
350 THE NEW PHILOSOPHY [July,

RE V IE W S
T he P hilosophy of H enry James, Sr. by Frederic Harold 

Young. Bookman Associates, New York, pp. 338 including In
dex. Price $4.50.

To present James’s philosophy is a formidable task, since James 
is not always consistent, and sometimes his language leaves one in 
doubt as to his meaning. Despite these difficulties, Dr. Young has 
performed his task in a masterly way. From James’s fourteen 
published works, from his many articles, lectures, and reviews, and 
from his countless letters, published and unpublished, he has assem
bled James’s philosophy and presented it in systematic form under 
appropriate chapter headings. But, while acknowledging Dr. 
Young’s work, I find the philosophy itself not very profitable read
ing. Undoubtedly James was inspired by the desire to benefit his 
fellow men both socially and spiritually, but his philosophy leaves 
the reader in obscurity as to how this was to be done. He praises 
the Roman Catholic Church as opposed to the Protestant Churches, 
yet he is opposed to Romanism— opposed, indeed, to every form of 
ecclesiasticism. He would have a church but not a priesthood; 
and without public worship, a church, as Dr. Young says, can be 
identified “ only to thought and inward vision, not by any visible 
sign” (p. 282).

What will most interest the New Church reader of this work is 
James’s attitude to Swedenborg’s Writings. He first learned of 
these Writings during a visit to England, and soon afterwards was 
introduced to James John Garth Wilkinson with whom he subse
quently maintained an extensive correspondence. With many of 
Swedenborg’s teachings he was in sympathy, but his bitter opposi
tion to an outer church in any form led him to not infrequent at
tacks on the New Church. His attitude to Swedenborg’s teachings 
is clearly set forth by Dr. Y oung: “ James was an independent in 
utilizing Swedenborg’s thought for his own purposes as he accused 
Emerson of being. This distortion of Swedenborg’s doctrines is 
in effect a highly arbitrary performance. Certainly it disqualifies 
him, in any critical sense, as a Swedenborgian scholar, and it is 
unreasonable to suppose that James actually regarded himself as 
such. Doubtless he believed himself to be advocating the same 
principles as Swedenborg—those principles, that is, which he chose 
to expound; but the free style and personal emphasis in his writings 
about Swedenborg would seem to indicate that he could not have 
deceived himself so far as to believe that he was a genuine ‘Sweden
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borgian theologian’ as some writers have asserted; and much less 
a ‘leader of American Swedenborgism’ ”  (p. 61).

A  word must be said about Dr. Young’s presentation of Sweden
borg’s teachings. In the chapter above referred to, this is done 
very ably and faithfully from the True Christian Religion, but to
wards the end of his book, Dr. Young makes a statement which 
he could never have conscientiously made had he read the work on 
Conjugial Love, His words are: “ If this spiritual affinity,”  that is, 
Conjugial union, “ did not exist in a given marriage, Swedenborg 
allowed, in his ‘Doctrine of Permissions’ in Conjugial Love, the 
expression, if such an affinity were found, of this spiritual love out
side the marital bond”  (p. 295). The making of so serious a 
charge against Swedenborg’s teachings should in all fairness have 
been preceded by an examination as to its truth! and an examina
tion of the work on Conjugial Love would have shown that it is 
utterly false. Would that these words could meet the eyes of 
every reader of The Philosophy of Henry James, Sr.

T he Com m unity  of M a n , by Hugh Miller, New York, 1949. 
Pp. 169.

Professor Miller writes passionately and eloquently, in the most 
modern vein: “ Let us turn from creed and doctrine to science, 
bringing intelligence and peace” (p. 168). He wants to solve the 
world’s problems, and incidentally reconcile the United States and 
Soviet Russia, by an atheistic “ religion” of evolutionary realism, 
which does away with the sense of guilt or sin and relies on the 
“ arithmetical and logical theory”  of rational knowledge as the sole 
“ necessary order” of nature. This effectually dispenses with both 
religion and contemporary philosophy, and stakes its all on the 
one concept of “ the non-identity of discernibles” (p. 15).

In developing his theme he propounds the idea that the evolution 
of what is called “ life”  stretches back to the beginning of the world, 
when an indefinable and unstructured “ something” gave rise to a 
first adaptive type such as we find in energy waves or quanta; which 
then evolved into a succession of adaptive types— forms known as 
matter. Always, he holds, the evolution of new forms was due to 
a group adaptation of non-identical things, and never to any uni
versal necessity. “ The evolution of life is accordingly an evolution 
of associative patterns, binding individuals into groups and thereby 
giving persistence not to the individual but to the group” (p. 48).

In organic evolution, the author claims, there is found a “ trunk
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line” which was a single identical group which rose from protozoa 
to man through many intermediate stages including reptilia and 
primates. “ It was never, until it became man, an externally well 
adapted group.”  But it was the most fecund and persistent and 
best associated, and never became dependent on its environment; 
it alone “ controlled and controls its destiny.” And from it diverged 
all other groups, viz., the animals, which then “ devolved”— ir
reversibly (p. 53).

So man, Dr. Miller exults, “ is now, because he always was, the 
governor of this world, the creator and redeemer of his universe”  
(p. 125). “ The creative godhead is one. . . . Man is the heir of 
all past time. On his shoulders rests cosmos.”  “ If man is an
nihilated, no fixated species will become unfixed, to replace him”
(p. 126).

The apex of human conceit and the greatest density of mental 
darkness are reached simultaneously in the further words: “ The 
causes of life’s creation . . .  do not lie in heaven.”  “ W e, and 
no celestial fiction, are the god of life, which is our handiwork” (pp. 
94,96). Pity is that one whose mind is so stirred by the mysterious 
marvels of creation and who sees man as its masterpiece, can be so 
blind both to its beginning and its end! If there be such an evolu
tion as he suggests— working by “adaptive type”  and culminating 
in the human “ group”— what then is the final Cause of the un
known chaos whence it issued? And W ho made it such that it 
could evolve from apparent nothingness? And if man is the sole 
“ group” that aspires to develop, would not this testimony to an 
implanted inner urge imply a soul that looks to immortality?

At any rate, Dr. Miller’s interesting reversal of the evolution 
theory is rather refreshing, since it shows that the evidence can be 
interpreted in many ways. He obviously believes that man never 
evolved from the animal stock as such, but that all the animals were 
divergent descendants which (so to speak) fell by the wayside 
from the evolving human strain. That animals often appear as 
parodies of the human type is a common observation; but New 
Church men interpret this fact not as a proof that men and animals 
evolved from the same stock, but as a confirmation of the teaching 
that the animal kingdom, in all its ascending branches, represents 
the ramifications of the potential natural affections of the human
race.

H. L. O.
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