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Introduction

1) Systems that in philosophy have been traditionally closed have been loosening up.  

a) They are too abstract and academic.

b) More temperament of life is needed.

c) Transcendental idealism, Berkeleyan idealism, Empiricism, are examples.

d) Natural realism is on its feet again.

e) I am discontented and feel as if a new true landscape might result.

2) Philosophy may be on the eve of a rearrangement.

a) I’ve give my worldview.

I  Radical Empiricism

1) Rationalism emphasizes universals and makes wholes prior to parts in logic and in being.

a) Empiricism stresses the part and treats the whole as a collection and the universal as an abstraction.

b) I start with the parts and consider the whole as of the second order.

i) This is a philosophy of plural facts, referring them neither to substances nor to absolute mind: but it differs from Hume, more radical.

2) It only allows elements directly experienced and does not exclude any such.

a) The relations that connect experiences must themselves be experienced relations and so be counted as real.

3) Ordinary empiricism tends to do away with connections of things, insisting mostly on disjunctions.  

a) Berkeley:  nominalism

b) Hume:  things are loose and separate with no manner of connection.

c) James Mill:  similars have nothing really in common.

d) John Mill:  physical things and selves are made of discontinuous possibilities.

4) Rationalism adds transexperiential agents of unification etc.

a) But if empiricism had been radical and had taken conjunctions into account this would not be needed.

b) Radical empiricism gives full justice to conjunctive relations.

c) [Unlike transcendentalism] it does not treat them as true in a supernal [heavenly, ethereal] way.
d) For it, the unity of things and their variety do not belong to different orders.

II  Conjunctive Relations

1) Relations are of different degrees of intimacy.

a) “with” is the most external relation terms can have

b) Simultaneity, time-interval next.

c) Space-adjacency and distance next

d) Similarity and difference next.

e) Relations of activity involving change, tendency, resistance, causal order next
f) Finally relations between terms that form states of mind conscious of continuing each other.

i) Organization of the self as a system of memories, purposes, strivings, fulfillments.
ii) This is the most intimate of relations.

iii) The terms seem to co-penetrate and suffuse each other’s being.

2) Philosophy has always turned on grammatical particles.

a) Near, next, like, from, towards, against, because, for, through, my:  these are conjunctive relations ascending in intimacy and inclusiveness.
b) We can imagine a universe with the earlier ones and without the later.

c) The universe of human experience is of all of these grades.

3) As it appears our universe is to a large extent chaotic.

a) No one single connection runs through all experiences.

b) For example space-relations fail to connect minds.

c) The universe of absolute idealism is like an aquarium, while the empiricist one is like a dried human head with feathers, leaves, etc. terminated in the head but having nothing to do with each other.

i) My experiences and yours terminate in a common perception but are irrelevant to each other.
ii) This imperfect intimacy, bare relation of “withness,” is what ordinary empiricism over-emphasizes against rationalism

d) Radical empiricism however is fair to both the unity and the disconnection:  each has its sphere of description.

i) [It also agrees with absolute idealism that] there are actual forces which tend to make the unity greater.

e) The conjunctive relation which gives the most trouble is co-conscious transition.

i) One experience passes into another when both belong to the same self.

ii) My experiences and yours are with each other, but mine pass into mine and yours into yours, and yours and mine never pass into one another.

iii) In our personal histories subject, object, etc. are continuous or may be.

iv) The change itself as continuous is immediately experienced.

v) A radical empiricist holds fast to this conjunctive relation, taking it at face value, without inventing secondary conceptions [unlike transcendentalists].
4) I feel that the transition between moments of experience is continuous, and continuity is a definite sort of experience, as much as  is discontinuity(transition to another’s experience)

a) Here I have to go from a thing lived to another thing only conceived.

b) The sameness of the functions of our experience is only determined after the break is felt.

5) There is no other nature than this absence of break of experience in the same self.
a) This experience is to know the originals of the ideas of continuity and of sameness.

b) This is contrary to the view that sameness is numerical identity and cannot run on from next to next, and relations of transitions are third things, involving an infinite series.
c) So disjunctive experience has been discredited by both schools, the empiricists leaving things permanently disjoined, the rationalists joining them through fictitious agencies of union.

III  The Cognitive Relation

1) The first great pitfall radical empiricism avoids regards the relations between knower and known.

a) These have been treated as discontinuous entities, and so to apprehend the subject by the object is assumed paradoxical.

i) Representative theorists put a mental representation as an intermediary.

ii) Commons sense theorists looked to a self-transcending leap.

iii) Transcendentalists brought in an absolute to perform the leap.

b) Either the knower and known are 

i) The self-same piece of experience taken twice in different contexts

ii) Two pieces of actual experience belonging to the same subject with definite tracts of conjunctive transitional experience between

iii) The known is a possible experience either of that subject or another to which the said conjunctive transitions would lead if sufficiently prolonged.

2) Ways in which one experience may function as the knower of another.
a) I treated type 1 in one essay:  mind here enjoys direct acquaintance with a present object, whereas in other types he has knowledge about.

b) Of type 2, the simplest sort of conceptual knowledge I discussed elsewhere.

c) Type three can be reduced formally and hypothetically to type 2:  I will describe it.

3) Suppose me sitting in my library at Cambridge and thinking truly of Memorial Hall.

a) I might have the name, the clear image, a dim image, but this makes no cognitive difference.

i) Certain extrinsic phenomena, special experiences of conjunction, are what impart to the image the fact that it knows.

b) If I can tell you nothing, fail to direct you, am uncertain on seeing it, you would deny I meant that hall even though my mental image resembled it

i) The resemblance would be coincidental.  

ii) Things can resemble without taking cognizance.

c) If I lead you to the hall and I feel my idea however imperfect to be now terminated in this, each term corresponding serially as I walk with an answering term, my idea is cognizant of reality.

i) The percept is what I meant:  my idea passed into it by conjunctive experiences of sameness an fulfilled intention.

d) In this continuity “lies all that the knowing of a percept by an idea can possibly contain or signify.” 
i) The first experience knows the last one.

ii) At a non-knowing extreme experiences are connected by inferior relations, perhaps by withness alone.

iii) Knowledge of sensible realities comes to life inside experience:  it is made by relations that unroll in time.

iv) When intermediaries develop towards their terminus and the process if finally fulfilled their starting point becomes a knower and their terminus an object meant or known.

(1) That is the whole of the nature of knowing put in experiential terms.

v) We may then say that we had the terminal object in mind from the outset even though what was in our mind at the outset had no self-transcendency about it or mystery.  

vi) This is what we mean when we say the object is “in mind.”  There is no deeper more real way that it is in mind.

e) Some readers [rationalists] will say that mere intermediaries only separate the knower and the known.

i) The theory fails to recognize the apprehension, the leaping of the chasm in which two terms are smitten into one.  

f) But unions by continuous transition are the only ones we know of.  

i) If there were absolute unions they would reveal themselves to us through these.  

ii) This is all we can practically mean by union.
iii) To be experienced as continuous is to be really continuous, in a world where experience and reality comes to the same thing.

iv)  Conjunctions will be absolutely real if we have no absolute realty that goes beyond phenomena. 

v) But if there were such an absolute then the disjunctions as well as the conjunctions would fall its prey, and since otherness would be an illusion, there would be no problem of knowledge.

g) Knowledge comes in the fulfillment in which the sensible percept is reached.

i) The percept verifies the concept and as the terminus of the chain of intermediaries creates the knowing function.

h)  An experience that knows another can function as its representative.

i) It can be its substitute in various operations, physical and mental.

ii) By experimenting on our ideas we can save ourselves from experimenting with real experiences.

IV  Substitution

1) Substitution is the cardinal logical function:  what does it mean in the system of experience?
2) Experience as a whole is a process in time:  particular terms are superseded by others, and the transitions are disjunctive or conjunctive and are themselves experiences.

a) What superseding means depends on the kind of transition.

b) Some experiences abolish their predecessors; others increase their meaning, represent them, or may fulfill their function.

c) Transitions are the only events that happen.
d) The only function one experience can perform is to lead to another.

e) But the whole system of experiences is a quasi-chaos since you can go in many directions and end in the same terminus.

3) Either path might substitute for another.

a) Paths that run through conceptual experiences are generally advantageous since they yield rapid transitions, often have universal character, and are associated with others in great systems, and so are more labor-saving than trains of perceptions.
b) Most of these thought-paths however end outside the real world in fancies, etc.

4) We come now to the most critical of steps in the philosophy of pure experience, dealing with the paradox of self-transcendency.

V  What Objective Reference Is

1) If you feel your experience is substitutional you have an experience that reaches beyond itself.

a) Transcendentalist holds that knowing is a salto mortale deadly jump across the epistemological chasm:  this is no problem for them.

b) But for us, can the knowledge be there before the elements that constitute its being have come?

2) We need to distinguish between knowing as verified and knowing as in transit.

a) Only when the idea of the Hall has terminated in the percept do we know for certain that from the beginning it was cognitive of that.

b) But the knowing was there. [So, knowledge in that sense is not justified true belief]

c) We were virtual knowers of the Hall before being actual knowers.

d) The percept has a retroactive validating power.
e) Just as we are always mortal by virtue of the event that will make us so.

3) Most of our knowing does not get beyond this virtual stage, is never completed.

a) E.g. contents of our neighbors’ minds and ideas which we could verify but only hold true

b) To continue thinking unchallenged is our usual practical substitute for knowing in the completed sense.

c) If we don’t feel a collision with truth or fact we commit ourselves as if it were true.

d) Our experience is more in the transitions than in the journey’s end,
e) The experiences of tendency are sufficient.

4) A positively conjunctive experience involves no leap.

a) It makes a continuum wherever it appears.

b) The transcendentalist will reply that conjunctive experiences separate their terms, and to feel our motion to a terminus is impossible since a terminus cannot be felt before we have arrived at it.

c) Conjunctive transitions are pulverized by philosophical reflection.

d) On this view, only conception and the absolute can overcome this.

5) I can only work with empiricism as my hypothesis.

6) Our fields of experience are fringed by a more that continuously develops,
a) Complaint that by making knowledge a matter of external relations and by confessing that these are only virtually there I am only giving us a substitute for knowledge.

7) This seems an excellent place for applying the pragmatic method:  what would the self-transcendency be known-as and result in for us if true?

8) It could only result I our orientation to the right path, i.e. the one towards the object’s nearest neighborhood.  

a) Knowledge about is the next best thing to knowledge by acquaintance. 

b) My concept of your anger leads me to the brink of knowing it.

9) Our ideas producing such effects is the sole cash-value of self-transcendency to us. 

a) For a pragmatist a dispute over self-transcendency is pure logomachy, an argument about words.

10)  If an absolute were to exist he would make no difference to our knowledge.

11)  The instant field of the present is always experience in its pure state, plain unqualified actuality, undifferentiated into thing and thought.
a) Memorial Hall is there in my idea as much as when I stand before it.

b) In later experience this immediacy is split into consciousness and content.

c) While still pure it passes for ‘truth.’

d) Vs. transcendentalist:  knowing is a function of our active life.

e) With Lotze:  for a thing to be valide is the same as to make itself valid

VI  Coterminousness of Different Minds

1) Radical empiricism has more affinities with natural realism than with English idealism of Berkeley or Mill.

2) For Berkeley ideas are discontinuous:  your Memorial Hall and mine our out of connection.

a) We are solipsists: only God could compose a universe from this.

b) Never can our minds meet in the same.

3) Such a philosophy is cold, strained:  spirits walking in London have absolutely different views?

4) The decisive reason in favor of minds meeting in some common objects:  otherwise I have no motive for assuming that your mind exists.

a) I postulate your mind because I see your body acting in expressive ways, so by an inner life.  

b) This argument by analogy is my reason:  your body is a percept in my field, and I animate that object.
c) If the body that you actuate be not the very body that I see there, but some duplicate body of your own …we belong to different universes, you and I, which is folly.

5) In that perceptual part of the universe which I call your body, your mind and my mind meet and are conterminous.  

a) My thoughts pass into that body …your emotions and cognitions pass into it as causes into their effects.

6) That percept hands together with all our other physical percepts.  

a) Your hand lays hold of one end of a rope, my hand the other:  the two hands are mutual objects, as is the rope.

b) Your objects are over and over again the same as mind.  You point to my Memorial Hall with your hand which I see.

c) The place of your objects must be what it seems to be, the same place as mine.

7) There is an argument [dialectic] that a term taken in another relation must be an intrinsically different one:  man cannot be tall in relation to one and short in relation to another.

a) But when you buy and acre from a neighbor it is the same acre.

b) The commonsense notion of minds sharing the same object offers no special logical or epistemological difficulties:  generally things may be in conjunctive relations with other things.

8) Let natural realism pass for possible.

a) Your mind and mine may terminate in the same percept by inserting themselves in it and coalescing with it.
9) It is an empirical fact that we know the same Memorial Hall.

a) Our minds do not terminate in a numerically identical percept since we see the Hall in different perspectives.  
b) The next thing after my percept is not your mind but more percepts as my first percept develops.
10) Is natural realism then refuted by empirical fact:  minds having no object in common?

11) They do have space in common.

a) Pragmatism requires us to predicate sameness where we can find no difference.

b) Two things should be “written down as numerically the same” if every quality and function are indiscernible and at same time and place.

c) There is no way to determine that your place for Memorial Hall is different than mine.

d) When we ask where the percept is we point to the same spot.
e) And all the relations of the Hall originate and terminate in that spot.

f) Similarly your body which you experience from within must be in the same spot as the body of yours I see from without.

12) Even if your minds fill a place with different contents the place is still numerically identical content of the two minds.
a) The receptacle of certain of our experiences is common.

b) The experiences themselves might some day become common and they would then have to count as the same.

VII  Conclusion

1. This then is an outline of a philosophy of pure experience.

a. In radical empiricism there is no bedding for the mosaic:  the pieces are held together by their edges, and the transitions are their cement.

b. In actual experience no separateness needs to be overcome by an external cement.

c. This is a metaphor for the idea that experience can grow by its edges.

d. A moment proliferates into the next by transitions.

e. Life is in the transitions too, often more emphatically.

f. Here we live prospectively as well as retrospectively.

g. The experience is of the future insofar as the future, when it comes, has continued it.

2. Relations of continuous transition experienced are what make our experience cognitive.

a. In simple cases they are cognitive of one another.
b. The knowledge is verified.

c. Mainly we live speculatively:  but we can live on possibilities as long as our credit remains good, as it usually is.

3. So we can continue believing in an existing beyond.

a. This beyond must be experiential.

b. If not one of our own it must be an experience for itself whose relation to other things we translated into the action of physical symbols.

c. This indicates relations of radical empiricism to panpsychism.

4. The beyond can exist simultaneously with the experience that postulates it

a. Until the actual union the beyond and its knower are split.

b. The world then is a pluralism of which the unity is not fully experienced yet.

c. But its unity is on the increase.

d. The universe grows in quantity by new experiences grafted onto older ones, and often becoming consolidated.

5. These are the main features of a philosophy of pure experience.

a. It harmonizes best with radical pluralism, indeterminism, moralism, theism, and humanism, although all are not necessarily its allies.

b. It differs both from common sense and from idealism.

c. It needs contributions by many co-operating minds.  
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