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It isdifficult not to notice a curious unrest in the philosophic atmosphere of the time, dways
loosening of old landmarks, a softening of oppositions, amutua borrowing from one another
reflecting on the part of systems anciently closed, and an interest in new suggestions, however
vague, asif the one thing sure were the inadequacy of the extant school-solutions. The
dissatisfaction with these seems due for the most part to afedling that they are too abstract and
academic. Life is confused and superabundant, and what the younger generation appears to crave
ismore of the temperament of life in its philosophy, even though it were a some cost of logica
rigor and of forma purity. Transcendenta idedism isindlining to let the world weg
incomprehensibly, in spite of its Absolute Subject and his unity of purpose. Berkeleyan idedism
is abandoning the principle of parsmony and dabbling in panpsychic gpeculations. Empiricism
flirtswith teleology; and, sirangest of dl, natura realism, so long decently buried, raisesits heed
above the turf, and finds glad hands outstretched from the most unlikely quartersto hep it to its
feet again. We are dl biased by our persona fedings, | know, and | am personally discontented
with extant solutions; so | seem to read the signs of agreat unsettlement, asif the upheava of
more real conceptions and more fruitful methods were imminent, asif a true landscape might
result, less clipped, straight-edged and artificid.

If philosophy be redly on the eve of any considerable rearrangement, the time should be
propitious for any one who has suggestions of his own to bring forward. For many years past my
mind has been growing into a certain type of Weltanschauung. Rightly or wrongly, | have, 41,
got to the point where | can hardly see thingsin any other pattern. | propose, therefore, to
describe the pattern as clearly as| can consstently with greet brevity, and to throw my
description into the bubbling vat of publicity where, jostled by rivas and torn by critics, it will
eventudly either disgppear from notice, or elsg, if better luck befdl it, quietly subside to the
profundities, and serve as a possible ferment of new growths or a nucleus of new crysalization.

|. Radical Empiricism

| give the name of ‘radicd empiriciam’ to my Weltanschauung. Empiriciam is known as the
opposite of rationdism. Rationdism tends to emphasize universds and to make wholes prior to
partsin the order of logic aswell asin that of being. Empiricism, on the contrary, laysthe
explanatory stress upon the part, the e ement, the individual, and treats the whole as a collection
and the universa as an abstraction. My description of things, accordingly, starts with the parts
and makes of the whole a being of the second order. It is essentidly a mosaic philosophy, a
philosophy of plurd facts, like that of Hume and his descendants, who refer these facts neither to
Substances in which they inhere nor to an Absolute Mind that creates them as its objects. But it
differs from the Humian type of empiricism in one particular which makes me add the epithet
radical.
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To beradica, an empiricism must neither admit into its congtructions any eement that is not

directly experienced, nor exclude from them any eement that is directly experienced. For such a
philosophy, the relations that connect experiences must themselves be experienced relations, and
any kind of relation experienced must be accounted as 'real’ as any thing else in the system.
Elements may indeed be redigtributed, the original placing of things getting corrected, but ared

place must be found for every kind of thing experienced, whether term or relation, in the fina
philosophic arrangement.

Now, ordinary empiricism, in spite of the fact that conjunctive and digunctive relations present
themselves as being fully co-ordinate parts of experience, has dways shown atendency to do
away with the connections of things, and to ingst most on the digunctions. Berkeley's
nomindism, Hume's statement that whatever things we distinguish are as 'loose and separate’ as
if they had 'no manner of connection.’ James Mill's denid that Smilars have anything 'redly’ in
common, the resolution of the causal tieinto habitua sequence, John Mill's account of both
physicd things and selves as composed of discontinuous possibilities, and the generd
pulverization of al Experience by association and the mind-dust theory, are examples of what |
mean.

The natural result of such aworld-picture has been the efforts of rationalism to correct its
incoherencies by the addition of transexperientid agents of unification, substances, intellectud
categories and powers, or Selves, wheress, if empiricism had only been radical and taken
everything that comes without disfavor, conjunction as well as separation, each at its face value,
the results would have called for no such artificid correction. Radical empiricism, as|
understand it, does full justice to conjunctive relations, without, however, treating them as
rationdism dways tends to treat them, as being true in some supernd way, asif the unity of
things and their variety belonged to different orders of truth and vitality atogether.

[1. Conjunctive Relations

Rdations are of different degrees of intimacy. Merdly to be 'with' one ancther in a universe of
discourse isthe most externa relation that terms can have, and seems to involve nothing
whatever asto farther consequences. Smultaneity and time-interval come next, and then space-
adjacency and distance. After them, smilarity and difference, carrying the possibility of many
inferences. Then relations of activity, tying termsinto series involving change, tendency,
resstance, and the causal order generdly. Findly, the relation experienced between terms that
form states of mind, and are immediately conscious of continuing each other. The organization
of the SAf as a system of memories, purposes, grivings, fulfilments or disgppointments, is
incidentd to thismogt intimate of al relations, the terms of which seem in many cases actudly to
compenetrate and suffuse each other's being.

Philosophy has dways turned on grammaticd particles. With, near, next, like, from, towards,
agang, because, for, through, my -- these words designate types of conjunctive relation arranged
in aroughly ascending order of intimacy and inclusiveness. A priori, we can imagine auniverse

of withness but no nextness; or one of nextness but no likeness, or of likeness with no activity, or
of activity with no purpose, or of purpose with no ego. These would be universes, each with its
own grade of unity. The universe of human experienceis, by one or another of its parts, of each
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and dl these grades. Whether or not it possibly enjoys some gtill more absolute grade of union
does not appear upon the surface.

Taken asit does gppear, our universeisto alarge extent chaotic. No one single type of
connection runs through al the experiences that compose it. If we take space-rdations, they fall
to connect minds into any regular system. Causes and purposes obtain only among specia series
of facts. The sdlf-reation seems extremdy limited and does not link two different saves
together. Prima facie, if you should liken the universe of absolute idedism to an aguarium, a
crysd globe in which goldfish are svimming, you woud have to compare the empiricist
universe to something more like one of those dried human heads with which the Dyaks of
Borneo deck their lodges. The skull forms a solid nucleus; but innumerable feathers, leaves,
strings, beads, and loose appendices of every description float and dangle from it, and, save that
they terminate in it, seem to have nothing to do with one ancther. Even so my experiences and
yours float and dangle, terminating, it istrue, in anucleus of common perception, but for the
most part out of Sght and irrdlevant and unimaginable to one another. Thisimperfect intimacy,
this bare relaion of withness between some parts of the sum total of experience and other parts,
isthe fact that ordinary empiricism over-emphasizes againd rationadism, the latter dways

tending to ignore it unduly. Radicad empiriciam, on the contrary, isfair to both the unity and the
disconnection. It finds no reason for treating ether asillusory. It dlots to each its definite sphere
of description, and agrees that there appear to be actua forces at work which tend, as time goes
on, to make the unity greater.

The conjunctive relation that has given most trouble to philosophy is the co-conscious transition,
soto cdl it, by which one experience passes into another when both belong to the same sdf. My
experiences and your experiences are 'with' each other in various externd ways, but mine pass
into mine, and yours pass into yoursin away in which yours and mine never passinto one
another. Within each of our persona histories, subject, object, interest and purpose are
continuous or may be continuous.[1] Persond histories are processes of change in time, and the
change itself is one of the things immediately experienced. ‘Change in this case means
continuous as opposed to discontinuous trangition. But continuous trangition is one sort of a
conjunctive relation; and to be aradical empiricist meansto hold fast to this conjunctive relation
of dl others, for thisis the srategic point, the position through which, if a hole be made, dl the
corruptions of dialectics and dl the metgphysical fictions pour into our philosophy. The holding
fadt to thisrdation meanstaking it a its face vaue, neither less nor more; and to take it at its

face vaue meansfirg of dl to take it just aswefed it, and not to confuse ourselves with abstract
talk about it, involving words that drive usto invent secondary conceptionsin order to neutrdize
their suggestions and to make our actua experience again seem rationaly possible.

Wheat | do fed smply when alater moment of my experience succeeds an earlier oneisthat
though they are two moments, the trangition from the one to the other is continuous. Continuity
here is a definite sort of experience; just as definite as is the discontinuity-experience which |
find it impossible to avoid when | seek to make the trangition from an experience of my own to
one of yours. Inthislatter case | have to get on and off again, to pass from athing lived to
another thing only conceived, and the breek is postively experienced and noted. Though the
functions exerted by my experience and by yours may be the same (e.g., the same objects known
and the same purposes followed), yet the sameness has in this case to be ascertained expressy
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(and often with difficulty and uncertainly) after the break has been felt; whereasin passing from
one of my own moments to another the sameness of object and interest is unbroken, and both the
earlier and the later experience are of things directly lived.

Thereisno other nature, no other whatness than this absence of break and this sense of
continuity in that most intimate of dl conjunctive relations, the passing of one experience into
another when the belong to the same sdlf. And thiswhatnessisred empirica ‘content,’ just as the
whatness of separation and discontinuity isred content in the contrasted case. Practically to
experience one's persond continuum in thisliving way isto know the originds of the ideas of
continuity and sameness, to know what the words stand for concretely, to own dl that they can
ever mean. But al experiences have their conditions; and over-subtle intdlects, thinking about

the facts here, and asking how they are possible, have ended by substituting alot of static objects
of conception for the direct perceptual experiences. "Sameness,” they have said, "must be a stark
numerica identity; it can't run on from next to next. Continuity can't mean mere absence of gap;
for if you say two things are in immediate contect, at the contact how can they be two? If, on the
other hand, you put ardation of trangtion between them, that itsdlf isathird thing, and needsto
be related or hitched to itsterms. An infinite seriesisinvolved,” and so on. The result is thet

from difficulty to difficulty, the plain conjunctive experience has been discredited by both

schoals, the empiricists leaving things permanently digoined, and the rationdist remedying the
looseness by their Absolutes or Substances, or whatever other fictitious agencies of union may
have employed. From al which atificidity we can be saved by a couple of smple-reflections
firg, that conjunctions and separations are, a dl events, co-ordinate phenomenawhich, if we
take experiences a their face value, must be accounted equaly real; and second, that if weinsst
on treating things as redly separate when they are given as continuoudy joined, invoking, when
union is required, transcendenta principles to overcome the separateness we have assumed, then
we ought to stand ready to perform the converse act. We ought to invoke higher principles of
disunion, aso, to make our merdly experienced digunctions more truly red. Failing thus, we
ought to let the originaly given continuities stand on their own bottom. We have no right to be
lopsided or to blow capricioudy hot and cold.

[11. The Cognitive Relation

Thefirg greet pitfal from which such aradicd sanding by experience will save usisan

artificid conception of the relations between knower and known. Throughout the history of
philosophy the subject and its object have been treated as absolutely discontinuous entities; and
thereupon the presence of the latter to the former, or the ‘apprehension’ by the former of the
latter, has assumed a paradoxica character which al sorts of theories had to be invented to
overcome. Representative theories put a mental 'representation,’ 'image,” or 'content' into the gap,
asasort of intermediary. Common-sense theories | eft the gap untouched, declaring our mind
ableto clear it by a sdlf-transcending legp. Transcendentdist theories left it impossible to
traverse by finite knowers, and brought an Absolute in to perform the sdtatory act. All the while,
in the very bosom of the finite experience, every conjunction required to make the relation
inteligible is given in full. Either the knower and the known are[ 2]

(1) the sif-same piece of experience taken twice over in different contexts; or they are
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(2) two pieces of actual experience belonging to the same subject, with definite tracts of
conjunctive trandtiona experience between them; or

(3) the known is a possible experience ether of that subject or another, to which the said
conjunctive trangtions would leed, if sufficiently prolonged.

To discuss dl the ways in which one experience may function as the knower of another, would
be incompatible with the limits of this essay. | have just treated of type 1, the kind of knowledge
called perception. Thisis the type of case in which the mind enjoys direct ‘acquaintance with a
present object. In the other types the mind has 'knowledge about’ an object not immediately
there. Of type 2, the smplest sort of conceptua knowledge, | have given some account in two
articles[3] Type 3 can dways formaly and hypotheticaly be reduced to type 2, so that a brief
description of that type will put the present reader sufficiently at my point of view, and make him
see what the actua meanings of the mysterious cognitive relation may be.

Suppose me to be sitting herein my library a Cambridge, a ten minutes wak from 'Memorid
Hall,' and to be thinking truly of the latter object. My mind may have before it only the name, or
it may have aclear image, or it may have avery dim image of the hdl, but such intringc
differences in the image make no difference in its cognitive function. Certain extrinsic
phenomena, specid experiences of conjunction, are what impart to the image, be it what it may,
its knowing office.

For ingance, if you ask mewhat hdl | mean by my image, and | cdl tdl you nothing; or if | fall
to point or lead you towards the Harvard Délta; or if, being led by you, | am uncertain whether
the Hall | see bewhat | had in mind or not; you would rightly deny that | had 'meant’ that
particular hal a al, even though my menta image might to some degree have resembled it. The
resemblance would count in that case as coincidenta merely, for al sorts of things of akind
resemble one another in this world without being held for that reason to take cognizance of one
another.

On the other hand, if | can lead you to the hdl, and tell you of its history and present uses; if in

its presence | fed my idea, however imperfect it may have been, to have led hither and to be now
terminated; if the associates of the image and of the felt hall run paralel, so that each term of the
one context corresponds seridly, as | walk, with an answering term of the others;, why then my
soul was prophetic, and my ideamust be, and by common consent would be, called cognizant of
redlity. That percept was what | meant, for into it my idea has passed by conjunctive experiences
of sameness and fulfilled intention. Nowhere is there jar, but every later moment continues and
corroborates an earlier one.

In this continuing and corroborating, taken in no transcendenta sense, but denoting definitely

fdt trangtions, lies all that the knowing of a percept by an idea can possibly contain or signify.
Wherever such trangitions are felt, the first experience knows that last one. Where they do not, or
where even as possibles they can naot, intervene, there can be no pretence of knowing. In this

latter case the extremes will be connected, if connected at dl, by inferior relations -- bare

likeness or succession, or by 'withness adone. Knowledge of sensible redities thus comesto life
indde the tissue of experience. It is made; and made by relations that unroll themsdvesin time.
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Whenever certain intermediaries are given, such that, as they develop towards their terminus,
there is experience from point to point of one direction followed, and findly of one process
fulfilled, the result isthat their starting-point thereby becomes a knower and their terminus an
object meant or known. That isal that knowing (in the smple case consdered) can be known-as,
that isthe whole of its nature, put into experientia terms. Whenever such is the sequence of our
experiences we may fredy say that we had the terminal object 'in mind' from the outset, even
dthough at the outset nothing was there in us but aflat piece of substantive experience like any
other, with no sdf-transcendency about it, and no mystery save the mystery of coming into
existence and of being gradudly followed by other pieces of substantive experience, with
conjunctively trangtiona experiences between. That is what we mean here by the object's bang
inmind." Of any degper more redl way of being in mind we have no positive conception, and we
have no right to discredit our actud experience by taking of such away a dl.

| know that many a reader will rebd at this. "Mere intermediaries,” he will say, "even though
they be fedings of continuoudy growing fulfilment, only separ ate the knower from the known,
whereas what we have in knowledge is akind of immediate touch of the one by the other, an
‘gpprehension’ in the etymologica sense of the word, alegping of the chasm as by lightning, an
act by which two terms are amitten into one, over the head of their distinctness. All these dead
intermediaries of yours are out of each other, and outsde of their termini till."

But do not such didectic difficulties remind us of the dog dropping his bone and sngpping at its
imagein the water? If we knew any morered kind of union aliunde, we might be entitled to
brand dl our empirical unions as a sham. But unions by continuous trangtion are the only ones

we know of, whether in this matter of a knowledge-about that terminates in an acquaintance,
whether in persond identity, in logica predication through the copula'is' or elsewhere. If
anywhere there were more absolute unions redlized, they could only reved themselvesto us by
just such conjunctive results. These are what the unions are worth, these are dl that we can ever
practically mean by union, by continuity. Isit not time to repeat what Lotze said of substances,
that to act like one isto be one? Should we not say here that to be experienced as continuousisto
be redlly continuous, in aworld where experience and redlity come to the same thing?Ina

picture gdlery apainted hook will serve to hang a painted chain by, a painted cable will hold a
painted ship. In aworld where both the terms and their distinctions are affairs of experience,
conjunctions that are experienced must be at least as red as anything ese. They will be
‘dbsolutdy’ redl conjunctions, if we have no trangphenomena Absolute ready, to deredlize the
whole experienced world by, at a stroke. If, on the other hand, we had such an Absolute, not one
of our opponents theories of knowledge could remain standing any better than ours could; for

the digtinctions as well as the conjunctions of experience would impartidly fdl itsprey. The

whole question of how '‘oné thing can know 'another’ would ceaseto be ared oneat dl ina
world where othernessitsdf was anilluson.[4]

So much for the essentids of the cognitive relation, where the knowledge is conceptud in type,

or forms knowledge 'about’ an object. It consgtsin intermediary experiences (possible, if not
actud) of continuoudy developing progress, and, findly, of fulfilment, when the sensble

percept, which isthe object, is reached. The percept here not only verifies the concept, provesits
function of knowing that percept to be true, but the percept's existence as the terminus of the
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chan of intermediaries creates the function. Whatever terminates that chain was, because it now
proves itself to be, what the concept ‘had in mind.'

The towering importance for human life of thiskind of knowing liesin the fact that an

experience that knows another can figure asits representative, not in any quasi- miraculous
‘epistemologica’ sense, but in the definite practical sense of being its substitutein various
operations, sometimes physica and sometimes menta, which lead usto its associates and resullts.
By experimenting on our idess of redlity, we may save oursdves the trouble of experimenting on
the redl experiences which they severally mean. Theideas form related systems, corresponding
point for point to the systlems which the redlities form; and by letting an ided term cdll upits
associates systematically, we may be led to a terminus which the corresponding real term would
have led to in case we had operated on the real world. And this brings us to the genera question
of subdtitution.

V. Substitution

In Taines brilliant book on 'Intdligence,’ subgtitution was for the firgt time named as a cardind
logical function, though of course the facts had dways been familiar enough. What, exactly, ina
system of experiences, does the 'substitution’ of one of them for another mean?

According to my view, experience as awhole is a process in time, whereby innumerable
particular terms lgpse and are superseded by others that follow upon them by trangtions which,
whether digunctive or conjunctive in content, are themsel ves experiences, and must in genera
be accounted at least asred as the terms which they relate. What the nature of the event cdled
'superseding' Sgnifies, depends atogether on the kind of trandtion that obtains. Some
experiences Smply abolish their predecessors without continuing them in any way. Others are
felt to increase or to enlarge their meaning, to carry out their purpose, or to bring us nearer to
their god. They 'represent’ them, and may fulfil their function better than they fulfilled it
themsdlves. But to ‘fulfil afunction’ in aworld of pure experience can be conceived and defined
in only one possible way. IN such aworld trangtions and arrivals (or terminations) are the only
events that happen, though they happen by so many sorts of path. The only experience that one
experience can parformisto lead into another experience; and the only fulfilment we can spesk
of isthe reaching of a certain experienced end. When one experience leads to (or can lead to) the
same end as another, they agree in function. But the whole system of experiences asthey are
immediately given presentsitself as a quas-chaos through which one can pass out of an initia
term in many directions and yet end in the same terminus, moving from next to next by agreat

many possible paths.

Either one of these paths might be a functional substitute for another, and to follow one rather
than another might on occasion be an advantageous thing to do. As a matter of fact, andina
generd way, the paths that run through conceptua experiences, that is, through 'thoughts or
'idess that 'know' the thingsin which they terminate, are highly advantageous paths to follow.
Not only do they yield inconceivably rapid trangitions; but, owing to the ‘universal’ character[5]
which they frequently possess, and to their capacity for association with one another in great
systems, they outstrip the tardy consecutions of the things themsalves, and sweep us ontowards
our ultimate termini in afar more labor-saving way than the following of trains of sengble
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perception ever could. Wonderful are the new cuts and the short-circuits which the thought-paths
make. Mogt thought-paths, it istrue, are substitutes for nothing actua; they end outside the regl
world atogether, in wayward fancies, utopias, fictions or mistakes. But where they do re-enter
redlity and terminate therein, we subgtitute them adways, and with these subgtitutes we pass the
greater number of our hours.

Thisiswhy | caled our experiences, taken dl together, a quasi-chaos. There is vastly more
discontinuity in the sum total of experiences than we commonly suppose. The objective nucleus
of every man's experience, hisown body, is, it istrue, a continuous percept; and equaly
continuous as a percept (thought we may be inattentive to it) is the materid environment of that
body, changing by gradud transition when the body moves. But the distant parts of the physica
world are at dl times absent from us, and form conceptua objects merely, into the perceptua
redity of which our lifeinsartsitsdf at points discrete and rdatively rare. Round their severd
objective nuclel, partly shared and common and partly discrete, of the rea physicad world,
innumerable thinkers, pursuing their severd lines of physcaly true cogitation, trace paths that
intersect one another only at discontinuous perceptud points, and the rest of the time are quite
incongruent; and around dl the nuclel of shared redity,’ as around the Dyak's head of my late
metaphor, floats the vast cloud of experiences that are wholly subjective, that are non-
subgtitutiond, that find not even an eventud ending for themsalvesin the perceptua world --
there mere day-dreams and joys and sufferings and wishes of the individual minds. These exist
with one another, indeed, and with the objective nucle, but out of them it is probable that to all
eternity no interrelated system of any kind will every be made. This notion of the purdy
subgtitutiona or conceptud physica world brings us to the most critical of al sepsinthe
development of a philosophy of pure experience. The paradox of self-transcendency in
knowledge comes back upon us here, but | think that our notions of pure experience and of
subdtitution, and our radically empirical view of conjunctive trangtions, are Denkmittel thet will
carry us safely through the pass.

V. What Objective Referencels.

Whaosoever feds his experience to be something subgtitutional even while he hasiit, may be sad
to have an experience that reaches beyond itsdf. From inside of its own entity it says ‘'more,’ and
postulates redity existing €' sewhere. For the transcendentalist, who holds knowing to consst in a
salto mortale across an 'epistemologica chasm,' such an idea presents no difficulty; but it seems
a firgt 9ght asif it might be inconsstent with an empiriciam like our own. Have we not

explained that conceptua knowledge is made such wholly by the existence of things that fall
outside of the knowing experienceitsdf -- by intermediary experience and by aterminus that
fulfils? Can the knowledge be there before these dements that condtitute its being have come?
And, if knowledge be not there, how can objective reference occur?

The key to this difficulty liesin the digtinction between knowing as verified and completed, and
the same knowing asin trangt and on itsway. To recur to the Memorid Hal example lady
used, it isonly when our idea of the Hall has actualy terminated in the percept that we know ‘for
certain' that from the beginning it was truly cognitive of that. Until established by the end of the
process, its quality of knowing that, or indeed of knowing anything, could still be doubted; and
yet the knowing redlly was there, as the result now shows. We were virtual knowers of the Hall
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long before we were certified to have been its actual knowers, by the percept's retroactive
vaidating power. Just so we are 'morta’ dl the time, by reason of the virtudity of the inevitable
event which will make us so when it shal have come.

Now the immensely greater part of al our knowing never gets beyond this virtud stage. It never
iscompleted or nailed down. | speak not merdly of our ideas of imperceptibles like ether-waves
or dissociated 'ions,’ or of ‘gects like the contents of our neighbors minds; | speak aso of ideas
which we might verify if we would take the trouble, but which we hold for true athough
unterminated perceptually, because nothing says 'no’ to us, and thereis no contradicting truth in
sght. To continue thinking unchallenged is, ninety-nine times out of a hundred, our practical
substitute for knowing in the completed sense. As each experience runs by cognitive trangtion
into the next one, and we nowhere fed a collison with what we e sawhere count as truth or fact,
we commit ourselves to the current as if the port were sure. We live, asit were, upon the front
edge of an advancing wave-crest, and our sense of a determinate direction in faling forward is
al we cover of the future of our path. Itisasif adifferentid quotient should be conscious and
treet itself as an adequate subgtitute for a traced-out curve. Our experience, inter alia, isof
variations of rate and of direction, and lives in these trangitions more than in the journey's end.
The experiences of tendency are sufficient to act upon -- what more could we have done at those
moments even if the later verification comes complete? Thisis what, asaradical empiricis, | say
to the charge that the objective reference which is so flagrant a character of our experience
involves a chasm and amortd legp. A positively conjunctive trangition involves neither chasm

nor lesp. Being the very origina of what we mean by continuity, it makes a continuum wherever
it appears. | know full well that such brief words as these will leave the hardened
transcendentdist unshaken. Conjunctive experiences separate ther terms, he will dill say: they
are third things interposed, that have themselves to be conjoined by new links, and to invoke
them makes our trouble infinitly worse. To 'fed' our motion forward isimpossible. Motion
implies terminus; and how can terminus be felt before we have arrived? The barest gart and saly
forwards, the barest tendency to leave the ingtant, involves the chasm and the legp. Conjunctive
trangtions are the most superficia of appearances, illusons of our sensbility which

philosophicd reflection pulverizes & atouch. Conception is our only trustworthy instrument,
conception and the Absolute working hand in hand. Conception disintegrates experience utterly,
but its digunctions are easily overcome again when the Absolute takes up the task.

Such transcendentdists | must leave, provisiondly at leadt, in full possesson of their creed. |
have no space for polemicsin thisartide, so | shdl smply formulate the empiricist doctrine as
my hypothess, leaving it to work or not work asit may.

Objective reference, | say then, isan incident of the fact that so much of our experience comes as
an insufficient and conssts of process and trangtion. Our fields of experience have no more
definite boundaries than have our fields of view. Both are fringed forever by amore that
continuoudy deveops, and that continuoudy supersedes them aslife proceeds. The relations,
generdly speaking, are asred here asthe terms are, and the only complaint of the
transcendentdist's with which | could at al sympeathize would be his charge that, by first making
knowledge const in externd relations as | have done, and by then confessing that nine-tenths of
the time these are not actudly but only virtualy there, | have knocked the solid bottom out of the
whole business, and palmed off a subgtitute of knowledge for the genuine thing. Only the
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admission, such a critic might say, that our idess are sdlf-transcendent and 'true’ dready, in
advance of the experiences that are to terminate them, can bring solidity back to knowledgein a
world like this, in which trangtions and terminations are only by exception fulfilled.

This seems to me an excdlent place for gpplying the pragmatic method. When a dispute arises,
that method conssts in auguring what practica consequences would be different if one side
rather than the other were true. If no difference can be thought of , the dispute is a quarrel over
words. What then would the sdlf-transcendency affirmed to exist in advance of dl experientia
mediation or terminations, be known-as? What would it practicaly result in for us, were it true?

It could only result in our orientation, in the turning of our expectations and practica tendencies
into the right path; and the right path here, so long as we and the object are not yet face to face
(or can never get face to face, asin the case of gects), would be the path that led usinto the
object's nearest neighborhood. Where direct acquaintance is lacking, 'knowledge about' isthe
next best thing, and an acquaintance with what actudly lies about the object, and is most closdy
related to it, puts such knowledge within our gasp. Ether-waves and your anger, for example, are
things in which my thoughts will never per ceptually terminate, but my concepts of them lead me
to their very brink, to the chromatic fringes and to the hurtful words and deeds which are their
redly next effects.

Evenif our ideas did in themsdves carry the postulated self-transcendency, it would till remain
true that their putting us into possession of such effects would be the sole cash- value of the self-
transcendency for us. And this cashtvaue, it is needlessto say, is verbatim et literatim what our
empiricist account paysin. On pragmatist principles, therefore, a dispute over sdf-transcendency
isapure logomachy. Cal our concepts of gective things sdf-transcendent or the reverse, it

makes no difference, so long as we don't differ about the nature of that exalted virtue's fruits --
fruits for us, of course, humanigtic fruits. If an Absolute were proved to exist for other reasons, it
might well appear that his knowledge is terminated in innumerable cases where oursis Hill
incomplete. That, however, would be afact indifferent to our knowledge. The latter would grow
neither worse nor better, whether we acknowledged such an Absolute or left him ot.

So the notion of aknowledge till in transitu and on itsway joins hands here with that notion of
a'pure experience which | tried to explain in my [essay] entitled 'Does Consciousness Exist?
Theingant field of the present is dways experienced in its 'pure sate. plain unqualified
actudity, asmple that, as yet undifferentiated into thing and thought, and only virtudly
classfiable as objective fact or as some one's opinion about fact. Thisis as true when the field is
conceptud aswhen it is perceptud. '"Memoria Hal' is ‘ther€ in my ideaas much aswhen | stand
beforeit. | proceed to act on its account in either case. Only in the later experience that
supersedes the present one isthis nai f immediacy retrospectively split into two parts, a
‘consciousness and its 'content,’ and the content corrected or confirmed. While still pure, or
present, any experience --mine, for example, of what | write about in these very lines -- passes
for ‘truth.’ The morrow may reduce it to ‘opinion.’ The transcendentaist in dl his particular
knowledgesis asligble to this reduction as | am: his Absolute does not save him. Why, then,
need he quarrd with an account of knowing that merely leavesit ligble to thisinevitable
condition? Why ing g that knowing is adatic reaion out of time when it practically seems so
much afunction of our active life? For athing to be vdid, says Lotze, isthe same asto make
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itsdf vaid. When the whole universe seems only to be making itsdf vaid and to be il
incomplete (ese why its ceasdless changing?) why, of dl things, should knowing be exempt?
Why should it not be making itsdf vaid like everything dse? That some parts of it may be
dready vdid or verified beyond dispute, the empirica philosopher, of course, like any one else,
may aways hope.

V1. The Conter minousness of Different Minds

With transition and prospect thus enthroned in pure experience, it isimpossible to subscribe to
the idedlism of the English school. Radicad empiricism has, in fact, more affinities with natura
redigm then with the views of Berkeley or of Mill, and this can be easily shown.

For the Berkeleyan school, ideas (the verba equivaent of what | term experiences) are
discontinuous. The content of each iswholly immanent, and there are no trangitions with which
they are consubstantial and through which their beings may unite. Y our Memorid Hal and mine,
even when both are percepts, are wholly out of connection with each other. Our livesare a
congeries of solipsams, out of which in drict logic only a God could compose a universe even of
discourse. No dynamic currents run between my objects and your objects. Never can our minds
mest in the same.

The incredibility of such aphilosophy isflagrant. It is'cold, srained, and unnaturd’ in a supreme
degree; and it may be doubted whether even Berkdley himsdlf, who took it so religioudy, redly
believed, when waking through the streets of London, that his spirit and the spirits of hisfelow
wayfarers had absolutely different townsin view.

To me the decisive reason in favor of our minds meeting in some common objects at least is that,
unless | make that supposition, | have no motive for assuming that your mind exigs a dl. Why
do | postulate your mind? Because | see your body acting in a certain way. Its gestures, faciad
movements, words and conduct generally, are 'expressive,’ so | deem it actuated as my own is, by
an inner life like mine. This argument from anadlogy is my reason, whether an indinctive belief
runs before it or not. But what is 'your body' here but a percept in my fidd? It isonly as
animdting that object, my object, that | have any occasion to think of you at al. If the body that
you actuate be not the very body that | see there, but some duplicate body of your own with
which that has nothing to do, we belong to different universes, you and |, and for me to spesk of
you isfolly. Myriads of such universes even now may coexig, irrelevant to one another; my
concern is soldy with the universe with which my own life is connected.

In that perceptua part of my universewhich | cal your body, your mind and my mind meet and
may be called conterminous. Y our mind actuates that body and mine sees it; my thoughts pass
into it asinto their harmonious cognitive fulfilment; your emations and valitions passinto it as
causes into their effects.

But that percept hangs together with dl our other physical percepts. They are of one stuff withit;
and if it be our common possession, they must be so likewise. For instance, your hand lays hold
of one end of arope and my hand lays hold of the other end. We pull against each other. Can our
two hands be mutual objects in this experience, and the rope not be mutual dso? What istrue of
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the ropeistrue of any other percept. Y our objects are over and over again the same as mine. If |
ask you where some object of yoursis, our old Memorid Hall, for example, you point to my
Memorid Hal with your hand which | see. If you alter an object in your world, put out a candle,
for example, when | am present, my candle ipso facto goes out. It is only as dtering my objects
that | guessyou to exid. If your objects do not codesce with my objects, if they be not
identically where mine are, they must be proved to be postively somewhere ese. But no other
location can be assigned for them, so their place must be what it seemsto be, the same.[6]

Practicdly, then, our minds meet in aworld of objects which they share in common, which
would dill bethere, if one or severd of the minds were destroyed. | can see no formal objection
to this suppostion's being literaly true. On the principles which | am defending, a'mind’ or
'persond consciousness isthe name for a series of experiences run together by certain definite
trangtions, and an objective redity isaseries of amilar experiences knit by different trangtions.
If one and the same experience can figure twice, once in amental and oncein aphysica context
(as1 havetried, in my article on 'Consciousness,’ to show that it can), one does not see why it
might not figure thrice, or four times, or any number of times, by running into as many different
mental contexts, just as the same point, lying at ther intersection, can be continued into many
different lines. Abolishing any number of contexts would not destroy the experience itsdlf or its
other contexts, any more than abolishing some of the point's linear continuations would destroy
the others, or destroy the point itsdlf.

| well know the subtle didectic which ingsts that a term taken in another relation must needs be
anintringcdly different term. The crux is dways the old Greek one, that the same man can't be
tal in relation to one neighbor, and short in relaion to another, for that would make him tal and
ghort a once. In thisessay | can not stop to refute this didectic, so | pass on, leaving my flank
for the time exposed. But if my reader will only alow that the same 'now' both ends his past and
begins his future; or that, when he buys an acre of land from his neighbor, it is the same acre that
successivey figuresin the two estates; or that when | pay him adollar, the same dollar goesinto
his pocket that came out of mine; he will dso in consstency have to dlow that the same object
may conceivably play a part in, as being related to the rest of, any number of otherwise entirely
different minds. Thisis enough for my present point: the common-sense notion of minds sharing
the same object offers no specid logicad or epistemologicd difficulties of its own; it stands or
falswith the generd possbility of things being in conjunctive rdaion with other things  al.

In principle, then, let naturd redlism pass for possble. Y our mind and mine may terminate in the
same percept, not meredly againg it, asif it were athird externd thing, but by inserting
themsdvesinto it and codescing with it, for such isthe sort of conjunctive union that appears to
be experienced when a perceptud terminus 'fulfils. Even o, two hawsers may embrace the same
pile, and yet neither one of them touch any other part except that pile, of what the other hawser is
attached to.

It istherefore not aformal question, but a question of empirica fact soley, whether when you
and | are said to know the 'same’ Memoria Hall, our minds do terminate & or in anumericaly
identical percept. Obvioudy, as aplain matter of fact, they do not. Apart from color-blindness
and such possihilities, we see the Hall in different perspectives. Y ou may be on one side of it and
| on another. The percept of each of us, as he sees the surface of the Hall, is moreover only his
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provisond terminus. The next thing beyond my percept is not your mind, but more percepts of
my own into which my first percept develops, theinterior of the Hall, for instance, or the inner
dructure of its bricks and mortar. If our minds were in aliteral sense conterminous, neither could
get beyond the percept which they had in common, it would be an ultimate barrier between them
-- unlessindeed they flowed over it and became 'co-conscious over adlill larger part of ther
content, which (thought- transference apart) is not supposed to be the case. In point of fact the
ultimate common barrier can dways be pushed, by both minds, farther than any actua percept of
either, until at last it resolves itsdlf into the mere notion of imperceptibles like atoms or ether, 0
that, where we do terminate in percepts, our knowledge is only specioudy completed, being, in
theoretic gtrictness, only avirtual knowledge of those remoter objects which conception carries
out.

Is naturd redism, permissiblein logic, refuted then by empirica fact? Do our minds have no
object in common after dl?

Y et, they certainly have Space in common. On pragmatic principles we are obliged to predicate
sameness wherever we can predicate no assignable point of difference. If two named things have
every qudity and function indiscernible, and are a the same time in the same place, they must be
written down as numerically one thing under two different names. But thereis no test

discoverable, so far as| know, by which it can be shown that the place occupied by your percept

of Memorid Hal differs from the place occupied by mine. The percepts themsaves may be
shown to differ; but if each of us be asked to point out where his percept is, we point to an
identical spot. All the relations, whether geometrica or causd, of the Hal originate or terminate
in that spot wherein our hands meet, and where each of us begins to work if he wishesto make
the Hall change before the other's eyes. Just so it iswith our bodies. That body of yours which
you actuate and fed from within must be in the same spot as the body of yourswhich | see or
touch from without. There for me means where | place my finger. If you do not fed my finger's
contact to be 'there’ in my sense, when | place it on your body, where then do you fed it? Y our
inner actuations of your body meet my finger there: itisthere that you ress its push, or shrink
back, or siweep the finger aside with your hand. Whatever farther knowledge either of us may
acquire of the red condtitution of the body which we thus fed, you from within and | from
without, it isin that same place that the newly conceived or perceived congtituents have to be
located, and it isthrough that space that your and my menta intercourse with each other has
awaysto be carried on, by the mediation of impressions which | convey thither, and of the
reactions thence which those impressions may provoke from you.

In genera terms, then, whatever differing contents our minds may eventudly fill a place with,
the placeitsdlf isanumericdly identica content of the two minds, a piece of common property
in which, through which, and over which they join. The receptacle of certain of our experiences
being thus common, the experiences themsaves might some day become common adso. If that
day ever did come, our thoughts would terminate in a complete empirica identity, there would
be an end, so far as those experiences went, to our discussions about truth. No points of
difference appearing, they would have to count as the same.

VI1I. Concluson
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With this we have the outlines of a philosophy of pure experience before us. At the outset of my
essay, | cdled it amosaic philosophy. In actual mosaics the pieces are held together by their
bedding, for which bedding of the Substances, transcendental Egos, or Absolutes of other
philosophies may be taken to stand. In radicad empiricism thereis no bedding; it isasif the
pieces clung together by their edges, the trangitions experienced between them forming their
cement. Of course such ametaphor is mideading, for in actud experience the more substantive
and the more trangtive parts run into each other continuoudy, thereisin genera no separateness
needing to be overcome by an externa cement; and whatever separatenessis actudly
experienced is not overcome, it stays and counts as separateness to the end. But the metaphor
serves to symbolize the fact that Experience itself, taken at large, can grow by its edges. That one
moment of it proliferates into the next by trangitions which, whether conjunctive or digunctive,
continue the experientia tissue, can no, | contend, be denied. Lifeisin the trangtions as much as
in the terms connected; often, indeed, it seems to be there more emphaticaly, asif our spurts and
sdliesforward were the red firing-line of the bettle, were like the thin line of flame advancing
across the dry autumnda field which the farmer proceeds to burn. In thisline we live
prospectively as wdll as retrospectively. It is'of' the pagt, inasmuch asit comes expresdy asthe
past's continuation; it is'of' the future in so far as the future, when it comes, will have continued

it.

These relaions of continuous transition experienced are what make our experiences cognitive. In
the smplest and completest cases the experiences are cognitive of one another. When one of
them terminates a previous series of them with a sense of fulfilment, it, we say, iswhat those
other experiences 'had in view." The knowledge, in such acase, is verified; thetruth is 'salted
down." Mainly, however, we live on speculative investments, or on our progpects only. But living
on thingsin posse isas good as living in the actud, so long as our credit remains good. It is
evident that for the most part it is good, and that the universe seldom protests our drafts.

In this sense we a every moment can continue to believe in an exigting beyond. Itisonly in
gpecia cases that our confident rush forward gets rebuked. The beyond must, of course, dways
in our philosophy be itsdlf of an experientid nature. If not a future experience of our own or a
present one of our neighbor, it must be athing initsdf in Dr. Prince's and Professor Strong's
sense of theterm -- that is, it must be an experience for itsalf whose rdation to other things we
trandate into the action of molecules, ether-waves, or whatever else the physical symbols may
be.[7] This opens the chapter of the rdations of radica empiricism to pangpychism, into which |
cannot enter now.

The beyond can in any case exist Smultaneoudy -- for it can be experienced to have existed
smultaneoudy -- with the experience that practicaly posulatesit by looking in its direction, or
by turning or changing in the direction of which it isthe god. Pending that actudity of union, in
the virtudity of which the 'truth, even now, of the postulation conssts, the beyond and its
knower are entities split off from each other. The world isin so far forth a plurdism of which the
unity is not fully experienced asyet. But, asfast as verifications come, trains of experience, once
separate, run into one another; and that iswhy | said, earlier in my article, that the unity of the
world is on the whole undergoing increase. The universe continually growsin quantity by new
experiences that graft themselves upon the older mass; but these very new experiences often help
the mass to a more consolidated form.
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These are the main features of a philosophy of pure experience. It has innumerable other aspects
and arouses innumerable questions, but the points | have touched on seem enough to make an
entering wedge. In my own mind such a philosophy harmonizes best with aradicd plurdism,
with novelty and indeterminism, moraism and theism, and with the "humanism'’ laidly sprung

upon us by the Oxford and the Chicago schools[8] | can not, however, be sure that dl these
doctrines are its necessary and indispensable allies. It presents so many points of difference, both
from the common sense and from the idedlism that have made our philosophic language, that it is
amod difficult to date it asit isto think it out clearly, and if it isever to grow into a respectable
system, it will have to be built up by the contributions of many co-operating minds. It seemsto
me, as| sad a the outset of this essay, that many minds are, in point of fact, now turning in a
direction that points towards radical empiriciam. If they are carried farther by my words, and if
then they add their stronger voices to my feebler one, the publication of this essay will have been
worth while,

Footnotes

1. The psychology books have of |ate described the facts here with gpproximate adequacy. | may
refer to the chapters on "The Stream of Thought" and on the Sdlf in my own Principles of
Psychology, aswell asto S.H.Hodgson's Metaphysics of Experience, vol 1., ch. VII and VIII.

2. For brevity's sake | dtogether omit mention of the type congtituted by knowledge of the truth
of generd propostions. Thistype has been thoroughly and, so far as| can see, satisfactorily,
elucidated in Dewey's Sudiesin Logical Theory. Such propositions are reducible to the S-is-P
form; and the 'terminus that verifies and fulfilsis the SP in combination. Of course percepts may
be involved in the mediating experiences, or in the 'satisfactoriness of the P in its new pogtion.

3. These articles and their doctrine, unnoticed apparently by any one dse, have lately gained
favorable comment from Professor Strong. Dr. Dickinson S. Miller has independently thought
out the same resullts, which Strong accordingly dubs the James-Miller theory of cognition.

4. Mr. Bradley, not professing to know his absolute aiunde, nevertheless deredlizes Experience
by dleging it to be everywhere infected with sef-contradiction. His arguments seem amost
purely verbd, but thisis no place for arguing that point out.

5. Of which dl that need be said in this essay isthat it dso can be concelved as functiond, and
defined in terms of trangitions, or of the possibility of such.

6. The notions that our objects are inside of our respective headsis not serioudy defensible, so |
passit by.

7. Our minds and these gective redities would still have space (or pseudo-space, as | believe
Professor Strong calls the medium of interaction between ‘things-in-themsdves) in common.
These would exist where, and begn to act where, we locate the molecules, etc., and where we
perceive the sensible phenomena explained thereby
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8. | have said something of thislatter dliancein an article entitled "Humanism and Truth,” in

Mind, October, 1904. [Reprinted in The Meaning of Truth, pp. 51-101. Cf. dso "humanism and
Truth Once More," below, pp. 244-265.]
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