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INTRODUCTION TO THE TRANSACTION EDITION

A PERSISTENT INNOVATOR: JAMES MARK BALDWIN REDISCOVERED

Jaan Valsiner


The psychology of the future will be social to the core; and its results, we surmise, will be revolutionary in logic, sociology, ethics, aesthetics, and religion—the disciplines which are built upon psychology.

—James Mark Baldwin, 1905, p. 163



JAMES Mark Baldwin was not a modest man. As one of the pioneers of psychology, sociology, and evolution ary thought in America his creativity seems without bounds. At his intellectual “reaching of age”—1880s and 1890s in the rapidly transforming society of the United States—which coincided with similar creativity of his peers—George Herbert Mead, John Dewey and others—their creative search followed the lead of Charles Sanders Peirce and William James. These were the times when new ideas were being pursued, old boundaries for thinking and believing transcended, as people moved into urban ways of living under the realities of increasing immigration and plurality of languages used in daily life. America was on the move into becoming relevant in the world—by creating new ideas rather than showing its political strength. The young generation of intellectuals was socially embedded in these change processes. Individually, the American thinkers raised above the social context—yet recognizing its primacy. The notion of the human mind as social first—and personal second—was widely shared at the time (Valsiner and van der Veer, 2000).

Baldwin left a legacy that is yet to be examined in its profound implications for science and the humanities. In some sense it paralleled that of his friend Charles Sanders Peirce whose semiotics becomes understood only a century later. Baldwin was trying to make sense of complex biological and social processes which only now come to the limelight of our biological sciences and—slowly but surely—re-emerge in psychology. Baldwin’s focus on development—based on his observation of his own children and extrapolated to his general theoretical scheme—is fully in line with where our contemporary biological sciences are heading—as exemplified by the bounded flexibility of the work of the genetic system. The general principle of persistent exploration of the environment with the result of creating novelty—the core of Baldwin’s theoretical system—is since 1960s the guiding idea in genetics. Likewise, our contemporary developmental science finds its roots in Baldwin’s thinking (Cairns, Elder and Costello, 1996).

Baldwin’s life, work—as well as personal fate—are a good example of the social processes of the American society of the latter quarter of the nineteenth century, internalized by an ambitious young man, and externalized in the form of the variety of activities with which he was involved, and on which he did not forget to reflect in his autobiographic expositions (Baldwin, 1926, 1930). He was an adamant organizer of new psychology—establishing laboratories in three universities in North America—yet he became uninterested in laboratory work very early in his career. He was constantly searching for answers to big questions in science—and in that search recognized no boundaries of the disciplines. He was an evolutionist, sociologist, psychologist, logician, and philosopher—consistently over his life. He was a pioneer in paternal child care—a proud father who publicly claimed how the pleasures of minding his daughters made the frustrations of parenting insignificant. And—last but not least—he defied the narrow-mindedness of the public morals—much to his own detriment.

Baldwin’s contributions were major—and his ideas were well ahead of his times. Three of his major contributions need to be mentioned:


	Demonstration of how human beings are in their nature “social beings”—which not only gave him international recognition but also a role in the history of sociology (Baldwin, 1897);


	Establishing an alternative conceptualization of evolutionary theory (the “organic selection” model, or “Baldwin effect”—developed in parallel with Lloyd Morgan and Henry Osborn (Simpson, 1953; Weber and Depew, 2003); and,


	Formulating a system of developmental (“genetic”) logic. This system served as the basis for his immediate followers in developmental psychology—Jean Piaget and Lev Vygotsky among them. Baldwin could be considered to be the first to established multivalued and deontic systems of logic (Valsiner, 2009).





It is not easy to summarize Baldwin’s work. As one of the later commentators put it,

...Baldwin’s earlier work was an epitome of the Darwinian epoch ... his later work was an expression of the general “philosophy of change,” of the “taking time seriously,” which followed upon this epoch (Urban, 1942, p. 305).

The present book—Genetic Theory of Reality (in English published in 1915, in French in 1918)—was the culmination of Baldwin’s scientific career. It is an example of creating a system of aesthetic generalization. The beauty would keep human beings going—trying, and trying again—in the betterment of their society and themselves.


§ 1. Locating This Book: A General Theory of Developmental Aesthetics

The present book—Genetic Theory of Reality—is the representative of the third contribution—the result of Baldwin’s thinking in the first decade of the twentieth century. It was the culmination of his intellectual contribution to understanding development—be it of human beings, or of societies. It was worked out on the examples of aesthetics—as for many others of his time, the psychological relevance of art was a major intellectual challenge.

The present book followed three major volumes called Thought and Things (Baldwin, 1906, 1908a, 1911), each of which has clear links with the central idea in this final book on the role of affective synthesis in human lives. This was Baldwin’s contribution to the social sciences—one that calls for a new look in our time. Being torn by the internal disputes within psychology between various -isms (behaviorism, positivism, cognitivism—to name a few) psychology in our days has largely overlooked complex affective phenomena. This area of ignoring has slowly developed over the twentieth century—as laboratory rats and pigeons pushing levers in cages could hardly be expected to be involved in philosophical or aesthetic contemplation. It is only now—the beginning of the twenty-first century—that the return to look at affect is again in vogue in the social sciences that actively claim to be interdisciplinary. Yet even today there is little effort towards basic philosophical generalization to art, religiosity, and human personal life philosophies. The popularity of the idea of “local knowledge” has fitted the empiricist credo of psychology where the post-modernist belief in impossibility of general knowledge has found its home. In contrast, Baldwin’s Genetic Theory of Reality is dedicated to basic philosophical generalization—and therefore it is ahead of the psychology of emotions as it exists in our time.



§ 2. Life as a Journey—Towards Personal Syntheses

Born in South Carolina in 1861, by the 1880s Baldwin was a promising young man looking for a lifelong career. Like many American men of the 1880s, who later became psychologists, Baldwin at a time was not far away from becoming a Protestant minister. Going to get educated in a theological seminary was a way out of the religiously overcontrolled social world of late nineteenth-century America. It was an opportunity for young male minds ready for rebellion but still feeling the need to behave in socially proper ways (cf. the case of George Herbert Mead—Valsiner and van der Veer, 2000). Theological seminaries of the time accomplished the function of any society—to promote “the true” ways of knowing while simultaneously creating the basis for transforming those. What Serge Moscovici has later claimed about society at large was certainly true of the lives of young men in American theological seminaries in the 1880s:

Our society is an institution which inhibits what it stimulates. It both tempers and excites aggressive, epistemic, and sexual tendencies, increases or reduces the chances of satisfying them according to class distinctions, and invents prohibitions together with the means of transgressing them. Its sole purpose, to date, is self-preservation, and it opposes change by means of laws and regulations. It functions on the basic assumption that it is unique, has nothing to learn, and cannot be improved. Hence its unambiguous dismissal of all that is foreign to it. Even its presumed artificiality, which might be considered a shortcoming, is taken, on the contrary, for a further sign of superiority, since it is an attribute of mankind (Moscovici, 1976, p. 149, added emphasis).

Social innovation in U.S. society has moved in waves. The critical minds in the American society of the turn of the twentieth century grew out from the theological education—meant to promote various kinds of prohibi-tions—by way of transgressing those promoted prohibitions. The Protestant theological seminaries in the United States—that were supposed to maintain the spiritual order of the society—by late nineteenth century were the breeding ground of new ideas and social innovations. This often entailed international openness—young Americans in the 1880s and later moved through European universities en masse—and even foreign languages of instruction out there seemed not to be a problem. Yet some decades be-fore—in the mid-nineteenth century the ideas “foreign” were scrutinized carefully:

The American philosopher . must not attempt a new system of philosophy; but must seek to continue uninterruptedly, by improving it, the philosophy the race has always embraced, and as modified by the faith and practice of his own nation. In other words, the American philosopher cannot transplant into his own country the philosophy of France or Germany, nor will it answer for him to seek to construct a philosophy for his countrymen from the French or German point of view. He must construct it from the English point of view, and continue English philosophy as modified ... by Jonathan Edwards, our only American metaphysician, and by our peculiar civil, political, social and religious institutions. Our philosophy must be English philosophy Americanized, like the great mass of our population (Brownson, 1842, p. 358—cited via Rieber, 1998, pp. 208-209).

Metaphorically, this call for prudence was similar to building a barrier—a mental “Berlin Wall”—in the middle of the English Channel—at least for American thinkers. As its real example in the twentieth century, such wall could not be upheld permanently. Human beings cannot be kept in one place—they strive to leave their native villages, strive towards the unknown, explore new ideas, and reconstruct their life-worlds. It is the image of a ship—rather than of a church1—that leads ever-new generations of human beings to wander into the unknown.

The interests of human beings are usually drawn by not just the unknown, but of the curious realities. At the same time waves of fashions for the occult captivated the minds of not so philosophically minded Americans (Schmit, 2005)—mesmerism imported from France had an appeal. Promotion of a status quo guarantees that there will be—in some form and in some time—a break out of that very status quo. That general idea of development through action against the current order fits with Baldwin’s notion of persistent imitation. In Baldwin’s own retrospect upon the intellectual context of the United States,

The realism of the Scots—Dugald Stuart2 and Reid3—served, in the universities and churches, to check and repel each succeeding tide of foreign speculation, up to the end of the nineteenth century, when a group of original thinkers arouse in America and gave the country for the first time a series of philosophical treatises of great originality and complete independence (Baldwin, 1926, p. 147).

He was certainly right—the efforts of William James, John Dewey, George Herbert Mead, G. Stanley Hall, and of his own were all testimony of breaking out from the theological closed circle, and create innovations beyond the expectations.


The Intellectual Grounds: Princeton (1881-1884) and James McCosh

Universities are a curious anomaly in any society—at our time, as well as in Baldwin’s. They are secular seminaries—places for higher education where what “higher” means is constantly under dispute between the monastic self-organization of the university and the political structures of the society at large. What is being taught at a university is deeply ambivalent for the political powerholders of a society. On the one hand there is “right” and “useful” knowledge produced there—in the obscure world of academic robes and uneventful faculty meetings. On the other hand—new knowledge that can emerge there can be also “dangerous” to the survival of the political and ideological powers.

As Baldwin entered Princeton in 1881, he had no clear idea what to do in this seminary-now-university. It took a “social other”—the teacher—who guided his mind towards becoming involved in science. That “other” was nobody else but the first president of the university—James McCosh—a representative of Scottish intuitional realism. The Scottish influence in U.S. seminaries and colleges was overwhelming in the 1860s—it suggested that science refer to “any seemingly systematically organized body of knowledge, and was initially treated synonymously with theology and philosophy” (Spilka, 1986, p. 3). While in Europe psychology emerged from physiology and philosophy, in North America it was the theological breeding ground that catalyzed the development of the newly independent science.

Under McCosh, Princeton went through a transformation—psychology displaced orthodox theology in this little College of New Jersey (Maier, 2005). Within that social context, it was the personal influence of McCosh during Baldwin’s undergraduate years that guided him into psychology. As Robert Wozniak has pointed out

It is impossible to overestimate the extent to which Baldwin was influenced by McCosh, both as man and as thinker. McCosh was a man of balance; and much of Baldwin’s work can be and should be read as reflecting this same striving to maintain an integrative equilibrium between opposing tendencies. McCosh was transitional, willing to entertain the new ideas of evolution and of an experimental, physiological psychology, and it was through McCosh that Baldwin received his first introduction to both these innovations. Finally, McCosh was, first and foremost, a theistic epistemologist, concerned to ground faith and morality on rational intuition, self-consciousness, and natural realism. From McCosh, Baldwin adopted his unswerving commitment to reason, his belief in the existence of separate and primary order of mental facts in consciousness, his realistic metaphysics, and his own concern with the psychological justification of morality (Wozniak, 1998, p. 433).

Baldwin himself was appreciative of McCosh’s role in his education—moving him gradually away from theology towards philosophical and psychological issues. Yet as is usual for sons—even intellectual ones—he resisted the direct suggestions of his “father figure” not to get involved in the study of the philosophy of Spinoza for his Ph.D.



Setting the Sails: First Visit to Germany

When he graduated from Princeton, Baldwin had the opportunity to visit Germany on a post-graduation fellowship. Serious study of psychology in those days meant a stay in Germany, for at least some time. Baldwin went there for three semesters in 1884-85. First he spent a semester in Leipzig in Wilhelm Wundt’s laboratory and listened to his lectures, and, in his words, “was caught in the movement” (Baldwin, 1930, p. 2) for “new psychology.” Yet Baldwin did not follow Wundt. Instead, he moved to appreciate Spinoza (through his experiences in Berlin with Friedrich Paulsen4), and spent his third semester in Freiburg with Carl Stumpf). Baldwin’s main intellectual benefit from the study trip was the introduction to Spinoza’s philosophy in Berlin (see Baldwin, 1926, chapter 3; also Baldwin, 1902a, chapter 2). The work of Hermann Lotze5 likewise became a general source of inspiration for Baldwin’s ideas.



Back in the United States—Princeton (1885-1887), and Lake Forest (1887-1889)

Baldwin returned to the United States as an instructor at Princeton in 1886 to teach French and German, followed by an appointment in philosophy and psychology in 1887 at Lake Forest University in Illinois—an extension of Princeton to the Midwest. This coincided with his marriage—to the daughter of the president of Princeton Theological Seminary (Helen Green). He introduced the new German psychology into the United States by translating Theodule Ribot’s book Psychologie allemande contemporaine into English (Ribot, 1886). By 1887, Baldwin’s basic worldview was in place (Wozniak, 1998, p. 439). Likewise his theory of synthesis—in apperception, conception and volition—followed suit in the 1890s (Baldwin, 1930, p. 3).



Stay in Canada (1889-1893)

Baldwin needed a more solid university position—and got it in Toronto. Moving North was good—it turned out to be a crucial period in Baldwin’s theoretical development. After a large local-Canadian controversy about a professorship offered to a “foreigner”—from the inferior lands of the United States,6 Baldwin moved to Canada to take on the professorship in logic and metaphysics at University of Toronto (Green, 2004). The link with his Scottish philosophical background from Princeton proved to be the key for Baldwin’s becoming accepted in Toronto—yet it had to be masked by his recent learning in Europe with Lotze (Green, 2004, pp. 146-147). In these few years in Toronto—1889 to 1893—Baldwin’s intellectual affiliations developed further in the Francophile direction. It was in Toronto that he established the first psychology laboratory on the British soil, where he was exposed to psychic phenomena of esoteric kinds, where he did most of his child observations (on his own daughters, while babysitting them—Baldwin, 1892a), and where he grew uninterested in organizing an endless numbers of empirical studies.

The focus on the paranormal psychological phenomena was a challenge to Baldwin. As a philosopher he could take interest in such phenomena from a comfortable safety position of one’s armchair. As a psychologist one is thrown into the ring of social demands of explaining the supernatural. These phenomena—“animal magnetism” and cases of hypnotic and post-hypnotic suggestion—were widely discussed among late nineteenth-century intellectuals (Valsiner and van der Veer, 2000, chapters 2 and 3). Baldwin was less than enthused by the myriad of “cases of visions of phantoms or ghosts, premonitions of death” (Baldwin, 1926, p. 45) which he was asked to examine. Baldwin had to diplomatically deal with these “real-life phenomena” that were brought to him for scientific scrutiny.

The scientific scrutiny of phenomena close to those of mesmerism was happening in France. Baldwin visited Paris (the clinic of Charcot at Salpetriere) and Nancy (the center of hypnotism of Hypolite Bernheim) in 1892 (his accounts of the trip are recorded in Baldwin, 1892b, 1892c). Since then, Baldwin’s closest intellectual partner was Pierre Janet. His thinking benefited from the work of Alfred Binet, Gabriel Tarde, Theodore Flournoy (to whom he dedicated the first volume of his Thought and Things—Baldwin, 1906), Edouard Claparède and Henri Bergson (Baldwin, 1926, 1930). This visit set the stage for his later life in exile in England and France—away from the powerhouses of psychology in post-World-War I Europe, but very deeply connected with the best of French intellectual circles. Regular lunch meetings with Pierre Janet in Paris were obviously more enjoyable than presiding some professional society of psychologists could ever be.

The second major feature of the Toronto-period in Baldwin’s life that is important to mention as of relevance for his ideas, is the benefit Baldwin gained from direct contact with psychological phenomena in the practical context of taking care of his two daughters (Helen, born 1889; Elizabeth, born 1891). Baldwin could be considered as one of the forebears of our contemporary fashion of emphasizing the role of fathers in the child care process. For science, his child care practices provided the basis for theoretical elaboration of his key concepts—circular reactionand persistent imitation—which remain the core of his theory of aesthetic synthesis in the present book.

The key concept for understanding development—persistent imitation. Persistent imitation is central for understanding Baldwin’s efforts to make psychology both developmental and social. It is a form of “imitation” that goes beyond the model it “imitates”—by introducing new features to the “copy” of the “model.” Thus to call it imitation is in some sense a misnomer—as it defies the common sense assumption of any “imitation” being that of the model—rather than beyond the model. Persistent imitation is an act of re-construction of a model given—in a new form—which is then used in action. Such use can create a recursive feed-forward to produce novelty—the first creative imitation becomes a model for the next, etc—so the novelty production can escalate.

The reasons for Baldwin’s need to create this concept can be found in his efforts to explain the future-oriented developmental processes at the level of the individual:

Suppose at first an organism giving random reactions, some of which are useful; now for development the useful reactions must be repeated, and thus made to outweigh the reactions which are damaging or useless. Evidently if there are any among the useful reactions which result in immediate duplication of their own stimulus, these must persist, and on them must rest the development of the organism. These are the imitative reactions. Thus it is that a thing in nature once endowed with the reacting property might so select its stimulations as to make its relations to its environment means to its own progress: imitative reactions, as now defined, being the only means to such selection (Baldwin, 1894, p. 29; emphases added).

Here the need for inventing some notion of imitation becomes obvious as a deductively created object of study. The functionalist and instrumentalist stance of Baldwin’s is clearly visible (e.g., reference to “usefulness” in general). The developmental orientation helped him to extend the sequence of a stimulus and reaction into a time-extended “circular reaction”—in which the organism’s reaction to a stimulus becomes the next stimulus for the organism, leading to the next reaction, and so on. The organism begins to construct non-random experiences on the basis of such circular reactions. The reactions become instruments, and thus begin to participate in the developmental process. The imitative reactions are thus the key to understanding the process of development (Baldwin, 1895). It parallels John Dewey’s move to turn the “reflex arc” into a “reflex circle” (Dewey, 1896), as well as Jakob von Uexküll’s “functional circle” in his Umweltlehre (Chang, 2009; Kull, 2001; von Uexküll, 1926). Baldwin’s work on human development was the basis for Jean Piaget and Lev Vygotsky years later.



Back in Princeton—The Third Stay (1893-1903)

Baldwin’s third Princeton stay was the time for his charting out the social origins of the self—culminating in his celebrated Social and Ethical Interpretations in Mental Development (Baldwin, 1897). That book was his main contribution to sociology—which in the 1890s was rapidly developing in North America. It is therefore not surprising that Baldwin was later considered—by American sociologists—to be one of the founders of that discipline in North America.

In his sociological psychology of development, Baldwin transcended the limits of static ontology of being—“I am X” by assuming a stance of becoming (“I am X while becoming Y”) which works through moving through the social encounter (“I am X while becoming Y through the encounter with Z of you”). The psychological uniqueness of each person is the proof of the social origins of the self that develops through the relating with others:

[A] man is a social outcome rather than a social unit. He is always in his greatest part, also some one else. Social acts of his—that is, acts which may not prove anti-social—are his because they are society’s first; otherwise he would not have learned them nor have had any tendency to do them (Baldwin, 1897, p. 87).

Baldwin’s consistently developmental perspective made it possible to reconcile the uniqueness of person—who imitates socially given models constructively—and the knowledge base of the socii. He evoked the image of a boomerang in the relations of the person and the society (“When he acts quite privately, it is always with a boomerang in his hand; and every use he makes of his weapon leaves its indelible impression both upon the other and upon him”—ibid, p. 88).

The notion of self-as-boomerang-thrower fits with the basic developmental ethos that Baldwin carries systematically through in all of his thinking. The self and the others continuously relate with one another, feeding forward into one another’s individual development. According to Baldwin, such dialectic relation could be described like this:

[M]y thought of self is in the main, as to its character as a personal self, filled up with my thought of others, distributed variously as individuals; and my thought of others, as persons, is mainly filled up with myself. In other words, ... the self and the alter are to our thought one and the same thing (Baldwin, 1897, p. 343, added emphasis).

Being “one and the same thing” is not an ontological statement of being—but a dynamic statement of directed movement. In order to “be myself’ I “fill my thinking” with what “others” might—or do—think of me, and in return I communicate to them what I happen to think of them. The “boomerang of thought” is thrown towards the “alter” in order to return to myself—and the myriads of similar communicative “boomerangs” are thrown from all others towards me—only to return to their “throwers.”

Personally internalized social selectivity. From the heterogeneity of the person’s social environment follows the need for selective treatment of that heterogeneity by the person himself. It is only the person who remains continuous within his- or herself, across the myriad of constantly changing environmental conditions. A previously established “schema” (see Baldwin, 1908b, p. 184) allows the person to become selective as to the variety of presently actual environmental inputs. According to Baldwin,

the individual gradually builds up internally the criteria of selection; and as his experience extends even more widely afield from the brute resistances, strains, and contacts with things, he becomes a more and more competent judge for himself of the value of variations in his thoughts (Baldwin, 1898, p. 17).

However, the person’s internalization of social experiences entails development of autonomy and such autonomy is itself socially constituted in any form that it takes. Thus, the developing person

comes more and more to reflect the social judgment in his own systematic determination of knowledge; and there arises within himself a criterion of private sort which is in essential harmony with the social demand, because genetically considered it reflects it. The individual becomes a law unto himself, exercises his private judgment, fights his own battles for truth, shows the virtue of independence and the vice of obstinacy. But he has learned to do it by the selective control of his social environment, and in this his judgment he has just a sense of this social outcome (Baldwin, 1898, pp. 19-20).

It is obvious that the social nature of a person is expressed in his personal individuality, rather than in the mere direct mirroring of the social world surrounding the person. The latter is already rendered impossible by its high heterogeneity (which triggers the need for “systematic determination” of the new knowledge by way of internalized selection mechanisms—cognitive schemata; see Baldwin, 1898, p. 10). Baldwin saw the person <—> society relationships as a process of particularization of general meanings by persons in specific contexts on the one hand, and generalization (of persons’ thought-variations by society) on the other (Baldwin, 1897, part V). Baldwin’s work at the time provided an impetus for sociology in America (Giddings, 1899).



The Organic Selection Theory

In the 1890s serious thinkers were truly interdisciplinary. Aside from his contributions to sociology—based on his psychological observations—Baldwin was also contributing to evolutionary theory. Baldwin’s ideas grew in parallel to those of his contemporaries—C. Lloyd Morgan and Henry Osborn. Their co-created organic selection theory—introduced in 1896—constituted an effort towards overcoming this limit of the selection notion in evolutionary theory. It built on solid intellectual roots of their predecessors (Bateson, this book).

Morgan’s, Osborn’s and Baldwin’s goal was to find a third way between the ideology of full genetic determinism and its equivalent on the side of environmental causation—unlimited Lamarckianism. Looking back at this goal from the viewpoint of a hundred years of genetics since the re-discovery of Mendel’s laws such goal could only stand out in the most positive fashion. As the world commemorates two dates in 2009—150 years from Darwin’s Origin of the Species and 200 years of Lamarck’s Philosophie Zoologique we can see how contemporary protein genetics brings to daylight some of the processes Lamarck could only intuitively grasp. The “third way” of the three organic selection theorists of 1896 is moving into the center of our science.

The development of organisms is given by the basic genetic blueprint (the DNA→ proteins transmission)—yet its specifics are modifiable as novel features of the environment are encountered (RNA→ DNA reverse transcriptions). In recognizing this path on biological adaptation—well before the actual genetic mechanisms, as well as the very notion of Mendelian discoveries—became known, Baldwin’s creative mind could predict where the science of biology would be a century later. Flexibility of the developing organism—based on the perpetual uncertainty of the immediate future—is the basis for survival. The psychological world is similar—children develop under the guidance of their parents—yet in ways that transcend the ways parents tried to guide them into. Baldwin’s observations of children’s—his own daughters’—development provided him with theoretical insights that he transferred to his evolutionary theory. Development—be it of viruses, humans, or societies—is an act of exploration that results in new, previously unen-countered, forms of being. A simple idea—yet it has taken biological and social sciences around two centuries to accept it.7 Interestingly, Baldwin’s version of it was based on his observations of the play of his own young children from where it was extrapolated to the abstract notion of “organic evolution” (Baldwin, 1902b). Every parent of course observes one’s children—but there are very few who derive a basic principle from those observations.

The crucial notion in this “third way” was the notion of convergence of direction between the acquired innovative behavioral patterns and those guaranteed by genetic programs. As Baldwin had summarized earlier,

In any given series of generations, the individuals of which survive through their susceptibility to modification, there will be a gradual and cumulative development of coincident variations under the action of natural selection. The adaptive modification acts, in short, as a screen to perpetuate and develop congenital variations and correlated groups of them. Time is thus given to the species to develop by coincident variation characters indistinguishable from those which were due to acquired modification, and the evolution of the race will proceed in the lines marked out by private and individual adaptations. It will appear as if the modifications were directly inherited, whereas in reality they have acted as the fostering nurses of congenital variations (Baldwin, 1897, p. 558, added emphasis).

Since any evolutionary discourse pertains strictly to the level of phylogeny, the role of “fostering nurses of congenital variation” applies to inter-generational accumulation (or maintenance) of the heterogeneous set of new forms. That maintenance requires non-genetic transfer of inventions from one generation to the next—through principles of re-construction. If such mechanisms are worked out, the species gains valuable phylogenetic time for selective “genetic assimilation” of the acquired characteristics (Simpson, 1953). Lamarck and Darwin were indeed both fitting into this scheme.



The Years at Johns Hopkins (1903-1909)—Creating Genetic Logic

After disagreements with Woodrow Wilson—then the president of Princeton University—Baldwin moved to Baltimore in 1903 to lead the re-establishment of a psychology laboratory there (his third to establish at different North American universities). By that time he had lost most of his earlier interest in laboratory research, and was moving increasingly towards the development of his general system of developmental thought—his genetic logic (Baldwin, 1906,8 1908a, 1911), the culmination of which is the present book. It would be fair to add that psychology in the United States around that time moved away from Baldwin’s intellectual world. The three volumes of Thought and Things, and their sequel—Genetic Theory of Reality

caused few reverberations in the American intellectual community, since the Genetic Logic reeked of the argot of deep idealistic philosophy, particularly epistemologies of Lotze, Wundt, and Bradley, while the philosophic temper of America had warmed up to pragmatism and empiricism. And for his fellow psychologists, who were trying to cut their ties to philosophy and to begin speaking the language of mathematics, Baldwin’s metaphysical schemes and uncontrolled style proved quite incomprehensible (Richards, 1987, p. 496).

A similar story happened around the transposition of George Herbert Mead—within the very same University of Chicago over three decades—from psychology to philosophy (see Valsiner and van der Veer, 2000). American psychology turned decidedly anti-philosophical—claiming to look for useful knowledge, rather than be involved in contemplative perspective taking towards the world. Pragmatism won—creating a powerful factory of empirical research that became detached from addressing basic human question.

Basis in logic. Baldwin set his inquiry up within the root metaphor of logic. He had good reasons for doing that—logic was the “gold standard” of scholarly thinking around 1900s, and one of his closest fellows—Charles Sanders Peirce—worked within a similar frame.9 At the same time he was ambiguous as to the difficulty of fitting the notion of logic—its deductive and inductive versions—to psychological phenomena. From time to time his coverage turned to practice of thinking that was beyond either of these versions—moving in parallel with Peirce’s efforts to develop the method of abduction as a third way. Baldwin’s focus was largely out of touch with the development of logic in philosophy and mathematics in the twentieth century (Valsiner, 2009). After his death, Wilbur Urban commented:

A genetic theory of logic was a natural development from a genetic theory of mind. The revaluation of intellect and logic, in the light of Darwinian principles—of instrumental logic as developed byJohn Dewey and of Intuitionism as developed by Bergson—were prime concerns of Baldwin’s more important contemporaries in philosophy. In this revaluation Baldwin played a conspicuous part. The extreme positions of his contemporaries tended to overshadow his more moderate and mediating views. The development of logic in the purely formal, mathematical direction has temporarily withdrawn interest from the philosophical problems of logic as contemplated by Baldwin. But these problems must inevitably come to the foreground again, and it is, perhaps, not too much to say that his careful analysis and his magnificent picture of logic and reason in its total functioning, will again have something to say to philosophy (Urban, 1942, p. 305).

Urban’s prophecy proves itself right—in the resurgence of developmental science in the 1990s (Cairns, Elder and Costello, 1996), and in breaking through the mist of statistical treatments of phenomena into new versions of qualitative mathematics, including new formal logics (Valsiner, 2009; Valsiner and Rudolph, 2008).

Baldwin’s goal in creating his genetic logic was to “interpret the processes usually handed over to formal logic in terms of the movements of actual knowledge” (Baldwin, 1908, p. x). There was clear closeness of Baldwin’s effort to that of the “Graz group” of psychology—led by Alexius Meinong (Albertazzi, Jacquette and Poli, 2001; Grossmann, 1974), and to other key figures in Brentano direction (Anton Marty). Baldwin (1906, p. viii) recognized that explicitly—and made an apology of his own work completed by the time he could get acquainted with it. This link was further evident—yet without expli-cation—in the second volume of Thought and Things (Baldwin, 1908, parts 2 and 3)—and again briefly acknowledged in volume 3 (Baldwin, 1911a, p. 275). Obviously, Baldwin saw the parallel efforts of the “Graz group” to handle problems similarly to his—yet distanced his own coverage from the Austrian tradition. Priority claims were not foreign to Baldwin’s ego.

Beginnings of developmental science.Baldwin was the originator of the direction of thought that by our time has acquired its own autonomy under the label of developmental science (Cairns, Elder, and Costello, 1996). He understood the great divide in the meaning systems of developmental and non-developmental kinds. He understood then what most psychologists today still fail to do—it is useless to import the non-developmental notions of causality into the new “genetic [=developmental] science”:

We must be free from all constructions drawn from the strictly a-genetic sciences in which the causal sequence is the typical one. The birth of a new mode in the psychic life is a “progression” from an earlier set of conditions, not the effect of these conditions viewed as cause; and this is equally true of any new genetic mode, just so far as the series in which it appears is really genetic at all (Baldwin, 1906, p. 29, emphasis added).

Baldwin was caught in-between the glorifiers of the expressivity of natural language for psychology (e.g., William James) and those who would prefer the precision of mathematics (Charles S. Peirce, for one). While recognizing the confusions coming from the common language, Baldwin was not ready to give in to full for-malization either (cf. Baldwin, 1930, p. 26). Thus, in his presentation

logic ... may be applied to the processes of mind in general, all recognized as being parts of one’s continuous movement. This had analogies in expressions already in use, such as “logic of experience,” logic of history” etc. Genetic logic was, in my usage, the term adopted to designate the body inside or psychic process in which mental development takes place. Within this logic, all the varied special motives of adaptation, opposition, assimilation, etc. uncovered in the detailed researches, show themselves in the phenomena of personal and social progress(Baldwin, 1930, pp. 11-12, added emphasis).

Baldwin was eager to solve the problem of relations between human affective and rational sides. He was eager to look at processes of affective generalization and idealization (as parts of the affective processes) in relation to their rational-logical counterparts:

Affective logic is a process proceeding by the mediation of ends through means; its result is always in the domain of an interest or value. On the other hand, that of cognition is in the domain of truth. But there are all sorts of criss-crossings and interferences between the two, the process of truth-seeking rarely being free of influence from the tendencies of feeling and interest which assert themselves when most unexpected. Here the “will to believe” shows itself actively, by the intrusion of interest; it finds value at the end of a process which claims to issue solely in the establishment of truth (Baldwin, 1930, p. 18, added emphases).

Baldwin’s dialogue here is with William James’ pragmatism—taken to the extreme in the manifesto of “the will to believe.”10 Baldwin also antedates the invention of “cognitive heuristics” in the 1970s—evident in the work of Amos Tversky, Daniel Kahnemann, and Gerd Gigerenzer. The recognition that the affective side of human beings intrudes in the cognition to undermine its movement to “truth” and produce another value is the “bias” the heuristics produce.

Affective processes are teleological. They express desired values and beliefs in ways that relate the presently established belief with one desired for the future, or that are simply considered true. This teleology can occur through processes of affective generalization, ejection, and idealization Affective generalization entails the distribution of a particularly established emotional tone from the object (or context) of its original emergence, to other objects (and contexts). This process is complemented by ejection:

“the self . embodied in . mass of general interests, ejects itself semblantly [empathically] or imaginatively into other selves, and so establishes meanings of common interest, conformity and practice” (Baldwin, 1911, p. 94).

Thus—a person is social not by way of “succumbing” to “social influences” from outside, but by actively feeling into the “social others” on the basis of one’s own affective understanding of the world. It involves idealization—which is a by-product of constructive internalization. In the process of establishing personal meanings of objects, the object becomes “charged with further unfulfilled meaning” (Baldwin, 1906, p. 233).

Persons always create ideal meanings of objects, aside from—and on the basis of—their commonly shared meanings. These ideal meanings orient the person in relation to the given object, as well as to other objects:

the ideal meaning resides (1) in the objects constructed out of certain materials—these materials . not allowing any construction which does not have something of the ideal meaning—and (2) in the treatment of other materials in the same way, that is, as if they also had the characters which normally take on this meaning (Baldwin, 1906, p. 235).

The person establishes an idealized view of one object in his or her encounters with it, and then transfers it to further encounters with other objects. In its function, the idealized meaning limits the set of possible affective relations to these objects. It serves as the mediating device that imbalances any equally-valenced disjunctive situation (“X is equally either Y or Z”), turning it into a case of affective dismissal of one of the options (“X must be Y, even if it can be both Y or Z”).

Centrality of empathy (sembling). It is in the realm of discussing play and art that Baldwin connected his theorizing with the issue of Einfühlung of Theodor Lipps. Baldwin’s translation of that term into English is a good example of his liking for terminological inventions: he translated it as sembling (“to semble” = to make like by imitation; Baldwin, 1906, p. 122). Of course, in the decades after Baldwin the competing translation (suggested by E. B. Titchener and J. Ward; Baldwin, 1911, p. 167) of that concept—empathy—has become accepted in psychology, albeit with all the confusions that Einfühlung brought with it in the beginning of the twentieth century.

Originally focusing on the “feeling-into” an object, Baldwin’s version of sembling translates the Einfühlung into his imitation-centered conceptual system:

Broadly understood, the process of Sembling consists in the reading-into the object of a sort of psychic life of its own, in such a way that the movement, act, or character by which it is interpreted is thought of as springing from its own inner life (Baldwin, 1906, p. 124).

Sembling thus entails projection upon one another of the oppositions that persist within one’s own “inner” <—> “outer” relationships, as those are construed within the mind’s “inner imitation.” It was claimed to be present in both play and art. The “self sembles itself—the child takes on new roles, attaches its personal understanding to their external demands, and that leads to further development of the self.



Abandoning the United States: Mexico and Europe

After having been pushed out from the U.S. academic world for his “moral misdemeanor” in 1908 (see Richards, 1987 for the description), Baldwin moved between Mexico City and Europe, with a focus on teaching at the Universidad Autonoma de Mexico. His visits to Mexico were short (Gallegos, 1980) and were not able to contribute to the development of psychology in Mexico—as the revolution interfered (Hurley, 2001).

Most of the writing of the third volume of Thought and Things—subtitled Interest and Art Being Real Logic. I. Genetic Epistemology (Baldwin, 1911) happened at this time of Baldwin’s entrance into the uncertain life space as a rejected outsider. Dedicated to the memory of William James11 (who had died in August 1910 and whose seat as corresponding member of the French Academy of Moral and Political Sciences Baldwin took over in 1910), the third volume of the series deals with the imaginative side of human minds. The focus on art—developed further in the present book by 1915—is already present in 1911. That focus gets particular coverage in the latter part of the 1911 book—chapters 10-14 that were originally published in Spanish in Mexico City (Baldwin, 1911, p. 156).

The emergence of affective value.Baldwin in 1911 addressed the emergence of higher affective processes—interests and value. In the search for ideal—affectively affirmed—human beings use

the role of the imagination to seize upon an idea, thought, or another content, “semblantly,” in the pursuit of a special interest; to treat it as being more than it is. This is seen in the experimentation or schematism of the development of knowledge, in the “make-believe” of play, in the self-projection or Einfühlung of the aesthetic (Baldwin, 1911, p. 129).

The latter famous claim of thinking involving “going beyond the information given” is preceded by Baldwin’s look at the feed-forward—or in his terms—feel-forward—processes.

Feel-forward mechanisms and higher mental functions. Sembling as was shown above is based on imagination, which is oriented towards possible future events. It is viewed by Baldwin in his characteristic prospective way, emphasizing directedness towards ideal goals:

the sort of meaning known as ideal, due to an imaginative feeling-forward, has an essential place in the development of the affective life. The entire movement of cognition and feeling alike has not only the interest and intent to conserve its data and preserve its habits, but also the interest and intent to achieve, to learn, to adapt, to acquire, to feel-forward (Baldwin, 1911, p. 125).

Semblingis the obligatory mechanism for the feeling-forward process. It is here that the emergence of higher psychological functions—meaningful personal willfulness—is under the challenges of the task demands. Such higher psychological functions entail the creation and extension—in time and space—of personal life philosophies—be these linked with religious, ideological, or socio-moral thought systems that are co-present in a society. The doublefeed-for-ward—“meaning attaches to that which symbolises it” guarantees that human psychological worlds become inevitably projected into the object world. If meaning X symbolizes object Y than Y becomes saturated with X (beyond the previous presentation), and feeds into further transformation of X, and so on. Here we see continuity of Baldwin’s thought with Peirce’s notion of the interpretant.

The critical case of negative aesthetic: the “ugly. “Baldwin emphasized the negative aesthetic—“the ugly.” It is a meaning that blocks the further growth of further aesthetic interest. There was an interesting resistance to the construction of meaning that this notion provided:

We can play with anything; anything can be selected to take on the playful sort of semblance. But with art it is not so; the ugly is not beautiful, and nothing can make it so; it embodies materials in which the sort of semblance operating in the aesthetic cannot go forward. Some materials are always ineligible or unfit for aesthetic or artistic treatment. Let the term “ugly” to cover all cases of this—to include all objects which are positively unaesthetic—and inquire why they are so (Baldwin, 1911, p. 179, emphasis added).

Things and ideas that cannot be idealized are found “to be ugly.” Yet it remains an interesting issue why they cannot be idealized—and what would happen if such af-fective-semiotic “block” is to be removed. Baldwin’s thinking of the art in the 1908-1915 range was not confronted with the changes in European art movements after World War I. The case of an implanted urinal in the museum wall came into being only with the war (Marcel Duch-amp—The Fountain—in 1917)—as the previously ugly becomes a social philosophy of beauty when the sounds of Dada could be heard in European art circles.

How can that happen? Baldwin points to the meaningful distancing of the work of art from the reality,

The whole meaning must be uprooted from the sphere of the actual situations, individual or social, which may call for serious solution. The character in the play must be depicted as responsible to its requirements, not to ours; to his fellows, not to us. The requirements of his situation are set forth as if actual; but as soon as these requirements are carried over into the world of actual personal obligation their aesthetic lesson is lost;the envelope, the circumscribing semblance, is punctured. Practical morals then succeeds beauty; and the work of art gives place to the sermon of the homily (Baldwin, 1911, p. 198, added emphasis).

The play needs to be distant to be aesthetic—once that abstractive and affective distancing vanishes—so too would art. The artist may explore new meanings for one’s own sake—yet in ways that are inter-subjectively triggering similar feelings of desired affective play-at-distance among others. This may come with delay—the personal and the social directions of feeling needs are not necessarily in synchrony. The history of initial failures of art to gain public attention—or to trigger public condemnation—only to become aesthetically pleasing for many years later—gives us ample evidence of the work of the mechanism Baldwin described (Schlicht and Hollein, 2008).

Striking the balance.The transition from the 1911 book to the present treatise was implicated by Baldwin’s recognition of the omission of from the third volume, and the need to develop a third alternative—to the realism and phenomenalism split. This for him was immediatism,

in which the opposition between real and phenomenal is annulled; in which thought and things come together as common content of contemplation—a direct presence, the awareness of which is itself just the apprehension of the real. This fully significant real, found in aesthetic contemplation, assumes the partial reals of knowledge and will and reconciles their oppositions; in this sense our view is realistic. But it brings the real, as most adequately apprehended, into a mode of experience; in this sense it is idealistic. Yet it abrogates all trans-experiential reference, since all controls, external and internal, are fused in one: in this sense it is neither realistic nor idealistic (Baldwin, 1911, p.271).

Maintaining the balance of the connected opposites—the credo Baldwin had learned from McCosh in his student days in Princeton—is maintained in this focus on the fusion of the opposites in the moment of immediate experiencing. Baldwin’s immediatism in 1911 was not ready for a dialectical synthesis:

this point of view seems to give philosophical standing to the resort to feeling, contemplation, intuition, immediacy—by whatever term the transcending and fusing of the motives of intellect and will be known—not in the Hegelian sense of a solution which is always logically more abstract, or in the sense of their mere reduction in the melting-pot of mystic feeling, but in the simple empirical sense in which the movement of experience itself comes to unity and equilibrium in contemplation (ibid, added emphasis).

Baldwin promised to cover the issues in the fourth volume—the present book—on aesthetic synthesis and its uses in religious contemplation (Baldwin, 1911, p. xiv).




§ 3. Selected Highlights of the Genetic Theory of Reality

Baldwin’s theoretical contributions to the social sciences culminated in this book. All the sociogenetic roots of human personality that were the focus of his work in the 1890s were by the 1910s turned into an elaborate coverage of the person who creates one’s own higher affective subjectivity—aesthetic relation with the surrounding social world—through that social world (rather than under one-sided influence of that world). The social world is the key resource for development of such higher-level subjectivity. Baldwin’s initial trust in logic became modified by the end of his four-volume series. The focus on reality and his developmental method (see further—chapter 12 paragraph 2 in this book). This was reflected in the title—where Reality in 1915 replaces Logic of 1906-1911.

Genetic Theory of Realityincludes three elaborations of three problems that are as central (which means—still unsolved) to our social sciences as they were at his time—the role of religious feelings in the personal lives of human beings, the unity of the personal and the social in the human psyche (nowadays addressed by the socio-cultural perspective—Valsiner and Rosa, 2007), and the understanding of synthesis in psychological processes. In addition it includes an innovative coverage if the notion of logic—as Baldwin can be considered a forerunner of the deontic logic (Valsiner, 2009) where generic values play a central role in deductive calculations.

As the reader will immediately find out, Genetic Theory of Reality is a complicated book where references to other volumes of Thought and Things are made to provide the background for his newest elaborations. His own creation of ideas—often introducing neologisms—is a developmental process in which Genetic Theory of Realityis the point of final arrival—or exodus. After that book, Baldwin did not publish further theoretical contributions—even as he remained active as an intellectual.

Baldwin’s writing style is complex—with contemplative returns to key ideas, allusions to the key notions from other authors (“blooming confusion” of William James, “elan vital” of Henri Bergson, chapter 10 paragraph 1) and small side stories. Both his contemporaries and later readers found him extensively verbose—yet that claim can probably be made of any philosopher. Baldwin was really a philosopher in biology and the social sciences—at a time when it was generally appreciated. In some ways, Genetic Theory of Reality is a contribution to the developmental science on its social and psychological side similar to Baldwin’s co-elaboration of the Organic Selection Theory in 1896 for evolutionary biology. Both innovations start from the same source—the focus on persistent imitation, and the semiotic logic of Charles Sanders Peirce.


Development and Vanishing of Mediation: From Pre-Logical to Hyper-Logical

Peirce’s semiotics was keenly present in Baldwin’s Dictionary of Philosophy and Psychology(1901-1905), and in his thinking about the role of signs. Baldwin’s focus was in the personal use of signs in the making of knowledge—the process of ejection—where the person imaginatively relates the given sign with the present context:

The instrumental meaning is always and everywhere a re-reading imaginatively, purposefully, personally of an actual or truthful meaning, and the truthful reading is always and everywhere a re-reading as common, stereotyped, actual of an imaginative personal construction.... We make-believe in order that we may believe! (Baldwin, 1908b, pp. 183-184).

It is in that act of imagination that development of new meanings—mediation devices—and of the rules of their links (logic) emerges. Baldwin was not satisfied by the dichotomy of the philosophies of his time looking at the contrast of thinking logically between the “primitive” and “cultivated” man. The first was supposed to think a-logically, while the latter was presented—in an act of self-satisfaction by the “cultivated man” himself—as logical.

In contrast, Baldwin demonstrates how human cognitive functions are organized into a hierarchy of three—from “pre-logical” (i.e., what was seen as “primitive”) to “logical” (mediated by signs, and rules of logic) to “hyper-logical” states. In both the “pre-logical” and “hyper-logical” states the canons of classical logic do not apply—the Law of Excluded Middle is not honored (chapter 4, paragraph 4, and chapters 14 and 15 in the present book). The canons of classical logic apply only in the middle state—the “logical state” and are transcended by “genetic logic” of development to the level of the “hyper-logical.”



Religious Feeling within the Self

Baldwin was slow in bringing the coverage of religious phenomena into his theoretical system—he promised it in 1911 and delivered the promise in the present book (see chapters 6 and 7).

The notion of the person being social through the ejective processes was with Baldwin since the 1890s—as I pointed out above—and the coverage of religious feelings in this book sets these up in an elaborate framework. Ejection entails the person’s turning to another person—or a sign—populating it with one’s own meaning—and then treating that meaning as if it were a “message” from that external source for the person oneself.12 The ejected material returns—being modified through the act—to the ejector. The ejection process operates through the uniting of the general and the unique—in ways that extend the duration of the unique and establish its new characteristics. Baldwin schematized that already in 1908 (after Baldwin, 1908a, p. 340):


[image: Images]



Through the intermediary B, A has become C (as a part of the whole A-B-C). The whole entails inclusion (B includes A and other “A-like” members—e.g., a class membership) and generalization (C which includes B and A). The whole here surely is not equal to the sum of its part, but has an autonomous standing (ABC), while the parts in it are detectable. That scheme fits the development of religious feelings—a person by including oneself within a community (B) establishes a distant but total relation with a deity (C). This feature of ejective relating can help to understand Baldwin’s claims in chapter 7 (paragraph 9) as deities operate through humanized intermediar-ies—which are created by the persons themselves as if coming from outside.



The Dynamic Field of Synthesis

Baldwin labeled this focus “pancalism”—“aesthetic im-mediatism” or “contemplationism” (see chapter 10 paragraph 1)—explaining it at the end of the third volume of Thought and Things (Baldwin, 1911, chapter 15), or “constructive affectivism,” as it was claimed to unite aesthetic feeling with a distanced view of the object.

Aesthetic synthesis entails retaining the object-subject differentiation (i.e., the subject does not “fuse” himself with the object), yet it simultaneously entails the emergence of a novel feeling that overwhelms the subject. It is not a new abstract concept—distanced and “dry” (here Baldwin remains true to keeping distant from Hegel). It is a new complex—rather than a new concept. In that complex it is the affective hyper-generalization that leads the development of the complex—the notion “how beautiful!” (or “how ugly!”) is a holistic personal feeling which overwhelms the subject who is relating with the object—a painting, a sculpture, the body of one’s lover, a sunset, or a symbol of national identity.

In aesthetic experience, the singular event (a person’s encounter with a particular art object in a here-and-now situation) becomes generalized by the person to represent something at the level of great abstraction. The aesthetically-operating person relates to the object in terms that are generic—even as any actual encounter is not different from a mundane one. We may pass by many people in a busy city not noticing any of them—and suddenly we find ourselves cherishing the beauty of a face of a person who just momentarily emerges from the crowd—vanishing at the next instant.

The person’s arrival at the aesthetic synthesis is made possible by the process of tension between the aesthetic and mundane areas of reflection. That tension finds its solution in the hypergeneralized aesthetic judgment. The work of such tension in art was well described by Lev Vygotsky a decade after Baldwin (1925, in his Psychology of Art) as he discussed the ways in which an author of a story creates the conditions for such aesthetic synthesis:

a work of art always contains a certain kind of contradiction, a certain inner incongruity between the material and the form. We can say that the author intentionally chooses a difficult, resisting material—of the kind that will resist by its inherent properties all his efforts to say what he wants to say. The more uncertain, resistant, and hostile the material, the more suitable it seems to be for the author. The form given by the author to this material is not intended to reveal the properties of the material itself.... On the contrary, its purpose is to overcome these properties... (Vygotsky, 1987, p. 156—English translation in Vygotsky, 1971, p. 160).

Creating a work of art is a dialogical struggle—of the Subject with the Object. Vygotsky went beyond Baldwin—explicitly embracing some part of Hegel’s dialectics13 while remaining true to Spinoza in his focus on affect. Baldwin continued on his McCoshian trail of maintaining a balance—yet giving it a tensions-maintaining form.




§ 4. The Final Exile: England and France

After the Mexico stay ended, Baldwin immigrated to Europe. He settled in England (Horley, 2001) and made frequent trips to France, where he remained intellectually and socially active until the end of his life (1934). Aside from the references to his continuing luncheons with Pierre Janet, history of psychology has failed to highlight his further contributions—which of course did not surpass the peak achieved with the Genetic Theory of Reality. Yet that may be only partially accurate, as his wider contributions were at the time visible:

It is possible that the most significant aspect of Baldwin’s life is that which can not be reconstructed from his printed works.
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