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statement’s relation to predicted experiences; the correspondence theory focuses
on a statement’s relation to facts; and the coherence theory focuses on a
statement’s relation to oilier statements. Perhaps, in the end, there is no single
relation of a statement which qualifies it as true. Perhaps the more of these three
possible relations a statement has, the more confident we can be of its
truthfulness, and the fewer it has, the less confident we can be. As you read the
following selections, see if you can endorse one of the three classical positions,
or perhaps formulate your own more adequate theory of truth.

The Pragmatic Theory
William James
William James (1842—1910) was one of the boldest thinkers America has
produced. His early aspirations were to become an artist, but he chose medicine
instead, obtaining a medical degree from Harvard in 1869. Branching out from
medicine, he turned first to physiology and then to psychology. His book The
Principles of Psychology was published in 1890, and for decades was the
definitive text. From psychology James moved next into the study of religious
experience and philosophy. During this period he produced such masterpieces as
The Varieties of Religious Experience (1902) and Pragmatism (1907). Throughout
his career his work was characterized by a vitality and intensity which bring theory
into close connection with life.
In the following classic essay, James describes the pragmatic theory of truth.
Although he defines truth in several different ways, the most popular one is truth Is
‘that which works.” James suggests that statements, or beliefs, bear implicit or
explicit predictions about what will follow if one acts upon them. When, if one acts
upon a statement, the predicted consequences actually follow, the statement Is
true; if they do not, it is false.
James’s critics claimed that his endorsing beliefs that were doubtfully, if at all,
subject to factual confirmation in the usual way, such as belief in God, meant that
“works” is reducible to whatever produces personal satisfaction. James protested,
but with little apparent impact. As you read James, try to determine what he means
by truth as “that which works.” Does he endorse holding a belief which makes one
feel good in the absence of confirming evidence, or in the presence of discon
firming evidence? Also, pay attention to his references to the “copy” theory of
truth, and his explanation as to why the pragmatic theory is supposedly superior.

Truth, as any dictionary will tell you, is a property of certain of our ideas. It

means their “agreement,” as falsity means their disagreement, with “reality.”
Pragmatists and inteLlectualists both accept this definition as a matter of course,
They begin to quarrel only after the question is raised as to what may precisely
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be meant by the term “reality,” when reality is taken as something for our ideas
to agree with.
In answering these questions the pragmatists are more analytic and
painstaking, the intellectualists more offhand and irrelleetive. The popular
notion is that a true idea must copy its reality. Like other popular views, this one
follows the analogy of the most usual experience. Our true ideas of sensible
things do indeed copy them. Shut your eyes and think of yonder clock on the
‘vail, and you get just such a true picture or copy of its dial. But your idea of its
“works” (unless you are a clock-maker) is much less of a copy, yet it passes
muster, for it in no way clashes with the reality. Even though it should shrink to
the mere word “works,” that word still serves you truly; and when you speak of
the “time-keeping function” of the clock, or of its spring’s “elasticity,” it is hard
to see exactly what your ideas can copy.
You perceive that there is a problem here. Where our ideas cannot copy
definitely their object, what does agreement with that object mean? Some
idealists seem to say that they arc true whenever they are what God means that
we ought to think about that object. Others hold the copy-view all through, and
speak as if our ideas possessed truth just in proportion as they approach to being
copies of the Absolute’s eternal way of thinking.
These views, you see, invite pragmatistic discussion, But the great
assumption of the intellectualists is that truth means essentially an inert static
relation. When you’ve got your true idea of anything, there’s an end of the
matter. You’re in possession; you know; you have fulfilled your thinking destiny.
You are where you ought to be mentally; you have obeyed your categorical
imperative; and nothing more need follow on that climax of your rational
destiny. Epistemologically you are in stable equilibrium.
Pragmatism, on the other hand, asks its usual question. “Grant an idea or
belief to be true,” it says, “what concrete difference will its being true make in
any one’s actual life? How will the truth be realized? What experiences will be
different from those which would obtain if the belief were false? What, in short,
is the truth’s cash-value in experiential terms?”
The moment pragmatism asks this question, it sees the answer: True ideas
are those that we can assimilate, validate, corroborate and verify. False ideas are
those that we can not. That is the practical difference it makes to us to have true
ideas; that, therefore, is the meaning of truth, for it is all that truth is known as.
This thesis is what I have to defend. The truth of an idea is not a stagnant
property inherent in it. Truth happens to an idea. It becomes true, is made true
by events. Its verity is in fact an event, a process: the process namely of its
verifying itself, its verification. Its validity is the process of its valid-ailon.
But what do the words verification and validation themselves pragmatically
mean? They again signify certain practical consequences of the verified and
validated idea. It is hard to find any one phrase that characterizes these
consequences better than the ordinary agreement formula—just such conse
quences being what we have in mind whenever we say that our ideas “agree’
with reality. They lead us, namely, through the acts and other ideas which they
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instigate, into or up to, or towards, other parts of experience with which we feel

all the while—such feeling being among our potentialities—that the original

ideas remain in agreement. The connexions and transitions come to us from
point to point as being progressive, harmonious, satisfactory. This function of
agreeable leading is what we mean by an idea’s verification. Such an account is
vague and it sounds at first quite trivial, but it has results which it will take the
rest of my hour to explain.
Let me begin by reminding you of the fact that the possession of true
thoughts means everywhere the possession of invaluable instruments of action;
and that our duty to gain truth, so far from being a blank command from out of
the blue, or a “stunt” self-imposed by our intellect, can account for itself by
excellent practical reasons.
The importance to human life of having true beliefs about matters of fact is
a thing too notorious. We live in world of realities that can be infinitely useful
or infinitely harmful. Ideas that tell us which of them to expect count as the true
ideas in all this primary sphere of verification, and the pursuit of such ideas is a
primary human duty. The possession of truth, so far from being here an end in
itself, is only a preliminary means towards other vital satisfactions. If I am lost in
the woods and starved, and find what Looks like a cow-path, it is of the utmost
importance that I should think of a human habitation at the end of it, for if I do
so and follow it, I save myself. The true thought is usefuL here because the house
which is its object is useful. TIle practical value of true ideas is thus primarily
derived from the practical importance of their objects to us. Their objects are,
indeed, not important at all times. I may on another occasion have no use for the
house; and then my idea of it, however verifiabLe, will be practically irrelevant,
and had better remain latent. Yet since almost any object may some day become
temporarily important, the advantage of having a general stock of extra truths,
of ideas that shall be true of merely possible situations, is obvious. We store such
extra truths away in our memories, and with the overflow we fill our books of
reference. Whenever such an extra truth becomes practically relevant to one of
our emergencies, it passes from cold-storage to do work in the world and our
belief in it grows active. You can say of it then either that “it is useful because it
is true” or that “it is true because it is useful.” Both these phrases mean exactly
the same thing, nameLy that here is an idea that gets fulfilled and can be verified.
True is the name for whatever idea starts the verification-process, useful is the
name for its completed function in experience. True ideas would never have
been singled out as such, would never have acquired a cLass-name, least of all a
name suggesting value, unless they had been useful from the outset in this way.
From this simple cue pragmatism gets her general notion of truth as
something essentially bound up with the way in which one moment in our
experience may lead us towards other moments which it will be worth while to
have been led to. Primarily, and on the common-sense level, the truth of a state
of mind means this function of a leading that is worth while. When a moment in
our experience, of any kind whatever, inspires us with a thought that is true, that
means that sooner or later we dip by that thought’s guidance into the particulars
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of experience again and make advantageous connexion with them. This is a
vague enough statement, but I beg you to retain it, for it is essential.
Our experience meanwhile is all shot through with regularities. One bit of it,
can warn us to get ready for another bit, can “intend” or be “signilicant of’ that
remoter object. The object’s advent is the significance’s verification. Truth, in
these cases, meaning nothing but eventual verification, is manifestly incompati
ble with waywardness on our part. Woe to him whose beliefs play fast and loose
with the order which realities follow in his experience; they will lead him
nowhere or else make false connexions.
By “realities” or “objects” here, we mean either things of common sense,
sensibly present, or else common-sense relations, such as dates, places,
distances, kinds, activities. Following our mental image of a house along the
cow-path, we actually come to see the house; we get the image’s full verification.
Such simple and fully verified leadings are certainly the originals and prototypes
of the truth-process. Experience offers indeed other forms of truth-process, but
they are all conceivable as being primary verifications arrested, multiplied or
substituted one for another.
Take, for instance, yonder object on the wall. You and I consider it to be a
“clock,” altho no one of us has seen the hidden works that make it one. We let
our notion pass for true without attempting to verify. If truths mean verificationprocess essentially, ought we then to call such unverified truths as this abortive?
No, for they form the overwhelmingly Large number of the truths we Live by.
Indirect as well as direct verifications pass muster. Where circumstantial
evidence is sufficient, we can go without eye-witnessing. Just as we here assume
Japan to exist without ever having been there, because it works to do so,
everything we know conspiring with the belief, and nothing interfering, so we
assume that thing to be a clock. We use it as a clock, regulating the length of our
lecture by it. The verification of the assumption here means its leading to no
frustration or contradiction. Verifiability of wheels and weights and pendulum is
as good as verification. For one truth-process completed there are a million in
our lives that function in this state of nascency. They turn us towards direct
verification; lead us into the surroundings of the objects they envisage; and then,
if everything runs on harmoniously, we are so sure that verification is possible
that we omit it, and are usually justified by all that happens.
Truth lives, in fact, for the most part on a credit system. Our thoughts and
beliefs “pass,” so long as nothing challenges them, just as bank-notes pass so
long as nobody refuses them. But this all points to direct face-to-lace
verifications somewhere, without which the fabric of truth collapses like a
financial system with no cash-basis whatever. You accept my verification of one
thing, I yours of another. We trade on each other’s truth. But beliefs verified
concretely by somebody are the posts of the whole superstructure.
Another great reason—beside economy of time—for waiving complete
verification in the usual business of life is that all things exist in kinds and not
singly. Our world is found once for all to have that peculiarity. So that when we
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have once directly verified our ideas about one specimen of a kind, we consider
ourselves free to apply them to other specimens without verification. A mind
that habitually discerns the kind of thing before it, and acts by the law of the kind
immediately, without pausing to verify, will be a “true” mind in ninety-nine out
of a hundred emergencies, proved so by its conduct fitting everything it meets,
and getting no refutation.
Indirectly or only potentially verifying processes may thus be true as well as
full verification-processes. They work as true processes would work, give us the
same advantages, and claim our recounition for the same reasons. All this on the
common-sense level of matters of fact, which we are alone considering.
But matters of fact are not our only stock in trade. Relations among purely
ineiital ideas form another sphere where true and false beliefs obtain, and here
the beliefs are absolute, or unconditional. When they are true they bear the
name either of definitions or of principles. It is either a principle or a definition
that 1 and 1 make 2, that 2 and 1 make 3, and so on; that white differs less from
gray than it does from black; that when the cause begins to act the effect also
commences. Such propositions hold of all possible “ones,” of all conceivable
“whites” and “grays” and “causes.” The objects here are mental objects. Their
relations are perceptually obvious at a glance, and no sense-verification is
necessary. Moreover, once true, always true, of those same mental objects.
Truth here has an “eternal” character. If you can find a concrete thing anywhere
that is “one” or “white” or “gray” or an “effect,” then your principles will
everlastingly apply to it. It is but a case of ascertaining the kind, and then
applying the law of its kind to the particular object. You are sure to get truth if
you can but name the kind rightly, for your mental relations hold good of
everything of that kind without exception. If you then, nevertheless, failed to get
truth concretely, you would say that you had classed your real objects wrongly.
In this realm of mental relations, truth again is an affair of Leading. We
relate one abstract idea with another, framing in the end great systems of logical
and mathematical truth, under the respective terms of which the sensible facts of
experience eventually arrange themselves, so that our eternal truths hold good
of realities also. This marriage of fact and theory is endlessly fertile. What we
say is here already true in advance of special verification, if we have subsumed
our objects rightly. Our ready-made ideal framework for all sorts of possible
objects follows from the very structure of our thinking. We can no more play fast
and loose with these abstract relations than we can do so with our senseexperiences. They coerce us; we must treat them consistently, whether or not we
like the results. The rules of addition apply to our debts as rigorously as to our
assets. The hundredth decimal of zr, the ratio of the circumference to its
diameter, is predetermined ideally now, tho no one may have computed it. If we
should ever need the figure in our dealings with an actual circle we should need
to have it given rightly, caicuiated by the usual rules; for it is the same kind of
truth that those rules elsewhere calculate.
Between the coercions of the sensible order and those of the ideal order,
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our mind is thus wedged tightly. Our ideas must agree with realitiies, be such
realities concrete or abstract, be they facts or be they principles, under penalty of
endless inconsistency and frustration.
So far, intelLectualists can raise no protest. They can only say that we have
barely touched the skin of the matter.
Realities mean, then, either concrete facts, or abstract kinds of things and
relations perceived intuitively between them, They furthermore and thirdly
mean, as things that new ideas of ours must no less take account of, the whole
body of other truths already in our possession. But what now does “agreement”
with such threefold realities mean?—to use again the definition that is current.
Here it is that pragmatism and intellectualism begin to part company.
Primarily, no doubt, to agree means to copy, but we saw that the mere word
“clock” would do instead of a mental picture of its works, and that of many
realities our ideas can only be symbols and not copies. “Past time,” “power,”
“spontaneity,”—how can our mind copy such realities?
To “agree” in the widest sense with a reality can only mean to be guided
either straight up to it or into its surroundings, or to be pitt into such working
touch with it as to handle either it or something connected with it better than if we
disagreed. Better either intellectually or practically! And often agreemcnt will
only mean the negative fact that nothing contradictory from the quarter of that
reality comes to interfere with the way in which our ideas guide us elsewhere. To
copy a reality is, indeed, one very important way of agreeing with it, but it is far
from being essential. The essential thing is the process of being guided. Any idea
that helps us to deal, whether practically or intellectually, with either the reality
or its belongings, that doesn’t entangle our progress in frustrations, that fits, in
fact, and adapts our life to the reality’s whole setting, will agree sufficiently to
meet the requirement. U will hold true of that reality.
Thus, names are just as “true” or “false” as definite mental pictures are.
They set up similar verification-processes, and lead to fully equivaLent practical
results.
All human thinking gets discursified; we exchange ideas; we Lend and
borrow verifications, get them from one another by means of social intercourse.
All truth thus gets verbally built out, stored up, and made available for every
one. Hence, we must talk consistently just as we must think consistently: for
both in talk and thought we deal with kinds. Names are arbitrary, but once
understood they must be kept to. We mustn’t now caD Abel “Cain” or Cain
“Abel.” If we do, we ungear ourselves from the whole book of Genesis, and
from all its connexions with the universe of speech and fact down to the present
time. We throw ourselves out of whatever truth that entire system of speech and
fact may embody.
The overwhelming majority of our true ideas admit of no direct or
face-to-face verification—those of past history, for example, as of Cain and
Abel. The stream of time can be remounted only verbally, or verified indirectly
by the present prolongations or effects of what the past harbored. Yet if they
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agree with these verbalities and effects, we can know that our ideas of the past
are true. As true as past time itself was, so true was Julius Caesar, so true were
antediluvian monsters, all in their proper dates and settings. That past lime itself
was, is guaranteed by its coherence with everything that’s present. True as the
present is, the past was also.
Agreement thus turns out to be essentially an affair of leading—leading that
is useful because it is into quarters that contain objects that are important. True
ideas lead us into useful verbal and conceptual quarters as well as directly up to
useful sensible termini. They lead to consistency, stability and flowing human
intercourse. They lead away from eccentricity and isolation, from foiled and
barren thinking. The untrammelled flowing of the leading-process, its general
freedom from clash and contradiction, passes for its indirect verification; but all
roads lead to Rome, and in the end and eventually, all true processes must lead
to the face of directly verifying sensible experiences somewhere, which some
body’s ideas have copied.
Such is the large loose way in which the pragmatist interprets the word
agreement. He treats it altogether practically. He lets it cover any process of
conduction from a present idea to a future terminus, provided only it run
prosperously. It is only thus that “scientific” ideas, flying as they do beyond
common sense, can be said to agree with their realities. It is, as I have already
said, as if reality were made of ether, atoms or electrons, but we mustn’t think so
literally. The term “energy” doesn’t even pretend to stand for anything
“objective.” It is only a way of measuring the surface of phenomena so as to
string their changes on a simple formula.
Yet in the choice of these man-made formulas we can not be capricious with
impunity any more than we can be capricious on the common-sense practical
level. We must find a theory that will work; and that means something extremely
difficult; for our theory must mediate between all previous truths and certain
new experiences. It must derange common sense and previous belief as little as
possible, and it must lead to some sensible terminus or other that can be verified
exactly. To “work” means both these things; and the squeeze is so tight that
there is little loose play for any hypothesis. Our theories are wedged and
controlled as nothing else is. Yet sometimes alternative theoretic formulas are
equally compatible with all the truths we know, and then we choose between
them for subjective reasons. We choose the kind of theory to which we are
already partial; we follow “elegance” or “economy.” Clerk-Maxwell some
where says it would be “poor scientific taste” to choose the more complicated of
two equally well-evidenced conceptions; and you will all agree with him. Truth
in science is what gives us the maximum possible sum of satisfactions, taste
included, but consistency both with previous truth and with novel fact is always
the most imperious claimant.

“The true,” to put it very briefly, is only the expedient in the way of our
thinking, just as “the right” is only the expedient in the way of our behaving.
Expedient in almost any fashion; and expedient in the long run and on the whole

of course; for what meets expediently all the experience in sight wont
necessarily meet all farther experiences equally satisfactorily, Experience, as we
know, has ways of boiling over, and making us correct our present formulas.
The “absolutely” true, meaning what no farther experience will ever alter,
is that ideal vanishing-point towards which we imagine that all our temporary
truths will some day converge. ft runs on all fours with the perfectly wise man,
and with the absolutely complete experience; and, if these ideals are ever
realized, they will all be realized together. Meanwhile we have to Live to-day by
what truth we can get to-day, and be ready to-morrow to call it falsehood.
Ptolemaic astronomy, euclidean space, aristotelian logic, scholastic metaphysics,
were expedient for centuries, but human experience has boiled over those limits,
and we now call these things only relatively true, or true within those borders of
experience. “Absolutely” they are false; for we know that those limits were
casual, and might have been transcended by past theorists just as they are by
present thinkers.
Vhen new experiences lead to retrospective judgments, using the past
tense, what these judgments utter was true, even tho no past thinker had been
led there. We live forwards, a Danish thinker has said, but we understand
backwards. The present sheds a backward light on the world’s previous
processes. They may have been truth-processes for the actors in them. They are
not so for one who knows the later revelations of the story.
This regulative notion of a potential better truth to be established later,
possibly go be estabLished some day absolutely, and having powers of retroactive
legislation, turns its face, like all pragmatist notions, towards concreteness of
fact, and towards the future. Like the half-truths, the absolute truth will have to
be made, made as a relation incidental to the growth of a mass of verificationexperience, to which the half-true ideas are all along contributing their quota.
I have already insisted on the fact that truth is made largely out of previous
truths. Men’s beliefs at any time are so much experience funded, But the beliefs
are themselves parts of the sum total of the world’s experience, and become
matter, therefore, for the next day’s funding operations. So far as reality means
expedenceable reality, both it and the truths men gain about it arc everlastingly
in process of mutation—mutation towards a definite goal, it may be—but still
mutation.
Mathematicians can solve problems with two variables. On the Newtonian
theory, for instance, acceleration varies with distance, but distance also varies
with acceleration. In the realm of truth-processes facts come independently and
determine our beliefs provisionally. But these beliefs make us act, and as fast as
they do so, they bring into sight or into existence new facts which re-determine
the beliefs accordingLy. So the whoLe coil and baLL of truth, as it rolls up. is the
product of a double inlluence. Truths emerge from facts; but they dip forward
into facts again and add to them; which facts again create or reveal new truth
(the word is indifferent) and so on indefinitely. The “facts” themselves
meanwhile are not true. They simply are. Truth is the function of the beliefs that
start and terminate among them.
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Wil(iam James on Precursice Faith
William James wrote a famous essay entitled “The Will to Believe,” where he
explicitly criticized the evidentiallst viewpoint of WK. Clifford. Clifford had
insisted that it was wrong ever to allow our beliefs to go beyond what evi
dence could demonstrate. James was convinced that Clifford was wrong.
James pointed out that there are two very different approaches to matters of
life and belief, one negative, one positive. The negative approach is based on
the fear of ever making a mistake. This approach always enjoins caution. Be
careful. Never take risks. Take an umbrella. Wait for evidence. This is the evi
dentialist’s perspective on life and conviction. It is miserly regarding belief.
The other, more positive, approach to life and belief is more concerned with
embracing all the truth it can, its primary interest is not avoiding error at all
costs. It advises venturing forth, trying new things, having new experiences,
and positIoning yourself for great discoveries. This, James holds, Is the better
perspective. It is generous regarding belief.
James thought that we sometimes have to meet reality halfway. We can’t just
sit back and wait for the world to give us evidence of what is true. We need to
move forward with an openness of mind, and even the first glimmerings of a
positive conviction, in order to discover some truths.
He used as an example a common, normal social situation. Imagine that you
are entering a room of people you’ve never met before. If you worry that they
may not be nice people and may not like you, and you inwardly demand
seeing evidence to the contrary before you form any positive beliefs whatso
ever about them, you will probably not get into the position to have a
positive experience of any good truths about them as people. If you take a
very different approach, however, and enter the room prepared to think of
these strangers as most likely line people who will enjoy your company, and
you act on this as a conviction, you will probably find your conduct recipro
cated, and meet some friendly and interesting individuals there.
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OF WAR”
üi. “THE MORAL EQUIVALENT

*

TT’illiam Janies (1812—1910)
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towards which mankind seems drifting we must still subject
ourselves collectively to those seventies which answer to our
real position upon this only partly hospitable globe. We must
make new energies and hardihoods continue the manliness to
which the military mind so faithfully clings. Martial virtues
must be the enduring cement; intrepidity, contempt of softness,
surrender of private interest, obedience to command, must still
remain the rock upon which stales are built—unless, indeed, we
wish for dangerous reactions against commonwealths fit only for
contempt, and liable to invite attack whenever a center of crys
tallization for military-minded enterprise gets formed anywhere
in their neighborhood.
The war-party is assuredly right in affirming and reaffirming
that the martial virtues, although originally gained by the race
through war, are absolute and permanent human goods. Patri
otic pride and ambition in their military form are, after all,
only specifications of a more general competitive passion. They
are its first form, but that is no reason for supposing them to be
its last form. Men now are proud of belonging to a conquering
nation, and without a lilurmur they lay down their persons and
their wealth, if by so doing they may fend off subjection.
C. THE REDIRECTION OF MARTIAL ‘1RTUES TO CONSTRUCTIVE
CIVIC ENTEftiRI5Es

But who may he sure that oilier

aspects of

one’s

cOlt ;itiy may

not, with time and education and suggestion enough, caine to
be regarded with similarly effective feelings of pride anti shame?
Why should men not some day feel that it is worth a blood-Lax
to belong to a collectivity superior in any ideal respect? Why
thou Id they not N usli with md igtian t shame if the co nun unity
that owns them is vile in an)’ way whatsoever? Individuals, daily
more numerous, now feel this civic l)asoll. It is omd y a
don of blowing on the spark until the whole population gets
incandescent, and on the nuns of the old morals of military
honor, a stable system of morals of civic honor btulds itself up.
1’hat [lie whole community comes to believe in grasps tile mdi
vidtial as in a vise. The war-function has grasped us so far; but
constructive interests may some day seem no less imperative,
and impose on the individual a hardly lighter burden.
Let me illustrate my idea more concretely. There is notlun
to make one indignant in tile mere fact that life is hard, that

and until an equivalent discipline is organized, I believe that
war must have its way. But I have no serious doubt that the
ordinary prides and shames of social man, once developed to a
certain intensity, are capable of organizing such amoral equiva
lent as I have sketched, or some other jtist as effective [or pre
serving manliness of type. It is but a question of time, of skilful
propagandism and of opinion-making men seizing lustoric

men should toil and suffer pain. The planetary conditions once
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and for all are such, and we can stand it. But that so many
men, by mere accidents of birth and opportunity, should have
a life of nothing else but toil and pain and hardness and inferi
ority imposed upon them, should have no vacation, while others
natively no more deserving never get any taste of this campaign
ing life at all,—this is capable of arousing indignation in reflec
tive minds. It may end by seeming shameful to all of us that
some of us have nothing but campaigning, and others nothing
but unmanly ease.
If now—and this is my idea—there were, instead of military
conscription, a conscription of the whole youthful population
to form for a certain number of years a part of the army enlisted
against Nat nrc, the injustice would tend to he evened out, and
nulnerotis other goods to the commonwealth would follow. The
military ideals of hardihood and discipline would be wrought
into the growing fiber of the people; no one would remain blind
as the luxurious classes now are blind, to man’s relations to the
globe he lives on, and to the permanently sour and hard founda
tions of his higher life. To coal and iron mines, to freight trains,
to fishing fleets in December, to dishwashing, clothes-washing.
and window-washing, to road-building and tunnel-making, to
foundries and stoke-holes, and to the frames of skyscrapers,
would our gilded youths be drafted off, according to their choice,
to get the childishness knocked out of them, and to conic back
into society with healthier sympathies and soberer ideas. They
would have paid their blood-tax, done their own part in the
immemorial human warfare against nature; they would tread
die earth more protidly, the women would value diem more
highly, they would be better fathers and teachers of the follow
ing generation.
Such a conscription, with the state of ptiblic opinion that
would have required it, and die many moral fruits it would
bear, would preserve in the midst of a pacific civilization the
manly virtues which the niilitary party is so afraid of seeing dis
appear in peace. We should get toughness without callousness,
authority with as little criminal cruelty as possible, and painful
work done cheerily because the duty is temporary, and threatens
not, as now, to degrade the whole remainder of one’s life.
I spoke of the ‘moral equivalent” of war. So far, war has
been the only force that can discipline a whole community.
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MARTIAL CHARACTER HAS lIKEN PRODUCED WITHOUT WAR

The martial type of character can be bred without war.
Strenuous honor and disinterestedness abound elsewhere.
j

Priests and medical men are in a fashion edtLcated to it, and
we should all feel sonic degree of it imperative if we were con
scious of our work as an obligatory service to the state. We
should be owned, as soldiers are by die army, and our pride
would rise accordingly. We could be poor, then, without liii
miliation, as army officers now are. The only tiung needed
liencefonvard is to inflame the civic temper as past history has
inflamed the military temper.
H. G. \‘ells adds that he tli inks that die conceptions of order
and discipline. time tradition of service and devotion, of p1’tl
fitness, unstinted exertion, and universal responsibility, which
universal military duty is now teaching European nations, will
remain a permanent acquisition, when the last ammunition has
been used in the fireworks that celebrate tIme final peace. I be
lieve as he does. It would be simply preposterous if tIme only
force that could work ideals of honor and standards of efficiency
into English or American nattires should be tIme fear of being
killed by tIme Germans or tIme Japanese. Great indeed is Fear;
but it is not, as our military enthusiasts believe and try to make
us believe, the only stimtmltms known for awakening tIme higher
ranges of men’s spiritual energy.’

