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PsycHOLOGY AND ScIENTIFIC METHODS

THE THIRTEEN PRAGMATISMS. I

N-the present year of grace 1908 the term *‘pragmatism’’—
if not the doctrine—celebrates its tenth birthday. Before the
controversy over the mode of phile:ophy designated by it enters
upon a second decade, it is perhaps not too much to' ask that con-
temporary philosophers should agree to attach some single and
stable meaning to the term. There appears to be-as yet no suffi-
ciently clear and general reepgnition, among—<ontribhtors to that
sontroversy, of the fact that the pragmatist is not merel three, but
many gentlemen at once. Some recent papers by Pefry in this
JOURNAL set, as it seems to me, the right example, in diseriminating
& number of separate pragmatistic propositions and discussing each
of them by itself. But perhaps even these papers do not insist so
emphatically as it is worth while to do upon the utter disconnection
and even incongruity that subsists between a number of these propo-
si,tioné; and there are one or two important ambiguities of meaning
in certain of the pragmatists’ formulas which do not seem to find a
place in Perry’s eareful enumeration. A complete enumeration of
the metamorphoses of so protean an entity-is, indeed, perhaps too
much to expeet; but even after we leave out of the count certain
casual expressions of pragmatist writers which they probably would
not wish taken too seriously, and also certain mere commonplaces
from -which scarcely any contemporary philosopher would dissent,
there rémain at least thirteen pragmatisms: a baker’s dozen of con-
tentions which are separate not merely in the sense of being diserim-
inable, but in the sense of being logically independent, so that you
may without inconsistency aceept any one and reject all the others,
or refute one and leave the philosophical standing of the others
unimpugned. < All of these have generally or frequently been labeled
with the one name, and defended or attacked as if they constituted a
single system of thought—sometimes even as if they were severally
interchangeable.  This multiplicity of meanings in pragmatism is
partly explieit and partly implieit: that is to say, it is partly due to
the eonjunction by the represen_tatives of pragmatism of contentions

. _ which they themselves express by separate formulas; and it is partly
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- making distinetions.or the habit of self-analysis.

Aue to unrecognized ambiguities of meaning or duplicities of impli-
cation latent in one or another of these formulas.

It is to the latter source of divergency in the meaning of the -
pragmatist doetrines—to the profound equivoeality of some of them
—that 1 desire in this paper more particularly’ to call attention.
But I shall try to put down all the logically independent- doctrines
of importance that seem to have been improperly reduced to ‘unity
in current discussions; and I shall try to exhibit the fact of their
reciproeal independence in as clear a light as possible. To con-.
tribute to the determination of the truth or falsity of any one of
these doctrines is no part of the business of the present discussion;
for I venture to think that the question of truth has sometimes been
ot very profitably dealt with ‘during the past ten years, in the
absence of a sufficiently considerate prior elearing up of the question
of meaning. The pragmatist schoo] itself scems, thus far, more
distinguished for originality, inventiveness, and a- keen vision for
the motes in the eye of the intellectualist, than for patience in
And its erities,

on the other hand, have occasionally made haste to take the utmost
advantage of this unassorted commingling of doetrinal sheep. and
oetrinal gdéats in the ample fold of pragmatic theory, and have
ade the apparently caprine character of some members of the
flock a warrant for the wholesale condemnation of the entire mnlti-
tude. In view of this sitnation, nothing seems more called for than
an attempt at clear differentiation of the separate pragmatist asser- -
“tions and tendencies. There is. indeed, some danger that thé
enumeration of.these variations may heeome an appallingly seductive
new game for philosophers: one may even apprehend a risk that
editors of philosophical journals may he tempted to seek a wider
popular appeal by offering prizes to the Donn fide subseribers who-
ean count the greatest mumber of pl'ngimntism.\-. Certainly it is
probable that the following list could be extended.  But T hope that
it will e fonnd to inelude all the genuinely independent contentions
ihat are most frequently’ illicitly identified, and all the ambiguities
of meaning that are so cenfral and important as to call for serious
consideration from both the defenders and the erities of the several
““opinions to which the one name has been applied. '
1. Primarily, it is obvious,. pragmatism--the pragmatisim of
Peiree, and of James's Berkeley address—was merely a doctrine
concerning the. meaning of propositions. concerning the way in
which the really significant issue in any controversy could he de-
termined. It maintained that the meaning of any proposition what-
ever is reducible to the future consequences in experience to which
that proposition points, consequences which those who aecept the

I
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anticipate as experiences that somebody is
subsequently to have.  Now, a theory about the meaning of proposi-
tions is not the same thing as a theory about the eriterion of truth -
in propositions; a formula which professes to tell you how to ascer-

proposition ipso. fucto

tain precisely what a given assertion really signifies.does not thereby. ...

profess to tell you whether or not that assertion is true.  James, at
Jeast, in his reeent book and olsewhere, has clearly noted this dis-
tinction between pragmatism as
matism as a theory of truth; Schiller does not appear to do so,
sinee he identifies the ““prineiple of Peiree™ with a view concerning
the'mark that **establishes the real truth and validity’’ of a proposi-
tion.' But I do not think that even James has sufficiently insisted
upon the logieal disconneetedness of the two theories. Indeed, the
whole topie of the relation of meaning and truth micht advantage-
ously receive more extended discussion than it has yet had. It may
at first sight seem that a-close logieal relation can be made out
bot\\"eeu the {wao, in at least one direetion.  To know what a proposi-
tion exactly means may appear to involve a knowledge of just where
“to look for the evidence of its truth and for the test by which its
claim 1o truth ean be hrought to proof, It a judgment means merely
certain future expericences, it might appear that its truth .could be
known only through—and, therefore, only at the time of —the oceur-
rence of the predieted experiences.  But I ean not see that this
really follows.  The assertion “ God exists and mere materialism is
false' may possibly mean only the anticipation of a cosmic future
ditterent in speeifie ways from that which the aceeptance of the
contrary propusition wounld lead one to expect: but the criterion of
the truth of the assertion need not be correspondingly future. Its

or by a “necessity of thought™ s or (and this is apparently good
pragiatist  doetrine about knowledgeg it may be a proposition
that we are obliged.and entitled, proleptically to accept as a true
postulate, because it satisfies a presenit”(not a future) need.  The ex-
pericnees whose oceurrenee constitutes the meaning of the judgment
mayv have one date: the apprehension of the judament’s validity,
or leitimaey as a belief, may have quite another. According to one
of the pragmatist theories of 4ruth, a proposition is known as true
- (in the only sense of ““‘true’’ which that theory regards as intel-
. Tigible) at the moment at which it effectually operates to put an end
“{oa felt inmer discord or o open a way through a practical impasse;
but the matter to which the proposition refers not only may be, but
normally will be, subsequent to that moment of acceeptance and
1 The Definition of Pragmatism and Humanism” i Studies in Human-
s, 1007, p. 5. -

.

a theory of meaning and prag-"
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mental relief. A ‘“plan of action’’ presumably relates to the future;
but the determination of its ‘‘truth,”” or whatever. kind of accepta-

bility is pragmatically to pass for such,.can not be ostponed until’
“the Tatare to Which it Felates hag beeti ~* verified™™ b3 bécommg past;

else all our ‘“true’’ plans of action would, pnrz‘lz xically, be retro-
spective, and we should have to say that the pragmatic man never
is, but always is about to have been, blest with knowledge. If, then,
the legitimacy-of a belief is, upon pragmatist principles, to be known
at one moment, while the experiences which it ‘“means’’ may run on
into later moments, it appears to follow that the fullest knowledge
of the belief’s meaning may throw no licht whatever upon the ques-
tion of its legitimacy. That—until the belief has (presumably)
lost all meaning by coming to refer purelv to past experiences—still
remains, from the standpoint of pragmatism as a theory of meaning,
a separate and unsettled question: it is impossible to infer that the
pragmatist theory of validity is any more correct than another. The
aceeptance of either one of these theories, equally known as “prag
matism,”’ leaves you an entirely open option with respect to the
aceeptance of the other.

2. This pragmatic theory of meanm‘:. as used by James, who
has been its prineipal expounder and defender, seems designed to
function chiefly as a quicter of eontroversy, a means for banishing
from the philosophic lists those contestants-hetween whose theories
there appears, when this eriterion is appliefl, to be no meaningful
opposition, m whose differences there lies no issue that “makes a
difference,”” In this application, however, the eriterion clearly
exhibits a radieal ambiguity. The “‘effects of a praetical kind”’
“which our conoephon of an objeet must (we are told) involve, the
“futnre consequences in concrete experience, whether aetive or
passive,”” to which all significant. propositions must point, may con-
sist in either:' (a) future experiences- which the proposition (ex-
pressly or mmplicitly) prediets as about to oceur, no matter whether
it be believed true or not ; or (b) future experiences which will veeur
only upon condition that the proposition be believed. The conse-
quences of the truth of a proposition (in the sense of its correet pre-
representation of a subsequent experience to which its terms logie-
ally refer), and the consequences of belief in a proposition, have been
habitually confuséd in the discussion of the pragmatic theory of
meaning. - Taken in the .one sense, the theory is equivalent to the
assertion that, only definitely predictive propositions—those w hich,
by their proper import, foretell the appearance of specifie sensations
or situations in the ‘‘concrete’’ experience of some temporal con-
W@ real meaning. Taken in the other sense, the theory

es not require that propositions refer to the future at all; it is

£

PSYCHOLOGY AND SCIENTIFIC METIIODS ]

enough that, by being carried along into the future as beliefs in
somebody ’s. mind, they be capable of giving to that mind emotional
or other experiences in some degree different from those which it

Would have 10 the abseriee of the beliefs: - Nu two doetrines evuld be = 7

““pragmatically”’ more dissimilar than the pragmatic theory of mean-
ing when construed in the first sense, and the same theory when
construed in the second sense. If the formula ineludes only ‘‘future
experienees’’ of the class (a), it has the effect of very narrowly
Limiting the range of meaningful judgments, and of excluding from
the field of legitimate consideration a large number of issues in
which a great part of mankind seems to have taken a lively interest;
and it must assuredly be regarded as a highly paradoxieal contentlon.
But if it includes also future consequences of class (b), it is no
paradox at all, but the mildest of truisms; for it then is so blandly
catholic, tolerant and inclusive a doetrine that it can deny real
meaning to no proposition whatever which any human being has
ever cared enough about {o believe. - In James’s ‘‘Pragmatism’” his
eriterion is applied to specific questions sometimes in one serse and
sometimes in, the other; and the results ave correspondingly.diver-
gent, Using his formula in the first sense, he argues, for example,
that the only “‘real’” difference between a theistie and a materialistie
view of the universe is that the former entitles us to predict a future
i hunigm experience that contains certain desirable elements for the
expeetation of whieh materialism gives no warrant. In other words,
the whole “meaning’” of theism is declared to be reducible to the an-
ticipationof a’speeific cosmie or personal future ; and the only genuine

Jssue between it and the opposing doctrine lies in the question of

the legitimacy of this anticipation. ““If no fuggre detail of experi-
ence or conduet is to be deduced from onr hypothesis, the debate
between materialism and theism beecomes quite idle and insignifi-
cant.””  Supposing matter capable of giving us just the same world
of experience as a God would give us, ‘‘wherein should we suffer
loss if we (lroppvd God as an hypothesis and made the matter alone
responsible?  Where would any special deadness, or erassness, come
m?  And how, experience being what is once for all, would God’s
presence in it make it any more living or richer?’’®  ““Treated as
it often is’" (i, ¢, tyeated non-pragmatically), ““this question be-
comes liftle more than a conflict between esthetic preferences,”
between  different Avays of talking about, imaging, or explaining
the ancestry of, preeisely the one, ,identical, actual world of past,
present, ‘and future e.\pon(_)nces, and such dlfferences in esthetic
preferences are treated by James as ‘‘abstract’’ things that really
make no difference. In the spirit df this chapter of James s book

248

Pragmatism,” Lecture 111., passim.
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—which is the spirit of the Enlichtenntent at its yarrowest, most
utilitarian, h ast inaginative - one mieht o on to eliminate fr ony ¢on-
sideration, ‘s prasmatically meaningless, a laraespart of the issues
over which metaphysicians and theolosians have divided; one mivht
show that Capart {rom the having of the beliefy lhm‘n\'o]wi which
from the present point of view does not county it makes no differ-
ence whether vou helieve or réjoct most of the (ln“mm of theology
ar the hybotheses of .\]l('('llldtl\(‘ philosophy.  For these laraely
CrvelertanileEeT pernmnent] unvarsinge factors o Feality, Trom which

AND S('IE.\".’I'II"I(.." METHODS 11
pretations. It gets its appearance of mm-lt\. ayd 01 practical serv-
iceableness in the settlement of mntmwrxw\ hn({m one meaning
and it wets its plansibility. entively from the otherr But (when the
distinetion is made) in the sense in whieh the theory might be logic-
ally funetionndl it seems hardly likely to appear plausible: and in
the sense in which it is plausible, it appears destitute of any appli-
cability or funetion in tho distingnishing of *“real®y from mezming-

PSYCHOLOGY

l:'\.\‘ NSNS,

.

3. But the pragmatic theory of meaning in its [rst muu—mth

to-spretiicemientsof-experienee—thryond, Tmre e e X perieIees
diveetly avising from the recognition of the presenee of these fae-
torst ean be elearly deduecd. The dreinitarian presunahly does not
necessarily antieipate conerete future experiences” different from
thove anticipated by the initavian: nor need the pantheist expeet
the cosmos to behave ina manner other than that expected hy the
phluralistic theist.  Later in James’s book, however, we find his
critivion taken in the opposite sense:=for example, while the anthor
observes of the monistic doctrine of the ;m‘@hn.- that “yon ean not
redeseend into the world particulars by the absolute’s aid or
dediee any necessary consequences of detail important for yvour lite
fram yvour idea of his natuee. just this non-predictive, Goetrine is

evedited with cenuitie pracinatic meanine, beeause “amotional and

spirituald mriu'qnn nees How from “the helief in it (pp. 273-4),
SAnd i Zhis ospirvit, all beliefs with which hnnan emotions hyve in
any degree heconte entanaded wonld have to he resarded by the

s ehracteristic emphasis tipon (he ultimately predictive import ot
all judements—Ieads to a theory con®rning the way in which judg-

ments are verified; in otherswords, to a theopry abeut . the meaning.

of trutl. 1 all judements nist vefer to specifie future experienees,
their verification consists in the getting of the experiences which they
foretald.  They are true, in short, it theiv prediction is realized;
and _they can, strietly speaking, be known. to be true ohly through,
that realization. and concurrently with the oceurrence of thcc@;nes

an

of experiences predicted. JJames: presents this doetrine wi

apparent. exepption in favor 'of “necessary truths L which, sinee
they coeree the mind as soonas they are elearly presented to it, arve
Che seems to admity verified Con the spot,” without \\';1i(ihf_': for the
presentation in experience of all empirvieal phenomena that may he

referred 1o by them.  But even this exeeption is not recognized

entively unvqlri\'n('n]l_\':‘:md in any ease, for the great mass of our

Jndenents, their frath consists in the correspondence of the anticels

pragmabist as ipso facto meaninetul and serrens. It would not even

B LG | EEE R A KU b (o VR T S IR M AR TR B Tt S P e | Sense,

have any intelleible inportatall -2 There-are some swho-feel ]N‘t‘H\"‘ —

sure that thoxe who adhere, for instanee, to the nihilistie monism
of the Vedanta, or to the Mhanasian doetrine of {he Trinity, never

LLdll\-J.uuLLL,LJ:)I;(-ZI)(1--!hxu lemets—of-the - pmpmmnns that they -

affirm: hut no one ean deny that, out of the maintenanee of the
posture of helief towards these propositions, helievers derive hichly

distinetive and.vivid experiencescwhich-they; eondd-seimees dy-have-mne--

anv oty R A o S

- moment awo, ceemed so narrow and fevocious aw dufyeklirter -
. l

pattions prnpvrl_w evaked by them with subsequent ftems of experi-

. R R S R T TR R R Rt B LR R T
enees mnd e Vertieation of el O contes “anly " whien "{he” whol

sseriessof sueh -Hetns which thev—foreshidowed—ras Jeen—eomplétely

experieneed. Al true processes must lead fo the face of directly
verifving experienees somaehors, which somebody s ideas 11:'1\‘01
cupied, T Freeth Imp/n nx to an iden. - Tt becomes true, is mulo
e by events, Hs ver iy s, in Lut an event, a process: the pm(m\
nanwty, of its vertfving itse H ts veri-ficalion.”™

Now. b have already tried to show that sueh a theory of truth is

ul»-uuHuTwmaJM—whﬂ—hm_'ﬂh«ﬁ—h%%ﬂHﬂm—hﬂHa mthh»A«dﬂwhle—iwm—HHHum al—

praciati - theory of meaning —in either of its senses. T wish now

Hd : } i
Wttt o mu ot phl( ATITOME THe sTenieant 1ssies,

ke mare Tadly  elear The precise mport ol s Theory ol trutl,

iy PrOEnnTic me\ ol meanmna thus breaks up into fwa pos-
sible doctrines that are not merely different, hut nn-mw,lnunx Weo
stem o I)o Justified in ealling upon the pragmatist to make an olee-

and 1o show 1ts contrast with another type of theory of truth which
alsosnd, 1 othink, more properly figures as pragmatism.  Observe
it the words quited give tx a theory of truth whieh is obviously

- tion-between them:—TIf-Tanay;-for a- ”mm“ﬂﬁ‘gﬂ—hﬂ’ﬂnhmmt_—ﬁﬂh?_ﬁﬁ1Illt‘iWTTﬁV‘?WWUTN(‘"W‘T‘ﬂWON"U‘f kmowl=

chosen fow-this paper, I wmuro to predict -that neither choice will
be found wekecome; for Tsuspeet that all the charm and impressive-
ness of the thcm-) arises out of the confusion of its dltemdtlvo inter-

T e 1 T ] 30 A 4 i na S A et st € et

edev. witdeh seems a stranee trait in a pr‘mnntlxl theory, Accord-
g lu'llll.\' phase of ])If:l!llhltl.\lll, judgments are not true till they

2 Pragmatism,™ pp. 205, 201,
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become true; and when they have become true they have no impor-
" tance (and, as I have suggested, they even ought to be said, on prag-
matist principles, to have no meaning), for their reference is to the
dead past. Our intellect is condemined, according to this doctrine,
‘to subsist wholly by a system of deferred payments; it gets no cash
down; and it is also a rule of this kind of finance that when the ?¢§
payments are finally made, they are always made in outlawed cur-_ ¢
rency. Now, of course, what we practically want, and, indeed,
must have; from a theory of knowledge is some means of telling what
predictions are to be accepted as sound while they are still predic- !
tions. Hindsight is doubtless a good deal more accurate than fore- £ )
sight; but it is less useful.  No one is likely to deny that a valid
proposition (in.so far, at least, as it is predictive at all) must ‘‘lead f§
us finally to the face of some directly verifying experience’’; but I '
can concejve no observatiof which it can be more unprofitable to :§
dwell upon than this one. If this. were all that a pragmatic )cpls-
temology had to tell us, it would assuredly be gmng us a stone where
we had asked for bread. : I . B
But, of course, there is a form—or miore than one form of" prag-
matic epistemology thdt offers to meet the real needs of the situation ,.' , ,
in which the problem of knowledge arises—that seeks to tell us what - : ' - THIS PAGE LEFT BLANK INTENTIONALLY
predictive judgments ought, and what ought not, to be believed, .. B : : ‘
before the ‘‘veri-fication’’ of those judgments in actually possessed ;
experience makes the question concerning their truth as irnélevant
and redundant a thing as a coroner s 1nquest on a corpse I‘!—tO the ‘
Soepse. e e
| —t. ¢, about the marks of the relatlve validity of proposmo‘ns—- i
which atfempt to be really functional ought to be completely distin-
guished from this sterile doctrine which m31sts that the only true
-._proposition-is-a-dead-proposition
These theories, however, and others, must be consx(lerta in a sub¥
sequent instalment of this histeire des variations.
ARTHUR O; LOVEJOY.

- “WasHINGTON UNIVEBSITY. .

. PSYCHOLOGY AS SCIENCE OF SELF

I. 1s THE SELR BODY OR .HAS' IT BODY?

YHE.main-results so far- reachedJ;y -this-discussion are thefollow- -
ing: I have defined psychology in a provisional way as sclence i
of consciousness and have pointed out that, as thus regarded, it may §
more deﬁmtely be conceived (1) as science of ideas or contents, often
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o e T T A ‘"""'"'TIIE purpose of this paper, as indicated at the beginning of the
‘ : : “former iilSta-lxllerlt, Is to discriminate all ‘the more important : . -
doetrines going under f,hq name-of pragmatism which can be shown . , = , o
- s to be not only distinet, but also logieally independent infer se. = - R |
Three siich divergent pragmatist contentions hatve thus far been T
. . - " noted. “‘Pragnratism”’ was primarily Ja theory” 'Conéerning the
' o "+ ‘“meaning”’ of propositions; but this theory, because .of -a latent am- ‘ : _ -
- . ' bignity in its terms, breaks up nto two: (1) The meaning of a AN I i
" proposition consists in the future consequences in experience which '
. : it (direetly or'indirectly) predicfs as about to oceur,” no matter
THIS PAGE LEFT BLANK INTENTIONALLY e whether it be believed. or not; (2):The ‘meaning of a proposition
S o . consists in the future consequences of believing it. The first of these
. ;, ; ) was scen to suggest (though it by no means necessarily implies) the -
' ' third "variant of pragmatism, ngmely, a doctrine concerning the.
nature of truth; viz,, that the truth of a proposition is identi¢al with.
] : . : : . the oceurrence of the series of experiences which it predicts, and can:’
) , i : - be said to be known only after such series is completed. “‘Its truth————
» : o dsits verifieation.”’ This contention, that judgments acquire truth N
P ' S only in the degree in which tliey Tose predictive character and prac-
' N tical bearings, has been shown to be wholly barren and useless, since
it affords no answer to the real epistemological question concerning
, ) the eriterion of the truth of propositions whose specific predietive im- R
e B plications-have-not-yet-been—experiented; T T T e

S

.

"

i

STvoIaoRiad_

’ _ - 4. Tt is, however, not difficult to see through what assoeiations of = - B T
. 3 . ’ ' : ideas some pragmatists have béen led to emphasize this notion of the BN T
C , . . ex post facto character of all truth. , Largely, it would appear, it S
- derives its plausibility from its resemblance to the ordinary ém-
pirical doctrine that those genéral propositions are to he regarded

B 4s true which, so far as they have been applied, have-been-found-to -
I be realized in past experience. This latter doctrine, from which

. the former is often not clearly distinguished, may be set down ag
- oot oo Another of the things that-pragmatismeis-frequently supposéd o6 be
e T CTT TR Tt is the ‘Qoetrine sometitnes sententiously expressed by the observa-

g _ ’ - 29
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tion that those propositions are true which ““will work’’ or ‘“which
you can live by.”” What the evolutionary empirieists who are fond
of this observation almost always ifeally mean by it, is that those
judgments are true which hitherto have worked; in other and more
precise words, that I am,’in advance of the actual realization or
verification of the future experiences which may be predicted by

a given judgment, cntitled to regard it as true if it is similar to,

PSYCIHOLOGY AND SCIENTIFIC METHODS 31

diet nothing, and many which confessedly predict what is not going
to oceur. ’
6. Partly, however, what I haye called the theory of the ez post

facto nature of truth is a somewhat -blurred reflection of a certain

metaphysical doctrine, which, although not always very explicitly
put forward, appears to me to Have a rather fundamental place in
. the characteristic mode of thought of most representatives of prag-,

or_is.a speeial applieation of -a gonemI—A(:Iuss—uf—,i-ud-mnéhts”_\'\‘h’i?‘hﬁny-’?"” =

matism= = Phis s e doetrine nﬁil the-real futurity or v"()ﬁ()l]~l’l(‘§$-’--’—0f——4§.ﬂi :

memory tells me has

‘

the preceding instalment, and vigorously insisted upon by some prag-
matists, that ench individual judgment can become true only
through, and contemporaneously with, the presentation in conscious-
ness of those specific subsequent experiences which it points to and
prognosticates. : o )

5. If, now, we are to set down this evolutionary gampiricist’ eri-
terion .of truth as one.expression of pragmatism—at least as that is
popularly understood—it is necessary to add that this formula; too,
suffers from ambiguity, and therefore breaks up into two quite
distinet criteria. The ambiguity is analogous to~ that already
pointed out in the pragmatist’s theory of meaning. A\ belief may
“work’ in two very different senses, either by having its actual pre-
dictiuils fulfilled, or by contributing to inerease the energies or
effieieney or chanee of survival of those who believe it./ The Jews,

1

" for oxample, bielieved persistently for many centuries that a national,

Messiali; woutd come T the—next ceperation—to—restore the inde-

e thus far had- their impliedpredietions-realized————thefrrtare—wnd—oTthe—delemmipative D —cre Mo
But this 'iS“lijf"ii"o‘m(’mls’“i'drmtical‘ikiitll"H\Fv[ﬂ'iﬁEi;ﬂéwﬁi(Tli’timi’(_"d"in" T

“tpresent’ T monientin“the everitransient-process of conseious jude-
ment, choice, and action.  The :[twn parts of the doctrine obviously-
enouch go together: if the puﬁ(‘o&% truly brings into being at cach
new moment a genuinely new and unique inerement of reality, then,
g0 long as any moment’s inegement has not yet heen brought forth,
it ean not _\'oi,‘he called in any intelligible seuse real; and if. simi-
larly, the thing that is to be[is a sheer nonentity until it enters into
actual, temporal experience,/ the moment. in which it becomes an ex-
perience must be credited with the ereation “ex nililo” of a new
item of heing. This doetrine of what M. Bergson calls a devenir
réel, and of the creative function of conscioustiess, whieh s the
pregnant ontological preconception from which a gl'(My of
confused pragmatistie ideas have proceeded, unquestionably has cer-

ain epistemolowical implications, Wueh a metaphysies appears to
fimply the partial contingeney and (from the standpoint of any

Cpresent” knowledge) indeterniinateness of the future eontent of

reality.  Dut these implications are not synonymous with the ex post

pendg(i‘("e and establish the supremacy of Israel. Tn one sense. this
belief did not work: for the events which it predieted did not ocenr.
But biologicaily considered it worked wonderfully well; for it
assuredly did mueh to produce the extriordinary porsistpny_v of
the Jewish racial character, and the exceptional energy, se]f-con-

Jew—Many

facto theory of truth i the generality Wit which that s usually =

been expressed.  The future may he—and by the smine pragmatists,
when they adumbrate this sort of metaphysies, apparently is—re-
garded as presenting to our understanding only a narrow margin of
_the unpredietable s its general charaefer. and the gfeater mass of its
content, may be supposed, without departing from!the conception in

,,,,,,‘,,,,,,,ﬁdeno,e_,v...gnd,4.0.11;10,1t,,‘yfoi_,,p,ur_pj,lﬁcﬂof‘__t:.'lw mdividhal—Jew—Man

beliefs  involving false predietions are biologieally unfavorable, .

namely, if they lead to physieal condnet ill adapted to the conditions
of the believer’s physiceal environment. You can not ‘‘tive by’ the
belief that fire will not burn.. But, also, some false or never-
raalized }n-ndir&iunq and_many beliefs having apparently no pre-

',""(ﬂlt‘sﬁ(m',“tﬂ‘;h(""'Dl‘(‘(lPTt"PIT!‘in(’d"h‘v'*ﬂlt‘":l(‘t‘lnnulutml and-ervstallized
results of reality up to date, of which any possible future and novel
inerenrent of beine must be the child, and to which it must be
capable of accommodation.  And at all events, there is nothing in
sthis sort of tlmm}uglmuing metaphysical temporalism which justifies

AR

dibt;\\, charaeter- and—no n'lpm-ily for l’lllpil‘icﬂl \'(~r‘iﬁ(!ati0n~lmve

21 1 . 1 o 1 T oy » . » : C 3
the—ctmimot—te—possthitty—ot—the mrrtee—ed T tene . judements

shown themselves to be excellent things to live by. And if we are to
take the doctrine that the true is the ‘‘livable’” in its sccond and
Hwe—nre—to—identify the

LN
Wt

more unquestionabiv prasmatistic—sense

AT CONTEMPOFTICoUS OF PASt ThTt Tt —yet—conseiosty veriied
realities. o ’
S 70Tt s a frequently repeated observation of pragmatists, in

. validity of beliefs with their biological servicegpleness—we should
3 apparently have to classify as ‘‘true’’ many judgments which pre-

\

A

AT

|

rioments—when-they—a .-l’e—m«-we—muulf—uvLulLt]uLps.\'l*‘mlﬂ:_'it"l‘ thanof

the metaphysieal anteeedents of their-diversely deseended coneep-
tions, that the true, in its most generalized charaeter, is ““‘the satis-
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factory’’; it is, says James, that which ‘‘gives the maximal combina-
tion of satisfactions.””  Or, in Perry’s eareful formulation—with an
amendment which we have recently been told, upon good authority,
would make it entirely aceeptable to a pragmatist—‘‘the criterion
of the truth of knowledge is the satisfying character of the prae-

tieal transition from cognitive expectation to fulfillment, or the reso--

ttion—of—doubt—into— practical-tmmediacy " —Now—th ‘z»(loctrme
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for fliminosity of meaning, or for conceptual consistency, or for com-
pleteness of empirical verification, may fail to get full satisfaction
in a judgment; but the judgment may, it would seem, still be
“true,” if it compensates for these limitations by a preponderant
satisfactoriness with reference to other desires or interests: by its -
congrueney with our habitual ways. of belief, or its charm for the

—Imagination, or~m.u_m1ul_c"\; to- hewet-x eheerfut trmne—nf—xmnd—nr—----—w'

which ]th‘n\‘ll(’s et withthe SdIlSIHCTOTII}CSq of "IV(’II Jllu"

ment may mean any one of three things. It may, in the first place,
he a simple psychological observation—from whieh, 1 -fancy, few
would dissent— indicating the genus of feelings of which the ‘‘emo-
tion of conviction’ is a speeies. To doubt, to inquire, to have hefore
the mind certain potential material of judgment that is not yet ac-
cepted as true, is. of course, to eéxperience dissafisfaction: a specific
sense of discomfort and of non-fulfillment is the emotional con-
comitant of the doubting or the deliberative moment, and is doubtless
the principal spring which prompts men’s search for truth. And
to believe, to hold true, whatever more it may be, is always at least
to be satisfied in some degree with one’s mental content of the
moment, to find it good, or at all events not so bad as some contrary
judgment which, for its sin of insufficient mtl%fwnrrnms lm% been
shut away into the outer darkness of non-aceeptance. '

8. But this psychological truisni, that to pass from donbt to
belief is to pass from dissatisfaction to a relative satisfaction, is
quite a different thing from the. first of the pragmatist epistemo-

logical eontentions that appear to be based upon it. This asserts

that the way to determine whether a proposition is true is to apply
the test of “satisfyingness’ ; and toapply it directly and simpliciter.
There is, according to this version of the nature of truth, to be no
attempt to determine the differentia which distinguishes the species
~*“oonvietion?t-frome—thewvenus—tgatisfaction.”” or the ﬂubmecws

* kind of satisfactoriness.

those who' a(ccpt 1t. o

I think it po%lblo ﬂldt some” pragmatists may at thls point pro-
test that they know of no one who seriously holds this view; cer-
tainly, it appears to me to be a curious view to hold. But I think
one is justified in calling upon all of the name w ho reject this doe-
trine to take (andfaithfully observe) an oath to abstain from a
fashion of languaee which they have much affected; to refrain from
identifving the true with the satisfactory simpliciter, to ccase speak-
ing of satisfaction as a ““criterion’’ of validity, and to confine their
assimilation of the two concepts to the much more yualified and
comionplace thesis which follows.

9. This is pragmatisin number seven plus a more or less ex‘phclt
admission that our “‘theoretic’’ satisfactions have a special charactér
and specml epistemological pretensions; that our “‘intellectual’’ de-
mands— for clear meanings, for consistency, for evidence—are not,
and can not be, satisfied, unless their peculiar claim to precedence
in the determination of belief is recognized; and that this claim
is a legitimate one, to which men should (though they often do not)

subordinate their impulse to aceept any conelusions that have any

According to this view, “satisfaqtion’\’ is
still insisted upon as an essential mark: of the apprehension of
“tyath’’; bt it i preeisely a satisfaction which is not to be had
except upon condition that other possible satisfactions be ignored

L B

““hirhest discoverable typeat-eertitude’”” fron ““eonviction
eral; and there is to be no arranging of satisfactions in a hierarchy
and no pretension to define the conditions under which a maker of
rational mdrrmmm ought 1o be satisfied. From many expressions
of pl‘l"mdtlst writers it would appear that,. while the term ““satis-
fitction”’ is ‘“‘many dimensional,”” one dxmension is as good as

another; and that the final and decisive warrant for belief—the
mark of the valid judement—is the eapacity of the judgment to

yield the maximum bulk of satisfaction., measnred indifferently in

any-of-its dimensionsTBut since the dimensions are many, it may
“manifestly-turn out that the greatest total vohiine may not give the
potential maximum of any given dimension taken singly. The liking

*A. W. Moore, in this JoUrNAL, Vol. 1V., p. 576.

i} gxen- =

—or—i-many cases fatly rejected.  Between this and the preceding

{eighth) ﬂghine 'smno prn,énmtist writers seem to waver. James,
for examiple, often/ uses expressions (some of whieh have heen quoted
in the two iure«rm'nw paragraphs) 1mplymfr the doetrine of the com-
mensurahility an(L cquivalence of all q(ttlsf(lctlons But he elsewhere
(c..g., in a cnnlrmuxx with Joseph in.Mind, 1905) expressly dis-
tinguishes the “Aheoretie™. from the “eollateral”’ satisfactions con-
neeted with the processes of judging thought ; and he does not appear
to deny that the former may conflict with the latter, or that, in the
event. of such conflict, they ought to be preferred. To the objection,

~offered by his eritie, that if such admissions be made the pragmatist’s
_eriterion of validity is not practically distinguishable from the intel-

lectualist’s, James opposes nothing more relevant than a sketch of
the genesis and cvolution of the demand of the human-mind for
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consistency.®* This sketch purports to show—if T understand it—that
the desire (more characteristic of some minds than of others) to
avoid self-contradiction is-historicully engendered through the erys-
tallization; of repeated experiences of uniformity in ““things”’ into
fixed subjective habits of expecting specific uniformities— habits so
fixed that when such an expeetation is disappointed ‘‘our mental
machinery refuses to run smoothly.””  TIlow the transition from the

_idea_of uniformity_to that of consisteney is-aceomplished here, re- - --

mais-obseure-to-mes-hut-even—supposing “the—evolution o tlic uns———
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‘mechanism.”’  “‘Behind the ‘ean’t’ there al\\'aZs lurks a*“won’t’; the

mind can not stultify itself, because it will not renounce coneeptions
it needs to order its experiences. The feeling of necessity, therefore,
is at bottom an emotional accompaniment of the purposive. search
for means to realize our ends.’'

11. A kiild(ed but a much less thoroughgoing doctrine seems to- -

constitute one of the pragmatismns of James. The author of ‘““The

Will to Believe u'nuld;fI..ﬁ}zppose;:gt—_i’l}:_ng_(m:uslv’-deny%héﬁmsai-

TTTalifyv A . 133, [
hilify of yenehine
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into the other to be completely and convineingly traced, these inter-
esting historical speculations do not show, they do not even tend to
suggest, that the demand for co'nsistvn(;\,', in our judgments, as we
now find it—playing its captions and domineering role among our
mental eravings—is not quite distinet from all its fellows and their
rightful, though their often flouted, overlord. .In the present sense,
then, the pragmatist’s criterion of truth, whether right or wrong,
seems entirely destitute-of any distinctive character: it is simply the
old, intelleetualist eriterion, supplemented by the psychologically

undispufable, but the logically functionless, remark that. aftor all.'a
H

““theoretic’’ satisfaction is a kind of satisfaction. ’ f .
10. Another prammatism, and one that undoubtedly has xreal epis-
temological bearings, is the doetring of radieal empirieism conjoined

with the doctrine of the necessity. and legitimaey of postulation; the -

doetrine, in other words, that *‘axioms are postnlates’ and that pos-
tulates are as valid as any human judement ever ean be, provided
they be the expression of a genuine “practical’” need.  This may
look like our eighth kind of pragmatism over again, expressed in
other terms: but in ecrtain important particulars it is really a dis-
tinet theory. Tt contains: in the first place, a special negative con-
tention: namel¥, that there ave ho strietly compulsive or ‘‘neces-
sary”” general truths, no nniversal propositions that can foree them-
selves upon the mind's acceptance apart from an uncoereed act. of
voluntary choice.  And on its positive side, it identifies the true,
not with those jundgments which slip so casily -into the ‘mind that
they afford a present emotional state of satisfaction, hut with {hose
that man active nature requires as working presuppositions to he
followed in its reaction upon present experience and ifs instinetive
endeavor ro chape future experience.  This doetrine seems to me to
be gquite nnequivocally expressed. by Schiller in a well-known essay
in “Personal Idealism:”” ¢ The ‘necessity’ of a postulate,”” we are
tald, ““is simply an indication of our need.  We want it. and so must
have it, as a means to our énds.  Thus its necessity is that of intel-
ligent, purposive volition, not of psychical. and still less of physieal,

*Mind, N. 8., Vol. XIV., p. 196.

3

“Hevessry—comchrstons—witdy TeSpect to many
issues, ineluding some-of the greatest. importance in relation both
to the purely utilitarian requirements of our living and to our higher
interests; and he would, clearly, still maintain the propriety-and
the praetical inevitableness of voluntary postulatio”in such cases.
But that there are some truly coercive and indubitable truths, some

items of a priori knowledge inhering-in-thewative constitiition of 4
rational mind, James pretty fully and frankly deelares, in his recently.
published volume of lectures.  ““Oupr ready-made ideal framework
for all sorts of possible objects follows from the very structure of
91fx-f thinking. We can no more play fast and loose with these ab-
stract relations than we can with our sense experiences. They coerce
us; we must treat them econsistently, whether or not we like the
results.”™ . This, obviously, is no doetrine that axioms are pOStlllates,

or that behind every ““can’t’’ there lies a ““won 't”’; it is the doetrine

that axioms are necessities and that the actjon of voluntary choice *

i helief is always limited by a permanent system of a priori prin-
eiples af possibility and impassibility inhering in the nature of intel-

~leet, at least-as intelleet is now evolved. It is compatible, at most,
with the opinion that there are not so numerous, nor so useful,

avoms as some dogmatie philosophers have supposed, and that,
when axioms fail us; postulates must in many cases be resorted to.

12, A point of pragmatist doetrine separable front” (though not
meonsistent with) either of the two last mentioned, is the assertion
of the cqual legitimaey of those postnlates (such as the uniformity
of causal conneetion, the general “‘reliability " of nature, and the
like) which appear indispensable as presuppositions for effective
dealing with the world of our physical experience, and of those
which, though lacking this sort of “physical”” necessity as com-
pletely as they do the logieal sort, yet seem demanded in order to
give mmminf_f\ to, or encouragbment it men's moral strivings, or to
satisfy the emotional or esthetie eravings of our complex nature.
It is conceivable enough that some pragmatists should refuse to
recognize the equal standing of these two classes of pogtulates, should

ISehiller, ** Axioms as Postulates” § 11, in * Personal Idealism.™

Cdumes, * Pragmatism,” 210
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accept the first while rejectilig the second; and it is a fact that not
all who find a place for both agree a§ to the number and range of
the second sort. The more extremely liberal forms of the doctrine
of the right to postulate freely and to treat postulates as truths,
tend-to lapse-inte-identity.with. the. eighth variety of pragmatism,
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order, but according to the leading of those associations of ideas
" through which the ambiguities of the several doctrines, and the
transitions from one to a\nother, become relatively intelligible, But
it may be useful to arrange them here in a more logical manner,
while still retaining the original numbering. Those forms of theory,
~{he separate enumeration of ‘which results from distinetions made

e mtEre—with-the=‘maximally-satisfying’*5-but-in

TRV Ty

1t5m H 57 > S5
inevitableness of certain scientifie to the legitimacy of certain ethieo-
religions postulates must be regarded as a distinet type of prag-
matist epistemology, and perhaps ‘the one which—if pragmatism
ought to have practical bearings—best deserves the name.

13.- Lastly, there remains a second pragmatist theory of the
“mieasiing of concepts or judgments—which brings-us back- to the
_topie, though by no means to pree sely the doctrine, with which our

enumeration hegan. It may be eypressed thus: an essential part o
our idea of ¥y objeet or fact donsists in an apprehension of its
relation to some purpose or subjgctive interest on our part; so that
no object of thought whatever ¢ mld be just what, for our thought,
it is, except through the mediatjon of some idea of purpose or some
plan of action. The language of some pragmatist writers might
lead one to suppose.that they: consider the whole medning to be
reducible to this teleological reference; but such a view does not seem
to me intellizible, and it does not appear certain that any one really
intends to maintain it. t

But it is evident that there are several -

Dy _this paper;-but overlooked by pragmat

matist writers themselves—in =

ofher Words; the-doetrimes Tormmtiated-by pragmatists-in more or less
equivocal terms—: :
frines hitherto improperly treated as single and univoeal has a com-
mon superior number: :

1. Pragmatist Theories of Mcaning.

1. The “meaning’” of any judgnient consists wholly.in the future
econsequences predieted by it, whether it is believed or not (a').

2. The meaning of any judgment econsists in th(_f future conse- .

. squences of believing it (a'). -
- - i ) L
. 13. The meaning of any=idea or judgment always consists in part
in the apprehension of the relation of some objeet to a conscious
purpose (a'). | -
1II. Pragmatism as an Epistemologically Functionless Theory con-
Ceerning the* Nalure™ of Truth. ' '

3 The teuth of o judement “consists in’’ the complete realiza-

are indicated by the'sign (a); each group_of dog-~

logicians ‘who think it both true and important to declare that a
relation to a purpose constitutes an intrinsic and a determinative
element in-the connotation of any notion. It is, I suppose, such a
principle that Moore intended to illustrate in recently pointing out
that, however objective the virtues of a given candidate for office
may be, he could neither be ‘‘clean’’ nor a candidate were there not

tion of the experience (or series of experiences) to which the judg-
‘mgnt had® antecedently  pointed; propoesitions are not, but only
Lecome, true (a®). ' R :

1L, ‘l’rugnm(z’sl Theories of I\";z(i)z;'l(’dgc, i. e, of the Crilciion of

- possible voting to be done. And T suppose the same view is, in part,
at least, what Schiller has sought to enforee in these- columns, in
insisting that nobody can be ‘‘lost’” except with the aid of the exist-

_ence in the universe of some purpose ir some mind, requiring the
presence of the ‘“‘lost’ person_(or of the persons from whom he is

lost) in some place or relation from~which he-is—(or-theyare)-ex—— -

15

cluded by virtue of his ‘‘lostness. Schiller appears to me to have
entangled this theory of meanitig in a confusing and illegitimate
manner with questions ‘about ‘‘truth’” and “reality’’; but to pursue
this distinetion would involve a somewhat long and complicated
analysb which may not here be undertaken.

Thexe thirteen pragmatisms have been set down, not in a topical - - - Iy . . . . C
' . L S _psvehological _observation, not an_epistemological one; it

"o This Journar, Vol. IV., p. 42, and pp. 483, 488,

entime lm—the—daaof— e Vanditr el a i gnent — :

4. Those general propositions. are true which o far. in past ex-
perience, have had their implied predietions realized; and there is
no other criterion of. the truth of a judgment (a®).

’ 5. Those general propositions are true which have in past experi-

“and this “livableness’” is the ultimate criterion of the truth of a
judegment (¢?). . \
7. All apprehension of truth is a species of “‘satisfaction’’; the

true judgment meets some need, and all transition from doubt to '

convietion is a passage from a state.of at least partial dissatisfaction
to a state of relative satisfaction and harmony (¢®).—This is strietly:

3
, ' '

wence proven hiologically serviecable to those who have hived by them; -

P




—bulk-of-satisfaction-ima—judgmentisthe mark of its validity (a*).
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becomes the latter by illicit interpretation info one of the two-
following. . C A ' # I
' 8. The criterion of the truth of & judgment # its satisfactoriness, ‘_
as sueh; satisfaction. is ‘“many dimensionsl,”’ but all the dimensions:

are of commensurdble epistemological values, and the maximum
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- lying behind it from eertain other ideas that are sound but not

important, and certdin that=would be important if only they were -
not unsound. The present attempt to list the chief varietieé, and
to clear up the hidden ambiguities, of a doctrine nominally one and

indivisible, is accordingly ‘offered as a species of. Prolegomena- gy B8

~“special and distinctive, but their realization is none the less a kind

- 9. The criterion of the truth of a judgment is the degree in which
it meets the ‘‘theoretic’’ demands-of our natiwre; these demands are’
of ‘‘satisfaction’’ (a?). . __

10. The sole ecriterion of the truth of a judgment is its practical -
serviceableness as a postulate; there is no'f'gelnéral truth except pos-
tulated truth, resulting from some motivated determination of the
will; ““necessary ’’ truths do not exist. e o

11; There are some necessary truths; but these aré neither -many -
nor practically adequate; and beyond them the resort to ‘postulates
is needful and legitimate. : ' : ‘

12. Among the postulates which it is legitimate to take as -the g’

. equivalent of truth, those which subserve the activities and enrich &
- the content of the moral; esthetic, and religious life have a coordinate. E
place with those which are presupposed by common sense and phys- %

R
B2

ical science as thé basiseof the activities of the physical life.

i

IV, "Pragmatism as an Ontolog{ical Theory.

. 6. Temporal becoming is a’ fundamental character of reality ; in
this becoming the’ processes of consciousness have their essential and
creative part. ~ The futurefi strictly non-real and its character i f
partly indeterminate, depghdent upon movements of consciousness &
the nature and direction of which can be wholly known only at the

N
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einem jeden kiinftigen Pragmatismus. -
T : © ArTHUR O. LoveJoy.
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LT DISCUSSION
' SUB SPECIE ETERNITATIS
T is worth while for’philosdphevs to ask themselves whether thé

questions they are talking about are vital and significant, or the
opposite. . The article by Dr. Bush in a recent numb:er of this

- JOURNAL raises the.question in an interesting form.. He there main-

tains that the significant, the live problems of philosophy do not |
concern timeless truth, or any reality ‘“‘sub specie smternitatis,” but

.. have to do with straiglftening out the tangles of this our gver chang-,

"ing human experience. When philosophers take over ancient prob-
lems which arose in other ages of culture and'life; and deal with
them as if they were the really pressing problems of philosophy. they

3

are dealing only with ‘‘secondary,’’ defunet problems. Their task

+ is no longer vital,

; There is certainly much. in this essentially pra;gmatic treatment
of tl}é great historie problems of metaphysics to commend. it to our-

overpragmatic culture. Yet we may swell hesitate to accbpt the -

__moments in whi

or less confused with 3.Y° : T i
Each. pragmatism £ the thirteen should manifestly be given.
name of its own, if cgnfusion in future disctissions is to be avoided.
The present writer-has neither the necessary ihgénuity nor the ambi- -
tion to devise a momeneclature so extensive. But however the seversl
- theories be desigpgited, the fact of their difference, and of the “incom-

, patibility of son#€ of them with some others, can hardly, just now, be

too much insisfgfd upon—in the interest of pragmatism itself. What

‘the movemenffecommonly so named . most needs is a, clarification of its
. formulas-and a discrimination of certain ‘sound and important idess -
° It is.jhipossible to bring out the nature, motives, and reciprgeal relations

of dependfffce. or incompatibility of these theories in any such condensed for-.

mulas. #hope no reader will attempt to take the above recapitulation as a |
substityge for the analytical- disdussion contained in thé preceding paragraphs, .
N A v . e [ . .

2

doctrine completely. e ,

Suppose we 4urn from the questions of metaphysies to those of
sgience. Now I take it that a scientist believes. that he is getting at
the veritable constitution and ‘strueture of some sort of ¢ reality,”’
His‘prdblem arises because ‘the reality presen@éd te his experience
can not be made to square with some system of coneepts previously
accepted as valid, in other words,” because ‘it can not be completely .

‘rationalized. And we are here in'terestedv in /pointing out that the

problems of sciénee whichi arose in former periods of cultire are
not. meaningless ‘or insig’niﬁcant to-day.. Their formulation may
have been ‘inadequate because less was then knoyn about that

.reality—‘‘that experienée,” if you please—which set. the problems

then, and still sets them. - , . :
Mox:eqver, the scientist believes that while the reality studied m'a'y‘ y
be subject to fluz and (lﬂvelppment{ yet the system of truths about

i
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