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"Thoughts and 'things are names for two sorts of object, which common sense will dways find
contrasted and will always practicaly oppose to each other. Philosophy, reflecting on the
contragt, has varied in the past in her explanations of it, and may be expected to vary in the
future. At firgt, 'spirit and matter,' 'soul and body," stood for apair of equipollent substances quite
on apar in weight and interest. But one day Kant undermined the soul and brought in the
transcendental ego, and ever since then the bipolar relation has been very much off its balance.
The transcendenta ego seems nowadays in rationdist quarters to stand for everything, in
empiricist quarters for amost nothing. In the hands of such writers as Schuppe, Rehmke, Natorp,
Munsterberg -- at any ratein his earlier writings, Schubert- Soldern and others, the spiritua
principle atenuates itsdf to athoroughly ghostly condition, being only a name for the fact that

the 'content’ of experience is known. It loses persona form and activity - these passing over to
the content -- and becomes a bare Bewusstheit or Bewusstsein Uberhaupt of whichinitsown
right absolutely nothing can be said.

| believe that ‘consciousness,” when once it has evaporated to this estate of pure digphaneity, is
on the point of disappearing dtogether. It isthe name of a nonentity, and has no right to a place
among firg principles. Those who 4iill cling to it are clinging to amere echo, the faint rumor left
behind by the disappearing 'soul’ upon the air of philosophy. During the past year, | haveread a
number of articles whose authors seemed just on the point of abandoning the notion of
consciousness,[1] and subgtituting for it that of an absolute experience not due to two factors.
But they were not quite radical enough, not quite daring enough in their negations. For twenty
years past | have mistrusted ‘consciousness as an entity; for seven or eight years past | have
uggested its non-existence to my students, and tried to give them its pragmatic equivdent in
redities of experience. It seemsto me that the hour isripe for it to be openly and universaly
discarded.

To deny plumply that 'consciousness exists seems so absurd on the face of it -- for undeniadly
‘thoughts do exigt -- thet | fear some readers will follow me no farther. Let me then immediately
explain that | mean only to deny that the word stands for an entity, but to ingst most
emphaticaly that it does stand for afunction. Thereis, | mean, no aborigind stuff or quality of
being, contrasted with that of which materid objects are made, out of which our thoughts of
them are made; but there is a function in experience which thoughts perform, and for the
performance of which this quality of being isinvoked. That function is knowing. ‘Consciousness
is supposed necessary to explain the fact that things not only are, but get reported, are known.
Whoever blots out the notion of consciousness from hislist of firg principles must ill provide
in someway for that function's being carried on.
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My thessisthat if we start with the supposition thet thereis only one prima stuff or materid in
the world, astuff of which everything is composed, and if we call that stuff "pure experience,’ the
knowing can easily be explained as a particular sort of relation towards one another into which
portions of pure experience may enter. The relaion itsdf isapart of pure experience; oneif its
'terms becomes the subject or bearer of the knowledge, the knower,[2] the other becomes the
object known. Thiswill need much explanation before it can be understood. The best way to get
it understood isto contrast it with the dternative view; and for that we may take the recentest
dternative, that in which the evagporation of the definite soul- substance has proceeded asfar as it
can go without being yet complete. If neo-Kantism has expelled earlier forms of dudism, we
shdl have expdled dl formsif we are able to expd neo-Kantism initsturn.

For the thinkers| call neo-Kantian, the word consciousness to-day does no more than sgnaize
the fact that experience isindefeasibly dudigtic in structure. It means that not subject, not object,
but object- plus-subject is the minimum that can actudly be. The subject- object distinction
meanwhile is entirely different from that between mind and matter, from that between body and
soul. Souls were detachable, had separate destinies; things could happen to them. To
consciousness as such nothing can happen, for, timeessitsdf, it is only awitness of happenings
intime, inwhich it plays no part. It is, in aword, but the logicd correlative of ‘content’' in an
Experience of which the peculiarity isthet fact comes to light in it, that awareness of content
takes place. Consciousness as such is entirely impersond -- 'sdf* and its activities belong to the
content. To say that | am self-conscious, or conscious of putting forth volition, means only that
certain contents, for which 'sdf' and 'effort of will' are the names, are not without witness as they
occur.

Thus, for these belated drinkers at the Kantian spring, we should have to admit consciousness as
an 'epistemologica’ necessity, even if we had no direct evidence of its being there.

But in addition to this, we are supposed by dmost every one to have an immediate consciousness
of consciousness itsalf. When the world of outer fact ceases to be materidly present, and we
merely recdl it in memory, or fancy it, the consciousness is believed to stand out and to be fdt as
akind of impapable inner flowing, which, once known in this sort of experience, may equdly be
detected in presentations of the outer world. "The moment we try to fix out attention upon
consciousness and to see what, didtinctly, it is" says arecent writer, "it ssemsto vanish. It seems
asif we had before us a mere emptiness. When we try to introgpect the sensation of blue, dl we
can seeisthe blue the other dement isasif it were digphanous. Y et it can be distinguished, if

we look attentively enough, and know that there is something to look for."[ 3] "Consciousness'
(Bewusstheit), says another philosopher, "isinexplicable and hardly describable, yet dl

conscious experiences have thisin common that what we cal their content has a peculiar
reference to a centre for which 'sdif' is the name, in virtue of which reference aone the content is
subjectively given, or gppears.... While in this way consciousness, or reference to asdf, isthe
only thing which distinguishes a conscious content from any sort of being that might be there

with no one conscious of it, yet this only ground of the digtinction defies al closer explanations.
The exigtence of consciousness, dthough it is the fundamenta fact of psychology, can indeed be
laid down as certain, can be brought out by andysis, but can neither be defined nor deduced from

anything but itsaf "[4]
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'Can be brought out by analysis,' this author says. This supposes that the consciousnessis one
element, moment, factor -- cal it what you like -- of an experience of essentidly dudigtic inner
condtitution, from which, if you abstract the content, the consciousness will remain revedled to
its own eye. Experience, a thisrate, would be much like apaint of which the world pictures
were made. Paint has adua congtitution, involving, asit does, amenstruum[5] (oil, Sze or what
not) and amass of content in the form of pigment suspended therein. We can get the pure
mengtruum by letting the pigment settle, and the pure pigment by pouring off the size or ail. We
operate here by physica subtraction; and the usud view is, that by menta subtraction we can
separate the two factors of experience in an analogous way -- not isolating them entirely, but
distinguishing them enough to know thet they are two.

Now my contention is exactly the reverse of this. Experience, | believe, has no such inner
duplicity; and these paration of it into consciousness and content comes, not by way of
subtraction, but by way of addition -- the addition, to a given concrete piece of it, other sets of
experiences, in connection with which severdly its use or function may be of two different

kinds. The paint will dso serve here as an illudration. In apot in a paint-shop, dong with other
paints, it servesin its entirety as so much saeable matter. Spread on a canvas, with other paints
around it, it represents, on the contrary, a feature in a picture and performs a spiritua function.
Just o, | maintain, does a given undivided portion of experience, taken in one context of
associates, play the part of aknower, of astate of mind, of ‘consciousness; while in adifferent
context the same undivided bit of experience playsthe part of athing known, of an objective
‘content.’ In aword, in one group it figures as athought, in another group as athing. And, sinceit
can figure in both groups ssimultaneoudy we have every right to spesk of it as subjective and
objective, both at once. The duaism connoted by such double-barrelled terms as 'experience;
‘phenomenon,’ 'datum,’ "Vorfindung' -- terms which, in philosophy at any rate, tend more and
more to replace the sngle-barrdled terms of ‘thought' and 'thing' -- that dudism, | say, is ill
preserved in this account, but reinterpreted, so that, instead of being mysterious and elusive, it
becomes verifigble and concrete. It isan affair of rdations, it fdls outsde, not ingde, the sngle
experience considered, and can aways be particularized and defined.

The entering wedge for this more concrete way of understanding the dualism was fashioned by

L ocke when he made the word ‘idea stand indifferently for thing and thought, and by Berkeley
when he said that what common sense means by redlitiesis exactly what the philosopher means
by ideas. Neither Locke nor Berkeley thought his truth out into perfect clearness, but it seemsto
me that the conception | am defending does little more than consistently carry out the ‘pragmatic
method which they were the first to use.

If the reader will take his own experiences, he will see what | mean. Let him begin with a
perceptua experience, the 'presentation,’ so caled, of a physica object, his actua fidd of vison,
the room he gitsin, with the book he is reading asits centre; and let him for the present treet this
complex object in the commonsense way as being ‘redly’ what it seemsto be, namdy, a
collection of physica things cut out from an environing world of other physicd thingswith

which these physical things have actud or potential relations. Now at the sametimeitis just
those self-same things which hismind, as we say, perceives, and the whole philosophy of
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perception from Democrituss time downwards has just been one long wrangle over the paradox
that what is evidently one redlity should be in two places at once, both in outer spaceand in a
person’'s mind. ‘Representative theories of perception avoid the logica paradox, but on the other
hand the violate the reader's sense of life, which knows no intervening menta image but seems
to see the room and the book immediately just asthey physicdly exis.

The puzzle of how the one identical room can be in two placesis a bottom just the puzzle of
how one identical point can be on two lines. It can, if it be Stuated at their intersection; and
gmilarly, if the 'pure experience' of the room were a place of intersection of two processes,
which connected it with different groups of associates respectively, it could be counted twice
over, as belonging to either group, and spoken of loosdy as exigting in two places, dthough it
would remain dl the time anumericaly sngle thing.

Well, the experience is a member of diverse processes that can be followed away from it dong
entirely different lines. The one sefidentica thing has so many relations to the rest of experience
that you can take it in disparate systems of association, and tregt it as belonging with opposite
contexts. In one of these contextsit isyour field of consciousness; in another it is'theroomin
which you gt," and it enters both contexts in its wholeness, giving no pretext for being said to
attach itsdlf to consciousness by one of its parts or aspects, and to out redlity by another. What
are the two processes, now, into which the room-experience smultaneoudy entersin this way?

One of them isthe reader's persona biography, the other isthe history of the house of which the
room is part. The presentation, the experience, the that in short (for until we have decided what it
isit must be amerethat) isthe last term in atrain of sensations, emotions, decisons,

movements, classifications, expectations, etc., ending in the present, and the first term in aseries
of 'inner' operations extending into the future, on the reader’'s part. On the other hand, the very
samethat isthe terminus ad quem of alot of previous physical operations, carpentering,
papering, furnishing, warming, etc., and the terminus a quo of alot of future ones, in which it

will be concerned when undergoing the destiny of a physica room. The physicad and the menta
operations form curioudy incompatible groups. As aroom, the experience has occupied that spot
and had that environment for thirty years. Asyour field of consciousnessit may never have
exiged until now. Asaroom, attention will go on to discover endiess new detailsin it. Asyour
mental state merdly, few new oneswill emerge under attention's eye. AS aroom, it will taken an
earthquake, or agang of men, and in any case a certain amount of time, to destroy it. Asyour
subjective Sate, the closing of your eyes, or any ingtantaneous play of your fancy will suffice. In
the redl world, firewill consumeit. In your mind, you can let fire play over it without effect. As
an outer object, you must pay so much a month to inhabit it. Asan inner content, you may
occupy it for any length of time rent-free. If, in short, you follow it in the mentd direction, taking

it dong with events of persona biography soldly, al sorts of things are true of it which are fase,
and false of it which are trueif you treet it as ared thing experienced, follow it in the physica
direction, and relate it to associates in the outer world.

So far, dl seems plain sailing, but my thesiswill probably grow less plausible to the reader when
| pass form percepts to concepts, or from the case of things presented to that of things remote. |
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believe, neverthdess, that here aso the same law holds good. If we take conceptua manifolds, or
memories, or fancies, they dso are in their firgt intention mere bits of pure experience, and, as
such, are angle thats which act in one context as objects, and in another context figure as menta
dates. By taking them in thelr firgt intention, 1 mean ignoring their relation to possible perceptud
experiences with which they may be connected, which they may lead to and terminaein, and
which then they may be supposed to 'represent.’ Taking them in thisway first, we confine the
problem to aworld merely ‘thought of* and not directly felt or seen. Thisworld, just like the
world of percepts, comesto us at first as a chaos of experiences, but lines of order soon get
traced. We find that any hit of it which we may cut out as an example is connected with distinct
groups of associates, just as our perceptua experiences are, that these associates link themsalves
with it by different rlaions[6] and that one forms the inner history of a person, while the other
acts as an impersona 'objective’ world, either spatid and tempord, or else merely logical or
mathematical, or otherwise 'ided .’

Thefirst obstacle on the part of the reader to seeing that these non-perceptual experiences have
objectivity aswell as subjectivity will probably be due to theintruson into hismind of percepts,
that third group of associates with which the non-perceptua experiences have relations, and
which, as awhole, they 'represent,’ ganding to them as thoughts to things. Thisimportant

function of non-perceptua experiences complicates the question and confusesiit; for, so used are
we to treet percepts as the sole genuine redlities that, unless we keep them out of the discussion,
we tend atogether to overlook the objectivity that liesin nonperceptua experiences by
themselves. We treat them, 'knowing' percepts as they do, as through and through subjective, and
say that they are whally congtituted of the stuff called consciousness, using this term now for a
kind of entity, after the fashion which | am seeking to refute.[ 7]

Abdtracting, then, from percepts dtogether, what | maintain is, that any single non-perceptual
experience tends to get counted twice over, just as a perceptua experience does, figuring in one
context as an object or field of objects, in another as a state of mind: and al this without the least
internd sdf-diremption on its own part into consciousness and content. It isdl consciousnessin
onetaking; and, in the other, al content.

| find this objectivity of non-perceptua experiences, this complete pardlelism in point of redity
between the presently felt and the remotely thought, so well set forth in a page of Mingterberg's
Grundzuge, thet | will quoteit asit stands.

"I may only think of my objects” says Professor Mungerberg; "yet, in my living thought they
stand before me exactly as perceived objects would do, no matter how different the two ways of
apprenending them may be in their genesis. The book here lying on the table before me, and the
book in the next room of which | think and which I mean to get, are both in the same sense given
redities for me, redlities which | acknowledge and of which | take account. If you agree that the
perceptual object is not an idea within me, but that percept and thing, as indistinguishably one,
are redly experienced there, outside, you ought not to believe that the merely thought- of object
ishid away indde of the thinking subject. The object of which | think, and of whose exiserce |
take cognizance without letting it now work upon my senses, occupies its definite placein the
outer world as much as does the object which | directly see”
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"What istrue of the here and the there, is aso true of the now and the then. | know of the thing
which is present and percaived, but | know aso of the thing which yesterday was but is no more,
and which | only remember. Both can determine my present conduct, both are parts of the redlity
of which | keep account. It istrue that of much of the past | am uncertain, just as| am uncertain
of much of what is present if it be but dimly percaived. But the intervd of time doesnot in
principle ater my relation to the object, does not transform it from an object known into a mental
date.... The thingsin the room here which | survey, and those in my distant home of which |
think, the things of this minute and those of my long vanished boyhood, influence and decide me
dike, with aredity which my experience of them directly feels. They both make up my red
world, they makeit directly, they do not have first to be introduced to me and mediated by ideas
which now and here arise within me.... This not-me character of my recollections and
expectations does not imply that the external objects of which | am aware in those experiences
should necessarily be there dso for others. The objects of dreamers and halucinated persons are
wholly without generd vdidity. But even were they centaurs and golden mountains, they il
would be 'off there," in fairy land, and not 'insgde of ourselves."[§]

This certainly isthe immediate, primary, nai f, or practical way of taking our thought- of world.
Were there no perceptua world to serve asits 'reductive,' in Taine's sense, by being 'sronger’ and
more genuindy 'outer’ (so that the whole merdly thought-of world seemsweak and inner in
comparison), our world of thought would be the only world, and would enjoy complete redlity in
our belief. This actualy happensin our dreams, and in our day-dreams so long as percepts do not
interrupt them.

And yet, just as the seen room (to go back to our late example) isalso afidd of consciousness,
50 the conceived or recollected room is also a state of mind; and the doubling-up of the
experience hasin both cases smilar grounds.

The room thought- of, namdly, has many thought-of couplings with many thought- of things

Some of these couplings are inconstant, others are stable. In the reader's persond history the
room occupies asingle date -- he saw it only once perhaps, ayear ago. Of the housg's history, on
the other hand, it forms a permanent ingredient. Some couplings have the curious stubbornness,

to borrow Royce's term, of fact; others show the fluidity of fancy -- we let them come and go as
we please. Grouped with the rest of its house, with the name of its town, of its owner, builder,
vaue, decorative plan, the room maintains a definite foothold, to which, if wetry to loosen it, it
tends to return and to reassert itsalf with force[9] With these associates, in aword, it coheres,
while to other houses, other towns, other owners, etc., it shows no tendency to cohere at al. The
two collections, firgt of its cohesive, and, second, of its loose associates, inevitably cometo be
contragted. We cdl the firgt collection the system of externd redlities, in the midst of which the
room, as 'red,’ exists, the other we cal the stream of internd thinking, in which, asa’'mentd
image," it for amoment floats[10] The room thus again gets counted twice over. It plays two
different réles, being Gedanke and Gedachtes, the thought-of-arn+object, and the object-thought-
of, both in one; and dl this without paradox or mystery, just as the same materid thing may be
both low and high, or small and great, or bad and good, because of its relations to opposite parts
of an environing world.

Get any book for freeon:  www.Abika.com



DOES'CONSCIOUSNESS EXIST?

As 'subjective’ we say that the experience represents; as 'objective it is represented. What
represents and what is represented is here numericaly the same; but we must remember that no
dualism of being represented and representing resides in the experience per se. Inits pure state,

or when isolated, there is no salf-splitting of it into consciousness and what the consciousnessis
'of." Its subjectivity and objectivity are functiond attributes soldly, , redized only when the
experienceis 'take, i.e., talked-of, twice, consdered dong with its two differing contexts
respectively, by a new retrogpective experience, of which that whole past complication now
forms the fresh content. The ingtant field of the present isat dl timeswhat | cdl the 'pure
experience. Itisonly virtualy or potentidly either object or subject as yet. For the time being, it
isplain, unqudified actudity, or exigence, asmplethat. Inthisnai f immediacy it is of course
valid; it isthere, we act upon it; and the doubling of it in retrospection into a state of mind and a
redlity intended thereby, is just one of the acts. The 'state of mind,' first treeted explicitly as such

in retrogpection, will stand corrected or confirmed, and the retrospective experience in itsturn

will get asmilar trestment; but the immediate experience in its passing is[11]‘truth, practical

truth, something to act on, at its own movement. If the world were then and there to go out like a
candle, it would remain truth absolute and objective, for it would be 'the last word," would have

no critic, and no one would ever oppose the thought in it to the redity intended.[12] | think | may
now clam to have made my thes's clear. Consciousness connotes a kind of externd relaion, and
does not denote a specid stuff or way of being. The peculiarity of our experiences, that they not
only are, but are known, which their ‘conscious quality isinvoked to explain, is better explained
by their relations -- these relations themsel ves being experiences -- to oneanother.

v

Were | now to go on to treat of the knowing of perceptua by conceptua experiences, it would
again proveto be an affair of externa relations. One experience would be the knower, the other
the redity known; and | could perfectly well define, without the notion of ‘consciousness, what
the knowing actudly and practicdly amountsto -- leading-towards, namdy, and terminating-in
percepts, through a series of trangtiond experiences which the world supplies. But | will not
treat of this, gpace being insufficient.[13] | will rather consider afew objections that are sure to
be urged againg the entire theory as it stands.

\Y,

Firgt of dl, thiswill be asked: "If experience has not ‘conscious existence, if it be not partly
made of ‘consciousness,” of what then isit made? Matter we know, and thought we know, and
conscious content we know, but neutra and simple "pure experience’ is something we know not
at dl. Say what it conssts of -- for it must consst of something -- or bewilling to give it up!”

To this chdlenge the reply is easy. Although for fluency's sake | mysdf sooke early inthis

aticle of astuff of pure experience, | have now to say that there is no general suff of which
experience a large is made. There are as many stuffs as there are 'natures in the things
experienced. If you ask what any one bit of pure experience is made of, the answer is dwaysthe
same "It ismade of that, of just what appears, of space, of intengity, of flatness, brownness,
heaviness, or what not." Shadworth Hodgson's analysis here leaves nothing to be desired.(1)
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Experience is only a collective name for dl these sensible natures, and save for time and space
(and, if you like, for 'being’) there gppears no universa ement of which dl things are made.

VI
The next objection is more formidable, in fact it sounds quite crushing when one hearsiit firdt.

"If it be the salf-same piece of pure experience, taken twice over, that serves now as thought and
now asthing" -- so the objection runs - "how comesit that its attributes should differ so
fundamentdly in the two takings. As thing, the experience is extended; as thought, it occupies no
gpace or place. Asthing, it isred, hard, heavy; but who ever heard of ared, hard or heavy
thought? Y et even now you said that an experience is made of just what appears, and what
gppearsis just such adjectives. How can the one experience in its thing-function be made of
them, consist of them, carry them asits own attributes, while in its thought-function it disowns
them and attributes them esawhere. There is a sdf- contradiction here from which the radica
dualism of thought and thing is the only truth that can save us. Only if the thought is one kind of
being can the adjectives exid in it ‘intentiondly’ (to use the scholagtic term); only if thething is
another kind, can they exigt in it condtituitively and energeticaly. No smple subject can take the
same adjectives and at one time be qudified by it, and a another time be merely 'of' it, as of
something only meant or known.”

The solution insisted on by this objector, like many other common-sense solutions, grows the
less satisfactory the more one turnsit in one's mind. To begin with, are thought and thing as
heterogeneous as is commonly said?

No one denies that they have some categoriesin common. Their rdaionsto time are identica.
Both, moreover, may have parts (for psychologistsin generd treat thoughts as having them); and
both may be complex or smple. Both are of kinds, can be compared, added and subtracted and
arranged in serid orders. All sorts of adjectives qualify our thoughts which gppear incompetible
with consciousness, being as such a bare digphaneity. For instance, they are natura and easy, or
laborious. They are beautiful, happy, intense, interesting, wise, idiotic, focd, margind, indpid,
confused, vague, precise, rationd, causa, generd, particular, and many things besides.
Moreover, the chapters on 'Perception’ in the psychology books are full of facts that make for the
essentid homogeneity of thought with thing. How, if 'subject’ and 'object’ were separated by the
whole diameter of being,' and had no attributes and common, could it be so hard to tdll, in a
presented and recognized materia object, what part comesin thought the sense organs and what
part comes ‘out of one's own head'? Sensations and apperceptive ideas fuse here so intimately
that you can no more tell where one begins and the other ends, than you can tdll, in those
cunning circular panorameas that have lately been exhibited, where the redl foreground and the
painted canvas [14].

Descartes for the first time defined thought as the absolutely unextended, and later philosophers
have accepted the description as correct. But what possible meaning hasit to say that, when we
think of afoot-rule or asguare yard, extenson is not attributable to our thought? Of every
extended object the adequate menta picture must have dl the extenson of the object itself. The
difference between objective and subjective extenson is one of relation to a context soldy. In the
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mind the various extents maintain no necessarily stubborn order relatively to each other, whilein
the physical world they bound each other stably, and, added together, make the great enveloping
Unit which we believe in and cdll red Space. As'outer,’ they carry themsdves adversdy, soto
speak, to one another, exclude one another and maintain their distances, while, as ‘inner,’ their
order isloose, and they form a durcheinander in which unity islost.(1) But to argue from this
that inner experience is absolutdly inextensive seemsto me little short of aosurd. The two worlds
differ, not by the presence or absence of extension, but by the relations of the extensons which
in bothworlds exist.

Does not this case of extension now put us on the track of truth in the case of other quaities? It
does, and | am surprised that the facts should not have been noticed long ago. Why, for example,
do we cdl afire hot, and water wet, and yet refuse to say that our menta state, when it is'of'
these objects, is ether wet or hot? 'Intentionaly,’ at any rate, and when the mental sateisavivid
image, hotness and wetness are in it just as much as they are in the physica experience. The
reason isthis, that, as the generd chaos of dl our experiences gets sfted, we find that there are
some fires that will aways burn sticks and aways warm our bodies, and that there are some
waters that will dways put out fires, while there are other fires and waters that will not act at dl.
The generd group of experiencesthat act, that do not only possess their natures intringcaly, but
wear them adjectively and energeticdly, turning them againgt one another, comesinevitably to
be contrasted with the group whose members, having identicaly the same natures, fail to
manifest them in the 'energetic’ way. | make for myself now an experience of blazing fire; | place
it near my body; but it does not warm mein the least. | lay a stick upon it, and the stick either
burns or remains green, as| please. | cdl up water, and pour it on the fire, and absolutely no
difference ensues. | account for al such facts by cdling thiswhole train of experiences unred, a
menta train. Mentd fireiswhat won't burn redl sticks, menta water iswhat won't necessarily
(though of course it may) put out even amenta fire. Mental knives may be sharp, but they won't
cut real wood. Menta triangles are pointed, but their points won't wound. With 'red’ objects, on
the contrary, consequences dways accrue; and thus the real experiences get sifted from the
mental ones, the things from out thoughts of them, fanciful or true, and precipitated together as
the stable part of the whole experience-chaos, under the name of the physical world. Of this our
perceptud experiences are the nucleus, they being the origindly strong experiences. We add a
lot of conceptua experiences to them, making these strong aso in imagination, and building out
the remoter parts of the physical world by their means; and around this core of redity the world
of laxly connected fancies and mere rhapsodica objects floats like a bank of clouds. In the
clouds, dl sorts of rules are violated which in the core are kept. Extensions there can be
indefinitdly located; motion there obeys no Newton's laws.

VII

Thereisapeculiar class of experience to which, whether we take them as subjective or as
objective, we assign their severa natures as attributes, because in both contexts they affect their
associates actively, though in neither quite as 'strongly’ or as sharply as things affect one another
by their physical energies. | refer here to appreciations, which form an ambiguous sphere of
being, belonging with emation on the one hand, and having objective 'value on the other, yet
seeming not quite inner nor quite outer, asif adiremption had begun but had not made itsalf
complete,
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Experiences of painful objects, for example, are usualy aso painful experiences; perceptions of
loveliness, of ugliness, tend to pass muster aslovedy or as ugly perceptions, intuitions of the
moraly lofty are lofty intuitions. Sometimes the adjective wanders as if uncertain where to fix
itself. Shall we spesk of seductive visons or of visons of seductive things? Of hedthy thoughts
or of thoughts of hedlthy objects? Of good impulses, or of impulses towards the good? Of
fedings of anger, or of angry fedings? Both in the mind and in the thing, these natures modify
their context, exclude certain associates and determine others, have their mates and
incompatibles. Y et not as stubbornly asin the case of physicd qudlities, for beauty and ugliness,
love and hatred, pleasant and painful can, in certain complex experiences, coexist.

If one were to make an evolutionary congtruction of how alot of originaly chaotic pure
experience became gradudly differentiated into an orderly inner and outer world, the whole
theory would turn upon one's success in explaining how or why the quality of an experience,
once active, could become less so, and, from being an energetic attribute in some cases,
elsawhere lapse into the Satus of an inert or merely internd 'nature.’ Thiswould be the
‘evolution’ of the psychica from the basom of the physicd, in which the esthetic, mora and
otherwise emotiond experiences would represent a halfway stage.

VIII

But alast cry of non possumus will probably go up from many readers. "All very pretty asa
piece of ingenuity,” they will say, "but our consciousness itself intuitively contradicts you. We,
for our part, know that we are conscious. We feel our thought, flowing asalifewithin us, in
absolute contrast with the objects which it so unremittingly escorts. We can not be faithless to
thisimmediate intuition. The dudism isafundamentd datum: Let no man join what God has put
asunder.”

My reply to thisismy last word, and | greetly grieve that to many it will sound materidigtic. |
can not help that, however, for I, too, have my intuitions and | must obey them. Let the case be
what it may in others, | am as confident as | am of anything that, in mysdf, the stream of
thinking (which | recognize emphaticdly as a phenomenon) is only a cardless name for what,
when scrutinized, revedsitsdlf to consst chiefly of the stream of my bresthing. The'l think'
which Kant said must be able to accompany al my objects, isthe 'l breeth' which actudly does
accompany them. There are other interna facts besides breathing (intracephalic muscular
adjusments, etc., of which | have said aword in my larger Psychology), and these increase the

assets of ‘consciousness,’ o far asthe latter is subject to immediate perception; but breath, which

was ever the origina of 'spirit,’ breath moving outwards, between the glottis and the nogtrils, is, |
am persuaded, the essence out of which philosophers have congtructed the entity known to them
as consciousness. That entity is fictitious, while thoughts in the concrete are fully real. But
thoughts in the concrete are made of the same stuff asthings are.

| wish | might blieve mysdf to have made that plausible in thisarticle. IN ancther article | shall
try to make the generd notion of aworld composed of pure experiences sill more cleer.

11
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1. Articles by Bawden, King, Alexander, and others. Dr. Perry is frankly over the border

2. Inmy Psychology | have tried to show that we need no knower other than the "passing
thought.” [Principles of Psychology, val. I, pp. 338 ff.]

3. G.E. Moore: Mind, val. XII, N.S., [1903], p.450
4. Paul Natorp: EinleitungindiePsychologie, 1888, pp. 14, 112.

5. "Figuratively speaking, consciousness may be said to be the one universa solvent, or
menstruum, in which the different concrete kinds of psychic acts and facts are contained,

whether in conceded or in obviousform.” G.T.Ladd: Psychology, Descriptiveand Explanatory,
1894, p.30.

6. Here as e sawhere the relations are of course experienced relations, members of the same
origindly chaotic manifold of nonperceptua experience of which the related terms themsdves
are parts.

7. Of the representative functions of non-perceptua experience asawhole, | will say aword ina
subsequent article; it leadstoo far into the genera theory of knowledge for much to be said about
it in ashort paper likethis.

8. Mungterberg: Grundzugeder Psychologie, val. I, p. 48.
9. Cf. A.L. Hodder: The Adversaries of the Sceptic, pp.94-99.

10. For amplicity's sake | confine my expogtion to "externd” redlity. But thereisdso the

system of ided redity in which the room playsits part. Relations of comparison, of

classfication, seria order, vaue, dso are subborn, assign a definite place to the room, unlike the
incoherence of its placesin the mere rhapsody of our successve thoughts.

11. Note the ambiguity of thisterm, which is taken sometimes objectively and sometimes
subjectively.

12. In the Psychological Review for July [1904], Dr. R.B. Perry has published aview of
Consciousness which comes nearer to mine than any other with which | am acquainted. At
present, Dr. Perry thinks, every field of experienceis so much "fact.” It becomes "opinion™ or
‘thought" only in retrogpection, when a fresh experience, thinking the same object, aters and
correctsit. But the corrective experience becomes itsdlf in turn corrected, and thus the experience
asawholeis aprocessin which what is objective origindly forever turns subjective, turnsinto

our gpprehension of the object. | strongly recommend Dr. Perry's admirable article to my readers.

13. | have given apartia account of the matter in Mind, vol. X, p. 27, 1885, and in the
Psychological Review, val. I1, p. 105, 1895. Seedso C.A. Strong's article in the Journal of
Philosophy, Psychology and Scientific Methods, vol I, p. 253, May 12, 1904. | hope mysdlf very
soon to recur to the matter.
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14. Spencer's proof of his Trandfigured Redlism' (his doctrine that there is an absolutely nort

menta redlity) comes to mind as a splendid instance of the impossihility of establishing radicd

heterogeneity between thought and thing. All his painfully accumulated points of difference run
gradudly into their opposites, and are full of exceptions.
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