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The Nation

“Thirdly, had our Government taken |
stern measures to protect the lives and ;
property of Americans ‘;md Europeans in |
Mexico, however desirable that nrotectiom?
might be, the result would surely have |
been a real war with Mexico, Fortu-?‘
nately, the situation was saved by Huer- |
ta's tactlessness. Mr. Wilson was care-!
ful to state, in his address to Congress |
that an official dispatch of <the Unitod i

. States Government had beén held up, and |

- sults to our Government. At no fimein the

* been so clearly demonstrated, for the taect,

“acts of the Administration.in Mesico is
_ Precisely on the grounds that, as our

~did not care to pursue the accredited

that the flag incident at Tampico was
merely the culmination of a zciies of in-

last year'.has the wisdom of our Pelie

that we were dealing with an irregdlar
government €nabled us to hase cur de-
mands, not on international.law, but-on
expediency. . ’
What has bheen the result® The seizure
of Vera Cruz'fhas had_a prefound erfect,
as Mr. Wilson' intended, upon Mexican
opinion of all classes and factions. he
truth. seems to have dawnéd upon our
uptonl{x;ate neighbors  that further
trifling with the United States could have
but one result, the occupation of Mexico
by our troops, and. if our.history is any
guide to the future, the end of Mexican
independence. Two weeks, ago Mexico
seemed on-the eve of g Uompleté collapse.
To-day, so far as one can Judgze from the
dai!y. press, a permanent settlement is
more likely than in many, many months.
It g to this end that the South American
mediators appear to be devoting their
energies rather than to an adjustment
of -the American quarrel with Huerta.
tor we stil¥ insist that he must retire,
For the great improvement in the gen-
eral situation, Mr. Wilson's diplomacy is
entirely responsible, : .
BERNADQTTE E. SCHMITT.
Western Reserve Daoiversity, Cleveland, M;y g,

[The Nation's criticism og the recent

correspondent suggests, they might lead
to “the occupation of Mexico by our
troops” and ultimately .to “the end &P
Mexican independence.”—Ep. THE- Ni-
TION.]

THE E\xSSING OF A MASTER MIND.
To THE EDITOR .OF THE NATION:

Sir: I desire to record a word of tribute
to one of the master minds of America.
The recent death of Charles S, Peirce re-
moves an heroic ﬁguw from the field o?
American learning, Living for the most
part in retirement, he was. known to a
relatively small circle. Yet where known,
his name was spoken with exalted re.
Spect; and his fame, critically appraised,
Placed him with the chosen few of any
Beneration. How far he. sought and |
failed to find the wider recognition that |
falls to those whose labors are in tields
open’ to public approbation, how far he

8teps to preferment and recognition, 1
cannot say. ¥et this aspect -of his ca-
reer is significant.

My acquaintance with Mr, Peirce be-
gan in-1882 when I came as a graduate
student to Johns Hopking University. He

i king University,

-~

was there lecturing on “The ‘Algebra of
Lugic"—a subject which he in large mea-
sure estabiished in this country. He had
interested certain able students—all of
them since distinguished i various fields
—iu his explorations into a broad doggain
of thourht; and of this enterprise a .vol-
tne of studies by himself and his pupils
bears record. In those days there was
cathered in Baltimore a group of schol-
ars and productive intellectual workers
thar.would have been exceptional in any

scholarly community. Their names would I
contributions of |

suzgest  the notable
American scholarship in their generation.
Yot among them the impression of Mr.
Peiree stands forth most promiy@atly
prirtus inter pares. The impression that
I retain of his analyses of logical and
rhilosophical problems is that of observ-

ing a plummet line descending through !autiun.

troubled waters foot by foot,

|

sounding | ¥t
the depths, avolding the-weeds and the | minil

“meihods

fzable. Al this has its proper place and
is doubtless more or loss tnevitabloe, vven
sound; but the peralty pawd for .::Li'yt)'-is *
Lo when it excludes ‘the use

1 ts, the choice product of
excepttonal  power of sustained thousht
CLothis lamentable lack of eilicienev—to
turn the staig of un ahised

Biogvy,

ol

wer o

whHird asanst
Iltsul[#«llr. Prirce is not the ghly example.

Other mastdr minds knocked in vain at
academic portals, and Jwere refusql as

Slect Op, more truly  stated,” the
small wroup of  their  Hberal-mindod
triends within the hailowdad precinets faild
e to persnade the ayfhdrities to adjust
to men.  Cgrtainly it renwns .
trie for aill "time that no more _efintive
stimulns to promising youns minds can
be found than to give. them the oppor-
tity of contact with master minds im.
Tht service that a s‘muxl aroup of
n oean perform too tine, too
wlle, to e measured; and like-

r

)

is

. . dso 1o angible to impress its value
sheals, and reaching an undiscovered, bot- | Wise too antangible to impress it

tsm; for- to the student many of the,

problems in a controversial sea seemed
bottomless. It was not argument, but
discovery. : v

It was Mr. Peirce who iniroduced ‘me
to the possibility "of an experimental
study of a psychological problem. He

provided the problem, the instruments |-

which I set up inf(my goom, the method,
and the mode of reaching the Tesults:
these were printed over our joint names.
tle also introduced me to the mode of at=
tack upon larger psychological problems
by methods..of statistical inquiry. He
zathered about him a group of five or six
students and proposed a studyd of ‘;great
men.” He drew up the questionnalre; we
gathered and collated the results. The
work was’ not finished; though 1 was
permitted to pub]ishA one or two aspects
of the matenial in brief papers. My per-
sonal indebtedness gave me the opportu-
nity to gauge the measure of the man.
Only one other pyoduced upon me an
cqual impression of original greatoesy. 1
vefer to William James. The two men
may well be associated, for each heid the
other in high regard. .Prof{essor James
recognized in Charles Peirce the true
founder of Pragmatism, a way of thinking
which James made popular, thé signifi-
cance of which he expounded. If, in ad-
vmbe remembered that these logi-
cal, pSyshological, and philosophical pur-
suits were in a sense avocational, and
that Mr. Prirce was for a long time ac-
tively connected-with the Geodetjc Survey,
was a physicisg and mathematician ‘by
profession, the scope of his attainments
will be more truly perceived. In a sense
ha represents the Americin Helmholtz.
*I do not know that Mr. Peirce ever held
any academic position other than the lec-
tureship for a few years at Johns Hop-
That his was the per-
sonal temperament that may well be call-
ed diffeult may be admitted; such is the
-:'SQ\‘:::i:iun of genius. It cannot but
remiin 4 sad reflection upen the or-
canization of our academic interest that
we find it ditfcult, or make it so, to pro-
vide places for exceptional men within the
acadernic foll Politically as educational-
ly, we prefer the safe men to the brilliant
men, and exict-a versatile medlocrity of
qualities that makes the individual or§ﬂ.n-

upon the judgment O6f those with whom
these jssues comnionly lie. Yet nothing

would have shown better the Srearnegs

of a great University than to sind a place
in it for rare men like Charles S. Peirce.
His niemory invites not only the personal
tribute, but is.a reminder of our neglett
ot the r,:‘gic worth of genius, ~
JOSEPH JAsTROW?
Wik,

Tue Madlon,

May

Ualversity 3L Wisegusin,
\
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THE LATE EDUXRB_SUESS
To THE EDITOR OF THE NATION:

Sn::-. On the 26th of April there died
at Vienna, in his ‘ei;‘nty-thqu year, one
of the greatest of European scientiists,
the disunguished geologist, Eduard Suess. .
Strange to Csay, his death has passed
unneticed in the " American press, al-
thouxh few scholgis have e_:\'&i‘ lived who
deserved better of theiy feilow-men. I
must leave it to competent hands te point
out in the Naiion Professdr Suess’s ser--
vice tg science.  Sutfice it to say, in this
place, that his principal work, the monu-
mental “Das Antlitz_der Erde” s re-
garded as 1 ', most aﬁthoritaﬁve,ex;msi-
tion of th 'Q}@cipal_ features of the
earth's suriace "l their correlation, and’
that it has been ﬁ;ax}§lated into four lan-
ruages. In th¢ preface to the French
edition Marcel Bertiand likefled the ap-

I'prarance of the “work to the action of a

sudden ray ‘of light in penetrating chaos,
and the London Geological Society, which
conferred on him the \\'ul';;@tqn medal,
congratulated him on  his seventicth
bh';hduy_as the greatest living geofomist, |

From 1837 to 1991 Suess was professor ”
of geology in the University of V‘Lcm}a.
and from 1899 to 1911 he was presidefit
of the Vienna Academy of Scienées.

But over and above His scientific work,
Prolessor Suess achieved renown as one
of the most indefatizable and most un-
stitish workers in Austrian public life.
AS a membeér of .the Municipal Council
of the city of Vienna, of the Diet of
Lower Austria, and of the Reichsrath,
he was .a champion of liberal measures
and & parliamentarian of remarkable
power. The city. of Vienna is indebted
to him for its present water supply, the .
plans for which .he drew, and #hich

.

?

5

{

3




[THE PRAGMATIC THEORY OF TRUTH AS DEVELOPED
BY PEIRCE, JAMES, AND DEWEY

BY

DENTON LORING GEYER |
B.A. University of Wisconsin, 1910 |
M. A. University of Wisconsin, 1911

THESIS
i sbynitted in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the *“
{ Degree of :f
| A |
b DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY |

. o . h 7 [
IN PHILOSOPHY "

IN

THE GRADUATE SCHOOL

OF THE

UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS
1914




CONTENTS
PAGE
INTRODUCTION ittt 3
CHAPTER L

THE PRAGMATIC DOCTRINE AS ORIGINALLY PRO-

POSED BY PEIRCE ..ottt 5
CHAPTER II. ,
THE INTERPRETATION GIVEN TO PRAGMATISM BY
JAMES ... et e e e 17
\ JAMES’s ExprosITION OF PEH‘{CE ................................................ 117
Tue DEVELOPMENT OF THE PRAGMATIC DOCTRINE !
THROUGH THE ISARLIER WRITINGS OF JAMES.....c.ocevinnn. !20
Tue Tueory or TrRUTH 1N ‘PrRAGMATISM’ AND ‘THE '
MEANING OF TRUTH .ot 26
The Ambiguity of “Satisfaction’...........einnnne, 20
The Relation of Truth to Utility 1
The Relation of Satisfaction to Agrecment and ! Y
CONSISLEICY everveeneesirieesiseseet et eret et ‘ 32
\
CHAPTER I1I. (
THE PRAGMATIC DOCTRINE AS SET FORTH BY DE”\VEY% 35
. “TuE ExPERIMENTAL THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE"............. | 35
i CONTRAST BETWEEN JAMES AND DEWEV....cooiiiieiinne, i 38
CHAPTER 1V. e
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION oo 41
BIBLIOGRAPHY .. SR PP PO RP PPN ' .47

|00

= / Nl T
N - v gt \ =y
L. 4
‘\1 [N \3 .
8 N o "
(W) AGH

THE PRAGMATIC THEORY OF TRUTH
AS DEVELOPED BY PEIRCE JAMES,
AND DEWEY.

INTRODUCTORY.

This thesis attempts to trace the growth of the pragmatic doctrine
of truth through the works of its three most famous advocates in
America. '

An examination of Peirce’s initial statement of pragmatism is fol-
lowed- by a discussion of his objections to the meaning put upon his
doctrine by his would-be disciples, and his resort, in order to save
himself from these ‘perversions’, to a renaming of his theory. Some
evident contradictions in his different principles are pointed out.

The changing position of William James is then followed through
magazine articles and hooks appearing successively during a period
of about thirty years. One finds here a gradually but continually
widening divergence from the rationalistic theories, which culminates
finally in the much-quoted extreme statements of the book ‘Pragmatism’.
The few subsequently published references to truth seem- to consist
largely of defenses or retractions of the tenets there set forth. As

4 has been so often said, William James was too symipathetic toward the
doctrines of other men to maintain a consistent doctrine of his own.

His best work, like that of the higher literary type to which he ap-
proached, was to transcribe and interpret the feelings of other men.
His genius lay in the clearness with which he could translate these
“as and the lucid fashion in which he could cut to the heart of
~mbiguities in them. With the highest and most sincere admiration for

- the spirit of James’ labors in philosophy and psychology, the writer is
!, unable to find there permanent contributions to the solution of the

varticular problem which we have before us here, thé problem of
truth. In his splendid protest against all static theories, he seems to
1ave accepted pragmatism for what it was not rather than for what it
vas. [t was not a cut-and-dried system leaving no room for individual-
ty., and that this was one of his strongest reasons for accepting it is
bown by his asking again and again: “If this {pragmatism) is not
rith. what is?” He was attempting to find a theory—almost any
heory, one thinks sometimes—uwhich would serve as an alternative to

1 older doctrines so incompatible with his temperament.
it is interesting to note'that the frequent protests made by Peirce
st the turn given his ideas by his followers are always directed
st othe work of James and Schiller, .and never, so far as I have

3
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been able.to ascertain, against that of Dewey. It therefore seems
worth while to undertake a direct comparison between the views O{f

ED P e 1 . N -
Peirce and Dewey. This comparizon, then, oceupies the latter part ofl
the thesis, with the resuit, it may be said at once, that Dewey's workl

Jis found to be very closely related to the original formulation of prag-

matism as made by Peirce. A
~ The excellent historical sketches of pragmatism which have ﬁ\
peared during the last five years' have been somewhat broader in scope
than the present treatise, {or they have usually described the dvelopment
of all the pragmatic doctrines in the mass while the emphasis here 18
placed on the intensive treatment of a single doctrine, and this doctrine
is followed, moreover, through a limited number of its expounders.
Further, almost all such sketches are taken up for the mast “part 10
showing how pragmatism grew out of the older doctrines or in con--
trasting it with various alternative theories, while the thing attemptec
here is. again, a careful comparison of the views of three thinker:s
within the School itself—with of course the writer’s own reaction tc)
these views. It has thus seemed best to undertake no (necessarily -
fragmentary) treatment of truth as ‘intuition’ or ‘coherence’ or ‘cor.-
respondence’ or the rest. '
General criticism of the pragmatic theory of truth, as is evidert
to anyone who has followed the controversy, has been principally
directed against the more ‘radical’ statements of James and Schilles -,
Whether this is merely because these champions of the theory are mor e
extreme, or whether they are really more prone to errors in their
reasoning, we need not determine here. But it is worth pointing out

that, on the other hand, if Peirce and Dewey were to be taken as the

truer representatives of pragmatism a large part of the flood of recent
criticism would be irrelevant. This is by no means to say that the
work of Peirce and Dewey is above criticisnt ; it is merely to call attention
to the fact that most of the criticism of pragmatism is directed
against principles which these two men do not happen to hold. An
understanding of the doctrine in its more conservative forms, however,
is certainly on the increase, and we are seldom nowadays burdened -with
refutations of such alleged pragmatisms as that anything is true which
it is pleasant to believe or that any theorv of procedure is true which
happens to turn out well. '

3See for example an article by Alfred Llowil on “Conformity, Consistency, and
Truth” in the Journal of Philosophy for May 22, 1913; alse Roodin’s Truth and Reality,
Caldwell’s Pragmatism aud Idealism, De Laguna's Dogmatism and Evolution, Murray's
Pragmatism, Moore’s Pragmatism and Its Critics, and others,
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CHAPTER 1.

THE PRAGMATIC DOCTRINE AS ORIGINALLY PROPOSED
BY PEIRCE.

Pragmatism has been described as an attitude of mind, as a method
'of investigation, and as a theory of truth. The attitude is that of
looking forward to outcomes rather than back to origins. The method
is the use of actual or possible outcomes of our ideas to determine these
ideas’ real meaning. The theory of truth defines the truth of our beliefs
in terms of the outcomes of these beliefs. ’

Pragmatism as a principle of method, like the Mendelian laws of
theredity, lay for decades in oblivion. [t was brought to light and to
the world’s notice_in 1808 by William James, who by his wonderful
literary style immediately gave it the widest currency. The doctrine
Popular _Science  Monthly entitled “How To_ Make Our Ideas Clear.”
This article was the second of six on the general topic, “Illustrations
of the Logic of science.” 'the other articles of the series were re-
spectively called “The Fixation of Belief,” “The Doctrine of Chances,”
“The -Probability of Induction,” “The Order of Nature,” and “Induc-
tion, Deduction, and Hypothesis.”

Ia the famous discussion of How To Make Our Ideas Clear,
Peirce pointed out that by a clear idea is meant, according to the logicians,
one which will be recognized wherever it is met with, so that no other
will be mistaken for it. DBut since to do this without exception is im-
possible to human beings, and since to have such acquaintance with the
idea as to have lost all hesitancy in recognizing it in ordinary cases
amounts only to a subjective feeling of mastery which may be entirely
mistaken, they supplement the idea of ‘clearness’ with that of ‘distinct-
ness’. A distinct idea i1s defined as one that contains nothing which is
not clear. DBy the contents of an idea logicians understand whatever is
contained in its definition, so that an idea is distinctly apprehended,
according to them, when we can give a precise definition of it, in abstract
terms. Here the professional logicians leave the subject, but'it is easy
to show that the doctrine that familiar use and abstract distinctness make
the perfection of apprehension, “has its only true place in philosophies
which have long been extinct”, and it 1s now time to formulate a method
of attaining “a more perfect clearness of thought such as we see and
admire 111 the thinkers of our own time’”.

The action of thought is excited by the irritation of a doubi, and
ceases when belief is attained; so that the production of belicf is the
sole function of thought. As thought appeases the irritation of a doubt,

-
J
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was_originally proposed in 1878 by C.”S. Peirce in a paper for the
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6 Tue Pragyratic THEORY oF TRUTI

which is the motive for thinking, it relaxes and comes to rest for a
moment when belief is reached. But belief i5 a rule for action, and
its application requires further thought and further doubt, so that at
the same time that it is a stopping place it is also a new starting place
for thought. The final upshot of thinking is the exercise of volition..
“The essence of belief is the establishment of a habit, and different.

beliefs are distinguished by the different modes of action to which they

give rise. If beliefs do not differ in this respect, if they appease the
same doubt by producing the same rule of action, then no mére differ-
ences in the manner of consciousness of them can make them different

beliefs, any more than playing a tune in different keys is playing a

different tune.”

Imaginary distinctions are made very {requently, it is true, between
beliefs which differ only in their mode of expression. Such false dis-
tinctions do as much harm as the confusion of beliefs really different.
“One singular deception of this sort, which often occurs; is to mistake
the sensation produced by our own unclearness of thought for a char-
acter of the object we are thinking. Instead of perceiving that the
obscurity is purely cubjccti\x we fancy that we contemplate a quality
of the object which is essentially mysterious; and if our conuptlon be
afterwards presented to us in a clear form we do not recognize it as the

same, owing to the absence of the feeling of amntcllmibmt) An-
other such deception is to mistake a mere difference in the nmmmatlud
construction of two words for a distinction between the ideas they
EXPresS........ From all these sophisms we shall be 1\{:1‘1%@1\r safe so long
as we reflect that the whole function of thought is to produce habits
of action; and that whatever is connected with a tnouont, but irrelevant
to its purpose, is an accretion to it, but no part of it”

“To develop a meaning we have, therefore, Smxplx to determine
what habits it produces, for what a thing means is simply what habits
it involves. Now the identity of a habit depends on how it might lead

us to act, not merely under such circumstances as-are likely to arise,

but under such as might possibly occur, no matter how improbable........
Thus we come down to what is tangible and practical as the root of
every real distinction of thought, no matter how subtle it may be; and
there is no distinction so fine as to consist in anything but a possible
difference in practice”

As an example, consider the doctrine of transsubstantiation. Are

t (‘:

the elements of the sacrament flesh and blood ‘only in a tropical sense’

or are they literally just that? Now “we have 1o conception of wine
exeept what may enter into a belief either, (1) that this, that, or the
other is wine. or (2) that wine possesses certain properties.  Such be-
liefs are nothing but self-notifications that we shoul.l, upon occasion,
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act in regard to such things as we believe to be wine according to the
qualities which we believe wine to possess. The occasion of such action
would be some sensible perception, the motive of it to produce some
sensible result. Thus our action has exclusive reference to what affects
our senses, our habit has the same bearing as our action, our belief the
same as our habit, our conception the same as our belief; and we can
consequently mean nothing by wine but what has certain effects, direct
or indirect, upon the senses; and to talk of something as having all
the sensible characters of wine, yet being in reality blood, is senseless
jargon........ Our idea of anything is our idea of its sensible effects; and
if we fancy that we have any other, we deceive ourselves, and mistake
a mere sensation accompanying the thought for a part of the thought
itself”. L

“It appears, then, that the rule for attaining........clearness of appre-
hension is as follows: Consider what cffects, which might conceivably
hawve practical bearings, we conceive the Ob](’('f of our conception to
have.  Then, our conception of these effects is the whole of our con-
ception of the object”.  (Italics mine).

An application of this method to a conception which particularly
concerns logic occupies the last section of the article—a use of the
method to make clear our conception of “reality”. Considering clear-
ness in the sense of familiarity, no idea could be clearer than this, for
everyone uses it with perfect confidence. Clearness in the sense of
definition is only slightly more difficult,—"we may define the real as
that whose characters are independent of what anybody may think
them to be”. But however satisfactory this is as a definition, it does
not by any means make our idea of reality perfectly clear. “Here,
then, let us apply our rules. According to them, reality, like every other
quality, consists in the peculiar sensible effects which things partaking
of it produce. The only effect which real things have is to cause belief,
for all the sensations which they excite emerge into consciousness in
the form of beliefs. The question therefore is, how is true belief (or
belief in the real) distinguished from false belief (belief in fiction)”,
3riefly this may be answered by saying that the true belief is the onc
which will be arrived at after a complete examination of all the evidence.
“That opinion which is fated to be ultimately agreed to by all who
investigate, is what we mean by the truth, and the object represented
in this opinion is the real.” (Note: “Fate means merely that which
is sure to come true, and can nohow be avoided”.) The real thus
depends indeed upon what is ultimately thought about it, hut not upon
vhat any particular person thinks about it. This is clearly hrought
out in contrast to non-scientific \investigation, where personal equation
counts for a great deal more. “It is hard to convince a follower of

)
i
|
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8 Tur PracvaTic THEORY oF TRUTII |
the a priori method by adducing facts; but show him that an opinion{
that he is defending is inconsistent with what he has laid down else- |
where, and he will be very apt to retract it. These minds do not seem !
to believe that disputation is ever to cease; they seem to think that!
the opinion which is natural for one man is not so for another, and that
belief will, consequently, never be settled. In contenting themselves with |

hixing ‘their own opinions by a method which would lead another man

~to a different result, they betray their feeble hold upon the conception

of what truth is. On the other hand, all the followers of science are
fylly persuaded that the processes of investigation, if only pushed far
enough, will give one certain solution to every question to which they
can be applied. One man may investigate the velocity of light by study-
ing the transits of Venus and the aberration of the stars; another by the
opposition of Mars and eclipses of Jupiter’s satellites; a third by the
method of Fizian........ They may at first obtain different results, but as
each perfects his method and his processes, the results will move
steadily together toward a destined center. So with all scientific re-
search. Different minds may set out with the most antagonistic views,
but the process of investigation carries them by a force outside of them-
selves to one and the same conclusion”. This conclusion, to be sure,
may be long postponed, and might indeed be preceded by a false belief
which should be accepted universally. But “the opinion which would
finally result from investigation does not depend on how anybody may
actually think........ The reality of that which is real does 'depe;ld on
the real fact that the investigation is destined to lead, at last, if con-
tinuted long enough, to a belief in it”.

It will be scen that this article does not intend to put forward any
new tieory of truth. It is simply an attemipt at expounding a new
theory of clearness. Peirce desires to describe a new way of clearing
up metaphysical disputes, the method, namely, of finding the meaning
of each question by reducing it to its experimental consequences.

For Peirce a doctrine could be perfectly clear and yét false. This
would be the case where one had a vivid idea of all the outcomes in
experience involved by the idea, but yet was unable to prophesy anv
outcome that should be vertified by future fact. Our idea of the object

, would not in that case ‘correspond to the reality’ in the sense of giving

us a belief which could be ‘verified by all investigators’.
Peirce, then, instead of having a radical and startling theory of

-truth to propose, would consider himself an ultra-conservative on the

questicn of what shall be called truth. Approaching the matter from
the standpoint of a scientist, (for he says in another connection that
he had at this time spent most of his life in a laboratory), he is con-
cerned only with an attempt to apply “the fruitful methods of science”
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to “the barren field of metaphysics”. For metaphysics seems to him
very much in need of outside help. His different conception of the
L’wo disciplines may be seen from the following passage. In contrast
to philosophy, he is eulogizing the natural sciences, “where investigators,
instead of condemning each the work of the others as misdirected from
heginning to end, co-operate, stand upon one another’s shoulders, and
multiply incontestible results; where every observation is repeated,
and isolated observations count for little; where every hypothesis that
merits attention is subjected to severe but fair examination, and only
after the predictions to which it leads have been remarkably borne out
by experience is trusted at all, and when only provisionally; where a
radically false .step is rarely taken, even the most faulty of those
theories which gain credence being true in their main experiental
predictions”. . - ’

It is in a desire to elevate metaphysics to somewhere near this
level that Peirce proposes his new theory of clearness, believing that
much of the useless disputation of philosophy, as he sees it, will end
when we know exactly what we are talking about according to this test.

On the qguestion of truth he might indeed have referred to another
of his early articles, where the same idea of the independence of truth
from individual opinion is brought out. The much-quoted paper on
“11low To Make Our Ideas Clear” was, as we have neted, the second
of a series called “Illustrations of the Logic of Science”. In order to
get his doctrine of truth more adequately before us, we may turn for
a momenit to the first article of the series, the paper called “The Fixation
of Belief”.

Here Peirce begins by pointing out four methods for fixing belief.
In the first, or ‘method of tenacity’, one simply picks out the belief
which for some reason he desires, and holds to it by closing his eyes
to all evidence pointing the other way. The second, or the ‘method of
authority’, is the same except that the individual is replaced by the
state. The third, or ‘a priori method’, makes a thing true when it is
‘agreeable to reason’. But this sort of truth varies between persons,
tor what is-agreeable to reason is more or less a'matter of taste.

In contrast with these, and especially with the a priori method, a
method must be discovered which will determine truth entirely apart
from individual opinion. This is the method of science. That is, “To
satisfy our doubt........ it is necessary that a method should be found by
which our beliefs may be caused by nothing human, but by some external
permanency—by something upon which our thinking has no effect........
It must be something which affects, or might affect, every man. And,
though these affections are necessarily as various as are individual
tonditions, yet the method must be such that the ultimate conclusion
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of every man shall be the same. Such is the method of science. It

fundamental hypothesis, restated in more familiar language, is this -
There are real things whose characters are entirely ndependent of Umj*
opinions about them ; those realitics affect our senses according to regulad”

laws, and, though our sensations are as different as our relations to t.hf.l‘:
objects, vet, by taking advantage of the laws of perception, we carj
ascertain by reasoning how thmg> really are, and any man, if he have
sufficient experience, and reason enough about it, will be led to one
true conclusion. The new conception here involved is that of reality.
It may be asked how I know that there are any realities. If this
hypothesis is the sole support of my method of inquiry, my method of
inquiry must not be used to support my hypothesi@ The reply is this:
1. If investigation cannot be regarded as proving that there are real
things, it at least does not lead to a contrary conclusion ; but the method
and conception on which it is based remain ever in harmony. No
doubts of the method, therefore, arise with its practice, as is the case
with all the others. 2. The feeling which gives rise to any method of
fixing belief is a dissatisfaction at two repugnant propositions: DBut .
here already is a vague concession that there is some one thing to
which a proposition should conform........ Nobody, therefore, can 1ea11v
doubt that there are realities, or, if he (11(1, doubt would not be a source
of dissatisfaction. The hypothesis, therefore, is one which every mind
admits.  So that the social impulse does not cause me to doubt it
3. Everybody uses the scientific method about a great many thmgs
and only ceases to use it when he does not know how to apply 1
4. Experience of the method has not led me to doubt it. but, on the.
contrary, scientific investigation has had the most wonderful triumphs
in the way of settling opinion. These afford the explanation of my not
doubting the method or the hypothesis which it supposes™. (p.12)
The method of science, therefore, is procedure based on the
hypothesis that there are realities independent of what we may think
them to be.  This, it seems, is what Peirce regards as the fundamental
principle of the ‘logic of science’. This pr mupk, btated here in the
first paper. is again stated as we have seen, tow’trd“ th do%e of the
second paper. There he says again, “All the followers™
fully persuaded that the processes of 111\'est1gat10n, if only puahed far
enough, will give one certain solution to every question to which they
“can be apphed .Different minds may set out with the most an-
tagonistic views, but the progress of investigation carries them by a
force outside of themselves to one and the same conclusion........ This
creat law is embodied in the conception of truth and reality. That
opinion which is fated to be ultimately agreed to by all who investigate.

{
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is what we mean by truth, and the object represented in this opinion
ie the real. This is the way 1 would explain reality”. (p.300).

It is well at this point to call attention to a distinction. It is to be
noticed that in the first paper and in the latter part of the second hie
is talking of a method for attaining truth. DBut in the body of the
second paper he is talking of a melhod for attaining clearness. These
two should be kept distinct in our minds. The use of the various
methods described for finding the velocity of light were endeavors to
find the truth, not to make our ideas clear. Clearness and truth Peirce
l;clieves to have no invariable connection. He says in ending the article
on “How To Make Our Ideas Clear”, “It is certainly important to
know how to make our ideas clear, but they may be cver so clear
withoul being true”.  (p.302, italics mine.)  There are, then, two
methods under consideration: the scientific method for reaching truth,
with its postulate that there are independent realities, and the looxun
method for' securing clearness, which as he has just stated, has no
necessary connection with truth.

Now I should like to point out, in criticism, that these two methods
cannot be used tovqﬂﬁﬁﬁor rather that the postulate of the ‘scientific
method’” will not endure the test proposed by the ‘method for clearness’.
The scientific method postulates a reality unaffected by our opinions
about it. But when we apply the method for clearness to this reality it

M .
seems to vanish.

The process is this: Peirce, as we will remember,'begins his dis-
cussion of the real by defining it as “that whose characters are indepen-
dent of what anybody may think them to be.” Then passing on to
apply his method for clearness he finds that “reality, like every other

quality, consists in the peculmr sensible effects which things partaking
ot it produce”, and adds that “the only effects which real things have
is to cause belief, for all the sensations which they excite emerge into
consciousness in the form of beliefs”
effects, its sensible effects are beliefs, so reality is a sum of Dbeliefs.

Now, rulllty cannot be the sum of all beliefs regarding the real,
because reality is defined in another connection as the object represented
by a triee opinion, and a true opinion is that which is fated to be agreed
to after an investigation is complete. Reality then can consist only n
certain selected beliefs. But if reality is this set of ultimately-adopted
beliefs, what is truth itseli ? For truth has been defined as the beliefs
which will be ultimately adopted.

In other words, when Peirce applies his method for clearness to

‘] the concept of reality, he reduces reality to truth. He identifies the two.

| :

Reality is the sum of its sensible-
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Then there remains no independent reality which stands as a check
on trl}f.h. And this was the postulate of his method of science.

.Sm.ce the application of his own method for clearness climinates
reality, it looks as though Peirce must abandon either this method or
the postulate of science. He cannot use both the niethod for clearness
and the.postulate of the method of science.

‘v’}/c must remember that Peirce was a pioneer in this movement,
And in making the transition from the older form of thought, he
occasionally uses a word both in the old sense and in the new.b Such
would seem to be his difficulty with the word ‘reality’, which he uses
?)oth in the newer sense which the method for clearness would show
it to have, and in the old orthodox sense of something absolute. When
he says “reality........ consists of the peculiar sensible effects which things
partaking of it produce”, he seems to have the two senses of the word
m one sentence. Reality consists in sensible effects. or it is that which is
produced somehow by means of our senses. But. when things partake
of reality, reality exists in advance and produces those effects. Reality
15 conceived both as the things produced and as the producer of these
things. ’

A somewhat similar difficulty occurs, as T may j)oint out again in
criticism, in the use of the words ‘meaning’ and ‘belief’. Here the con-
fusion is caused, not by using a word in two senses, as in the case of
‘reality’, but by using both the words_‘meaning’ and ‘belief’ in the same
sense. Peirce defines both ‘meaning’ and ‘belief’ as a sum of habits,

- and indicates no difference between them.

Thus he says of meaning, “There is no distinction of neaning so
fne as to con§ist in an—_vthing‘but a possible difference in practice”. (593)
To develop its meaning, we have, therefore, simply to determine what
habits it produces, for what a thing means is simply what habits it
mvolves”.  (p. 292). ’ :

But he says similarly of belief, “Belief involves the establishiment
in our nature of a rule of action, or, sav for short, of a habit”. “Since
belief is a rule for action, it is a new starting point for thought”. “The
cssence of belief is the establishment of a habit, and different belicfs
are distinguished by the different modes of action to which they give
rise”.  (p. 291). )

Now it will be agreed that instead of defining belief and meaning

in terms of the same thing and thus identifying them, we ought sharpl;’
to distinguish between them. To have the meaning of a thing is not
at all the same as to believe in it. Thus one may have clearly in mind
the meaning of centaurs or of fairies or of any of the characters of
mythology without in the slightest degree believing in them. Defining
these things in terms of sensible effects, we could say that we knovy
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their meaning in the sense that we understand which sensible effects
would be mnvolved if they did exist. But to have a belief about them
would mean that we would expect these sensible effects.  In other words,
a belief involves the possibility of fulfillment or frustration of ex-
pectation. To believe in anything is therefore a distinct step beyond
understanding it.

In inserting these theories of reality and of belief in this discussion
of a method for clear apprehension, Peirce is passing beyond a doctrine
of clearness and involving himself i a doctrine of truth. We have
scen that he does not seem to be able to maintain the postulated reality
underlying his description of the scientific method for attaining truth.
And it now seems that he is in equal difficulty with belief. If mieaning
is simply a sum of habits, belief 1s not simply a sum of habits, for the
two are not the same. And if, as we have said, the guality that dis-
tinguishes belief from meaning is the fact that it involves expectation,
then we appear to be on the verge of a new theory of truth,—a theory
saying that truth is simply the fulfillment of these expectations.

Such, we may note, is the interpretation that Dewey puts upon the
pragmatic method,—such is the theory of truth that he finds involved
n it.

The interpretations of pragmatism which came particularly to the
notice of Peirce, however, were those made by Janies and Schiller, and
against these, we may say here, he made vigorous protest. These he
regarded as perversions of his doctrine. And he was so desirous of
imndicating that his own theory of clearness involved for himself no such
developments as these, that, in order to make the distinctions clear, he
renamed his own doctrine.

His first article of dissent, appearing in The Menist in 1go3, was
directed mainly, however, against the looseness of popular usage. He
traces briefly the doctrine’s growth. Referring hack to his
statement in 1878, he says of himself that he“framed the theory that a
coiception, that is, the rational purpose of a word or other expression,
lies exclusively in its conceivable bearing upon the conduct of life; s
that, since obviously nothing that might not result {rom experiment can
have any direct bearing upon conduct, if one can define acurately all
the conceivably experimentzal phenomena which the affirmation or denial
of a concept could imply, one will have therein a complete definition of
the concept, and there is absolutely nething more in it. For this doctrine
he [Peirce, now speaking of himself] invented the nanie of prag-
S, His word ‘pragmatism’ has gained general recognition in a
generalized sense that seems to argue power of growth and vitality.
The famed psychologist, James, first took it up, sceing that his ‘radical
cipiricism’ substantially answered to the writer’s definition, albeit with

S —
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a certain difference in point of view. Next the admirably clear and
brilliant thinker, Mr. Ferdinand C. S, Schiller, casting about for a more
attractive name for the ‘anthropomorphism’ of his Riddle of the Sphinr,
lit, in that most remarkable paper of his on Axioms as Postulates, upon
the designition ‘pragmatism’, which in its original sense was in generic
agreement with his own doctrine, for which he has since found.the
more appropriate specification ‘*humanism’, while he still retains prag-
matism in a somewhat wider sense. So far all went happily.
present the word begins to be met with occasionally in the literary
journals, where it gets abused in the merciless way that words have to
expect when they fall into literary clutches. Somietimes the manners
of the British have effloresced in scolding at the word as ill-chosen—ill-
chosen, that is, to express some meaning that it was rather designed to
exclude. So, then, the writer, finding his bantling ‘pragmatism’ so
promoted, feels that it is time to kiss his child good-by and relinquish
it to its higher destiny ; while to serve the precise purpose of expressing
the original definition, he Degs to announce the birth of the word
‘pragmaticism’, which is ugly enough to be safe from kidnappers”..
(pp.165-6). , ' :
Three years later Peirce published an article of much niore out-
spoken protest, this time including in his repudiation the professional
philosophers as well as the popularists. Writing for the Hibbert Jour-
nal (v.7) he states his case as follows: ’
“About forty years ago my studies of Kant, Berkeley, and others
led me, after convincing myself that all thinking is performed in signs,
and that mediation takes the form of dialogue, so that it is proper to
speak of the ‘meaning’ of a concept, to conclude that to acquire full
mastery of that meaning it is requisite, in the first place, to learn to
recognize that concept under every disguise, through extensive famil-
iarity with instances of it. But this, after all, does not imply any true
understannding of it; so that it is further requisite that we should malke
an abstract logical analysis of it into its ultimate elements, or as com-
plete an analysis as we can compass. But even so. we may still be
without any living comprehension of it; and the only way to complete
our knowledge of its nature is to. discover and recognize just what
habits of conduct a belief in the truth of the concept (of any conceivable
subject, and under any conceivable circumstances) would reasonably
develop; that is to say, what habits would ultimately result from a sufi-
ficient consideration of such truth. It is necessary to understand the
word ‘conduct’, here, in the broadest sense. If, for example, the predica-
tion of a given concept were to lead to our admitting that a given form
of reasoning concerning the subject of which it was afirmed was valid.

Jut at
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when it would not otherwise be valid, the recognition of that effect in
our reasoning would decidedly be a habit of 9011(111ct”.' (1).108). o
After referring to his own expositions-he continues, ‘But m
1897 Professor James remodelled the matter, and t_ransmorgrlﬁed it into
a doctrine of philosophy, some parts of which I hx'ghly approved, while
other and more prominent parts I regarded, and still r_egard’, as opposed
to sound logic. About the same time Profgssor P?lplrle dx;covered, to
the delight of the Pragmatist school, that this doc.trm.e was incapable of
definition, which would certainly seem to distinguish it from every otl}er
doctrine in whatever branch of science, I was coming to the coiniclusion
that my poor little maxim should be called b) another name; and I ac-
cordingly, in April 1903, renamed it Pragm.atlmsm.” (p.109). :

“My original essay, having been written fqr a popular m.onthl)_'.
assumes, for no better reason than that real inquiry cannot begin until

with some justice to beg the question. The first part of the essay is
occupied, however, with showing that, if Truth consists in satisfaction,
it cannot be any actual satisfaction, but must be the satisfaction that

Twould ultimately be found if the inquiry were pushed to its ultimate and

indefeasible issue. This, I beg to point out, is a verv different position

avowedly undefinable position, if it be not capable of logical clmr-‘
:!ctei‘izafio11, seems to me to be characterized by an angry hatred of
strict logic, and even a disposition to rate any exact thgugh.t which
interferes with their doctrine as all humbug. At the same time it seems
10 me clear that their approximate acceptance of the 'Px_‘aglpancxsttc
principle, and even that very casting aside of difficult .d\stfnctlons (:}1—
though I cannot approve of it). has helped them to a mightily clear dis-
cernment of some fundamental truths that other philosophers have seen
but through a mist, or most of them not at all. Among such tm.ths, -5111
of them old, of course, yet acknowledged by few—I reckon. fhelr denial
of necessitarianism ; their rejection of any ‘consciousness’ different from
a visceral or other external sensation; their acknowledgment that there
are, in a Pragmatistical sense, Real habits........ and their insistence upon
interpreting all hypostatic abstractions in terms of what they zwould
or might (not actually will) come to in the concrete. ‘It seems to me a
pity that they should allow a philosophy so instinct }\'ﬁh life to become
mfccted with seeds of death in such notions as that of the unreality of all
wleas of infinity and that of the mutability of truth, and in such con-

a state of real doubt arises, and ends as soon as a real Belief is ‘uttain_ed, !
that a ‘settlement of belief’, or.in-other words, a state_of satisfaction, |
is_all that Truth, or the aim_of inquiry, consists in. The reason I gave |
Tor t-i_l_i_gt\";;s—gﬂimsy, while the inference was so nearly the gist of Prag— |
maticism, that T must confess the argument of that essay might be said |
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from that of Mr. Schiller and the pragmatists of to-day.......Their .
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tusions of thought as that of active willing (willing to control thought,

to doubt, and to weigh reasons) with willing not to exert the will (willing
to believe)”. (pp.111, 112).

The difference between the position of Peirce and of James may be
stated in another way as constituted by the fact that James introduces
the factor of value as a criterion for meaning and for truth, while for
Peirce these elements did not enter the question at all. For James the

Yalue of a belief is an apparent evidence for its truth, while for Peirce

Jvalue had no relation to truth. For an account of this development of

the pragmatic doctrine we pass on now to a discussion of James.

CHAPTER 1I.
THE INTERPRETATION GIVEN TO PRAGMATISM BY JAMEs.

James first uses the term ‘pragmatisn’, as Peirce had done, to refer
to a method for attaining clearness. ‘When, in 1898, he brought again

‘before The public the original article by Peirce, he was simply expound-

ing the Peircian doctrine without making any attempt to pass beyond it.
But, as we have just seen, he later gave it a construction, an interpretation
as a theory of truth, with which its originator could not agree. In this
chapter we may, therefore, look first at his exposition of the doctrine
of clearness, and after that, in order to understand James’ development
of the doctrine into a theory of truth, we may turn back for a moinent
to some of his previous publications on the question of truth. It will
then be possible to trace chronologically his developing attitude toward
the truth controversy. From this we may pass finally to an indication
of some of the difficulties in which he becomes involved. The most

truth of an idea to be, not merely that the idea Teads to expected conse-
quences, but that it leads to predominantly desirable consequences. The

‘outcomes which stand as evidence for truth are then not merely out-

comes bringing fulfilled expectations but outcomes bringing happiness.
JarMEs ExprosiTioN oF PEIRCE.

James in expounding the doctrine of Peirce explains the pragmatic
principle as a method of investigating philosophic controversies, reducing
them to essentials (clear meanings), and selecting those worthy of dis-
cussion.” “Suppose”, he says, “that there are two different philosophical
definitions, or propositions, or maxims, or what not, which seem to con-
tradict each other, and about which men dispute. If, by assuming the
truth of the one, you can foresee no practical consequence to anybody.
at any time or place, which is different from what you would foresee if
vou assumed the truth of the other, why then the difference between the
two propositions is no real difference—it is only a specicus and verbal
difference, unworthy of future contention........ There can be no difference
which does not make a difference—no difference in the abstract truth
which does not express itself in a difference of concrete fact, and of
conduct consequent upon that fact, imposed upon somebody, somehow,
somewhere and somewhen........The whole function of philosophy ought
to be to find out what definite difference it would make to vou and me,
at definite instants of our life, if this world-formula or that world-
tormula be the one which is true”. (p.673).

! **The Pragmatic Method™, University of California Chronicle 1898. Reprinted in
Journal of Philosophy, 1904, v. 1, p. 673. Page references are to the latter.
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nmportant of these, it may be said .again, is that he construes the test of _
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This doctrine is illustrated by using it to secure the essence of two

philosophical questions, materialism zs. theism and the one 7. the many.
If we suppose for an instant, he suggests, that this moment is the last
moment of the universe’s existence, there will be no difference between
materialism and theism. All the eficcts that might be ascribed to either
liave come about. | :
“These facts are in, are bagged, are captured; and the good that’s in
them is gained, be the atom or be the God their cause.” (p- 677). “The
God, if there, has been doing just what the atom could do—appearing
in the character of atoms, so to speak, and earning such gratitude as is
due to atoms, and no more”. Future good or ill is ruled out by
postulate. Taken thus retrospectively, there could be no difference be-
tween materialism and theism.

But taken prospectively, they point to wholly different conse-
quences. “For, according to the theory of mechanical evolution, the
laws of redistribution of matter and motion, though they are certainly
to thank for all the good hours which our organisms have ever yielded
us and all the ideals which our minds now frame, are vet fatally certain
to undo their work again, and to redissolve everything that they have
evolved........ We make complaint of [materialism] for what it is nof—not
4 permanent warrant for our more ideal interests, not a fulfiller of ofir
remotest hopes.......Materialism means simply the denial that the moral
order is eternal, and the cutting off of ultimate hopes ; theism means the
affirmation of an eternal moral order and the letting loose of hope.
Surely here is an issue genuine enough for anyone who feels it........

“[And] if there be a God, it is not likely that he is confined solely
o making differences in the world’s latter end; he probably malkes dif-
ferences all along its course. Now the principle of practicalism says
that that very meaning of the conception of God lies in the differences
which must be made in experience if the conception be true. God’s
famous inventory of perfections, as elaborated by dogmatic theology,
cither means nothing, says our principle, or it implies certain definite
things that we can feel and do at certain definite moments of our lives,
things that we could not feel and should not do were no God present
and were the business of the universe carried on by material atoms in-
stead. So far as our conceptions-of the Deity involve no such experi-
ences, they are meaningless and verbal,—scholastic entities and abstrac-
tions, as the positivists say, and fit objects for their scorn. But so far
as they do involve such definite experiences, God means something for
us, and may be real”. (pp.678-680).

The second illustration of the pragmatic principle—the supposed
opposition between the One and the Many—may be treated more briefly.
James suggests certain definite and practical sets of resulis in which to
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define ‘oneness’, and tries out the conception to see whethér this result
or that is what oneness means. He finds this method to clarify the
difficulty here as well as in the previous case. In summarizing he says:
“I have little doubt myself that this old quarrel might be completely
smoothed out to the satisfaction of all claimants, if only the maxim of
P’eirce were methodically followed here. The current monism on the
whole still keeps talking in too abstract a way. It says that the world
must either be pure disconnectedness, no universe at all, or absolite
vnity. It insists that there is no stopping-place half-way.  Any con-
nection whatever, says this monism, is only possible if there he stiil more
connection, until at last we are driven to admit the absolutely total con-
nection required. DBut this absolutely total connection either means
nothing, is the mere word ‘one’ spelt long, or else it means the sumi of
all the partial connections that can possibly be conceived. | believe that
when we thus attack the question, and set ourseives to search for these
possible connections, and conceive each in a definite and practical way,
the dispute 1s already in a fair way to be settled hevand the chanee of
misunderstanding, by a compromise in which the Many and the Oune
both get their lawful rights”. (p. 683).

In concluding, James relates Peirce to the English Empiricists, as-
serting that it was they “who first introduced the custom of interpreting
the meaning of conceptions by asking what differences they niake for
life....... The great English way of investigating a conception is to ask
yourself right off, “‘What is it known as? In what facts does it result ?
What is its cash-value in terms of particular expetience?  And what
special difference would come into the world according as it were true
or false? Thus does Locke treat the conception of personal identity.
What you mean by it is just your chain of memories, says he......50
Berkeley with his ‘matter’. The cash-value of matier is just our physical
sensations....... Hume does the same thing with causation. It s known
as habitual antecedence........ Stewart and Brown, James ALl John Mill,
and Bain, have followed more or less consistently the same method ; and
Shadworth Hodgson has used it almost as explicitly as Ar. §’x'fr~(“l‘..,i....
The short-comings and negations and the baldnesses of the Fnglish
philosophers in question come, not from their cye to _n'u:rs-%_\r practical
results, but solely from their failure to track the practical results com-
pletely enough to see how far they extend”. (pp. 685-6).

It will be at once observed that James, as well as Peirce, is at this
point saying nothing about a new doctrine of truth, but is concerning
himself only with a new doctrine of clearness. Meaning and tfclil‘lw‘is
of meanings are his only topics in this paper. Thus he states, * The only
nieaning of the conception of God lies in the differences which must be
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made in experience if the conception be true. God’s famous inventory
of perfection........either means nothing, says our principle, or it implies
certain definite things that we can feel and do at certain definite moments
in our lives”. And again in speaking of the pluralism-monism coi-
troversy, “Any connection whatever, says this monism, is only possible
if there be still more connection, until at last we are driven to admit
the absolutely total connection required. But this absolutely total con-
nection either means nothing, is the mere word ‘one’ spelt long, or else
it means the sum of all the partial connections........”"

But as we all know, James did afterward embrace the new prag-
matic theory of truth. While he did not in 1898 use the word prag-
matism to-designate anything except a new method for securing clear-
ness, yet it can be shown that he had been developing another line of
thought, since a much earlier date. which did lead quite directly toward
the pragmatic theory of truth. It may be well at this point then to go
back and trace the growth of thig idea of truth through such writing
as he had done before this time. "It will be found. I think, that James’
whole philosophic tendency to move away from the transcendental and
unitary toward the particular was influencing him toward this new con-
ceptlon.//d
DEVELOPMENT OF THE DOCTRINE THROUGH THE EARLIER WRITINGS

OF JAMES.

The first article which James wrote on truth, as he later states,' was
entitled “The Tunction of Cognition”, and was published in A/ind in
1885. Commenting on this article in 1909 he asserts that many of the
essential theses of the book “Pragmatism”, published twenty-two years
later, were already to be found here, and that the difference is mainly
one of emphasis.” '

This article attempts to give a description of knowing as it actually
occurs,—not how it originated nor how it is antecedently possible. The
thesis is that an idea knows an external reality when it points to it, re-
sembles it, and is able to affect it. The plan of exposition is to start with
the simplest imaginable material and then gradually introduce additional
matter as it is needed until we have cognition as it actually occurs.
James postulates a single, momentarily-existing, floating feeling as the
entire content, at the instant, of the universe. What, then, can this
momentary feeling know? Calling it a ‘feeling of ¢’, it can be made any
particular feeling (fragrance, pain, hardness) that the reader likes. We
see, first, that the feeling cannot properly be said to know itself. There
1s no mner duality of the knower on the one hand and content or known

3*The Meaning of Truth”, Preface, p. viil.
*Same, p. 137.
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on the other. “If the content of the feeling occurs nowhere else in the
universe outside of the feeling itself, and perish with the feeling, com-
non usage refuses to call it a reality, and brands it as a subjective feature
»f the feeling’s constitution, or at most as the feeling's dream. TFor the
feeling to be cognitive in the specific sense, then, it must be self-trans-
-endent”.  And we must therefore “create a reality outside of it to cor-
espond to the intrinsic quality ¢”’.  This can stand as the first complica-
ion of that universe. Agreeing that the feeling cannot be said to know
iself, under what conditions does it know the external reality? James
replies, “1f the newly-created reality resemble the feeling’s quality ¢, I
say that the feeling may be held by us to be cognizant of that reality”.
1t may be objected that a momentary feeling cannot properly know a
ithing because it has no time to become aware of any of the relations of
(he thing. But this rules out only one of the kinds of knowledge, namely
tknowledge about” the thing ; knowledge as direct acquaintance remains.
We may then assert that “if there be in the universe a ¢ other than the ¢
in the feeling the latter may have acquaintance with an entity ejective
o itself; an acquaintance moreover, which, as mere acquaintance it
ould be hard to imagine susceptible either of improvement or increase,
eing in its way complete ; and which would oblige us (so long as we
cfuse not to call acquaintance knowledge) to say not only that the
celing is cognitive, but that all qualities of feeling, so long as there is
nything outside of them which they resemble, are feelings of qualities
f existence, and perceptions of outward fact”. But this would be true,
as unexceptional rule, only in our artificially simplified universe. If
here were a number of different g's for the feeling to resemble, while
it meant only one of them, there would obviously be something more
than resemblance n the case of the one which it did know. This fact,
1wt resemblance is not enough in itself to constitute knowledge, can be
seen also from remembering that many feelings which do resemble
ach other closely,—e. g., toothaches—do not on that account know each
thet. Really to know a thing, a feeling must not only resemble the
hing, but must also be able to act on it. In brief, “the feeling of ¢
nows whatever reality it resembles, and either directly or indirectly
perates on. If it resemble without operating, it is a dream; if it
perates without resemibling, it is an errer”. Such is the formula for
erceptual knowledge. Concepts must be reduced to percepts, after
which the same rule holds. We may say, to make the formula complete,
A percept knows whatever reality it directly or indirectly operates on
ind resembles; a conceptual feeling, or thought, knows a reality, when-
aver it actually or potentially termiinates in a percept that operates on, or
resembles that reality, or is otherwise connected with it or with its
gontext”,
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“The latter percept [the one to which the concept has been reduced
may be either sensation or sensorial idea; and when I say the thought
must ferminate in such a percept, I mean that it must ultimately be
capable of leading up thereto,—by way of practical experience if the
terminal feeling be a sensation ; by way of logical or habitual suggestion,
if it be only an image in the mand”. “These percepts, these termini,
these sensible things, these mere matters of acquaintance, are the only
realities we ever directly know, and the whole history of our thought is
the history of our substitution of one of them for the other, and the
reduction of the substitute to the status of a conceptual sign. Con-

. temned though they be by some thinkers, these sensations are the mother-

carth, the anchorage, the stable rock, the first and last limits, the terminus
o quo and the terminus ad quen: of the mind. To find such sensational
termini should be our aim with all our higher thought. They end dis-
cussion ; they destroy the false conceit of knowledge ; and without them
we are all at sea with each other’s meanings........We can never be sure
we understand each other. till we are able to bring the matter to this
test.  This is why metaphysical discussions are so much like fighting
with the air; they have no practical issue of a sensational kind. Sci-
entific theories, on the other hand, always terminate in definite percepts.
You can deduce a possible sensation from your theory and, taking me
into your laboratory prove that your theory is true of my world by
giving me the sensation then and there”.

At this point James quotes, in substantiation. the following passage
from Peirce’s a. icle of 1878: “There is no distinction in meaning so
fine as to consist in anything but a possible difference in practice........It
appears, then, that the rule for attaining the higfihest grade of clearness
of apprehension is as follows: Consider what effects, which might
conceivably have practical bearings, we conceive the object of our con-
ception to have. Then our conception of these effects is the whole of
our conception of the object.”

In this early paper of James’ are to be found foreshadowings of

fpfagmatism both as a method and as a theory of truth. Pragmatism

“as a method is shown in the whole discussion of the primacy.of sensa-
tions and of the necessity for reducing conceptions to perceptions. This
is exactly in line with the pragmatism proposed by Peirce in 1878 and
here quoted from by James. | Pragmatism as a theory of truth is antici-
pated by the proposal that the 1dea knows, and knows truly, the reality
which it is able to make changes in, The idea froves its reference to
a given reality by making these specified changes. It is antecedently
true only if it can bring about these changes. The next step 1s to say
that its truth consists in its ability to forecast and bring to pass these
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changes. Then we have pragmatism as a theory of truth. James did
ot take this step, as we shall see, until after 19o4.

There 1s also a suggestion of the ‘subjectivity’ of James’ later_theory
of truth, which would differentiate him even aF this time_from Peirce on
the question of truth. He has said that a true 1_dea must indeed resemble
reality, but who, he asks, is to determine what is real? H_e_ answers that
an idea is true when it resembles something which ‘I, as critic, }‘hmk to be
reality. “When [the enquirer] finds that the feel}llg that he 1is studylgg
contemplates what he himself regards as a reahty.he must of course
admit the feeling itself to be truly cognitive”. Peirce would say that
the idea is not true unless it points to a reality that would be jfcmnd b_v_a_ll
investigators, quite irrespective of what th_e one person ejy:tmg as critic
may think. James and Peirce would therefore, begin to diverge even :{t
this early date on the truth question. As to what constitutes clearness,
they are in agreement. ‘

Something of the same idea is stated again {ou.r years laFer i an
article which appeared in Mind® and which was rcpulzlxshcd the tollowx:}g
year as a chapter of the Principles of Psychology.‘ One passage .\\'xll
show the general trend; “A conception to prevail, must terminate 11? a
world of orderly experience. A rare phenomenon,‘to d}splace frequcnt
ones, must belong with others more frequent still. The history of science
is strewn with wrecks and ruins of theory—essences and prmcq)lf:s,
fluids and forces—once fondly clung to, but found to hang tog.eth?r with
no facts of sense. The exceptional phenomena solicit our b.ehef in vain
until such time as we chance to conceive of them as of kinds already
admitted to exist. What science means by * ’eriﬁcatiop’ is no niore than
this, that no object of conception shall be believed which soonor or Ium
lias not some permanent object of sensation ]for u‘s-tcrm...,..,.bcn.wllc
vividness or pungency is then the vital factor in reality when once t(hg.
conflict between objects, and the connecting of them together in the
mind, has begun.” (Italics mine). ‘ ) -

And in another connection he expresses the idea as to%lows: Con-
ceptual systems which neither began nor left off in sensations wonl(% !)L
like bridges without piers. Systems about fact must plunge tl.mnA\se.\u‘
into sensations as bridges plunge themselves into the rock. Sensations
are the stable rock, the terminus a quo and th‘e terminus ?d quen (')f
thought. To find such termini is our aim \Ylth all our rue«._:ru:s-—};n.
conceive first when and where a certain sensation may 1{(& h}ld (mf,l t ]a‘x:
to have it. Finding it stops discussion. Failure to find it kl”S"[h'c xd:ig_
conceit of knowledge. . Only when you deduce a possible sensation tor

1“The Psychology of Belief”, Mind 1889, v. 14, p. 31.
*Vol. II, chapter XXI
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me from your theory, and give it to me when and where the theory re-
quires, do I begin to be sure that your thought has a
truth.” (1r:7).

In 1902 James contributed to the “Dictionary of Philosophy and

Psychology” published by J. Mark Baldwin the following definition for
Pragmatism. -

nything to do with

“The doctrine that the whole ‘meaning’ of a conception expresses
| itself in practical consequences, consequences either in the shape of
|_conduct to be recommended, or in that of experience to be expected,
- | if the conception be true; which consequences would be different if it
were untrue, and must be different from the consequences by which
the meaning of other conceptions is in turn expressed. If a second con-
ception should not appear to have either consequences, then it must
really be only the first conception under a different name. In methodol-
WOgy it is certain that to trace and compare their respective consequences

is an admirable way of establishing the different meanings of different
conceptions”, _—

It will be seem'that James has not in 1902 differentiated between
pragmatism as a method and as a theory of truth. Leaving out the one
reference to truth, the definition is an excellent statement of the Peircian
doctrine of clearness. This is especially to be noticed in the last two
sentences, which are perfectly ‘orthodox’ statements of method alone.

In 1904 and 1905 James published two papers in Mind on the
trath question. The first, “Humanism and Truth”, may be cailed his
‘border-line’ article. In this he is attempting to give a sympathetic
interpretation of the humanistic theory of truth—which he later said
is exactly like his own—but is still making the interpretation as an out-
sider. In the seccnd article he has definitely embraced the humanistic
theory and is defending it.

The first article begins as follows: “Receiving from the editor of
Mind an advance proof of Mr. Bradley’s article for July on ‘Truth and
Practice’, 1 understand this as a hint te nie to join in the controversy
over ‘Pragmatism’ which seems to have seriously begun. As my name
has been coupled with the movement, I deem it wise to take the hint.
the more so as in some quarters greater credit has been given me than
I deserve, and probably undeserved discredit in other quarters falls also
to my lot. ) '

“First, as to the word ‘pragmatism’. I myself have only used the

erm to indicate a method of carrying on abstract discussion. The
serious meaning of a concept, says Mr. Peirce, lies in the concrete dif-
ference to someone which its being true will make. Strive to bring all,

P

*Mind, N. S. 13, p. 457.
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debated questions to that ‘pragmatic’ test. and you -will escape vain
wrangling : 1if it can make no practical difference which of two state-
ments be true, then they are really one statement in two verbal forms;
if it can make no practical difference whether a given statement be true
or false, then the statement has no real meaning. In neither case is
there anything fit to quarrel about; we may save our breath, and pass
10 more important things.

“All-that-the pragmatic method implies, then, is that truths should

jrave_practical consequences. In England the word has been used more

broadly, to cover the notion that the truth.of any statement consists in
the consequences, and particularly in their being good.consec‘;uences.
Here we get beyond affairs of method altogether; and since this prag-
matism and the wider pragmatism are so different, and both are im-
portant enough to have different names, I think thart ‘Mr. SCjtlln?r.S
proposal to call the wider pragmatisn: by the name of H.umamsm 153
excellent and ought to be adopted. The narrower pragmatism may still
be spoken of as the ‘pragmatic method’. -

“If further egotism be in order, I may say that the account of truth
given by Messrs. Sturt and Schiller and by Professor Dewey and his
:chool...-.....goes beyond any theorizing which I p'ersenal}_y had ever in-
dulged in until I read their writings. Afte_r rea@ng these, .] feel alimost
sure that these authors are right in their main contentions, but the
originality is wholly theirs, and I can hardly recognize in my own}mmble
doctrine that concepts are teleological instruments ‘anythm;r cons1flergble
enough to warrant my being callled‘ as 1 hav’e’ 1belen, t?le f.ather of so
important a movement forward in philosophy”." (Italic mine). -

“1 think that a decided effort at a sympathetic mental play with
fuimanism is the provisional attitude to be recommended to the reader.

“When I find myself plaving s_wupailmticcvzli‘y tv_iflz hZIHI(Hl]iSi.'I,' some-
thing like what follows is what I end by conceiving it to mean”. (Itahics
mine).

Such is the conservative tone in which the article is .begm‘l‘ Yet
before it is ended we find these passages: “It seems obvicus that the
pragmatic account of all this routine of Phen@mcna‘l .knowledgri is ac—
curate”. (p.468). “The humanism, for nstance, }vlnch I see al'\dv try
te hard to defend, is the completest truth attained from my point of
view e”. p.472). )
- Illllpzfosﬁ;:leme%ag glrticle, “Humanism an(’é Truth Once More"’,
published a few months later in answer to questions prompted by this
cne. the acceptance of humasnism is entirely definite. And here James

"This paragraph appears as a footnote.
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finds that he has been advocating the doctrine for several vears. He
says, “I myself put forth on several occasions a radically pragmatist
account of knowledge”. (Mind, v. 14, p. 196). And again he remarks,
“When following Schiller and Dewey, I define_the true as_that which

gives the maximal combination of satisfaction.....””. (p-199).

TuE Turory oF TRUTH IN ‘PrRAGMATISM’ AND ‘THE
MEANING oF TruTH'.

-In 1907 when he published his book “Pragmatism”, James, as we
all know, was willing to accept the new theory of truth unreservedly.
The hesitating on the margin, the mere interpreting of other’s views,
are things of the past. From 1907 James’ position toward pragmatism
as a truth-theory is unequivocal.

Throughout the book, as I should like 1o point out, James is using

‘pragmatism’ in two senses. and ‘truth’ in two senses. The two mean-
_ings of pragmatism he recognizes himself, and points out clearly the
difference between pragmatism as a method for attaining clearness in
our ideas and pragmatism as a theory of the truth or falsity of those
ideas. But the two meanings of ‘“truth’ he does not distinguish.  And
it is here that he differs from Dewey, as we shall presently sce. THe
differed from Peirce on the question of the meaning of pragmatism—as
to whether it could be developed to include a doctrine of truth as well as
of clearness. He differs from Dewey on the question of ‘truth’—as to
whether truth shall be used in both of the two specified senses or only”
in one of them.
" The Ambiguity of ‘Satisfaction'—The double meaning of truth in
James’ writing at this date may be indicated in this way :  While truth.
is to be defined in terms of satisfaction. what is satisfaction? Does it
mean that I am to be satisfied of a certain quality in the idea, or that I
am to be satisfied by it? In other words, is the criterion of truth the
fact that the idea leads as it promised or is it the fact that its leading,
whether just as it promised or not, is desirable? Which, in short, are
we to take as truth,—fulfilled expectations or value of results?

It is in failing to disti.guish between these two that James invelves

himself, I believe, in most of his difficulties, and it is in the recognition
and explicit indication of this difference that Dewey differentiates him-
self from James. We may pass on to cite specific instances in which
James uses each of these criteria. We will find, of course, that there
are passages which can be interpreted as meaning either value or fnlfll-
ment, but there are many in which the use of value as a criterion seems
unmistakable.

The following quotations may be instanced: “If theological views
prove to have value for concrete life, they will be true, for pragmatism,

|
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in the sense of being good for so much. For how much more they are
true, will depend entirely on their relation to the other truths that have
also to be acknowledged”. For example, in so far as the Al?solute
affords comfort, it is not sterile; “it has that amount of value; it per-
forms a concrete function. I myself ought to call the Absolute true
‘in so far forth’, then; and I unhesitatingly now do so”. (p.72). =
“On pragmatic principles, if the hypothesis of God works satis-
factorily in the widest sense of the word, it is true. Now whatever
its residual difficulties may be, experience shows that it certainly doe.s
work, and that the problem is to build out and determine it so that it
will combine satisfactorily with all the other working truths”.  (p. 299).
“The true is the name for whatever proves itself to be gooc] in thﬁe
way of belief, and good, too, for definite, assignable reasons”. (p. 76).
’ “Empirical psychologists........ have denied the soul, save as tbe name
for verifiable cohesions in our inner life. They redescend into the
stream of experience with it, and cash it into so much small-change.
value in the way of ‘ideas’ and their connections with each other. _The
soul is good or ‘true’ for just so much, but no more”. (p. 92, italics.mm'e).
“Since almost any object may some day become ‘r.empo?arﬂy m-
portant, the advantage of having a stock of extra truths, of ideas that
shall be true of merely possible situations, is obvious........ \'Vhenever' suc.h
extra truths become practically relevant to one of our emergencies, it
passes from cold storage to do work in the wor‘;c‘l‘ apd our belief in it
orows active. You can say of it then either that it is useful because it
is true’ or that it is ‘true because it isauseful’.
exactly the same thing........ From this simple cue pragmatism gets her
general notion of truth as something essentially bound up with the way
in which one moment in our experience may lead us towards otl.xer
moments thich it will be worth while to have been led to. Primarlly,
and on the common-sense level, the truth of a state of min'd means this
function of a leading that is worth while”. (pp. 204-205, italics mine).
“To ‘agree’ in the widest sense with reality can only mean to be
guided either straight up to it or into its surroundings, or to be put into
such working touch with it as to handle either it or something connected
with it better than if we disagreed. Better either iut:llmv‘zlm!l_\' or
practicallv!........ Any idea that helps us to deal, whether [Jra‘cfwull_\' or
intellectually, with either reality or its belongings, that doesn’t entangle
our progress in frustrations, that fits, in fact, and ac_lapts our life to the
reality’s whole setting, will——hold true of that reality”. (pp- 21 2-213).
““The true’, to put it very briefly, is only the ex.pcdle'nt i the way
of our thinking, just as the ‘right’ is only the expedient in t_he way of
‘our behaving.  Expedient in almost any fashion; and expedient in the
long run and on the whole of course™., (p. 222).

Botl these phrases mean .
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We may add a passage with the same bearing, from “The Mean-
ing of Truth”. In this quotation James is retracting the statement made
in the University of California Address that without the future there
is no difference between theism and materialism. He says: “Even if
matter could do every outward thing that God does, the idea of it would
not work as satisfactorily, because the chief call for 2 God on modern
men’s part is for a being who will inwardly recognize them and judge
them sympathetically. Matter disappoints this craving of our ego, and
so God remains for most men the truer hypothesis, and indeed remain
so for definite pragmatic reasons”. (p. 189, notes).

The contrast between ‘intellectual’ and ‘practical’ seems to make
his position certain. If truth is tested by practical workings, as con-
trasted with intellectual workings, it cannot be said to be limited to ful-
filled expectation. )

The statement that the soul is good or true shows the same thing.

- The relation of truth to extraneous values is here beyond question.
The other passages all bear. more or less obviously, in the same direction.

As James keeps restating his position, there are many of the defini-
tions that could be interpreted to mean either values or fulfillments, and
even a few which seem to refer to fulfillment alone. The two following
examples can be taken to mean cither:

““Truth’ in our ideas and beliefs means........ that ideas (which
themsclves are but parts of our experience) become true just in so far
as they help us to get into satisfactory relation with other parts of our
experience, to summarize them and get about among them by con-
ceptual short-cuts instead of following the interminable succession of
particular phenomena. Any idea upon which we can ride, so to speak
any idea that will carry us prosperously from one part of our exper-
ience to any other part, linking things satisfactorily, working securely,
simplifying, saving labor, is true for just so much, true in so far forth,
true instrumentally”.  (p.58).

“A new opinion counts as true just in proportion as it gratifies the
individual’s desire to assimilate the novel in his experience to his beliefs
in stock. It must both lean on old truth and grasp new fact; and itssuc-
cess.......in doing this, is a matter for individual appreciation. When
old truth grows, then, by new truth’s add’tion, it is for subjective regsons.
We are in the process and obey the reasons. The new idea is truest
which performs most felicitously its function of satisfying this double
urgency. It makes itself true, gets itself classed as true, by the way-it
works.”  (p.64).

But we can turn from these to a paragraph in which truth seems
to be limited to fulfilled expectations alone.

“True ideas are those which we can assimilate, validate, corroborate,
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and verify. [False ideas are those which.we cannot, _ That is the prac-
tical difference it makes to us to have true ideas; that, therefore, is the
meaning of truth, for it is all that truth is known as........

“But what do validation and verification themselves pragmatically
mean? They again signify certain practical consequences of the verified
and validated idea....... They head us........ through the acts and other
ideas which they instigate, into or up to, or towards, other parts of ex-
perience with which we feel all the while........that the original idea§ re-
main in agreement. The connections and transitions come to us from
point to point as being progressive, harmonious, satisfactory. This
function of agreeable leading is what we mean by an idea’s verifica-
tion”. (pp.201-202).

The Relation of Truth to Utility—It seems certain from the
foregoing that James means, at least at certain times, to define the true
in terms of the valuable. Satisfaction he is using as satisfaction by
rather than satisfaction of. As we have pointed out, one may be satis-
fied of the correctness of one’s idea without being at all satisfied by it.
This distinction has been most clearly set forth by Boodin, in his discus-
sion of “What pragmatism is not’, in the following words: “The truth
satisfaction may run counter to any moral or esthetic satisfaction in the
particular case. It may consist in the discovery that the friend we had
Lacked had involved us in financial failure, that the picture we had
bought from the catalogue description is anything but beautiful. But
we are no longer uncertain as regards the truth. Qur restlessness. so
far as that particular curiosity is concerned, has come to an end”.!

It is clear then, that the discovery of truth is not to be identified
with a predominantly satisfactory state of mind at the moment. Our
state of mind at the moment may have only a grain of satisfaction, vet
this is of so unique a kind and so entirely distinguishable from the other
contents of the mind that it is perfectly practicable as a criterion. 1t is
simply “the cessation of the irritation of a doubt”. as Peirce puts it, or
the feeling that my idea has led as it promised. The feeling of {ulfilled
expectation 1s thus a very distinct and recognizable part of the whole
general feeling commonly described as ‘satisfaction’.  When ‘utility” in
our ideas, therefore, means a momentary feeling of dominant satisfac-
tion, truth cannot be identified with it.

And neither, as I wish now to point out, can truth be identified
with utility when utility means a long-run satisfactoriness, or satisfac-
toriness of the idea for a considerable number of people through a con-
siderable period of time. The same objection arises here which we
noted a moment ago—that the satisfaction may be quite indifferent to

'Boodin: Truth and Reality, pp. 103-4.
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the special satisfaction arising ‘rom tests. As has been often shown,
many ideas are satisfactory for a long period of time simply Dbecause
they are not subjected to tests. “A hope is not a hope, a fear is not a
fear, once either is recognized as unfounded........A delusion is delusion
enly so long as it is not known to be one. A mistake can be built upon
only so long as it is not suspected”. '

Some actual delusions which were not readily subjected to tests
have been long useful in this way. “For instance, basing ourselves on
Lafcadio Hearn, we might quite admit that the opinions summed up
under the title ‘Ancestor-Worship’ had been........ ‘exactly what was re-
quired’ by the former inhabitants of Japan”. “It was good for primitive
man to believe that dead ancestors required to be fed and honored........
because it induced savages to bring up their offspring instead of letting
it perish. But although it was useful to hold that opinion, the opinion
was false”. “Mankind has always wanted, perhaps always required,
and certainly made itself, a stock of delusions and sophisms”.’

Perhaps we would all agree that the belief that ‘God is on our side’
has been useful to the tribe holding it. It has increased zeal and fight-
ing efficiency tremendously. But since God can’t be on hoth sides, the
belief of one party to the conflict is untrue, no matter how useful. To
believe that (beneficial) tribal customs are enforced by the tribal gods
is useful, but if the tribal gods are non-existent the belief is false. The
beautiful imaginings of poets are sometimes useful in minimizing and
disguising the hard and ugly reality, but when they will not test out
they cannot be said because of their beauty or desirability to be true.

We must conclude then, that some delusions are useful. And we
may go on and question James’ identification of truth and utility from
another point of view. Instead of agreeing that true ideas and useful
1deas are the same, we have shown that some uselul ideas are false:
but the converse is also demonstrable, that some true ideas are useless,

There are formulas in pure science which are of no use to anyone
outside the science because their practical bearings, if such there be,
have not yet been discovered, and are of no use to the scientist himself
because, themselves the products of deduction, they as yet suggest noth-
mg that can be developed farther from them. While these formulas
may later be found useful in either of these senses—for ‘practical de-
mands’ outside the science, or as a means to something else within the
science—they are now already true quite apart from utility, because
they will test out by fulfilling expectations.

Knowledge that is not useful is most striking in relation to “vice’.

Lee: Vital Lies, vol. 1, pp. 11, 31, 33, 72.
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One may have a true idea as to how to lie and cheat, may know what
cheating is and how it is done, and yet involve both himself and others
in most unsatisfactory consequences. The person who is attempting to
stop the use of liquor, and who to this end has located in a ‘dry’ district,
may receive correct information as to the location of a ‘blind-tiger’—in-
formation which while true may bring about his downfall. Knowledge
about any form of vice, true knowledge that can be tested out, may
upon occasion be harmful to any extent we like.

We may conclude this section by citing a paragraph which will
show the fallacious reasoning by which James came to identify the
truth and the utility of ideas. At one point in replying to a criticism
he says: “I can conceive no other objective content to the notion of an
idca]l'_v perfect truth than that of penetration into [a completelv satis-
factory] terminus, nor can I conceive that the notion would ever have
grown up, or that true ideas would ever have been sorted out from false
or idle ones, save for the greater sum of satisfactions, intellectual or
practical, which the truer ones brought with them. Can we imagine a
man absolutely satisfied with an idea and with all his relations to his
other ideas and to his sensible experiences, who should yet not take its
content as a true account of reality? The matter of the true is thus
absolutely identical with the matter of the satisfactory. You may put
cither word first in your way of talking; but leave out that whole notion
of satisfactory working or leading (which is the essence of my prag-
matic account) and call truth a static, logical relation, independent even

of possible leadings or satisfactions, and it seems to me that you cut all

ground from under you”. (Meaning of Truth, p. 160).

Now it is to be cbserved that this paragraph contains at least three
logical fallacies. In the first sentence there is a false assumption, namely
that ‘all that survives is valuable’. ‘Then’, we are given to understand,
‘since true ideas survive, they must be valuable’. No biologist would
agree to this major premise. ‘Correlation’ preserves many things that
are not valuable, as also do other factors. v

In the second sentence there is an implied false conversion. The
second sentenee says, in substance, that all true ideas are satisfactory
(valuable). This is supposed to prove the assertion of the first sentence,
namely, that all satisfactory (valuable) ideas are true.

*It is interesting to see that Peirce had the following comment to make in 1878 upon the
utility of truth. “Logicality in regard to practical matters is the most useful guality an
animal can possess, and might, therefore, result from the action of natural selection; but out-
side of these it is probably of more advantage to the animal to have his mind #lled with
pleasing and encouraging visions, independently of their truth; and thus upon impractical
subjects, natural selection might occasion a fallacious tendency of thought™. (From
the first article in the series “Illustrations of the Logic of Science”, Popular Science
Monthly, vol. 12, p. 3). .
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In the last sentence there is a false disjunction. Truth, it is stated,
must either be satisfactory (valuable) working, or a static logical rela-
tion. We have tried to show that it may simply mean reliable working
or working that leads as it promised. This may be neither predomi-
nantly valuable working nor a static logical relation.

The Relation of Satisfaction to Agreement and Consistencv.—James
continually reasserts that he has ‘remained an epistemological realist’,
that he has ‘always postulated an independent reality’, that ideas to be
true must ‘agree with reality’, etc.*

Reality he defines most clearly as follows:

“‘Reality” is in general what truths have to take account of........

“The first part of reality from this point of view is the flux of our
sensations. Sensations are forced upon us........Over their nature, order

-‘(T

The second part of reality, as son _thing that our beliefs must
also take account of, is the relations that obtain between their copies in
our minds. This part falls into two sub-parts: (1) the relations that are
mutable and accidental, as those of date and place; and (2) those that
are fixed and essential because they are grounded on the inner nature
of their terms. Both sorts of relation are matters of immediate per-
ception. Both are ‘facts’........

“The third part of reality, additional to these perceptions (tho
largely based upon them), is the previous truths of which cvery new
inquiry takes account”. (Pragmatism, p. 244).

An idea’s agreement with reality, or better with all those parts of
reality, means a satisfactory relation of the idea to them. Relation to
the sensational part of reality is found satisfactory when the idea leads
to it without jar or discord. *....... ‘What do the words verification and
validation themselves pragmatically mean? They again signify certain
practical consequences of the verified and validated idea. Tt is hard
to find any one phrase that characterizes these consequences better than
the ordinary agreement-formula—just such consequences being what we
have in mind when we say that our ideas ‘agree’ with reality. They
lead us, namely, through the acts and other ideas which they instigate,
into and up to, or towards, other parts of experience with which we feel
all the while........ that the original ideas remain in agreement. The con-
rections and transitions come to us from point to point as being pro-
gressive, harmonious, satisfactory. This function of agreeable leading
is what we mean by an idea’s verification”. (Pragmatism, pp. 201-2).

An idea’s relation to the other parts of reality is conceived more
broadly. Thus pragmatism’s “only test of probable truth is what works

'For example, in the Meaning of Truth, pagges 195 and 233.

L
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est in the way of leading us, what fits every part of life best and com-
yines with the collectivity of life’s demands, nothing being omitted, If
1eological ideas should do this, if the notion of God, in particular, should
rove to do it, how could pragmatism possibly deny God’s existence ?
i could see no meaning in treating as ‘not true’ a notion that was
pnragmatically so successful.  What other kind of truth could there be,
for her, than all this agreement with concrete reality”? (Pragmatism,
p. 8o, italics mine). Agreement with reality here means ability. te
sptisfy the sum of life’s demands.

poe=

James considers that this leaves little room for license in the choice
of our beliefs. “Between the coercions of the sensibie order and those
of the ideal order, our mind is thus wedged tightly”. “Our (any)
theary must mediate between all previous truths and certain new exper-
iences. It must derange common sense and previous belief as little as
possible, and it must lead to some sensible terminus or other that can be
verified exactly. To ‘work’ means both these things; and the squeeze
19 so tight that there is little loose play for any hypothesis. Our theories
arc thus wedged and controlled as nothing else is”. “Pent in, as the
pragmatist more than anyone else sees himself to be, between the whole
body of funded truths squeezed from the past and the coercions of the
world of sense about him, who so well as he feels the immense pressure
of objective control under which our minds perform their operations”.
( Pragmatism, pp. 211, 217, 233). ‘
Now on the contrary it immediately occurs to a reader that if
ality be simply “what truths have to take account of”, and if taking-
-count-of merely means agreeing in such a way as to satisfy “the col-
cetivity of life’s demands”, then the proportion in which these parts of
ality will count will vary enormously. One person may find the
revious-truths’ part of reality to make such a sirong ‘demand’ that
¢ will disregard ‘principles’ or reasoning almost entirely.

Another may disregard the ‘sensational’ part of reality, and give 110
consideration whatever to ‘scientific’ results. These things, in fact, are
exactly the things that do take place. The opinionated person, the
crank, the fanatic, as well as the merely prejudiced, all refuse to open
their minds and give any particular consideration to such kinds of
evidence. There is therefore a great deal of room for license. and a
great deal of license practiced, when the agreement of our ideas with
rdality means nothing more than their satisfactoriness to our lives’ de-
mands. g ] i
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How James fell into this error is shown. I believe, by his over-
estimation of the common man’s regard for truth, and especially for
consistency.  Thus he remarks: “As we humans are constituted in
point of fact, we find that to believe in other men's minds, i inde-

THE PRAGMATISM OF JAMES 33



34 Tue Pracmartic THEORY oF TrRUTH

pendent physical realities, in past events, in eternal logical relations, is
satisfactory........ Above all we find consistency satisfactory, consistency
between the present idea and the entire rest of our mental equipment......”
“After man’s interest in breathing freely, the greatest of all his in-
terests (because it never fluctuates or remits, as most of his physical
interests do), is his interest in consistency, in feeling that what he now
thinks goes with what he thinks on other occasions”. (Meaning of
Truth, pp. 192, 211).

The general method of James on this point, then, is to define truth
in terms of satisfaction and then to'try to show that these satisfactions
cannot-be secured illegitimately. That is, that we must defer to experi-
mental findings, to consistency, and to other checks on opinion. Con-
sistency must be satisfactory because people are so constituted as to
find it so. Agreement with reality, where reality means epistemological
reality, is satisfactory for the same reason. And agreement with reality,
where reality includes in addition principles and previous truths, must
be satisfactory because agreement in this cuse merely means such tak-
ing-account-of as will satisfy the greater proportion of the demands of
life. In other words, by defining agreement in this case in terms of
satisfactions, he makes it certain that agreement and satisfaction will
coincide by the device of arguing in a circle. It turns out that, from
over-anxiety to assure the coincidence of agreement and satisfaction, he
entirely loses the possibility of using reality and agreement with reality
in the usual sense of checks on satisfactions.

_ CHAPTER 1I1.
Tue PracyAaTiCc DocTrINE As SET ForTH BY DEWEY.

The position of Dewey is best represented in his paper called “The
I-xperimental Theory of Knowledge”.! In the method of presentation,
this article is much like James’ account “The Function of Cognition”.
Doth assume some simple type of consciousness and study it by gradually
introducing more and more complexity. In aim, also, the two are
<imilar, for the purpose of each is simply to describe. Dewey attempts
bere to tell of a knowing just as one describes any other object, concern,
or event. “What we want”, he announces “is just something which
tules iiself for knowledge, rightly or wrongly”. .

Let us suppose, then, that we have simply a floating odor. If this
odor starts changes that end in picking and enjoying a rose, what sort
of changes must these be to involve some where within their course that
which we call knowledge?

ing and niere presence in consciousness. If the smell is simply dis-
placed by a felt movement, and this in turn is displaced by the enjoy-
ment of the rose, in such a way that there is no experience of connec-
tion between the three stages of the process—that is, without the ap-
pedrance of memory or anticipation,—then “such an experience neither
i, i whole or in part, a knowledge”. “Acquaintance is presence honored
by an escort ; presence is introduced as familiar, or an association springs
up to greet it. Acquaintance always implies a little friendliness; a trace
of lre-knowing, of aaticipatory welcome or dread of the trait to fol-
FOW e To be a smell (or anything else) is one thing, to be known as a
siell, another ; to be a “feeling’ is one thing, to be known as a ‘feeling’
is gnother. The first is thinghood ; existence indubitable, direct; in this
way all things are that are in ‘consciousness’ at all. The second is

§ reflected Deing, things indicating and calling for other things—some-

thing offering the possibility of truth and hence of falsity. The first is

£ venuine imniediacy ; the second (in the mstance discussed) a pseudo-
. immediacy, which in the same breath that it proclaims its immediacy
¢ smuggles in another term (and one which is unexperienced both in itself.
© and in its relation) the subject-of ‘consciousness’, to which the imme-
i liate is related........ To be acquainted with a thing is to be assured (from
. the| standpoint of the experience itself) that it is of such and such a
¢ character; that it will behave, if given an opportunity, in such and such

v way ; that the obviously and flagrantly present trait is associated with

3& teltow traits that will show themselves if the leading of the present

‘Afind, N. S. 15, July 1906. Reprinted in “The Infiuence of Darwin on Philosophy
amd Other Essays”, p. 77, Page references are to the latter.
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Now it can be shown, first, that there is a difference between know-
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trait is followed out. To be acquainted is to anticipate to some extent,
on the basis of previous experience”. (pp. 81, 82).

Besides mere existence, there is another type of experience which
is often confused with knowledge,—a type which Dewey calls the
‘cognitive’ as distinct from genuine knowledge or the ‘cognitional’. In
this experience “we retrospectively attribute intellectual force and func-
tion to the smell”. This involves memory but not anticipation. As we
look back from the enjoyment of the rose. we can say that in a sense
the odor meant the rose, even though it led us here blindly. That is, if
the odor suggests the finding of its cause, without specifying what the
cause is, and if we then search about and find the rose, we can say that
the odor meant the rose in the sense that it actually led to the discovery
of it. “Yet the small was not cognitional because it did not knowingly
intend to mean this, but is found, after the event, to have meant
it (p. 84).

Now, “before the category of confirmation or refutation can be :
introduced, there must be something which imeans to mean something”.
et us therefore introduce a further complexity into the illustration.
Let us suppose that the small occurs at a later date, and is then “aware -
of something else which it means, which it intends (o effect by an opera- -
tion incited by it and without which its own presence is abortive, and,
so to say, unjustified, senseless”. Here we have something “which is
contemporaneously aware of meaning something heyond itself, instead
of having this meaning ascribed to it by another at a later period. The
odor knows the rose, the rose’is known by the odor, and the import of -
cach term is constituted by the relationship in which it stands to theiyi
other”. (p. 88). This is the genuine ‘cognitional’ experience. '

When the odor recurs ‘cognitional.,’, both the odor and the rose
are present in the same experience, though both are not present in the
same way. “Things can be presented as absent, just as they can be.
presented as hard or soft”. The enjoyment of the rose is present as §
going to be there in the same way that the odor is. “The situation is §
inherently an uneasy one—oue in which everything hangs upon the per-
formance of the operation indicated ; upon the adequacy of movement ¥
as a connecting link, or real adjustment of the thing meaning and the §
thing meant. Generalizing from this instance, we get the following 2
definition:  An experience is a knowledge, if in its quale there is an &
experienced distinction and conuection of two elements of the following
cort: one means or intends the presence of the other in the same fashion &
in which it itself is already present, while the other is that which, while &
not present in the same fashion, must become present if the meanmg
or intention of its companion or yoke-fellow is to be fulfilled through
the operation it sets up”. (p. 90).
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Now in the transformation from this'tensional situation into a
harmonious situation, there is an experience either of fulfilment or dis-
appointment.  If there is a disappointment of expectation, this may
throw one back in reflection upon the original situation. The smell, we
may say, seenied to mean a rose, vet it did not in fact lead to a rose.
T'here is something else which enters in. We then begin an investiga-
tion.  “Smells may become the object of knowledge. They may take,
pro tempore, the place which the rose formerly occupied. One may,
that is, observe the cases in which the odors mean other things than
just roses, may voluntarily produce new cases for the sake of further
nspection; and thus account for the cses where meanings had Dbeen
falsified in the issue; discriminate more carefully the peculiarities of
those meanings which the event verified, and thus safeguard and bul-
wark to some extent the employing of similar meanings in the future”.
(p.93). When we reflect upon these fulfilments or refusals, we find in
them a quality “quite lacking to them in their immediate occurence as
just fulfilments and disappointments”,—the quality of affording assur-
ance and correction.  “Truth and falsity are not properties of any ex-
perience or thing, in and of itself or in its first intention; but of things
where the problem of assurance consciously enters in. Truth and
fulsity present themselves as significant facts only in situations in which
specific meanings and their already experienced fulfilments and non-ful-
filments are intentionally compared and contrasted with reference to the
question of the worth, as to the reliability of meaning, of the given |
meaning or class of meanings. Like knowledge itself, truth is an ex-."|
perienced relation of things, and it has no meaning outside of such /
relation”.  (p. 95). _

Though this paper is by title a discussion of a theory of knowledge,
we may find in this last paragraph a very clear relating of the whole to
a theory of truth. If we attempt to differentiate in this article between
hnowledge and aruth, we find that while Dewey uses ‘knowledge’ to refer
vither to the prospective or to the retrospective end of the experimental
cxperience, he evidently intends to limit truth to the retrospective or
confirmatory end of the experience. When he says, “Truth and falsity
are not properties of any” experience or thing in and of itself or in its
first intention, but of things where the problem of assurance consciously

enters in. Truth and falsity present themselves as significant facts only
in situations in which specific meanings and their already experienced
fulfilments are intentionally compared and contrasted with reference to
the question of the worth, as to reliability of meaning, of the given
meaning or class of meanings”, it seems that truth is to be confined to

#!
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retrospective experience. The truth of an idea means that it allows one
at its fulfilment to look back at its former meaning and think of it as

now confirmed. The difference between knowledge and truth is then
difference in the time at which the developing experince is examined,
If one takes the experience at the appearance of the knowing odor, he
gets acquaintance ; if one takes it t the stage at which it has developed
into a confirmation, he gets truth. Knowledge may be either stage of
the experience of verification, but truth is confined to the later, con-
firmatory, stage.

Truth, then, is simply a matter of confirmation of prediction or of
fulfilment of expectation. An idea is made true by leading as it
promised. And an idea is made false when it leads to refutation of ex-
pectation. There seems to be no necessity here for an absolute reality
tor the ideas to conform to, or ‘correspond’ to, for truth is a certian
kind of relation between the ideas themselves—the relation, namely, of
leading to fulfilment of expectations.

CONTRAST BETWEEN JaMES AND DEWEY. R

If, now, we wish to bring out the difference between the account
of truth which we have just examined and the account that is given by
James, we will find the distinction quite evident. Truth, for Dewey, is
that relation which arises when, at an experience of fulfilment, one looks
back to the former experience and thinks of its leading as now con-
firmed. An idea is true, therefore, when we can refer back to it in this
way and say, “That pointing led me to this experience, as it said it
would”.  The pointing, by bringing a fulfilment, is made true—at this
point of confirmation it becomes true.

Since a true idea is defined, then, as one which leads as it promised,
it is obvious that truth will not be concerned in any way with incidental
or accidental values which might he led to by the idea. It has no relation”
to whether the goal is worth while being led to or not. James speaks
of truth as a leading that is worth while. For Dewey the goal may be
valuable, useless, or even pernicious,—these are entirely irrelevant to

truth, which is determined solely by the fact that the idea leads as it.
promised.

The existence of this distinction was pointed out, after the ap-

T PN TS - 1 . 1 /
pearance of James’ “Pragmatism”, by Dewey himself.! After a careful
discussion of some other points of difference, he says of this matter of
the place of the value of an idea in reference to its truth: “We have

¥What Does Pragmatism Mean by Practical ?”", Journal of Philosophy

, ete., 1008,
v. 5, p. 8.
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he theory that ideas as ideas are always working hypotheses concerning

attaining particular empirical results, and are tentative programs (qr
«ketches of method) for attaining them. If we stick consistently to this

iotion of ideas, only consequences which are actually prodt{ced by‘t.he
vorking of the idea in cooperation with, or application to, prior realities

are good consequences in the specific sense of good which is relevant to

cstablishing the truth of an idea. This is‘, at times, unequivocally
recognized by Mr. James.......But at ot_he.r times any 'good tl}at flows
from acceptance of a belief is treated as if it were an ev1denc§, n so far,
of the truth of the idea. This holds particularly when theological notions
wre under consideration. Light would be thrown upon ho_\v Mr. James
conceives this matter by statements from him on such points as these:
I{ ideas terminate in good consequences, but yet the goodness of the
consequence was no part of the intention of the idea, does the ‘goodness
1ave any verifying force? If the goodness of consequences arises from
the context of the idea rather than from the idea itself, Floes it hav«?
ny verifying force? If an idea leads to consequences which are good
n the one respect only of fulfilling the~intent.0f the idea, (as when one
Irinks a liguid to test the idea that it is a pmso.n), does the quness of
he consequences in every other respect detract from the verifying force
of these consequences? ' ‘ .

“Since Mr. James has referred to me as saying ‘truth_ls w_h~at gives
satisfaction” (p. 234), I may remark........ that I.nevell‘ 1de11t}hed any
satisfaction with the truth of ‘an idea, save that satisfaction .\vhxch arises
when the idea as working hypothesis or tentative method is applied to
prior existences in such a way as to fulfil what it intends........ o

“When he says........ of the idea of an absclute, ‘so far as it a_ﬁords
such comfort it surely is not sterile, it has that amount of value; it per-
forms a concrete function. As a good pragmatist I ought to cal’l the
absolute true in so far forth then; and I unhesitatingly now do so’, the
doctrine seems to be unambiguous: that any good, consequent upon
acceptance of belief, is, in so far forth, a warrant for truth. Of course
Mr. James holds that this ‘in so far’ goes a very 51}1311 WaY oo But_ even
the giightest concession, is, I think, non-pragmatic unles‘S th.e satlsf.ac—
tion is relevant to the idea as intent. Now the satisfaction in question
comes not from the idea as idea, but from its acceptance as trie. Can 2
satisfaction dependent upon an assumption that an idea is alreafly true
be relevant to testing the truth of an idea? And can an idea, like that
of the absolute, which, if true, ‘absolutely’ precludes any appf?al o
consequences as test of truth, be confirmed by use of the pragmatic test
without sheer self-contradiction” ?*  “An explicit statement as o whether

The last four senteuces appear in a footnote.
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the carrying function, the linking of things, is satisfactory and pros-
perous and hence true in so far as it executes the intent of the idea; or

whether the satisfaction and prosperity reside in the material conse- §

quences on their own account and in that aspect make the idea true,
would, I am sure, locate the point at issue and economize and fructify
future discussion. At present pragmatism is accepted -by those whose
own notions are thoroughly rationalistic in make-up as a means of re-

X furbishing, galvanizing, and justifying those very notions. It is rejected

by non-rationalists (empiricists and naturalistic idealists) because it
seems to them identified with the notion that pragmatism holds that the
desirability of certain beliefs overrides the question of the meaning of
the idea involved in them and the existence of objects denoted by them,

<Others (like myself) who believe thoroughly in pragmatism as a method
“of orientation as defined by Mr. James, and who would apply the method
to the determination of the meaning of objects, the intent and worth of
ideas as ideas, and to the human and moral value of beliefs, when these
problems are carefully distinguished from one another, do not know
whether they are pragmatists or not, hecause they are not sure whether
the ‘practical’, in the sense of the desirable facts which define the worth
of a belief, is confused with the practical as an attitude imposed by
objects, and with the practical as a power and function of idea to effect
changes in prior existences. Hence the importance of knowing what
pragmatism means by practical........

“I would do Mr. James an injustice, however, to stop here. His
real doctrine, 1 think, is that a belief is true when it satisfies both the
personal needs and the requirements of objective things. Speaking of
pragmatism, he says, ‘Her only test of probable truth is what works best
in the way of leading us, what fits every part of life best and combines
with the collectivity of experiences demands, nothing being omitted’.
And again, ‘“That new idea is truest which performs most felicitously its
function of satisfying our double wrgency’.  (p.64). It does not appear
certam from the context that this ‘double urgency’ is that of the personal

~and the objective demands, but it is probable.......On this basis, the ‘in

so far forth’ of the truth of the absolute because of the comfort it sup-
plies. means that one of the two conditions which need to be satished
has been met, so that if the absolute met the other one also it woqld be
quite true. I have no doubt that his is Mr. James’ meaning, and it
sufficiently safeguards him from charges that pragmatism means that
anything that is agreeable is true. At the same time, T do not think, in
logical strictness, that satisfying one of two tests, when satisfaction of
hoth is required, can be said to constitute a belief true even ‘in so far
forth™.

CHAPTER 1V.
SuMMARY AND CONCLUSION.

Writing as a scientist and publishing his woyk ina s_c_iex'ltnlﬁ? 20111‘1;32
Peirce proposed in 1878 a new method for making our ltied;IC ebdrf' _ed
was attempting.a description of the logic of the sciences. ¥ e de 1evk

himself to be showing how the greatest of our mo@em tnfnkers o ma ke
clear to themselves their ideas of_ the objcjcts .w1th which they \\olrjl
The meaning of anything, said Pexrce., consists in t_he :,1.ctu‘al (?r ~11)0351 ‘e
cffects which it might produce. Our 1dcf'1 of the thing is clear w Jenu“?
have in mind these sensible effects. This theory of clearness he callec

o omatis

§”‘if~.’;\;\;‘;ﬁ; it seems, paid any especial attention to this theory at the
time.  Dut twenty years later James b.rought the St}b_;ect to th.e fovrefronﬁ
of discussion by explaining it anew in his ex.ce-phonally 1}'1C1_d, W ay\m;(

by making a particular application of it to religion. DBut for James tlei'
method for clearness very soon grew into a new Fheor)-‘ of t‘ruth‘. aflc

in this way, in spite of the fact that the method .haa been proposed by va
wcientist as a description of the procedure of science, he seems to ha\.e‘:
lost for it the support of science. The reasons f'o‘r .tmsT outcome was hlﬂ:\
introduction of value as a criterion for truth. This, James recognizes,
was counter o all the scientific ideals of many of' the workers in s‘:xen'c_e.
ior the essence of their procedure, as they saw it, was to put all desire
's to outcomes behind them and to try to find out how things actua_ﬂy
yrove or test out to be, quite apart from how we would like them to })e
1o introduce fhe veneral value of an outcome, then, as a crltenm} for
truth, scems to destroy what the scientist ha_d b.een thinking of as ‘pure
rescarch’, and to invelve control by an outside mﬁuence‘th'at \VG.Uld de—
ermine which things are or are not vaiuzﬂ’;‘:le and worth Flnvestsgatingr
It was sufficiently well known to the scieatist that most of the' greatest
Leientific discoveries were made by men who had no appreciation or
interest in the general utility of the ou‘ccome,‘ ?111(1 t.;v'hose rest}lts wlere
applied only much later and, as it were, by accident. Toﬁ:;ay, t‘ien, ;m?
the truth of an idea was influenced by its gene.ral value was to run a (131.1
5f all the sorely sensitive ideals which the scientist hQ.d acquired in his
recent contest with the domination of the 'church. It 1s _hardx}" to be
wondered at, therefore, that the interpretation of pragmatism given by
Tamies was not popular with persons of a scxe.ntlhc temperament.

" Further. if the value or desirability of an idea has an_mﬁuenf:e upon
its truth, then truth will vary from person to person, for desu*;u);-]p:y
varies with the taste of the person concerned. Peirce had warned against
dividual standards of truth in his discussion o‘f“t‘ne I\?eth?d's othixmg
Yelicf.  The scientific conception, as it had differenciated itself from
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\_delief simply means one that fulfils expectations.

~ determined by what we would like or by what can be made to seem -

, this postulate of an external reality unaffected by our opinions would
¢ not endure the test for clearness.
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other conceptions of truth, had attempted to secure a kind of truth not §

desirable by oratory or by what can be made to win out over other #
opinions by skill in debate, but by some criterion quite apart from desire
and opinion. Peirce had attempted such a criterion in his postulate of §
an unchanging eternal reality. Instead, that is, of consulting with each §
other, of debating with each other to find the truth, we ought to consult |
this reality. In other words, to undertake scientific experiment. Such |
had been Peirce’s description of the scientific and modern method of
attaining truth as contrasted, as he says, with that of the medievalists. £

Now the difficulty in Peirce’s method, as we have seen, was that

Every object, says Peirce, reduces B
to the sum of its effects. The only effect of real things, he says again,
1s to produce belief. From these two propositions it would seem to §
follow that reality is a sum of beliefs. But this, of course, eliminates §
any unchanging reality independent of our opinions about,it. E

We saw further that Peirce defined both belief and meaning as
habit and made no distinction between thens. Now as belief and mean- i
ing are obviously not the same, we are in need-of Tiew definitions for
these terms. i . g

At this point we turned to the interpretation of Dewey. For Dewey &
the distinction would seem to be that while meaning may well be defined
as habit, belief is to be defined as expectation. If we believe in any- §
thing, this means that we expect certain results from it. To believe is
to suppose that if we were to come into relation with the thing we
would find certain effects to come about,

From this conception the Deweyan theory of truth would seem to
follow immediately. If belief means a sum of expectations, the truth
of a belief would mean the verification of these expectations. A true

7 The Deweyan development of the pragmatic method is obviously
very much more in harmony with the procedure of science than that of
james. James seems to have ‘left the track’ in his interpretation of the §
pragmatic method when he related truth to the predominantly valuable.
Truth we have found to have no necessary or invariable connection
with general value, for many ideas would Dbe acknowledged to be per-
tectly true while at the same time being either useless or harmful. For
Dewey this matter of value has no place in relation to the test of the
truth of an idea, for its truth mieans nothing more than its ability to
lead as it promises. ' .

We seem, then, it may be said in conclusion, to be cenfronted with
something like the following alternatives :

-
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If we believe that Dewey could not have m.ad'e a correct de(luFtIO{l
from the pragmatic method when he developed it into a tlzeory1 of trum.
naking truth dependent upon fulhued.exl‘)ectatlons aloz_xe: then ,Ye?

obviously the next step in this investigation is to ﬁnd .the point at which
is inference went wrong. This means a re-examination of each step in

 renc o ,

" r.&i‘?hf:":?;:.licvc that Dewey does make a correct deduction from the
ragmatic method in this development tow:x.rd truth, then we are con;
fronted with the alternative of either accepting the Deweyan theo.r_v 0'

ruth or of rejecting the Peircian theory of clearness. That is, if we'
egin with Peirce on method, we must then go cl.ear througl? to Dewey
,.»nhtruth. And if we reject Dewey, whilgbellevmg tl‘mt Peirce gave a
orrect description of the method _of science, then it seems 'that we
nust conclude that the method of science and the method of philosophy

ire not the same.
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