
3^o Cette susceptibilité s'explique par le fait que certaines expériences peuvent mener les unes aux autres par
des expériences intermédiaires nettement caractérisées, de telle sorte que les unes se trouvent jouer le rôle de
choses connues, les autres celui de sujets connaissants;

4^o On peut parfaitement définir ces deux rôles sans sortir de la trame de l'expérience même, et sans invoquer
rien de transcendant;

5^o Les attributions sujet et objet, représenté et représentatif, chose et pensée, signifient donc une distinction
pratique qui est de la dernière importance, mais qui est d'ordre FONCTIONNEL seulement, et nullement
ontologique comme le dualisme classique se la représente;

6^o En fin de compte, les choses et les pensées ne sont point foncièrement hétérogènes, mais elles sont faites
d'une même étoffe, étoffe qu'on ne peut définir comme telle, mais seulement éprouver, et que l'on peut
nommer, si on veut, l'étoffe de l'expérience en général.

FOOTNOTES:

[116] [A communication made (in French) at the Fifth International Congress of Psychology, in Rome, April
30, 1905. It is reprinted from the Archives de Psychologie, vol. V, No. 17, June, 1905.] Cette communication
est le résumé, forcément très condensé, de vues que l'auteur a exposées, au cours de ces derniers mois, en une
série d'articles publiés dans le Journal of Philosophy, Psychology and Scientific Methods, 1904 et 1905. [The
series of articles referred to is reprinted above. ED.]

[117] The Sense of Beauty, pp. 44 ff.

[118] The Life of Reason [vol. I, "Reason in Common Sense," p. 142].

IX

IS RADICAL EMPIRICISM SOLIPSISTIC?[119]

If all the criticisms which the humanistic Weltanschauung is receiving were as sachgemäss as Mr.
Bode's,[120] the truth of the matter would more rapidly clear up. Not only is it excellently well written, but it
brings its own point of view out clearly, and admits of a perfectly straight reply.

The argument (unless I fail to catch it) can be expressed as follows:

If a series of experiences be supposed, no one of which is endowed immediately with the self-transcendent
function of reference to a reality beyond itself, no motive will occur within the series for supposing anything
beyond it to exist. It will remain subjective, and contentedly subjective, both as a whole and in its several
parts.

Radical empiricism, trying, as it does, to account for objective knowledge by means of such a series,
egregiously fails. It can not explain how the notion of a physical order, as distinguished from a subjectively
biographical order, of experiences, ever arose.

It pretends to explain the notion of a physical order, but does so by playing fast and loose with the concept of
objective reference. On the one hand, it denies that such reference implies self-transcendency on the part of
any one experience; on the other hand, it claims that experiences point. But, critically considered, there can be
no pointing unless self-transcendency be also allowed. The conjunctive function of pointing, as I have
assumed it, is, according to my critic, vitiated by the fallacy of attaching a bilateral relation to a term a quo, as
if it could stick out substantively and maintain itself in existence in advance of the term ad quem which is
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equally required for it to be a concretely experienced fact. If the relation be made concrete, the term ad quem
is involved, which would mean (if I succeed in apprehending Mr. Bode rightly) that this latter term, although
not empirically there, is yet noetically there, in advance--in other words it would mean that any experience
that 'points' must already have transcended itself, in the ordinary 'epistemological' sense of the word
transcend.

Something like this, if I understand Mr. Bode's text, is the upshot of his state of mind. It is a reasonable
sounding state of mind, but it is exactly the state of mind which radical empiricism, by its doctrine of the
reality of conjunctive relations, seeks to dispel. I very much fear--so difficult does mutual understanding seem
in these exalted regions--that my able critic has failed to understand that doctrine as it is meant to be
understood. I suspect that he performs on all these conjunctive relations (of which the aforesaid 'pointing' is
only one) the usual rationalistic act of substitution--he takes them not as they are given in their first intention,
as parts constitutive of experience's living flow, but only as they appear in retrospect, each fixed as a
determinate object of conception, static, therefore, and contained within itself.

Against this rationalistic tendency to treat experience as chopped up into discontinuous static objects, radical
empiricism protests. It insists on taking conjunctions at their 'face-value,' just as they come. Consider, for
example, such conjunctions as 'and,' 'with,' 'near,' 'plus,' 'towards.' While we live in such conjunctions our state
is one of transition in the most literal sense. We are expectant of a 'more' to come, and before the more has
come, the transition, nevertheless, is directed towards it. I fail otherwise to see how, if one kind of more
comes, there should be satisfaction and feeling of fulfilment; but disappointment if the more comes in another
shape. One more will continue, another more will arrest or deflect the direction, in which our experience is
moving even now. We can not, it is true, name our different living 'ands' or 'withs' except by naming the
different terms towards which they are moving us, but we live their specifications and differences before those
terms explicitly arrive. Thus, though the various 'ands' are all bilateral relations, each requiring a term ad
quem to define it when viewed in retrospect and articulately conceived, yet in its living moment any one of
them may be treated as if it 'stuck out' from its term a quo and pointed in a special direction, much as a
compass-needle (to use Mr. Bode's excellent simile) points at the pole, even though it stirs not from its box.

In Professor Höffding's massive little article in The Journal of Philosophy, Psychology and Scientific
Methods,[121] he quotes a saying of Kierkegaard's to the effect that we live forwards, but we understand
backwards. Understanding backwards is, it must be confessed, a very frequent weakness of philosophers, both
of the rationalistic and of the ordinary empiricist type. Radical empiricism alone insists on understanding
forwards also, and refuses to substitute static concepts of the understanding for transitions in our moving life.
A logic similar to that which my critic seems to employ here should, it seems to me, forbid him to say that our
present is, while present, directed towards our future, or that any physical movement can have direction until
its goal is actually reached.

At this point does it not seem as if the quarrel about self-transcendency in knowledge might drop? Is it not a
purely verbal dispute? Call it self-transcendency or call it pointing, whichever you like--it makes no difference
so long as real transitions towards real goals are admitted as things given in experience, and among
experience's most indefeasible parts. Radical empiricism, unable to close its eyes to the transitions caught in
actu, accounts for the self-transcendency or the pointing (whichever you may call it) as a process that occurs
within experience, as an empirically mediated thing of which a perfectly definite description can be given.
'Epistemology,' on the other hand, denies this; and pretends that the self-transcendency is unmediated or, if
mediated, then mediated in a super-empirical world. To justify this pretension, epistemology has first to
transform all our conjunctions into static objects, and this, I submit, is an absolutely arbitrary act. But in spite
of Mr. Bode's mal-treatment of conjunctions, as I understand them--and as I understand him--I believe that at
bottom we are fighting for nothing different, but are both defending the same continuities of experience in
different forms of words.

There are other criticisms in the article in question, but, as this seems the most vital one, I will for the present,
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at any rate, leave them untouched.

FOOTNOTES:

[119] [Reprinted from The Journal of Philosophy, Psychology and Scientific Methods, vol. II, No. 9, April 27,
1905.]

[120] [B. H. Bode: "'Pure Experience' and the External World," Journal of Philosophy, Psychology and
Scientific Methods, vol. II, 1905, p. 128.]

[121] Vol. II, [1905], pp. 85-92.

X

MR. PITKIN'S REFUTATION OF 'RADICAL EMPIRICISM'[122]

Although Mr. Pitkin does not name me in his acute article on radical empiricism,[123] [...] I fear that some
readers, knowing me to have applied that name to my own doctrine, may possibly consider themselves to have
been in at my death.

In point of fact my withers are entirely unwrung. I have, indeed, said[124] that 'to be radical, an empiricism
must not admit into its constructions any element that is not directly experienced.' But in my own radical
empiricism this is only a methodological postulate, not a conclusion supposed to flow from the intrinsic
absurdity of transempirical objects. I have never felt the slightest respect for the idealistic arguments which
Mr. Pitkin attacks and of which Ferrier made such striking use; and I am perfectly willing to admit any
number of noumenal beings or events into philosophy if only their pragmatic value can be shown.

Radical empiricism and pragmatism have so many misunderstandings to suffer from, that it seems my duty
not to let this one go any farther, uncorrected.

* * * * *

Mr. Pitkin's 'reply' to me,[125] [...] perplexes me by the obscurity of style which I find in almost all our
younger philosophers. He asks me, however, two direct questions which I understand, so I take the liberty of
answering.

First he asks: Do not experience and science show 'that countless things are[126] experienced as that which
they are not or are only partially?' I reply: Yes, assuredly, as, for example, 'things' distorted by refractive
media, 'molecules,' or whatever else is taken to be more ultimately real than the immediate content of the
perceptive moment.

Secondly: "If experience is self-supporting[127] (in any intelligible sense) does this fact preclude the
possibility of (a) something not experienced and (b) action of experience upon a noumenon?"

My reply is: Assuredly not the possibility of either--how could it? Yet in my opinion we should be wise not to
consider any thing or action of that nature, and to restrict our universe of philosophic discourse to what is
experienced or, at least, experienceable.[128]

FOOTNOTES:

[122] [Reprinted from the Journal of Philosophy, Psychology and Scientific Methods, vol. III, No. 26,
December 20, 1906; and ibid., vol. IV, No. 4, February 14, 1907, where the original is entitled "A Reply to
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