense of Jamesian pragmatism, are now left to fend for

themselves.

1.4.4 ThelLong Shadow 1911-1919.

Absent James, Schiller continues his defense of pragmatic humanism. The arguments veer from
personal attacksto pointed refutations of formal logic. But there is anew counter to Schiller,
one not based in his oft-repeated complaints about |dealism’ s defenders and their creeds. Heis
now forced to defend the memory of James against competing interpretations from within the
pragmatic camp. Hisearlier distance from pragmatism in America fueled his arguments and
gained the movement (not always favorable) attention. But it is now being suggested as adivide
that renders Schiller’ s views out of touch with more recent development. And his only
substantial philosophical work of this period, Formal Logic (1912), does nothing to allay the
suspicion that Schiller’srole was and is as a defender and not promoter.

The work that Schiller undertakes during this period runs up against the realities of the
past even as it is contextually anchored to the stark details of the present. The humorous
invectives again prove corrosive to his career. Schiller istwice more rebuked in his attemptsto
gain aprofessorship. Not surprisingly, the jobs go to persons more suited to the ideals and

Idealism of Oxford. All thistranspires against the backdrop of a Europe in decline and then at
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war. The optimism that heralded the birth of pragmatism islessin view. Itsview of the future
as pregnant with potential is cast in the shadows of uncertainty.

Chapter Five is atale of the ruptures brought about by social and personal factors. | will
focus on the developing split in Schiller’s scholarly persona as perceived by those he addressed.
On the one side, and primarily among his few European devotees, we aretold that “in the sleepy
world of modern philosophy F. C. S. Schiller stands for an idea which is very simple, and has for
that very reason been long forgotten: the idea that theories should lead to practical results.”® On
the other, we aretold that Schiller’s Formal Logic “lacks the sympathy of reinterpretation which
his subject demands; and its frequent lack of fairness to the older point of view, as well asits
neglect of all the more concrete modern discussions of Logic . . . go far towards destroying the
seriousness and usefulness of the understanding.”® These tumultuous years bring into stark
relief the status of pragmatic humanism. It is a salve for those wanting hope, an irritation to

those seeking more.

145 TheRisksof Doubt 1920-1926.

World War | proves aturning point, as a mere matter of dates or as a more profound pivot, in
Schiller’ s pragmatic humanism. He retains an interest in previous subjects—science, religion,
and logic—but suggests that pragmatism is meant to discuss other issues of import. This shift is
telling. One notesthat his studies in humanism have been translated into problems, not just of

contingency, but of belief. Thisisaseemingly Jamesian question of the will and what it can

8 Giovanni Papini, “F. C. S. Schiller,” 1912, Four and Twenty Minds (New Y ork: Thomas Y. Crowell,
1922), 82.

8 Radoslav A. Tsanoff, review of Formal Logic, by F. C. S. Schiller, Philosophical Review 21, no. 5
(September1912): 602-604.
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accomplish. But there is now an edge to such queries of accomplishment. Questions of
survival, of the future of man, now occupy as much if not more space than issues of seers and
science.

The figure of Tantalus seems ominous. After Zeppelin attacks, decimated cities, and
depictions of barbarous battlefield tactics, Schiller questions the degree to which man isthe
measure of crafting his own pragmatic, and humanistic, destiny. The end to war only signals, for
Schiller, piecemeal adjustments and no long term solutions. Tantalus, having given up his father
Zeus's secrets, is destined to be denied food or drink as he suffers in a pained pool of his own
making. England, and the world, are ripe for a solution to this ebb in human potential. Schiller,
in short, returns to reflect upon Darwin as he casts his gaze towards the unsteady glow beyond
the caverns of contemporary philosophy.

In Chapter Six | will emphasize the developing gap between what Schiller’ s pragmatic
humanism argued for and what Schiller saw as happening to the world around him. Schiller still
pursues with vigor his other interests, jabbing and jesting with his cohorts and critics. But the
present day seems to be slipping beyond his grasp. For Schiller, modern man is Tantalus,
precariously perched on the brink of becoming “more bestial than any beast.” *® Thisis Schiller,
the skeptic of science, making predictions hedged by only the slightest of qualifications. Thisis
apragmatist searching for away in which the possibilities of humanity can be translated into

practical results. But it is a search tinged with a heretofore unexpressed degree of doubt. The

© F. C. S Schiller, Tantalus, 65-6. The full quotation shows Schiller’sambivalence: “. . . | would not
presumeto predict that he will save himself: history affords no unambiguous guide. It seemsto show that
something worse and something better than what actually happensis always conceivable, and that neither our hopes
nor our fearsare ever fully. If so, poor Tantalus, hoping against hope, fearing againg reason, may muddle along for
agood long while yet, without repeating either his ancient error of imagining that he could sup with the gods, or his
modern folly of using his reason, as Goethe' s Mephistophel es declared, only to become more bestial than any
beast!”
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progressive nature of Schiller’s pragmatism, set against the stark depictions of awar that didn’t

end all wars, seems all the less secure in its provisionality.

1.4.6 Out of theLight, Intothe Cave 1927-1939.

At sixty-two, with no prospect of promotion and failing health, Schiller has resigned his post a
Oxford. But he does not remain idle. Schiller is now atransnational talent, splitting his time
between America and Britain, afforded a chance to lecture at places such as the College of the
Pacific, Claremont, and the University of Southern California. Heis allowed the luxury of
expanding upon those topics which mean the most to him, to reiterate the themes that have
dominated his philosophy for the past several decades. In 1935, he permanently transitions from
England to California with the help of his new wife. Though still drafting articles and reviews
for the Personalist, he resigns hispost at USC. His new life s, asthey say, short-lived. He dies
in California only two years later, on August 6, 1937, at the age of seventy-three.

Schiller’ s arguments during this time are slowed by the decline in his health and by the
aggressive travel schedule he maintains. But his focus does not waver in those arguments he
does offer. He continues to question the promotion of traditional logics. Though the shift has
been from the formal to the symbolic, Schiller continues to assert that a reduction of thinking to
form without context is the creation of thinking without consequence. Intheir place Schiller
attempt to provide a productive Logic for Use (1929). He remains confident that the “real”

world extends beyond the domain of accepted philosophy. In Social Decay and Eugenic Reform

(1932), Schiller urges that alove of wisdom demands the reform of the social circumstances

which give rise to the development of individuals. In Must Philosophers Disagree? (1934) he
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argues that such a love should extend also to consider the implications of recent science and
current educational practices.

Taken generally, Chapter Seven would seem to focus on the summation of a prolific
career. But thereismore. There are final attempts by him to salvage the Jamesian wing of
pragmatism of which Schiller felt himself the chief representative. These arguments face a solid
wall of criticism raised by the American pragmatists reared on the semiotics of Peirce, a
differently interpreted James, and the social scientific instrumentalism of Dewey. Thereisalso a

sense of paradox, of conflicted resignation, in the posthumous Our Human Truths (1939). The

Idealism Schiller had long fought lay dead in no small part dueto hiswork. But the cause of
pragmatism he long championed was now in the hands of others. Hisfinal comments, then, are a
mix of hope and doubt. The hope that pragmatism will continue to face up to the diversity of its

interests; the doubt that the world he sees is the one best suited to that challenge.

1.4.7 Conclusion: The Pragmatism of Appearances.

Chapter Eight is, then, an attempt to pull together al of the topics Schiller dealt with—Ilogic,
science and history, psychical research, and eugenic reform—during the course of his career. It
is an attempt to explain the appearance of pragmatism today as it is refracted through the
pragmatism that Schiller helped to instigate. By examining Schiller’s reception while alive, we
might more fully understand the important role he played in bringing pragmatism to the attention
of the philosophical public. By examining the philosophical narrative that emerged after he died,
we might more clearly understand the role Schiller’s reception played in his removal from
pragmatism’s history. The result is both revisionist and interpretative. It isthe first in that it

proposes an alternative to the historical narrative about pragmeatism that developed from the
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1940s through the 1970s. It isthe second in that it argues for what Schiller, reintroduced to the
fold, can add to arange of current discussion in which pragmatism playsarole.

This gathering of strands is, as it were, tied to the methods of this rhetorical biography. It
focuses on the style of Schiller’s arguments as much as their content. And it emphasizes the
repetition of key themes as much as it scrutinizes specific instances of argument. It atendsto his
works, as published and as privately poured over. It lets Schiller have his say, but rarely asserts
that his version of pragmatism is the final word. This dissertation, as an act of interpretation, is
predicated on what my acts, as an interpreter, are able to discern. Inthat sense, this final chapter
is much the same as pragmatism itself.

Y ou see, pragmatism is like all theoretical constructs. It suffers and succeeds in the
narratives told, often with insight and occasionally with style, by way of the interpretations
offered. |s pragmatism prophetic or isit public and private? |Isthe suggestion of pragmatism as
American and democratic the result of American and democratic hopes in those who put quill to
well? Asatheoretical tradition, it is most certainly all of thosethings. But it has, until lately,
been told as atale with atruncated cast. Schiller affords us a chance to examine anew what the
past and the present have to say . . . about themselves and each other. In parsing out the
distinctions between old and new pragmatism, Kloppenberg's comments are telling in their
relation to the appearance(s) of pragmatism:

Just as people in the past selected parts of their experience to record and preserve in the

records that they left us, we select parts of the past to examine and we choose how to tell

our gories. But to admit that interpretation is important is not to claim that everything is
interpretation. It is crucial that we historians be able to distinguish what happened from

what did not, and what was written from what was not, and our discursive community
must test its propositions in the widest range of public forums.®*

° K| oppenberg, “Pragmatism,” 116.
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It appears, then, that the insights gained from examining Schiller’ srole in pragmatism accrue
sanction, not only from what his documents detail, but from what pragmatism’s defenders
demand. And, well aware of the daunting task they have undertaken, | tip my hat to them and

offer thiswork as a humble extension of their own.
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20 EVOLUTION AND THE SPIRIT 1882-1897

| care only about the question whether he [Lotze] does or does not argue from the interactions
to a unity which explains them, and is their ratio essendi [basis for being], whilethey areitsratio
cognoscendi [basis for cognition]. For | contend he has no right to argue thus.
Suggesting the trgjectory of awriter’s thoughts is as much about guessing as it is about knowing.
When that writer is little known, and even less obliged by the records kept, it is often the guess
that wins out. But, by holding to those records and using them as a guide, one stands a better
chance that one makes a reasoned estimate. Such is the hope with these years in Schiller’ s life.
The public Schiller was, as is still often the case with fledgling academics, not often in view. He
published very little till he had his degree in hand. The private Schiller was, to be fair, buried in
books. Y et those private documents which do exist, coupled with the public ones that have
received little scrutiny, help to craft a picture of Schiller attempting to picture a philosophical
view bigger than the one he received. It isagainst, and eventually beyond, Idealism that we find
Schiller to be struggling. It is between, and then within religion and science, that he comes to
find the answers.
This s, to be accurate, the pre-pragmatic era. Peirce’s contributions had yet to be

reclaimed. The Metaphysical Club had yet to be recovered. Even the term, pragmatism, had yet
to be crafted. For much of this period, Schiller isat work in England and under the influence of

the dominant strain of British philosophy, Absolute Idealism. It is from this vantage point that

he crafts his first work, Riddles of the Sphinx (1891). But, shortly thereafter, he finds himself

within the developing grasp of American philosophy. The influence comes less from his

LF. C. S. Schiller, “Reply: Lotze's Monism,” Philosophical Review 6, no. 1 (January 1897): 63.
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conflicted tenure at Cornell. 1t has more to do with the ideas issuing from a nearby school,
Harvard. For it isthe psychology, and the support, of William James that offers Schiller the first
inkling of how to harmonize his contested British training with his idiosyncratic philosophic
leanings. Inthese years the fundamental components of pragmatism are already in place; it is no

stretch to add that the essentials of Schiller’s pragmatic humanism are also in view.

21 THE GROOVESOF A BRITISH EDUCATION: SCHILLER'SEARLY YEARS

Schiller’ s records only allow as much access as their details provide. And prior to Schiller’s
entry into Balliol, they yield little. They do draw up one childhood fact: as a young lad Schiller
was not agreat writer. The future stylist was, in aword, a“poor” writer. Whether this
deficiency in writing was due to having spoken German as a child, one cannot say. But the scant
information available suggeststhat it was more amatter of concentration, not comprehension.
The “Lower School Report of Conduct and Progress for Easter term 1872” from Belsize Manor,
Hampstead, finds the eight-year-old Schiller receiving “highly” and “very satisfactory” marksin
Geography and History, and “progressing rapidly” in English; but, as regards Writing, he is “not
careful, but improves.”?

This problem follows him in his transfer, at age ten, to the School at University College,
London, in 1874. Asregards Schiller’s *“conduct, diligence, and progress’ in subjects such as

Latin and Arithmetic, English and Geography, he usually places one (out of three), occasionally

two, and averages in the middle to upper portion of hisclass. But his Writing skill is noted as a

2 Scholastic Papers, Box Sixteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special
Callections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles.

45



“lit. slow,” his marks for diligence and progress are both three, and he is ranked thirty out of
thirty-one boys. What a difference a year makes. By the “Third Month of Lent Term [April]
1875 his Writing records have improved and, save for an extended absence in the second month
of the Summer Term [June], he consistently receives ones and twos in the three evaluation areas,
and averages near the top of his class in all subjects save Math.?

The anecdotal evidence suggests that this improvement carried over into Schiller’ stime
at the Rugby Boarding School, Rugby. 1n 1880, a age sixteen, his father received this report
from the Headmaster, Thomas William Jex-Blake:

My dear Sir

I am thoroughly content with your son. He has done a good term’s work; and a
good Examination for his age.

He has an excellent understanding, and many aptitudes: is pleasant to teach or to
deal with: and shines in confidence.

He is a little desponding if any part of his work falls below a high standard, e.g.
Verification; but this is not reasonable, for he does his worst work well, considering his
age, and isa very promising boy.

The Reports sent in to me, are

Math. Has ability but wants accuracy.

Optics. Very fair French. Hardly his best.

Altogether we should be thankful.

Y ours sincerely*

If anything, there was little semblance of the fellow who had been a little slow at the School at
University College. “While at Rugby he showed decided symptoms of intelligence, so he was

picked as a probable winner in the scholastic race and put in training for the classical

3 “University College, London, School Reports,” June 1874-July 1877, Scholastic Papers, Box Sixteen, F.
C. S. Schiller Papers (Callection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library,
University of California, Los Angeles.

* Thomas William Jex-Blake, Rugby, to Ferdinand Schiller, Sr., 20 December 1880, Scholastic Papers, Box
Sixteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research
Library, University of California, Los Angeles.
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scholarships.”®> These scholarships provided the monies—in the form of prizes for which
classmates would compete in the recitation of classical verses and the like—that covered one's
stay at the school.® Should the student be particularly adept, these competitions could help pave
his (girls were not admitted until 1976) way into one of Oxford’s colleges by way of what was
known as the Balliol Scholarship. Both of which happened. “Much as Schiller detested making
verses in adead language, he did it so well that he got a Major Exhibition. This gave him three
hundred and fifty dollars for five years as well as four hundred and fifty dollars in Exhibitions
from Rugby.”’ On 17 October 1882, Schiller matriculated to Balliol.

It isdifficult to overstate the import of Schiller’s arrival at Balliol. Slosson manages to
do so. At the same time, however, he accurately assesses the world to which Schiller was being
entrusted. Having secured the scholarship, Schiller was free to continue his education at a good
school.

But it also meant that he had sold himself to run in a harness for another four years at

Balliol and was obliged to master a philosophy which he already felt to be afraud. T. H.

Green had died just before Schiller came up and had been sainted for the greater glory of

Balliol, and it seemed to the tutors good pedagogy to set their pupils to begin the study of

philosophy with Green’s “Prolegomenato Ethics.” Most of the boys confronted with this

abstruse introduction came to the conclusion that it was a wonderful metaphysics because
they could not see any sense init. Schiller very curiously came to the opposite
conclusion from the same premise.®

That the eighteen year old Schiller, like many eighteen year olds, might have been a bit of arebel

is hardly far-fetched. That he had already pronounced as “a fraud” philosophy, one assumes of

® Edwin E. Slosson, Six Major Prophets (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 1917), 199.

® Not that the costs associated with Rugby were exorbitant. Around the time of Schiller’s stay, and Jex-
Blake' s tenure, the tension between students headed for a university career and those who were destined to agrarian
or commerce-based occupations were still being worked through. For more on this period of time, see J. B. Hope
Simpson, “Recovery,” Rugby Since Arnold (London: Macmillan, 1967), 101-31.

" Slosson, Six, 200.

8 Slosson, Six, 200.
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the idealistic sort, isless likely. It isfar more even-handed to say, given what the records do and
do not say, that Schiller rapidly came to view Balliol, and Oxford by extension, as out of step
with his developing philosophical views. Key to this developing schism were three men who
stood large in the dealings of Oxford at the time: Benjamin Jowett, Thomas Hill Green, and
Francis Herbert Bradley. And all three men were witness to what is best expressed, as one reads
through the commentaries on them and Oxford at the time, as a Jamesian ‘ buzzing confusion’: a
conflicted reliance on the classics in the Examination System, the emerging influence of
Darwinian evolutionary theories, and a newly articulated social/philosophical approach by way
of German, rather than English, exemplars.

Like the competitive system at Rugby, Oxford found itself beholden to a system far
different than the one that had existed at the start of the 19" century. Then, the passing of exams
was heralded with scraps of paper barely worth the printing. But, by the 1870s, the examinations
were part and parcel of an undergraduate student’s life, with Balliol emerging as the leader in
Greats system. The Greats represented, in the views of many, the culmination of the Victorian
education. It was atwo part examination system which exemplified what it meant to be atruly
“cultured” University student: (1) Classic Moderations, or Mods., with a focus on “language and
literature”; and (2) Literae Humaniores, or Lit. Hums., with a focus on “history and

n9

philosophy.”” Concomitant with this development was the bureaucratic system by which it was
carried out. Reams of paperwork were published for both studying and heralding the
examinations. Localized examination agencies were set up throughout the country. And Oxford,

in 1882, cemented the rise of the system with the opening of the opulent and self-evidently titled

® Richard Jenkyns, “The Beginning of the Greats, 1800-1872,” in The History of the University of Oxford,
vol. 4, Nineteenth Century Oxford, Part |, eds. M. G. Brock and M. C. Curthoys (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997),
513.
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Examination Schools. The writer John Ruskin, returning to his alma mater, responded in a
manner not out of step with the views Schiller would express later in life. He “found the
influence of examinations all-pervasive as compared with his undergraduate days, [and] thought
it ‘expressive of the tendencies of the age’ that Oxford had spent avast sum on a highly
ornamental building ‘for the torture and shame of her scholars.’”*°

Jowett (1817-1893), within this milieu, provides the organizational foil to Schiller’s
developing antagonisms. As atutor since the 1840s and the Master of Balliol from 1870-1893,
Jowett was beset with the task of adapting Balliol to the redlities of the time. He had, in essence,

to meld his own views to aworld that had witnessed the publication of Darwin’s The Origin of

Species by Means of Natural Selection (1859). His answer was a novel synthesis (no pun

intended) of religious belief and progressive interpretation. In 1860, Jowett and several peers

published Essays and Reviews. Therein, he “argued that the Bible must be interpreted like any

other book, if it isto be understood properly.”** Rather than cast a death knell for religion (as
some harsh critics assumed), Jowett saw this as a corrective in favor of religion in an age of
reason. Like other religious men of the time, “he believed the greatest danger to religion was to
be found, not in reason or science, but rather in the possibility that intelligent and good men
might reject what istruein Christianity because of the implausible form in which it was

presented to them . . .”*? At the same time, Jowett was perhaps most responsible for instilling in

19M. C. Courthoys, “The Examination System,” in The History of the University of Oxford, vol. 4,
Nineteenth Century Oxford, Part I, eds. M. G. Brock and M. C. Curthoys (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997), 340.

1 Qtd. in Melvin Richter, The Politics of Conscience: T. H. Green and His Age (London: Weidenfeld and
Nicolson, 1964), 71.

12 Richter, The Palitics, 63.
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Green, his student, an interest in German philosophical thought. But by the time of Schiller’s
arrival, Jowett can be found already to exclaim:

‘I have been reading German philosophy,” he writes on August 10 [1881]—‘an old love

towhich | return. It has died in Germany and come to England. But it iswith regret | see

the amount of genius that has been spent in spinning imaginary systems. Yet | seem to
get something from them, though not what their authors intended.’*®
One of Jowett’s “disciples’ puts the point of difference humorously such: “They say at Oxford
that both Jowett and T. H. Green plunged into the whirlpool of German metaphysics, that Green
was permanently engulfed, but that Jowett at least made his escape.”**

Whether an escape or retreat for the old don, his younger pupil was not simply taken over
by Hegel. If anything, Green (1836-1882) is seen molding a Hegelian skin around the particular
needs of his British context. Like Jowett, Green attempts to make sense out of the classical and
religious traditions of Oxford while, at the same time, adapting them to the implications of: (1)
an enlarged (Germanic) philosophical viewpoint, and (2) a new scientific (Darwinian)
worldview. And it isno oversimplification to suggest that these changes in Oxford coincided
with the dates that Green spent there. The question iswhat approach did Green take? In agloss,
Green took to enlarging and abstracting the more traditional religious notion of God so that it
was “in someway immanent within all creation, possibly evolving in creation.”*> A God made
Good, or Absolute, could thereby envelop, or subsume, the changes suggested in a Darwinian

account of nature. It could respond to the objections of those who wished to enshrine the

Lockean and Humean (British) approaches over and against the Kantian and Hegelian (German)

13 Qtd. in Evelyn Abbott and Lewis Campbell, The Life and Letters of Benjamin Jowett, vol. 2 (New York:
E. P. Dutton, 1897), 186-7.

4 Liond A. Tollemache, Benjamin Jowett: Master of Balliol (London: Edward Arnold, nd), 70.

5 Andrew Vincent, introduction to The Philosophy of T. H. Green (Aldershot, U.K.: Gower, 1986), 6.
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counterpoints. Green labeled the promoters of the former view “sophists’ and, in 1868,
chastised them. AsW. H. Walsh explains:
Inan all too brief characterization of the type of thinking involved Green mentions four
points: that it works with sharp dichotomies which a sounder philosophy would leave
fluid; that it ‘abhors the analysis of knowledge', meaning, | think, that it takes the facts of
the cognitive and conative situations as revealed in immediate consciousness as final and
uncontroversial; that it accepts certain key ideas without further investigating their
origins or establishing their validity through critical examinations; finally, that it must
‘ultimately be skeptical and destructive', the first because it is in too much of ahurry to
be consistent, the second because * its dichotomous formulae are inadequate to
comprehend the real world of morals, religion and law’.*
In the period of time between his entrance into the school in 1855 and his death in 1882, Green
worked—as student, fellow, tutor and then professor—to develop this more fluid philosophy and
to bring it to fruition within the halls of Oxford. And Green, like his mentor, sought out ways to
apply his philosophical approach. While Jowett primarily attended to the governance and
dominance of the school with which he came to be so intimately associated, Green branched out
to engage in political reforms such as the temperance movement. Philosophy at thistime was, to
be sure, active inside and outside the walls of Oxford."’
In contrast to Jowett’s and Green’s philosophical approaches, Bradley (1846-1924) seems

out of sorts. To push this point too far would be unfair as Bradley. For, unlike the previous, he

was the young heir to the academic groundwork laid by Jowett a Balliol and the philosophical

W, H. Walsh, “Green’s Criticism of Hume,” The Philosophy of T. H. Green (Aldershot, U.K.: Gower,
1986), 23. Though it is beyond the scope of this project, readersinterested in a further contextualization of Green’s
philosophical views are directed to Thomas Hill Green, Works of Thomas Hill Green, vals. 1-3 (London, Longmans,
Green, and Company, 1885; 1886; 1888).

" This cursory statement asto the reform work of both Jowett and Green, nor the analysis which follows,
should in no way undercut the substantial work they did in pursuit of their philosophical/social/religious objectives.
Those interested in the reform work of Green are directed to Peter Gordon and John White, Philosophers as
Educational Reformers: The Influence of Idealism on British Education Thought and Practice (London: Routledge
and Kegan Paul, 1979). For an ingitutiona and largely positive assessment of the work of Jowett, see John Jones,
“On the Crest of a Wave: Jowett’sBalliol,” in Balliol College: A History, 2d ed. (Oxford: University Press, 1997),
202-24.
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outline that Green articulated. When A. M. Quinton suggests, that alongside the public and
academic work of Green, Bradley “looks pretentious and self-indulgent,”*® he is upholding oft-
raised impressions but not holding to manners. That being said, it is not at all easy to develop a
positive picture of the man. Often sickly and by even sympathetic accounts somewhat reclusive,
Bradley existed in arealm that was, for good and ill, largely cut off from the day to day affairs of
Oxford life. Even Philip MacEwen, in a book dedicated to an exploration of Bradley’ s thoughts,
couches his analysis in ambivalence. He labels his work an “example of trying to understand
Bradley as much as possible on his own terms.”*® What, then, of those terms? Like Green,
Bradley was an inheritor of the German infusion into Oxford's canon fostered by Jowett. Unlike
Green, and owing to his particular circumstances—tenured as a Merton Fellow in 1870, he

taught no classes and remained in that position till his death—Bradley pushed the implications of

Absolute Idealism (or British Hegelianism, and sometimes intellectualism) further in the
metaphysical direction and was it’s times most heralded exponent. In simplified form,
something detractors and defenders both admit particularly difficult when discussing Bradley,
the most crucial component of his philosophy, and the one that will undergo substantial analysis
later, isthis: that which isreal isnot contradictory. As Philip Ferreria explains:

Indeed, the difference between what is understood as ultimately real and what is not (that

isto say, “appearance’) is most often stated by Bradley in just theseterms. Thereal, we
aretold, isreal precisely because it contains no contradiction or inconsistency. Its

8 A. M. Quinton, Absolute Idealism, David Hicks Lecture on Philasophy, British Academy (London:
Oxford University Press, 1971), 3. To be clear, Quinton’s assessment of Absolute Idealism is one amongst
numerous and often detailed sudies. Severa, ranging from older treatise to newer analyses, that interested readers
might find useful include: G. Watts Cunningham, The Idealist Argument in Recent British and American Philosophy
(Freeport: Books for Libraries Press, 1933; reprint 1967); Peter P. Nicholson, The Pdlitical Philosophy of the British
Idedlists (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990); Sandra M. Den Otter, British Idealism and Social
Explanation: A Study in Late Victorian Thought (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996); W. J. Mander, ed., Anglo-
American Idealism, 1865-1927 (London: Greenwood Press, 2000).

19 Philip MacEwen, introduction to Ethics, Metaphysics and Religion in the Thought of F. H. Bradley
(Lewiston, NY: The Edwin Mélen Press, 1996), xxiii.
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diverse aspects and differentiated elements are such as to aways be both wholly
intelligible and completely necessary. . . . he believes the internal structure of reality to
always possess a “reason why” and a “because” that would—if we could apprehend it—
provide a complete satisfaction to our fundamental need to know.?
Thisis Green’s criticism of the “sophists’ taken on afar larger scale. It denigrates the argument
from experience even as it privileges the experience of the isolated thinker. Thisisa
metaphysical system posited, not on the traditional views of British empiricists, but on an
evolutionary synthesis postulated, though not as yet experienced, by the mind.

In reviewing the preceding, it is difficult nowadays to understand the impact this
philosophic and academic arena would have on a newly minted and freshly rewarded student
such as Schiller. But, if we recall my comment as regards the buzzing confusion of these times,
we can also reach some conclusions. By the time Schiller reached Balliol’ s halls, Absolute
Idealism had become the operative mode of philosophic thought at Oxford. In responseto the
crisis of religious conscience aroused by Darwin and in answer to the political needs of the
times, Absolute Idealism—still intermingled with connecting strands of classical thought from
Aristotle and others—exerted its will upon the new rows of students. And what will. As
Quinton argues, it “arose in something very like a philosophical vacuum,” and “exercised full
intellectual authority in Britain in the three decades between 1874 and 1903.”%  But a vacuum

may be an imperfect metaphor. Subject to the philosophical right of way given to Absolute

Idealism, Schiller is seen to be pushing against the walls of the halls in which he excelled.

2 philip Ferreira, Bradley and the Structure of Knowledge (Albany: State University of New York Press,
1999), 98.

2L Quinton, Absolute, 5.
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22 KEYSTOTHE RIDDLE: SCHILLER'SFORMATIVE WRITINGS

Unlike his early years, there is more public and private documentation related to Schiller’ stime

at Balliol. The Balliol Register, for its part, summarizes these details: Schiller received alst in

Classic Moderations in 1883; a 1st in Literae Humanitores and his B.A. in 1886; and hewas a
Taylorian Scholar in German in 1887.% These items alone attest to the fact that, as much as he
may have found the processes surrounding him fraudulent, he excelled in giving his getters what
they wished. Yet the varied writings found in his diary and notebooks?® suggest the Schiller was
dealing with at least three concomitant issues: (1) his frustration with histraining at Balliol as it
related to, (2) the hypocrisy of the established views of religion, and (3) the philosophical
implications of, and problems with, holding to them in the world post-Darwin.

One note, upon first glance, seems rather banal. But, upon inspection, it pointsto
frustrations that Schiller would carry with him throughout his career:

May 8: Happy Thought. [words crossed out] The Use of Radicals after Death. To

suggest novelties in punishment to His Satanic Majesty. (c.s) ‘Ah’ exclaimed Mr.

Stockton (Tyndall) “the whole teachings of that school (Jenkinson-Jowett-Broad-Church)

have always seemed to me nothing more than a few fragments of science imperfectly

understood, obscured by a few fragments of Christianity imperfectly remembered.” You

forget that Dr. Jenkinsons Christianity isreally a new firm trading under an old name +
trying to purchase the goodwill of the former establishment.” (Leslie).

2 The Balliol College Register, 1833-1933, 2d ed., ed. Sir Ivo Elliot (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1934), 134.

% A note regarding the transcription of notebooks and letters: in all cases | have attempted to hold to the
original formatting, spelling, and punctuation found in these documents. In cases where the transcription cannot be
guaranteed, it isindicated with (?); all other ingtances of parenthetical comment arethe original authors. Where the
document contains what seemsto be an obvious error, it isindicated with [sic]. In cases where theinformation is
crossed out but illegible, it isindicated by [ ] containing either a partial/potential transcription or an explanation.
Any abbreviation of the text isnoted by way of dlipses. Additional [ ] include information, such as full names or
biographic dates, that might aid the reader in understanding the materialstherein. In cases where such information
would detract from the flow of the document, additional material will be provided in footnotes. At least one symbol
needs additional clarification. In certain cases authorsused /" as shorthand for “the.”
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‘It is simply our modern atheism trying to hide its own nakedness, for the benefit of the
more prudish part of the public, in the cast off grave clothes of a Christ, who, whether he
he [sic] rises or no, is very certainly, as the angel said ‘Not here.’ (New Republic)®

Several issues of context are needed. Stockton (Tyndall) is Prof. John Tyndall, a contemporary

of Benjamin Jowett’s. The Jenkinson referred to is Jowett, in which he is recast as the offspring

of the earlier Balliol Headmaster Richard Jenykins. And Broad and Church are Schiller’s

references to those liberal minded Anglican religious leaders, like Jowett, common at Balliol and
known as Broad Churchmen (as opposed to their conservative counterparts, the High
Churchmen). The [Robert] Lesliereferred to is a student named William Money Hardinge, who
is alleged to have had a homosexual affair with a candidate for proctorship, Walter Pater, whose
ascension Jowett blocked after having been his friend. The whole affair, with the “coded” names
in place, was written about by another Balliol student and philosopher, William Hurell Mallock,

in hiswork The New Republic: Culture, Faith, and Philosophy in an English Country House

(1878).%

Why such entry? Not only does it take aim at the prevailing religious views at Balliol,
but it suggests a certain aversion to what they suggest philosophically. And why the comment,
initialed by him, about the use of Radicals (which many of the Broad Churchmen were seen to
be)? It isclear that Schiller was in on the message of the satire, otherwise his entry would not
have included Tyndall, Broad, or Church in parentheticals. A later entry suggests that Schiller

saw hypocrisy in the piety of those who wished to downplay the humanity of others so asto erect

2 F. C. S. Schiller, 8 May 1883, Notebook #11, n.p., 1882-1899, Diary, Box Eleven, F. C. S. Schiller
Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, CharlesE. Young Research Library, University of
Cdlifornia, Los Angeles.

% pater isthe subject of several websites. The details of this “affair,” on which the above is appreciatively
based, can befound in: Laurel Brake and lan Small, eds., “Estrangement and Connection: Walter Pater, Benjamin
Jowett, and William M. Hardinge,” Pater in the 1900s, available from www.uncg.edu/eng/et/pater/index.html,
Internet.
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their own conscriptions: “June 6-June 7: There is only one commandment + that is‘Don’'t be
found out.” It includes all others for with a future life, we may be sure that God will find out
punish wickedness + without it it isall we want.”?® Again, we should stop to contextualize this
comment. John Jones notesthat, as early as 1881, Jowett had developed areputation “as a
pompous know-all” that was summed up in an anonymous broadsheet:

First comel. My nameisJW-TT,

There’ s no knowledge but | know it.

| am Master of this College.

What | don’t know isn’'t knowledge.”’
But how does this relate to Schiller’ s notebook entry? There is an aphorism ascribed to Jowett
which reads; “Be areformer. Don't be found out.”?® Clearly, or at least relatively so, we can
assert that something about the Broad Church reformer(s) struck Schiller as flawed. Lessthan a
year later, Schiller injects a bit of levity into hisruminations. And it already demonstrates his
talent for mixing humor and criticism as regards such solemn, for some, matters. “January 24:
‘Y es he was a very pious man, but his faith was of the kind that moves laughter.’ (c.s.).”?® These
points are actually quite in line with the more robust theory of humanism that Schiller would
develop in later years. What good is any standard that, conscientiously applied, ends in us doing

more harm than good? As Schiller statesin January 1884:

For although in the abstract we should never do wrong for ap any purpose whatever, yet
as soon as we translate thought into action we find that it is impossible not to be

% F. C. S. Schiller, 6 June-7 June 1883, Notebook #11, n.p., 1882-1899, Diary, Box Eleven, F. C. S.
Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University
of California, Los Angeles.

%" Jones, Ballidl, 222.

% Jones, Balliol, 224; also in Abbott and Campbell, The Life, 1, 78.

2 F. C. S. Schiller, 24 January 1884, Notebook #11, n.p., 1882-1899, Diary, Box Eleven, F. C. S. Schiller

Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, CharlesE. Young Research Library, University of
Cdlifornia, Los Angeles.
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perpetualy sinning. | mean that as Absolute Good + Absolute Evil do not exist on Earth

we cannot do an absolutely good or absolutely bad action. . . . This doctrine ceases

therefore to be immoral as soon as we realize that we are what we are in consequence of

our own actions. eithernathistife If it is objected that it makes VValue identical with +

dependent upon Knowledge | would answer that it undoubtedly explains the fact that

Virtue is so dependent. . . . Unless some such principle as that of the ends justifying the

means is adopted all moral action is rendered impossible.®
For Schiller absolute injunctions, even those couched in the most benevolent of terms, turn out to
be flaccid in the world of everyday experience.

But Schiller was already, informally and formally, moving beyond the realm of everyday
experience. Hisearly interest in psychical research isclearly in view. Inalengthy entry, dated
20 June 1884, Schiller relays his involvement in a*“slate writing séance” featuring the medium
William Eglington (1858-1933). %' He was accompanied by another young academic, All Souls’
Fellow William Chadwick Oman (1860-1946). The premise is that the medium, acting under
the influences of spirits (ethereal, not potable), provides the writings of the dead upon the slate.

Schiller’s explanation includes a description of the room as well as adiagram. After several

% F. C. S. Schiller, 3 March 1884, Notebook #11, n.p., 1882-1899, Diary, Box Eleven, F. C. S. Schiller
Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, CharlesE. Young Research Library, University of
California, Los Angeles. Schiller goes on: “For cases are perpetually arising in which we approve of actionsin fact
we consider them to be among the noblest actions of mankind —which when analyzed are seen to be contrary to the
letter of the Moral Law. Hence either we must extend the moral law to include these cases which isimpossible as
they represent circumstances of the exact contrary, or abandon the Moral Law, or Reconcile Theory + Practice by
some such Principle asthe one | am defending. . . . it isuselessto close our eyes to the fact that the Moral Law can
be universally applied only in a[sic] an Ideal + Perfect World + that it will not work in the world in which we must
live act + suffer.”

3 The medium at the center of thisentry, Eglinton, was arather scandalous fellow. A galvanizing figurein
the early days of the SPR, charges of fraud and deception led to serious debate asto the scope and methods of
Society. By 1886 many within the SPR saw Eglinton as symptomatic of the problems researchers faced in trying to
legitimate their area of inquiry. For an even-handed account of the historical development of psychical research,
and one that discusses the religious and philosophical issuesto which it can be seen asaresponse, oneisdirected to
Janet Oppenheim, The Other World: Spiritualism and Psychical Research in England, 1850-1914 (London:
Cambridge University Press, 1985). To be clear, interest in psychical research and/or spiritualism affected both
upper and lower classes of society, often in glaringly different ways. For a sympathetic reading of thelatter’s
reaction to psychical research see Logie Barrow, Independent Spirits. Spiritualism and English Plebeians, 1850-
1910 (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1986).
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failed attempts, and two minor engagements with other spirits, another spirit manifests itself and
provides the following message upon the slate:

We are glad to be able to give you this convincing proof of our power under conditions

that are impossible as far asis at present known. Spiritualism must be of value to you in

%gggﬂly livesif you will but apply it; and it will bring you much comfort in the hour of
Schiller leaves impressed as to the believability of the sitting, commenting on the manner of the
message’ s inscription and how it diverged in form from the other two manifestations. And he
concludes his entry stressing that his account, written a day after the sitting, was undertaken
without recourse to embellishment.

The details of this entry are warranted on several counts. First, thisisthe earliest account
of Schiller’ s lengthy involvement in psychical research.  Assuch, it establishes his willingness
to explore issues of religion and philosophy in ways not commonly accepted then or now.
Second, and in reference to the discussion preceding it, it helpsto contextualize how Schiller
responded to the circumstances of his surroundings. Asdifficult as it may be to now fathom,
increased interest in psychical research corresponded with the rise of Absolute Idealism and,
more generally, with crisis of conscience experienced by those coming to terms with unsteady
mix of religion and science in Victorian England. Schiller’sinterest in psychical research, then,
is an alternative to the philosophical and religious approaches dominant at Oxford at the time. It
also contains a crucial component related to his philosophy: the application of ideas. This spirit
or, more likely, Eglington, supplied two young academics with the suggested extension of the

philosophy prevalent a thetimes. Schiller took the message to heart. He signaled the

authenticity of hisinterest when, by the end of 1884, he was listed as an associate to the British

% F. C. S Schiller, “Record of a Séance,” 20 June 1884, Notebook #12, n.p., 1882-1896, Diary, Box
Eleven, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research
Library, University of California, Los Angeles.
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SPR; by May of the following year, he was listed as a member of the newly formed Oxford
branch of the same.®

Asof July 1885, Schiller is holding to an inter-active view of religion and philosophy in
accord with his entry date 3 March 1884 (“we are what we are in consequence of our own
actions’). Ashe states, “Religion is akind incarnate Philosophy, materialized in institutions. . . .
Philosophy differs fr. atheory in that the end of the one is Action of the other is Knowledge.”
What, then, isthe “theory” of which he is speaking? It would seem to be that other frustration of
the time, science. “Science can never become areligion for it is of its essence to be tentative,
hypothetical, aims up at Knowledge, whereas Rel. is necess. Dogmatic, aiming at action. . . . Sci
can never consider any thing certain must always be ready to examine + accept new facts
conflicting with the old or rather the old interpretation. Hence it cannot afford a bias for action.”
By being theory bound, science is static, tentative. But then Schiller adds this: “Really the
interpretation of the fact is far the more important thing + we can hardly take a step without
theorizing.”* The point seems conflicted, even contradictory, at first glance. Yet it again points
to Schiller’s developing philosophical views. Here action is interpreting, is theorizing; it isthe
step after science, as Schiller defines it, where the speculation has been turned into the
consequence of acting on what has been considered. But it is Schiller’ s entry eight days later

which gives a clue asto what isto come: “1 don’t think Christianity will perish, it is the only

3 “New Members and Associates,” Journal of the Society for Psychical Research 1 (December 1884): 117;
“Oxford Branch of the Society for Psychical Research,” Journal of the Society for Psychical Research 1 (May
1885): 375.

% F.C. S. Schiller, 14 July 1885, Notebook #11, n.p., 1882-1899, Diary, Box Eleven, F. C. S. Schiller
Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, CharlesE. Young Research Library, University of
Cdlifornia, Los Angeles.
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alterative to pessimism.”* Schiller is stating his conflict plainly. Inareligion without God and
in a science without action, one is reduced to being, for the one, a player in a partially written
play, for the other, a victim of chance. Isthere an alternative?

It seemsthat thereis. Inan undated diary entry from December 1886 the twenty-two
year old Schiller, fresh off receiving a First in his Lit. Hum., is finding a way out of the grips of
pessimism. He finds the revolution in histhinking striking: “A mighty change has come over the
spirit of my dream since the last phil. entriesin this book.”*® And it is, again, a contextual
solution born of his recent experiences. As he goesonto sate:

It is not that Pes. can be disproved or that its practical impos. is anything of an arg. agst.

itstruth, but it necss. disposes us to seek of pess. a positive solution wh. shall not be

dheen unworkable if one can be found that will explain the facts. And the one condition
any such a positive solution | had long recognized to be the doctrine of the immortality of
the soul. Of thisdoctrine | have lately acquired a far greater practical certainty (tho’
already always theoretically holding it) owing chiefly to some Planchette writing expr.
carried on last summer. Nor will | deny that afirst in Greats made many things appear in
asomewhat diff. light, tho’ the changes had commenced before this. The result isthat |
have become a convert to Optimism + inclined to hold that all will end well + that all’s
well that does so.

Schiller realizes thisis not alogical proof given the world around him: “. . . this view cannot be

disproved in any world wh. contains evil + hence Optimism must in the last resort be a matter of

Faith (not of Hope, for we must act on (practical) certainties + not on probabilities).”

% F.C. S. Schiller, 22 July 1885, Notebook #11, n.p., 1882-1899, Diary, Box Eleven, F. C. S. Schiller
Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, CharlesE. Young Research Library, University of
Cdlifornia, Los Angeles.

% F. C. S. Schiller, December 1886, Notebook #11, n.p., 1882-1899, Diary, Box Eleven, F. C. S. Schiller
Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, CharlesE. Young Research Library, University of
Cdlifornia, Los Angeles. The catalyst for this change, aside from the personal factors he goes on to mention, is
reading Herbert Spencer’s Data of Ethics (1879).
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He also realizes, as aguide to action, optimism promises only tentative guidance. But, by
being tentative, it is also open to revision and improvement. At the end of the month, he adds a
supplement which reads, in part:

Evol. can no more explain why certain actions shd. call forth moral feeling any more than
why others shd. give rise to intellectual or ether pleasurable feeling. . . . aimost
everything has been considered R or W. at diff. times + in diff places + that cases may
arise in wh. it isalmost imposs to tell wh. side isright + wh. wrong. . . Hence the
instability + variation in our judgments of R. + W. If we wish to oppose a certain
proposa we first shew say we don't like it + it wd be unpleasant for us, if pressed give
reasons for thinking it unwise + finally work ourselves up into calling it wrong.

“Criminal folly’ isthe strongest epithet we giveto it. But it istruethat the we are usually
way in the habit of regarding some thgs asis[sic] as merely pleasant or painful, of others
aswise or foolish + others as right + wrong +itis-enly (mainly bec to show athg is
painful isthe most obvious way of preventing it, then to show it isfoolish + it isonly in
the minority of cases third time that we need fall back on the triarii [third line of Roman
defenseg] of dissuasion, the mor. judg.) . . . Hence it follows that what we call moral. is
susceptible of growth + change + that many things wh. are ebvieusly seen to be
conducive to the objective end are yet not recognized as Duties. . .*’

This theory still holds to some vestiges of Spencer’s ethical theory.® But the comment on
Duties points to the fact that Schiller sees this theory as extending beyond Kantian metaphysics.

He concludes: “this doctrine of Ethics wd. correspond [inserted: “is an extension of”] to the

3" F. C. S. Schiller, 29 December 1886, Notebook #11, n.p., 1882-1899, Diary, Box Eleven, F. C. S.
Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University
of California, Los Angeles. Itisin this supplement that Schiller expresses several disagreements with Spencer. At
one point Schiller writes: “It is then true neither in apriori theory nor in historically [sic] fact that Eval. tendsto
increase Hap. (H. Spencers doctrinethat it must bec. all activities tend to become pleas. false bec. his deeshet
theory of pleas. false. + he does not consider pleas. activ. wh. become indifferent + mechanical).” The argument
that Schiller is critiquing is found in the chapter “Relativity of Pain and Pleasures’: *Pleasure being producible by
the exercise of any structure which isadjusted to its special end, he will see the necessary implication to be, that,
supposing it consistent with maintenance of life, thereisno kind of activity which will not become a source of
pleasure if continued, and that therefore pleasure will eventually accompany every mode of action demanded by
social conditions’ (Herbert Spencer, The Data of Ethics [1879, reprint; New Y ork: American Home Library, 1902],
215).

% As an example, Schiller argues towards the end of this supplement: “just as we believe that there exists
an Absolute Truth, corresponding to our rational faculty, although [word crossed out] all truth to the latter at present
isonly relative, so we must believe that there exists an Absolute Right + Wrong corresponding to our own [word
unclear] consciousness atho’ toit R + W areas yet relative.” This comment seems to correspond to Spencer’s
distinction between Absolute Ethics (“for theideal man under theimplied ideal conditions’) and Relative Ethics
(“by the actual men under existing conditions’) as relates to the division of ethics more generally into the categories
of persona and social (Data, 326-7).
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Kantian doctrine of Knowledge + Noumenal [that which can be conceived but not experienced]
R. + W wd like Noumenal Truth be merely a limiting conception while ordinary actual Moral.
like ordinary phenomenal Truth wd be based on experience.”

On a metaphysical level, Schiller is grappling with arather large question. Itisa

guestion that Spencer raised in First Principles: “To understand how Science and Religion

express opposite sides of the same fact—the one its near or visible side, and the other its remote
or invisible side—this it is which we must attempt; and to achieve this must profoundly modify
our general Theory of Things.”** On a personal level, Schiller isworking through the tensions
found in his diary entries of 14 and 22 July 1885. Such work call for the integration of an unruly
mass of materials—his psychical research experience, the process of the Greats, the works of
Spencer and Kant—so asto develop a clearer philosophical picture. It isan attempt that finds
him within proximity of, if not amidst, the Idealists—a division of what is experienced and what

is felt—and till at a distance from the pragmatism and humanism he would later develop.*

% Herbert Spencer, First Principles (1860, reprint; New York: American Home Library, 1902), 36). As
with the Data of Ethics, Schiller also disagrees with several of theimplications that Spencer draws here. An undated
notebook entry, entitled “Herbert Spencer’s Firgt Principles: Casua Reflections,” takesissue with alot of the
definitional ground that Spencer stakes out asregards the relations of religion and science. But Schiller, in support
of my contention that he is attempting to merge what were conflicted strainsin his previous writings, adds: “Not
only isit probable that the recognized ‘facts of Science' form but an infinitesimally small portion of the Truth, +
thus that their antagonism with Religion is apparent only, but more than thisit is safe to hazard the assertion that it is
not the known facts but only the current theories to explain them that are at present antagonistic to Religion. What
believersin Religion can doubt that the true + ultimate Science will some day be revealed to the intelligence of those
who have made themselves worthy to receive it, as but another another [sic] aspect of thetrue + ultimate Religion?’
(F. C. S. Schiller, “Note Four,” n.d., Notebook #11, n.p., 1882-1899, Diary, Box Eleven, F. C. S. Schiller Papers
[Coallection 191], Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Young Research Library, University of California,
Los Angeles.

“9 The degree to which Schiller is till beholden to, but struggling with, Idedlist conceptsisclear in this
entry from 1887: “If Idealism proves anything it proves that the Kosmos exist not only in Mind but in our Mind +
the process from the 2™ to the 1% tho' sheltering itself under the convenient esreeption assertion that the > ind the <
isreally surreptitious. Yet if we once admit that the Kosmos existsin our indiv. mind the old difficulty recurs wh.
has ever been the stronghold of realism viz how can there bea Kosmos at al wh. existsonly in our mind? And if
theit existsin the indiv mind how can it be shared by more than 1? Upon these diff. the ana ogy of the mesmeric
hallucination throws some light. For while the mesmerism will can [sic] constitute a Kosmos for his subject he can
equally easily make the subjects part of one another’ s kosmos, wh. is precisely what isthe casein the world acc to
Idealism. In pt. of fact we have little ground for speaking of the personality of finite beings; it isan ideal wh. like all
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Such labors will culminate in 1891’ s Riddles of the Sphinx. But life has away of interrupting

weighty exposition.

The mundane issue of money interrupted the process of writing. In 1887, after receiving
his Taylorian Scholarship, Schiller sought out a position teaching German at Eton that might
supply him with the necessary funds to return to Oxford, complete his thesis, and receive his
M.A.* Littleisknown of histime at Eton. P. Hatfield, Eton College Archivist, provides this
information: “He was in fact here from January 1888 to July 1889 as Foreign Language
Assistant. Dr. Warre, the Head Master, reporting his engagement to the New Governing Body in
February 1888.”%* If we take Schiller at hisword, from the very beginning it was just ajob, and

not a particularly enjoyable one at that. 1n 1888, only three months into his stay, he writes: “. . . |

that isid. belongs unconditionally only to the Infinite (Lotze Micro 687 Trans) —” (F. C. S. Schiller, 7 March 1887,
Notebook #11, n.p., 1882-1899, Diary, Box Eleven, F. C. S. Schiller Papers[Collection 191], Department of Special
Collections, Charles E. Young Research Library, University of California, Los Angdles). It ispossibleto track
down the actual lines heisreferencing in the actual text that is being referenced. Moreover, thelast line of hisentry
(italicized above) turns out to be an incompl ete quotation of Lotze; therest of the sentenceisasfollows: “. . . but
likeall that is good appertainsto us only conditionally and hence imperfectly” (Rudolph Hermann Lotze,
Microcosmus: An Essay Concerning Man and His Relation to the World, vols. 1-2, trans. Elizabeth Hamilton and E.
E. Constance Jones [Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark, 1885], 687). Thereason for leaving this out can only be inferred,
but it would seem that the issues of “conditionality” and “imperfection” were ones he was seeking to revise in what
cameto be Riddles of the Sphinx.

L |n advance of securing the position, Schiller solicited the recommendations of his wards at Rugby and
Balliol. Thefirst, T. W. Jex-Blake, wrote of Schiller:
Mr. Canning Schiller was under me at Rugby for several years, till ' 82, + was one of the ablest boys | had
in the VI"™ Form during 13 years of Headmastership. He had singular freshness of mind, and genuineness
of character; and | expected great things of him. Those who have known his Oxford work, can speak more
certainly of him; but he always had my good will + esteem, + | think highly of his powers + aims.
The second, Jowett, announces:
| have ahigh opinion of Mr. Schiller, who has been an Exhibitioner of Balliol College + has obtained a
First Class both inthe 1% + 2™ Public Examinations. Heisayoung man of excellent character, who
possesses a great deal of natural vigour + ability. Heisagood classica scholar + also | should think, an
unusually good German scholar. Heisfrank + pleasant in his manners + popular among his fellows.
| have no means of estimating his powers as ateacher; but | think that in other respectsasfar as| can
judge, he would be a very good master in a Public School. He was himself educated at Rugby.
(Thomas William Jex-Blake, 9 October 1887; Benjamin Jowett, 18 October 1887; Recommendations, Box Three, F.
C. S. Schiller Papers [Callection 191], Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library,
University of California, Los Angeles).

42 perspnal communication, 25 November 2003, email.
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desired to be a master of those that know, but have become only a master of those that don't
know.”*  Nor was he appreciably more impressed with the abilities of his colleagues: “+ if one
wanted to examine yr. know of Germ. one wd have to ex. it under amicroscope.”** Perhaps it
was best for all involved that Schiller took this “temporary” position for “just long enough” to
secure the funds he needed to complete hisM.A.*> But Schiller found at least two other ways to
fill histime at Eton. The first shows his developing use of psychical research within his
philosophical framework; the second demonstrates his ire at supposed affronts.

While Schiller was at Eaton he was most assuredly reading the pages of the Proceedings

and the Journal for Psychical Research and, particularly, the developing theories of Cambridge

classics professor Frederic William Henry Myers (1843-1901). Along with SPR founder and
Cambridge philosopher Henry Sidgwick (1838-1900), and others, such as author and founding
member of the Fabian Society—a precursor to the Labour Party in Britain—Frank Podmore
(1856-1910), Myers represented the first and most active generation of psychical researchers.
All of them saw the psychical as one potential way in which to harmonize the religious leanings
of their Victorian upbringing with the newer approaches to science.”® But it was Myer who

unabashedly mixed the two together, arguing that his psychology was “a science of the soul.”*’

“3F. C. S. Schiller, 29 March 1888, Notebook #11, n.p., 1882-1899, Diary, Box Eleven, F. C. S. Schiller
Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, CharlesE. Young Research Library, University of
Cdlifornia, Los Angeles.

“F. C. S Schiller, 26 October 1888, Notebook #11, n.p., 1882-1899, Diary, Box Eleven, F. C. S. Schiller
Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, CharlesE. Young Research Library, University of
Cdlifornia, Los Angeles.

5 R. R. Marett, “Ferdinand Canning Scott Schiller, 1864-1937,” Proceedings of the British Academy 23
(1937): 6.

“6 Oppenheim, The Other, 152.

4" Oppenheim, The Other, 155.
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One of Myers' s earliest projects is discussed in the January 1887 Proceedings of the

Society for Psychical Research. In*Automatic Writing” he argues that it demonstrates varied

states of consciousness. While Myers believes such automatism can have both intentional and
telepathic underpinnings, he urges that it may also indicate an evolutionary leap by which
“thoughts and feelings thus found issue which were in some respects deeper than the subject’s

ordinary consciousness.”*®

Such leaps would not signal a secondary automatic impulse—as
when the routine of learning to play a piano becomes instinctual through repetition—Dbut, rather,
a primary impulse heretofore thought beyond the realm of recognized volition.*® Central to
Myer’s claimis a very specific case study: aletter dated 22 January 1887 in which Schiller, his
brother, Ferdinand Nassau Schiller, and sister, Lisbeth, retell an instance of automatic writing.>
The Report of the General Meeting three months later is appreciative, even sympathetic, but
asserts that the conclusions must remain tentative until the mechanism(s) underlying

automatism—which includes “table tilting, trance speaking, and the like’—are better

understood.®* In March of 1888, Myers again insists on the importance of the topic and, again,

“8 Frederic W. H. Myers, “Automatic Writing.—I11,” Proceedings of the Society for Psychical Research 4
(28 January 1887): 215.

49 Myers suggestions, that what we take to be consciousness is only really alimited example of amyriad of
states of consciousness, involved him abind. On the one hand, it pointed to the suggestion of a soul that lives on,
and beyond, what is presently conceived asreality. Inthisregard, Myer’s work would seem resonant with Schiller’s
already developing belief in immortality. On the other hand, by positing instances of automatic writing as showing
heretofore unknown primary impulses, he threatened to break down the very personality so central to a claim for
immortality. Simply put, what exactly liveson? The problem, and one upon which Schiller and others would speak,
isthat Myers was never ableto answer that question. For adiscussion of this problem in Myer’swork, see
Oppenheim, The Other, 261.

* Frederic W. H. Myers, “Automatic Writing.—I11,” Proceedings of the Society for Psychical Research 4
(28 January 1887): 217.

*! “Report of the General Meeting,” Journal of the Society for Psychical Research 3 (March 1887): 68-9.
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utilizes a letter (dated 18 September 1887) from Schiller that recounts an instance of writing in
line with his theory.>

In March of 1889 Thomas Barkworth responds with a letter to the editor of the Journal of

the Society for Psychical Research entitled “Duplex versus Multiplex Personality.” He wonders
if Myers, rather than shining light on the multiplicity of personality, might be taking a split in
personality too far. Noting that Myers, in moving beyond cases of automatic writing, had to rely
on the testimony of persons with recognized mental conditions, Barkworth wonders if the
“spirit” being channeled may only be an indication that “something has got loose in the]ir]
head[s].” Better for Myers to recognize a “Duplex Personality” and one that is still taken as part
of the “irreducible Ego.”®® A month later Myer’sresponds. He believes that Barkworth's
attempt to save the Ego has led him to conflate it with the personality. For though the Muliplex
personality “splits up our psychical being into a number of co-ordinate personalities’ it does no
harm to the idea of a persisting Ego; rather, it points to the fact that the Ego “finds at different
moments very different channels or capacities of self-manifestation.”> Barkworth, for his part,

finds this an unacceptable continuance of conflation. A personality does not vary on awhim; it

*2 Frederic W. H. Myers, “Further Cases of Automatic Writing,” Journal of the Society for Psychical
Research 3 (March 1888): 232. It should be noted, however, that the letter in question refersto aMrs. Ellis. Itis
likely that thisis Edith Lees Ellis (1861-1916), the wife of Havelock Ellis, though it is possible that it is Sally Mills
Ellis (Mrs. Richard Cobb), a woman who corresponded with Charles S. Peirce.

>3 Thomas Barkworth, “Duplex versus Multiplex Personality,” Letter to the Editor, Journal of the Society
for Psychical Research 4 (April 1889): 60. Barkworth’s criticism about Myer’ s data was representative of the
general view taken by other psychol ogists, and psychical, researchers at the time. As Oppenheim notes, it wasn't
that hisreferences lacked for breadth. Rather, it was that the “quality of source materialsall provided grist for the
mill of Myer’sinventive talents, and he eagerly used the evidence that cameto hand. He used it, however, not to
refine his own research methods, nor to devise more judicious experiments, but to suggest the anal ogies that were
crucia to the development of hisargument” (The Other, 256).

> Frederic W. H. Myers, Letter to the Editor, Journal of the Society for Psychical Research 4 (April 1889):

60; 63.
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“isnot amood or gtate.” To rend the Ego apart by reference to varied personalities is to destroy
that which purportedly transcends one state of consciousness,>

In October 1889, Schiller steps in to attempt a mediation of the dispute and meditation on
the terms under consideration in a letter to the editor entitled “Multiplex Personality.” He frames
the crux of the debate thus: “What must be the inner constitution of the self so asto include the
phenomena of multiplex personality, and in what sense can we speak of ‘ secondary selves 7"°
Schiller sees the problem with Myers's and Barkworth's argument as the result of materialistic
interpretations of personality; that is, that multiple personality is an effect of “peculiar physical
conditions,” which render them only minor variations. These variations are then viewed as the
changes that the self undergoes in response to physical conditions, rather than as distinct and

separate secondary selves that exist in reference to a primary self.*’

Schiller suggests that the explanation lies in a non-materialistic interpretation whereby
the psychical can actually influence, change, or control the physical; where, for instance, “a
hypnotic suggestion can destroy something so physical as the pain of organic disease.”*® Such a
non-materialistic focus shifts the grounds and terms of the previous debate. Schiller wishesto

distinguish individuality, which is the character of “being an *individual’” possessed by all

*® Thomas Barkworth, “Duplex versus Multiplex Personality,” Letter to the Editor, Journal of the Society
for Psychical Research 4 (May 1889): 78.

*® F. C. S. Schiller, “Multiplex Personality,” Letter to the Editor, Journal of the Society for Psychical
Research 4 (October 1889): 146.

> Schiller, “Multiplex,” 147. The problem with the materialistic interpretation, as Schiller seesit, returns
usto theinitial Myers article. As Schiller states, “there seem to be an indefinite number of * secondary selves,” and
indefinite potentialities of multiplex personality inherent in each of us, and our present methods seem not to have
exhausted their numbers so much asto have limited their available paths of externalization.” Asan example,
Schiller asks how one squares the materialistic account with the fact that automatic writing is seemingly capabl e of
producing as many “secondary selves’ as the body is capable of rendering digitsto their service? His point is that
these secondary manifestations are not seemingly reducible to physical explanations.

%8 Schiller, “Multiplex,” 147.
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matter, as being less than the designation of personality. This use of personality, in contrast to

the materialistic term body, could be further improved upon by reference to a Transcendental

Ego, which would be inclusive of the non-materialistic components of: “the phenomenal self or

normal consciousness”; “the ‘ secondary selves .”*® If such a transcendent personality is

recognized as “the ideal or aim of the evolution of the other two” it renders Barkworth’s worries
moot insofar as the physical is acomponent part of alarger whole.®® This discussion points to
the increasing importance Schiller places on the persistence of personality.®* Another discussion
started just afew months later pointsto how persistent Schiller can be.

Sometime between 1897-1899, Schiller set to work on translating a part of Johann

Eduard Erdmann’s Grundriss der Geschichte der Philosophie [1865, revised 1878]. The 1890

English edition, A History of Philosophy, edited by Williston Samuel Hough, was a sprawling

three volume set in which Schiller is listed as being “late Exhibitioner of Balliol College,
Oxford” and having contributed “The Ancient Philosophy (vol. i, pp. 1-222).”% That same year,

an anonymous note in Mind finds faults with some of the translation (there were six translators

involved in the project), and also with some of Erdmann’s choices or omissions regarding

% Schiller, “Multiplex,” 148.

% Schiller, “Multiplex,” 148. Framed differently, Schiller argues that our physical existenceremainsonly a
component of theideal to which we strive. And if then the physical self is amovement toward a secondary, ideal,
form, then “we no longer fear that our true self possesses an amount of reality varying with the chances of this
mortal life.”

¢ Not that Barkworth and Schiller were alonein trying to come to terms with the psychology of Myers.
Other early supporters of Myers research, in aim if not always in method, were psychol ogists Theodore Flournoy
(1854-1920), of the University of Geneva, and William James. James' s work, his Psychology in particular, will be
of some significance later in the chapter.

62 Johann Eduard Erdmann, A History of Philosophy, vols. 1-3, ed. Williston S. Hough (1878; trandlation;
London: Swan Sonneschein, 1890). Hough (1860-1912), was a Professor of Philosophy at the University of
Michigan from 1888-1889, atime at which both John Dewey and George Sylvester Morris (1840-1889) were on
staff. At the time of the book’ s publication, Hough was a professor at the University of Minnesota (1889-1894),
arriving there a year later than Dewey did for his brief one-year stint.
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specific philosophers. But the review argues nonetheless that the book is a“ matter for real
congratulation” generally and is “specially welcome” as regards its discussion of philosophy

since Hegel.®®* The reviewer in the Oxford Magazine, J. E. H., aso offers the volumes high

praise. .. a first. He notesthat the “excellent work . . . deservesto be ranked first amongst all
contemporary writings, and places all students of philosophy under a great obligation.”®* But,
like the Mind review, there is the issue of the translations. And “the worst offender is Mr.

Canning Schiller,” who seems only to have been picked due “to his name and his possible

nationality.” ®

Schiller takes umbrage at thisreview. Though hisinitial letter islost, one can gather the
tone of it from editor Alfred Denis Godley’ s (1856-1925) response on 5 June of 1890:

Dear Schiller,

In re your complaint of the review.

Any letter that you send to the Magazine on the subject | shall be happy to
publish: and if the reviewer replies, as | suppose he would, | will put in your answer if it
is not too long — e.g. not over half a column. Inthisway you will certainly have more
communication with the reviewer than you would possibly have had otherwise, and you
will also have an opportunity of justifying yourself to the public.

| confess | am unable to see that the circumstances are in any way exceptional (I
only wish that incompetent reviewing was exceptional), or such asto warrant any

% Review of A History of Philosophy, by Johann Eduard Erdmann, Mind 15, no. 57 (January 1890): 132-3.

6 J.E. H., review of A History of Philosophy, by Johann Eduard Erdmann, Oxford Magazine (28 May
1890): 349.

6 J.E. H., review, 350. H. goes on to state that the errors, of which he lists several, would lead areader “to
need a strong imagination who should suppose himself to be reading English.” Now, not being proficient in German
nor having the original in my possession, it can still be suggested that Schiller’ sirritation with such accusationsis
not unfounded. In each case listed—pages 131, 132, 140, and 192—H. has either truncated the actual passage or
revised the structure of the sentence which he quotes. The example on page 140 suffices to demonstrate the
alterations. H. quotes. “Besides, Aristotle also formulates the antithesis of the first for us, and as such, so that what
comes last in the analysis comes first in the genesis” The quotation asit is found in the actual text is: “Besides,
Arigtotle aso formulates the antithesis of ‘the first for us,” and ‘thefirst as such,” so that what comes last in the
analysis, comesfirst in its genesis.” While no one will claim either version afluid one, it nonethel ess suggests that
H. was not as careful as Schiller would have liked on the way to making his ad hominem attack.
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departing from the usual practice in such matters. | know very well that the review was
written without any sort of animus against you personally,®®

This, then, is the first occurrence on record suggesting that Schiller was prickly about criticism
directed towards him. And he sees the circumstances of the review as not only exceptional, but
suspicious: “1 think it rather hard that the censorship should be exercised upon a+ephy a well
merited castigation of an article which unfortunately escaped a much need bowdlerization,
especially when its gres incompetence was so gross that it could not but arouse suspicions that it
was not accidental.” He labels Godley’s hesitancy to publish a response as editorial “protection”
for J. E. H.’s“misdeed.” Further, he questions the editor’s claim that it was simply a sign of
incompetence: “1 did not understand your assurance te-eever concerning J.E.H.’s good faith to
cover the possibility of his having been the instrument of 3™ parties, especially as you could not
give it me[sic] when | first asked you about it.” Thus Schiller urgesthat his revised response to
the review be published, a version of which retracts suggests of “malice” and “casts direct
imputations only on J.E.H. s intellect.”®’

Godley repliesthat he iswilling to print Schiller’s letter, but only insofar as it deals with
actual mistakes. Heisunwilling “to print reflections on the honesty of the Magazines reviewers:
if they were to be exposed to the annoyance of being accused — and quite groundlessly — of want

» 68

of good faith, | should never get any one to review books at all.” > Schiller’s response two days

later is more subdued but nonetheless unconvinced. He will accept Godley’ s word that the

% Alfred Denis Godley, Magdalen College, to F. C. S. Schiller, 5 June 1890, Correspondence, Box One, F.
C. S. Schiller Papers (Callection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library,
University of California, Los Angeles.

" F. C. S. Schiller, Oxford College, to A. D. Godley, 8 June 1890, Correspondence, Box One, F. C. S,
Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University
of California, Los Angeles.

% Alfred Denis Godley, Magdalen College, to F. C. S. Schiller, 8 June 1890, Correspondence, Box One, F.

C. S. Schiller Papers (Callection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library,
University of California, Los Angeles.
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review was not meant to be “malicious’; but he still wonders whether the reviewer was “used as
an instrument of third parties.” If not intentional, the review at the very least suggests to Schiller
“incompetence so gross’ that the readers would be astonished.®® Seemingly exasperated, Godley
replies two days later that the course of action is as he first stated it would be. Schiller should
write a letter and, should the reviewer feel the need, he will respond to Schiller inkind.” All this
over areview of atranslation of another person’s work and one beginsto get a sense of what
Schiller, with a more robust and personal philosophical view, will do when critics impinge on his

work. Such speculation will, however, have to wait.

23 ‘IDEALISM WITH A DIFFERENCE': SCHILLER’SRIDDLES OF THE SPHINX

Upon returning from Eton to Oxford, Schiller sets about finishing his advanced degree and, in

1891, receives hisM.A. Thisisalso the year that sees Riddles of the Sphinx: A Study in the

Philosophy of Evolution published under the anonymous moniker A. Troglodyte. Many of the

themes developed in the previous pages— the relation of religion to science, the choice between
pessimism and optimism, the concept of immortality, the unifying nature of the Transcendent
Ego—are found here in expanded form. Here also isthe first clear instance of Schiller’s
complaints regarding logic. And another theme, first noted in his 1884 diary, reemerges so asto

unify his discussion of all of them: the practical. Thiswork importance istwofold: (1) it

% F. C. S. Schiller, Oxford College, to A. D. Godley, 10 June 1890, Correspondence, Box One, F. C. S.
Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University
of California, Los Angeles.

0 Alfred Denis Godley, Magdalen College, to F. C. S. Schiller, 12 June 1890, Correspondence, Box One,
F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, CharlesE. Y oung Research Library,
University of California, Los Angeles. As of thistime, | have not been able to locate any further correspondence,
private or public, regarding the matter.
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provides arather clear, though admittedly idealistic, precursor to pragmatism, and (2) it does so
independently of the psychological work that James was conducting in America.

What is striking, though, is the paucity of coverage that this work has received, even from
some of his more contemporary biographers. Rueben Abel, the most sympathetic of
commentators, while full well recognizing that “Schiller’ s Goliath was the Absolute I dealism of
Anglo-Hegelianism” represented by Green, Bradley and others, finds no place for the work in his
summary of Schiller’s philosophy.” Herbert Searles and Allan Shields, in noting that it wasin
its time taken to be the work of “a genius of 25 years’ go on to posit that it “still bears close
reading” but for reasons not expressed.”” Kenneth Winetrout, in urging that Schiller deserves to
be more well known, suggeststhat one reason is that he (alongside James, Dewey, and Mead)
showed a “ready willingness.. . . to treat big and thrilling problems that gave early pragmatism
both awarmth and vigor that is all too often missing in philosophy.” " This, then, is the work of
genius, developed within the stronghold of Idealism, which provides the pivot where Schiller
changes from being a student to a philosopher, a mere critic of hislearning to a proponent of
what came to be pragmatism. But it is more. It isthe resolution of the tensions, first advanced
anonymously in his notebooks and then by degrees in his involvement in the Myer’s debate, of
his academic training. Assuch, it deserves this more detailed analysis as it stands in closer

relation to his subsequent philosophy than his previous commentators suggest.

™ Reuben Abdl, ed., introduction to Humanistic Pragmatism: The Philosophy of F. C. S. Schiller (New
York: Free Press, 1966), 7.

2 Herbert L. Searles and Allan Shields, A Bibliography of F. C. S. Schiller (San Diego: San Diego State
College Press, 1969), 14.

3 Kenneth Winetrout, F. C. S. Schiller and the Dimensions of Pragmatism (Columbus: Ohio State
University Press, 1967), 145.
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Schiller explains, in the third person, that this work originates from a felt lack in current
philosophy:

It was the sense of this want, of the absence of any interpretation of modern results in the
light of ancient principles, which prompted the author to given what is substantially a
philosophy of Evolution, the first perhaps which accepts without reserve the data of
modern science, and derives from them a philosophical cosmology, which can emulate
the completeness of our scientific cosmologies.”

Such a project is predicated on seeking accord between science and religion. It seeksto strip
away the demarcations whereby “ science is defined as the knowledge of the manifestations of
the Unknowable”, “ God has become an unknowable Infinite, and Faith has been degraded into
an unthinking assent to unmeaning verbiage about confessedly insoluble difficulties.” ™ So what,
then, are the Riddles? It “is merely the articulation of the question, What is man or what is
life?—and concerned merely with the relation of man to his Cause [*God”], to his Environment
[“the world"], and to his Future [“immortality”].”"® The answer can be framed in four ways:
Agnosticism, Scepticism, Pessimism, or Evolutionary Metaphysics.

Agnosticism is of two sorts: the scientific type espoused by Spencer and the
epistemological view championed by Kant. Both lead, for Schiller, to enlightened but dead ends.
And both are open to ageneral complaint Schiller first raised in Schiller’s 1884 and 1885
notebooks. To claim “I do not know” involves one in an infinite, and impossible, regress: “If we
were purely thinking beings, it would obviously be the right attitude towards matters not known.

But as we have also to act, and as action requires practical certainty, we must make up our minds

™ F. C. S. Schiller, Riddles of the Sphinx: A Study in the Philosophy of Evolution (London: Swan
Sonnenschein, 1891), vii. It should be noted that, in a footnote appended to this very discussion, Schiller references
Spencer, and not Darwin, as a“typical representative of modern ideas which have failed to obtain due notice at the
hands of the metaphysicians’ (n. 1). Not that Schiller takes Spencer full cloth, as was previously noted and as will
be seen in the subsequent discussion of Agnosticism.

" Schiller, Riddles, 3.

"® Schiller, Riddles, 9.
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in one way or the other, and our acts must belie the professions of our theory.””” The objections

against the two sorts are variations on this very problem. By casting out God, Spencer eliminates

potential cause from the unity he seeks, deferring it to arealm that can’'t be known; Kant, by

vouching for God, renders the belief moot in atheory that can’t prove the personal belief. Here

again, Schiller seeksto refine his discussions of 1885-1886:
The fact is, that this demand for an impossible suspense of judgment is based upon a
confusion of scientific and philosophic certainty. In science, certainty=great probability,
and impossibility=an off chance; and hence in pure (as opposed to abstract or applied)
science, certainty is neither frequent or necessary. But in philosophy, which isthe
science of life, we require from our theory practical certainty in addition to its theoretic
probability, and as we must act, we must act often on very slight probabilities.”™

Schiller also takes the Agnostic position to be contradictory in its move from what is known to

what is not. In doing so, Agnostics enact a shorthand taken as revelation, but operating on

groundless faith. Simply put, what is not knownisn't. To profess your belief in it (‘the

Unknown which somehow you know’) is as much the same as assuring that it can never be
known (‘it is Unknowable but you know that it is such’). Better that they should “no longer be
allowed to decorate their first principle with an initial letter, for to spell it with U, isto like it to
reality in the known world, to attribute existence to it, to make an adjectival negation of

knowledge into substantial fact; in aword, to hypostasize it.” *®

" schiller, Riddles, 17.

"8 Schiller, Riddles, 19. Schiller goes on to say: “The menta attitudein short required in scientific
research, isthe very opposite to that required in atheory of life; and in philosophy thereisno room for the scientific
suspense of judgment” (Riddles, 20). Compare these comments with what Schiller said on 14 June 1885: “Science
can never become areligion for it is of its essence to be tentative, hypothetica, ams up at Knowledge, whereas Rel.
isnecess. Dogmatic, aiming at action. You can't act on probabilities, but in action must consider your principles
true even if only prohoc vice. Sci can never consder any thing certain must always be ready to examine + accept
new facts conflicting with the old or rather the old interpretation. Hence it cannot afford a bias for action”
(Notebook #11, 1882-1899, Diary, Box Eleven, F. C. S. Schiller Papers[Collection 191], Department of Special
Callections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles).

" sehiller, Riddles, 25.
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For Schiller, Scepticism is the necessary and more productive outcome of Agnosticism.
It recognizes the extent to which “1 do not know” can be taken and admits of its implications,
“for it is Agnosticism perfected and purified from prejudice.”®® Everywhere one looks, there
seem to be indications which approve the Sceptic’s tenor. Concepts such as Matter, Space,
Time, and Energy are accepted as fact, but of how many different, and changing, definitions do
they admit? The farther one goes back, the clearer it becomes that these concepts—whittled
away by savages and refined by scientists—have never stayed put, never admitted of afacticity
that permits close inspection:

For all reality isimmersed in the flux of Becoming, which glides before our eyesin a

Protean stream of change, interminable, indeterminate, indefinite, indescribable,

impenetrable, a boundless and groundless abyss into which we cast the frail network of

our categories fruitlessly and in vain.®
So the sceptic trumps the agnostic. The historical record demonstrates not that we “do not
know” but that “we cannot know.” And here we meet the sceptic perfected, the Idealist. The
idealist takes the belief that we cannot know and postulates beyond it. “For according to the
most recent researches of logicians, all significant judgment involves areference of the ideal
content recognized as such—and it is this which we express in judging—to an unexpressed
reality beyond judgment.”® And where practice demonstrates that we get along well enough
with only flawed approximations of judgment, it is only the case that sceptics have not pushed
hard enough beyond the theoretical to show how the practical is subject to the same.

But, for Schiller, this must lead to Pessimism. For to admit, as most sceptics do, that in

practice our knowledge and judgment appear to work is not the same as saying that they do

8 sehiller, Riddles, 57.
8 sehiller, Riddles, 79.

82 sehiller, Riddles, 87.
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work. The pessimist takes the view that we cannot know and infers that “the world contains
nothing which admits of rational interpretation.”® And if we take the four main aims of life, the
corners which square the consideration of the Riddles, we find the pessimist’s answers at every
turn.®* Happiness, the reaching of or adaptation to a desired end, is foreclosed by the chances of
fate and circumstance. As much as good men may prosper, equal amounts fail. Goodness, our
conduct as held to gandards of morality, isjust astenuous. For what standard can hold that does
not become an imposition on the doer or an ideal always just out of reach? Aesthetics, or our
discrimination of beauty, seems at first arespite from the futile pursuit of happiness and
goodness. But it isno less subjective nor fraught with difficulty. By developing a discriminating
temper, we recoil at that which falls outside of it. Filling the void are those not wanting to avoid
the vulgar but rather to reformit: “It is not from the resignation and retirement of the
aesthetically-minded that the great ‘reforms’ of history have received their impulse, but from the
moral enthusiasm or party spirit of men whose every step was marked by brutal utilitarianism or
unbeautiful fanaticism.”® Intellect, or Reason, provides no better comfort. For adeveloped
reason only makes us more acutely aware of just how far we are from any ideal standard which,
by the pessimist account, it is already foolhardy to aspire.

Schiller suspects that the inevitable fall into Pessimism is based in the rejection of

metaphysics, “of a systematic examination of ultimate questions, and of its bearing upon the

8 schiller, Riddles, 97.

8 Thisis one of the most sustained discussionsin thework. For reference sake, the division of these
themesisthus: Happiness, 98; Goodness, 123; Aesthetics, 125; Intellect, 128. The first and longest argument,
regarding Happiness, recalls Schiller’ sdiary entry of December 1886 in its dismissal of Spencer’ s arguments
regarding the same in the Data of Ethics. The primary sub-topics by which Schiller shows the imperfections of
Happiness are: (1) the Individua and (a) the physical environment, 102, (b) the social environment, 103, and (c) the
sdf, 103; (2) the Race and (a) the physical environment, 105, (b) the social environment, 105, and (c) the
psychological, 106.

8 schiller, Riddles, 127.
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theory and practice of life.”®® But he also asserts that the basis of metaphysics is in need of
repair if it isto provide an account which frames theory and practice in a positive manner. The
only irrefutable basis upon which to build a system is this: “The existence of the Self [or soul] is
at present asserted only as the basis of all knowledge, and in this sense it cannot be validly
doubted.”® Such a system “would be realized when all our explanations made use of no
principles which were not self-evident to human minds, self-explanatory to human feelings.”
This metaphysics (which Schiller calls “ concrete,” as opposed to the “pseudo” or “abstract”)
must be based in the workings of evolutionary science but also, by being philosophical, a
corrective on those workings; “in other words, they must proceed from the phenomenally real to

the ultimately real, from science to metaphysics.”

Such a method is a species of the historical
method and supplies it with a corrective on past attempts at metaphysics. It, rather than using the
lower to explain the higher, proceeds by “the assertion that historical research leads us from the
more complex to the simpler, and ‘explains’ complexity by deriving it from simplicity.”® In this
way, the flux of Becoming, the bane of previous metaphysical systems, is seen as “the process

which works out the universal law of Evolution.” %

8 schiller, Riddles, 133.

8 Schiller, Riddles, 139. See a'so his complaints against the denial of anthropomorphism in the works of:
Hume (139), Kant (140), and what reads as an account, though with no name affixed, of Bradley (143).

8 schiller, Riddles, 149.
8 schiller, Riddles, 163.
% schiller, Riddles, 177.

%1 schiller, Riddles, 179-80.
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What are the implications of this metaphysics? There are four, with the first implying the
results of the second and third. First, and in a suggestion which both downplays and also asserts
the role of humans in the process just described, it isteleological:

The end to which it supposes all things to subserve is not the good for man, and still less

for any individual man, but the universal End of the world-process, to which all things

tend, and which will coincide with the idiocentric end and desires of the sections of the
whole just in proportion to their position in the process.*

Secondly, it isteleology which is predicated on progress. If the evolutionary approach isto be
seen against the pessimist denial of metaphysics, it must be on the point that the end of the
world-processis an ideal one. So, as society is more and more perfected, the individual is as
well. This point, however, suggests more than it first appears. For the world-process subsumes
the world—and with it the individual and society—in its realization of the universal end. The
limitations that | (as what Schiller calls “the phenomenal self” wherein resides ego but only as
consciousness) see how as a higher stage in evolution must, by virtue of the process, exist asa
potentiality for me at a sill higher stage. The limitations of Time and Becoming, so vexing to
the past metaphysics, are points to be overcome.”® And, in being overcome, they give rise to the
promise that the limitations of Matter, by virtue of Force, will transcend into Spirit (into what

Schiller calls “the Transcendental Ego”).** Such transcendence also carries with it implications.

%2 Schiller, Riddles, 203. This process is seen by Schiller as evolutionary for other reasons aswell. Ashe
explains, “thelower is prior to the higher historically, but the higher is prior metaphysically, because the lower can
be understood only by reference to the higher, which givesit ameaning and of which it isthe potentiality . . . things
must be explained by their significance and purpose instead of by their ‘ causes,” by their idealsinstead of by their
germs, by their actualitiesinstead of by their potentialities’ (Riddles, 197-8).

% Schiller, Riddles, 262. For therdation of the Ego to consciousness, see Riddles, 306-7.

% Schiller, Riddles, 274-5. Thediscussion here borders on arcane. But the argument is made clearer by
reference to the concept of Will. Schiller asks “how can there be effort without any intelligence and will?* At this
stagein our evolution, the constraints of time, space and matter are only potentialy permeable. He believesthat an
evolved intelligence would have the force to transcend the limitations of ordinary space and time. He argues here
against the concept of “monads’ (or “atoms”) as offered by Gottfried Wilhedm Leibnitz (1646-1716) and Rudolph
Hermann Lotze (1817-1881). He suggests that they view them as “ congtituting the materia universe,” where as he
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If our potential suggests the ability to transcend the normal perimeters of reality (the world as we
know it), it also suggeststhat our relation to the world processis different from other
metaphysical systems. At the stage of transcendence the phenomenal self ceasesto be and is

imbued “with all its powers and latent capabilities of development, the ultimate reality which we

have not yet actually reached.”*

Third, this form of teleological process implies a place for and arelationship with God.
If we are to ward off afall back into pessimism, we must ask: what caused the World Process?
Any answer other than God, leads us back to the previous metaphysical systems. So Schiller
argues.
For being non-phenomenal, the idea of coming into existence, or Becoming, which isa
conception applying only to the facts of the phenomenal world, would not here be
applicable. If, then, God is such an existence, such a conception of God satisfies both the

requirements of our demand for causation and solves the difficulty which the conception
of aFirst Cause presents, if taken in an absolute sense.”

holds that they are ascribable to “the direct action of divine force” (Riddles, 277). Theargument is, to my mind,
exceedingly complex. But it seemsto center on Schiller’s acceptance of transeunt (or, producing an effect beyond
the mind) force. Charles Dunbar Broad (1887-1971) argues that Leibnitz held to aform of causation wherein “the
state of each monad at each moment is completely determined by the immediately preceding state of that same
monad in accordance with purely immanent causal law” (Leibniz: An Introduction, ed. C. Lewey [Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1975], 100). Lotze himsalf states, “if the ruling monad is that soul which forms our
ego, and whose internal motions we are seeking to understand, the interior of the other monads at least to us
inquirers remains absolutdly closed; we are acquainted only with the reciprocal actionsin virtue of which they
appear to us as matter, and only under that designation and with the claims founded upon it can we make use of
them in the investigation of particular processes’ (Microcosmus, 1, 162). Schiller hasno qualm with causation nor
with an established relation between monads and theego.  Rather, his complaint isthat immanent form/absol ute
closure negates: (1) our ability—in the move from phenomenal to Transcendental—to overcome the current material
boundaries of the world-process, and (2) our growing relation to the Deity in the continuation of the same process
(seeRiddles, 279). Framed more simply, if the force necessary to develop in successive stages—even asall three
authors agree that the first cause isto be regarded as God—is entirely within the monad or atom, then thereisno
ability for monadsto devel op towards, or in relation to, something.

% Schiller, Riddles, 281. For confirmation of these powers, of the relation between the phenomenal and
Transcendent, Schiller references the work that F. Myers' had donein the “experimental psychology” of multiple
personalities; see Riddles, 282-3.

% schiller, Riddles, 310.
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But this view of God is regulated by the demands previously expressed. If previous systems
failed by attributing cause to the unknowable, Schiller contends that this view of God is limited
to answering only the issue of causeitself.”” In so crafting a finite God, one attributes to God
only the activity necessary to craft the process, freeing the concept of a Deity from the issues—
such as the existence of evil, the reality of pain—that it is part of the world-process to sort out.
To otherwise ascribe infinite powers to God is, in the words of Schiller, to transform the world
into “an unintelligible freak of irresponsible insanity.”

This further implies that our relationship to God, as part of the process, is a personal one.
If God is freed from responsibility for evil and pain, we become the responsible actorsin the
process:
The assertion, therefore, of the finiteness of God is primarily the assertion of the
knowableness of the world, of the commensurateness of the Deity with our intelligence.
By becoming finite God becomes once more areal principle in the understanding of the
world, areal motive in the conduct of life, areal factor in the existence of things, a factor
none the less real for being unseen and inferred.*
God, in short, becomes a pluralistic concept which the many may share and not a monistic

abstraction which all must accept. It isaconcept which aids us in overcoming the world as it is,

in a progressive process of which we are important players.

%" In the appendix “Free Will and Necessity” Schiller clarifiesthe notion of causation, asit relates to
indeterminism over determinism: “If we are to mean anything definite by the use of necessity in connection with
causation, we must imply something anal ogous to the fegling of compulsion which we experience when we use the
world ‘must.” If necessity does not imply areference to our feeling of compulsion, it either means nothing, or two
very different things, and the question of free-will and necessity cannot be profitably discussed” (Riddles, 463).
Since free will and necessity are parts of the world-process, both represent stages of potentiality. But freedom is of
ahigher sort than necessity, more clearly aligned with the realization of the world-process; for where necessity
implies what must be done (as a compulsion) freedom implies what ought to be done because one can (amoral act).

% Schiller, Riddles, 319.

% Schiller, Riddles, 361. This corresponds to the interesting diary entry of 7 March 1887—the one which
Schiller amended not to include the final phrase—in that it isadirect refutation, or challenge, to Lotze' s conception
of the Deity. Lotzesaid: “In point of fact we have little ground for speaking of the personality of finite beings; it is
an ideal, which, like al that isideal belongs unconditionally only to the Infinite but like all that is good appertains to
us only conditionaly and hence imperfectly” (Microcosmus, 2, 687).
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Fourth, if the process does not warrant against the development of our potential, what is
to suggest that thisworld is but one stage in the world-process? What is called for is not the
dismissal of the consciousness we experience as phenomenal selves, but the expansion of life to
include the continuance of our egos after death. And as ego is aform of consciousness, one
which admits of variations, so to would there be variations in what constitutes our personal
immortality. The conditioning factor would be memory. For “it is only by means of memory
that we can identify ourselves with our pag; it is only by memory that we can hope to enjoy the
fruits of present effortsin the future.”'® Aswe do in life, as a phenomenal fact, so too will we
do beyond death, as a continuation of the world-process.

Schiller concludes that this system seeks to obtain “a harmonious society of perfect
individuals, a kingdom of Heaven of perfected spirits, in which all friction will have disappeared
from their interaction with God and with one another.”*®* But thisideal of harmony impliesa
further change, a change in the nature and function of God. Inwhat manner, though, Schiller
cannot say. For this metaphysics, like all metaphysics, is yet trapped in the realm of the
phenomenal self. It can seek to obtain truth, but must give pause to the limitations of thought, of
consciousness. Thus, like all belief systems, it must proceed on Faith: “what though he show

what truth must be, if truth there be, he cannot show that truth there is.”** For it is only faith

that proceeds to pass beyond pessimism; and only faith as acted upon that demonstrates belief.

100 Sehiller, Riddles, 399-400. Schiller bases this argument on both progressive and (flawed) hereditary
grounds. Inthefirst, those that lead lives of doth contribute nothing to the world process; hence their memory of
the processis faint and their continuance much the same (Riddles, 401). In the second, the pre-existence of our
selvesis warranted by the analogy of familial perpetuation. Just as parents transmit traitsto offspring in the
continuance of survival, so too isit possible for them to transmit the requisite spiritual traits for the continuance of a
pre-existing spirit (Riddles, 420).

101 sehiller, Riddles, 432.

102 sehiller, Riddles, 455.
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And here Schiller returns to the distinctions between science and religion of some years past, to

the difference between theorizing faith and philosophizing belief:
It isamistake to suppose when all has been said all has been done; on the contrary, the
difficult task of translating thought into feeling, of giving effect to the conclusions of
reason, and of really incorporating them with our being, still remains. And it isthis
incompleteness of mere thought which philosophy recognizes when it leaves us with an
alternative. This guards against the delusion that intellectual assent is sufficient for life.
Because philosophy is practical, mere demonstration does not suffice; to understand a
proof is not to believe it. And in order to live rightly, we must not only assent that such
and such principles are conclusively proved, but must also believe them.*®

Uncertain though our faith in the process might be, Schiller argues that belief may be enough to

make it so. What is certain, however, isthat this is the culmination of Schiller’s academic

tensions.

The book generated a number of reviews, both popular and philosophical, in 1891 and

1892. The National Observer callsit “abook of considerable force and interest” wherein the

author’s “thinking is genuine and his writing good.”*** The Guardian, disagreements
notwithstanding, applauds it willingness to explore theological issues even if it finds the
“interesting” style “at time florid and rhetorical.”!® Nature suggests that the book treats the

Riddles with “considerable, though frequently misguided power.”*®  Alexander Macalister, in

103 sehiller, Riddles, 457.

104 Review of Riddles of the Sphinx, by F. C. S. Schiller, National Observer, 22 August 1891, Newspaper
and Magazine Clippings, 1887-1900, Box Fourteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special
Callections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles. At one point the reviewer
mentionsthat portions of Schiller’sargument “in some respects. . . not unlike the Leibnitian doctrine of Monads.”
Schiller underlines “some respects’” and writes aboveit: “It is ssimply L. made consistent.”

105 Review of Riddles of the Sphinx, by F. C. S. Schiller, Guardian, 17 February 1892, Newspaper and
Magazine Clippings, 1887-1900, Box Fourteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special
Callections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles.

106 . LI. M., review of Riddles of the Sphinx, by F. C. S. Schiller, Nature, 6 August 1891, Newspaper and
Magazine Clippings, 1887-1900, Box Fourteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special
Callections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles. In a section where the
reviewer makesreferenceto a“hog,” Schiller underlines the word and then writes theinitials of the reviewer to the
right of it.
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The Critical Review, notesthat the book iswritten “with the freshness of a discoverer,” but faults

it for “atendency to make human faculty the measure” of all things and for not in the end
providing answers to the metaphysical questions posed at the onset.’®” But two longer notices
more clearly shed light on the nature of the academic reception, positive and negative, that this
work received.

In the October 1891 Mind, T. W. seesthe work as methodologically conflicted but
inferentially provocative. He first notesthe dominant idealistic influences in thiswork’s
approach to evolution—*The process of evolution, though all its stages, consists in the perfecting
of individual existences by their grouping into more and more perfect societies’—while also
emphasizing what was to later become a more pragmatic method—*The characteristic of the
concrete metaphysical method is to be consistently and consciously ‘ anthropomorphic,’
explaining everything from individual existences viewed as analogous to ourselves.”*® The
resulting pluralistic Idealism of this metaphysic is “defective” in its “rejection of
‘epistemological’ and ‘ psychological’ methods.”'® At the same time, however, he praises
Schiller for seeing “clearly the weaknesses of an attempt to found a philosophical theory on the
objective assumptions of physical science.”*'® Yet the work yields insight in its discussions of

monads (a spiritual substance out of which material properties are produced) and immortality.

197 Alexander Macalister, review of Riddles of the Sphinx, by F. C. S. Schiller, Critical Review, n.d.,
Newspaper and Magazine Clippings, 1887-1900, Box Fourteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191),
Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles.
Next to the comment regarding the “man as measure” Schiller has entered in his own hand: “of course.” Asregards
not answering the metaphysical questions posed, Schiller writes: “ Certainly not ‘the patient reader’ of thisreview—
muddled, inaccurate, + unreliable.”

108 T W., review of Riddles of the Sphinx: A Study in the Philosophy of Evolution, by F. C. S. Schiller,
Mind 16, no. 64 (October 1891): 538.

199 W, review, 539.

1O\, review, 540.
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The former are held to produce, through their interaction, the appearance which we label the
“external world”; the latter occurs when the memory of former, always persisting, is of
“sufficient concentration of consciousness” to fuse that persistence into a personal form.***

French’s review in the September 1892 Philosophical Review also questions the method

and applauds what it infers. He sees the work as an attempt “to construct a modern metaphysic
on the foundation of the latest results of science.”**? These new developments create the wedge

which allows for the suggestion of Idealism; that is, they point towards a non-phenomenological

[a reference to the noumenal monads] cause for the world which implies a transcendent Deity. ™

And French, while greatly complicating the prose, arrives at a summary similar to T. W.:

The one ultimate reality, God, appearsto us as the material world; the other ultimate
realities, the Transcendental Egos, appear as our present phenomenological selves. The
cosmos of our experience is a stress or interaction between God and the Egos. . . Asthe
Egos are ultimate redlities, God cannot annihilate them; the most that can be done isto
bring them into harmony with the Divine Will. . . . In so far asthe self is spiritually
developed, and has attained to its ideal, the Ego, it will persist into the future.™*

French ends by noting that the “style is clear, and the careful analysis of contentsis a
commendable feature of the book.” The only criticisms are twofold: (1) its “avowed contempt
for epistemology and . . . uncritical acceptance of individualism seem to us sources of real
weakness to the work as awhole,” and (2) it arouses repugnance by “appearing anonymously

and with a fancy title.”

1w, review, 540.

12 E C. French, review of Riddles of the Sphinx: A Study in the Philosophy of Evolution, by F. C. S.
Schiller, Philosophical Review 1, no. 5 (September1892): 559.

113 French, review, 560.
114 French, review, 561.

115 French, review, 561-2.



The bias against anonymity aside, what both reviewers single out for praise iswhat isin
line with the tenor of the times: areligious source which gives sense and purpose to an
experienced world. What they both question is the non-Absolute form which givesriseto it: a
personalized conception of the source. Looking back, we can see the process by which Schiller
came to these conclusions, even if we rarely see—in anuanced jab at Jowett or aloutish lob at
J.E.H.—the style that would come to carry them forward. In 1884, Schiller’ s philosophical view
was one of rebellion against the abstractions of Balliol; the emphasis was on how the ethical and
moral were matters of practical consequence. 1n 1885, Schiller began to struggle with what
science suggested, with what it did to complicate his view of, literally, religious practice and
philosophical knowledge. 1886 and 1887 found Schiller, by reference to Spencer’s enveloping
evolution as against strictly materialistic interpretations of Darwin, crafting an Idealism that
promised not only personal connection with the spiritual, but our continuance within it. The
intervening years culminated in awork that, as alater commentator suggested, was “Idealism
with a difference.”™® It was aview which, not to put too light a point on it, demanded to be
tested. While the following academic test was not a good one, the philosophical sparring, and

company, proved invaluable.

24 A TRIPABROAD: SCHILLER'S*EDUCATION” AT CORNELL

When Schiller arrived at Cornell in 1893, the Sage School of Philosophy was barely two years
old. But it was developing the trappings of a full-fledged American ingtitution. It housed a

psychological laboratory that had been started in 1891 by Frank Angell (1857-1939), aformer

18 3.1. McKie, “Dr. F. C. S. Schiller (1864-1937),” Mind 47, no. 185 (January 1938): 136.
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student of Wilhelm Wundt at the University of Lepzig.**’ It had just begun the publication of the

Philosophical Review. It already attracted scholars with distinguished reputations. But we have

little to reference as regards Schiller’s arrival at Cornell save hisown words. On his
“Application of Graduate Student,” Schiller lists the dates on which he received hisB.A. and
M.A. Heaso provides a brief overview of the work he did pursuant to those degrees. Inan
apparent nod to the displeasure he felt at Eton, he only references this period of time by saying:
“+ after an interval of 2 years (during which | translated the 1st part of Erdmann’s Hist. of
Philosophy).” Helists his Ph.D. interest areas as: “Philosophy (with special reference to
Metaphysics + Logic)”; “Ancient Philosophy”; and “Psychology.”**® The form is endorsed on
the bottom by three of the young department’ s faculty members: James Edwin Creighton (1861-
1924, Professor of Modern Philosophy, first president of the American Philosophical
Association), William Alexander Hammond (died 1938, Professor of Ancient Philosophy,

graduate of Harvard, editor of the Philosophical Review) and Edward Bradford Titchener (1867-

1927, Chair of the Psychology Department, head of the psychological laboratory, and editor of

Mind).*®

17 Frank Angell’stenure was brief. A year after having taken the post, he departed Corndll for the newly
formed Stanford University in California (“Welcome,” Department of Psychology, Cornell University, 2006,
available from http://comp9.psych.cornell.edu, Internet; “Memorial Resolution: Frank Angell [1857-1939],”
Stanford Historical Society, 2006, avail able from http://histsoc.stanford.edw/pdfmem/Angel | F.pdf, Internet).
German psychologist Wundt (1832-1920) founded thefirst experimental psychological laboratory. Frank Angdll is
not to be confused with his cousin, James Rowland Angell (1869-1949), who was also a psychologist. Like Frank,
James Angell studied with Wundt. Unlike Frank, he also studied briefly with William James and went on to teach
with Dewey at Chicago. For moreinformation on J. R. Angdll, readers are directed to Donad L. Kneess,
“Datelines: James Rowland Angell,” PSY ography: Internet Source for Biographies of Psychol ogists, 2006, available
from http://faculty.frostburg.edu/mbradley/psyography/datelines jamesangell.html, Internet.

M8 C. S. Schiller, “Application of Graduate Student,” 12/5/636, Box Twenty, Courtesy of the Division of
Rare and Manuscript Collections, Cornell University Library, Cornell University, Ithaca

119 The historical overview and the bibliographic material related to those endorsing Schiller’ s application
arefound in: Morris Bishop, A History of Cornell (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1962), 276-8.
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We also have little in the way of detail regarding his time once he arrived and before he

unceremoniously left Cornell. The Balliol College Register simply lists him as “Union Soc.

Instructor in Philosophy.”** Abel says, “he left Oxford to go to Cornell, where he was an

instructor in logic and metaphysics (succeeding Frank Thilly), and did additional graduate

work.”** |t is Marett alone who attempts a contextual, if breathless, assessment of what led him

to Cornell and what it was that he found:
Hitherto little else than a metaphysician, classically trained and familiar with German
philosophy—too familiar, in fact, to be able to regard it as verbally inspired—he now
breathed the atmosphere of what was philosophically no less than geographically a New
World. Here, for instance, there were psychological laboratories the like of which were
not to be seen in Oxford. . . . he found in the American Universities a greater readiness to
bring the physical sciences and the humanities together within one universe of discourse
than was possible in Europe wherever the scholastic tradition survived. Now, too, he
began his lifelong friendship with William James, philosophically his alter ego.?

There is something to this description. While there is no evidence of him working in the

psychological laboratory of Titchener, there is evidence to suggest that he was attempting to use

the American venue as a place to work through the ideas expressed in Riddles. In three specific

debates, occurring in the pages of Mind and the Philosophical Review, Schiller sought to test his
arguments regarding Idealism against the defenders of its practices. In other articles, he worked
to draw out the implications of aworld not cut off from God or the progressive hand of man.

Freed from the constraints of the Oxford system, his authorial voice and philosophical viewpoint

become more refined. It iswhere the ‘Idealism with a difference’ begins to transform into

120 The Balliol College Register, 1832-1914, ed. Edward Hilliard (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1914),

304.

12! Reuben Abel, The Pragmatic Humanism of F. C. S. Schiller (New York: King's Crown, 1955), 3.

122 Marett, “Ferdinand,” 6.

87



pragmatism with a humanistic purpose. And this transformation coincides with the beginnings
of what was to become an intense and reciprocal friendship with James.

Properly speaking, the first of these debates begins a year prior to Schiller enrolling and
teaching at Cornell. InMay 1892, David G. Ritchie (1853-1903, a former teacher of Schiller’s at

Balliol, then of St. Andrew’ s in Scotland) asked “What is Reality?’ in the Philosophical Review.

Ritchie is intent on proving “that the vulgar are being deceived by words, and that not ‘ Realism’
but ‘Idealism’ corresponds to what the plain man really holds, if he can only be induced to go
behind deceptive forms of ordinary speech and think the matter thoroughly out.”**® Central to
this argument is the view that science extends, rather than contradicts, ordinary belief, as it posits
coherence as that which creates an “intelligible system.”*** And such a system must point
towards the integration of its discrete parts if coherence isto be maintained. Thus any sense of
dualism between reality and ideality is collapsed into the system; “ Science leads us to Monism;
and Monism, to be philosophic, must be idealistic.” '

This view of coherence points to the fundamentally moral, and teleological, nature of
reality, a nature which ordinary language often betrays. When a commoner says something is a
“real jam” they are pointing towards a gap in attaining something. This gap posits what is and,

in doing so, implies its opposite.® There remains, however, one “formidable objection” to these

128 David G. Ritchie, “What is Reality?” Philosophical Review 1, no. 3 (May 1892): 265.

124 Ritchie, “What,” 271. Thisview of coherence is based in a distinction between what is objective and
subjective in common experience. Several pages earlier, Ritchie claims that “the experience of other persons’
provides atest of the coherence “in our own experience.” But to know thistest one must think through the relations
between objectsin redlity (Ritchie, “What,” 267; 269).

125 Ritchie, “What,” 274. By redlity Ritchieis discussing the perception of objects as they exist in space
and time; by ideality, he isreferencing those relations which fall outside the parameters of the same (see Ritchie,
“What,” 272).

126 Ritchie, “What,” 276-7.
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suggestions. the sole reality of the individual. Rather than posit individual as self—that which
stands in relation to other objects—Ritchie asserts that it is that which extends beyond such
relations. For Ritchie it isthe subject logically implied in all knowledge, the “Transcendental
Ego” or “ultimate reality” which we can never know as an object, and which therefore can never
be reduced to the relations implied in discussions of self.*?” Ritchie argues that this explanation
goes beyond the “uncritical metaphysics’ of both the ordinary and scientific explanations of
reality via the more encompassing explanation of philosophy.*?®

In September of the same year, Schiller begins “Reality and ‘1dealism’” by extending
compliments to Ritchie regarding the clarity of his views, the precision of his phrases, and the
intelligence of his organization. But Schiller supposesit too much to assume that a Neo-
Hegelian’ s substance would match his style. Specifically, Schiller argues that Ritchie makes a
mistake common to idealist metaphysics. he reduces all discussion, and understanding, of reality
to thought. But thoughts are often contradictory, if not outright incoherent, as experienced in
time—nhistorical traditions, for example—and between persons—those who hold at any given
time different traditions. Thus, “upon Ritchie’ s own showing rationality is not an ultimate
test.”’?® What, then, the measure?

For Schiller, the measure is practice. And, in contrast to Ritchie, he argues that the
problem of incoherence is not removed by way of an overarching system of reality. It isworked
through by way of use.. . . in the everyday humdrum version of the same. Quoting James,

“whatever things have intimate and continuous connection with my life, are things of whose

127 Ritchie, “What,” 280.
128 Ritchie, “What,” 282.

129 F €. S. Schiller, “Reality and ‘ Idealism,”” Philosophical Review 1, no. 5 (September 1892): 539.
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reality | cannot doubt.”**® Such use renders Ritchie’s deference to the Transcendent open to
scorn as only a debating device:

This free and easy appeal to the Deity, in the midst of a discussion of human knowledge,
in order to silence an opponent and to fill up any gap in argument, ought surely to be as
severely reprobated as the medieval practice of ascribing any ill-understood fact or bit of
knowledge to the agency of the devil.**

Even if the “individual” is not always the isolated self, it isa*hypothesis and an ideal, as well as
acharacteristic of reality.”*** And the allowance for it to work itself out as a process and a
hypothesis, signals a productive move away from “the crudeness of our ‘universal laws” and
“nearer to the subtlety of nature.”**

In March of 1893, Ritchie repliesto Schiller's “very vigorous and skillful attack.”*** A
central conceit of his complaint in “Reality and Idealism” isto aign Schiller with others who
seem to share hisviews. As Ritchie argues:

It may serve the convenience of those interested in the problem, if | add, that in writing

my paper | had in view, not merely the widespread reaction (in Great Britain at least)

against what has been called Neo-Kantianism, but in particular a recent work entitled

Riddles of the Sphinx (noticed and analyzed in the REVIEW, Vol. |, No. 5), awork with

which I may assume that Mr. Schiller is acquainted and with which | should imagine he
isin substantial agreement.’®

Ritchie takes on Schiller, and Schiller, for assuming that the basis of reality is reducible to the

character of the self. To him, thisisan appeal to faculty (and faulty) psychology, suggesting

130 Sehiller, “Reality,” 540.
131 Schiller, “Reality,” 542.
132 Schiller, “Reality,” 544.
133 Schiller, “Reality,” 545-6.

3% David G. Ritchie, “Reality and Idealism,” Philosophical Review 2, no. 2 (March 1893): 193.

135 Ritchie, “Reality,” 193. Given that the second edition, noting Schiller’s authorship, didn’t come out
until 1894, we should applaud Ritchie's prescience and leave it at that.
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that one can talk of thereal asif it meant anything one wanted it to mean; “before | discuss what
agriffin or achimerais, must | presuppose that the griffin and the chimera exist?'*** More
seriously, this appeal to whatever one thinks to be real pushes Schiller into league with the
mentally defective and the scientifically discredited, towards the appropriation of “past
traditions’ of which he can give no reference as actual experiences, and involves himin
quibbling over details in Ritchie’ swork that he chooses to ignore in his (meaning: the author of
Riddles) own.**’ Inthe final analysis, Ritchie turns Schiller’s argument for practice and use into
arguments of never ending doubt. For, if everything is“becoming” it can only be doing so out of
one state and towards another; to be otherwise and as Schiller states it, it forms “a basis for a
skepticism which negates itself the moment it is taken quite seriously.” **®

Despite Ritchie' s protests, and in the very same issue, Schiller still feels that he has
understood Ritchie even if Ritchie doesn’t like the interpretation. If anything is amiss, it is that
he “supposed that we were discussing something more interesting than the philological meaning
of the word ‘reality,” and dealing at least with propositions and ‘ideal contents,’ if not with the
reality which is beyond and provokes them.”**® Moreover, and given that Ritchie was no more
clear, it seems unfair to argue that Schiller is being “uncritical” or relaxed in his approach to

philosophy or to terms. Asto Schiller’ strafficking in the defective or scientifically suspect,

again, it would help if the errors Ritchie charges him with were not “ones which [Ritchie’ s] own

13 Ritchie, “Reality,” 194.
37 Ritchie, “Reality,” 197-8; 200.
138 Ritchie, “Reality,” 201.

¥ F €. S Schiller, “Reality and ‘Idealism,’”” Philosophical Review 2, no. 2 (March 1893): 202.
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treatment involves.”*® Heis also willing to defend his honor and that of the author of the

Riddles of the Sphinx, noting that neither of them (him) suggested that the individual existed out

of time; rather, it is that the individual demonstrates flexibility in time.**" In the end, Schiller
sees their disagreements as insurmountable, as much for Ritchie’s insistence on the monopoly of
ideals as for the literal expanse of “the broad Atlantic.” **?

Aswith Ritchie, Schiller uses his present time at Cornell to test the views of another
person from his British past. However, Schiller’ s relationship to James Ellis McTaggart (1866-
1925) was dlightly different. Schiller was arelative peer and had in fact spent time with
McTaggart; he was a friend of Schiller’s brothers and had vacationed with the Schiller family.

But their proximity growing up stands in marked contrast to the chasm developing between their

philosophical views. While Schiller resisted his Idealist teaching, McTaggart sought to make

140 Sehiller, “Reality,” 204.
141 Sehiller, “Reality,” 205.

192 Schiller, “Reality,” 206. Schiller isnot done jabbing at his mentor and his schooling. In areview of
Ritchie's Darwin and Hegel, considered by many one of his greatest works, Schiller cannot resist some parrying. He
saysthat it, representative as it is of “that not incons derable band of English Hegelians (mostly Oxonians),” gives
“an excellent idea of the educational value and character of that school” (F. C. S. Schiller, review of Darwin and
Hegel, by David G. Ritchie, Philosophical Review 2, no. 5 [September 1893]: 584). But his more saient comments
are directed at those who would dispose of the views expressed in Riddles: “The Darwinian-Hegelian adlianceis
directed, on the one side, against realist and monadist tendencies in metaphysics, which, just because they stand
closer to modern science, are indisposed so lightly to sacrifice to scientific specialism the moral and religious ideals
of mankind, and, on the other, against the Evolutionism of Herbert Spencer and his friends, who, whatever their
philosophic shortcomings, are at least prepared to take a comprehensive view of the scientific data” (Schiller,
review, 585). Moreto the (his) point, Schiller notes that these arguments recycle points he has already addressed.
To wit, Ritchie attacks views (such as those in Riddles) which revolt “against the tendency to reduce reality to
thought, theindividua to thought-determination” (review, 590). Satisfied, and lacking space to do more, Schiller
tips a smarmy nod to Ritchie, saying the work is “adelightful onetoread” (review, 590). Histoneismore muted,
the framing more religious, but his views not dampened, in aletter some four months later to Florence Thaw (wife
of Alexander Blair Thaw), an American involved in psychical research and alife-long friend of Schiller: “. . . Of
eternity | dare not speak: | can well conceive that an unimagined wealth of new experience may be reserved for us, +
have myself experienced the sensation of floating in boundless space (wh. however afterwards turned out to be
closed) under anaesthetics. But | have sufficient faith in the rationality of our present world to believe that truth will
persist throughout all possible modes of existence + will never be belied by experiences which confound our reason”
(F. C. S. Schiller, Corndll, to Florence Thaw, 15 January 1894, Correspondence, Box Two, F. C. S. Schiller Papers
[Coallection 191], Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Young Research Library, University of California,
Los Angeles).
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sense of it. Even before Schiller arrived at Cornell, McTaggart was attempting to revise Hegel’ s

metaphysic so asto amend it to the implications of British Idealism.**® This processled him, in

1894, to push beyond Hegel in a series of articlesin Mind. McTaggart frames his project thus:
The conception of the dialectic process as eternally realized involved the assertion that
the universe was fundamentally perfect, and that Hegel’ s attempt to explain away the
obvious imperfection around us, by treating it as adelusion, had failed to bring the
perfection of reality, and the imperfection of appearance, into harmony with one
another.***

And so he takes as his task away out of Hegel’ s delusion. He finds no solution in the works of

Bradley.'*
Thus he returnsto Hegel’ s central premise that thereal isrational. We can rule out its

counter, that the real isirrational, on the grounds that a rational argument cannot use irrationality

143 |n 1892, McTaggart questions the relationship of Hegel’ s categories. And in their relations, Hegel’s
dialectic is open to criticism: each stage does demonstrate a certain degree of difference from the others rendering
them not progressive or fluid but, to a degree, self contained; “we have seen that in the dial ectic the relation of the
various finite ideas to one another in different parts of the processis not the same.” Theresult isthat the Hegelian
dialectic as set forth by Hegel “does not completely and perfectly express the nature of thought” (James Ellis
McTaggart, “The Changes of Method in Hegel’ s Dialectic,” Mind 1, no. 1 [January 1892]: 65; 67; 71).

In 1893, McTaggart modifies his position. He now argues that Hegel’ s categories do grow out of each
other. But they are, and this seemsto be aretention of the qualms of a year previous, markedly different from a
“temporal succession.” For if the Absolute Idea isto be seen asa culmination of each successive category, it exists
outside of time “eternaly in its full perfection.” Leading from this suggestion al sorts of conclusionsfollow. If the
Absolute Idea is outside of time how can it then effect changesin time? Or if the didectic of Hegel provesto be
superior to time metaphysically, it may mean that time “however suited it may be to the finite thought of every-day
life...isnot an ultimateredity.” Theseimplicationsleave McTaggart glum. We are forced into aretreat towards
the eternal which remains, despite time, perfect, in contradiction of the facts of our existence. “In so far aswe do
not see the perfection of the universe, we are not perfect ourselves. And as we are part of the universe, that too
cannot be perfect. And yet its perfection appears as a necessary consequence of Hegel’ s position” (James Ellis
McTaggart, “Time and the Hegelian Didlectic. [1.],” Mind 2, no. 8 [October 1893]: 490; 494; 496; 506).

144 James Ellis McTaggart, “ Time and the Hegelian Dialectic. (11.),” Mind 3, no. 10 (April 1894): 190.

145 His argument here centers on Bradley’ s search for non-contradiction. To force Bradley' s dichotomy
between reality and appearance necessitates either: (1) a search “for the apparent imperfection, some cause whose
existence will not interfere with the real perfection”; or (2) accepting that the individual is but an appearance, a
distortion, which cannot help but be a meager approximation of thereal. But neither position gets around the
problem of areal that is perfect containing, as appearance or asreality, imperfections (McTaggart, “Time” 11, 191-
2). Nor istheremedy found in the assertion of a positive cause of imperfection or an apriori argument for the
“essential rationality of the universe” Theformer would assert that out of something perfect came something
incomplete, the latter would posit irrationality as so transient athing that it loses its force as an opposition to
rationality (McTaggart, “Time,” |1, 194-5).
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146

asitsconclusion.”™ So inwhat form, then, would such rationality exist? Would the assertion of

duality do better at matching the “chequered condition of the actual world?’**’

Surely not, as
unity cannot be found and independence cannot be had in plurality. Thuswe turn to monism asa
form and posit irrationality and rationality, not as independent, but as related.**® It is at this point
that McTaggart engages in a bit of theoretical gymnastics: to go beyond Hegel one must
subsume themselves within his system. He opines that we should take Hegel’ s dialectic and the
imperfection of the world not as contradictions, but rather as contraries which we are at present
unable to resolve.** In doing so, we actually advance along the lines of thought put forth by
Hegel; “for, as has been said, the dialectic always advances by combining on a higher plane two
things which were contradictory on alower one.”**® That we can't see this yet only suggests we
have yet to obtain a plane where such synthesis is possible.

Schiller’ s response to this theorizing would have to wait until the 1895. The records

indicate that, aside from a full schedule of teaching and studying, Schiller was engaged on at

least two other topics in 1894. First, the new edition of Riddles came out. The only change

made to the book isthat it now, to Ritchie’s surprise perhaps, contained Schiller’ s name.
Second, it would seem that another object was occupying Schiller: the University of Chicago. In

adiary entry occurring sometime prior to October of 1894, he makes this humorous comment:

148 McTaggart, “Time,” 11, 196.

" McTaggart, “Time,” 11, 197.

148 v et how arethey related? McTaggart again encounters problems. |f it is stated that they are united in
time, that rendersthem part of a finite, not infinite, reality. If we state that they are balanced, this would extend our
consideration of them beyond our observation. If we state that their relation is one of ultimate cause, we seeits
violation in the processes of change (McTaggart, “Time,” 11, 198-200).

149 McTaggart, “Time,” 11, 202.

130 McTaggart, “Time,” 11, 204.
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“Phil¥ at Chicago is Dewey + Strong with occasional Tufts of wool. (cs)” Clearly, Schiller is
aware of the details of the University, at the time only a few years old, and its leading
philosophical/psychological (it helpsto recall that the terms had yet to take on distinctive
features for British philosophers) figures: Dewey, the newly appointed chair of the philosophy
department, Charles Augustus Strong (1862-1940), former student of James and the associate
professor of psychology who wasto leave the following year for Columbia, and James H. Tufts
(1862-1942), recent professor and future philosophy department chair. That these figures,
among others, would come to be associated with the developing “Chicago School” of
pragmatism needs be deferred for later. But his punning does seems indicative of a developing
preference for what the American, as opposed to British, system of education had to offer. Ashe
notes afew lines later, “A varsity c make g* success by giving superior pedigrees. (CS).”**!
Contextually, it helps here to remember that varsity is etymological shorthand for a British
university.

In January 1895, Schiller concerns returnto McTaggart with “Metaphysics of the Time-
Process.” He starts hisreply with akindly query as to whether or not his “interesting
investigation . . . has obtained the attention it merits, [for] the problem he so ably has handled is

of such vital importance . . . that no apology is needed for a further discussion of hisresults.”

Schiller even grantsthat, with “almost scholastic ingenuity,” McTaggart has proven that “thereis

BLE C. S Schiller, 1894, Notebook #11, n.p., 1882-1899, Diary, Box Eleven, F. C. S. Schiller Papers
(Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California,
Los Angeles. Schiller was also interested in Chicago more generally. Towardsthe start of 1895, he seemsto be
taken, if by anaogy, by the heights of its vistas and the breadth of some of itstales: “Discuss’ of / ‘tall’ stories of /
W. “And (said CS) by / time they get to Chicago they are 30 stories high.” Nor did its scientific feats escape his
punning pen: “Prof. Hal€e' s little boys last prayer, * Goodbye, God, we' re going to Chicago!’” (F. C. S. Schiller,
1895, Notebook #11, n.p., 1882-1899, Diary, Box Eleven, F. C. S. Schiller Papers[Collection 191], Department of
Special Callections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles). TheHalein the
latter entry islikely George Ellery Hale (1868-1938), the University of Chicago astronomer who was in the process
of having atelescope built in what was to become the Y erkes Observatory.
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no known way of reconciling the (admitted) existence of the Time-process with the (alleged)
‘eternal perfection of the Absolute Idea.”*** But before McTaggart nestles to his bosom the
positive position of an as yet unknown synthesis, Schiller must ask one more question: why
would one even hope to find a resolution of actual time in Hegel, or in “all systems of abstract
metaphysics?’ >3

As abstractions, metaphysics—Hegel, Spinoza, Plato or otherwise—derive their force
from being “out of time” and can no better explain time than they can deal the distinction
between the conceptual and the practical. But the former are, as Schiller suggested in dealing
with Ritchie, held to the latter; the “abstractions of metaphysics, then, exist as explanations of the
concrete facts of life, and not the latter asillustrations of the former, and the Absolute Idea is not
exempt from this rule.”*>* And the abstractions of philosophy can improve their form if they take
note of their scientific counterparts, if they are pointed back to reality even if they must abstract
initially fromit. Framed in this way, abstractions are not the contours of super-structures. They
are hypotheses which are subject to further tests by the concrete facts of existence.®® Such an
applied approach to questions turns its back on answers beyond our reach. But it turns towards a
“future for hope, a future for philosophy, and a philosophy for the future.”*>
These debates with Ritchie and McTaggart, taken generally, yield suggestions as to

Schiller’s developing manner of argument. But they contain something much more specific and,

as regards the future of Schiller’s philosophy, much more important: the integration of Jamesian

12 F C.S. Schiller, “The Metaphysics of the Time-Process,” Mind 4, no. 13 (January 1895): 36.
153 Schiller, “The Metaphysics,” 37-8.

154 Schiller, “The Metaphysics,” 41.

155 Sehiller, “The Metaphysics,” 42.

136 Schiller, “The Metaphysics,” 46.
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psychology into the worldview Schiller expressed in Riddles of the Sphinx. Recall that Schiller

utilized James' s arguments as regards the constitution of reality in his response to Ritchie in
September 1892.">" This argument is, as has been stated previously, pre-pragmatic. It comes
seven years prior to the term pragmatism even being uttered. It isfrom James s 1890 The

Principles of Psychology, vol. 11, in the section “Belief,” in the chapter entitled “The Perception

of Reality.” In Schiller’s argument with Ritchie, he also references James' s contextual definition

of reality; that is, “reality means simply relation to our emotional and active life.”**® But thereis

more. In between James' s definition of reality and his suggestion of the “intimate and

continuous’ nature of the same is this comment: “The fons et origo [source and origin] of all

reality, whether from the absolute or practical point of view, is thus subjective, is ourselves.” *>°

We will put off adiscussion of how important this personal, subjective, attribution of reality isto
Schiller’ s philosophy. But we can formulate a more complete picture of the relationship—nby
virtue of when they were written and what they focused on—between Schiller’ s debates with

Ritchie and McTaggart. The former isthe first articulation of the Jamesian as it relates to

37 Schiller, “Reality,” 540.

138 William James, “The Perception of Reality,” The Principles of Psychology, vol. 2 (New York: Henry
Halt, 1890), 295; this section is also contained in: Horace Standish Thayer, ed., “ Selections from The Principles of
Psychology,” in Pragmatism: The Classic Writings (New York: New American Library, 1970), 157-74. Schiller’s
phrasing (he al so collapses the section and chapter title so asto read “Belief and the Perception of Reality”) differs
dlightly from James s language. In hisargument with Ritchie, Schiller quotes James as stating “that is adjudged real
which hasintimaterelation to our emotional and active life” (Schiller, “Reality,” 540). The cause for this
discrepancy isnot clear. The previously mentioned reference by Schiller—though the page number is not attributed
(in Principles, 2, 298) and the quotation isnot italicized asin the origind—is aword-for-word quotation. Nor can it
be the result of confusing the two volume Principles with the shorter Psychology: Briefer Course (New Y ork: Henry
Holt, 1892), because: (1) Schiller is explicit in referencing the title, volume, and page number, and (2) this section is
not included in the abridged version of Principles.

159 James, “Beélief,” Principles, 2, 296-7; see also Thayer, “Selections,” Classic, 171.
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Schiller’s philosophy; the latter isthe application of those insights into the now established battle
with British Idealism.*®

These theoretical insights were cemented by another, more concrete, occurrence.
Whether the end of 1895 or the start of 1896, Schiller met William James.'®" On 9 January 1896,
James sent Schiller this note:

Dear Mr. Schiller,

Many thanks for your Riddles which | shall, I know devour with voracity, though
probably not with promptitude for reasons connected with the course of life, that you
probably know as much about as | do.

It seems a swindle that my remarks should have made you give me the book. |

shall certainly give you my next one if such athing exists. | was just thinking of ordering

your volume when it arrived. Many thanks, once more!

Y ours sincerely*®

How and when the meeting leading up to this letter came to beisuncertain. Herbert L. Searles
states that “Schiller had met William James somewhere around 1895.”*%* Winetrout agrees that
“James and Schiller met for the first time in the mid-1890s,” but we must decide against
Winetrout’s elaboration that this occurred “when Schiller spent some time in the James

household during the Christmas holiday.”*** His evidence for this claim is a reference to volume

160 Thisis not mere conjecture on my part. As should be clear from previous discussions, Absolute
Idealism was a British interpretation of primarily German exemplars, one which was often framed as a turning away
from the naive realism of British “empirical” philosophies. To where does James go to warrant his discussion of
reality? Hisfootnotes approvingly reference Hume's arguments against Kant as providing the most appropriate
understanding of a “lively and active’ conception of reality.

161 To be clear, Schiller had correspondence with James dating back at least two years prior. On 1 January
1894, Jamesrepliesto “Mr. Schiller” [it will take until 9 June 1896 for James to argue that they should drop the
formality of thetitle“Mr.”] that, on account of a bout of tonsillitis, “I especially regret not meeting you” (William
James, Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 1 January 1894, The Correspondence of William James, vol. 7, eds. Ignas K.
Skrupkelis and Elizabeth M. Berkeley [Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 2000], 481.

162 William James, Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 9 January 1896, Box One, Folder Thirteen, Educators
and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford.

163 Herbert L. Searles, "The Philosophy of F. C. S. Schiller," Personalist 35 (1954): 19.

184 Winetrout, E. C. S,, 20.
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two of Ralph Barton Perry’s The Thought and Character of William James. And, by the honest

mistake of referencing a letter from November 1895, rather than one of the date 19 January 1897,
Winetrout blend two perfectly demonstrable facts: (1) they did meet on or around the end of
1895 as evidenced by James's letter of January 1896, but (2) Schiller, as we shall see, spent the
Christmas holiday of 1896, not 1895, with James.*®

Regardless the actual chronology, 1896 was busy for Schiller at Cornell. He publishes

several essays,*®

though one in particular begs close inspection for the reaction it arouses from
James. In May, Schiller took on one of British Idealism’s most intimidating reference points. In
“Lotze’s Monism,” Schiller sought to establish five propositions: (1) Lotze' s own principles do
not suggest the “unity of things,” (2) his argument for such unity disrupts his actual insights, (3)
that it does not solve the questions which it sought to answer, (4) it stand in contrast to a“the
religious conception of God” and with Lotze's treatment thereof, and (5) even if it is connected
to such a conception it adds nothing of value. Schiller supposes that the reasons for such

problems are easily explained: by moving through the process of a subtle and creative argument,

one, the writer or the reader, is lead easily to accept a conclusion which “certainly would not

165 The mistakeis located in Winetrout’ s reference to Parry’ s text where he suggests the | etter is on page
164 (E.C. S, 33,n. 15). Theactua page containing the reference to the 1897 note is found on 166 of volume 2
(Ralph Barton Perry, ed., The Thought and Character of William James, vols. 1-2 [Boston: Little, Brown, and
Company, 1935]).

166 One essay, “Non-Euclidean Geometry and the Kantian a Priori,” finds Schiller grappling with the
possihility of new dimensions. But through it al he places emphas's on the supremacy of use over truth. Whilethe
idea of afourth dimension is of conceptual value, “the supremacy of the old geometry remains incontestable,
because of its greater smplicity and consequent facility of application” (F. C. S. Schiller, “Non-Euclidean Geometry
and the Kantian a Priori,” Philosophical Review 5, no. 2 (March 1896): 174; 176). And that smplicity and facility
renders judgments as to use psychological modes of discrimination: “*“we form our notion of real space by fusing
together the data derived from visua, tactile, and motor sensations. That fusion islargely accomplished by ignoring
the differences between several deliverances and by correcting the appearances to one sense by another” (Schiller,
“Non-Euclidean,” 177). Theimplications of this approach are clear. If all sense of spaceis psychological, it
renders any discussion of geometry, either Euclidean or non-Euclidean, certain only to the extent that it remains an
abstraction; “in short, as applied, a geometry is not certain, but useful” (Schiller, “Non-Euclidean,” 178).
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have passed muster at the beginning.”*®” These problems have a clear source. And they are tied
to a criticism which Schiller would apply more generally in years to come: the a priori. Lotze
treats the Absolute, in its unity “as prior to, and morereal than, the plurality of things it servesto
connect.”*® Thus understood, Schiller turns to the five arguments proper.

Asregards Schiller’ s first proposition, nothing proves that unity is necessary for
interaction, save to the extent that unity is conceived of as being inclusive of things, not an all
inclusive thing in itself. Indeed, interaction implies the coexistence of things which exist within
aplurality; “in every case in which we predicate the coexistence of several things, we imply that
they directly or indirectly act on one another.”**® The problems within the second are the result
of not seeing the problems in the first. Given that Lotze had to posit the unity of the Absolute, he
asserted that the influences of one on another (the question of causation, or what is here referred
to astranseunt action), were actually subsumed within and the result of the unity itself (referred
to here as immanent action). But Schiller suggeststhisisthe tranglation of what is
psychologically apparent in our lives—that “we can change, because we are conscious beings
with a feeling of our identity”—which holds no warrant.*® For if the Absolute is a unity it
cannot, like ourselves, recognize or even tender the suggestion that it might distinguish and
adjust to transeunt actions imposed on it; there is nothing beyond Lotze’'s Absolute. An

additional difficulty arises in Lotze' s suggestion of commensurability. While it istrue that

nothing is strictly speaking incommensurable, that does not suggest its origins in an unchanging

7 F €. S. Schiller, “Lotze's Monism,” Philosophical Review 5, no. 3 (May 1896): 225-6.

188 schiller, “Lotze's,” 227.
189 sehiller, “Lotze's,” 228.

170 sehiller, “Lotze's,” 231

100



unity; “the supposed origins of a commensurable world out of an infinite number of
commensurable and incommensurable elements is [post-Darwin] thinkable.”*™ Asto the third,
and given the results of the previous two, Schiller’s answer is succinct: “the Absolute is not a
principle of explanation that has any scientific or philosophical value.” 2

Turning to the fourth and fifth propositions, dealing with the conception of God as it
relates to the Absolute, Schiller is quick to point out how readily Lotze' s argument breaks down.
And the reason is simple: conceptions of a Deity differ from conceptions of an Absolute.
Whereas a God directs and guides, “the Absolute could have no plan and guide nothing.”*”® And
at every point that Lotze attempts to explain the Absolute as if it were a Delty, it suggeststhe
tension of merging two concepts not fitted for each other. Inits struggle to propel itself through
“asuccession of phases’ it demonstrates an “internal instability,” lurching adjustments in motion
that lead Schiller to the comparison of adrunkard.*” If it must contend with the nature of evil,
Lotze must stand quiet or else allow that it admits of possibly two Absolutes. And such silence
would be enough if all that was called for was honesty. “But one has the right to expect that a
philosopher whose arguments lead him into such manifest bankruptcy should be prompted to
reexamine and possible revise his premises; and this Lotze fails to do.”*”> More generally, and a

touch more kindly, Schiller suggeststhat Lotze's foray into atheological Absolute is of

philosophical value; it shows “the futility of the a priori proofs of God's existence”’ and the

1 Schiller, “Lotze's,” 234.
172 Schiller, “Lotze's,” 237.
173 Schiller, “Lotze's,” 238.
174 Schiller, “Lotze's,” 239.

15 sehiller, “Lotze's,” 241.
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necessity of formulating “the proofs a posteriori, and basing them, not on the nature of existence
in the abstract, but on the nature of our empirical world.”*"

This push away from the abstract Absolute and toward the empirical merits the support of
his new ally, James. In June 1896, James writes. “My dear Schiller [I propose that we cease
Mistering each other?] | should in any case have written to you to day even had | not received
your letter, ssimply to express the pleasure with which | have just read your article on Lotze in the
last Phil. Rev. You carry me with you in all your positions.” James goes on to say that his
admiration is as much related to the essay’ s “classical simplicity and directness of style and
arrangement” as it isto the actual content. Like Schiller, Jamesis not ill-disposed to an idealistic
conception of reality; rather, it is the intrusion of an a priori Absolute: “ The idealistic hypothesis
can stand on its own legs, and need not be that of an absolute thought in any case.” *’* Thisis
followed three months later with James's impressions of the Riddles which he had received at
the start of the year:

| must sit down whilst the warm fit ison me, + express my very great delight. How

strange that a book so capitally written, so “live,” so original, so bold, should be so little

known! That | myself who am so exceptionally in accord with its fundamental positions,

should until now have [] no. red [sic] its contents! But don’t fear! It will be known +

little by little quoted, and then some fortune will be made. It istoo rich as it now stands.

It isayoung man’swork —he putsin at once i all his system. When you dole out

benefits the small change of many of your chapters more technically and formally,

attention will be drawn to the whole system thing. The speculations of the last chapter
are foreign to my range — I am too timid — but they have struck me very much. 1 only
mean this for a general hurrah, so | go into no detail. | can foresee amore or less

systematic siege of pld monism + absolutism on my own part for the rest of my days (so
far as| may retain ability to do anything) and it cheers and enlivens me immensely to

176 sehiller, “Lotze's,” 243-4.

Y7 William James, Chocorua, NH, to F. C. S. Schiller, 9 June 1896, Box One, Folder Thirteen, Educators
and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford.
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find a Gleichgesinente Menschen [akin to an “equal man’] of such superior power to
follow. "8

The last of these notesis important in that it highlights the extent to which Schiller and James are
in agreement. But it also suggeststhat the range of Schiller’s argument, particularly as it leans
towards the issue of Immortality, extends beyond that of James. And it is clear that James is
hoping that Schiller will place his views into style—*more technically and formally”—so asto
broaden its appeal with interested readers. Such quibbles aside, it was only three months later
that Schiller finally spent that Christmas holiday with the James and hiswife. Reflecting on it
afterward, in aletter to the previously discussed psychical researcher Frederic Myers, James had
thisto say: “Schiller spent the Christmas holiday with us, and | find him a peculiarly delightful
fellow. His philosophy and mine run abreast in an altogether gratifying way to me.”*"

Others, however, are interested in discussing Schiller’ s peculiar take on Lotze. Inthe

January 1897 Philosophical Review, W. J. Wright praises the originality of Schiller’s paper,

hoping “that other writers of equal knowledge, and equally facile pens, may be stimulated to
contribute their views upon this important philosophy.”**° The praise is short-lived. Wright
argues that Schiller leads readers “into a maze of misconceptions.”*®" And, if one takes Schiller
at hisword, Wright accuses him of being a modern primitive, trusting all that the senses suggest.

Thisis flawed, counters Wright, because “merely given experience tells us nothing of action or

178 William James, Beede's[Heights; Keene], NY, to F. C. S. Schiller, 15 September 1896, Box One,
Folder Thirteen, Educators and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford
University Libraries, Stanford.

7 Thisis the note that caused the confusion as to when Schiller spent time with James. Thisversionis
found in Winetrout, F. C. S., 20; the longer version that Winetrout references isfound in Perry, The Thought, 2, 166.

180\, J, Wright, “Lotze' s Monism,” Philosophical Review 6, no. 1 (January 1897): 57.

181 Wright, “Lotze's Monism,” 59.
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interaction.”*® Thus Schiller iswrong to accuse Lotze, on the basis of a naive empirical
psychology, of not justifying the Absolute. Point in fact, Lotze' s system does justify itself
because it extends beyond the range of Schiller’ s arguments. The Absolute so shapes things as to
appear orderly and uniform, and does so by way of phenomena which “are made to appear in our
minds, and bear witness to the immanence [as opposed to transeunce] of the One inthe
Many.” 183

Schiller is glad to have (at) Wright’sreply in the very same issue. First, because it allows
him to reiterate that his“immanent” criticism was not intent on “wrecking” Lotze's philosophy;
rather it was directed “against his Monism alone, and the method whereby he reaches it.” %
Second, because it allows him to clarify his points. His argument against the necessity of unity
was based on the necessity of interaction; thus, for him, a plurality of coexisting objects in reality
calls into question a unity meant to subsume them. More specifically, his argument was that
Lotze failed to see how that would bear on the consequences of asserting unity, against the
reality of the world: “he did not perceive the necessity of passing from the affirmation, ‘There is
aworld’ to ‘ergo, thereis interaction.’” ¥ All of this relates to Wright's complaint that Schiller

misreads Lotze. Schiller responds that it is actually the case that Wright selectively reads Lotze

s0 asto justify the Absolute.*® To this point, Schiller queries:

182 \Wright, “Lotze s Monism,” 61.

183 \Wright, “Lotze s Monism,” 61.

18% Schiller, “Reply: Lotze's,” 62.

185 Sehiller, “Reply: Lotze's,” 62.

18 There is some difficulty in summing up the argument that Schiller israising against Wright, particularly
because Wright truncates hisreference to Lotze. The full passage that Wright quotes, in the edition that Schiller
uses, isas follows, with the portions Wright omitsin brackets: “[From so unknown a Supreme Cause] we cannot

venture [Wright substitutes undertake] to deduce the [process of the creation of the] world, [and set it forthin
concrete description; just aslittle can we attempt to determine beforehand the particular order of Nature, in which
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What, moreover, does Professor Wright have to say to the passage immediately preceding
the paragraph from which he quotes, in which Lotze claimsthat ‘the fact that there are
reciprocal actions (interactions) will compel us to believe in areal unity of all things, and
a common source whence they have flowed’ ?'¢’
In thisway, Schiller sees Lotze as admitting the necessity of the parts which would warrant any
attempt at constructing a unified system. And these parts, so casually dismissed by Wright, are
not some “primitive” retreat from the glory of the Absolute. They are, for Schiller, a damning
indictment of deductive abstraction. They cast into doubt any Absolute which renders that
which creates it absent, “a One which is no longer compatible with the existence of the

Many.”*# Aswith James, Schiller does not want to conflate a desire for order with the

perception of complexity.

25 A TRIP, ABROAD: SCHILLER'SDEPARTURE FROM AMERICA

In the months that follow these philosophical salvos, Schiller isinvolved in complexities of a

more academic sort. They culminate, most basically, in Schiller failing his orals and returning

must necessarily be displayed the creative energy of that principle whose designs and operations are concealed from
us by our ignorance of its peculiar attributes.] We can follow out only those consegquences which flow from the
formal character of unity, and which, in any creation supposed to be derived from a Unity, would recur [Wright
substitutes occur]as necessary features of its organization, independently of the nature of the Supreme Cause”
(Lotze, Microcosmus, 1, 445-6; Wright, “Lotze's,” 58-9).

187 Schiller, “Reply: Lotze's” 63. To befair, Schiller’sreferenceis also dlightly amended. Thefull lineis
asfollows: “If, then, after an examination of the content of Nature, and of the purposiveness of its creations, we
could gtill bein doubt whether, after all, it had not possibly originated in solitary and unconnected beginnings, the
fact that there arereciprocal actionswill, on the other hand, compel usto believein areal unity of things, and a
common source whence they all flowed.” Schiller finds, it would seem, Wrights omission of this comment damning
because the paragraph in which his evidence is found, and to which Schiller responds so harshly, begins with the
comment: “In endevouring to track the consequences of this conviction, we must beware of requiring from it more
resultsthan it can vield” (italics mine, Lotze, Microcosmus, 1, 445). Schiller’s concern, then, isroughly
paraphrased as follows: both Lotze and Wright ignore the consequences of what is argued as found in the evidence
from which they abstract their conclusions.

188 Schiller, “Reply: Lotze's,” 64.
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to begin a career at Corpus Christi. Until recently there has been very little detail as regards
specifics.  Slosson offers two scenarios: (1) puff chested from the offer of ajob at Oxford,
Schiller chose not to take the exam seriously; or (2) being so sharp amind and already so far
along the path to pragmatism, Schiller “turned the tables’ on his unhappy examiners.*®® Marett
suggests that “he received the call to Oxford for which his soul longed and his friends had long
prayed and, it may be, schemed.”**® Abel says that Riddles “was unsuccessfully offered for his
Ph.D. thesis.” *** Winetrout simply says that “he failed the doctorate oral in philosophy.” 2
Cornell’ s published history, for its part, provides an amusingly succinct tale: “[Schiller] failed
his orals for the Ph.D. and was bidden to take a make-up. He decided not to bother; he strolled
under the window of the room where his committee waited to examine him, and then strolled
significantly away. So at least the story ran; and he was certainly not reappointed.”**?

The internal documents regarding Schiller’ stermination at Cornell are no more
definitive. I1n aletter drafted by the Committee on Graduate Work and Advanced Degrees to the
Dean of the University Faculty at Cornell University, it is stated that Schiller was given an ora
examination in Ethics, Logic and Metaphysics, and Psychology on 26 May 1897. But “the
committee found unanimously that Mr. Schiller had failed to satisfy the requirements of the
examination.” Being shocked at the “wholly unexpected and unforeseen” result, and hoping to
“eliminate the accidents of an ora examination,” they arranged for Schiller to retake the exam in

writing on 2 June 1897. On that date Schiller arrived late and declined the examination, stating

189 9 osson, Six, 202.

190 Marett, “Ferdinand,” 6.
191 Abel, The Pragmatic, 7.
192 \Winetrout, F.C. S., 7.

193 Bishop, A History, 339.
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that, among other things, having secured a position at Oxford meant that any degree from
Cornell would only have “sentimental value.” The same afternoon a note was received by the
chairman of Schiller’s committee which stated that, “owing to circumstance of which you have
heard and which | should have been delighted to explain to you fully if you had called, it will be
impossible for me to take an examination of the length you announce to me in the postal card |
have just received.”*** Intwo letters dated 4 June 1897, Schiller disputes the Committee’s
findings. Inthe first, addressed to the President of the University, proteststhat his committee
has not informed of their decision regarding his exam and that he has heard rumorsto the effect

that he “was supposed to have withdrawn his candidature.”*** In the second, to Professor White,

19% Committee on Graduate Work and Advanced Degrees, to the Dean of the University Faculty at Cornell
University, 7 June 1897, 12/5/636, Box Twenty, Courtesy of the Division of Rare and Manuscript Collections,
Corndll University Library, Cornell University, Ithaca. Thereis another issue, central to this situation, which
frustrates in thelack of decisive detail. It istheissue of Schiller’sthesis. Aswas then, and still is, the case, a
student must submit athesis prior to undertaking comprehensive examination. In the letter referenced above, the
committee indicates this was the case: “Mr. Schiller’ sthesis having been approved by the Professor of Moral
Philosophy (Professor Seth) . . . the committee proceeded, on May 26th, to the usua oral examination.” But thereis
no record of thisthesisat Corndll. Further, the occasionally suggested thesis—Schiller’s 1891 Riddles—seemingly
makes little sense. Why would arecently inaugurated college, attempting then to establish its pedigree, accept a
book that had aready gone through two rounds of publication? Thereis, however, a potentia/partial answer. In
1975, Frederick J. Down Scott was working on an article regarding the relationship of Schiller and Peirce (see
Frederick J. D. Scott, "Peirce and Schiller and Their Correspondence,” Journa of the History of Philosophy 11
[1973]: 363-386). He queried the Cornell Graduate School asto thetitle of Schiller’sthesis. On 15 July 1975, he
received areply from Dean William W. Lambert, stating: “1 have read the meager folder and | am sorry to report
that thereis no information in the folder as to what the contents or title of the thesiswere” (William H. Lambert,
Ithaca, to Frederick J. Down Scott, 15 July 1975, 12/5/636, Box Twenty, Courtesy of the Division of Rare and
Manuscript Collections, Cornell University Library, Cornell University, Ithaca). An internal memo, between (one
assumes) amanageria assistant referenced only as “Nancy” and Lambert on 7 July, isatouch moretelling. Nancy
writes: “Barbara Kretzmann (wife of Philos. Prof. Kretzmann) isresearching the Sage School and says ‘ mystery
surrounds the Corndll activities of Schiller.” Hewrote *Riddles of the Sphinx’ prior to histhesisoral and one can
only guess that his Committee challenged hisusing it or part(s) of it for histhesis....” (Nancy, Ithaca, to William
H. Lambert, 7 July 1975, 12/5/636, Box Twenty, Courtesy of the Division of Rare and Manuscript Collections,
Corndll University Library, Cornell University, Ithaca). Lambert replies on the back of the original memo: “I find
thismost fascinating.” These details seem to contradict the committee memo stating that Schiller had successfully
defended histhesis. But the thesis may be part of alarger story. Aswill be seen shortly, thereisaclear sense that
Schiller was working hard to secure a position away from Cornell in significant advance of the date of his oral
examination. If that isthe casg, it is possible that the failure of his orals trumped any need to deal with the matter of
histhesis. It would also explain why thereisno record of histhesison file.

1% F €. S. Schiller, to [Jacob Gould] Schurman, 4 June 1897, 12/5/636, Box Twenty, Courtesy of the
Division of Rare and Manuscript Collections, Cornell University Library, Cornell University, Ithaca.
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Schiller statesin part: “I understand that no report was sent in my case . . . The whole proceeding

strikes me as equally irregular in form + discourteous in substance.”*%

Slosson’s first scenario and Schiller’ s committee’'s report seem nearest to the truth. The
private documents suggest that Schiller was campaigning to secure a position, in America or
Britain, asearly as 1895. In Schiller’ s files there is a recommendation dated 16 June 1895. It
reads:

Mr. C. Schiller B.A. of Christ-Chureh Balliol College, Oxford was my colleague
and assistant at Eton for a period of five school terms (Lent 1888 — Mid-summer 1889).
During this time he was mainly engaged in the teaching of German, both in the Army
Class and the general body of the school. As head of the German department | had ample
opportunities of making myself acquaint? with his work and forming an opinion of his
acquirements.

Mr. Schiller is an excellent German scholar, having in fact a perfect command of
the language, and is an able and successful teacher. He speaking + writes German as
fluently as English, but has also made a thorough study of the literature and philology, as
is shown by his having gained the Taylorian scholarship at Oxford. | can only add that in
my opinion he is a man admirably fitted to fulfil the duties of a lecturer or professor of
German language and literature at an English University.

R. A. Ploetz M.A.
Magd. Coll. Oxon
Senior German master at

Eton College®®’

His correspondence with James does nothing to eliminate the suspicion of acampaign. Ina
letter of 9 June 1896, James notes that he is “I am sorry you want to leave America but on the

whole am not indignant. . . . Wishing you success — though as an American. | hateto lose

1% F C. S. Schiller, to [Ernest Ingersoll] White, 4 June 1897, 12/5/636, Box Twenty, Courtesy of the
Division of Rare and Manuscript Collections, Cornell University Library, Cornell University, Ithaca.

97 R. A. Ploetz, Eton College, 16 June 1895, Recommendations, Box Three, F. C. S. Schiller Papers

(Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California,
Los Angeles.
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you.”*® |n September of the same, and when Schiller would have been on a vacation abroad,

James hopes he “will come back to this country, which after all hasits good *pints.’” *°

An even clearer indication Schiller was seeking the help and counsel of those outside of
Cornell isthis letter from James on 22 January 1897:

Dear Schiller,

| have just got yours of the 16" forwarded from L. | write by the same mail to
the “President” of Corpus Christi — though that seems to me an incredible title — 2™
thoughts | will put “Head” on the outside and apologize inside for my ignorance. | shall
walit to be asked before writing to Low. | recommended you last week to Prof. King of
Oberlin (who had written for advice) as the best man | know who was out of place. He
replied that he had his eye on you already. O. would be a good sociological study,
though | fear you are not gospel-hardened enough to stand such an environment.

I am up here for the holiday week — thermometer 6 yester morn, and | with “pink
eye” —so no more.

Y ours ever®®

Only two months shy of his first scheduled examination, Schiller isall but certain that heis
leaving. James's response to this news exposes the depths of his feeling for his younger protégé.
In aletter dated 6 March 1897 James exclaims:

I am shocked and outraged at what you tell me of Cornell no longer requiring your
services. Their finances must be very much straitened indeed to make them confront
such adecision. If only we could get you here! You and | could then found a regular
school of pluralism, and sweep the country. . . . It cannot be that you will lack
employment for long, and | will write you testimonials by the yard, whenever you apply
to me for such athing. You are certainly one of the two or three constructive
philosophers in the country. %

198 James, 9 June 1896.
199 James, 15 September 1896.

200 \William James, Keene Valley, NY, to F. C. S. Schiller, 22 January 1897, Box One, Folder Thirteen,
Educators and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries,
Stanford. Initialy it seems possible that the “Low” mentioned is Goldsworthy L owes Dickinson (1862-1932), who
at thetime was a Fellow and Professor of History at King's College, Cambridge. Morelikely, given the textual
evidence, isthat it is Louis Dyer (1851-1908), former professor of Greek at Harvard and then professor of Classics
at Oxford. Of the King thereislessdoubt. HeisHenry Church King (1858-1934), aformer graduate student at
Harvard and philosophy professor at Oberlin.

201 William James, Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 6 March 1897, Box One, Folder Thirteen, Educators and
Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford.
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But the question iswhy heisleaving. Schiller replies on 16 April that the issue is not financial;
rather, it is the fact that Titchener wants to promote another ssudent. As a consequence, Schiller
has already sent in applications to both Corpus Christi and Columbia.®*

Whatever the intrigue involved, it is clear that Schiller was no mere victim of the
situation. Even if histime at Cornell was limited due to arift with Titchener, Schiller had been
contemplating a departure a year prior to hisdefense. For a least several months, he had been
actively seeking James's help to secure an alternative place of employment. So, in April, with
applications already sent in, the upcoming oral exam was likely less on his mind. By the time of
the oral retake in June, the positive response from Corpus Christi made the idea of taking another
exam so asto get adoctorate—it was of no use at Oxford and would do nothing to keep him at
Cornell—even less appealing. Thisis confirmed in aletter that Schiller must have sent out in the
days immediately prior to the protest a his“irregular” treatment at Cornell. Given James's
response, there was no mention of the failed orals or the written follow up he failed to take.
Rather, it wasto inform James that Schiller had secured a position at Corpus Christi. On 5 June
1987, James s writes: “| heartily congratulate you on the appointment, though | am very sorry
that we areto lose you. | was aways hoping you might become an inveterate yankee.” And it
looks as if Schiller was also trying to arrange a final meeting before he went abroad. “Thereis

nothing | should like better than to have a long talk with you before you go, but I can make no

22 C. S. Schiller, Ithaca, to William James, 16 April 1897 [“Calendar” letter summary], The
Correspondence of William James, 8, eds. Ignas K. Skrupkelis and Elizabeth M. Berkeley [Charlottesville:
University Press of Virginia, 2000], 595. This summary aso lends more credenceto theideathat it is Dyer, not
Dickinson, referenced in the letter dated 22 January 1887. Asit notes: “WJ sletter about Schiller to Louis Dyer
made a great impression at Oxford.”
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appointments for afew days. . . . What is your earliest possible date of arrival?’**® Whether this
meeting happened or not, we do not know.

But we do know that time spent not studying for awritten exam was being put to good
use. Schiller wasworking on one last * American’ article prior to his departure, the June 1897

“Darwinism and Design” in the Contemporary Review. Schiller begins by asking: what

difference it makes in our attitude towards life if we “believe it to be inspired by intelligence, or
hold it to be the fortuitous product of blind mechanical forces.”** Noting that the most
contemporaneous argument from design argues “from the existence of adaptation to the
existence of an adapter,” Schiller posits a concomitant problem: the existence of defect commits
a supporter of this view to accept said defect as part of the design.”® In response, the Darwinian
argument removes the idea of intelligence, replacing it with adaptation meant only to secure
survival. Instead of being a crushing blow to the intelligence camp, he sees this as only a newer
argument from design with Natural Selection standing in the place of the (or a) Deity. This leads
Schiller to advance several questions: (1) if survival is the ultimate within a Darwinian scheme,
is it wrong to suppose that intelligence was developed for that purpose; (2) if variation isto
supplant intelligence, is it begging the question to ask from whence it originated; (3) if these
variations are subject to the demands of nature, what then is the basis for ruling out a priori
demands imposed from beyond nature?®®® His most basic point is that questions such as these

demonstrate the Darwinian account cannot be said to be the death blow to arguments from

203 \William James, Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 5 June 1897, Box One, Folder Thirteen, Educators and
Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford.

24 E C. S. Schiller, “Darwinism and Design,” Contemporary Review 71 (June 1897): 867.

205 gehiller, “Darwin,” 868-9.

206 gehiller, “Darwin,” 871-2.
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design or to arguments as to cause. Indeed, the natural world demonstrates that species persist
and resist change just as much as they degenerate “under the impartial operations of variability
and natural selection.”?”’

None of which is meant to suggest that the Darwinian account is without use. Its
significance “has been to establish once and for all the reality, universality, and importance of
natural selection as a condition of organic life.”?® But it equally important to point out that there
are rhetorical underpinnings to Darwin’s account. As much as it was meant to explain natural
selection, “there is abundant autobiographical evidence that Darwin himself elaborated his theory
in support of evolutionism against creationism.”?*® And to put forth an account that squared with
such an interest, Darwin necessarily had to posit “indefinite accidental variation,” leaving to the
side any question as to why it happened.?’® The result, then, was the creation of a
methodological simplification that was useful, but not true, that provided a productive way to
look at facts, but should not be mistakenly made into the facts themselves.**

To Schiller, such an understanding more accurately does justice to Darwin’s account of
natural selection, even as it makes clear that said account in no way rules out ateleological
explanation of evolution itself. What remains, however, is the question of how the Darwinian
account of selection and the teleological account of cause can be squared with existence of
progression, of persistence, of degeneration. To Schiller, the answer isthat “the power that

makes for progress, a power which we may suppose to work for nobler ends, can render natural

27 Sehiller, “Darwin,” 874.
208 Sehiller, “Darwin,” 876.
209 oehiller, “Darwin,” 877.
219 oehiller, “Darwin,” 878.

211 Sehiller, “Darwin,” 879.
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selection also a pliable instrument of its purpose, a sanction to enforce the law of progress, a
goad to urge on the laggards.”*** As a productive account, natural selection shows us adaptation
at work while teleology suggests “a power that intelligently adapts means to ends’; as a negative
account, natural selection weakens antiquated arguments from design that suggested things were
as they should be and points us to the hope “that everything is being made perfect.”?** Both, in
service and support of each other, thereby help man to fashion aworld not ready made with an
attitude more optimistically inclined.

This article is of note for several reasons. First, asa parting shot it is aimed, not back at
America, but towards England. This point shouldn’t be minimized. Inthese years it would be
premature to even speak of his style of pragmatism, asit is not until he returnsto England that
this all coalesces into something akin to that name. But it is proper to speak of the views that led
to pragmatism, of the groundwork that Schiller had done in America. For, aside from the work

he had done prior to arriving in America for the Journal and Proceedings of the Society for

Psychical Research—already a professed believer in a world big enough for a Diety—and a lone

response to the family acquaintance McTaggart—already a decidedly non-Hegelian as regards
abstract metaphysics—in Mind, Schiller’s philosophical confidence was gained in the pages of

the in-house journal, Philosophical Review. Second, this can be seen as more than a shot; it can

be taken as a printed statement of his viewsto that point intime. And it is a statement that
encompasses both Evolution and the Spirit. It isthe former as both a historical process and asa
progressive idedl; it is the latter as the suggestion that belief can promote both the process and

theideal. Finally, and while it would be hasty to call it Jamesian, it is an indication of the

212 gehiller, “Darwin,” 882.

213 Schiller, “Darwin,” 883.
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direction in which Schiller would take his philosophy in the years ahead. Those years were

surely on his mind as, with summer upon him, Schiller set sail on his return trip home.
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30 THEPSYCHOLOGY OF PRAGMATISM 1898-1905

The suspicion isin the air nowadays that the superiority of one of our formulas to another may
not consist so much inits literal ‘ objectivity,” asin subjective qualities likeits usefulness, its ‘ degance’ or
its congruity with our residual beliefs. Yielding to those suspicions, and generalizing,

wefall into something like the humanistic state of mi nd.*
They are the most mundane matters of record: in 1897 Schiller traveled across the sea to bring
his philosophical views back to Oxford; James traveled across the country to bring his “will to
believe” to American philosophers. These two details yield a near perfect demonstration of the
gulf that separated the two men. The division was, by turns, literal and figurative. But it was not

philosophical. James had as much as noted their “metaphysical” kinship in the years previous, in

the years leading up to James's publication of The Will to Believe, and Other Essays in Popular

Philosophy (1897) and the lecture Philosophical Conceptions and Practical Results (1898). It

was, first, a physical distance that placed Schiller beyond the birth of one term with which he
was to be identified for the rest of his life: pragmatism. And it was, second, a an emblematic
distance—entrenched once again in the citadel of Oxford—that Schiller would marshal the
term(s) to describe, and the style to defend, the philosophical disposition he shared with James.
Those terms would culminate in Schiller’s own statements as to the nature of pragmatism

and, then, pragmatic humanism. Here, too, there is a sense of difference. And it is adifference

asregards strategy. James s goals leaned towards inclusion and pluralism, to harmonizing
differences. Schiller’s arguments tilted towards the subjective side of Jamesian psychology,

towards a highly personalized conception of reality and an outright disdain for monism. Some

L William James, “Humanism and Truth,” Mind 13, no. 52 (October 1904): 460.
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could be brusque. Schiller’s spoof Mind! (1901) was a leering jab at his elders at Oxford as
much as it was a satire of philosophy proper. Others were more calculated. “Axioms as
Pogtulates’ (1902) forsook mockery to suggest the range to which pragmatic thinking could be
extended. And some were simply twice told tales slipped into sturdier boards. Humanism:

Philosophical Essays (1903) culled together both the pre- and proto-pragmeatic essays that were

thematically similar if not systematically developed. This, too, was demonstrative of Schiller’s
tendencies. James was already urging Schiller to dedicate his time to more formal treatment of
his (and James's) pragmatic views. But Schille—whether due to his temperament, his workload
as atutor, or abit of both—chose a different approach. In countless journal articles and reviews,
he attempted to wear down the opposition by sheer volume of argument. In doing so, he often
sided with polemic aimed at living targets. minor nuisances such as Harvard psychologist Hugo
MUnsterberg and formidable Idealists such as Oxonian Francis Herbert Bradley. In these heady

days, such tactics provide dividends even as they portend negative consequences.

31 ‘TOHOPETILL HOPE CREATES': THE BIRTH OF PRAGMATISM

The arrival of James's 1897 work, The Will to Believe, on the philosophical scene was cause for

commentary. Dedicated to Peirce, it provides the first published discussion of the concept of

radical empiricism. James offers this definition:

| say ‘empiricism,” because it is contented to regard its most assured conclusions
concerning matters of fact as hypotheses liable to modifications in the course of future
experience; and | say ‘radical,” because it treats the doctrine of monism itself asa
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hypothesis, and . . . it does not dogmatically affirm monism as something with which all
experience has got to square.

Several points are worth note. First, thisis not the sort of empiricism that the Absolute Idealists
loathed and dismissed. It is not the objective before the eye but the subjective nature of that
which lies beyond us. Theirony isthat this suggests a similarity with Idealism. But the radical
aspect of this concept undoes the comparison. It is not modification so as to justify unity; rather,
it is modification as a consequence of subsequent experience. And this concept extends in none

too subtle ways from James’s The Principles of Psychology. Therein, and in the 1892 Briefer

Course, James defined psychology as the “description and explanation of states of consciousness

assuch.” These states are related to the Empirical Self, or Me, which James further divides into
the Material Me and the Social Me. But to these he adds the Spiritual Me, “the entire collection
of consciousness, my psychic faculties and dispositions taken concretely.”® Here, again, one can
see the tinge of Idealism. But it is not of an absolute sort.* Like Schiller’s arguments during the
late 1880s with Barkworth and Myers, this is Idealism pinioned by experience and bracketed by

personality. Consciousness resides within the individual; it is not beyond the individual. Thus

understood, a (radical) empirical examination of experience frames a psychological
understanding of the consciousness of individuals therein. Now, this might seem a slight quibble
between two antiquated philosophical positions. Then, this was nothing less than to cleave the

head off the established philosophical idol.

2 William James, The Will to Believe, and Other Essays in Popular Philosophy (London: Longman, Green

3 William James, Psychology: Briefer Course (New Y ork: Henry Holt, 1910; 1892), 1; 181.

* Recall James's comments to Schiller in 1896: “Theidealistic hypothesis can stand on its own legs, and
need not be that of an absolute thought in any case” (William James, Chocorua, NH, to F. C. S. Schiller, 9 June
1896, Box One, Folder Thirteen, Educators and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special
Callections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford).
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Interested readers take note of James' s radical propositions. In September, the Dial

posits who the audience for The Will to Believe would be. Though subtitled “essays in popular

philosophy,” James s message is clearly directed at the philosophical, not general, public. The
distilled message? That a credulous belief in science binds one to aflawed sensitivity as regards
matters of religion, of faith, of life and death. For its part, the review supposes James's interest
in non-sanctioned practices demonstrates the limits of such belief; “the author’s chapter on
‘Psychical Research’ affords evidence that he carries his own principle of believing the things
that we want to believe a little farther than most clear-sighted thinkers are willing to carry it.”>
James, like Schiller before and after him, is chastised for pushing against the boundaries of
sanctioned philosophy. The will to believe is mis-translated by suspicious readers into believing
whatever you will.

A month later, Schiller provides an effusive counterpoint in Mind. Never was Schiller
seen, before or after, to dote so heavily (sweetly, we might say) upon a philosopher. He calls

James's volume “admirable” and a “delight,” noting “the grace of his style, the raciness of his

phrases, the stimulus of his originality, in short the deftness of the manipulations whereby he is

® Review of The Will to Believe, and Other Essays in Popular Philosophy, by William James, Did 23, no. 6
(16 September 1897): 149-50. Otherswereno less skeptical asto James s overall philosophica viewpoint; see
Dickinson S. Miller, “*The Will to Believe' and The Duty to Doubt,” International Journal of Ethics 9, no. 2
(January 1899): 169-95. As Perry notes, on many other subjects Miller and James were allies and, on a personal
leve, friends (Ralph Barton Perry, ed., The Thought and Character of William James, vol. 2 [Boston: Little, Brown,
and Company, 1935], 240-1). But hetdlsatruncated story as regardsthe relation of James, Miller, and Schiller.
Thisistaken up in the subsequent discussion of Schiller’s 1902 “Axioms as Postulates.” Sufficeit to say at this
point that, written in James' s hand at the bottom of a typed letter to Schiller, James comments: “Miller’ sarticle was
agresat disappointment to me—a compl ete ignoratio elenchi—with not one of my positions even touched.” The
reference is confirmed in Schller’ s own hand along side the written comments, where he notes: “on the W. t. Bdl in
the Journ of Ethics’ (William James, Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 27 January 1899, Box One, Folder Thirteen,
Educators and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries,
Stanford). The Miller essay produced two follow up responses, one for and one seemingly against, by Henry
Rutgers Marshall and William Caldwell, respectively: Henry Rutgers Marshall, “Belief and Will,” International
Journal of Ethics 9, no. 3 (April 1899): 359-73; William Caldwell, “The Will to Believe and the Duty of Doubt,”
International Journal of Ethics, 9, no. 3 (April 1899): 373-8. Perry includes aletter where James agrees with
Marshall’ sinterpretation (see The Thought, 2, 242); the “seemingly” issue as regards Caldwell will be taken up
while discussing his 1900 article, “Pragmatism.”
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wont to charm the heavy indigestible dough of philosophic discussion to rise up into dainty
shapes that need be disdained by no intellectual epicure.”® But Schiller is as much calling into
guestion the ambiguity of James's prose as he is celebrating it: “he pretends only to express his
personal feelings.”” If that is the case, to whom then should additional praise be directed?
Schiller suggests that James comes from a lineage of thinkers, particularly the German
philosophers Arthur Schopenhauer and Friedrich Nietzsche, who questioned rationalism and lead
to what James has termed, radical empiricism.2  So, in turning his back on the “infallible a priori
tegtsof truth,” Schiller iswont to insist that James's views are not “altogether new and
indisputably true’; rather, heisthe latest philosopher to note that wisdom is grounded in human
experience. The rationalist route once more stands exposed as futile for, “if then there existed
absolute truth, of which man was not the measure, it would be most natural that the human mind

should prove inadequate to its comprehension.”®

®F. C. S. Schiller, review of The Will to Believe; and other Essays in Popular Philosophy, by William
James, Mind 6, no. 24 (October 1897): 547.

" Schiller, review, 547.
8 Schiller, review, 548.

® Schiller, review, 550. Aside from the tone of high praise, there is one other aspect of the review worth
note: Schiller, the philosopher who isto be later and often chastised for being too subjective, lodges the same
complaint against James. Here, he argues that James' s highly personal views of experience, when applied to the
work both do in psychical research, would lead away from the promising methods of science, methods which might
serve to legitimize “amuch and maliciously maligned subject (Schiller, review, 553). Whileit paysto recall that
early pragmatists sought philosophical arguments for correcting/revising scientific practice, this stands out—and the
anaysisin subsegquent chapterswill bear this out—as a singular event in the work of Schiller.

For arelevant selection demongrating Peirce’ s stance asregards science, particularly his discussion of the
potential pitfalls which impede the Rule of Reason—" never block inquiry’—see Charles S. Peirce, “ The Scientific
Attitude and Fallibilism,” 1896; 1899, in Philosophical Writings of Peirce, ed. Justus Buchler (New Y ork: Routledge
and Kegan Paul, 1940; Reprint, New Y ork: Dover Publications, Inc., 1955), 42-59. For his discussion discounting
the need of science or philosophy to anchor themselves to “ metaphysically real classes,” seein the same collection
Peirce, “Philosophy and the Sciences,” 60-73. A particularly insightful discussion of the scientific tendency to
ignore or convert materialsit has trouble comprehending so as to craft “simplicity and consistency” isfound in
James; see William James, “ The Powers and Limitations of Science,” 1897; 1920, in The Philosophy of William
James, ed. Horace M. Kallen (New York: The Modern Library, 1953), 197-214. Dewey also questions the
tendency—in ancient as opposed to “new experimental science”—to rely on speculative, and to his way of thinking,
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The responses from James and his wife, Alice, were almost as buoyant asthe review. On
18 October, Alice James writes:

Y ou are the wise man who speaks the just word! | have just read your review of the Will
to Believe in Mind — it came this morning — and | must tell you how it has rejoiced me.

Y ou have read with sympathy and you interpret more skillfully than any one the faith my
husband holds. There has been much praise of the book of a general sort but nothing that
has caught its true worth as you do. For your generous praise | am truly grateful and |
find myself regretting afresh that we have known you only to lose you.™°

Atop the note, in William’s hand, is the notation: “My wife on reading your review could not
control herself and blossomed out inthis.” For his part, James responded five days later:

Did you ever hear of the famous international prize fight between Tom Sayers + Heenan
the Benicia Boy, or were you too small ababy in 18577 The Times devoted a couple of
pages of report + one or more eulogistic editorials to the English Champion, and the
latter, brimming over with emotion wrote aletter to the Times in which he touchingly
said that he would live in future as one who had been once deemed werth worthy of
commemorations in ene-ef its leaders. After reading your review of me in the October
Mind (which only reached me 2 days ago) | feel asthe noble Sayers felt, and think |
ought to write to [ George Frederick] Stout [the editor of Mind] to say | will try to live up
to such a character. My past has not deserved such words, but my future shall. Seriously
your review has given me the keenest possible pleasure. This philosophy must be
thickened up most decidedly — your review represents it as something to rally to, so we
must fly a banner + start a school. Some of your phrases are bully: “reckless
rationalism,” “Pure Science is Pure Gook,” “infallible a priori test of truth to sever us
from the consequences of our choice,” etc etc. Thank you from the bottom of my heart.™*

spurious, “antecedent categories’ in: John Dewey, “Philosophy and Science,” 1929, in Intelligence in the Modern
World: John Dewey’ s Philosophy, ed. Joseph Ratner (New Y ork: The Modern Library, 1939), 305-342.

A month after Schiller’ sreview an interesting article by Tufts, the professor of philosophy at the University
of Chicago aongside Dewey and Mead, appearsin the Philosophical Review. Interesting, that is, because it
references the works of Dewey, but only implies the works of James, while taking on the works of idealists such as
Green, Bradley, and even Josiah Royce. Intriguing also asit takes up the pre-pragmatic cause in its arguments for
science (“ Abandoning the search for forms and essences, separating and abstracting precisely those aspects of
experience with which it wishesto deal, natural science has analyzed these and resolved them in terms of its chosen
unit”) asa criterion for knowledge (“If knowledge is mere interpretation, how can | be sure that my interpretation is
theright one? The only answer in my opinion is Doesit work?’). To be clear, Tufts arguments are more respectful
of science than James's and less expansve than Schiller’s; but the work provides an interesting snapshot of the
philosophical issues being discussed at the time (J. H. Tufts, “Can Epistemology Be Based on Mental States?’
Philosophical Review 6, no. 6 [November 1897]: 577; 589).

19 Alice James, Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 18 October 1897, Box One, Folder Twelve, Educators and
Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford.

1 William James, Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 23 October 1897, Box One, Folder Thirteen, Educators
and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford;
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This letter is an early and important suggestion of the reciprocity of influence that was growing
between James and Schiller. The psychologist cum philosopher, chastised for muddled thinking
in the Dial, has found philosophical companionship. This friendship, spurred on by Schiller’'s
jaunty turns of phrase, is substantial enough to push James forward. The letter suggests, no less,
Schiller’ s part in foisting the banner so soon to fly in the face of the philosophical status quo.

He doesn't have to wait long. Lessthan ayear later, James s gives his 1898 Berkeley

lecture entitled Philosophical Conceptions and Practical Results. This, and its subsequent
publication in the same year, provides for arallying cry refined into a philosophical statement of
purpose: “To attain perfect clearness in our thoughts of an object, then, we need only consider
what effects of a conceivably practical kind the object may involves. . . Our conception of these
effects, then, is for us the whole of our conception of the object, so far as that conception has
positive significance at all.”*? Expressed “more broadly” by James than by the person to which
it is attributed, Peirce, pragmatism (or its discarded co-moniker, practicalism) reduces
philosophical statements “to some particular consequence, in our future practical experience.” 3
What, then, is the significance of James’'s works for Schiller? James has become a
philosophical touchstone who provides Schiller with the organizational schemato frame his
‘ldealism with adifference.” In retrospect, this strikes one as a significant moment in the

development of Schiller’s philosophy. Which it certainly is. But arhetorical biography errsthe

more it holds to the grooves already made, albeit sporadically, in the historical tale of Schiller.

the same | etter, in revised form, appearsin: Henry James, ed., The L etters of William James, vol. 2 (Boston: The
Atlantic Monthly Press, 1920), 65-6. Stout (1860-1944), a philosopher and psychologit, trained George Edward
Moore (1873-1958) and B. Russdll at Cambridge and later taught at Oxford and St. Andrews.

12 \william James, Philosophical Conceptions and Practical Results, The Annual Public Address before the
Union August 26, 1898 (Berkeley: University Press, 1898), 6.

13 James, Philosophical, 7.
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As by his supporters’ telling, the Riddles of the Sphinx is a youthful work distanced from

Schiller’ s later writings. By the evidence, it is in that metaphysic that we already see the
emerging views to which Schiller would later affix the pragmatic and humanist descriptions. On
his opponents’ slight, Schiller took on Jamesian views and became their mouthpiece. Point in

fact, he saw in the arguments of James, particularly in Principles and The Will to Believe,

support for his already established contention that treating a priori assumptions as unassailable
truths was both philosophically flawed and psychologically crippling. 1n Philosophical
Conceptions he gained the term of art that would, for atime, serve to frame his philosophical
project.

The rhetorical point isthat Schiller’s commentators have often taken in the big picture
but failed to scrutinize its component parts. His philosophy demonstrated a distrust of
abstraction, even as it defended a personality-based account of reality, prior to meeting James.
In Schiller, James found a like-minded thinker and a source of encouragement. Asthe letters
indicate, James, while agreeing with the basics of Schiller’ s already developed philosophy, was
encouraged to further refine his psychological thinking. But the process, again, was reciprocal.
James was also a mentor by which Schiller’s philosophy was revised. The chief innovation
undertaken was methodological. In James, Schiller gained the volitional primacy of psychology,
the radical empiricism of pragmatism, by which to continue his assault on intellectualist

metaphysics.™ Thisis a proto-pragmatic step in completing the merger of science, religion, and

14 Schiller’slater reflections on thistime period serve to justify this assertion. Commenting on Dickinson
Miller’s criticism of James, Schiller says: “James’s principle was being misconstrued (by ignoring its demand for
empirical verification) as an incitement to make-believe, instead of as an analysis of the psychological processes of
acquiring beliefs’ (Perry, The Thought, 2, 241). Perry notesthat he found this quotation “among James's papers’
but it also existsin seemingly identical, transcript, formin Schiller’ s papersas well; see F.C. S. Schiller, Corpus
Christi, to Charles Augustus Strong, 21 February 1910, Correspondence, Box Two, F. C. S. Schiller Papers
(Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California,
LosAngeles. A further versionisalso found in: F. C. S. Schiller, “William James and the Making of Pragmatism,”
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philosophy that Schiller began in the 1880s. And it is an advance that will be tested as Schiller

turns to consider psychical research in the upcoming years.

32 MYSTICISM AND MUNSTERBERG: TESTING THE NEW ETHICAL
PHILOSOPHY

Schiller’ s approach in two debates occurring in 1898-1899 is worth noting. The topic, psychical
research, isalong-standing interest. But his arguments demonstrate two changes. Fresh off the
rapid developments of recent years, Schiller is found to be more thoroughly integrating the
Jamesian into his philosophical worldview while junking the remnants of his idealist training.
When Schiller sparred with Ritchie in 1892, he noted James's psychology approvingly. Now
Jamesian empiricism is the criteria by which Schiller’ s philosophy takes on needless abstraction.
As a consequence of this new found theoretical vigor, Schiller also displays increasing self-
assurance in defending his views and attacking others. 1n 1890, his jabs at the reviewer J. E. H.

and the Oxford Magazine editor Godley were boisterous, but teetered on the cusp of paranoia.

Now his complaints retain that energy, but are offered up with a confidence that borders on
bravado.
In the first debate, the topic is very close in substance to the one he discussed with

Barkworth and Myers. But, in aletter to the editor that appeared in the Journal of Psychical

Research, Schiller’ s criticisms of the views of St. George Lane-Fox[-Pitt] (1856-1932; an early

inventor of an electric incandescent light) are more pointed and decidedly more polemic than

in Must Philosophers Disagree? (London: Macmillan, 1934), 97-8 [itself areprint of an article appearing in the
Personalist in 1927].
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witnessed in those discussions of automatic writing and levels of consciousness. Then, Schiller
sided against Barkworth even as he took Myers to task for the terms he used. Now, thereisno
grasping for a Transcendental Ideal that would provide an answer for al sides. What does Lane-
Fox say that raises Schiller’sire? In February 1898, Lane-Fox states, “1 object to such phrases as
‘Spirit Identity,” ‘Discarnate Souls,” and the like, as misleading or, at any rate, valueless, not so
much because they convey finite ideas that are false as because they convey very little meaning
a al”; “I say that the phrase ‘ Spiritual Identity’ is either absurd or else it is vague or
misleading.”*> He derides such a notion as only a “pernicious delusion, having a baneful
influence in this world and responsible for much of the egotism, greed and malignity with which
our present lives are afflicted.”

In afollow-up letter in March, Schiller describes this “self-confident” attack as proving
nothing more that Lane-Fox’s “metaphysical prejudice against personality.”*” Giving some
ground to get his own, Schiller admitsthat he is “the last to complain of a precise use of
terms.”*® But he goes on to suggest that the assumption of a stable personality is not aretreat to
obsolete philosophy. Lane-Fox can look to Lotze or, more recently, James for theories which

suggest the same. And, recalling his discussion with Myers and Barkworth, Schiller argues that

his support of the concept of a*“spirit” isjust aslikely to be attacked by materialistsasit isto be

15 5t. George Lane-Fox, “The* Spirit Hypothesis and Mrs. Piper,” Letter to the Editor, Journal of the
Society for Psychical Research 8 (February 1898): 184-5. Mrs. Piper is Leonora Evalina Simmonds Piper (1857-
1950), the Boston medium who attracted the support of Oliver Lodge, William James, and Schiller among others.
At one point, Piper claimed to act as the medium for the departed spirit of one of Schiller’ sinterlocutors from the
previous chapter: F. Myers. Lane-Fox was one of many who doubted her ahilities as amanifestation of psychical
power.

16 |_ane-Fox, “The ‘ Spirit,”” 186.

Y'F. C. S. Schiller, “The Vdidity of the* Spirit’ Hypothesis,” Letter to the Editor, Journal of the Society for
Psychical Research 8 (March 1898): 203.

18 Schiller, “The Validity,” 204.
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advanced by them. So what, then, isthe issue? Schiller assumes that is a question of confused
priorities for the critics, disputing the solidity of personality and distancing themselves from the
suggestion of the transience of accepted experience: “ The phenomenal world must be conceived
as a state of consciousness, and the succession of conscious states may take us into a succession
of worlds.”*® At present, such a hypothesis cannot be rejected outright. And the use of the term
“gpirit,” far from having no meaning, seems to be of enough (confused) meaning to cause Lane-
Fox to attack it. But, again, Schiller isloathe to ask for precision at the expense of exploration.
The “adoption of too rigid aterminology” would, at present and as regards the spirit hypothesis,
merely constrict further the range of options open to those inquiring into psychical phenomena.
Precision is of little value if the respondent misunderstands the meaning. In aresponse to
Schiller in April, Lane-Fox is not arguing that individuality, “a connected sequence of
experiences, phenomenal or psychic, which experiences are interdependent and correlated,
although extending over wide ranges of spirituality” terminates after death.?* Heis arguing that
it is faulty to attach to it any notion of a stable spirit; any conception of an “unchangeable * spirit’
occupying a definite position in space is an incongruity resting on the old fallacy that a cause is

identical with its effect.”??

Schiller, too, is now willing to give up an argument of terms, seeing
as how Lane-Fox now seems even more “unintelligible” than when he first voiced his objections

to the spirit hypothesis.® But, if Schiller understands the argument, it still sidesteps the question

19 Schiller, “The Validity,” 204.
2 Sehiller, “The Validity,” 205.

2 &t. George Lane-Fox, Letter to the Editor, Journal of the Society for Psychical Research 8 (April 1898):

205,
22 ane-Fox, Letter, 225.

B F. C.S. Schiller, “Mr. Lane Fox versus Spiritual Identity,” Letter to the Editor, Journal of the Society for
Psychical Research 8 (May 1898): 232.
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of whether or not a spirit can be said to have a personality in the sense that we would attribute it
to aliving being. The thrust of his response deserves to speak for itself:

He talks about a “persisting individuality after death,” but admits no identity.
Individuality “implies a connected sequence of experiences’ (aware of itself as such or
not ?) “phenomenal or psychic” (are these exclusives?), “which are interdependent and
correlated,” but not “anything that can properly be called identity . . . between one stage
of individual existence and another.” That is, state A causes another B, but thereis no
identity between A and B. Thus the “persisting individuality” is the fact that the world
goeson, but the father is not the son. Truly a profound and inspiring dogma, the
philosophic import of which | refrain from discussing. | will permit myself only one
question, which it irresistibly suggests, and that is— Has Mr. Lane Fox any personal
identity? If he has, what doesit consist in? If he has hot (and | suppose he ought not to
have on his own theory) how does he hold himself together and prevent his successive
states of consciousness (* stages of individual existence’) from getting lost, strayed, or
stolen? Perchance he keegps a big diary and traces in it the individuality of ‘Mr. Lane Fox
from day to day.’*

Not knowing whether thisisto be described as “sublime” or “ridiculous,” Schiller decides it best
to leave the questions of Lane-Fox, his theory, and his (apparent) lack of a personality for
someone else to deal with.”

In hisreply in June, Lane-Fox is humble(d) enough to suggest he has “not yet succeeded
in expressing” his “sound” position.? Rather than make much ado, as Schiller suggests, about
the issue of personality, he had failed to see it as an issue of import. The main point isthat there
is nothing permanent about personality, be it asto the person or asto a spirit. Personality, like
all things save truth, is continuously undergoing change via “the process of evolution.”?” And it

is here that Lane-Fox expresses a sentiment more aligned, in point and not brevity, with the

2 schiller, “Mr. Lane” 231-2.

% Others also question Lane-Fox’ s odd amalgam of terms. The anthropologist Richard Hodgson (1855-
1905), tongue firmly in cheek, asksif “hislack of personal identity may explain this violent attack by Mr. Lane Fox
upon himself” (Letter to the Editor, Journal of the Society for Psychical Research 8 [May 1898]: 232).

% g, George Lane-Fox, “Spiritualism and Spirit Identity,” Letter to the Editor, Journal of the Society for
Psychical Research 8 (June 1898): 255.

" |ane-Fox, “Spirituaism,” 256.
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Schiller of several years back who talked of a Transcendent Ideal: “in proportion as the mind
becomes more enlightened, and becomes a true vehicle of truth, so it becomes less egotistical
and loses in degree the essentials of personality, or, in other words, it becomes relatively freed

"2 59 much closer to

from the false sense of isolation, greed, bigotry, vanity, hate, and lust.
Schiller that he iswilling to end on a note sounded by Myer, that “the growth of knowledge

depends on the organized extension of the threshold of sensibility to wider regions of

understanding and experience.”

But, in the final salvo offered in July, Schiller stands his ground. Even if there are shades
of the old Schiller in the Lane Fox discussion, the new Schiller does not see himself in “a

rambling discussion of half-revealed metaphysical dogmas.”*°

Schiller instead wants to again
focus on whether or not personality exists, as manifest in spirit form, after death. And Schiller’s
insistence on this point is not now lessened by Lane-Fox’ s attempt now only to humbly explain
what he had originally insisted upon. “If personality is tough enough to survive death it must be
credited with the power to persist in its new phase of existence.”*! All this might strike the reader
as amere matter of course. Yet it setsthe stage on several key fronts. Firg, it is precisely the

issue of personality that should be highlighted. As was noted, the need to dwell in discussions of

monads, of Transcendent Egos, is gone. The psychology of James has done away with the need

% |_ane-Fox, “Spirituaism,” 256.

% | ane-Fox, “Spiritualism,” 257. C. C. Massey suggests that Lane-Fox’s criticism may be more with the
manner of Schiller’s argument than with any of its specific parts: “The motive of Mr. Lane Fox’ s [February] letter
appears to be contempt for what, many years ago, in addressing my friends the Spiritualists themselves, | ventured to
call *abourgeois conception of immortality’” (Letter to the Editor, Journal of the Society for Psychical Research 8
[June 1898]: 257).

% F. C. S Schiller, “Spirituaism and Spirit Identity,” Letter to the Editor, Journa of the Society for
Psychical Research 8 (July 1898): 275.

3 Schiller, “Spiritualism,” 276.
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to traffic in terms of the old Idealist guard. But it is personality—the lived and continuing
presence of personality—that isamplified. And it is Schiller’s enactment of personality, as
advanced in a challenge to his (and James) views as to the nature of verification, which is about
to be tested against a much less apologetic foil than Lane-Fox.

In January 1899, Hugo Munsterberg (1863-1916) publishes “Psychology and Mysticism”

in the Atlantic Monthy. It paysto recall that he was the psychologist brought to Harvard,

partially at James s urging, who eventually took over duties in its psychology laboratories.
Trained—Ilike the aforementioned Angell at Cornell—by Wundt, MUnsterberg is a consistent foe
of all supernatural phenomena®* He feigns to examine what the relation of psychical research is
to that of psychology; that is, what role psychical research can play in answering psychological
guestions. Throughout, he refers to said research as mysticism—*“the belief in supernatural
connections in the physical and psychical worlds’ **—and maintains that it provides nothing that
cannot be disproved by the methods of psychology. Asregards spirits interacting with the living,
“the scientist does not admit a compromise: with regard to this he flatly denies the possibility.” >
Nor can the psychical research respond that many things now understood were once “ridiculed”

as preposterous; “it iswrong and dangerous from beginning to end, asit isin its last

consequences not only the death of real science, but worse,—the death of real Idealism.”** And

% Minsterberg, as much as he was a psychica skeptic, was a glorious salf-promoter. Bruce Kuklick isa bit
restrictive in arguing that James had only a “single disagreement,” albeit a supernatural one, with Miinsterberg on
psychological issues (The Rise of American Philosophy [New Haven: Yae University Press, 1977], 188). Asshall
be seen, there were several points upon which he and James diverged. But Kuklick’s coverage of Minsterberg’s
psychology and careerism is concise and highly readable; see particularly Chapter Eleven, “Hugo M Unsterberg,”
196-214).

% Hugo Miinsterberg, “Psychology and Mysticism,” Atlantic Monthly 83, no. 495 (January 1899): 67.
% Minsterberg, “Psychology,” 75.

% Minsterberg, “Psychology,” 76. He uses the words of Frank Podmore to suggest that even psychical
researchers admit that “well known causes’ are behind most psychical experience (77). In a strange case of
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though Minsterberg is quick to acknowledge that he has never actually taken part in psychical
research, he is equally nimble when it comes to the reason: “I believe that the facts, if they are
” 36

examined critically, are never incapable of scientific explanation.

Schiller retort, published as an 1899 supplement to the Proceedings of the Society for

Psychical Research, reads as a confident counterpart to his squabbles earlier squabbles with

Godley. More confident, perhaps, because this is the defense of an emerging philosophy and not
asingular instance of translation. It is, whatever other factors may contribute, an example of his
personality coming to the defense of his and James's understanding of the philosophical
conception of the same. Referring to Minsterberg as “the lord of | don’t know how many
thousands of dollars worth of psychological machinery” and his article as rife with
“misrepresentations and misconceptions,” Schiller seems at aloss as where to begin.®” How is
something which is*supernatural” to be connected? Isit not the case that “psychical

researchers,” not the slur-term mystics, set out to demonstrate with the tools of science that

commenting when the argument’ s good, Schiller isin this very same month reviewing Podmore' s recent book,
Studiesin Psychical Research. Therein, while also chastising Podmore for being too willing to accept the words of
those who purport to be spiritualists, Schiller makes comments seemingly directed at Mingterberg (though it is
unclear which article came out first). The public, when contenting “itself with assurances that all the high priests of
Science concur in the condemnation” of psychical research, are only being given an “antiquated” take on materials
which the scientific method has yet to explain much less been turned to examining (F. C. S. Schiller, review of
Studiesin Psychical Research, by Frank Podmore, Mind 8, no. 29 [January 1899]: 102; 105).

% Minsterberg, “Psychology,” 78. Readers may, at this point, notice an interesting definitional ambiguity:
what does real mean for Minsterberg? The answer remains unclear, especially when he turnsto discuss how real
factsand real Idedlism relateto therealm of real life. Actually, they never achieve parity. The psychical elements
of our existence are subordinated to the physical constructs that determine their function. Remove the constructs
and you remove the ability to posit both teleological and logical outcomes of human action (MUnsterberg,
“Psychology,” 81-2). Thefacts, “the truths of science,” and Idealism, “the truth of life,” must exist at a distance
from one another. If thefirst confronted the latter “we are under theillusion of psychologism”; if the latter upon the
first “we are under theillusion of mysticism” (Minsterberg, “Psychology,” 85).

3"F. C. S. Schiller, “Psychology and Psychical Research: A Reply to Professor Miinsterberg,” Supplement
no. |11, Proceedings of the Society for Psychical Research 14, no. 35 (1899) 348-9.
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nothing supernatural per se actually exists?*® How isit possible to argue that new truths are
found while, at the same time, arguing that he has actually proven that the claims of mystics are
now overturned? “This triumph of science over ‘mysticism’ which Professor Munsterberg here
discoversisatriumph only over his own absurd conception of mysticism, while the new facts
triumph, not over science, but over the prepossessions of the scientists who arrogated to
themselves the monopoly of truth.”*® The larger issue is that Miinsterberg, in having to uphold a
haphazard |dealism where psychology and reality dare not meet, only commits himself to a
course of study that sanctions the a priori against their possible harmony in the methods of
science.®

In May, James writes to Schiller regarding the Minsterberg article. James'stoneis
cheerful and congratulatory:

Y our review of Munsterberg’s unimaginably asinine not[€] was is the sweetest thing in

that line | ever read —I believe no more classic a model of that kind of composition was

ever written, with its humor, irony, + long all durecheinander. You are in sooth an almost

God like being. Thetroubleis, | fear, that poor M. himself won't feel hurt. Not that he
has no sensibility to irony, humor, + logic as formal modes of thought, but that he is so

% Schiller, “Psychology,” 350.
% Schiller, “Psychology,” 356.

0 Schiller, “Psychology,” 357. Sufficeit to say, thiswas the kind version of Schiller’s opinion. A
truncated version of a poem he wrote, entitled “T. Mystix + / Prof. of Minsterbergin Atl. Mon,” deals more
humorously with certain portions—his supposed ability to rapidly assimilate large collections of scholarly material,
hiswillingness to travel long distances if only an occasion meriting it would arise—of Minsterberg’' s article:

Come listen my men while tell u again, T mark® + | pray u don’t scoff —

By wh. u may kn. wheresoever u go, T warranted genuine prof.

Let ustak’emin order, T 1¥ ishistaste, Wh. ismeager + and [sic], tho' queer.

Next his style, wh. isvile, when written in haste, For it's German + puffed up with beer.

His habit of gett® up books you'll agree, Y* he carriestoo far when | say

Y! he once read a shelf-full at afternoon tea, And rev? ‘em / foll® day!

T 4" ishisslow® in pack? histrunk, Sh? u happen to ask him to come

He'll send an excuse in / deuce of a funk, And he cannot afford such a sum!

T 5" ishisfond® for techn' terms, Wh. in public he constantly spouts

And believes y* they’re crushing to ‘mystical’ worry, A senti' open to doubts. . .

(F. C. S. Schiller, January 1899, Notebook #11, n.p., 1882-1899, Diary, Box Eleven, F. C. S. Schiller Papers
[Coallection 191], Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Young Research Library, University of California,
Los Angeles).
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fatuoudy stuck in his silly metaphysics as to be beyond the reach of any material effect
fromthem in thiscase. Fhe Redl life, which-deals-with-teleclogic-categeries; excludes

psychical research, because it offers phenomenain time, + the real life istimeless.
Science excludes them because they are mystical. So there is no place for them in God's
great universe at all. Happy M., to be the owner of so convenient a philosophy! **

Asif emboldened by this response, Schiller files an October review of Munsterberg’s

Psychology and Life. Itisaglimpse into Schiller turning his personal dislike (of theory) into a

personal attack. Schiller’s view of Munsterberg’s style: “a popular tone with professional
dogmatism”; of his grasp of the English language: “the book reads like a bad translation from the
German, of which tongue the English reader desirous of understanding it, will require a
competent knowledge’; of his choice of editors: “he should at least have chosen his literary
advisers among his colleagues in the English department of Harvard University, instead of
leaving to his laboratory assistants the  helpful retouching of his language.’”** Schiller’s view of
the actual content of the work is not much better. It traffics in facts which are, in fact,
“absurdities,” deals in antitheses which are “unsound,” and thereby demonstrates the “irritation”

produced “when the consequences of inadequate assumptions manifest themselves.” 3

“L William James, Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 19 May 1899, Box One, Folder Thirteen, Educators and
Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford. A
month prior, Schiller had reviewed James' s recent work, Human Immortality: Two Supposed Objectionsto the
Doctrine. Schiller applauds him for positing interesting hypotheses—that the brain may function as an organ for the
transmission of consciousness, that there may be variance in the character of beingsthat areimmortal—ripe for
future study. But, with a seeming eye on the just concluded tussle with M Unsterberg, he again urges James to apply
the modern methods of science to a topic which, as currently conceived, “forms one of the darkest and dustiest of
the lumber-rooms that are the province of philosophy” (F. C. S. Schiller, review of Human Immortality: Two
Supposed Objections to the Doctrine, by William James, Mind 8, no. 30 [April 1899]: 262).

“2F. C. S Schiller, review of Psychology and Life, by Hugo Miinsterberg, Mind 8, no. 32 (October 1899):

540.

“3 Schiller, review, 543.
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James'sinitial response to the review, on 11 October, is more of the same: “I am glad
you have pitched into M.g.’s philosophy too. It seemsto me awful trash.”* But his response
eight days later is more detailed and contains within in it both criticisms of content and of style:

I think you might easily with a page or two more have made your article on M.g. in Mind
more effective. Youtreat his absurd apriori dogmatism of Science too much as a separate
doctrine; and all are about equally valuable. He would be more sensitive himself to an
attack along the whole front, than on this one position. | am grievously disappointed in
the sort of philosophic rubbish he is hatching out; though likely much of his psychologic
work may prove valuable by being so . . . discussable. | think your tone in the Mind
article. . . reprehensible for its patronizing quality. Only the Mysticism article deserved
that tone.*

“ William James, De Veer Gardens, to F. C. S. Schiller, 11 October 1899, Box One, Folder Thirteen,
Educators and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries,
Stanford. Asregardsthe change in address, reports indicate that James was in Europe at the time due to a declinein
health. In his19 May letter James was already planning the trip abroad, noting “I shall leave probably about the
middle of July and go with my wife for six weeks to some German Badort. After that, whether England or Germany
I know not. | must write two courses of Gifford lectures within the year (have done practically nothing asyet on
that job and am now in my spring condition of brain tire) so | fed | asif | must place myself in good conditions for
work and stay there.” In the letter dated 11 October his condition seems no better for therespite: “I composed this
morning an introduction to the first lectures, advertised to be given at 4 P.M. of Monday January 15", with othersto
follow. You seewhat asprint | must make, the which, with deep bad, eyes bad, brain bad, heart bad, no excitement,
fast walking, sudden movements or energy of any sort allowed (- | must return again to Nauheim in April) doesn’t
dispose meto play the part of alion of however small size. Therefore don’t expect me at Oxford at present!” And,
in anote that suggests just how non-personal academic jousting can be, James reports that Miller, also afriend of
Schiller’s, isletting his eldest son stay with him.

The lectures—two sets of ten—that Jamesrefersto were delivered at the University of Edinburgh in 1901-
1902 and were eventually published in 1902 as The Varieties of Religious Experience. He thanks Schiller,
alongsde Flournoy and others, for “documents’ used in crafting the lectures. What those documents were isnot
clear. Butitisclear that James, alongside his young mentor Schiller, is ill very much urging againg the
Absolutism that troubled them in the works of persons such as Minsterberg. 1n a 1902 postscript, thus not part of
the lectures proper, Jamesisfound to conclude:

Upholders of the monist view will say to such polytheism (which, by the way, has always been theredl

religion of common people, and is so till to-day) that unless there be one all-inclusive God, our guarantee

of security isleft imperfect. In the Absolute, and in the Absolute only, al issaved. . . . Common senseis
less sweeping in its demands than philosophy or mysticism has been wont to be, and can suffer the notion
of thisworld being partly saved and partly logt. . . . | think, in fact, that afinal philosophy of religion will

have to consider the pluralistic hypothesis more serioudy than it has hitherto been willing to consider it.

For practical life at any rate, the chance of salvation is enough.

(William James, The Varieties of Religious Experience: A Study in Human Nature [New Y ork: Longman, Green,
and Company, 1902; reprint, New Y ork: The Modern Library, 1950], 515-6).

“® William James, De Veer Gardens, to F. C. S. Schiller, 19 October 1899, Box One, Folder Thirteen,
Educators and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries,
Stanford. In October, Schiller also published “Philosophy at Oxford” in the Educational Review. Thearticleis
relatively lighthearted in tone. It isa comparison of the relative positives and negatives of the systems of education
in America—graduate study v. too much freedom to choose subjects—and Britain—directed examinations v.
outdated philosophical model s and overburdened tutors—while & so a chance to swipe, abeit quickly, at F. H.
Bradley (F. C. S. Schiller, “Philosophy at Oxford,” Educational Review 18 [October 1899]: 209-22). Jamesreplies,
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These two letters are indicative of what will become a pattern in James's mentoring of Schiller:
praise for attack, comments as regards criticism, and cautions as to style. Coupled with his
laudatory tone as regarded Schiller’s earlier response to Minsterberg, James's seems unsure of
how far istoo far asregards “flying the banner” of pragmatism.*® That question isn’t going
away. Schiller’s output in the next several years veers from razing his peers to raising the British

banner of pragmatism.

in the 19 October |etter, “How playfully you can write! —it seems as ‘twere easily too, but it may not come so easy.
The Educationa Review article gives me a much better insight than | have possessed into your Oxford system.”

To befair, and in counter to those (such as Winetrout) who have claimed Schiller’ s writings on education
were more “amusing” than “profound,” it should be noted that Schiller also took on, albeit in generaly minor
forums, issues of clear educational importance in the years of 1888-1910. For a sample, see [regarding the
preferential eection of teaching candidates] “The Philosophical Memoria Controversy,” Letter to the Editor,
Oxford Magazine, 17 May 1899, Lettersto Editors, Box Thirteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers Collection 191,
Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles; [the
preeminence of Logic in new Lit. Hum. Requirements] “A Changein Greats,” Letter to the Editor, Oxford
Magazine, 28 May 1902, Lettersto Editors, Box Thirteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers Callection 191, Department of
Special Callections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles; [regarding changes
in the Lit. Hum. Requirements] Letter to the Editor, Oxford Magazine, 17 February 1904, Lettersto Editors, Box
Thirteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers Collection 191, Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research
Library, University of California, Los Angeles; [regarding the detrimental effect of the examination system on
scholarship] “Examination or Research?’ Letter to the Editor, Times, 24 October 1907, Letters to Editors, Box
Thirteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers Collection 191, Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research
Library, University of California, Los Angeles.

“6 The ambival ence James' s fedl's regarding the treatment of Miinsterberg is also seen in aletter in July of
1900: “I am deep in Minsterberg’ slast volume. | wholly fail to assimilateits chief thesis, but it isa prodigious
example of audacious and clever system-building . . . Fundamentally rotten, al the same, though, in my humble
opinion. So systematically rotten, that | shouldn’t at all wonder if he became the leader of a great German schoal of
thought. That seems the essentia requisitein Germany. (Don'’t publish this opinion miscellaneoudly till | publish it
myself!)” (William James, Geneva, to F. C. S. Schiller, 21 October 1900, Box One, Folder Thirteen, Educators and
Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford).
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33 TOCARE (NOT) A WIT: THE SATIRE AND SUBSTANCE OF SCHILLER’S
EARLY PRAGMATISM

The New Y ear, and new century, brings with it the first published British discussion of
pragmatism: William Caldwell’ s article “Pragmatism,” published in the October 1900 Mind.
Caldwell (1863-1942), a professor of philosophy at McGill University of Montreal for the major
portion of his life, is part of arather large and varied assemblage of “Personal Idealists’ active at
the turn of the century. And thisis not hisfirst foray into such matters. Caldwell had published,
less than a year prior, “The Will to Believe and the Duty of Doubt,” an article that sided with
Miller’ s critique of James's philosophical positions. Perhaps “sided” isthe wrong term. Inthat
article and this one, Caldwell is seen struggling to synthesize the more recent philosophic
developments with the traditional idealist tenets*’ Such a struggle is understandable, so long as
onerecallsthat it is not Idealism, generally conceived, but Absolute Idealism, as exemplified in
the works of Royce in America and Bradley in Britain, that James and Schiller rally against.
Sympathetically framed, Caldwell is attempting a synthesis whereas Miller had sought a

dismissal. And what a blending of personages Caldwell attempts! On one hand, Caldwell can

47 Caldwell (1863-1942), a professor of philosophy at McGill University of Montreal for the major portion
of hislife, was part of arather large assemblage of what are termed “Personal Idealists.” In addition to
“Pragmatism” and “The Will to Believe and the Duty of Doubt,” Caldwell contributed other articles detailing the
development of thisnew strain of philosophy, such as: “Philosophy and the Activity of Experience,” International
Journal of Ethics 8, no. 4 (July 1898): 460-80 [detailing therise of philosophies—including James s—that
emphasize the practical]; “Social and Ethical Interpretations of Mental Development,” American Journal of
Sociology 5, no. 2 (September 1899): 182-92 [relating to the debate regarding social psychology involving John
Dewey and James Mark Baldwin). Taking in influences from both America and Britain, Caldwell spent his career
attempting to merge pragmatism and Idealism (culminating in his 1913 book, Pragmatism and |dealism). Asis
discussed in Chapter Five, Schiller reviews the work. In doing so, Schiller grants Caldwell his pedigree: “Professor
Caldwell enjoys the distinction of having been the first to introduce Pragmatism to the notice of the British public by
his paper in Mind for October 1900” (F. C. S. Schiller, review of Pragmatism and Idealism, by William Caldwell,
Hibbert Journa 12, no. 3 [April 1914]: 704). Interested readers are directed to an informative overview of
Caldwell’s career found in: Kenneth Westphal and John R. Shook, introduction to Pragmatism and Idealism (1913):
William Caldwell & Response and Reviews, Early Critics of Pragmatism Series, ed. John R. Shook, val. 4 (Brigtol:
Thoemmes Press, 2001), vii-XXx.
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turn to the work of F. H. Bradley as warrant for the inclusion of the practical, an inclusion that
we shall see hotly debated. On the other, he can note that at this juncture the critical arrows are
being thrown at persons such as Georg Simmel, now not seen as so close a member of the
pragmatist fold. Caldwell’ s range suggests just how permeable the borderlands were for this
new ethical/pragmatic approach to philosophy.

Caldwell’ s view, not unlike James’'s and Schiller’s, is that pragmatism is a renewed

approach to philosophy; “I prefer on the whole to think of the use that philosophy may make of

certain facts that have been emphasized and reemphasized by recent psychology and

epistemology than of a new philosophy.”*® And it is, on this view, an approach that “with the

help of a few assumptions may be generalized into important philosophical truth—truth not only

about the relation of reason to will but about the relation of thought to reality.”*® Primary among
those assumptions is recognition that pragmatism is not mere method, but a “theory of reality” to
which philosophy will more and more attend.®® Asatheory, it recalls—if not always knowing or
admitting it does—Vviews espoused by philosophers as dissimilar as Hegel and Hume; views
which, at their base, “engaged upon nothing but the one problem of investigating the real
meaning for our human experience of alleged ideas and facts and principles and beliefs.”* Asa
theory, it also essentially updates or improves concepts like Kantian Pure Reason by refurbishing
them as purposeful, or teleological, grounds for actions.®® Pragmatism finds, in the scientific

discoveries so doted upon by Peirce, no reason not to embrace metaphysics: “ metaphysic, we

8 William Caldwell, “Pragmatism,” Mind 9, no. 36 (October 1900): 434.
49 caldwell, “Pragmatism,” 436.
% Caldwell, “Pragmatism,” 437.
> Caldwell, “Pragmatism,” 439.

2 Caldwell, “Pragmatism,” 441.
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might say, is nothing if not practical; it isthe one science that goes to work without any
presuppositions, the one science that endeavoursto find out what things really are as distinct
from what they appear to be from particular or prescribed points of view.”*

Granting that pragmatism “taken at face value, taken as a working principle. . . isgood
asfar asit goes,” Caldwell then suggests its deficits.> It isat this point that we should pause.
For here lies what eventually becomes, especially in the case of quarrel between Schiller and
Bradley, the major sticking point that divides pragmatism from Absolute Idealism—the move
from the practical to the abstract. And Caldwell’s overriding correction is, as we shall see,
Bradley’ s biggest critique: the lack of warrant for supposing the practical (or useful) as more
important than the theoretical (or ideal). More strongly put, Caldwell questions to what extent
James's emphasis on will, his “psychological philosophy of action,” paradoxically holdsusin
stasis.®™ On the one hand, we “as yet have no rational theory of the possibility of [the future]
being essentially different from present or past”; on the other, psychical energy “is so far from
being different from physical action and reaction that it is by the progress of science being every
day more and more closely assimilated to the type of reflex action.”*® Caldwell’s solution to this
problem is “a philosophy of the real” wherein “the only possible aim of all theoriesisto explain
the activity and the evolution that is in process all around us—that is in fact the essential nature

of all reality”®’ Caldwell’s comments again suggest that his can be seen as honest attempt to

place pragmatism within the context of itstimes. His argument above references what for James,

%3 Caldwell, “Pragmatism,” 433.
> Caldwell, “Pragmatism,” 444.
% Caldwell, “Pragmatism,” 449.
% Caldwell, “Pragmatism,” 449-50.

> Caldwell, “Pragmatism,” 451.
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and Schiller, was a matter of clear importance: not to withhold from discussion any idea that can
be believed. Caldwell’ s solution, taken in that light, only amends it to say, why discount a unity
that as yet cannot be perceived? What is striking is not how far Caldwell goes to amend
pragmatism to Idealism; it is how far pragmatism does go before, on a dash, it turns away from

| dealism of this sort.® While not always clear in retrospect, Caldwell accurately captures the
contractions of pragmatism'’s birth.

Thisisthe flux within which Schiller is operating. Now an international concept,
pragmatism is seen as athreat to and potential ally for Idealism—personal, absolute, or
otherwise. Schiller, however, doesn’t take Caldwell’ s bait. Rather, he baits the idealists with
(sometimes blue) parody. His staging ground is rather isolated: Corpus Christi’s own Pelican
Record. Taking its name from the bird affixed to the college’s crest, it covers arange of topics

from club meetingsto lyrical verse to historical pieces. The Pelican Record is not, to be clear,

the Philosophical Review or Mind. But it serves a clear purpose for Schiller. Therein, inthe

years leading up to the publication of Mind!, Schiller teases out the philosophical implications of

trying to forge the alliance of which Caldwell hoped.® Two snapshots will serve to orientate us.

%8 |t cannot be stressed enough that Caldwell is attempting a harmony of what, in the hands of Schiller and
others, became arupture. While he chastises James for not going far enough, for not turning his method into a
working metaphysic, he critiques Bradley for not discussing issues of religion. Caldwell’ sreasonshere are very
similar to those put to James. Questions of God and religion “never do become clear and tangible and
comprehensible until we see that they are largely questions about the reality or the unreality of certain practical
tendencies in human experience.” Caldwell’s essay stands as aroad not taken in a historical discussion that was
only getting started.

% The warm up actually began in 1899 with: “How Fear Cameto St. James,”” Pelican Record, Signed, =X,
4 (March 1899): 177-180; and “On Feminine Highmindedness,” Pelican Record, Signed, X, 5 (December 1899):
45-48. The former regards“Smith, X. Y. Z. No. 1,256485,” aresident in the “ Terratic Asylum in spirit land” who
still despairs hisinability to pass examinations—thirteen times!l—in his previous life. Thelatter isarumination on
“megal opsychic woman,” of whom “10,000 mathematicians would demand exactnessin vain.” 1t was a so extended
in: “Platonic Dialogues, I11. Congratulations,” Pelican Record, Signed, XX, 5 (March 1901): 202-6.
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In December 1900, Schiller penned “Platonic Dialogues: A Sequel to the ‘Republic,’”
and, in December 1901, “The ‘True History’ of Crete.” The first, “found on papyrus recently
discovered in the belly of an ancient crocodile of literary tastes,” finds Plato, Socrates, and
Kephalos holding forth.°° The most humorous point comes in a comment from Socrates directed
at Kephalos: “How can you, being a man, have children of your own to love until you have first
loved the children of others?’ It is not the response, but the footnote which gives a sense of
Schiller’s humor in these instances. “An indignant scholastic—probably an Alexandrine—has
here written in the margin, ‘Look at the Greek, Socrates; look at the Greek.’”®" The second tale
begins with Schiller pondering the meaning of Cretan inscriptions, only to discover that he is
hungry. So settling in for await at a nearby restaurant, Schiller turns his attention to a bit of idle
spiritualism, “a little amateur table-turning.”®? It is at this point that another spirit’s presence is
felt, and sets about unlocking the secrets of Crete: the myth of the Minotaur, that Daedalus was a
“Director of Naval Construction” who embezzled money, and so forth.?* These points lead
Schiller to conclude that what he has provided is spotty history at best. What is of interest, and
humor, is the infernal name of the spirit who unlocks these secrets: “| felt a new spirit animating
the table, and it soon spelt out its name, M-I-N-U-S.

‘What are you?

‘K-i-n-g.’

‘Of what?

€ F C. S Schiller, “Platonic Dialogues, I1. A Sequel to the ‘Republic,”” Pelican Record, Signed, X, 5
(December 1900): 168.

8% Sehiller, “Platonic,” 171.
82 F. C. S. Schiller, “The ‘ True History' of Crete,” Pelican Record, Signed, =X, 5 (December 1901): 47.

83 schiller, “The‘Trug'” 49-50.
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K-r-e-t-e’
‘Anything else?
‘H-e-l-1.’
‘Really, | beg your pardon; | thought you were a mathematical symbol.”%*
These stories, like the sparring with Lane-Fox, might at first seem mere trifles, several spoofs
that add up to some in-joking, well fed on the Classics education of Oxford. But they are, as
with the emphasis on personality in the former, of importance in understanding Schiller
developing blend of educated insight and stylistic burlesque. To this point, Schiller’s punning—
also on issues and figures of philosophy—was kept to his notebooks, much as his initial forays
into philosophical quarrels were largely relegated to the pages of the in-house Philosophical
Review. Without these snapshots, Mind! arrives like a fragmentary grenade upon established
standards. With them, however, the blow is softened just atouch. But it isalso now hinted at,
the looming and leering salvo at his peers being subject to several test runs on several test
subjects.

And, clearly, Schiller relishes the months of preparation leading up to the 1901 release of

Mind! Though the volume contains the contributions of others,” it is clear that this is a labor,

misguided some might say, of love and loathing. A 5 April 1901 note from James suggests that
Schiller had asked him to contribute. But James opts out, saying, “If there ever was any comedy
in me, its now extinct. | ought to be saying my prayers, and not going to face the Maker with

lewd jests upon my tongue. No! Count me out. . . Keep it mulling and possibly matter will

® Schiller, “The‘ True,’” 48.
& According to Ralph Tyler Flewdling, “The Critique of Pure Rot” was written by philosopher Carveth

Read (1848-1931) and “Realism and Idealism” was written by philosopher [Victoria] Lady Welby [-Gregory; 1837-
1912] (Wallace Nethery, “ Schiller in the Library,” Personalist 45 [July 1964]: 326-8).

139



accrete. Royce might contribute.” A few days later, James raises the same conflicted stance he
did with MUnsterberg, this time dealing with Bradley: “I think the parody on Bradley amazingly
good—if | had his book here | would probably revive my memory of his discouraged style and
scribble amarginal contribution of my own.”®®

And what of the final product? Some general indication will have to suffice. The
frontispiece, colored a bright pink and protected with thin gauzy paper, proclaimsto be a
“Portrait of Its Immanence the Absolute.” Upon pulling the cover sheet aside, one finds the page
blank. The instructions for use suggest the tone of what isto come: “turn the eye of faith, fondly
but firmly, on the centre of the page, wink the other, and gaze fixedly until you see It.” And why
the pink paper? Simple: “It is, of course, the pink of Perfection.” The work purports
contributions from F. H. Badly, T. H. Grin, I. Cant, and VeraWelldon. And while it contains
much in the way of acute satire concerning antiquated traditions, it also contains a heady
skewering of those very much alive. Two portions of “The M.A.P. History of Philosophy:
Modern Philosophy,” serve as representative samples:

A staid Merton Fellow, named B-----,

Fell in love with the Absolute madly;

A big book he wrote

Its perfection to note:

The Absolute looked at him, sadly.

An excellent Master, called C-----,

His beard so unfrequently pared,

That it grew to such length,
And imparted such strength

% William James, Lamb House, Rye, to F. C. S. Schiller, 13 April 1901, Box One, Folder Fourteen,
Educators and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries,
Stanford. Theletter can aso befound in: James, Letters, 2, 142-3. In theletter James goes on to add: Bradley “is
really an extra humble-minded man, | think, but even more humble minded about his reader than about himself
which gives him that false air of arrogance.”
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That no one to tackle him dared.®’

That these are dealing with Bradley and Edward Caird (1835-1908, brother of Scottish
theologian John Caird), the man who replaced Jowett as Headmaster of Balliol, would be
obvious to anyone in eyeshot of these pages then and within the reach of a standard history of
British philosophy text now. That it came with “the much-needed warning that a sense of
humour is the salvation of a true Sanity of Mind!”® seems to stack the deck in favor of those
whose sanity could withstand a barely anonymous—the editor was “A. Troglodyte,” the one
already unmasked in the 1894 edition of Riddles—upstart, one bent on overturning the long-
standing ideals of Oxford.

Reception by the trade papers and popular press didn't call for sensitivities of the same
sort. And the responses suggest that, out of the Oxonian pale, the reviewers were of varying
temperaments. The Literary Guide notes that the “comic ‘double’” provides “a number of
parodies in the style of most of the famous philosophers, [and] contains also a very serious vein
of ridicule, directed against the ‘ Absolutism’ which seems just now to be so fashionable in
English philosophy.”®® The Guardian calls it “a medley of parody, pure chaff, and other

agreeable nonsense” which uses “the crazes of pseudo-philosophy” for its “excellent fooling.” ™

" F. C. S. Schiller, Mind! with an introduction by Warren E. Steinkraus (Oxford: Williams and Norgate,
1901; reprint, New York: University Press of America, 1983), 103.

8 Schiller, Mind!, 4.

% Review of Mind! A Unique Review of Ancient and Modern Philosophy, ed. A. Troglodyte, with the co-
operation of The Absolute and cthers, Literary Guide, December 1901, Newspaper and Magazine Clippings, 1901,
Box Fourteen. F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung
Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles.

" Review of Mind! A Unique Review of Ancient and Modern Philosophy, ed. A. Troglodyte, with the co-
operation of The Absolute and others, Guardian, 24 December 1901, Newspaper and Magazine Clippings, 1901,
Box Fourteen. F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung
Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles.
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Others aren't as completely taken in by the fun. Literature calls it an *elaborate burlesgque of its
learned namesake” that though “ingenious. . . never seems to know when to stop”; the fact that it
has been published, says the reviewer with awink, “is a new riddle of the Sphinx.”* The

Cambridge Review also suggests that as afull sitting “one getstired of it, but as one turns over

the leaves, one finds much that is amusing.”

The Morning Post adds a bit of context to the discussion. Noting that as “profoundly
learned as some of the contributions to the quarterly periodical Mind have been, it is not the
place where he would look for anything demanding immediate attention.” Thus, the Pos fears
readers are apt to mistake it for the real thing! Once inside, however, one istreated to “afine
quiverful of shafts of varying degrees of sharpness in their points, mostly intended for the

metaphysicians.” 2

Schiller seems, on the whole, satisfied with the reactions his parody
generates. In aletter to Florence Thaw, he notesthat “some of it is very hard reading + all of it
has to be read in such away as to remember that it never is either wholly frivolous or wholly

serious. Still | think asawhole it isdistinctly funny, + calculated to revive interest in

™ Review of Mind! A Unique Review of Ancient and Modern Philosophy, ed. A. Troglodyte, with the co-
operation of The Absolute and cothers, Literature, 14 December 1901, Newspaper and Magazine Clippings, 1901,
Box Fourteen. F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung
Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles.

2 Review of Mind! A Unique Review of Ancient and Modern Philosophy, ed. A. Troglodyte, with the co-
operation of The Absolute and others, Cambridge Review, 5 December 1901, Newspaper and Magazine Clippings,
1901, Box Fourteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Young
Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles.

3 Review of Mind! A Unique Review of Ancient and Modern Philosophy, ed. A. Troglodyte, with the co-
operation of The Absolute and others, Morning Post, Newspaper and Magazine Clippings, 1901, Box Fourteen, F.
C. S. Schiller Papers (Callection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library,
University of California, Los Angeles.
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philosophy!” ™ If interest alone was the goal in this instance, then philosophy is his purposein
the next endeavor.

The 1901 “ Axioms as Postulates,” published in the multi-authored Personal 1dealism,

was in development since at least the time of Dickinson Miller’s review of James' s Will to
Believe. Indeed, if one isto take Schiller at hisword, this essay grew explicitly out of his
dissatisfaction with Miller’ s article, with the tendency to overlook the necessity of verification.
On the back of James's letter of 27 January 1899, the one where he expressed “ disappointment”
with Miller’ s review, Schiller has jotted down: “D. S. Miller asked meto reply to hisart asW. J.
wd not. | said he had misunderstood W. J. + M appealed with the above result [the result
referenced is not included]. This led meto write Axioms as Postulates to remove the

misunderstanding.” ”®

James is aware that Schiller isworking on the essay given his
correspondence with Schiller in 1900.”° But Jamesis also aware of the book proper given his

acquaintance with members of the Personal |dealism movement at Oxford.” After much jesting

™ F. C. S. Schiller, Corpus Christi, to Florence Thaw, 25 November 1901, Correspondence, Box Two, F. C.
S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library,
University of California, Los Angeles.

> William James, Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 27 January 1899, Box One, Folder Thirteen, Educators
and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford.
Aswas previously noted, the Perry reference that |eaves this information out is found in The Thought, 2, 241, and
relies on atypescript also housed in the Schiller Archives. Perry’ swork, for whatever reason, makes no reference to
this point, even though it is contained in almost identical form in atypescript letter from Schiller to Charles
Augustus Strong to which herefers.

"6 Reference to James appraisal of the work’s progress can be found in: William James, Lamb House, Rye,
toF. C. S. Schiller, 9 January 1900; and William James, Bad Nauheim, to Schiller, 30 September 1900, Box One,
Folder Thirteen, Educators and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford
University Libraries, Stanford; truncated reference is found in Perry, The Thought, 2, 150.

" Perry makes an interesting reference to James s relationship with the Personal Idealists. He suggests that
James' s “kinship” with the authors of Personal Idealism was a function of the “first or voluntaristic phase of James's
pluralism”; to which he then adds that James'sinterests in “Personal Idealism belong to alater chapter” (The
Thought, 2, 213). Yet thereis something amiss here, especidly if one considersthat he contextualizes thisinterest
as occurring within the The Will to Believe (1897) and Personal Idealism (1901) era. While Perry does index
Personal Idedlists, five of which contributed essays to the book, they are hardly suggestive of the “later chapter”
discussion Perry implies. Andrew Seth (Pringle-Pattison), the non-contributor, is limited to a footnote related to a
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and jabbing, thiswork isareturn to academic form . . . if only for the moment. Moreover, it

stands as Schiller’s first extended discussion of his views post-Will to Believe, of the Riddles

unlocked by Will.
Schiller begins with a truism—each person’s experience of the world is personalized by

their experience of it. Left asis, thissurely signals an arbitrary approach to knowledge, an

letter to James from English philosopher George Croom Robertson (1842-1892, then-editor of Mind) in 1881 (see
The Thought, 1, 714). Henry Sturt (1863-1946) isindexed once, in aletter from James to Schiller in 1903 (see The
Thought, 2, 375). A footnote to that letter directs readersto a subsequent reference which occurs, not surprisingly
and not indexed, in the chapter related to Schiller. And it ishere that Persona Idealismis givenitsfull berth in; (1)
a series of footnotes, and (2) James's and Schiller’s 1902-1903 |etters—which will be discussed subsequently—
regarding the book (see The Thought, 2, 494-9). Itisin thissection that the rest of the Personal |dealists are noted:
Robert R. Marett (also indexed twice), William Ralph Boyce Gibson and F. W. Bussall (indexed once), George
Frederick Stout, G. E. Underhill, and Hastings Rashdall (not indexed).

What isamiss? Simply put, and politely | hope, Perry has to organize his way around the British Personal
Idealists so asto get beyond what is purportedly a“first phase” in James's philosophy. What did Perry wish to get
around? The complicationsthe Personal dealists create when moving James into line with American pragmatism of
the Deweyian sort and New Realism of the Perryian sort. Thereistextual evidence supplied by Perry to back up this
claim. When suggesting that he will discuss Personal Idealism later, Perry brackets that by reference to two persons:
(1) Borden Parker Bowne (1847-1910), a professor of philosophy at Boston University who held to decidedly
“common sense,” thusradical, views of religion; and (2) Thomas Davidson (1840-1900), an independent Bostonian
scholar with idealistic Hegelian leanings. | realize that these are persons closer in proximity who, by their
philosophica stances and personal relationships with James, provide robust comparative examples. But it seems
worth noting that they are not those Personal Idealists to which Perry feigned referencein hisinitia suggestions.
Simply put, and in line with later discussions of Perry, to shore up his arguments he had to stay more thoroughly
upon these shores.

But the British Personal Idealists also provide for comparative examplesin line with the discussion Perry
implied hewould include. Sturt, in his biting criticism of Oxonian philosophy, hasthisto say about “Axioms as
Postulate”: it “startled the world by its advocacy of a principle which might have been traced already in the work of
Prof. William James and of several continental writers, and has now become famous under the names of Pragmatism
and Humanism. Thisessay . . . appearsto me to have opened anew chapter in British thought” (Henry Sturt, Idola
Theatri [London: Macmillan, 1906], 3). That said, Sturt was not above (or isit below) asserting later in his career,
“if the cosmic synthesis which men frame have any possibility of attaining truth, the cosmos must be dominated by a
singleintelligence’ (Henry Sturt, The Principles of Understanding [Cambridge: University Press, 1915], 289).

Pringle-Pattison supplies a contextual assessment of the impact of the Personal 1dealists and Personal
Idealism: “Itiswell known that the revolt against Mr. Bradley’ s Absolutism was one main cause of the Pragmatist
movement. . . . The accusation originally brought against Mr. Bradley by the Personal Idealists, who were the
forerunners, and in some cases the pioneers, of Pragmatism, was based, in their own words, upon his *way of
misunderstanding human experience'. . . or, in Mr. Schiller’ s more dragtic phraseol ogy, ‘ hisinhuman, incompetent
and impracticable intellectualism” (Andrew Seth Pringle-Pattison, The Idea of God in the Light of Recent
Philosophy, The Gifford Lectures, Delivered in the University of Edinburgh in the Years 1912 and 1913 [New Y ork:
Oxford University Press, 1929], 225). But Pringle-Pattison aligns more with the pluralism of James and Schiller.
As againgt the abstractions of Idealists, or the unity desired by Sturt, he prai ses James for his approach to the
psychology of adaptive states of self: it “seems to me an infinitely truer way of representing the march of our
conscious life than the conventional idea of an unchanging self or Ego outside of the succession atogether.” And he
sides with Schiller’ s suggestions that such a succession lendsitself to a desire for and belief in afuture life where
personality persists (Andrew Seth Pringle-Pattison, The Idea of Immortality, The Gifford Lectures, Delivered in the
University of Edinburgh in the Year 1922 [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1922], 98-9; 130-1).
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isolated view more akin to Schiller’s conception of Idealism than to pragmatism. But Schiller
goes on to suggest that there are two caveats:
The first of these isthat the whole world in which we live is experience and built up out
of nothing else than experience. The second is that experience, nevertheless, does not,
alone and by itself, congtitute reality, but, to construct aworld, needs certain assumptions,
connecting principles, or fundamental truths, in order that it may organize its crude
materials and transmute itself into palatable, manageable, and liveable forms.”
Schiller recognizes that this point, that reality is made by the shaping of our experiences, is open
to attack. To exclaim that ‘what | experience iswhat | experience’ seems only to circle back
around and again suggest the initial truism. But it isthe simplicity of this assertion which
provides the clew as to Schiller’sargument. For in science, as in history, what is of consequence
is not some ready-made, pre-existing, form which we yearn to discover. What is crucial isthe
extent to which one or another experience succeeds in moving forward our understanding of
reality. And experience istested by experimenting with it. Not aways in the rigid manner
assumed of the sciences, nor always clearly in view of the one doing the testing. “I observe that
since we do not know what the world is, we have to find out. Thiswe do by trying.””® And so
often as we may succeed, it isjust as likely that we will fail. But that, in and of itself, is more
matter for future experiment, more qualification to the world we work so eagerly to understand.

For experimenting is not a merely flight of speculative fancy, it occurs within and find resistance

from experience.®

B F. C. S Schiller, “Axioms as Postulates,” in Personal |dealism, ed. Henry Sturt (London: Macmillan and
Co., 1902), 51. Sturt continued in later writings to attack the presumptions of many of the Oxford Idealists but also,
as shall be seen, some of the components of pragmatism that Schiller espoused.

" Sehiller, “Axioms,” 55.

8 schiller, “Axioms,” 59.
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Schiller sees this resistance as demonstrative of the Aristotelian notion of vAn, or

potentiality.®> Nothing is given and we must, as a consequence, assume as a “ methodological

necessity” that “the world is wholly plastic, i.e. to act as though we believed this, and will yield
us what we want, if we persevere in wanting it.”® But, again, to act upon faith is not to so
personalize experience as to remove it from experiment. The principlesthat will guide us are
formed through use.
They will begin their career, that is, as demands we make upon our experience or in other
words as postulates, and their subsequent sifting, which promotes some to be axioms and
leads to the abandonment of others, which it turns out to be too expensive or painful to
maintain, will depend on the experience of their working.®®
Against this approach to axioms, Schiller posits either “old empiricism” or “epistemological
apriorism.” The first is a naive and false psychology, mistaking an interpretation of nature for
the actual workings of nature. Taking the regularity of particulars (the setting of the sun, the
rising of the moon) for an indication of order, the old empiricism reduces the complexity of the
world to acrude form of induction.®* The second is no less pernicious as it places the art of
supposition in the place of induction. But to assume something is universal and necessary is not
the same thing as to demonstrate that is as such. Moreover, a postulate can seek to obtain both
and do so within, and not without, experience. For what is postulated as universal extends

beyond the past to lay claim to the present and the future, regardless of whether or not it is

proven right or wrong.2> And what is posited as necessity is simply a demand we place upon

8 Sehiller, “Axioms,” 60.
8 Sehiller, “Axioms,” 61.
8 Sehiller, “Axioms,” 64.
8 Schiller, “Axioms,” 65-7.

8 schiller, “Axioms,” 69-70.
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“intelligent purposive volition” and not, as with an aprioristic account, that which adheres to the
workings of a reality of which we can only dimly conceive.®® For apriorism finally reduces to:
(1) arefusal to admit of experience, (2) a deceptive cover under which the arbitrary assumptions
of the author are made to look settled and final, or (3) alumbering assemblage of antiquated
period pieces gathered from Plato, then Hume, and finally Kant.®’

Out of time (literally), apriorism can claim no help from the psychical experiences in
time. Better left to James s “Museum of Curios,” Schiller hopes to bid adieu to Kantian
epistemology with a query:

Oh mighty Master of both Worlds and Reasons, Thinker of Noumena, and Seer of

Phenomena, Schematiser of Categories, Contemplator of the Pure Forms of Intuition,

Unigue Synthesizer of Apperceptions, Sustainer of all Antinomies, all-pulverising

Annihilator of Theoretic Gods and Rational Psychologies, | conjure thee by these or by

whatever other titles thou hast earned the undying gratitude of countless commentators,

couldst thou not have constructed atheory of our thinking activity more lucidly and
simply?®
The temporal tonnage of so much commentary, apriorism bravely battles to make a history for
itself only to deny itself a history yet to be made. And it does so in the face of atroubling fact:
Kant proposed that Practical Reason was superior to Theoretic Reason.?® How, then, to square
the most recent master’s own suggestion with the continued resistance to hiswords? Simply,
choose. If preference be given to the latter, “it may postulate as it pleases, as pathetically or

ridiculously as it likes,” talking about knowing the unknown until the Real is blue in the face.*

Or, in choosing the former, we escape from Kant by way of Kant, and assert that “it is our

8 Sehiller, “Axioms,” 70-1.

87 Sehiller, “Axioms” 71; 73, 75.
8 Sehiller, “Axioms,” 78-9.

8 Schiller, “Axioms,” 87.

% schiller, “Axioms,” 89.
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practical activity that gives the real clue to the nature of things, while the world as it appears to
the Theoretic Reason is secondary—a view taken from an artificial, abstract and restricted
standpoint, itself dictated by the Practical Reason and devised for the satisfaction of its ends.”*

But there are further considerations in understanding the move from postulates to axioms.
First, “mere postulating is not in general enough to constitute an axiom.” % Rough and wild,
aprioristic or empiricist, postulates of all sorts will find their way into experience. But to obtain
axiomatic status, they must “have obtained a position so unquestioned, useful, and
indispensable”’ so as to be considered as such.® Y, just as quickly as they assume said status,
they must admit of more tests which can, and often do, downgrade them. Or, more positively,
we use them as foundations upon which to build, picking and choosing amongst them as
experience dictates, never enshrining them in sham categories or supposing it possible, or even
possible, to list them all and for all time.** Framed in this light, all manner of rigid posturing
grows relaxed and useful. Formal Logic, to push abad pun, takes off its coat and decidesto Say
awhile. The Principle of Identity, rather than some supersensible combination of Being and
Non-Being, becomes an assumption of consciousness from which we derive the conception of
our identity; it “is a free creation of a postulating intelligence which goes beyond its experience
to demand the satisfaction of its desires.” > For, without the assumption of self, no further

possibility related to it is possible. The abstract Self serves, then, as a frame of reference which

%% Sehiller, “Axioms,” 90.
%2 Sehiller, “Axioms,” 91.
% Sehiller, “Axioms,” 92.
% Schiller, “Axioms,” 94-5.

% schiller, “Axioms,” 98.
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in experience we use to make distinctions between that which is and that which is not similar.*
But thisis a practical, not theoretic, abstraction. “Identity being a practical postulate, modeled
on the immediacy of felt self-identity,” necessarily supposed the capability of prediction.”” To
suggest “that which isitself isitself” can go no further; to posit “that which is might also be what
it isnot” engages the faith in development and adaptation. But predication also supposes an
opposite. The abstract self, even one that is capable of adaptation, necessarily admits of a
(limited) range of features. That which falls beyond those features—in the experiential sense,
otherwise we retreat to apriorism—is contrary to the abstraction. “The ‘external world’ isa
postulate, made to extrude inharmonious elements from consciousness.” %

So what isto be had by this approach? First, arealization that all of this proceeds
according to the very suggestions put forth. What Schiller offers is a generalized history, making
complex developments into more palatable positions for the sake of argument. To do them

justice, these positions must be subjected to the tests of their merits. Second, and complicating

the first, isthe very real problem of never being able to know, exactly, the origins of some

% schiller, “Axioms,” 100.
 schiller, “Axioms,” 102-3.

% Schiller, “Axioms,” 105. Other “axiomatic concepts engender similar revisions: Other axiomatic
concepts undergo similar revision. Contradiction becomes the admission of stability; the Principle of the Excluded
Middle becomes one of distinction; Hypothesis becomes the search for an explanation (106-7). Causation becomes a
search for control, as Sufficient Reason becomes a need for justification (108-9). Certain concepts become more
readily distinguished. Real Space, as opposed to Theoretic Space, isatool that forces us “to correlate the visua and
tactile images of objects, into a single perceptua or real space, in which we suppose ourselves and all objective
reditiesto beimmersed” (112). Time can be broken down into the subjective (“a matter of immediate experience”),
objective (a corrective on “our subjective estimates of the flow of successive time’), or conceptual (“demands for
constancy which objective Time will not show”) (116-7). Still other concepts remain mere postulates. Teleology,
the assumption of “a certain conformity between nature and human nature,” confronts the scientific explanations
which as yet have not found it to be plausible (118-9). Schiller arguesthat thisis partially due to the reigious tinge
given to most teleological explanations. Rather than treat it “as a method whereby to understand the complex
relations of reality,” they point to some divine or mystical Creator out there, beyond the grasp of the physical
sciences (119). The Goodness of God, and even Immortality, also remain mere postulates. Having yet to find
methods to treat of them whereby they may necessitate changes to even the nature of experience, Schiller isnot
above supposing them worthy of consideration (122).
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postulates. Thus, we have to be content with moving an idea forward; “the true nature of athing
isto be found in its validity—which, however, must be connected rather than contrasted with its
origin. ‘What athing really is’ appears from what it does, and so we must study its whole
career.”®® Finally, to admit the strengths of testing even in the face of partial history isto, all the
same, return philosophy to its primary focus. human interest and alove of knowledge that does
its best to move that interest forward. “Genuine thinking must issue from and guide action, must
remain immanent in the life in which it moves and has being.”*® The deceptions of old
empiricism only gave way to the smug intellectualism of apriorism, both to the discredit of
human reasoning. If philosophy isto be more than “atrivial game which may amuse but can
never really satisfy” it must see doubt as the starting, not stopping, inquiry.’®* In Schiller’s view
errors, likethe old, die out. A philosophy willing to admit of potential and progressis a
philosophy of the young; “their natural sympathies are rather with a philosophy that makes the
blood run warm than with one that congeals the natural flow of thought by the chilling vacuity of
» 102

its abstractions.

James' s review of Personal Idealism, published a year later in Mind, recalls his hesitant

tone regarding Munsterberg. But more than just praising and criticizing matter and method,
which it certainly does, it is also predictive as regards Schiller. He notes that the whole work
suffers from a problem of articulating the nature of personal Idealism. By “being so

experimental, it has to be unacademic, informal and fragmentary; and this, from the point of

% schiller, “Axioms,” 125.
100 sehiller, “Axioms,” 128.
101 sehiller, “Axioms,” 129.

192 sehiller, “Axioms,” 131
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view of making converts, is a bad practical defect.”!®® At the same time, James see personal
Idealism as “adistinct new departure in contemporary thought, the combination, namely, of a
teleological and spiritual inspiration with the same kind of conviction that the particulars of
experience constitute the stronghold of reality as had usually characterized the materialistic type
of mind.”** And he groups it with a more general form of thought which he labels “Empirical
Evolutionism.” Asto who gives a solid account—ouit of a list including Josiah Royce, Charles
Peirce, and Lotze—of this fledgling evolutionism, “Mr. Schiller in his Riddles of the Sphinx, and
more acutely still in his various essays, has given to it amore consistent form.”**®® Asto the one
who could give personal Idealism a clear showing, “Mr. Schiller might compassiit, if he would
tone down a little the exuberance of his polemic wit.” %

The larger press is divided, but also notes aspects of Schiller’ s polemic criticized by

James. The Western Press suggests that this book “is one of the most valuable metaphysical

103 \william James, review of Personal Idealism, ed. Henry Sturt, Mind 12, no. 45 (January1903): 94.
104 James, review, 97.
195 James, review, 94.

1% |1y | etters James emphasizes his approval for the project, but also the work that remainsin bringing it to
fruition: “It isan uplifting thought that truth isto betold at last in aradica and attention compelling manner . . .
[but] the attention of many will find a way not to be compelled—their will isso set on having atechnically and
artificialy, and professionally oppressed system, that all talk carried on asyoursis on the-basis-ef principles of
common sense activity is asremote and little worthy of being listened to as the slanging each other of boysin the
street” (William James, Torquay, to F. C. S. Schiller, 24 April 1902, Box One, Folder Fourteen, Educators and
Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford; see
also James, The Letters, 2, 164); “It is a supersplendent thing, a big synthetic program for endlessfillingsin and a
genuindy vital piece of philosophizing, which ought to insure your recognition as aleader of thought. It inspiresme
greatly, and | should liketo spend therest of my life building it out” (William James, Torquay, to F. C. S. Schiller,
20 April 1902, Box One, Folder Fourteen, Educators and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special
Callections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford); “1 think the essays all vulnerable in spots, but have enjoyed
them immensdly, especially Marett’s, Bussell’s and Gibson's. But they make me fedl the same need of a systematic
and radical metaphysics affirming that whole point of view . . . Pray spend therest flower of your young lifein
composing such athing, while I will similarly spend the dregs of mine” (William James, Chorcorua, to F. C. S.
Schiller, 6 August 1902, Box One, Folder Fourteen, Educators and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of
Special Callections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford; see also Perry, The Thought, 2, 495-6 ).

151



works of recent years,” written with “a lucidity which is rarely found in philosophical works.”*’

The Birmingham Post urgesiit for readers interested in “what young Oxford thinks.”'® The

Daily Chronicle is of asimilar mind when it notes that this work may be taken to represent “the

coming generation of Oxford tutors.” Buit it islessinclined to see this as positive when it comes
to Schiller. He stands as a“disquieting” representative of less than enjoyable polemics. What
areits features?
Their style, for one thing, is somewhat aggressive and highly charged with a species of
light-heartedness which is apt to breed sadness in the reader . . . with what appearsto be a
certain levity of thought and a dogmatic assurance which the dialectical power displayed
seems scarcely to warrant.'%
Schiller’ s essay, in particular, is “very ingenious and amusing, but it hardly satisfies.” Oneisled
to question: what would satisfy? The conclusion suggeststhe answer is the object of the
Personal Idealist’ s ire: “Oxford may rely for aseason . . . on that not yet wholly demolished

work, ‘Appearance and Reality.””

The Oxford Magazine takes up where the Chronicle left off. It singles out Schiller’s

essay as “certainly the most important.” But how quickly a compliment turns into arub: “Here
we have the doctrine of Pragmatism, if we may say so, in all itsrude and naked glory.” The
review also discusses the book generally. It is suggestive of the lively thought of those who,

within the walls of Oxford, are both teachers and thinkers. Assuch, it signals to the outside

197 Review of Personal Idealism: Philosophical Essays, ed. Henry Sturt, Western Press, 1 September 1902,
Newspaper and Magazine Clippings, 1902, Box Fourteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of
Special Callections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles.

108 Review of Personal Idealism: Philosophica Essays, ed. Henry Sturt, Birmingham Post, 3 October 1902,
Newspaper and Magazine Clippings, 1902, Box Fourteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of
Special Callections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles.

109 Review of Personal Idealism: Philosophical Essays, ed. Henry Sturt, Daily Chronicle, 18 August 1902,
Newspaper and Magazine Clippings, 1902, Box Fourteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of
Special Callections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles.
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world that the university is a place for action as well as thought. But the magazine has already
chosen sides even as it applauds the face-saving qualities of the one put forth in the volume. As
it states:
The inspiration for Personal I1dealism is rather to be found in the type of thinking
represented by James s Will to Believe or [James] Ward’s Naturalism and Agnosticism

[1899]; and we venture to doubt whether this mode of thought is as philosophically
satisfying as it appears to most of the essayists.*™*

So Schiller, with his co-authors, is to be praised for the directions he suggests; but they are all to
give better accounts if the teachers are to make gains on the thinkers, “on the methods that
prevail.” What then to throw into the philosophical mix? What best tactic to take in advance of
amentor’ s warnings and critical receptions still weaned on the I dealism you sought to laugh at
and then argue with? A clear instance of choosing sides and the manner in which you will attack
them. An instance of calling the opposing side’s views, in aword, worthless.

Schiller frames his satirical 1902 essay, “‘Useless' Knowledge: A Discourse Concerning
Pragmatism,” as a dialogue between himself, Plato, and Aristotle in the “supernal Academe
where the Divine Plato meditates in holy groves.” It happens as a consequence of Schiller again
using “the idealistic art of waking oneself up out of our world of appearances and thereby
passing into one of higher reality.”*** Here, in the upper regions Plato holds court and Aristotle,
whom Schiller thought would appear “bumptious and conceited” but has been “reduced to his

true proportions,” attends to his master’s needs.**? It is not his first trip either. For upon

119 Review of Personal Idealism: Philosophical Essays, ed. Henry Sturt, Oxford Magazine, 3 December
1902, Newspaper and Magazine Clippings, 1902, Box Fourteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191),
Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles.
Ward (1843-1925) was a Cambridge professor of Logic and Philasophy, and the abovementioned work was
presented in 1896-1898 as the Gifford Lectures, at the University of Edinburgh.

M E €. S Schiller, ““Useless Knowledge: A Discourse Concerning Pragmatism,” Mind 11, no. 42 (April
1902): 196.

112 sehiller, “Usdless,” 197.
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appearing to them, Schiller is asked if he hasrelayed Plato’s advice from his previous visit.
Schiller replies in the affirmative, but regretfully informs Plato that “everybody to whom | spoke
disbelieved that | had really conversed with you, and thought that | had dreamt it all, or even
invented the whole matter.”** Plato for his part, and here Schiller ratchets up his none too subtle
jabs at Idealism, can’'t believe that Schiller’s pupils would deny “aworld so much better, more
beautiful, coherent, and rational, and in two words, more real, that that in which they lived.”
Schiller argues that they will not believe it because what he has “experienced is not directly part
of their experience.”*'*

Plato can hardly believe that people would turn their backs on such higher knowledge.
But Schiller responds, and in doing so gains the assent of Aristotle, that it has never been clearly
shown how such abstract knowledge allows men to live better even if it be granted that
“knowledge is one and the True and the Beautiful must also be useful.” Further, it isthe case
now that “only an utterly vulgar and ill-educated mind is even interested in the practical
consequences which theoretical consequences may chance to have.”'*® Aristotle is asked his
opinion of all this. To which he enjoins, “I do not hold it true that speculative wisdom
(8pdvnoic) isthe same as practical wisdom (cogia), or that the latter has naturally developed out
of the former. . . . They are quite distinct, and have nothing to do with each other.” Noticing that
Schiller is visibly taken aback, Aristotle goeson, “I confessto an overstatement. It is not quite

truethat cogio and gpovnoig have nothing to do with each other. There is a connexion, because

113 sehiller, “Usdless,” 198.
114 sehiller, “Usdless,” 199.

115 sehiller, “Usdless,” 200.
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practical wisdom has to provide speculative with the material conditions of its exercise.”

Which is not to suggest that the supernal Aristotle concedes the speculative to the practical.
Rather:
The object of practical wisdom is the good for man and the transitory flow of
appearances in the impermanent part of the universe. But the good which is the object of
our practical pursuit is peculiar and restricted to man. It is different for men and for
fishes, and although | do not deny that man’sis the higher and that therefore fishing is
legitimate sport, | feel bound to point out that there are many things in the world far
diviner than man.”**’
Schiller can barely stand this discussion, and Plato seems to fare about the same. He weakly
repliesthat his humble servant shows “that true enthusiasm which proves that you are not merely
alogical perforating machine for windbags and other receptacles of gaseous matter.” But Plato
wants to push the discourse onward. Schiller only regretsthat “Iames’ is not there to lend him
support in refuting Aristotle. “lames,” asks Plato. Schiller replies, “A philosopher, Plato, of the
Hyperatlanteans, not one of the ‘bald-headed little tinkers' who are philosophers, not by grace of
God but by favour of some wretched ‘thinking-shop,” and a man (or shall | rather call him a
god?) after your own heart.”**8
Absent his god, Schiller sets about presenting his opinion. After first noting that Plato,

who held to no distinction between the True and Good, and Aristotle, who placed the speculative

as above the practical, differ, Schiller puts forth athird view; “Is it not possible to maintain with

116 sehiller, “Usdless,” 201.
17 sehiller, “Usdess,” 202.

118 schiller, “Useless,” 203. James had cautioned Schiller that, in earlier form, the article “should be pub?
simultaneoudly with afuller account of the principleit announces. Lacking that, it istoo brief to be effective.” He
goesontosay, “astoW. J. You caling him agod beginsto satisfy even Mrs. W. J."s philosophical desire for
“praise.” She seesherself asagoddess aready. But you will please remember that it is C.S. Peirce, who invented
both the thing and the word pragmatism, therefore, if divine honours go with it, #s heisthe candidate for apotheosis.
The poor felow needsit, too, more than 1” (William James, Rye, to F. C. S. Schiller, 10 May 1901, Box One, Folder
Fourteen, Educators and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University
Libraries, Stanford).
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you [Aristotle] the practical and the speculative reasons are different and opposed to each other,
but that the former is superior, so that in the end we must believe and practically act on what we
do not know to betrue?’ Aristotle grantsthat is possible, but ridiculous. Schiller admitsthat it
is not his view, but only that of “the Great Scythian, Kant.” Aristotle recallsthe “queer little
hunchback of a barbarian” who had once visited, “but would not stay and could not say anything
intelligible.” So Schiller posits the Pragmatists view: “there is no opposition between
speculative and practical wisdom because the former arises out of the latter and remains always
derivative and secondary and subservient and useful.” **°

The discussion carries on for a bit more, with Aristotle unconvinced and Plato intrigued
by this purportedly useful philosophy.*?® But Schiller abruptly states that he must return from

slumber to his pupils. That pleases Plato, asit will interest him to see how Schiller vanishes!

But, before he goes, Plato wonders if Schiller can tell him what isthe “practical application of

119 sehiller, “Usdless,” 205.

120 This section of the dialogue serves, first, to use Aristotle asa fail for afurther eaboration of
pragmatism’s merits. Aristotleisnot impressed with Schiller’sarguments. So he queries, “do you deny that the
good which istheaim of practical reason is merely human?’ In no way, Schiller replies, for it isalso the case that
thetrueisalso only human. Aswith Protagoras, “that which appearsto each is’ and any agreement between people
is an agreement of similarity, not persona experience. But what then, responds Aristotle, of the perception of “the
divine order of things?’ Schiller turnsthe question on him, asking how he derives hisimpression of “the real world”
of which heisno longer apart. Itispast perception that allows Aristotleto retain an impression, and it is
contemplation that allows him to conceive of its opposite, a“world of ultimatereality.” Schiller’sreply issimple:
“No doubt; you are speaking of what Plato would call theworld of Ideas. But ill that does not affect the argument.
The world and the truth and the good we were discussing are those relative to us.” Schiller argues that pragmatism
is, further, one and the samein practical and theoretical matters: “In neither can the truth or falsehood of a
conception be decided in the abstract and without experience of the manner of its working” (Schiller, “Useless,”
206-7; 210).

It, secondly, utilizes Plato and Aristotle asa vehicle for jabbing at a certain Oxford Idealist. Plato wonders
if what isin theory falseisin practice of no use? Schiller agrees. Well, replies Plato, “you are very far then from
agreeing with a statement | found lately in a book by one of your Oxford Sophists who seemed to be discussing
much the same questions, that ‘the falseis the same as the theoretically untenable’ ? Y ou would rather say that it
was ‘the same as the practically untenable’ 7" Schiller responds, “Of course. Or rather that the theoretically
untenable always turns out to be practically untenable.” But Aristotle presses the Oxford point: “ The sophist whom,
with difficulty, | read seemed to see no way from the oneto the other.” Which allows Schiller to signal Bradley in
all but name: “1 don’t suppose hewished to. 1t would have upset his whole philosophy, and unfortunately heis
getting old” (Schiller, “Useless,” 211).
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the ‘truths’ you have championed? *** That issimple. So long as what he knows of the realm
where Plato and Aristotle live is useless to hiswards, it will remain to them false! But isn't there
away, Plato protests, that Schiller can make the truth of these visits apparent to people in the real
world?
Certainly. Could you not appear at a meeting of the Society for Psychical Research and
deliver alecture, in your beautiful Attic, on the immortality of the Soul? That would be
useful; it might induce some few really to concern themselves with what isto befall them
after death, and lead them perhaps to amend their lives. | know the Secretary of the
Society quite well, and | think we could arrange a good meeting for you!” %
Bosh, responds Plato, “it would be too degrading.” Besides he retains little actual interest in the
daily workings of the real world. Perhaps, Plato offers, he could do something personally for
Schiller that would then be convincing to others. Of course, responds Schiller, he could tell him
the winners to a horse race or which stocksto buy. “Money talks, as the saying is, and none dare
doubt but that it speaks the truth. In this manner | might get men to credit the whole story of my
visit to you. For my credit would then be practically limitless.” He must be joking, Plato
retorts, for who would believe a being such as him to be interested in such matters?
Surprisingly, responds Schiller, quite afew. “They think that there is far more education in
death than ever there wasin life, and that even the greatest fool, as soon as ever he is dead, may
be expected to be wise enough to know al things.”**® Then they are selfish fools, opines Plato.
Y es, concludes Schiller. But isn't that perhaps his point. “Whatever knowledge cannot be

rendered somehow useful cannot be esteemed real.” 1%

121 sehiller, “Usdess,” 212.

122 H " ”
Schiller, “Usdess,” 213-4.

123 gehiller, “Usdess,” 214.

124 sehiller, “Usdless,” 215.
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Taken together, “Axioms as Postulates’ and “Useless Knowledge” announce Schiller’s
decision in favor of pragmatism (not personal Idealism) and polemics (not academic
pleasantries). The first refashions Schiller’ s notion of hypothesis. By expanding the concept to
encompass the Jamesian notions of empirical verification, it becomes here the principle of
postulation.’”® The second is easy to read as mere satire. But it is more a multi-faceted argument
as regards personality. In the approaching figure of Protagoras, personality will be configured as
the volition-based standard of what is useful and true.*?® In the manner of Schiller, personality is
ademonstration of rhetorical style, of the tactics that will be used to champion the advances of
thefirst. It isastage play of targets (Bradley the * Oxford Sophist’) and heroes (Iames the
‘Hyperatlantean God'). But it isno mere nickelodeon. It is pragmatism growing, in the space of
afew short years, larger than pragmatism can allow. It is pragmatism becoming an ethical and

psychological overlay meant to encompass the whole activity of man.

125 Recall Schiller’s very specific use of the term hypothesisin his debate with Ritchie; see F. C. S. Schiller,
“Reality and ‘Idealism,”” Philosophical Review 1, no. 5 (September 1892): 544-6.

126 Others, in camps developing similar projects, note the same devel oping strands of a philosophical
movement. Addison Webster Moore (1866-1930), a former student of John Dewey and later professor at the
University of Chicago, wrote: “Y our very interesting letter and Article on “Useless Knowledge’ reached me afew
days ago. | discovered your articlein Mind afew days after | sent you my paper and read it with great interest and
gratification. Itis| think three or four years since | remarked to Mr. Dewey that beyond a small circle out herein
the Middle West working aong the lines of “Pragmatism”, you were the only one | knew of who seemed to be fully
aware of the Logical + Epistemological implicationsin the “teleological psychology” which has taken the center of
the stage. Its”influence’ is, of course, felt Everywhere. But in most casesit is “felt” only enough to inject a vein of
grotesgue inconsistency into the expositions of the “orthodox” Epistemology. e.g. Royce' s Gifford Lecture’
Addison Webster Moore, Chicago, to F. C. S. Schiller, 15 October 1902, Correspondence, Box Two, F. C. S.
Schiller Papers[Collection 191], Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Young Research Library, University
of California, Los Angeles). Thefact of thisletter’s existence amends the detail s relating to communications
between Moore and Schiller in 1903; interested readers are directed to Ralph Tyler Flewdlling, “A Schiller
Holograph,” Personalist 50, no. 4 (October 1959): 388-90. Schiller and James were agreed in their views of the
epistemological ramifications of pragmatism. As James states, “I agree with what you say in your letter, about
pragmatism being more important as a method than as a philosophy, and methods are for handling concrete cases”
(William James, Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 27 November 1902, Box One, Folder Fourteen, Educators and
Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford; see
also Perry, The Thought, 2, 497).
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34 WHAT MORE CAN PRAGMATISM BE? THE ORIGINS OF SCHILLER’S
HUMANISM

1903 finds Schiller facing the consequences of his actions. In the space of a few short years, he
has gone from questioning Lotze, to laughing at Caird, to reclaiming Protagoras. Hehas
essentially merged his ‘1dealism with a difference’ with the views espoused by James. But heis
still primarily seen as the caustic, overzealous, British defender of James' s pragmatism. And he
isin the midst of a movement that is growing in strength and number. In April, James writes to
Schiller that “. . . it appears now that under Dewey’s inspiration, they have at Chicago a
flourishing school of radical empiricism of which | for one have been entirely ignorant.”*?” And
therein lies Schiller’ s dilemma: how best to continue the cause while defending his own ground?
Schiller sets upon two tactics. First, he pushes for the adoption of a term meant to go beyond
pragmatism. In aletter dated 24 April 1903, one senses the delicacy of Schiller’s proclamation
to James:
| have been inspired . . . with THE name for the only true philosophy! Y ou know | never
cared for ‘pragmatism’ . . . it is much too obscure and technical, and not athing one can
ever stampede mankind to. Besides the word has misleading associations and we want
something bigger and more extensive (inclusive). . . . why should we not call it
HUMANISM?. . . Not that we need drop “pragmatism” on that account as atechnical

term in epistemology. Only pragmatism will be a species of a greater genus,--humanism
in theory of knowledge.*®®

127 James comments are here based on having read Studiesin Logical Theory (1903), to which Dewey
contributed and of which there will be alater discussion. James goes on to add, in a comment that seems to favor
Schiller, that he was unaware of the development in consequence of their syle. “[I have] been led to neglect it
altogether by their lack of ‘terseness,” ‘crispness,” ‘raciness,” and other ‘newspaporial’ virtues, though | could
discern that Dewey himself was laboring with a big freight, towards the light. They have started with Hegelianism,
and they have that temperament . . . which makes one gill suspect that if they do strike Truth eventually, they will
mean some mischief to it after al, but still the fact remains that from such opposite poles minds are moving towards
a common centre, that old compartments and divisions are breaking down, and that a very inclusive new school may
be formed” (William James, Asheville to F. C. S. Schiller, 8 April 1903, Box One, Folder Fifteen, Educators and
Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford; see
also Perry, The Thought, 2, 374-5).

128 £ C. S. Schiller, Oxford, to William James, 24 April 1903, in Perry, The Thought, 2, 489-90. Itisonly
several days after this announcement that James once again writes about developments at Chicago: “The Chicago
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On the one hand, he is seeking James's endorsement. On the other, he is attempting to stamp the
next phase of pragmatism’ s development with his personalized mark. So, secondly, Schiller
must engage in a sophisticated promotional game. He must continue to attack those who
threaten the specifics of pragmatism. At the same time, he must work to extend the domain it
can be seen to encompass. Schiller attempts to cover both pointsin July 1903.

In keeping with the primary object, Schiller first must lay out the range of operation for
this as yet unnamed approach. In*“The Ethical Basis of Metaphysics,” he accuses the
“Hegelizing ‘idealists ™ of bringing on “the death of morals. For the ideal of the Absolute Whole
cannot be rendered compatible with the antithetical valuations which form the vital atmosphere
of human agents.”*®® Asagainst that, philosophy should treat “Thought as a mode of conduct,
as an integral part of active life”; reconceptualized, conduct becomes “the all-controlling
influence in every department of life.”** Note then that Schiller must take the pragmatic method
of philosophy and expand it. Instead of bowing to a pure intellect in search for an understanding
of faith, it places faith and all other activities into the orbit of reasoning that is human. The
alternative, “areason which has not practical value for the purposes of life isa monstrosity, a

morbid aberration or failure of adaptation, which natural selection must sooner or later wipe

School is doing well—Dewey is certainly growing to be a very ‘wise’ man—the only trouble isthat his style is over-
abstract” (William James, Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 1 May 1903, Box One, Folder Fifteen, Educators and
Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford). Itis
not likely that the stylistic features of the Chicago School caused Schiller great pause. Asearly as 1894, during his
time at Cornel and during the first year of Dewey’ s tenure at Chicago (he moved to Columbiain 1904)l, Schiller
struck a dismissive tone: “Phil* at Chicago is Dewey + Strong with occasional Tufts of wool” (F. C. S. Schiller,
1894, Notebook #11, n.p., 1882-1899, Diary, Box Eleven, F. C. S. Schiller Papers[Collection 191], Department of
Special Callections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles).

129 F C. S. Schiller, “The Ethical Basis of Metaphysics,” International Journal of Ethics 13, no. 4 (July
1903): 432.

130 sehiller, “The Ethica,” 433-4.
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away.” ' Schiller thus defines pragmatism, as against Peirce’s ‘test by effects’ or James' s de-
emphasis of “the essential priority of action to thought,” as “the thorough recognition that the
purposive character of mental life generally must influence and pervade also our most remotely
cognitive activities.”*** The Good is no longer abstracted; it is human good. The meansto reach
our goals are no longer beyond our grasp; they are within our reach. Philosophy, thus refined,
bears an ethical imprint which demonstrates: (1) that the universe is not indifferent to our
pleadings as our pleadings create what we concelve as our universe, (2) the skepticism
engendered by a universe beyond our control is anillusion, and (3) with indifference and illusion
cast aside, there is “stimulus to our feeling of moral responsibility” for the world we create.**®
Thisisaworld where “each sees Life aswhat he has it in him to perceive, and variously
transfigures what, without his vision, were an unseen void.”*** Thisisaworld that, for Schiller,
holds ample room for faith and reason, for trial and error. But is not aworld for everyone. And,
in keeping with the secondary object, Schiller must now take on those that would threaten such
an ethical system. More specifically, he must pick atarget of such renown that the implications
for the future of philosophy are clear. Schiller chooses Bradley.

It helpsto recall that Schiller’sire for Bradley has roots far longer than his attachments to
pragmatism. Inthe 1880s, Schiller was already scribbling against the supposed transgressions of
the Broad Church idealists, detecting a subtle mix of hypocrisy in act and idiocy in thought.

Jowett’ s assumed aloof manners with his Balliol wards, or Green' s abstract reasons for social

131 sehiller, “The Ethical,” 437.
132 sehiller, “The Ethical,” 437.
133 sehiller, “The Ethica,” 440-3.

134 sehiller, “The Ethical,” 444.
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reform, as much as they may be off putting to a young scholar, are less likely to draw the
umbrage of a maturing philosopher. But Bradley was different; and the extent of their
differences were jeeringly hinted at in “*Useless' Knowledge.” Largely heard but not seen,
Bradley was the opposite of the tutor Schiller. He taught no classes, prepared no classroom
lectures. Y et hetold philosophers that reality can bear no contradiction and, given that, the
contradictions in everyday life render our experienced world mere appearance. If thisbe a
simplification of Bradley’s prolific outpouring, it is the redlity of what Schiller saw in him.**®
And it isthe view he takes in his first engagement. Schiller contextualizes his July 1903
“On Preserving Appearances’ within the confines of Oxford. Thisisno slight matter, for
Schiller sees Bradley’ s antithesis between “appearance” and “reality” as arising out of the divide

between the “thinking” and “doing” of philosophy. In contrast with the philosophy which has

135 Schiller’s perception of Bradley is more than amereflight of fancy. Aswas noted, Bradley was a
prolific writer. Up tothe point of Schiller’s essay, Bradley had penned three books: Ethical Studies (1876),
Principles of Logic (1883), and Appearance and Reality (1893). In addition, he had just started a series of articles
dealing with “The Definition of Will.” It seems unlikely that the concept of “will” sprung preformed from hismind;
clearly, Bradley had been reading the recent literature in philosophy and was well aware of the arguments being
espoused by James, Schiller, and others. But, as was the cause of much consternation on the part of Schiller, he
rarely dealt with specific figures in current philosophical literature, often dropping cryptic references to those whose
work he was critiquing. In the first of the articles, he does make reference to James' s work; specifically, to Chapter
Twenty-six of his 1890 The Principles of Psychology! Herein Bradley argues against limiting the volition of an
idea; to demand itsterminusin my satisfaction (what he labels “mere desire’ as opposed to “valition”) or in my life
(as opposed to “theidea of an event after my death”) isto isolate that idea within the limits of my mind and body (F.
H. Bradley, “The Definition of Will. No. I,” Mind 11, no. 44 [October 1902]: 469). In the second article, Bradley
does feign to discuss Schiller, though without reference to his name proper. Specifically, Bradley argues that a“fact
in experience” isthat which servesto clarify the operation of agency, that is, the connection of theideato the action
it supposes. Phrased differently, one must make a “distinction between an awareness of activity and of agency.”
The concept of “axiomsas postulates. . . may in itsway be useful, though one would seek in vain for any serious
attempt to realize the meaning and result of that gospel which it preaches’ (F. H. Bradley, “The Definition of Will.
No. I1,” Mind 12, no. 46 [April 1903]: 170; 169).

James s awareness of Bradley dates back just as far, even if hisopinion is decidedly less dismissive. As
early as August 1886, James is seen to be noting, and criticizing, the works of Bradley. In aforeshadowing of his
relationship with Schiller, James notes the “impatience” in Bradley' s writing; but he also is engaged by its
“stimulating and exciting nature,” by the display of the man in his“sarcasms’ (J. C. Kenna and William James, “I.
Ten Unpublished Letters from William James, 1842-1910 to Francis Herbert Bradley, 1846-1924,” Mind 75, no.
299 [July 1966]: 310; the two quotations are from two separate | etters to the English philosopher Croom Robertson,
and can be found in: Perry, The Thought, 1, 601; 604). And as early as 1898, in aletter to Bradley, James mentions
Schiller: “Have you read the ‘tychistic’ speculationsof Chas. S. Pierce[sic] . .. He, [Charles Bernard] Renouvier,
and F. C. S. Schiller of Oxford are the only genuine pluralists with whose manifested existence | can console
myself” (gtd. in Kenna, “I. Ten,” 316).
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“sprung invulnerable” from the “subtle brain” of Bradley, Schiller finds himself “immersed in
the struggle of teaching and having a certain responsibility in seeing to it that what is called
thought involves thinking and affords proper training in mental precision and clearness. . .
find[g] that this antithesis has become a considerable nuisance, and also, it must be confessed, a
bit of abore.”** But what is his specific objection? And here he ventures tentatively, making
explicit note of Bradley’s preferred manner of rejoinder:
| venture to assert with the utmost trepidation, and at the risk of being crushed, like the
rest of Mr. Bradley’ s critics, by a sarcastic footnote to his next article, that in putting
forward his fundamental assumption that ‘ultimate reality’ is such that it does not
contradict itself, and in erecting this into an absolute criterion, he builds in part on an
unsound foundation which has not reached bottom rock, in part on an airy pinnacle, a sort
of what in Alpine parlance is called a gendarme, which will not bear the weight of the
mountains of paradox which are subsequently heaped upon it.**’
Schiller sees this argument against contradiction as being as much tactical as metaphysical, asa
way for Bradley to argue the reality of his position against the appearance of another’s. But
when one turns to what Schiller supposes Bradley to actually mean, the result is much the same;
“it isan abuse of language to describe our use of incompatible statements about the same reality
as an inherent contradiction in the reality itself.”**® Not that Schiller would suggest junking
contradiction. It suggestsitself as “unpleasant” and we work as best as possible to avoid it and

move towards “harmony.” *** But contradiction is not our sole recourse on the road to harmony,

any more than our current existence is only “apparent” because it contains contradictions. And

136 F C. S. Schiller, “On Preserving Appearances,” Mind 12, no. 47 (July 1903): 342.
137 Schiller, “On,” 341-2.
138 Schiller, “On,” 343.

139 sehiller, “On,” 344.
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this forms the second of Schiller’s objections. Bradley takes the (apparent, if only to Schiller)
failure of his theory as asign of the (real, if partially to Bradley) defectiveness of the world.**
Which would leave us with what? Bradley’s Absolute “is only used to cast an indelible
slur on all human reality and knowledge.” *** It frames human striving as a skeptical and
foolhardy endeavor, always feigning to find reality. But what, then, doesthis say of Bradley’s
own theory? If, in fact, we live in appearance, does his skepticism not cast doubt on the
suggestion of the Absolute? Would it not be more practical to view all such schemes of the
Ultimate or Absolute as “attempts, more or less successful, to supplement some unsatisfactory
feature in our primary experience.” *** But thisisa view of which Bradley is not likely to
partake.'*® Though full well he should. For Schiller urges that Bradley’s reality is that of a
pessimist, a phantom world inhabited by “the nightmares of a mind distraught.”*** Better to turn
to philosophy that seeksto craft better reality than we currently experience, and not turn to a*“ pet

antitheses” framed as a gloomy prognostication.** For the time being, there is no response from

Bradley.

140 sehiller, “On,” 3486.
141 sehiller, “On,” 347.
142 sehiller, “On,” 349.

143 Schiller even indulgesin the act of offering Bradley five pragmatic qualifications meant to repair his
philosophy: (1) that which is deemed Ultimate must have areal use, must never allowed to shift into transcendence
of which the world can only approximate; (2) that said approximation must be accepted, no matter how flawed, as
real should we so choose to aspire to something more; (3) what isimmediateis, in apractical sense“morered, i.e.
more directly real, than the ‘higher realities’ which are said to ‘explain’ it”; (4) thismore directly rea immediacy
“forms the touchstone whereby we test the value of our inferred redlities, and if they can contribute nothing valuable
toits elucidation, their assumption is nothing but vanity and vexation of the spirit;” (5) “Ultimate Reality must be
absolutely satisfactory. . . . So long as the most ultimate reality we have reached falls short in any respect of giving
compl ete satisfaction, the struggle to harmoni se experience must go on” (Schiller, “On,” 350-2).

144 sehiller, “On,” 353.

145 sehiller, “On,” 354.
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But Schiller worries about another sort of response. It is not James's view of the initial
attempts to expand the range of pragmatism; if anything, James's reaction to both of these
articles is succinct and approving: “I don’'t see how truth could be more broadly and
convincingly set down and | should think they would have great effect. But things must also get
into books to be effective.”**® No, Schiller is still worried about the approval which might give
sanction to a book promoting the term proper for this new approach. And the initial reply in this
case isn't favorable: “*Humanism’ doesn’'t make a very electrical connexion with my nature—
but in appellations the individual proposes + the herd adopts or drops. | rejoice exceedingly that
your book is so far forward, + am glad that you call it Humanism—we shall see if the name
sticks. All other names are bad, most certainly—especially pragmatism.”**’

With a month or less before the release of the book, Schiller seems panicked by the wait
and see approach of James. “What | want to know from you is how the name ‘ Humanism’ now
strikes you + whether you agree asto itsrelation to Pragmatism +c?” And heiswilling to do a
bit of selling to secure approval: “Of one thing | feel fairly sure viz. that it will puzzle the enemy
considerably. They had only just become alive to the necessity of bringing up their big gunsto

dispose of ‘pluralism’, when it turned out that ‘ pragmatism’ + ‘personal Idealism’ were the keys

to the position they had to attack, + now behold the real citadel is Humanism + they have a

148 William James, Chocorua, to F. C. S. Schiller, 27 April 1903, Box One, Folder Fifteen, Educators and
Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford.

147 William James, Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 5 July 1903, Box One, Folder Fifteen, Educators and

Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford; see
also Perry, The Thought, 2, 500.
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choice between being scholastics + barbarians!**® The approval, like the response from Bradley,
will have to wait.
Uncertainty not withstanding, Schiller’s praise of James adorns the dedication of

Humanism: Philosophical Essays (1903): “To my dear friend, the Humanest of Philosophers,

William James, without whose example and unfailing encouragement this book would never
have been written.” The work is largely a collection of previously published essays—such as
“Metaphysics of the Time-Process’ (1895), “Non-Euclidean Geometry and the Kantian a Priori”
and “Lotze'sMonism” (1896), “Darwinism and Design” (1897), “*Useless’ Knowledge” and
“On Preserving Appearances’ (1903)—that chart out Schiller’s developing viewpoints. Not that

this collection was Schiller’s intended result. **° Circling back to his recent squabble with

148 F C. S. Schiller, Oxford, to William James, 9 September 1903 [Draft], Box One, Folder Fifteen,
Educators and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries,
Stanford.

149 Nor always the reactions he hoped to garner. An indication of the troubles to comeis found in apre-
publication reader report. On 15 February 1903, Henry Jones filed a handwritten report for Macmillan from
Glasgow, Scotland. Thereport regards the upcoming publication of Humanism: Philosophical Essays. Jones says
“at the present time | should expect that anything which came out under Dr. Schiller’ s name would command some
attention.” He argues each of the essays are “the work of a very competent writer & thinker, and if not aways
original are stated expressed with great freshness of force.” Jones goes on to criticize Schiller, though, in that heis
“led away by his controversial tendencies + says things he sh” not say.” Towards the end of his report, Jones offers
the following advice regarding its publication:

| think the book would be certain of a moderate success. Dr. Schiller’sname at present would secure that;

and the completeness of the articles would deserveit. . . . On the whole, therefore, | sh” advise you to

publish them. But if | thought Dr. Schiller capable of taking advice | sh? like him not to re-publish them.

Only | do not think heis, + I think it w* be an error to presume to advise him.

(Henry Jones, Reader Report, 15 February 1903, transcript in the hand of Henry Jones, “Readers Reports, 1867-
1924," Archives of Macmillan & Co., 1854-1925 [Cambridge: Chadwyck-Healey, 1988], text-fiche, 57-60, Redl 7,
Part 1).

It should be noted that Jones had, and would continue to have, firshand knowledge of Schiller’swork.
Jones (LL.D, Litt.D) served as a member of the British Editorial Board of the Hibbert Journal to which Schiller was
afrequent contributor. He had also incurred Schiller’ swrath in areview in 1895 of hiswork, A Critical Account of
the Doctrine of Lotze. Inthat review, Schiller claimed that this “zealous’ defender of the Hegelianism of Bradley
suffers his subject with awork that is not “easy reading; he commingles exposition and criticism in amanner which
greatly detracts from clearness of impression, and his method involves a good deal of repetition” (F. C. S. Schiller,
review of A Critical Account of the Doctrine of Lotze, by Henry Jones, Philosophical Review 4, no. 4 [July 1895]:
436).
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Bradley, he apologizes that “the work of a college tutor lends itself more easily to the conception

than to the composition of a systematic treatise.” **°

The initial reactions from friends give Schiller reason to be pleased, and optimistic, as
regards his attempts at pragmeatic expansion. Howard Vincenté Knox (1886-1960) reports.

Very many thanks for your book, which | am reading with great pleasure. | think the
essays decidely [sic] gain by being brought together in book form. Thettitle is decidedly
good, and will, I think prove attractive. Your preface brings out the advantages of the
name very well. It isalso an advantage that it has a cognate verb + adjective, with
equally favourable associations — “humanise” + “humanist.” “Pragmatic,” on the other
hand, is not quite a happy epithet to apply to oneself. [Alfred] Sidgwick tells me that
Sturt has asked him to review the book, for the January number of “Mind.” | do not think
that task could be in better hands. Sidgwick is pleased with the book, and hisreview is
more to be in general agreement with its aims.™*

Even James, despite his label leeriness, is upbesat: “. . . read your book thisA.M. ...l am
charmed by the elegance of the whole presentment. . . . Altogether | ‘voice’ aloud ‘hurrah’—
first cries of allégresse [joy]!”*** But Schiller continues to press James with the issue of

endorsement, asking “whether you might not say a word to draw attention to Humanism on your

10 F €. S. Schiller, Humanism: Philosophical Essays, 2d ed. (London: Macmillan and Co., 1912), xi.
Please note that references to specific pages are from the 2™ edition of the work.

3! Howard Vincenté Knox, London, to F. C. S. Schiller, 25 October 1903, Correspondence, Box One, F. C.
S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library,
University of California, Los Angeles. Knox would prove to be one of Schiller’s greatest confidantsin the
upcoming years. A future staff member at Corpus Christi and Manchester Colleges, Knox had a distinguished
record. AsEllen Kappy Suckiel goes on to note, “Knox was a captain in the British army, who served in both the
South African and Firg World Wars.” What’'s more, he provided amore even-tempered foil to Schiller, especially
asregards the support for William James in the early years of pragmatism. For a concise review of Knox’s career,
interested readers are directed to Ellen Kappy Suckie, introduction to The Philosophy of William James (1914): H.
V. Knox & Responses and Reviews, Early Defenders of Pragmatism Series, ed. John R. Shook, val. 5 (Bristal:
Thoemmes Press, 2001), vii-xx. Suckiel isalso to be thanked for bringing to readers’ attention an article which
traces Knox’ s correspondence with William James based, it seems, in Schiller’ sintroduction of his friend Knox—
though he had written of him in letters prior to that date—to James during the latter’s 1908 visit (to provide the
Hibbert Foundation lectures at Manchester College on “ The Present Situation in Philasophy,” lectures which would
be later published asthe 1909 book, A Pluralistic Universe). Please see Marjorie R. Kaufman, “William James's
Letterstoa Young Pragmatist,” Journal of the History of Ideas 24, no. 3 (July-September 1963): 413-21.

152 William James, Salisbury, to F. C. S. Schiller, 16 November 1903, Box One, Folder Fifteen, Educators
and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford.
It should be noted that Perry provides a copy of James s letter of the previous evening, before he had finished
reading the book (Perry, The Thought, 2, 501-2).
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side, whether signed or anonymously (e.g. in the Nation or the Psych. Rev.) (The Nation does
not yet seem to have acknowledged it, so | suppose the N. Y. Macmillan Co. has not yet
imported it). It is of course of capital importance that you sh? pronounce on the appropriation of
‘Humanism’ asalabel.”**® Thisis Schiller, so recently experiencing a surge in self-assurance,
expressing acrisis of confidence.

Endorsement or not, the shorter critical notices that ring in 1904 generally confirm his
friend’sinitial reactions. And, even more than with Riddles, many of these notices issue from

the daily presses. The Birmingham Post lays down the critical and cliché gauntlet regarding “one

of the most significant books published for some years.” It arguesthat “*humanism’ isaforceto
be reckoned with in the present tendencies of philosophy.”*** Others, in whole and part, take up
the challenge of that swelled appraisal. The Spectator applauds the book for its “refreshing
vigor” and its style, of which “the phraseology of modern music alone is equal to the
appreciation of avolume such asthis.” It concludes by noting that, beyond students of
philosophy, this book is “one which the ‘ordinary reader’ cannot fail to enjoy.”*>> The

Manchester Guardian notes that readers “will not find any essentially new doctrine in this

volume,” but that the materials contained herein are a“lively” attempt by Schiller to get the lay
public “to observe what fools these philosophers are.” The “these” under consideration are all

who, unlike Schiller, James, and Peirce, cling to absolutist doctrines of the past. The review also

133 E C. S. Schiller, Oxford, to William James, 24 November 1903 [Draft], Box One, Folder Fifteen,
Educators and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries,
Stanford.

154 Review of Humanism: Philosophical Essays, by F. C. S. Schiller, Birmingham Post, 29 January 1904,
Newspaper and Magazine Clippings, 1904, Box Fourteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of
Special Callections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles.

155 Review of Humanism: Philosophical Essays, by F. C. S. Schiller, Spectator, 30 January 1904,
Newspaper and Magazine Clippings, 1904, Box Fourteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of
Special Callections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles.
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notes that Schiller has, taking his cue from Protagoras, finally settled on the term humanism. In
so doing, Schiller questions the definitions of pragmatism set forth by both James and Peirce.**®

Not that all the notices are as positive. The Morning Post sees this volume as Schiller’s
attempt to “Americanise the metaphysical world” by casting aside the British strains of
philosophy so long held in awe. But this collection of “unusually, if sometimes perversely, able
essays. . . could not fairly be accused of avoiding either abstraction or pure thought, nor yet of
being manifestly practical.”*>” What is apparent to the Dublin Press is that this volume breaks
with the expectations of “courteous humanism both in temper and in style,” and that it devolves
into abstractions akin to those found in Bradley and Spencer. Schiller is obviously not taken
with such a viewpoint. Scribbled on his copy of the review isthisretort: “the most grotesquely
ignorant Rev. so far . . . C2 anyone so miss the point!” **®

A longer notice, from a normally supportive front, makes mention of additional
problems. F. N. Hale'sreview is couched in the suggestion that, this being the organ of the SPR,
“ametaphysical discussion in these pages would be an offence devoid alike of precedence and of
justification.”**® So heinstead establishes that Schiller’s humanism, like that of James's

pragmatism, is an outgrowth of Empiricism as found in Mill. With a focus squarely on the first,

156 Review of Humanism: Philosophical Essays, by F. C. S. Schiller, Manchester Guardian, 19 January
1904, Newspaper and Magazine Clippings, 1904, Box Fourteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191),
Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles.

137 Review of Humanism: Philosophical Essays, by F. C. S. Schiller, Morning Post, 7 January 1904,
Newspaper and Magazine Clippings, 1904, Box Fourteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of
Special Callections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles.

158 Review of Humanism: Philosophical Essays, by F. C. S. Schiller, Dublin Press, 12 November 1903,
Newspaper and Magazine Clippings, 1903, Box Fourteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of
Special Callections, Charles E. Young Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles.

19 F N. Hales, review of Humanism: Philosophic Essays, by F. C. S. Schiller, Proceedings of the Society
for Psychical Research 18 (1903-4): 501.
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Hale suggests that Schiller’ s “Humanism aims to be humane; and in his sedulous avoidance of
scholastic jargon, he has been tempted to smoothe over difficulties none the less imperative for
being scholastic. This book must be regarded as a programme rather than a proof. But it is
addressed to a popular audience, and as such it must be judged.”**®® And what is the judgment?
Taking Schiller’s discussion of immortality asthe test, Hale asserts that “the fundamental
paradox of Pragmatism comes to light in a particularly glaring fashion, and challenges discussion
in these pages.”*®* The problem is this: belief in a postulate does not constitute the actuality of
the thing postulated. Moreover, it is the problem of pragmatism suggesting the practical need to
believe, but providing no measure of what beliefs are or are not actual (in the present) or possible
(inthe future). In concluding his argument, and turning Schiller’s, Hale suggeststhat “it seems
plain that the hypothetical future life can no more enter into our actual experience than Mr.

Schiller’ s experience of the cogency of his argument entersinto my actual experience.”*%?

180 Hales, review, 502.
161 Hales, review, 504.

162 Hales, review, 504. Not that Haleis the only one to question the extent to which humanism can be
applied. For, as Knox had suggested, Sidgwick’sreview arrived in April. He notes Schiller’s “wit and incisiveness,
and his entire freedom from the manners of the owl and the tricks of the ostrich, arewell known to the readers of
thisjournal. Probably, however, thereisareal connexion between the Humanist theory and the literary virtues so
characteristic of Mr. Schiller and Prof. James.” But Sidgwick, like Hale, questions the matter of judging
humanism’ s successful application and he, like James, suggests the need for further elaboration. Sidgwick suggests
that, “asisnatural with afar-reaching theory which is still taking shape, the essence of ‘Humanism’ isnot quite easy
tofind. ... [It] seemsto be that Humanism is based upon Pragmatism but extends beyond it; or isthe application of
the Pragmatist method to all philosophical questions.” But, and this relates to Hale€' s comments of the sametext, the
guestion that israised is how thoroughly a matter of reason such as application is construed to be. 1f Humanismisto
be applied to areas of inquiry such as Ethics and Religion, it may need to become or defer to “something more full-
blooded, something less exclusively an affair of reasoning” (Alfred Sidgwick, review of Humanism: Philosophic
Essays, by F. C. S. Schiller, Mind 13, no. 50 [April 1904]: 262-8). These callsfor systemization clearly have an
impact on Schiller’ sthinking. In aletter to Florence Thaw, Schiller captures both the critical suggestionsand his
continued view that a defiant tone can support it: “. . . | am so glad you liked *Humanism’; it isnot the big
systematic book | sh? like to have the leisure to write, but it has served itsimmediate purpose of bringing a sort of
Armageddon between the old + the new philosophy. We are bound to win in the end, but it will be ahard fight +
onethat may last for another 20 years. For isnot the stronghold of the Absolute fortified as cunningly + defended as
desperately as Port Arthur?” (F. C. S. Schiller, Oxford, to Florence Thaw, 28 December 1904, Correspondence, Box
Two, F. C. S. Schiller Papers[Collection 191], Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research
Library, University of California, Los Angeles).
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After such a discouraging reply from an assumed ally, Schiller nonetheless has reason to
feel hopeful. The desired endorsement finally comes, though not in a public forum as had been
hoped. In February, James write to Schiller that “* Humanism'’ (the term) which did not at first
much ‘speak’ to me, | now seeto be just right. Vivat et floreat [grow and flourish]!”*®® But the
praise comes with further warnings. James suggests that some of the more critical notices seem
to be “the pouring out of along smothered volcano of irritation at your general tone of
belligerency and flippancy.” Asregards Schiller’s humanist project and the methods by which
he plies his (and James's) belief in pragmatism, heis no less clear:

Apropos of your reviewer’ s animosity to your jokes, | confessthat | am both startled and

shocked to find lately how antipathetic they are to certain temperaments. One man

recently said to me “I hate him”—another: “he is intolerable and odious.” Poor

Schiller—so good aman! It iswell to know of these reactions which one can provoke,

and perhaps to use the knowledge for political effect. Now that you are the most

responsible companion in England of what is certainly destined to be the next great
philosophic movement, may it not be well (for the sake of the conversion effect) to
assume a solemn dignity commensurate with the importance of your function, and so give
the less excuse to the feeble minded for staying out of the fold?'**

James's conclusion is also his hope: “Buckle down now to s'thing very solemn and systematic.

Write your jokes by all means, but expunge them in proof, and save them for a posthumous no.

of Mind!” This, for al James s previous vacillation, is his most succinct avowal of support. Itis

163 An observation on archival decorum is necessary at this point. By comparing the original documents,
the letters, with their presentation, as transcribed, in Perry’ s volume, two things become clear. Firgt, Perry had no
gualms writing on the origina documents, making comments on when and where to cut the material he used and/or
underlying entire sections with colored pencil. This, asamatter of decorum, speaks for itself. Two, what ismore
important is how he chose to use portions of the text at hisdisposal. At the end of the portion quoted above and
provided in Perry’ s text on page 502, theterm “incomplete’ is found in brackets. Now, it would be easy to see this
as a comment to the reader that the selection transcribed was only a part of alonger passage, if not for the fact that
he supplies that information by use of elipsesin other cases of transcription. The question then becomes: what is
meant by incomplete? It can’t mean that Perry only had access to the portion transcribed, as onefindsin Perry’s
own hand, at the exact place where the above quotation endsthe phrase “ stop copying” and finds atop page one the
comment “Copy 1% 4 pages.” It ismeant as neutral conjecture to suggest that, in making editorial choices, Perry
was cognizant of what his omissions would mean to hislarger project of explaining James.

164 William James, Tallahassee, to F. C. S. Schiller, 1 February 1904, Box One, Folder Fifteen, Educators

and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford;
see also Perry, The Thought, 2, 502.
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arespected philosopher suggesting, after full well attributing the birth to Peirce, the causeway to
Schiller. But it is also the most pointed warning. Sensing that both he and Schiller now have
hold of a movement, James calls for the one thing of which Schiller has less and less: restraint.
First impressions, as Schiller regards his foes and his foes regard him, are already tending to

calcify.

35 ACTIONSAND THEIR CONSEQUENCES: SCHILLER’SPLACE WITHIN THE
PRAGMATIST MILIEU

Schiller’ sinitial attempts to extend pragmatism and give cause to humanism have achieved at
least one objective: they have gained the assent of James. But the larger project of propagating
this undertaking is undercut by past wrongs, real and imagined. Though till championed for his
style by some, Schiller is as much dismissed on account of it by others. Thetactical approach of
making his career is being offset by the tactics employed; attacking theoretical foes while
building philosophical bridges is paying few dividends. What’s more, in a still growing area of
philosophical inquiry, Schiller finds himself depicted as the extreme variation of the philosophy
he seeks to champion.

Joseph Alexander Leighton (1870-1954) suggests his March 1904 “Pragmatism” isa
general discussion. But it actually provides both a critique of Schiller and a comparison of his

work to that of Dewey. *® Leighton sees Schiller as “at once the most pugnacious and the most

165 Not that thisis the only discussion of pragmatism and humanism that is going on around thistime. In
the same month, the American Philosophical Association Presidential Address of Josiah Royce (1855-1916), “The
Eterna and the Practical,” is published. Royce' s argument, in short, isthat the processes of thinking, which
pragmatism values so highly, conflict with the necessities of action, which pragmatism also rightly endorses. And
why isthis so? Royce opinesthat it a confusion regarding evolution asit relates to pragmatism. If, as Royce claims,
it all boils down to evolution then pragmatism, at least its pure form, wanders into a version of apriorism that it so
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facetious protagonist of pragmatism.”*®® He chides Schiller for making much hay over James's
articulation, and his own subsequent recognition, of the theories of pragmatism. Leighton then
provides this commentary on Schiller and the wider application of pragmatism he espouses in
Humanism:
Mr. Schiller’ s jaunty onslaughts on Kantian apriorism, Bradleian absolutism and all other
forms of intellectualism are always interesting reading. But the magniloguent and
extravagant claims, the ‘superior’ air and the confident dogmatism pall on one. These
qualities of Mr. Schiller’ swriting, together with his repeated and often tasteless sallies of
wit, tend to bring into disrepute a doctrine which deserves a more thorough and serious
treatment. When the witticisms, jibes and other ‘literary’ flights of fancy are discounted
there is left a residuum of philosophical argument and it is with this that | shall deal.”**’
But these arguments strike Leighton as pushing too hard and too far. Leighton declaresthat “it is

already evident that pragmatism with Mr. Schiller has passed the stage of atentative method for

often disrespects; “how, then, can thisbelief in evolution—abelief which isamere insstence of your pragmatism—
lend back any of its borrowed authority to furnish awarrant for belief in the very doctrine called pragmatism, a
belief which you presuppose in expressing your evolutionary creed? Royce concludes that pragmatism'’s deficits lay
within the practical, to which the Absol ute provides the theoretical resolution: “Everything finite and tempora is
practical. All that is practical borrows itstruth from the Eternal” (Josiah Royce, “The Eterna and the Practical,”
Philosophical Review 13, no. 2 [March 1904]: 128; 142).

Two monthslater James Edwin Creighton (1861-1924) also weighsin on thetopic in “Purpose asa L ogical
Category.” Though heignores Schiller in favor of James and Dewey, Creighton’s argumentsre ate to the issues
raised by Royce. Creighton’s quibbleisn’t necessarily with any of the pragmatists’ contentions, but with the
prioritization of their premises. “That knowledge is actually employed as a guideto life, does not imply that thisis
its sole or even chief function. 1t would be equally cogent to argue that the practical activities exist only as meansto
knowledge, since we do frequently find them employed in this service.” Nor does it necessarily stand that ideas are
subordinate to action, or that science should be subordinate to practical needs. Given these, pragmatism seems to be
predicated on a series of potential non sequiturs. But thereisamore pressing issue, one which Royce noted to
dlightly different ends: to what extent does evolutionary science warrant pragmatist conceptions of experience? And
here Creighton engagesin an interesting bit of bait and switch. Firgt, he grants that the “biological sciences’ may
legitimate the view that thought serves as a “particular function of experience”; no, more, that it may be “the only
truth about thought that biological scienceisableto furnish.” But, two, philosophy availsitself of a different view.
“It looks at experience from within, not as an object, but in itsimmediate relations to the knowing and willing
subject.” The " science of experience” shows that “so-called ‘practical’ ends can never befinal or independent ends
for arationa being (J. E. Creighton, “Purpose as Logical Category,” Philosophical Review 13, no. 3 [May 1904]:
286; 288; 289).

166 Joseph Alexander Leighton, “Pragmatism,” Journal of Philasophy 1, no. 6 (March 1904): 148. Time
seems to tame Leighton’ s views of Schiller. In 1923, in a discussion of “progressin philosophy” he lists the eight
“most significant movements by living writers.” Number four? “The instrumentalism of Dewey and his schooal,
with its English relative, the humanism of Schiller” (Joseph Alexander Leighton, The Field of Philosophy: An
Introduction to the Study of Philosophies, 4th revised ed. [London: D. Appleton-Century, 1930], 596).

167 |_eighton, “Pragmatism,” 149.
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the examination of philosophical concepts and has become a dogmatic metaphysic. Inso

thoroughly pushing for the human, “Mr. Schiller is an extremist”; he reduces everything to a

form of social contract and leaves no room for “an objective cosmic order in his system.” %

Leighton, in comparing John Dewey et al.’s Studies in Logical Theory (1903) to Schiller’s
views, finds “certain presuppositions common to this [functional] view and to pragmatism.”*"°
These commonalities are twofold: (1) the emphasis on the harmonizing of experience, (2) the
evolutionary character of reality.!”* But both views, in Leighton’s estimation, “involve problems
in regard to reality that can neither be brushed aside as ontological and antiquated or settled off-
hand by the evolution method.”*"? At least one attending reader seems inclined to suggest that
the problem is far graver than even Leighton supposes; it is a problem which amounts to not
actually practicing philosophy at all.

In July 1904, Bradley decides to respond more fully to the pragmatists, in print and by

name, in Mind. In hisessay “On Truth and Practice”—the title itself a sly pun on the distinction

so recently under attack—Bradley wants to be explicit in his criticisms and careful in his

168 |_eighton, “Pragmatism,” 152.
169 | eighton, “Pragmatism,” 153.

70| eighton, “Pragmatism,” 154. Thereasons for comparison extend farther than perhaps even Leighton
would oblige. Dewey’ s contribution to the book, the four-part “Thought and Its Subject Matter,” took as one of its
primary objects of critique a person familiar to Schiller: Lotze (seein Chapter Two: F. C. S. Schiller, “Lotze's
Monism,” Philosophical Review 5, no. 3 [May 1896]: 225-45). One later commentator notes how, “throughout his
exposition, Dewey uses the logical theories of Lotze and transcendentalism as foils for his own doctrine.” The
commentator goes on to point out that “F. C. S. Schiller, the noted English pragmatist and humanist, welcomed the
book with an enthusiasm second only to that of James’ (George Dykhuizen, The Life and Mind of John Dewey
[Carbondale: Southern Illinois Press, 1973], 83; 85). It suffices to note—though thisissue will return in subsequent
discussions—that it was likely a favorable opinion based in the similarity of arguments as much asit wasin the
suggestion of allied concern. That distinction, though seemingly slight, is of import as regards the conclusions
reached in Chapter Eight.

71 |_eighton, “Pragmatism,” 154-5.

172 |_eighton, “Pragmatism,” 156.
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praise.’™ If past references to Schiller were only implied, they are more explicit here. The first
reference plays for ambiguity but leaves none:

This paper was written in the early summer of 1903, and has been left much as it was.
The renewed and repeated “manifestoes’ of the protagonist of Personal Idealism (even
Personal Idealism, it seems, was an “audacious manifesto”) do not to my mind show any
serious endeavour to deal with their subject. And to my mind they betray no
consciousness of some difficulties which are so well known as even to deserve the name
traditional. | have however since that date made acquaintance with the interesting
volume called Studies in Logical Theory. Thereis much in the position taken here by
Prof. Dewey and the other writers which seems to me suggestive and valuable. On the
other hand that position as awhole has not become clear to me.**

Schiller is rendered the protagonist, and barely throughout named, of a collection of essays while
Dewey and his peers are due praise for the value of what is not clear. Why at least the hint of
recognition? Their relation, as Bradley seesit, to Bradley’ s philosophy of truth and practice.
Moreso, their purported role in the new philosophy which “loudly advertises itself as the
destroyer of Intellectualism, and it claimsto find the being and the truth of thingsin will and in

practice. And sweeping away the feeble obstacle of senile theories and teachers [areferenceto a

173 Not that Bradley had been idle. He had, in January of 1904, finished his three-part series on “The
Definition of the Will.” Init, Bradley again makes observations that, in light of the previous rejoinder from Schiller,
seem likely directed at him. Bradley notes, for instance, that the will isa “psychical process certainly not original or
ultimate or self-explanatory.” He goes on to suggest the relationship of “factsin experience” to the notion of will: “.
.. if the will of theindividual presupposes dispaositions which by him are unwilled, hiswill originatesin that which
iseternal” (F. H. Bradley, “The Definition of Will. No. Il1,” Mind 13, no. 49 [January 1904]: italics mine 29; 56).
Prior to the publication of thisarticle, James had received a proof copy from Stout. James then wrote to Bradley on
16 July 1904. His comments as regards the devel oping antagonism between Bradley and Schiller arerdevant: “I
was astonished when | was last at Oxford, to learn that you & Schiller had never met face to face. | imagine that
you have never yet done so, and that your imaginations have been somewhat at work, representing mutally
monsters. When you write of Schiller’s ‘advertising’ himsdlf, it tallies so little with my apprehension of Schiller’s
character that | must say nay. He is boyish in temperament, and far too fond of puns and practical jokes (which have
hurt him as a philosopher in the reading eye more than they have ever hurt anyone else) and heis too polemic and
fond of shindy . .. but heis, | think, not conceited in any reprehensible sense, and hiswritings have been absolutely
objective’ (Kenna, “I. Ten,” 318).

14 E H. Bradley, “On Truth and Practice,” Mind 13, no. 51 (July 1904): 309, n. 1.
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comment by Schiller in “Useless Knowledge” (1902), republished in Humanism], “it promises to
bring into the world, perhaps even outside philosophy, youth daylight and happiness.”*"

And what is the nature of this new philosophy? Bradley believes it to be a criterion of the
“merely practical.”*”® He sees a host of problems with this standard, not the least of which is
what this position would mean if accepted in contrast to Idealism. For him, the “new gospel of
personal individualism” (and note here the term use) is far too interior:

At least if my ideas and my will, or the will and the ideas of any man or set of men, areto

be the measure of truth, then, so far as| see, the reality cannot lie beyond the private ends

of the individuals. And to realize the self by self-surrender to the supreme will, must, |
presume, be set down as at one irrational and immoral.*"”’
This interiority also influences the nature of practice. As against the “personal idealists” and
their rough and ready version, Bradley wishes to suggest that practice is “to consist in my
alteration of existence.”*”® And such aview essential fuses theory and practice together in a
manner inconsistent with pragmatic suppositions.'” It, moreover, castsinto doubt the pragmatic

claim that the truth resides in the individual. For, if one accepts the interiority hypothesis, they

render truth a purely subjective concept; “the doctrine that the world and my nature are of such a

175 Bradley, “On Truth,” 309-10.

176 Bradley proves, in this and subsequent essays, Schiller’s Idealist doppelganger. Many of the arguments
he advances seem, at first glance, to support a pragmatist and/or humanist position. As an example, Bradley argues
“that in the end theory and practice are one.” Anideaworksin a given Stuation because it istheright idea for that
situation. “In selecting my means | am forced to consider their relation to the facts, and, if my ideaworks, itis
because this relation which is not made by my idea.” Insofar as some ideas work and others don’t, they become
tests for future action; “these ideas remove possibilities and they qualify the situation by narrowing it” (Bradley,
“On Truth,” 310-13). If this sounds strangely like James or Schiller, you would be incorrect.

7 Bradley, “On Truth,” 315.

178 Bradley, “On Truth,” 318. Thisisarather complex parsing out of distinctions between practice and
practical. AsBradley suggests, “while on the one side every desire and every want must be practical, on the other
side some practical aims seem to entail the subordination of practice” (Bradley, “On Truth,” 317).

19 «Thereisaview that the independent use of theintellect isimpossible, that the intellect has neither

freedom nor any being of its own, and that, except so far asit consistsin practice or again indirectly squints at
practice, the intellect isnothing” (Bradley, “On Truth,” 321).
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kind that all truth must be practical, appears itself, so far, to be atruth which is theoretical and
therefore no truth.”*® Even if the pragmatists wish to circumvent this problem by defining truth
as a“working hypothesis,” Bradley wishes to know how distinct hypotheses are related.’®* His
suggestion is that the pragmatists must either scrap their philosophical position or embrace it’'s
thoroughly subjectivist, and negative, implications. “If the follower of the new way desires to be
consistent, he must take courage, it seems to me, to face his obvious conclusion. Reality and
truth are what | want and are that which at any time | choose to make them.” *#?

But even Bradley won't attribute such an “insane doctrine” to “Prof. James and his
followers.” Isit at this point that Schiller, the “self-elected leader of our Personal Idealists,”
come into the picture. And it isto him and James that a further suggestion is directed:

The one thing | cannot doubt is that we ought to have more explanation and less self-

advertisement. It does not really help us when we hear from Mr. Schiller a perpetua cry

that there is no other philosopher but Prof. James and that Prof. James has a prophet. And
it does not help to hear from Prof. James (on his part not to be outdone) that, if Mr.

Schiller would not exhaust himself by excess of facetiousness, he would produce a

philosophy as probably classical asit would be certainly inspired.'®
And it isto James that afinal, pointed, warning is also issued: be careful of the company you

keep. For “awriter can be discredited by the extravagance and the vulgarity of his disciple, if at

least he does not see his way to disconnect himself fromit.”'#* Better that both men turnto

180 Bradley, “On Truth,” 324.

181 Bradley is here making the suggestion that there must be a unity which overlies any conceptualization of
distinct parts. While pragmatists may assert that “reality in the end iswill, and that intelligence has somehow a
secondary position,” the further assumption of a“plurality of wills’ implies something beyond will as operative
(Bradley, “On Truth,” 326-7).

182 Bradley, “On Truth,” 329.

183 Bradley, “On Truth,” 329-30.

184 Bradley, “On Truth,” 330. Not that Bradley is done telling the eminent psychologist what he thinks of

hisfollower: “In the view of the Personal Idealist [and Bradley has by thistime produced a summary judgment of all
those who wrote in the text of the same name] no object counts for any more than a worthless meansto on€’ s own
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philosophy that quaffs the fresh nectar of “a heightened apprehension of the ineffable mystery of
life” than to bury themselves in the sordid mess of merely doing.'®

James'sinitial reaction to this article is an upbeat one. Having, it seems, received an
advanced copy he commentsto Schiller in June: “Hurrah for Bradley’ s attack. | don't know
what it isto be an attack upon, but if it be an attack upon the Schiller-Dewey School in favor of
the older notion of ‘truth’ as copying a standard, so by then the Lord will have delivered him into
our hands.” He believes, as regards “tactics,” that “the more of us there are to make reply the
better—and independently. But everything will depend upon what B.’s paper actually is.” %
After the essay’ s actual release, James's response changes in what seems a fear asto Schiller’s
reaction. Schiller notesthat he has begun to draft aresponse to Bradley. But James cautions, “It
would be time wasted to polemize with him in details, so remote is he from the subject, spending
his great subtlety on inventing one straw-caricature after another of what you may mean, +
refuting that, instead of spending five minutes in sympathetically imagining what you do
mean.” 187

Days later, he urges Schiller to send along a copy of his draft response to Bradley. While

James isn't sure that Schiller will agree with everything he has written in his response, he hopes

mere activity. . . . Thisabstraction represents perhaps to most of us the essence of that which isfalsein theory and
sordid in conduct” (Bradley, “On Truth,” 333).

185 Bradley, “On Truth,” 335.

186 \William James, Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 12 June 1904, Box One, Folder Fifteen, Educators and
Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford; see
also Perry, The Thought, 2, 502.

187 William James, Chocorua, to F. C. S. Schiller, 8 July 1904, Box One, Folder Fifteen, Educators and
Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford.
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“to have helped somewhat to a clearing of the atmosphere.”*®® As regards Bradley, James makes
little mention of him in hisresponse, as he “seems to me almost entirely irrelevant.” Two weeks
pass, and it seems that Schiller has not sent an advance copy of his article. James yet again urges
Schiller to allow him to review Schiller’ s response: “by all means send me your type-written
copy. | have am ‘dying with curiosity,” etc.” And James again claims, in what seemsto be a
plea for perspective in what he fears Schiller will unleash, the “irrelevance” of Bradley; “he has

" 189 James fears seem well-

evidently not tried to understand the position of those he criticizes.
founded given the draft he receives from Schiller later in the week. Histone isone of panic.
While he admires the “strictly argumentative part,” and personally enjoys Schiller’s “irony and
flights of metaphor,” he fears the rest will ruin it as an advance of disciplined “party politics.”
James reminds Schiller how his past writings seem, to critics, “in ‘bad taste’ in the way of
polemical jeers and general horseplay.” He urges.
Solemn as an owl, and tender as a dove, should be your watchword from now on if you
areto outlive these arrears of debt to the proprieties. Now | believe that the Oct. Mind
will be the first artillery fire of an important general engagement, in which it behoves
[sic] usto risk no disadvantage of any sort. . . . Bradley has put himself [inserted:

“flagrantly”] in the wrong by his personalities + sarcasms; and the important point is that
he should be left there high and dry. **

188 William James, Chocorua, to F. C. S. Schiller, [c. 15] July 1904, Box One, Folder Fifteen, Educators
and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford.
As regards Bradley, James goes on to note that he makes little mention of him in his response, as he “seems to me
almost entirely irrelevant.”

189 William James, Chocorua, to F. C. S. Schiller, [c. 1] August 1904, Box One, Folder Fifteen, Educators
and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford.
James again claims, in what seemsto be a pleafor perspective in what he fears Schiller will unleash, the
“irrdlevance’ of Bradley; “he has evidently not tried to understand the position of those he criticizes.”

190 \william James, Chocorua, to F. C. S. Schiller, 9 August 1904, Box One, Folder Fifteen, Educators and

Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford; see
also Perry, The Thought, 2, 503-4.
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James then goes on to list parts he wants expunged. Histone grows moreinsistent. “What |

earnestly beseech you to do therefore is (no matter what literary cost) to suppress those pages. . .

. Your paper’s total forensic effectiveness will be 4 times greater without than with it, and that is

what the cause demands.” James then decides to attempt another tactic. Two days later, he
writes to Stout, the editor of Mind, asking him—and repeating the comments about “beseeching”
Schiller to set aside his “literary” pride—"to not have Schiller’s article on Bradley set up in type
until my letter to him shall have arrived.”*** All of James's attempts were for naught.'** Judging
from the evidence, Schiller did not revise the article according to James' s wishes.

Nor could the work behind the scenes stave off yet another dight to Schiller’scase. Two
months prior to the release of James's and Schiller’s responses to Bradley, in August 1904, H.

Heath Bawden (1871-1950) publishes “What is Pragmatism?’ in the Journal of Philosophy. It

can be read as a continuation of the plaints of Leighton. But it is more than that. Bawden (1871-

9% Wwilliam James, Chocorua, to F. C. S. Schiller, [c. 11] August 1904, Box One, Folder Fifteen, Educators
and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford.

192 |t should be made clear that James was by no means the only person worried about the tone of Schiller’s
essay. Knox also wrote him—after reviewing a proof copy of Bradley’s essay, adraft of Schiller’sresponse, and
soliciting the advice of Sidgwick—saying:

As regards the mere matter of treatment of your case, | must say that | agree with Sidgwick in thinking that

the opening + closing portions rather detract from the forcibleness of your article asawhole. If I might

venture a suggestion, it would be that you should condense the introduction into as short a foot-note as
possible, stating that your remarks as to youth strength + virility were not meant as personalities, and aso
that [inserted: “lest they should be misinterpreted”] they had been deleted in “Humanism.” [also written in
light pencil, likely by Schiller, isthis phrase: “no only the old agereferences’] In thisway you would
cometo close gripswith Bradley at once, and this | think would heighten the effect of your onset. | must
say, by the way, that | should be strongly tempted, in your place, to say something apropos of Bradley
attributing “vulgarity” to you. Hishaving done so isa beautiful card for you to play, asit at once putshim
beyond the pale of humour . . . so far as objections to personalities are concerned. For you to alludeto this
saying of hisin avery palite + frigid manner, would be a tremendous personal score. N.B. | think perhaps

it would be as well not to say Bradley' s methods of defense are decidedly of an offensive nature. . . .

Further, | think that a studied air of seriousness throughout the paper would . . . at such an important

juncture as the present, be more likely to secure the sympathy of your readers. . . . Give not occasion to

them that blaspheme, to say that though flippest! | honestly think that in the end the gain to the good cause
will repay you for this sacrificing the genial offspring of your mother wit.
(Howard Vincenté Knox, Oxford, to F. C. S. Schiller, 17 July 1904, Correspondence, Box One, F. C. S. Schiller
Papers[Collection 191], Department of Special Collections, CharlesE. Young Research Library, University of
California, Los Angeles).
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1950), a graduate of the Chicago School and student of Dewey, is attempting to even further
distance Schiller from pragmatism proper—either Jamesian or Deweyian. The argument is made
easier for Bawden by picking upon the new term that Schiller is bandying about: humanism.
“The word pragmatism and the mode of thought for which it stands seem to have cometo stay,”
says Bawden. Yet “however ‘habitual’ humanism may have become with Mr. Schiller, it till
seemsto ‘sporadic and inchoate’ with most of us, even after having read his book [Humanism],
to supplant the concise and persuasive term made current by Professor James.”*** And Bawden,
aformer student of one of those under discussion, avers that Dewey even surpasses James. He
is clearly a pragmatist even if he is one of a different stripe than James. And Bawden putsthe
difference into sharp relief: Dewey attempts “to get a method which will enable usto state the
logic of experience’; James's approach, and the phrase seemsto be an unsympathetic code for
metaphysics, is more of “acosmology.”*** The thrust of Bawden's argument is more pressing
for its brevity: James, then Schiller, extend in atenuous idealistic orbit away from Dewey.

Regardless his place in the constellation of Bawden’s pragmatism, James response to
Bradley is published two months later, in October 1904, in Mind. He begins “Humanism and
Truth” noting that he received an advance copy of Bradley’s previous article from the editor
[George Fredrick Stout]. James took “thisasahint . . . to join in the controversy over

‘Pragmatism’ which seems to have seriously begun.”**® First he makes clear his conception of

198 H. Heath Bawden, “What is Pragmatism?’ Journal of Philosophy 1, no. 16 [August 1904]: 421; 424).
Interested readers are directed to a much more nuanced assessment of Bawden in: John R. Shook, ed., introduction
to The Principles of Pragmatism (1914): H. Heath Bawden & Response and Reviews, Early Defenders of
Pragmatism Series, vol. 1 (Bristol: Thoemmes Press, 2001), vii-xx.

194 Bawden, “What,” 424. In a case of time healing some wounds, Schiller findsin Bawden’s later writings
views to which heresponded favorably.

195 William James, “Humanism and Truth,” Mind 13, no. 52 (October 1904): 457. In aletter of [1]6

October 1904, James acknowledges that Bradley plansaresponseto thisessay. And, in asuggestion hewill also
make to Schiller adds, “1 quite agree that the Humanistic view needs a volume and not a series of articles to expound
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pragmatism. “1 myself have only used the term to indicate a method of carrying on abstract
discussion. The serious meaning of a concept, says Mr. Peirce, lies in the concrete difference to
some one which its being true will make. . . . All that the pragmatic method implies, then, is that
truths should have practical consequences.”*® As against this narrow definition, James calls
attention and consents to Schiller’ s wider version, Humanism, wherein “the truth of any
statement consists in the consequences, and particularly in there being good consequences.”*’

In essence, the broader version still makes use of the narrow one as its method. James goes on to

note that Schiller’ s views (as expressed in Personal 1dealism and elsewhere) are solely his own.

In much the same way it is with “Dewey and his school (who never use the word pragmatism).”
And with both it isthe case that he agree generally with their contentions, but has never drawn
out the implications found in their respective works.

James then goes on to note that Schiller and Dewey have been subject to hogtility in
recent months, though none so close at present asthe “elaborate indictment” of Mr. Bradley. Of
which, he states:

Mr. Bradley in particular can be taken care of by Mr. Schiller. He repeatedly confesses

himself unable to comprehend Schiller’ s views, he evidently has not sought to do so

sympathetically, and | deeply regret to say that his laborious article throws, for my mind,

absolutely no useful light upon the subject. It seemsto me on the whole an ignoratio
elenchi [ignoring the argument], and | feel free to disregard it altogether.*®

itself. In my opinion it needs discussion to bring out what it means’ (Kenna, “I. Ten,” 321). Thedate listed by
Kennaon the letter isthe 6", but James states that he isreplying to aletter of the 16". It should also be added here,
but will be discussed later, that this essay appearsin James' s 1909 collection, The Meaning of Truth: A Sequel to

Pragmatism.

19 James, “Humanism,” 457.
197 James, “Humanism,” 457-8.

198 James, “Humanism,” 458.
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James would rather open up afree discussion of the subject. And he again returnsto the
similarities found in Schiller and Dewey, in their leading to what he terms “the humanistic state
of mind.”**® Such a habit of mind carries with it the inventions of the past even as it pushes
towards the events of the future. And with inclusion comestail, as “we struggle to work in new
nouns and adjectives while altering as little as possible the old.”?® That such an openness
should be adopted by so many is countered by the challenge it poses to those holding the older
views. What, then, be their response? If it is arelapse into the accepted, that provides no
answer. If it aresponse that “anything goes,” it is they who attach the merely to make their case
of straw. That the absolutist should as passionately argue their case as against the humanist only
goes farther in proving one of the latter’ s points: the truth is what we make it when we need to
show its value; “the temper which a saying may comport is an extra-logical matter.”?**

In amove that swings most directly towards Bradley, James then takes on the question of
what “correspondence” means. As he states, “it is not self-evident that the sole business of our
mind with realities should be to copy them. . . . Why may not thought’s mission be to increase
and elevate, rather than simply to imitate and reduplicate, existence?'* Taking the standard of
comparison necessary in appraising aworld of experience, the inferential leap is made that the
world of experience must be compared to something outside itself. Yet isthere any warrant for
this move beyond experience? Humanism supplies an answer, no, and a reason: there is an

additive component to “making” reality as well as a suggesting of fixity within the same. To

199 James, “Humanism,” 460.
200 James, “Humanism,” 462.
21 James, “Humanism,” 466.

202 James, “Humanism,” 467-8.
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“discover” things implies additions to the content of the world, to what James calls “the world of
fact.” But these discoveries, working pragmatically, extend rather than deduct from that world;
“they copy nothing that pre-existed, yet they agree with what pre-existed, fit it, amplify it, relate
and connect it, build it out.”?*® Absolutism would have it the other way round: it is out there, to
be brought to bear in here. Which leads James to make a candid admission: “The denial of such
aNotion by Humanism lies probably at the root of most of the dislike which it incurs.”?**
Following James in the very same October issue of Mind, Schiller offers his defense and
his opinion. Hetakesthe direct references in “Truth and Practice” as a sign “that the long-
dominant sect of Absolutists are at last arousing themselves to face the new movement which is
promising to supercede their doctrines.”?*® But he has regrets. Schiller regrets, first, that his
comments that “the minds of ‘great authorities' grow less elastic and less hospitable to new
ideas’ was taken as an insult; and, second, his opposition of the old with anew view which is
made for “men of action, the ‘strong and virile,” was taken as a further insult.”® But clearing
the air is not to dismiss settling a score. For while Schiller admits that his views are in need to
criticism (even as the “double-barrelled” name Personal |dealism should be set aside for
“Humanism”), he pointedly remarks that “to ding ink is not necessarily to throw light, and the

mere airing of infuriated prejudicesis likely to end only in the discovery of amares’ nest.”?®’ As

such, he lights into his response to Bradley.

203 James, “Humanism,” 473.

0% James, “Humanism,” 471-2.

25 C. S. Schiller, “In Defence of Humanism,” Mind 13, no. 52 (October 1904): 525.
28 Sehiller, “In,” 526-7.

27 gehiller, “In,” 527.
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Thefirst issue is one raised also by James. Bradley admits of not understanding what he
then sets out to refute. The result being that what Bradley “had refuted with much superfluous
subtlety was a mass of misconceptions which he had developed into misrepresentations, and
finally distorted into absurdities entirely irrelevant to my position.”?®® And this misapprehension
grows, as guide or guard, qualified appendages to move about. Bradley is discussing that which
is merely practical, as opposed to that which might be cater to our entire nature, al to the effect
of suggesting:

He has, e.g., wholly ignored or dismissed as unessential such cardinal doctrines as the

presence of limiting conditions in each experiment and the voluntary acceptance of a

basis taken as factual, the distinction of postulate and axiom, the selection and

verification of postulates by subsequent experience, and the psychological and social
criticism which inevitably purifies the passing wishes of the individual . *®
The result of these gaps is that Bradley can never quite explain the relation of “truths’ to “facts,”
here the former are determined by the latter, there the latter approximate the former.?*°

The second point concerns the relation of “truth”—Schiller accepts the slide into “theory”
as equivalent—to “practice.” Schiller iswont to stand alongside Bradley and agree that “every
possible side of our life is practical”; he grows perplexed, though, when he istold “yet in a sense
they are also not practical.”?** If the Intellectualist is going to again qualify his terms to the point
that the original statement has no force, then Schiller iswilling to step in supply the Humanist

retort: “there can be no independence of theory (except in popular language) and no opposition

to practice, because theory is an outgrowth of practice and incapable of ‘independent’

208 gehiller, “In,” 528.
209 gehiller, “In,” 529.
210 gehiller, “In,” 530-1.

21 gehiller, “In,” 532.
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existence.”? Thisrelates to another point that James addressed: pragmatism and humanism as
“anything goes’ approaches to philosophy; more specifically, Bradley raising it as “insane” and
then acting as though it wererelevant. Schiller deals with this in summary fashion:

In any case Mr. Bradley could do his followers a great service if, instead of so crudely

travestying my argument, he supplied them with an alternative to it, and showed them

how to deal with the empirical existence of the infinite variety in ends and ideas. Or does
he not admit thisto constitute a scientific problem, and is it merely in “appearance” that
our views diverge?*?
What Schiller asks for is an alternative, not an old argument against Protagoras that even Plato
dismissed as effete.

He lastly responds to two of Bradley’ s tactical maneuvers. He quickly dismisses
Bradley’s concept of Will—both the depersonalized “process of passage from idea to existence”
and “the self-realization of an idea’—as either pragmatist in intent or aversion of flawed deism
whereby that which creates is separate from that which is created.?** But Schiller will linger on
some of Bradley’ s strategic devices. Instead of reference to the Absolute, he provides
discussions of God. This strikes Schiller as unfortunate, as he “aways respected Mr. Bradley’s
philosophy for never seeking to curry favor with the ‘orthodox’ by playing on ambiguous

phrases.”?®> But, if it is religion Bradley wants, it behooves him not to label those who do not

share in his views doctrinaire infidels. And, if Bradley continuesto dress histheory up in

religion, it would play into the very issues James discussed in Varieties of Religious Experience

and the Will to Believe; namely, that science and religion are of value to the extent that they

212 gehiller, “In,” 533.
213 gehiller, “In,” 536.
214 sehiller, “In,” 536.

215 gehiller, “In,” 538.
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show their value.?® But Schiller isn’t sure of the conversion. Heis confused as to why Bradley
backtracks from his new found faith and into the “ineffable mystery of life” in his conclusion.?*’

Schiller concludes by noting that Bradley is, in any case, slowly moving towards a
recognition of the other side of things—the problems of infinity, the potential in pluralism—even
if he still views these as challenges to overcome, rather than arguments to which he should
respond.**® And Schiller takes this also as asign of progress, forecasting a time “when the
stronghold of the Absolute is once declared an open town, no longer cramped within walls, nor
serving as a strait prison for the human soul . . . refurbished and extended for those to dwell in
whose tastes its habitations please.” ?° Bradley may be right that philosophy is hard. But praise
be the day when the “*dignity’ of philosophy” need not hide behind “unintelligibilities and
aimless world-play.”?%°

Within a month, Schiller has already written to James to explain himself. James replies
that Schiller is*superabounding in truth, acuteness, humor, gall, wrath—+ | think delusions
about the state of the enemy’s mind.” He urges Schiller to recognize that, for humanism to take
hold, a more systematic discussion must occur. Until then, it seems likely that some responses

are simply “innocent” misunderstandings, “although that is a thesis that requires some Will to

Believe.”??! The evidence suggests that Schiller responds within days of receiving James's

218 Sehiller, “In,” 539.
27 sehiller, “In,” 540.
418 Sehiller, “In,” 540-1.
219 oehiller, “In,” 541.
220 Sehiller, “In,” 542.

221 William James, Chocorua, to F. C. S. Schiller, 2 September 1904, Box One, Folder Fifteen, Educators
and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford.
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letter. Schiller, for his part, has “abad conscience” about the whole situation. He suggests that,
given histrip to Switzerland, he simply did not have the time to make the requested revisions
(Schiller notesthat Stout sent him, without comment, the postcard that James's had sent
attempting to put off the article).

But Schiller also thinks the paper stands as atactic suited to the situation. He hopes
Bradley will shift histone now that Schiller has “called his bluff” as regards the “overbearing
brutality” of Bradley’s standard argumentative approach. Additionally, “as far as Engl. is
concerned it istoo early to be merely conciliatory, + that a decisive defeat of B. will have an
inspiring effect on our weaker-kneed followers.” That leaves James to “influence the sincere but
puzzled waverers, who seem to exist on your side.” Taken together “they may succeed where

neither w¢ have done separately.” %%

James, for his part, wantsto be done with the whole matter.
Seeing that Schiller is “still harping on my unfortunate attempt at diverting your lightening from
Bradley’s head,” James comments, “would that | had never raised my voice on the matter or
given you all this peek!” ?® But Schiller is still not done clearing the air, or a path, for

humanism.??*

22 C. S. Schiller, Engadin, to William James, 2 September 1904 [Draft], Box One, Folder Fifteen,
Educators and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries,
Stanford.

223 \William James, Chocorua, to F. C. S. Schiller, 14 September 1904, Box One, Folder Fifteen, Educators
and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford.

224 Nor are others in defending or explaining it. In response to Schiller’s humanism, and as against
McTaggart’s 1896 Studies in Hegelian Dialectic, Sidgwick entersthe fray. See Alfred Sidgwick, “Applied
Axioms,” Mind 14, no. 53 (January 1905): 42-57. In the same month, James yet again makes a pleato Schiller for
elaboration and clarification, noting: “I am surethat | don’t half understand our own position yet, need to apply it to
many cases + detailsfire, etc.” He also suggests the effects of Schiller’s style: “ There can be no question that your
jibes on the one hand, and a certain old fashioned or Germanic polemic Schwulst on the other . . . have alienated
many readers whose taste ishypersensitive.. . . their taste doesn't quite relish your jokes, and some of your other
ways.” Asaconsequence, James urges. “One of them is mentioning my name too often—cut that out! Another is
being obsessed too much by F.H.B. Cut him out also!” (William James, Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 23 January
1905, Box One, Folder Sixteen, Educators and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special
Callections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford). James also isintent on trying to bridge the widening divide
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Inan April 1905 piece in Mind, “The Definition of ‘Pragmatism’ and ‘ Humanism,’”
Schiller wishes “to give reasons for partially dissenting from the delimitations which Prof. James
has proposed.”#?® For it was through James that Schiller was brought to Peirce, and through both
that he sought a way to connect the former’s insight, into “the willingness to believe,” into
accord with the latter’ s suggestion of consequence, by way of generalizing both with the
guestion: “What must be the nature of mind in which practical consequences can become
determinants of truth?”?® For, in the most restricted sense, Schiller feels that the Peircian
definition amounts to nothing more than atruism. In the wider sense, an unmodified Jamesian
account remains too general. Thus, Schiller provides seven different definitions of wider
pragmatism, which are “equivalent” and can be generalized thus: “our attributions of ‘truth’ and

our recognitions of ‘reality’ are established and verified by their working, and sooner or later

brought to the definite test of experiments which succeed or fail, i.e., give or deny satisfaction to
some human interest, and are valued accordingly.”?*’ Moreover, thiswider definition admits of
many philosophical systems and, save for “all but afew metaphysical phrases which have no
genuine sphere of application,” “must gradually win its way to universal acceptance.”*®

Schiller’ s definition of humanism faces, similar to Peirce’'s narrow definition of

pragmatism, the charge of being a truism. But, given the nature of philosophy, it isin fact

between Bradley and Schiller. Ina 22 January 1905 letter, James pleads to Bradley that “you can do better work
than any other here, if you will only start with more respect for what the other [side] fellows may possibly mean. |
don’t think you showed enough respect in your last Mind article. . . . | wish that you & Schiller could meet face to
face and not [treat] feel each asif the other were an impossible monger. Certainly Schiller isn’'t, but he thinks that
your Absoluteis, so hethinks you must be framed after that image” (Kenna, “1. Ten,” 323).

25 E C. S. Schiller, “The Definition of * Pragmatism’ and ‘Humanism,”” Mind 14, no. 54 (April 1905): 236.

228 schiller, “The Definition,” 236.

#27 Schiller, “The Definition,” 237-8.

228 Sehiller, “The Definition,” 238.
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contested whether or not “the nature of man must be presupposed in all man’s reasonings.” %%

And it is through humanism that pragmatism can be regarded “as merely a special application of

aprinciple which he applies all around, to ethics, aesthetics and theology, as well asto the theory

of knowledge.”?*® Thusit is possible “to accept pragmatism as an epistemological method and
analysis, without expanding it into ageneral philosophical principle.”?** And though Schiller
suggests humanism may form then a* metaphysic,” he goes on to suggest it would not be
metaphysical in the classic sense:

There is no reason, therefore, to anticipate that the adoption of Humanism (or even
Pragmatism) will at all diminish the number and variety of systems. Personally, indeed,
it would seem to me to argue abysmal conceit and stupendous ignorance of the history of
thought to cherish the delusion that of all philosophies one's own alone was destined to
win general acceptance ipsissimis verbis [the self same words], or even to be reflected,
undimmed and unmodified, in any second soul.?*?

That similarities exist, as between him and James, isagiven.>** That marked distinctions exist,

as between him and Dewey, should also be noted. In both cases, they should be heralded. “For

29 gehiller, “The Definition,” 238.
20 gehiller, “The Definition,” 239.
21 Sehiller, “The Definition,” 239.
%2 gehiller, “The Definition,” 240.

3 These similarities seem, in large part, to be the cause of a January 1905 article “ Prof. James on
‘Humanism and Truth.”” In that article, the Oxford logician and Platonist Horace William Brindley Joseph (1867-
1943) takes the same tactic as Bradley in not referencing, but discussing, the relation of James's pragmatism to
Schiller’ shumanism. His conclusion isthat James, in advancing a case againg intellectualism, supports an
irrational view of philosophy (H. W. B. Joseph, “Prof. James on ‘ Humanism and Truth,”” Mind 14, no. 53 [January
1905]: 28-41). James, for his part, respondsin the April issue that his views coincide with those of Schiller and
Dewey. More to the point, he complainsthat Joseph allows purportedly obvious abstractions get in the way of
serious discussion: “Mr. Joseph, faithful to the habits of his party, makes no attempt at characterizing them, but
assumes that their natureis self-evident to all” (William James, “Humanism and Truth Once More,” Mind 14, no. 4
[April 1905]: 197).
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really, if there isto be healthy progress in philosophy, we must have more tolerance, less party-
spirit, no cast-iron creeds, and (in aword) no more absolutism.”?3*
Here, then, we arrive at the end of what was along, and by turns conflicted, series of

years. The calling out of Bradley carried with it the calling on of his friend and mentor

24 Sehiller, “The Definition,” 240. Inthis sameissue, Knox took aim at Bradley in “Mr. Bradley's
‘Absolute Criterion.”” Challenging Bradley’ s notion that what we take to be redlity is mere “appearance” (anissue
Bradley promoted extensvely since his 1893 work Appearance and Reality), Knox also makes reference to
Sidgwick’s earlier “Applied Axioms’ article (Howard Vincente Knox, “Mr. Bradley's ‘ Absolute Criterion,”” Mind
14, no. 54 [April 1905): 210-20; see especially 213). Sidgwick also responds, in part to aquery from Bradley, as
regards his articlein January and his opinion of Schiller’s Humanism. He states, “| am glad to note that Mr. Bradley
gtill thinksit better not to mention what the phrases were which led him to fancy that | regard Mr. Schiller’ sview as
assured beyond the need of further improvement . . . the question remains how far the pragmatist method will
continue to fulfil its promise. Will it help usnot only to grow tired of empty oracles, but also to make other
movements forward?’ (Alfred Sidgwick, “Mr. Bradley’s Dilemma,” Mind 14, no. 54 [April 1905]: 294).

In addition, Schiller’s essay spurred on arather sustained discussion with the Scottish Absolute Idealist
Alfred Edward Taylor (1869-1945). In July of the same year, Schiller writes “Empiricism and the Absolute.” In
thisarticle Schiller praises Taylor for attempting to move beyond the standard forms of Oxford intellectualism. But
he arguesthat Taylor’s attempt (in his 1903 Elements of Metaphysics) “to convey nutritious novelties from an alien
system into his own has only inflicted damage on both” (F. C. S. Schiller, “Empiricism and the Absolute,” Mind 14,
no. 55 [July 1905]: 355). In January of 1906, Taylor repliesthat Schiller, in his April 1905 article, isnot “justified
in censuring many of his brother-students whether on the score of the amount of controversial matter to be found in
their productions or on that of the tone and temper in which their controversies are conducted” (A. E. Taylor, “Truth
and Consequences,” Mind 15, no. 57 [January 1906]: 86). And then, in an extended postscript, Taylor respondsto
Schiller’s July 1905 article. James, answering a query from Schiller asregards Taylor’s character, hasthisto say:
Taylor is*companionable enough, apparently, but hasn’t eaten of the fruit of the tree of life, alogic chopper and
ratiocinator, as | imagine, to the end, with no perceptions of hisown. . . . | hope you won't spare him. In spite of his
marvel ous power of straight clear writing, he seemsto meredlly very crude’ [notethat Taylor was being considered
to succeed James at Harvard] (William James, Stanford, to F. C. S. Schiller, 16 January 1906, Box One, Folder
Sixteen, Educators and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University
Libraries, Stanford). In afollow-up letter, James goes on to praise the “cleverness’ of Taylor’ s writing and urges
Schiller to be as receptive as possible to what Taylor offersin the way of debate. But, he continues, “hisway of
taking your meaningissimply silly. . . . | confessthat | am staggered by the tight little contracted character of the
rationalist mind” (William James, Stanford, to F. C. S. Schiller, 30 January 1906, Box One, Folder Sixteen,
Educators and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries,
Stanford).

Schiller goes on to respond to Taylor’ s complaints generdly (“The Ambiguity of Truth,” Mind 15, no. 58
[April 1906]: 161-76) and specifically (“Pragmatism and Pseudo-Pragmatism,” Mind 15, no. 59 [July 1906]: 375-
90). Jamesresponds regarding the July 1906 article: “Your articlein Mind on Taylor is, | think, the most
completely effective thing you' ve written and is thefirst thing to put Absolutism [inserted: “squarely”’] on the
defensive, asthelittle subjective fad wh. itisreally is, in spite of itsaristocratic lineage” (William James,
Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 20 July 1906, Box One, Folder Sixteen, Educators and Librarians Collection,
Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford; see also Perry, The
Thought, 1, 824).
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James.?® This drawing of lines was not mere theatrics. Knox humorously sums up his and
Schiller’ s heightened sense of the gains at stake in the upcoming years.

HereliesF. H. Bradley —

| don’t mean that he's dead!

| merely refer

To the things he has said.?*®
Bradley, like Jowett and Green before him, was the cagey promoter of a sham philosophy. And
it was the goal of Schiller to expose the worldview he promoted for the “dialectical nightmare’
that it was. But this extreme sense of duty also suggests the differences in Schiller’s and James's
temperaments. James, courting a variety of views, saw their gradual confluence in the methods
of pragmatism. Schiller, castigating those that would dismiss the call, refashioned pragmatism’s
range so asto snatch it from the maw of Absolute Idealists. And for the gain of James's consent
under the awning of humanism, Schiller was dealt the deficit of his mentor’s unheeded warnings:
the continued insistence by critics that he did damage to the very cause he so acutely felt it his

job to proclaim. While he will not go it alone, Schiller will nonetheless preach pragmatism’s

truth in the manners of his humanism.

%% |t should be added that it also initiated a series of exchanges with Charles S. Peirce. On 30 April 1904,
Schiller admits that his views of Peirce' s pragmatism were based on James's explanation of them and, given
Peirce's clarification, “need modification.” Peirce respondsin detail in aMay 12" draft, and notes as regards James
and him: “. . . he seems to have great difficulty in understanding me, as| have in understanding his pi cturesque
language, which is not altogether unlike his father’s. Somewhere (if my memory does not betray my confidence) he
not long ago spoke of himself and me astaking a view opposed to yours, and | was much tempted to writeto him
that your notion of pragmatism was more in harmony with mine than his. Perhaps| did so write.” But in
subsequent | etters he did send, dated the 13" and the 23", his opinion isdifferent. In the first, he exclaims: “I have
no hope of finding you nearer to me because you want your philosophy to be the quintessence of the whole man, 1
want no such thing.” In the second, heisabite more direct: “I, for my part, an no humanist. 1 am one of the
despised followers of Duns Scotus. . . | share, for instance, his decided tagte for terms of art which are not likely to
be taken up by the mab of belle-lettrists. Candied science offends my esthetic sense. | likeit nude and severe.”
(Frederick J. Down Scott, “Peirce and Schiller and Their Correspondence,” Journa of the History of Philosophy 11,
no. 3 [July 1973]: 369; 371; 372; 378). Scott goes on to suggest that the draft comment is the truest, insofar as
Peirce seems closer to Schiller in overall philosophical temperament. Interested readers are directed to the article so
as to make their own determination.

%6 Howard Vincenté Knox, Grindelwald, to F. C. S. Schiller, 20 April 1905, Correspondence, Box One, F.
C. S. Schiller Papers (Callection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library,
University of California, Los Angeles.

192



40 THEMETTLE OF HUMANISM 1906-1910

Our only hope of understanding knowledge, our only chance of keeping philosophy alive. ..
liesin going back from Plato to Protagoras, and ceasing to misunderstand
the great teacher who discovered the M easure of man’s Universe.*

Schiller faces, in the next four years, arange of options. Heeding the call of James, he can give
over histime to building on the promises of humanism. He can retreat from active duty and seek
to substantiate his claim that pragmatism can be remade as an epistemic template for the whole
of human action. Or he can take the wounds of past battles as a sign of engagement, as an
indication that the cause is for now and the treatise is for later. Schiller chooses neither path
exclusively, though he errs in consequence towards the latter. His work can be seen as an
idiosyncratic sort of pragmatic sense-making: utilizing historical pivot points as verification for
the present needs, as predictive of future results. In attempting to substantiate the promises of
humanism, Schiller installs an exemplar. He then places venerable historical figures into a stage
play meant to mirror the current battle between humanism and Absolute Idealism. In attempting
to substantiate the merits of the cause, he recycles the past debates as proof of the cause’s current
preeminence. And in attempting to silence those who have questioned his agenda, he returns
again and again to the key points which he has already elaborated upon.

In his chief works from this period, particularly Studies in Humanism (1907) and Plato or

Protagoras? (1908), there is a clear sense that Schiller is now at home within the subjective
swells of Jamesian pragmatism. But it is still clear that the grooves in Schiller’ s humanism trace

back even farther, to the empirical forms of philosophy that T. H. Green had once labeled

L F. C. S. Schiller, Studies in Humanism (London: Macmillan, 1907), Xiv-xv.
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“sophistry.” In Green'stime, asin Schiller’s, this empirical and compartmentalized view of
reality—a particular sort of faculty psychology by which the world must bend, incrementally, to
the wills of those who postulate—strikes some as paradoxically anti-intellectual. By being so

submerged within the interior walls of (the) mind, there is a danger that the postulates never

admit of contact with (their) social counterparts. But there are social counterparts for Schiller’s
philosophy. In James, Schiller continues to find a source of inspiration. In Bradley, he still finds
the rot of an Idealism trading in abstractions. And there are real consequencesto Schiller’s
postulates. Inignoring James' s pleas that he goes gently and systematically about his work, he
failsto arouse empathy equal to his soon-to-be-departed mentor. In continually broad-siding
Bradley, he comesto be seen as a shrill outlier in academic philosophy. The results, both good

and bad, are thus: the fate of Schiller’s humanism is more and more a measure of his choices.

41 MEASURED STUDIES: PROTAGORASAND THE HISTORICAL ROOTS OF
HUMANISM

Schiller’ sfirst task in January 1906 is to clear the argumentative ground by setting the historical
stage. In*Plato and His Predecessors,” a sprawling review of five different books related to
Greek philosophy, Schiller meditates on how history accords favor even as it provides only for
selection. As he states, “all historical accounts, moreover, rest more or less on selection and
combination of the available material, emphasizing what seem to the historian the essential
features; and these often have to be supplemented by a conjectural filling-up of the gaps in our

evidence.”? In discussing Austrian philosopher Theodor Gomperz (and his 1905 Greek

2F. C. S. Schiller, “Plato and His Predecessors,” Quarterly Review 204, no. 406 (January 1906): 63.
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Thinkers: A History of Ancient Philosophy), Schiller notes—and here we see clearly the sense-

making approach that Schiller is undertaking—how he seeks to point “out the contributions to
the making of science that we owe to the Greek thinkers, and aptly to illumine their doctrines by

modern scientific analogues.”*

Schiller goes so far as to assert that traces of Darwin’s views of
evolution can be found in fragments of Anaximander, though suggests this type of “scientific
promise”’ begins “to languish shortly after Aristotle had codified knowledge and apparently
provided the sciences with a firm platform for more extensive operations.”* And is at the hands
of the Sophists that this decline was partially meted out: “The natural acuteness of the Greek
mind and the great practical value of forensic and political speechifying no doubt tended to an
over-development of dialectical habits of thought.”® But thisis only a partial explanation. The
decline was also aresult of the changing political climate. Therein, the Sophists came to be
regarded as specialists in “bad reasoning” and their successes in “logic along with rhetoric and
grammar” were ignored.®

Indeed, Schiller regards the Sophists as having been potential allies of the scientists and
having a powerful influence in the works of Protagoras, in that his oft-quoted maxim points to
“both the subjective and objective factor in human knowledge and the problem of their
connexion.”’ The cause of distortion, then, istoo willingly accepting Plato’s stacked deck

approach to Protagoras. By raising dialectic to a science, Plato necessarily excised the

components of Protagoras’ maxim that accord well with “instructive observations and

® Schiller, “Plato,” 64.
* Schiller, “Plato,” 73.
® Schiller, “Plato,” 74.
® Schiller, “Plato,” 75.

" Schiller, “Plato,” 76.
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experiments,” with “the problems and methods of scientific measurement.”® And this, then, is
the problem of interpretation, of taking at face value what can only be captured in snippets. How
are we to know what Plato meant divorced of context? Why are we to assume a historical
continuity where no such roadmap exists? What we know, then, is that our use of Protagoras or
Plato is conditioned on what we are trained to think of (what we think we know of) them. And
statements regarding history are thus assertions to be defended, in aword, rhetorically. But these
are meta-assertions in so far as Plato sought to lay out his theory of the Ideal over many years
and through various versions; Schiller tracesit from the “early theory” of “True Being” to the
“|ater theory” where “Ideas are models for sensible phenomena.”® That Schiller should suggest a
pragmatic route to redress these changes is obvious given his disposition(s). That Plato, as
interpreted, would never have consented to such a choice is understandable given his.
Thisreview has a profound impact on James, as a matter of tactical argument and as a
justification for the continued use of humanism. In February James exclaims: “The Plato article
is grossartig [akin to “great”], one of the boldest, straightest and of course most impressive as
being ‘ scholarly,” things that you have ever written. So simple! | find it most instructive.” ° As
much as Schiller relies on the continued support of James, James continues to find guidance

through Schiller aswell. But it iswhat comes next that shows how James's temperament to seek

8 Schiller, “Plato,” 78.
% Schiller, “Plato,” 82; 86.

19 William James, Stanford, to F. C. S. Schiller, 17 February 1906, Box One, Folder Sixteen, Educators and
Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford. A
few days later, and James is till praising thereview: “Y our article on Plato chimes still through my head. Keep on
diversifying yoursalf in thisway and you will lead everything!” (William James, Stanford, to F. C. S. Schiller, 24
February 1906, Box One, Folder Sixteen, Educators and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special
Callections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford).
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confluence is matched, and enhanced, by Schiller’ s attempts to wage a larger, humanistic
campaign:
I must be very damp powder, slow to burn, and | must be terribly respectful of other
people, for | confess that it is only after reading there [sic] things [James'sis referring to
recent journal articles by Dewey and the Italian Giovanni Papini] (in spite of all you have
written to the same effect, and in spite of your tone of announcing judgment to a sinful
world) that | seem to have grasped the full import for life and regeneration, the great
perspective of the program, and the renovating character for al things of Humanism; and
the outwornness as of a scarecrow’s garments simulating life by flapping in the wind of
nightfall, of all intellectualism, and the blandness and deadness of all who worship
intellectualist idols, the Royces and the Taylors, and worse than all, their followers, who
with no inward excuse of nature, (being too unoriginal really to prefer anything) just
blunder on to the wrong scent, when it is so easy to catch the right one, and then Truth!**
It paysto linger on the complexity of thisletter. James grants humanism it’sdue. But he grants
it on the basis of arguments offered by persons other than Schiller.*? The question iswhy? Why,
after previously granting Schiller’ sterm of art the right of way would it be Papini and Dewey
that convince James? | believe the answer relates to the differences in James's and Schiller’s
temperaments. Simply put, Schiller’s style of argument works against him even as regards
James. James still seeksto build a program while Schiller, as against James's advice, seeksto
destroy the opposition. But scorched earth rarely yields growth. In Dewey and Papini, James

sees the flowering of pragmatism upon the ground Schiller razes. Thisisfor now a qualified

1 Wwilliam James, Del Monte, to F. C. S. Schiller, 7 April 1906, Box One, Folder Sixteen, Educators and
Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford; see
also James, Letters, 2, 245.

12 James clearly was treated, even by critics, asthe meeting point for most (if not all) approachesto
pragmatism. Asa conseguence, he became more and more aware of the stylistically dry American Dewey, the fiery
Italian Papini (1881-1956), and ahost of others. Therealso existed, in James' s larger communion with views of
varied sorts, his discussion with the opposing side. James had a sympathetic temperament when it cameto a
colleague and friend like Josiah Royce, the clever Alfred Edward Taylor, and even the sworn enemy of hisfriend,
Bradley.
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victory; but it isavictory. As much as Schiller is paying the price for hisinsistence, heis
gaining ground in moving the man who inspired him to his side.*®
Schiller, for his part, is flush with the confidence that humanism will continue to

command attention and confute the opposition. 1n 1907, he releases Studies in Humanism. Like

3t is perhaps this renewed respect for humanism that |eads James to observe with limited comment the
debates between John E. Russell and Schiller. Russell isararity in that, in later years, he moved towards
pragmatism. In October 1906, however, he wishes to debate the pragmatic assessment of, ahem, being lost in the
woods; more simply put, that pragmatists cannot will themselves to not be lost, that their ideas must correspond in
some degree with reality if their ideas are to prove useful in experience (John E. Russall, “The Pragmatist’s Meaning
of Truth,” Journal of Philosophy 3, no. 22 [25 October 1906]: 599-601). Schiller’ srejoinder three months later
praises Russdll for using a concrete example, but still assertsthat being ‘lost’ isamatter of perception related to
purpse (F. C. S. Schiller, “A Pragmatic Babe in the Woods,” Journal of Philosophy 4, no. 2 [17 January 1907]: 42-
4). Russdll publishes a paper two weeks later in which he elaborates on his basic complaint, commenting that
“pragmatism saves one from doubt only if he happensto be already or happensto become a pragmatist. Pragmatism
is unable to make one a pragmatist, because its conception of truth is one which makes it impossible to produce a
reasoned conviction that thisdoctrine istrue’ (John E. Russell, “ Pragmatism as the Salvation from Philosophic
Doubt,” Journa of Philosophy 4, no. 3 [31 January 1907]: 61). In April, Schiller replies that Russell’s “ pathetic
appeal,” whileinching ever closer to pragmatism, ill remains at a distance so long as he holds to the claim that
thought must correspond with reality (F. C. S. Schiller, “The Pragmatic Cure of Doubt,” Journal of Philosophy 4, no.
925 April 1907]: 235-8). Inthe sameissue, Russell repliesthat doubt isto be preferred to a philosophica method
which removes doubt for only those that wish or want to be pragmatists (John E. Russdll, “A Reply to Dr. Schiller,”
Journal of Philosophy 4, no. 9[25 April 1907]: 238-43). Itisat this point that James entersinto the fray, abeit in
an indirect way. In May, he submitsa series of |etters between him and Russell that he feels “sharpen . . . the most
prevelant stumbling block” asregards criticisms of pragmatism: the concept of truth. The letters are a polite
exchange of diverging opinionsthat culminate in no conversion. They do, however, reinforce the fundamental
differences: intellectualists claim against pragmatigts that the truth is fixed whereas pragmatists claim against
intellectualigts that the meaning of an object is testable and revisable (William James; John E. Russdll, “Controversy
About Truth,” Journal of Philosophy 4, no. 11 [23 May 1907]: 289; 295-6).

Then, in what must be a philosophic rarity, Schiller/Russall/Schiller reply to each other all in the same
August number of thejournal. Schiller fearsthat Russall’ s willingness to refuse a cure is more pertinently an
instance of subjectively choosing to ignore the problem of an objective stance on reality (F. C. S. Schiller,
“Pragmatism Versus Skepticism,” Journa of Philosophy 4, no. 18 [29 August 1907]: 482-7). Russdll would rather
conclude that his doubt, as to pragmatism’s wares, as to the meanings that it attaches to concepts such as “truth” and
“verification,” is asmuch amatter of faith asis pragmatism’s suggestions to the contrary (John E. Russdll, “A Lagt
Word to Dr. Schiller,” Journal of Philosophy 4, no. 18 [29 August 1907]: 487-90). Schiller concludes by pleading
sincerity in attempting to establish arapport with an “intellectualist,” one who remains unaware of how much will is
involved in doubting the benefits of pragmatism (F. C. S. Schiller, “Ultima Ratio?” Journal of Philosophy 4, no. 18
[29 August 1907]: 490-4).

James waits until the inkwells are spent before commenting in private to Schiller. But then he only has
cursory comments as regards so much pluming. In August he exclaims:. “Poor R. ishonest and sincere but
absolutely stone-blind to everything, after the he had seen that the ebject thought must be “as’ the object. No use!
but some readers will takeitin. Keep it up!” (William James, Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 31 August 1907, Box
One, Folder Seventeen, Educators and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections,
Stanford University Libraries, Stanford). Two monthslater he ventures a cause for the doubt: “Russell must be
about 70, adear good honest man, dry in teaching, and utterly stupid asto what you and | mean. Hopeless!”
(William James, Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 16 October 1907, Box One, Folder Seventeen, Educators and
Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford).
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its predecessor, the book provides previously published but expanded essays. October 1904's“In
Defence of Humanism” has been reworked as “The Truth and Mr. Bradley”; April 1905’'s “The
Definition of ‘Pragmatism’ and ‘Humanism’” has been expanded to include arguments that
Schiller had raised in the same month in the Italian journal Leonardo; January 1906’ s “Plato and

His Predecessors’ has been revised and renamed “From Plato to Protagoras.”** And, like

|t isclear that both Knox, whom Schiller singles out for praise in reviewing the work, and James viewed
advanced copies of the book. James, in particular, is pleased to see that Schiller is using his exemplar-via-critic
wisaly: “I'm particularly rgjoiced that Plato is to occupy so central aposition. . . . The most effective way of turning
the tables on our particular adversarys[sic] isto fling Plato’s Theatetus right into their teeth [Humanism containsa
new chapter, entitled “The Papyri of Philonous,” providing two dialogues related to Protagoras]! They treat us now
as little street boys and ignoramuses, of which | indeed am one, but they can treat you as such no longer . . .”
(William James, Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 24 August 1907, Box One, Folder Sixteen, Educators and
Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford).
Knox, for his part, respond after having received the published work: “I am promising myself thetreat of reading it
through solidly, but so far have only been able to dip into it. These dips, however, decidedly give me the impression
that the essays read even better in book form than in proof. | really think you have written agreat book. . . . It is
most exhilarating to be living in thistime of philosophical regeneration, and assuredly the as-yet-unregenerated are
falling on evil days. . .” (Howard Vincenté Knox, Oxford, to F. C. S. Schiller, 10 February 1907, Correspondence,
Box One, F. C. S. Schiller Papers[Collection 191], Department of Special Collections, CharlesE. Y oung Research
Library, University of California, Los Angeles).

As ameans of comparison it isinteresting to note how Dewey makes use of Protagoras and Plato. First
published ayear after Studies in Humanism, Dewey’s and Tufts's Ethics references both personsin its introduction.
Note the term use:

Conduct or themord life has two obvious aspects. On the onehand it isalife of purpose. Itimplies

thought and feeling, ideals and motives, valuation and choice. These are processes satisfied by

psychological methods. On the other hand, conduct has its outward side. It hasrelationsto nature, and
especially to human society. As Protagoras put it, in mythical form, the gods gave men a sense of justice
and of reverence, in order to enable them to unite for mutual preservation.
(John Dewey and James H. Tufts, Ethics, revised ed. [New Y ork: Henry Holt and Company, 1908; reprint, 1932],
4). What isinteresting is that the “mythical form” Dewey and Tuftsreferenceis provided by Plato in his Protagoras.
And in later discussions within Ethics (notably, “The Moral Development of the Greeks”) it isthisemphasis on
Plato that remains, primarily as a counterpoint to Dewey’ s and Tufts s views of ethics.

Later discussions, by Dewey alone, continue the use of Plato as Dewey’ s and thus pragmatism’sfoil. But,
in contrast to Schiller, they contain few references to Protagoras. They do, however, draw out strikingly similar
implications to the ones that Schiller was advancing as early as 1902’ s “Useless Knowledge.” In Reconstruction in
Philosophy (1920), Dewey makes this observation: “. . . isit not possible to say of Aristotle’' s Forms just what he
said of Plato’s Ideas? What are they, these Forms and Essences which so profoundly influenced for centuries the
course of science and theology, save the objects of ordinary experience with their blemishes removed, their
imperfections eliminated, their lacks rounded out, their suggestions and hints fulfilled?’ (John Dewey,
Reconstruction in Philosophy, enlarged ed. [New Y ork: Henry Holt and Company, 1920; reprint, Boston: Beacon
Press, 1948], 105-6). Or compare Dewey’s 1929 Gifford Lectures, published as The Quest for Certainty,
particularly the chapter on “The Play of Ideas,” with Schiller’s 1896 “Non-Euclidean Geometry and the Kantian a
Priori.” Therein, Dewey notes: “Mathematical conceptions as expressions of pure thought have also seemed to
provide the open gateway to arealm of essence that isindependent of existence. . . the Euclidean geometry was
undoubtedly the pattern for the development of aformally rational logic; it was aso a marked factor in leading Plato
to his doctrine of aworld of supersensible and superphysical ideal objects’ (John Dewey, The Quest for Certainty
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Humanism, Schiller apologizes for any lack of systemization, noting “that the conditions under
which | had to work greatly hamper and delay the composition of a continuous treatise.”* But,
in explaining the scope of the book, it seems that Schiller remains cognizant of the qualified
endorsement that James had offered the year previous. He notes that the book’ s topic proper,
Truth, and the range of its interests—particularly, freedom and religion—have been necessitated
by two concomitant developments. The first is the “converging novelties’ of writers such as
Peirce, Knox, Sidgwick, Dewey, and James. The second is chiefly that which gave rise to such
novelties: Absolutism. Asaresult of “the intensity of intellectualist prejudices’ these novel
thinkers have been compelled “to attack in self-defence, to press on our counter-statementsin
order to engage the enemy along his whole front.”*® The nature of the Humanistic cause seems
paradoxically, in Schiller’s view, to originate in the critic’s perceptions of the cause they
criticize.

As before, the popular press takes notice. The Westminster Gazette labels Schiller “a

Modern Protagoras.” It arguesthat the philosophical content of the volume “may prove to be
one of the most interesting and important in the history of British thought.”*” The Sheffield

Daily Telegraph isjust as convinced of its worth, no less of the author’s merit. “Dr. Schiller is

clear in statement, admirable in illustration, witty in style, and bold in attack.” The attack of

[New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1960], 140-1). The overall point isthus: Dewey carried forth the implications of
the Sophigtical line plumbed by Schiller without need for continued reference to the particular Sophist.

1 F, C. S. Schiller, Studies in Humanism (London: Macmillan, 1907), vii.

16 Schiller, Studies, ix-x.

" Review of Studiesin Humanism, by F. C. S. Schiller, Westminster Gazette, 10 August 1907, Newspaper
and Magazine Clippings, 1907, Box Fourteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special
Collections, Charles E. Young Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles. A clueasto the enthusasm
of thereview may be found in the marginalia. The only comment isthis: “H. Sturt.” Sturt, to recall, isthe editor of
the volume Personal Idealism. Onegood turn, asthey say, deserves another.
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long held assumptions “in the hands of this master of expression, [are] extremely stimulating and

enjoyable.”® The Nation is less enthusiastic. It complains that the present volume is unlikely to

make convertsto the pragmatic cause. Further, some of the essays contained therein “are
unworthy of so permanent aplace.” But, criticisms aside, it concludes that Schiller’s
“suggestive” arguments will engage “readers of every variety or philosophical opinion.”*® The

Edinburgh Evening Post is less than guarded in its stylistic criticisms. It urgesthe writer to

“walk somewhat more warily,” lest “those who combat dogmatism” become that which they

attack.’’ The Baptist Times and Freeman, while full well in accord with Schiller’s views, helps

to explain the varied receptions of Schiller’s position:

He may at times be arbitrary, capricious and sublimely self-confident, but he is racy,
brilliant, full of dash and go, breaking on us, as we pursue the even tenour of our thought,
with sallies of wit and flashes of humour, so that to those who will take the trouble to
master subjects which necessarily demand rigourous and prolonged thought the perusal
of his essays will be a source, not of instruction only, but of delight.*

18 Review of Studiesin Humanism, by F. C. S. Schiller, Sheffield Daily Telegraph, 7 March 1907,
Newspaper and Magazine Clippings, 1907, Box Fourteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of
Special Callections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles. Hereisan
interesting case of Schiller responding, and not responding, to the praise of thiswork. Thereisan asterisk next to,
and underling of, the commentsregarding his clear satements and witty style. Later on, thereviewer & so expresses,
and Schiller again underlines, “the keen enjoyment” felt upon repeated readings. What is curious, given Schiller’s
readiness to respond to the most minor of inconsistencies in negative reviews, is the phrase that immediately follows
and stands without underlining: “. . . not lessened by the fact that we have not always been sure whether we
understood what the writer really meant or not.”

19 Review of Studiesin Humanism, by F. C. S. Schiller, Nation, 9 May 1907, Newspaper and Magazine
Clippings, 1907, Box Fourteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections,
CharlesE. Young Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles.

% Review of Studiesin Humanism, by F. C. S. Schiller, Edinburgh Evening Post, 13 July 1907, Newspaper
and Magazine Clippings, 1907, Box Fourteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special
Callections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles. At one point the reviewer
makes the unfortunate comment that “we should have to study the essays to comprehend them in their entirety.”
Schiller’ sresponse: “What a hardship!”

% Review of Studiesin Humanism, by F. C. S. Schiller, Baptist Times and Freeman, 15 March 1907,
Newspaper and Magazine Clippings, 1907, Box Fourteen, F. C. S. Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of
Special Callections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University of California, Los Angeles.
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Reception is a matter of perception. What for one is admirable is for the next unworthy. And
the longer philosophical notices bear this perceptual divide out.

A. K. Roger’s June 1907 review in the Journal of Philosophy is equally focused on

Schiller’ s style and method. Though he tips his pen towards Schiller’ s “suggestiveness’ of the
“fruitful and stimulating” power of pragmatism, he isinclined also to raised his brow: Schiller
adopts “polemical mannerisms” and “can hardly be called sympathetic at any time towards his
opponents,” all the while advancing “the genuine importance to the constitution of reality of our
human action, and of the thinking which makes it possible and effective.”?* But in advancing
this cause, Schiller raises questions as to the nature of pragmatism. Isit to be considered a
metaphysic? If not, or perhaps because, Schiller “has so strong a leaning towards marking the
psychological explanation all-inclusive,” he threatens to make it as such by implication.”® But of
what value? Roger’s suggests that Schiller adopts a view more telling than might initially be
presumed. On the one hand, Schiller treats metaphysics as “merely personal; one may amuse
himself after this fashion if he sees fit, or, if he please, may eschew it altogether.”?* Onthe
other, though, it may be the case “that Mr. Schiller’s previous disparagement of metaphysics
may have been due to a sense of the slight practical value really attaching to the particular
metaphysics which he individually affects.”® So Schiller is caught in the bind of either

advancing a metaphysic without knowing it, or of knowing that which he advancesis of little

2 A K. Rogers, review of Studiesin Humanism, by F. C. S. Schiller, Journal of Philosophy 4, no. 12 (June
1907): 328.

% Rogers, review, 330.
2 Rogers, review, 329-30.

% Rogers, review, 333.
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worth. For Roger’s part, either answer is suggestive of pragmatism’ s defect: by putting aside a
question of why it came to be, one is little satisfied in arguments about how to make it better.®
G. F. Stout’sreview in the October 1907 Mind calls attention to the ambiguity inherent in
Schiller’s project. Hisinitial focusis on the distinctive quality of Schiller’s humanism; namely,
“his view of the part played by subjective activity in the development of Knowledge.”?" As
such, belief is constituted via both the factual and the fictional, not in the process of jettisoning
the latter as one proceeds to more and more of the former. Such beliefs, if “considered in
abstraction from subjective interest and activity, are all equally coherent or incoherent.”?
Context thus provides the arena in which what is true is derived from the degree to which it
satisfies some need.” But such aview of truth, in Schiller’s hand, carries with it both bias and
ambiguity. The biasis “against all theories which seem to him irrelevant or hostile to the

»30 \Without progression there is no way to test, to

progressive satisfaction of human needs.
further refine, initial tendencies. But there is a concomitant vagueness in the relation of progress

to reality. How, Stout asks, is it possible for “primary reality” to be at once, and as experienced,

% Rogers, review, 334.

2 G. F. Stout, review of Studiesin Humanism, by F. C. S. Schiller, Mind 16, no. 64 (October 1907): 579.

2 stout, review, 580.

% Stout notes that Schiller does supply qualifications. “The ‘making of truth’ is a phrase which servesto
give rhetorical emphasisto the distinctive features of Mr. Schiller’ s theory as contrasted with opposing views.” One
cannot simply say that what satisfies me in any context is that which istrue for me. One must test their assumptions,
revise their postul ates, and admit that the facts of a situation will render “a decision between alternatives to be
imposed on him instead of being made by him” (Stout, review, 582-3).

%0 stout, review, 583-4.
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both true and false?" Not finding a satisfactory answer to this question, Stocks argues that
Schiller’s view might lead to blindered self-interest trafficking in the illusion of a social theory.*

In the Philosophical Review the following Spring, Henry Barker’s review initially

focuses on Schiller’ s style. He hazards an opinion regarding Schiller’ s polemic approach to
pragmatism and humanism:
Mr. Schiller’s method is largely controversial, and he can hardly be blamed for adopting
what is, as he says, the natural method for the exponents of a new doctrine to use in
bringing out the advantages of their doctrine over the old one. At the same time such a
method has serious drawbacks; not the least serious of which is, that it leads to an undue
exaggeration of the novelty of the new doctrine, and a corresponding failure to do justice
to the real, and perhaps important, truth contained in the old.*®
Another potential blind spot in the controversial approach is that it not only downplays past
theories, but that it also renders contemporary adversaries as if of straw; “Mr. Schiller’s
‘intellectualist’ seemsto me quite as mythical as he would doubtless affirm Mr. Bradley’'s
pragmatist to be.”** The resulting are salvos launched across the bows of largely unreal
philosophical frigates.

But Barker also questions the theoretical implications borne on the lips of controversy.

For, even if one takes Schiller at hisword as regards the pragmatist’s and humanist’ s dismissal

31 stout, review, 585.

32 Stout al'so posits two causes of these defects: (1) Schiller—and this was a point brought up in the
conclusion of Roger’ sreview of the same—assumes arestricted view of the concept of apriori. By so strenuously
focusing on the future-tense elaboration and revision of postul ates, he necessarily sidesteps the fact that theinitial
premise must have had some backing, even if it were flawed (Stout, review, 586); (2) Second, Schiller failsto
provide an adequate explanation of “the practical application of histheory.” If athingistrueto the extent that it is
workable, a serious defect encroaches on the sanctity of the self when in communion with others. For, if the same
data, experienced by different people, imposes upon them different postul ates derived from the same primary redlity,
afissure appearsin Schiller’ stheory. “My interest in others becomes a veiled form of self-interest and my world
becomes cold, dull, and heartless’ (Stout, review, 586; 587).

3 Henry Barker, review of Studiesin Humanism, by F. C. S. Schiller, Philosophical Review 17, no. 3 (May
1908): 324.

34 Barker, review, 325.
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of metaphysics, one cannot ignore the metaphysical problem that arises from those two fraternal
camps. “Nothing, | think, could more clearly indicate Mr. Schiller’s failure to grasp the real
meaning of the metaphysical problem which his theory of knowledge, like any other, has to
answer, than the persistence with which he confuses reality with our knowledge of it.”* For
there isto Barker a clear distinction between what we know and how we know it, the fusing of
the two being seemingly more aligned with the Intellectualists that Schiller despises than with
the methods he espouses. Given the 1908 date of Barker’s criticism, he might be reading these

criticisms back into Schiller’ s Studies in Humanism. He might, in fact, be focusing on the latest

arsenal of arguments by which Schiller, and others, tests Bradley’ s views of reality.

4.2 ‘THE HEIGHT OF THE EMPRESS OF CHINA’: THE CRITICISMS OF
PRAGMATISM AND HUMANISM

In April 1907 Bradley returnsto the pages of Mind with the article “On Truth and Copying.” It
picks up where Schiller’ s challenge for “no more absolutism” left off. In contrast to several of
his earlier essays, this one puts forth afairly concise argument: the act of copying is but an
abstraction of “one aspect out of the concrete known whole” ; “both truth and reality go beyond
the perceived facts’ which are but inferences as to the composition of that whole.”*® So how
then to reconcile the relation of the true, the factual, and the real? The answer liesin the
differences between what we take to be real, the perceived, and what is actually the truth, the

ideal. Truth, as perceived, is not reality in that it isrendered defective, inferential, all the while

% Barker, review, 329.

% F. H. Bradley, “On Truth and Copying,” Mind 16, no. 62 (April 1907): 166-7.
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striving to become that which isthe ideal form, thereal. Thus the defect lies in what we take as
factual. Thisdefect in turn suggests the problem with a pragmatic approach to truth: it constricts
both the true and the real within the realm of the individual and his satisfaction. But real truth
must extend beyond the immediate; it must extend to encompass “the Universe and all reality.”*

While the thesis of this essay is clear cut, his intended reader remains ambiguous. At first
glance, thisis seemingly directed to James. In afootnote, Bradley is found to be referencing his
previous July 1904 article “On Truth and Practice.” And he pleads against the notion that that
article be taken “as a statement of my view as to the ultimate nature of truth.”*® Then, ina
section entitled “Note on page 168" —the page where he began discussing those theories which
“subserve something else [other than ‘the Universe and all reality]”—he begins a four page
discussion of the “points really or apparently at issue between Prof. James and myself.”*® They
agree that truth does not consist in “mere practical results’; moreover, “that all truth has practical
and again aesthetic consequences.” But they disagree as to the criterion for and range of truth.
For Bradley, a“truth that makes no differenceto truth . . . istherefore not true a al.”* This
truth-as-relates-to-truth equation most clearly demonstrates two components of Bradley’s
philosophy: (1) the push to non-contradiction, and the resulting move toward (2) judgments asto
truth in the intellectual/theoretical, as opposed to useful/practical realm.

Then Bradley makes an interesting concession: there is a prejudice that “tends

everywhere to result in one-sided attempts at consistency.” Although this would initially appear

3 Bradley, “On Truth,” 172.
% Bradley, “On Truth,” 175.
% Bradley, “On Truth,” 176.

“O Bradley, “On Truth,” 177.
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to be a qualification of his rule of non-contradiction, it worksto more clearly divide the
theoretical and practical. For he goes on to assert that, “unless ultimate theoretical truth itself
may be inconsistent, it is better for practice not to identify our working ideas with ultimate
truth.”** But the question to be asked, again, is whether or not this is really addressed to James?
In the pages that follow, Bradley engages in two interesting strategies which seem to suggest that
he is speaking to James while addressing Schiller. First, he asks Jamesto clarify key pointsin
his previous article [“Humanism and Truth”]. But, second, Bradley suggests that James should
be aware that he inspired attacks on his behalf. And it was those attacks—he labels them
“periodical manifestoes’ and “prophetic outcries’ “—which brought forth the criticism.

His critics are waiting to supply criticism in kind. And the difference in temperamentsis
highlighted in the comments from Knox and James. Knox notesthat Schiller is planning a
response to Bradley. But Knox goes onto comment that, as regards the difficulties with
Bradley’s “correspondence” view of reality, he is sure Schiller will “rub that in.”* Only aweek
later, and after having received suggestions from Schiller, Knox refersto Bradley as “alying

nd4

braggart.”™ James's approach is much less strident, appealing to Schiller to let the whole matter

alone:
You ask # what | am going to ‘reply’ to Bradley. But why need one reply to everything

and everybody? B’sarticle is constructive rather than polemic, is evidently sincere,
softens much of hisold outline, is difficult to read, and ought, | should think, to be left to

“L Bradley, “On Truth,” 178.

“2 Bradley, “On Truth,” 180.

43 Howard Vincenté Knox, Oxford, to F. C. S. Schiller, 11 April 1907, Correspondence, Box One, F. C. S.
Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University
of California, Los Angeles.

4 Howard Vincenté Knox, Oxford, to F. C. S. Schiller, 17 April 1907, Correspondence, Box One, F. C. S.

Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University
of California, Los Angeles.
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itsown destiny. . . . | confess | think that your goadium certainimis injures your
influence. . . . | feel absolutely certain of the supercessive power of pragmato-humanism,
if persuasively enough put forth. So let poor sick Bradley be, for Heaven's sakel ®

It would seem, in an odd case of transference, that Schiller takes James's advice.. . . and gives it
to Knox! For it is Knox who repliesto Schiller at the end of the month: “Many thanks for your
suggestionsre Bradley note. | ... will probably adopt your suggestions as to softening down the
actual wording of the note, though it is difficult to conceal one’s opinion of that shifty beggar.”“°
Knox's reply takes up little more than a paragraph;*’ but another is ready to supply a lengthy
rejoinder to Bradley.

That interlocutor is John Dewey. And his July 1907 article, “Reality and the Criterion for

the Truth of Ideas,” is, at least initially, polite. It purportsto deal with Appearance and Reality
(1893); but it makes clear references to the recent arguments by Bradley. Dewey counts Bradley
as one of preeminent philosophers to have pushed forward the “disintegration of intellectualism
of the epistemological type, and towards the substitution of a philosophy of experience.”*® But

once he has brightened philosophy’ s room with courtesy, Dewey sets about darkening Bradley’'s

5 William James, Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 19 April 1907, Box One, Folder Seventeen, Educators
and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford.
Thereason for thisresponse is as likely to be James's continued pleafor understanding asit is his focus on another
matter: the impending June 1907 publication of his Pragmatism: A New Name for Some Old Ways of Thinking.
Though the book is based on Lowell Lectures (at Columbia University) in December 1906 and January 1907, the
preface was being prepared at the time of James' s April letter to Schiller. That being said, only three days later
James is found trying to assuage Bradley asregards his intentions: “ Schiller writesme that heis ‘replying’ to you.
‘Why reply? say I, either of us, any more to each other? The world iswide enough for both types of formulation,
and they are so difficult to transpose into each other’ s key, their terms are so incongruent, that the gain isn’t worth
thetrouble’ (Kenna, “I. Ten,” 324).

6 Howard Vincenté Knox, Oxford, to F. C. S. Schiller, 27 April 1907, Correspondence, Box One, F. C. S.
Schiller Papers (Collection 191), Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library, University
of California, Los Angeles.

" Indeed, Knox’ sresponseis little more than a continued (from his April 1905 “Mr. Bradley's ‘ Absolute
Criterion’”) indstence that Bradley explain where he has been shown to be wrong about the defectsin Bradley's
theory (Howard Vincenté Knox, “Some Remarks on a Recent Footnote by Mr. Bradley,” Mind 16, no. 63 [July
1907]: 475-6).

“8 John Dewey, “Reality and the Criterion for the Truth of Ideas,” Mind 16, no. 63 (July 1907): 317.
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doorstep with criticism. He goeson to ask how it is that this same philosopher can also argue
that the “philosophical conception of reality must be wholly based on an exclusively intellectual
criterion.”* The answer begs for a comparison. Bradley isto Dewey what Lotze wasto
Schiller. He exists as a midway point more negatively called “uncritical pragmatism,”* but here
described thus:
Mr. Bradley’ s Absolute Experience, resting ultimately upon arationalistic conception of
the criterion of truth, is atemporary half-way house into which travelers from the
territory of Kantian epistemology may temporarily turn aside in their journey towards the
land of a philosophy of every-day experience.
This leads to all sortsof problemsin the hostel (world) of Bradley. The first of which isthe
necessity of contradiction in forming a wedge between appearance and reality. But to create this
chasm, Bradley must necessarily admit that our knowledge of reality is rife with contradictions.>
So what then is to judge the appearance from the reality if the former is defective? It isan
Intellect, divorced from theory and out of reach of practice; “the unquestioned assumption of Mr.
Bradley isthat thinking is such awholly separate activity (the ‘intellect alone’ which has become
satisfied), that to say it has autonomy isthat that it, and its criterion, have nothing to do with
other activities.”**
This isolation also accounts for another problem. Bradley’ s theory cannot conceive of an

ultimate criterion of use (what Dewey calls “operation”) that isreally relative and instrumental.

Here he raises a suggestion voiced earlier by Schiller: “it may be that the contradictions which,

49 Dewey, “Redlity,” 317.
* Dewey, “Reality,” 333.
*! Dewey, “Redlity,” 318.
*2 Dewey, “Reality,” 319-20.

>3 Dewey, “Reality,” 330.
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according to Mr. Bradley, inhere in thought, do not belong to its proper character . . . but are
found because it has been looked at wrongly.”>* Which is to suggest that what Bradley has
called merely practical may turn out to be more theoretically robust than what he offers. But
what if we turn to the matter of consistency, to that which is premised as making reality distinct
from appearance? Here again, Dewey finds Bradley at aloss. For practical activity is often
predicated upon “removing the undesirably inconsistent, and in securing fulfillment.”> So it
would seem to align with Bradley’ s reality rather than his appearance. But what if the
“practical man,” for his part, decidesto deny any eternal notion of self-consistency? What effect
would that have in him resolving his problem? Dewey’s humorous response is, in part, this: “I
fail to see what difference this doubtless wholly amiable trait of reality has to do with what | am
here and now concerned with. You might as well quote any other irrelevant fact, such as the
height of the Empress of China”*® Dewey ends by suggesting that application is the key to
understanding truth. Because truth is seen in “those ideas which are actively employed in the
mastery of new fields, in the organization of new materials. Thisisthe essential difference

between truth and dogma; between the living and the dead and the decaying.”>" But recall that

> Dewey, “Reality,” 325-6. Voiced, but not referenced, as relating to Schiller. Thiswould be less puzzling
if not for other instances where, in making comments rel ated to the recent debates, Dewey does make mention of
persons involved in the discussion who were countering Bradley. In one case, Dewey discusses how Bradley
demands that absolute reality be purged of any inconsistency. He mentions, not Schiller or James, but Knox and
Sidgwick (see Dewey, “Redlity,” 324, n. 1).

*® Dewey, “Redlity,” 327.

% Dewey, “Reality,” 328. He goes on to discuss how thisissue of irreevance plays out in Bradley’s theory.
As Dewey sees it, the most basic problem with Bradley’ s theory is that it only goes so far in removing the “out
there” temper that Intellectualism promoted. And, by being trapped on the theoretical outer reaches, Bradley can’t
help but reflect back and refract into histheory a sense of truth as dislocated. But he then grafts these dislocated
strands onto a theory which looks towards experience: “Just as to say an ideawas true all the timeisaway of saying
in retrospect that it has come out in a certain fashion, so to say that an ideaiis ‘eternally true’ isto indicate
prospective modes of application which are indefinitely anticipated. Its meaning, therefore, is strictly pragmatic”
(Dewey, “Redlity,” 339).

" Dewey, “Redlity,” 342.
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Bradley’sis ahalf-way house, a sopping point, between thetwo. Not fully at home in either, it
serves none of its wards well.

In the very same issue as Dewey, Schiller chooses to discuss “Mr. Bradley’s Theory of
Truth.” He writes of what a “philosophic Rip Van Winkle” might make of Bradley’s last article:

He would find that all the positions taken up in Prof. James s Will to Believe, which were
almost universally execrated in 1897, were ailmost universally conceded in 1907. . . . He
might interpret many passages therein as meaning that Mr. Bradley was only waiting for
Prof. James to give him a little encouragement and to disavow his disreputable entourage
in order to capitulate gracefully and to declare that he himself had been a pragmatist, and
even a humanist, all of hislife, and had only dissembled his affection for those modes of
thinking from deference to the sacred memory of Hegel.>®

Asamember of said entourage, Schiller feels it best to make sense of this generous offering

from Bradley, “to distinguish between appearance and reality.”>°

What follows is a cross-referencing cavalcade of contempt.® First, Schiller notes that
Bradley “treats with scorn” the idea that truth copies reality, but grants ways in which truth

n 61

might be said to correspond with it if taken “from a lower point of view.”>" Schiller argues,

however, that this concession is largely moot, as “the only ‘copying’ or ‘corresponding’ objected

¥ F. C. S Schiller, “Mr. Bradley's Theory of Truth,” Mind 16, no. 63 (July 1907): 402.
% Schiller, “Mr. Bradley,” 402-3.

€ James and Knox continued to act the roles of critic and inciter all the way up to the article’s publication.
In May, James complains, “It was so easy to let Bradley with his approximations and grumblingsalone. So few
people would find these last statements of his seductive enough to build them into their own thought. But you, for
the pure pleasure of the operation, chase him up and down his windings, flog him into and out of his corners, stop
him + cross reference him and counter on him, asif required to do so by your office. . . . | don't believethere are
three persons living who will take it in with the painsrequired to estimate its value. B. himsdf will very likely not
read it with any care. It issubtle and clear, like everything you write; but it istoo minute” (William James,
Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 18 May 1907, Box One, Folder Seventeen, Educators and Librarians Collection,
Courtesy of Department of Special Callections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford; see also James, Letters 2,
280). Knox, in June, provides a different sort of interpretation: “1 think you have shown that the over-wily serpent,
B, hastied himself into an unholy knot. Whatever the absol utists may do, they cannot wriggle themselves out of the
position of asserting both that ‘ correspondence’ isimpossible and that Human truth, in order to be truth at al, must
correspond. . .” (Howard Vincente Knox, Oxford, to F. C. S. Schiller, 5 June 1907, Correspondence, Box One, F. C.
S. Schiller Papers[Collection 191], Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library,
University of California, Los Angeles).

¢ Schiller, “Mr. Bradley,” 402.
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to is that in which one of the terms claims to transcend human experience.”®® Second, Bradley

clarifies his view of the Absolute as neither “philosophic God” or “all-absorbing, all-paralyzing
metaphysical monster,” but rather “the perfectly harmless conception of a ‘totality of fine
mind.””® But the processis still not finished. Schiller iswont to suggest that even if it is now a
lower-case absolute, relegated as phrased to “finite” existence, there is a unity “still presupposed
as pre-existent.”® Third, he rejects naive or intuitive realism “for the reason that it breaks down
over the existence of Error.”® On account of this admitted breakdown, Schiller remains silent.
Fourth, Bradley puts forth what to Schiller is atruism amounting to “whatever ‘isirrelevant to
and interferes with the process of truthseeking' must be suppressed.”®  From a humanist
perspective, it is more a question of if such things are always irrelevant or, more ill, what
would occur if ever “truth-seeking is forwarded by them.”®” Finally, he once again reasserts that
in the end truth has “practical and aesthetic consequences’ and might be deemed in some sense
true by working.®® To which Schiller replies that these arguments are only “grudgingly”
concluded and not “admitted emphatically at the outset.”®

It seemsthat, for every qualification offered, Schiller finds a further qualification.

What’s more, Schiller notesthat Bradley, when read against Bradley, commits himself to as

62 Schiller, “Mr. Bradley,” 404.
8 Schiller, “Mr. Bradley,” 402.
% Schiller, “Mr. Bradley,” 405.
% Schiller, “Mr. Bradley,” 402.
% Schiller, “Mr. Bradley,” 403.
67 Schiller, “Mr. Bradley,” 405.
% Schiller, “Mr. Bradley,” 403.

% Schiller, “Mr. Bradley,” 405.
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many frank admissions still against pragmatism. He still suggests that pragmatists view truth as
an “external means’ in violation of the eternal, never clarifying what exactly external means;
aternately, Bradley suggests that they claim that truth, and knowledge, and reality are “ external
to the onereal end.””® Both issues suggest, at least to Schiller, Bradley’ s continued need to force
into dichotomies things properly explained in relation to each other and then, as need suits,
“claim the right of reducing them to each other.””™* More seriously, Bradley fails to entertain any
notion of verification, any notion of which severely undercuts. (1) referencing pragmatism’'s
merely practical test, and (2) expanding it beyond proportion into a metaphysic only to burst its
purported hubris.”® All of which lead Schiller to conclude that, for all his concession, Bradley
still hoversin the airy realm of the Absolute. This makesit far less shocking when Bradley
retreats back into a depersonalized space where absolute (meaning, abstract) truth corresponds
with reality.”® But it in no way explains how all of this is reconciled with Bradley’ s concessions
to aworld below abstract (meaning, absolute) truth, how those ideas that work and are useful are
related to an ideal which “manifestly transcends our experience.” ™ To brush such problems
aside as a“difficulty” is not enough. And, for this member of James's entourage, it only lessens

hiswill to believe in Bradley’ s truth.”

" Schiller, “Mr. Bradley,” 405.

™ Schiller, “Mr. Bradley,” 406.

2 schiller, “Mr. Bradley,” 406.

3 Schiller, “Mr. Bradley,” 406-7.

™ Schiller, “Mr. Bradley,” 408.

"> il others are still not sure that these sorts of answers justify pragmatism as against Absolute |dealism.
One of these, surprisingly, isPerry. In this same month, he also disputes the pragmatist notion of truth, abeit for
different reasonsthan Bradley. Perry states, “That the truth when sought and found is satisfying, no will be disposed
to deny; but to say that the satisfaction element isidentical with the truth element is another matter. And it would

seem to me that the frank empiricism of the pragmatist here provides a disproof of hisconclusion” (Ralph Barton
Perry, “A Review of Pragmatism asa Theory of Knowledge,” Journal of Philosophy 4, no. 14 [July 1907]: 371).
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James had not been standing idly by. While Dewey and Schiller were busy tackling
Bradley, James too had been attempting to shore up the cause against renewed attack. Beginning

in March and continuing through August 1907, James engages in a quarrel with James Bissett

Pratt in the Journal of Philosophy regarding the pragmatist conception of truth; specifically,

regarding the notion of verification. ® James also releases Pragmatism: A New Name for Some

Old Ways of Thinking in June 1907. The book is based on a series of lectures that James

delivered at the end of 1906 at the Lowell Institute in Boston and start of 1907 at Columbia
University in New York. James setsit up as a defense of the “tough-minded” pragmatist way of
thinking as against the “tender-minded” thinking ascribed to rationalistic systems. This
confrontational arch allows James easy, and largely generous, references to Schiller. Hetreats
the desire to “spank” Schiller as a suggestion of the divide between the pragmatic and
rationalistic tempers of mind, of the desire for aworld of experience as against the retreat into
abstractions.”” He also comes to Schiller’s defense, explaining that Schiller’s call for aworld
that is“plastic” isin accord with the pragmatic, as against rationalistic view, that reality “is still

in the making, and awaits part of its complexion from the future.””®

" For details of these communications, see William James, “Pragmatism’s Conception of Truth,” Journal
of Philosophy 4, no. 6 [14 March 1907]: 141-55; James Bissett Pratt, “Truth and Its Verification,” Journal of
Philosophy 4, no. 12 [6 June 1907]: 320-4; and William James, “Professor Pratt on Truth,” Journal of Philosophy 4,
no. 17 [15 August 1907]: 464-7). 1t should be noted, as a matter of cross-reference, that James' sinitial articleis
what lead to the series of |etters between him and J. Russell in the same year. Pratt (1875-1944), a former student of
James turned realist, went on to publish a critical 1909 work entitled What is Pragmatisn? Interested readers are
directed to a concise overview of hislife and work in: Andrew Chrigtie, introduction to What is Pragmatism?
(1909): James B. Pratt & Responses and Reviews, Early Critics of Pragmatism Series, ed. John R. Shook, vol. 1
(Bristol: Thoemmes Press, 2001), vii-xxvi.

T William James, “Lecture |I: What Pragmatism Means,” Pragmatism: A New Name for Some Old Ways
of Thinking (New Y ork: Longmans, Green, and Company, 1907; reprint, 1925), 66-7.

8 James, “Lecture VI1: Pragmatism and Humanism,” Pragmatism, 257. Thereis oneinstance, however,
that suggests aregulative, and critical, qualification to Schiller’s defense of pragmatism. Thisinterpretationisin
line with the previous analysis (particularly in Chapter Three) where it was argued that James's psychology and
empiricism were fused together so asto move forward pre-existing philosophica positions Schiller devel oped pre-
Cornell. Tucked into the preface, and absent any contextual reference, James states: “To avoid one
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The year to this point has seen a flurry of activity. Several debates with eager opponents
and the release of two books meant to spur on the cause. The resulting mood is initially one of
optimism for both James and Schiller. James champions the two line approach—the one first
posited by Schiller years earlier—commenting: “I’m glad you relish my book so well. You go
on playing the Boreas [the Greek wind god who brought the cold north air], | shedding the
sunbeams, and between us we' |l get the cloak of the philosophic traveler! . . . All our positions,
real time, a growing world, asserted magisterially, and the beast of intellectualism killed
absolutely dead!” ”® But, as of October, in response to the negative reviews Schiller Studies has
received, James is less sanguine. “| think, Schiller, that such reviews, of which you can't
complain on the score of manners, show the advantage of more conciliatory tactics. They are
absolutely uninstructive, and add to the confusion lamentably, but would justify themselves, if

11 80

asked to, by alleging the need of castigating your swagger and ‘side.

misunderstanding, at least, let me say that thereisno logical connexion between pragmatism, as | understand it, and
adoctrine which | have recently set forth as ‘radical empiricism.” Thelatter stands on its own feet. One may
entirely rgect it and gill be apragmatist” (James, Pragmatism, ix). Even then, it is amild rebuke amongst otherwise
supportive (even protective) discussions of Schiller.

" William James, Chocorua, to F. C. S. Schiller, 13 May 1907, Box One, Folder Seventeen, Educators and
Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford; see
also James, Letters, 2, 290.

8 William James, Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 16 October 1907, Box One, Folder Seventeen, Educators
and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford.
Schiller, for his part, seems more willing to play the role Knox sees for him. In aletter to Thaw, he sums up this
attitude thus “But my fears foresee that fer the next twenty years will have to be spent ill in warring down the
broken but obstinate hosts of Intellectualism, who will dispute every inch of the way + will have to be driven out of
every hole + corner of the whole field of philosophy. It may be of course that by continuing to pile more shows of
absurdity onto the burden of the camel of intellectualism we (and a good many more have been prepared + placed in
position then since * Studies' were written), we may suddenly succeed in breaking its back, but on the whole this
seemslesslikely. ‘Lane elle garde meurt, elle ne serend pas’ [variation of “the guard dies, it does not surrender”],
will be true as usual, + we shall have to look to the new generation, + exceptional people such asyou!” (F. C. S.
Schiller, Corpus Christi, to Florence Thaw, 31 August 1907, Correspondence, Box Two, F. C. S. Schiller Papers
[Coallection 191], Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Young Research Library, University of California,
Los Angeles).
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And, as 1908 draws closer, the tough-minded James is treated to a dose of the tonic
offered to Schiller. The first reviews of James' s Pragmatism are out in the periodic literature.
They are a mixed lot. Schiller tempers the blows by leading the way. While quibbling with
specific points, he nonetheless confesses that “the readers of Mind will hardly expect from the
present reviewer anything else than whole-hearted appreciation of one who is avowedly his
leader.”® In November, Charles Montague Bakewell (1867-1957), former student at Harvard
and then professor of philosophy at Yale, isless appreciative. He questions the value, indeed
consistency, of the pragmatic method. And he lobs at James a criticism James had placed upon
Schiller: “1 think it lacks body. It needs the support of some more systematic philosophy than
that which is here but roughly sketched.”®? In January 1908, McTaggart criticizes James's
writing, suggesting that “though always picturesque, [it] isfar from lucid.” Then, after asserting
that James holds that Truth “is a quality of nothing but beliefs’—while ignoring wholesale the
issue of verification which had been emphasized as recently as his 1907 debate with Pratt—he
accuses James of asserting his conclusions without meeting the arguments of the other side.®® In
the same month, J. R. Angell initially offers arespite from the criticism. Asaformer student of

James, recent past president of the American Psychological Association, and then professor of

8 F. C. S. Schiller, review of Pragmatism, by William James, Mind 16, no. 64 (October 1907): 598.

8 Charles M. Bakewell, review of Pragmatism, by William James, Philosophical Review 16, no. 6
(November 1907): 634. It isingructive that he chastises James for propping up “the Schiller-Dewey view”—which
Bakewell never defines—"as if the message were well out and were a mater of common notoriety” (Bakewdll,
review, 624, n. 1). Thiscriticiam isinteresting considering James's own suggestion, in a preface to the book under
review. James suggests that readers look to: (1) Dewey’s Studiesin Logical Theory for American currents of
pragmatism; and (2) then adds, “probably the best statementsto begin with, however, are F. C. S. Schiller’sin his
‘Studiesin Humanism.”” So far so good. But James also began thisreading list with awarning: “Much futile
controversy might have been avoided, | believe, if our critics had been willing to wait until we got our message
fairly out” (James, Pragmatism, viii; vii).

8 John Ellis McTaggart, review of Pragmatism, by William James, Mind 17, no. 65 (January 1908): 104;
105.
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psychology at the University of Chicago, Angell is clearly conversant with the gradations of
pragmatism. He notesthat one is hard pressed to find a recent “intellectual movement which has
so simulated the philosophic blood in the veins of English and American philosophers.” But,
like Bakewell, Angell questions the youthful insistence of this new philosophy. He hopes that,
with time, it will give up those traits—"impatience, precipitancy, and a certain raw enthusiasm—
which dash its “good sense” against the frustrations of theoretical “paradox.”®*

Nor do the general commentaries provide cause for celebration. Also in early 1908,
Arthur Lovejoy (1873-1962) publishes an article which purports “to discriminate all the more
important doctrines going under the name pragmatism which can be shown to be not only
distinct, but also logically independent inter se.”®  Of these, ten through thirteen are relevant to
this discussion:*

(10) That ‘axioms are postulates’ as valid as any human judgment can ever be,
resulting in the (a) negative judgment that no truth is necessary, and (b) positive
judgment that our presuppositions are true to the extent that we use them towards
future ends,

(11) That “axioms are necessities’ by which voluntary choice is fixed;

(12) The“equal legitimacy of postulates’ both (a) physical and (b) psychical; and
(13) That objects are what we propose them to be.

Lovejoy places these within two thematic schemes: ten through twelve are “pragmatist theories

of knowledge” whereas thirteen represents “the pragmatist theory of meaning.”®’

8 James Rowland Angell, review of Pragmatism, by William James, International Journal of Ethics 18, no.
2 (January 1908): 226; 235. Angell, for his part, aso supplies a plausible rational e for two potentially related
tendencies: (1) the different strategic approaches of Schiller and James, and (2) why persons such as Bakewell
ignored James's suggestions (i.e., pragmatism being awork in progress): “Professor Jamesis far less successful asa
wrecker than heisasabuilder. His criticisms of rationalism . . . are couched in a dap-dash fashion, whch makes
most diverting reading, but in the reviewer’s judgment they are often quite wide of the mark” (Angdll, review, 229,
n. 1).

8 Arthur O. Lovejoy, “The Thirteen Pragmatisms. 11,” Journal of Philosophy 5, no. 2 (January 1908): 29.

% |ovejoy, “The Thirteen,” 34-6.

8 Lovejoy, “The Thirteen,” 37-8.
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He cautions that thirteen—a variation of the argument that “something cannot be lost
unless a person perceives of something which must be found”—nblurs the lines between truth and
reality.®® Lovejoy suggests that some of Schiller’s writing run the risk of this interpretation. But
he sees more value in the other view attributable to Schiller, ten, and suggests that it has “real
epistemological bearing.” Then, in arare instance of privileging Schiller over James, Lovejoy
adds that ten is more “thoroughgoing” than the view, eleven, he attributes to James.*® And
Lovejoy also offers both men some advice. Twelve, which can be seen as a blending of
Schiller’s and James's views in ten and eleven, might provide the best form by which
pragmatism can advance:

In its more cautious and critical forms, the argument from the practical inevitableness of

certain scientific to the legitimacy of certain ethico-religious postulates must be regarded

as adistinct type of pragmatist epistemology, and perhaps the one which—if pragmatism
out to have practical bearing—best deserves the name.
In light of his criticism, Lovejoy’ s parting argument is that what pragmatism needs most is
“clarification of its formulas and a discrimination of certain sound and important ideas.”®* In the
continuing battle to gain ground, outsiders still look in and, from far different and conflicting
perspectives, offer criticisms dressed as advice. James now knows what it feels like to be treated
like Schiller.

In 1906, James needed Dewey and Papini to see the light. But Schiller’s example fires

James'sire at the gart of 1908. James takes the advice as no complimentary call for mere

8 |ovejoy, “The Thirteen,” 36.
8 | ovejoy, “The Thirteen,” 34-5.
% |ovejoy, “The Thirteen,” 36.

' Lovejoy, “The Thirteen,” 38-9.
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clarification. On 17 January, he exclaims: “I find myself at last growing impatient with the
critics of ‘Prag™ , and beginning to share your temper towards the reigning Oxford influences.”
He then gets specific, “McT., e.g. in this months Mind means to be perfectly annihilating, but
some of his interpretations wd. be discreditable to my terrier dog. Ditto Lovejoy in the J. of P.
I’m getting tired of being treated as 1/2 idiot, 1/2 scoundrel . . .”% James seems possessed by the
polemic spirit of Schiller, whereas only months previous he was waffling between endorsing
“conciliatory” practices and suggesting the merits of a two-pronged approach. He continuesin a
letter aweek later: “1 agree with you in full that our enemies of the absolutist school deserve
neither respect nor mercy. Their stupidity is only equaled by their dishonesty.” ® If the call is
for more argument, James is clear as to how he will conduct it. “Don’t think, my dear Schiller,
that | don't see asif in ablaze of light, the all embracing scope of your humanism, and how it

sucks my pragmatism up into itself. | doubt I shall trouble myself to write anything more about

2 William James, Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 17 January 1908, Box One, Folder Seventeen, Educators
and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford.

% An article amonth later only increases one's sense of why James was so frustrated with the parsing spirit
of the critics of pragmatism and humanism. Theldealist A. R. Gifford provides an example of what happens when
one interprets two positions in such away as to only do an injustice to both. His primary complaint is that vAn, asa
“limitative concept,” cannot be construed as either before or after an “initia act of the cognitive construction of
truth.” He then discusses how the “potentiality” arguments found in Schiller’ s works come into conflict with the
obj ective aspects of a Jamesean approach. Againg this conflict, Gifford advances an argument favoring the
determinate nature of meaning. To do so, however, he uses the objective components of James against Schiller.
Theresult isthat James's objectivity isrecast as providing the determinate points necessitated in the absolute
advanceto an ided; Schiller’ sview is posited as the antithesis, indeterminate potentiality, which is self-
contradictory and chaotic. Where either James or Schiller would have held to these interpretations of them isthe
most obvious question. Another iswhat Gifford would offer as an aternative to the pragmatism he finds so “futile”’
until it junks “aform imposed by a cognitive agent” (A. R. Gifford, “The Pragmatic"'Y AH of Mr. Schiller,” Journal
of Philosophy 5, no. 4 [February 1908]: 102; 104).

In May, Horace Kallen (1882-1974) provides aresponse that takes aim at both Lovejoy and Gifford.
Kallen'sthesisis expected—Gifford's argument basically comes down to a misreading of a pluralist position
through amonis one—though several of his comments are worth noting. He turns the Lovejoy argument back
upon the idealigs, saying, “Mr. Gifford appearsto be a non-pragmatist, but, one would gather, one of the thirteen
varieties of absolutist or monigt.” Kallen also makes note of the impositions of Gifford’ sterm use: “to speak of an
indeterminate item is to impute to Dr. Schiller ameaning that can not be found in any of his utterances.” He also
chastises Gifford for assuming that vAn must be merely “psychical,” saying thisis only probable on “the
presuppositions of the homeopathic philasophy, which destroys all difference in the one arch-hooligan, the absolute’
(Horace M. Kallen, “The Pragmatic Notion of vAn.” Journal of Philosophy 5, no. 11 [May 1908]: 294; 296; 297).
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pragm™. If anything more about truth, it will be on the wider humanistic lines.”* Butitisa
narrower view of James' s work which will occupy Schiller’s pen.

In April 1908, James sails for Europe to deliver a series of eight Hibbert Lectures at
Manchester College, Oxford, in the following month (these lectures will be published in 1909 as

A Pluralistic Universe). At the same time, Bradley publishes two essays in the same issue of

Mind. Inthefirst, “On Memory and Judgment,” he wantsto “throw light on the ultimate value
of memory asatest of truth.”® A central feature of this complex essay is the relation of memory
to doubt, and doubt asit relates to judgment; phrased simply, memory must be taken as
secondary in making judgments lest he who judges should lapse into doubt. Bradley’ s thinking
on this issue becomes clear when he applies this thesis to the nature of “memory-judgments.”
These still operate as present judgment, though of past judgments in memory, and remain
independent of the influence of memory.®* To be clear, Bradley is not here asserting that a
present judgment is infallible. 1t should be followed up, and modified, by subsequent judgments.
Until that point, however, it istreated as infallible. Doubt in jJudgment can only be involved in
instances where that doubt belongs to the process of a judgment of “some wider ideal whole.”®’
For awhole judgment must maintain its independence, its character as “an ideal determination of

reality.”*® Thisideal feature of true judgments relates to Bradley’ s continued insistence on the

divide between the practical and the theoretical. While practical jJudgments are subject to

% William James, Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 26 Jan 1908, Box One, Folder Seventeen, Educators and
Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford.

% F. H. Bradley, “On Memory and Judgment,” Mind 17, no. 66 (April 1908): 153.
% Bradley, “On Memory,” 158.
" Bradley, “On Memory,” 161.

% Bradley, “On Memory,” 162.
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transient psychical complexities, the theoretical are not. A true judgment, as anideal, “is
unchanged however much places and times alter.” %

Bradley begins his second article by noting that he has been of late reading the works of
Messrs. James and Dewey. In an instance of both appealing for understanding and pleading
ignorance of what he has written, Bradley then goes on to state: “I may mention here that Dr.
Schiller’ s unceasing manifestoes have for some time past failed to attract my attention. In what
follows | am concerned therefore solely with Profs. Dewey and James.”*® As regards latter,
Bradley asserts “that Prof. James's Pragmatism is essentially ambiguous, and that he throughout
is unconsciously led to take advantage of its ambiguity. It can at discretion be preached as a new
Gospel which isto bring light into the world, or recommended as that old teaching of common
sense which few but fools have rejected.”*®* In response to criticism, James cannot offer
anything “beyond one-sided prejudices, and a blind appeal to theoretical consistency, and an
uncritical faith in the ultimate reality of some undiscussed Law of Contradiction.” % Instead of
these flaccid appeals, Bradley offers this option:

His alternative, | submit, isto develop histheory of first principles. Assuredly | am not

alone in the desire that he would turn his back for a time on sporadic articles and on

popular lectures, with their incoherence and half-heartedness and more or less plausible
ambiguities, and would work in the way in which a man who seriously aims at a new

philosophy is condemned to work, and with aresult which | at least feel sure would repay
his honor.'%

% Bradley, “On Memory,” 173.

100 £ H, Bradley, “On the Ambiguity of Pragmatism,” Mind 17, no. 66 (April 1908): 226.
101 Bradley, “On the Ambiguity,” 229.

192 Bradley, “On the Ambiguity,” 230.

193 Bradley, “On the Ambiguity,” 231.
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Like Bakewell and Lovejoy before him, Bradley has provided James with a bit of his own
advice.

Asregards Dewey, he is no less opinionated. Dewey may focus on the practical over the
theoretical, insist that “theory isonly an instrument.” But he “has no right to teach that
something is only a means, unless one is prepared to state the end to which it conduces and by
which it is measured.”'® Against this, Bradley posits that “theory implies a theoretical want and
its satisfaction” and, absent this, Dewey’s “entire argument from origin appears to me to be
worthless.” % Bradley can agree with a judgment being true based on its results, but note where
those results are placed: “the truth of an idea is inseparable from its theoretical results.”'® Here
again, then, arises Bradley’ s distinction of the practical from the theoretical, or more recently, the
psychical fromthe true. For though thereisa*general tendency” to regard the true idea as “the
idea which works best even externally,” one cannot as aresult “arrive at the ultimate knowledge
of the main tendency of things.”*®" Isit any wonder then that Bradley should end by placing his
burdens upon Dewey: “Pragmatism istrue, if at all, because it can successfully deal with all
ultimate issues.”*® Or is there anything more to the fact of afootnote, referencing James though
in the discussion mainly of Dewey, which states: “This point [the distinction between the actua
and the possible or future] has been dealt with by me many years ago. | have ventured to remark

that the uncritical identification of the real and the possible is a leading characteristic of English

194 Bradley, “On the Ambiguity,” 231-2.

1% Bradley, “On the Ambiguity,” 231; 235.

1% Bradley, “On the Ambiguity,” italics mine, 235.
197 Bradley, “On the Ambiguity,” 235.

1% Bradley, “On the Ambiguity,” 237.

222



empiricism. | would now venture in addition to invite the attention of Prof. James to this
point.” 1%

James, trueto hisword, is done dealing with Bradley in the pages of journals. But
Schiller is more than willing to take up these two articles in the July 1908 Mind. And he finds it
odd that Bradley should hold forth on pragmatism, yet hold back in directly addressing him.
Noting that his credentials suggest his relevance, he nonetheless agrees that “in philosophy, as
elsawhere, personalities do not always harmonize. Prof. James seemsto find discussion with Mr.
Bradley as little to his taste as Mr. Bradley does discussion with him.”*° Further, Schiller takes
Bradley on hisword that *he has long ceased reading anything | write—ever since 1902, judging
from the internal evidence,” documenting at least nine charges that Bradley has never directly
answered.™! Bethat asit may, Schiller delights in the exclusion. For he can, in a seeming
reference to the “Useless Knowledge” essay of years past, now “think of Mr. Bradley as an
influence like Plato or Aristotle, no longer subject to human frailty and impassive to mere human
criticism. One can write so much more freely.”**?

Schiller begins by asking three question about Bradley: (1) has he always been a
pragmatist, (2) is he now a pragmatist, or (3) is he becoming a pragmatist? The first can be
dropped without comment, as the decade of discussion suggests it to be false. The second

guestion stands about the same. But, as regards the third, there are conflicting reports within the

selfsame document, “Memory and Judgment.” As Schiller notes:

199 Bradley, “On the Ambiguity,” 234, n. 1.
MO E ¢, S Schiller, “IsMr. Bradley Becoming a Pragmatist?” Mind 17, no. 67 (July 1908): 371.
11 oehiller, “Is” 371.

12 sehiller, “Is,” 371
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For in controversy writers often say both more and less than they mean. Nor isit a
serious objection to this course that Mr. Bradley has taken pain to assure us was written
four or five years ago (p. 153 n.). If so, it must have been composed just about the same
time as his famous caricature of humanism [“On Truth and Practice’] in N.S. No., 51, in
which he professed to be quite unable to see the point of the new doctrines. It is
significant, therefore, that he should have withheld it from publication then, and doubly
so that he should propound it now.**?
What do its contents reveal? In support of his fledgling pragmatism, Bradley now: (1) discusses
psychological and psychical issues germane to both pragmatism and humanism, (2) further
distances himself from the abstraction of the Absolute, (3) admits of interest asit relates to
judgment, and (4) even suggests that satisfaction is of some relation to truth.*** In refutation of
the new Bradley, though, are several other items. While he does downplay the Absolute in
practice, “the absoluteness of Truth is maintained in all its theoretic rigor.”**

But it a shadow of its former self, reduced to the moment of judgment. If thisisall that
remains of Bradley’ stheoretic realm, “the infallibility becomes irresistibly comic, when it is
such alittle one, so overweighted with its name, so ludicrously ephemeral.”*** And note what
actually happens when one carries out Bradley’ s argument. First, a atement istreated astrue.
But, second, that truth is then treated by Bradley to the test of reflection upon its satisfaction.
This places Bradley inabind. “If this be taken strictly, it identifies ‘truth’ with validity. For it
implies that thereisno ‘truth’ until there has been ‘reflection.’”**” The truth of the statement (1)

is abstracted from any actual context, whereas the test (2) is treated as grounded in experience.

So where would that leave one tempted by a Bradleian state of mind? Forever doubting. If itis

13 ehiller, “Is” 372.
14 Schiller, “Is” 372-3.
15 ehiller, “Is” 373.
18 ehiller, “Is” 374.

17 sehiller, “Is,” 375.
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recalled that Bradley took memory to work “generally” in experience, that leads towards the
second interpretation of truth. But if one seeks ultimate truth, memory fails usin that it cannot
lead to that which isinfallible. This suggeststo Schiller “that the skeptical *moment’ in Mr.
Bradley had been gaining at the expense of the absolutistic, and prepares his readers for the
astounding licence of his ‘practical’ creed.”*'®

Schiller next turns to Bradley’ s arguments as to why pragmatism is ambiguous. He finds
Bradley in a cautious yet boastful mood, “careful as ever to avoid contesting the primary
affirmations of Pragmatism, and eager as ever to content that if there is any truth in Pragmatism,
he has said it all years ago.”**® Schiller notes that many of Bradley’s current comments are, at
wordt, irrelevant, and, at best, suggestive of continued misunderstanding. The former are best
seen in light of Bradley’s curiosity asto the relation of pragmatism to ethics and aesthetics.
Schiller answers simply: there is none; “the mystery is to understand why any one should think
that the adoption of a pragmatic theory of knowledge should alter his tastes and affect any man’s
enjoyment of aesthetic and ethical values.”**® The latter are more varied, though the difference

between his and the pragmatic use of theory istelling. Bradley’sinterpretation suggests

abstraction, “abelief in a purely theoretic, independent and useless knowledge, which is

conceived to be ‘higher’ than the useful variety, and can be easily made to glide over into an

»121

assertion of atranscendent truth. Set against thisis a pragmatic definition of theory as

psychical and biological, the act of knowing as it applies to interests of the knower.

118 sehiller, “Is,” 376.
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The problem that arises for Bradley is trying to move the pragmatic into accord with the
abstraction. “Mr. Bradley seems to think that even though the cognitive functions must be
admitted to have arisen out of practical necessities, they may yet have become ‘independent’.
How, he never explains, and nothing would conduce more to making intellectualism intelligible
that that some one should undertake to fill up this gap.”*?* But the irrelevant and the
misconceived are both indicative of Bradley’s problem in changing his stripes:

Mr. Bradley, after along course of privateering under the Absolute’ s Flag, at last hoists

the Jolly Roger, and avows himself a sceptic. The ‘theoretic truth’ which is unattainable

by man isretained simply and solely in order to discredit theoretically the *practical
creed’ men are forced to live by. And as it is assumed that the latter is hopelessly
inconsistent, we are further told it does not matter how blatantly contradictory are the
ideas we chooseto live by. Any old nonsense will do—with a sardonic sneer at religion.

Thus the doctrine is not only (1) skeptical but also (2) intellectually demoralizing.'®
So Bradley isisolated, stuck inabind of his own making. In junking the Absolute, he none the
less needs its abstractions to posit atruth. In grasping at pragmatism, he can manage the mere
practices of those consigned to appearance. But, in moving to scepticism, there is not, and need
not be, any appearance of resolution.***

One senses, at this juncture, that Schiller is moving forward with the tactics he first

endorsed in 1903 and expanded upon in 1906. Having gained James's agreement on the

122 gehiller, “Is,” 379-80.
123 sehiller, “Is,” 381-2.

124 Knox offers these observations on the article: “The only fault | have to find isthat you treat B’s art. on
“Memory + Judgment” too serioudly! However, | don’t suppose anyone except Sidgwick + myself will be very
likely to make just that objection so the objection is not objective. But | aso must say that even B has seldom, to
my knowledge, written worse piffle (?) than in thisart. Thewhole blessed thing, read in one way, is abject truism;
and when taken as disputableisthe silliest nonsense. It is aways the worst kind of nonsense which wears the wooly
fleece of truism : for it despairs of gaining entrance on its own merits. The unwary, seeing thething in itstrue
aspect, say, How True! And when they glimpse the mis-shapen form beneath, they cry, How Wonderful! And since
to utter things that are both wonderful and trueisto be a genius, why, there you have a philosophical reputation al
complete. . . .” (Howard Vincenté Knox, Oxford, to F. C. S. Schiller, 16 July (?) 1907, Correspondence, Box One, F.
C. S. Schiller Papers [Callection 191], Department of Special Collections, Charles E. Y oung Research Library,
University of California, Los Angeles).
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overarching term humanism, Schiller moves on to expand its range while challenging
pragmatism’s critics. And now, with even James's acknowledging that Schiller’s tactics have
their place, Schiller isready to redouble his efforts on both counts. But one also senses James's
retreat to the background with Knox's energetic and indulgent emergence as the young supporter
to the older Schiller. James continues to offers conflicting advice. But his notable increase in
frustration suggests he istiring of the “academic” battle and the tactics of “ sunbeams” and
“lightning.” Knox, over twenty years Schiller’s junior, has both a positive and negative effect on
Schiller. On the one hand, Knox urges him to push through the project while continuing to
amplify its merits. On the other, this endorsement plays into some of Schiller’s worst habits of
exposition. Inthe end, however, it is the specter of loss that castsits pale over Schiller’s latest

attemptsto gain hisway.

4.3 CONJURING UP PROTAGORAS, SETTING UPON BRADLEY: THE
HISTORICAL RANGE OF HUMANISM

On the heels of his recent engagement with Bradley, Schiller chooses to amplify the range of
humanism by returning to the exemplar he had been discussing as early as 1902, Protagoras.'*
And, in avariation on recent squabbles, the players are historical even as the implications are
clearly contemporary. On 15 March 1907 Schiller delivers a lecture to the Oxford Philological

Society. An expanded version of this lecture, entitled Plato or Protagoras?, is then published in

125 The use of Protagoras asthe humanistic stakein the idealistic heart is discussed in Chapter Three; see F.
C. S Schiller, “*Usdess' Knowledge: A Discourse Concerning Pragmatism,” Mind 11, no. 42 (April 1902): 196-
215. But thefirst real use of Protagoras as an exemplar occursin Schiller’ sreview “Plato and His Predecessors”
(Quarterly Review, January 1906) and its subsequent republication in Studies as “From Plato to Protagoras’ (1907).
It was in discussing this book earlier in this chapter that attention was drawn, in afootnote reference, to Dewey’s
comparative use of the sophists generally and Protagoras particularly.
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pamphlet form in early 1908. The work reads as an example of textual criticism. But there,
lurking in his explication of what the time-honored Theaetetus actually suggests, we catch a
glimpse into the reasons James's felt as recently as 1907 that this exemplar was well-suited to be
flung into the faces of their critics.”®® And we also see to what alarge extent this archetype is
meant only to serve as Schiller in the guise of antiquity. In laying bear Protagoras, Schiller
comes to suggest more about himself.

The preface to thiswork is an interesting example of Schiller asserting one thing and
arguing another. He suggeststhat the essay poses a primarily “literary question” though it seeks
to develop “ some interesting and novel issues of both a literary and of a philosophic
character.”**" Next, Schiller makes what seems to be arather straightforward statement of thesis,
though he again shifts back to the philosophical import of the discussion:

For the philosophical significance of the Theaetetus has been very strangely

misconstrued. It contains no tenable account of knowledge. It contains no refutation of

Humanism. It refutes nothing but an extreme, and probably exaggerated or

misapprehended, form of sensationalism. Nothing of all this has, apparently, been

perceived.'?®
He uses these statements, placing Protagoras in the seat of humanism, to then level an accusation
at Theoretic Reason placed in the guise of Plato. What’s more, he makes an interesting

gualification so asto indulge arather large generalization: “Whether or not, therefore, it is

possible to exhume from it the lost teachings of Protagoras, it is clear that in the study of Plato’s

126 Recall that James, in anticipation of the release of Studies, said: “The most effective way of turning the
tables on our particular adversarys[sic] isto fling Plato’s Theatetus right into their teeth! They treat us now aslittle
street boys and ignoramuses, of which | indeed am one, but they can treat you as such no longer . . .” (William
James, Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 24 August 1907). And James's enthusiasm for the project is not lessened
onceitisreleased. He commentsthat the Protagoras pamphlet “ought to clinch the nailsin the absolutist coffin”
(William James, Cambridge, to F. C. S. Schiller, 20 March 1908, Box One, Folder Seventeen, Educators and
Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special Collections, Stanford University Libraries, Stanford).

121’ F C. S. Schiller, Plato or Protagoras? (Oxford: B. H. Blackwell, 1908), 5.
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great dialogues, and particularly in the Theaetetus, lies the master key to the understanding of the
whole intellectualist position in philosophy.”** The work is, thus, literary and philosophical. It
isatrusted account of Plato but only an incomplete picture of Protagoras in the mouth of
Socrates. It offers, in short, aliterary salvo against a philosophic position, taking the former as
an |dealist and the latter as humanism’s touchstone.

Schiller sees fifth century Greece as a hotbed of philosophical discoveries and as the site
of the first sustained clash between the intellectualist and humanist traditions. The first group
represents “ a learned caste whose academic spirit is always largely occupied with ritual
observances for giving his due (and not infrequently a good deal more) to the Demon of
Pedantry” ; the second group reacts against this trend in realizing “that he is the Spectator of all,
that the whole world’ s infinite complexity exists in relation to him.”*** But what is known of
second is largely diffused through the warping lens of the first. The Protagoras and Socrates we
get arethe onesthat Plato intends. But Schiller’ s treatment of Plato seems equally intentional.
He dismisses the “conventional view” that the Protagoras Speech is awholly fabricated exercise
meant to either (1) “represent current developments of Protagoreanism made by his disciples’ or
(2) “to embody his own reflections on the problem of putting a reasonable interpretation on an
obscure dictum.”**!

In their place, Schiller puts forth an alternative: “It credits Plato with an honest desire to
state his opponent’s case and assumes merely that he has not fully grasped an alien point of view

for the appreciation of which his whole type of mind unfitted him, and which even so he has

129 sehiller, Plato, 6.
130 sehiller, Plato, 7.

131 sehiller, Plato, 9.
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grasped much better than the generality of intellectualists have done down to the present day.”**

Reference to the preface is here again essential. The alternative once again pushes beyond the
dialogues proper to jab at current forms of intellectualism. But moretelling is the extent to
which Schiller iswilling to suggest arevision to hisinitial qualification. Here, Plato istaken to

have an accurate understanding of Protagoras s works, advancing by his refutation both the

merits of humanism and the problems of intellectualist interpretation thereupon. The literary
device of begging the question, of the extent to which we can trust our knowledge of Protagoras
based on Plato, even the further suggestion that our understanding of him is subject to the “one-
sided” uses of Plato, isput to the side. . . al in the space of only five pages. Reframed as such,
Schiller concludes that the Protagoras Speech provides a surprising novelty: an accurate defense
of Protagoras's teachings found in the misinterpretation of them voiced by Socrates. Further, it
contains “the solution of the problem with which Plato wrestles vainly in the same dialogue, that
of Truth and Error.”

Schiller suggests the conventional interpretation is flawed on at least two counts. It is
flawed in that it creates for Protagoras followers he didn’t have. It also distorts the historical
timeline so as to obscure an important fact: as Aristotle would come to contend with his master
Plato, so too would Plato have had to grapple with the contentions of Socrates.*** Schiller then
sets about explaining how we should take Plato’ s gift of “genuine Protagoreanism.” Here, again,
Schiller makes do with a bit of his view of philosophy, as rashly interpreted by critics, so asto

make quick work of objections to Protagoras' s “Homo Measura dictum”: “it is not an

132 sehiller, Plato, 10.
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irresponsible freak of subjectivism.”** And why not? Because the subjective is, by nature, a
reflective process of working through a problem, whereas “ objectivisms and optimisms always
areinitially unreflective, and frequently remain so to the end.”**® But this seems to be an extra-
textual interpretation and one relying heavily on an argument from opposites. And it provides a
rather rough transition into Schiller’s next point: that the subjective nature extant in Protagoras's
dictum proves that the arguments provided in the Protagoras Speech by Plato are, in fact, those
Protagoras offered in support of hisdictum. How? First, to Schiller it isimpossible that Plato, a
student of Socrates, would have had no training in the arguments of Protagoras. Second, it
would make no sense for Plato, so knowing, not to advance the real arguments in support of the
dictum. Third, if Plato had chosen to breach decorum and create sham arguments, he would not
have advanced counter arguments in the guise of Socratesthat so utterly fail to respond to
Protagoras.*®’
All of thisrests, again, on arather shifty interpretation of Plato’saims. The logic of the
argument is stated thus:
If, therefore, there can be found in the Speech arguments which the Theagetetus does not
refute, we may be sure that they were not of Plato’s invention. And if Plato thinks he has
refuted them and it can be shown that he is wrong, this confidence will be strengthened;
there will remain no reasonable doubt but that he has tried in his Speech to represent a
real opponent’s views, that he has failed to understand him, and therefore failed to
dispose of him, as he supposes.**®

Consider that the conventional view is flawed in that it assumes a bogus, or at least non-

authoritative, version of Protagoreanism. But here the alternative utilizes an argument against it
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that suggests the conventional view fails because it is unconvincingly bogus. Plato, like a
Bradley of antiquity, can neither advance nor retreat once set upon by Schiller. All three parts of
the speech—166A-C, 166D-167D, 167D-168B—confirm for Schiller his assumptions. “The
anti-intellectualism, the emphasis on the practical side, the defence of pay for intellectual work . .
. these are all characteristics we might expect to find in the veteran teacher whose mission it was
to guide the education of a democratic age.” *** More basically, they confirm for Schiller that a
formal claim of truth isin reality simply one proving itself to be more valuable. But isn’t this
then moving beyond Protagoras to again advance Schiller’s argument? Admittedly, yes.
Schiller notesthat Protagoras only calls that which is more valuable “ better,” not “truer.” And
he brushes aside this point by suggesting that Protagoras “did not yet perceive that al ‘truths are
‘values’” and, besides, “the difference between Protagorean and modern Humanism concerns
only a subordinate point of terminology.” **°

What, then, does Plato make of Protagoras's distinctions? Schiller is terse: nothing.
Instead of respecting the arguments which he gives (back) to Protagoras, Plato uses a* master-
stroke of dialectical manipulation” when he suggests he will only discuss the dictum and not the
arguments made in support of it.*** When attempting to voice through Socrates (in 171E-172C)
an argument against Protagoras, Plato allows Socrates to misinterpret the argument that was so
recently advanced by Socrates as being Protagorean.* But these are, to Schiller, points of

philosophic not literary import, points which lead him to again qualify the extent to which he
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either (1) trusts Plato or (2) necessarily needs Protagoras. For all of this raises support, prior to
the fact, for aHumanist interpretation of truth.  As he goes on:
Whether Protagoras would have replied in this way [that the pragmatic testing of truth is
by its consequences] if the point had been brought to his notice, we are not, of course, in
a position to say; but enough has probably been said to show that if we read the
Theaetetus critically and do not credulously swallow every claim that Plato closesto
make without verifying it, there can be no question of a refutation of the argument of the
Protagoras Speech by the subsequent criticism.**?
Here Schiller places himself in the position of agreeing with Plato only to the extent that the
alternative view makes sense. And to do so he must then return to the issues of Truth and Error.
But Plato isthen found to be placing upon Protagoras conditions which he cannot himself meet.
“Whether or not Protagoras had really denied the possibility of Error, Plato’s theory of
knowledge must irremediably collapse, if it cannot account for the existence of Error.”*** The
next move Schiller makes is also strategically important. He moves beyond Protagoras so asto
argue against Plato himself. Because Plato views error as an objective quality, he cannot
conceive of a philosophy in which one can truly know error because an object is either true or it
is false. '
Againgt Plato, Schiller argues that Error is actualy: (1) not an abstraction, but a condition

relative to purpose, and (2) derives not from an objective state, but from a psychological aim.**

More simply, that which claims towards truth falls into error when in consequence it does not

achieve the desired result. 1t is*“only a mind so thoroughly corrupted with dialectic and corroded

with skepticism [which] will base on its existence a charge that to recognize these factsis to
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abolish the conception of Truth.”**" By argument’s end it seems that we have moved beyond
even Plato and are now advancing against Bradley. The argument is an Encomium to Protagoras
and the spirit which Schiller finds in hisdictum. But it is as much a deliberative exercise in
taking down a notch those in whose company Schiller sees the vestiges of Plato being
contemporaneously kept.**

Others hold suspicions of a different sort. InaJuly 1908 review of Schiller’s pamphlet in
Mind, Greek scholar John Burnet (1863-1928) is as succinct with his assessment as Schiller is
creative with his interpretation: “this seems to me to show that he did not fully understand it.”**
Burnet suggeststhat Schiller confuses the literary form of the dialogue with his own demand that
it provide philosophical refutation. Second, Schiller can’t get his facts straight or conveniently
misuses them to make his case for Protagoras's persecution. “Schiller becomes pathetic over this
instance of successful persecution, but the story isin a high degree of doubt.”**® Third, Schiller
ignores extant information which suggests the key items supposed to be lacking—actual texts of

Protagoras—were in fact available at the time when Plato wrote the dialogue. Most tellingly for

Burnet, Schiller’ s insistence on picking an intellectualist target is off the mark. “If we ask why

147 sehiller, Plato, 28.

148 |t is striking that, as this pamphlet was coming to press, James's reiterates the claim that Schiller had
originally made to him asregards tactics in advancing againg the critics. Such comments suggest that James's
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1908, Box One, Folder Seventeen, Educators and Librarians Collection, Courtesy of Department of Special
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delivering lectures.
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Plato should have written the passage at all, the answer is probably that he thought Protagoras
really meant something of the kind. On the face of it, he had merely intended to attack the
mathematical and astronomical science of his day.”*** Here, then, Schiller seems lacking in a
clear sense of what “humanism” meant then even if he iswilling to suggest what it means now.
Burnet posits that it was the Humanists of Plato’s time who were flatlanders, and that Plato may
have more readily agreed with Protagoras in revolt against, not support, of them. In that sense,
Burnet concludes, it “may be that Plato himself was more of a‘humanist’ than Mr. Schiller
seems to suppose.” %2

Schiller’ sreply in the next issue of Mind begins by highlighting the most positive thing
Burnet had to say about his argument—that there is no refutation of the Protagoras Speech
offered by Plato—as signaling agreement with him “as to the main philosophical contention of
the pamphlet.”*>* His next argument is a continuation of the dodging technique Schiller utilized
in the pamphlet itself. He argues that the unsettled nature of Greek history renders any
judgments of veracity only plausible at best and suggests, contrathe Plato scholar, that he will
continue to prefer his interpretation over Burnet’s.

Schiller then moves on to address the substance of Burnet’s criticism. Noting Burnet’s
insistence that the persecution story of Protagoras is now roundly doubted, Schiller counters that,
where veracity is in question, one good fiction can counter another. Specifically, the historical

record provides arguments for the persecution and subsequent destruction of Protagoras' s texts

51 Burnet, review, 423.
152 Burnet, review, 423.

13 F C. S. Schiller, “Plato or Protagoras?” Mind 17, no. 68 (October 1908): 519.
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and also arguments that suggest the work lived on long past its author’s demise.™ That Schiller
prefers the former while chastising Burnet for utilizing the latter reduces to a mere matter of
opposites. He almost admits as much when he defends his preference by stating, “Now, while |
would not deny the bare possibility of the after-dinner story [a supposed retelling by Eusebius of
awork by Porphyry referencing Protagoras], and am willing to admit that ‘ Diogenes Laertius' [a
retelling of Protagoras's persecution that is also relayed by Sextus Empiricus and Timon of
Philus] is very uncritical and vastly inferior to more recent histories of philosophy, | cannot but
think that yarn for yarn hisis far more credible and better attested that any of this third-hand stuff
of Eusebius.”*> He then turns these dueling yarns to another of Burnet’s criticisms, that Schiller
mistook Plato’s view of the argument of Protagoras. Schiller argues that, rather than an attack on
the science of the times, Protagoras’'s argument was probably—Ilike those of fellow Sophist cum
teacher Gorgias—launched as “an annihilating skit upon Eleatic metaphysics.”**® Schiller then
grants in humor what he won't in substance. Even if he were to take Burnet’s argument, derived
as it is from the questionable work of Eusebius, at face value, it would still end up advancing
Schiller’s cause. For Burnet argued that Plato was more in agreement with Protagoras than
Schiller knew. 1f so, Schiller would be inclined to “extract not a little satisfaction for the idea
that Protagoras also had been among the teachers of Plato.”**

Schiller next addresses Burnet’s claim that he forced apart for the sake of argument

persons who were taken as similar in the written history; specifically, that Plato’srival 1socrates
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called even Plato a Sophist. Schiller responds that Burnet “does not mention that curiously
enough Isocratesis called a pupil of Protagoras, and that therefore the admitted rivalry between
him and Plato would supply a special motive for Plato’s attack on Protagoras.”**® Moreover, it is
clear why persons such as Plato and Aristotle would take umbrage at the terms and teachings of
Sophists. Sophists sought to upset the Theoretic in favor of the Practical. As Schiller states:
They aspired only to be purveyors of a practical education for actual life, which was
largely concerned with rhetoric, and (like our Oxford ‘Greats' School) aimed only at a
gentlemanly acquaintance with fashionable philosophic puzzles that should suffice to
enable men to give them awide berth in after life.**°
That such aview should be an affront to Plato seems beyond question to Schiller. That Plato, at
the same time, should have been slow to grasp the nuances of that education seems no less clear.
Intracking out Plato’s developing arguments about and against Protagoras—assuming a
timeline that is confirmed in the most recent Loeb editions of H. N. Fowler and W. R. M.
Lamb—Schiller argues that “Plato realized the philosophic importance of Protagoras slowly and
progressively and comparatively late in life.”*® Schiller goes so far as to assert that in the time
between writing the Cratylus and the Theaetetus something novel happened. Absent an extant
copy of Protagoras' s work, Plato produced a clear caric