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Philosophy claims to be one form or mode of knowing. If, then, the conclusion is reached that
knowing is a way of employing empirical occurrences with respect to increasing power to direct the
consequences which flow from things, the application of the conclusion must be made to philosophy
itself. It, too, becomes not a contemplative survey of existence nor an analysis of what is past and done
with, but an outlook upon future possibilities with reference to attaining the better and averting the
worse. Philosophy must take, with good grace, its own medicine.

It is easier to state the negative results of the changed idea of philosophy than the positive ones.
The point that occurs to mind most readily is that philosophy will have to surrender all pretension to
be peculiarly concerned with ultimate reality, or with reality as a complete (i.e., completed) whole:
with the real object. The surrender is not easy of achievement. The philosophic tradition that comes
to us from classic Greek thought and that was reinforced by Christian philosophy in the Middle Ages
discriminates philosophical knowing from other modes of knowing by means of an

( 54) alleged peculiarly intimate concern with supreme, ultimate, true reality. To deny this trait to
philosophy seems to many to be the suicide of philosophy ; to be a systematic adoption of skepticism
or agnostic positivism.

The pervasiveness of the tradition is shown in the fact that so vitally a contemporary thinker as
Bergson, who finds a philosophic revolution involved in abandonment of the traditional identification
of the truly real with the fixed (an identification inherited from Greek thought), does not find it in his
heart to abandon the counterpart identification of philosophy with search for the truly Real; and hence
finds it necessary to substitute an ultimate and absolute flux for an ultimate and absolute permanence.
Thus his great empirical services in calling attention to the fundamental importance of considerations
of time for problems of life and mind get compromised with a mystic, non-empirical ,,Intuition"; and
we find him pre-occupied with solving, by means of his new idea of ultimate reality, the traditional
problems of realities-in-themselves and phenomena, matter and mind, free-will and determinism, God
and the world. Is not that an-other evidence of the influence of the classic idea about philosophy?

Even the new realists are not content to take their realism as a plea for approaching subject-matter
directly instead of through the intervention of epistemological apparatus; they find it necessary first
to determine the status of the real object. Thus they too become entangled in the problem of the
possibility




(55) of error, dreams, hallucinations, etc., in short, the problem of evil. For | take it that an uncorrupted
realism would accept such things as real events, and find in them no other problems than those
attending the consideration of any real occurrence—namely, problems of structure, origin, and
operation.

It is often said that pragmatism, unless it is con-tent to be a contribution to mere methodology,
must develop a theory of Reality. But the chief characteristic trait of the pragmatic notion of reality is
precisely that no theory of Reality in general, diberhaupt, is possible or needed. It occupies the position
of an emancipated empiricism or a thoroughgoing naive realism. It finds that " reality " isa
denotative term, a word used to designate indifferently everything that happens. Lies, dreams,
insanities, deceptions, myths, theories are all of them just the events which they specifically are.
Pragmatism is content to take its stand with science; for science finds all such events to be subject-
matter of description and inquiry—just like stars and fossils, mosquitoes and malaria, circulation and
vision. It also takes its stand with daily life, which finds that such things really have to be reckoned with
as they occur interwoven in the texture of events.

The only way in which the term reality can ever become more than a blanket denotative term is
through recourse to specific events in all their diversity and thatness. Speaking summarily, | find that
the retention by philosophy of the notion of a Reality feudally superior to the events of everyday
occurrence is the chief source of the increasing isolation of philosophy

( 56) from common sense and science. For the latter do not operate in any such region. As with them
of old, philosophy in dealing with real difficulties finds itself still hampered by reference to realities
more real, more ultimate, than those which directly happen.

| have said that identifying the cause of philosophy with the notion of superior reality is the cause
of an increasing isolation from science and practical life. The phrase reminds us that there was a time
when the enterprise of science and the moral interests of men both moved in a universe invidiously
distinguished from that of ordinary occurrence. While all that happens is equally real—since it, really
happens—happenings are not of equal worth. Their respective consequences, their import, varies
tremendously. Counterfeit money, although real (or rather because real), is really different from valid
circulatory medium, just as disease is really different from health; different in specific structure and so
different in consequences. In occidental thought, the Greeks were the first to draw the distinction
between the genuine and the spurious in a generalized fashion and to formulate and enforce its
tremendous significance for the conduct of life. But since they had at command no technique of
experimental analysis and no adequate technique of mathematical analysis, they were compelled to
treat the difference of the true and the false, the dependable and the deceptive, as signifying two kinds
of existence, the truly real and the apparently real.

Two points can hardly be asserted with too much emphasis. The Greeks were wholly right in the
feeling




( 57) that questions of good and ill, as far as they fall within human control, are bound up with
discrimination of the genuine from the spurious, of " being " from what only pretends to be. But
because they lacked adequate instrumentalities for coping with this difference in specific situations,
they were forced to treat the difference as a wholesale and rigid one. Science was concerned with
vision of ultimate and true reality; opinion was concerned with getting along with apparent realities.
Each had its appropriate region permanently marked off. Matters of opinion could never become
matters of science; their intrinsic nature forbade. When the practice of science went on under such
conditions, science and philosophy were one and the same thing. Both had to do with ultimate reality
in its rigid and insuperable difference from ordinary occurrences.

We have only to refer to the way in which medieval life wrought the philosophy of an ultimate and
supreme reality into the context of practical life to realize that for centuries political and moral
interests were bound up with the distinction between the absolutely real and the relatively real. The
difference was no matter of a remote technical philosophy, but one which controlled life from the
cradle to the grave, from the grave to the endless life after death. By means of a vast institution, which
in effect was state as well as church, the claims of ultimate reality were enforced; means of access to
it were provided. Acknowledgment of The Reality brought security in this world and salvation in the
next. It is not necessary to report the story of the change which has since taken place. It is enough

( 58) for our purposes to note that none of the modern philosophies of a superior reality, or the real
object, idealistic or realistic, holds that its insight makes a difference like that between sin and holiness,
eternal condemnation and eternal bliss. While in its own con-text the philosophy of ultimate reality
entered into the vital concerns of men, it now tends to be an ingenious dialectic exercised in
professorial corners by a few who have retained ancient premises while rejecting their application to
the conduct of life.

The increased isolation from science of any philosophy identified with the problem of the real is
equally marked. For the growth of science has consisted precisely in the invention of an equipment, a
technique of appliances and procedures, which, accepting all occurrences as homogeneously real,
proceeds to distinguish the authenticated from the spurious, the true from the false, by specific modes
of treatment in specific situations. The procedures of the trained engineer, of the competent physician,
of the laboratory expert, have turned out to be the only ways of discriminating the counterfeit from
the valid. And they have revealed that the difference is not one of antecedent fixity of existence, but
one of mode of treatment and of the consequences thereon attendant. After mankind has learned to
put its trust in specific procedures in order to make its discriminations between the false and the true,
philosophy arrogates to itself the enforcement of the distinction at its own cost.

More than once, this essay has intimated that the counterpart of the idea of invidiously real reality




( 59) the spectator notion of knowledge. If the knower, how-ever defined, is set over against the world
to be known, knowing consists in possessing a transcript, more or less accurate but otiose, of real
things. Whether this transcript is presentative in character (as realists say) or whether it is by means
of states of consciousness which represent things (as subjectivists say), is a matter of great importance
in its own context. But, in another regard, this difference is negligible in comparison with the point in
which both agree. Knowing is viewing from outside. But if it be true that the self or subject of
experience is part and parcel of the course of events, it follows that the self becomes a knower. It
becomes a mind in virtue of a distinctive way of partaking in the course of events. The significant
distinction is no longer between the knower and the world; it is between different ways of being in
and of the movement of things; between a brute physical way and a purposive, intelligent way.

There is no call to repeat in detail the statements which have been advanced. Their net purport is
that the directive presence of future possibilities in dealing with existent conditions is what is meant
by knowing; that the self becomes a knower or mind when anticipation of future consequences
operates as its stimulus. What we are now concerned with is the effect of this conception upon the
nature of philosophic knowing.

As far as | can judge, popular response to pragmatic philosophy was moved by two quite different
considerations. By some it was thought to provide a new species of sanctions, a new mode of
apologetics, for certain

(60) religious ideas whose standing had been threatened. By others, it was welcomed because it was
taken as a sign that philosophy was about to surrender its otiose and speculative remoteness ; that
philosophers were be-ginning to recognize that philosophy is of account only if, like everyday knowing
and like science, it affords guidance to action and thereby makes a difference in the event. It was
welcomed as a sign that philosophers were willing to have the worth of their philosophizing measured
by responsible tests.

| have not seen this point of view emphasized, or hardly recognized, by professional critics. The
difference of attitude can probably be easily explained. The epistemological universe of discourse is so
highly technical that only those who have been trained in the history of thought think in terms of it. It
did not occur, accordingly, to non-technical readers to interpret the doctrine that the meaning and
validity of thought are fixed by differences made in consequences and in satisfactoriness, to mean
consequences in personal feelings. Those who were professionally trained, however, took the
statement to mean that consciousness or mind in the mere act of looking at things modifies them. It
understood the doctrine of test of validity by consequences to mean that apprehensions and
conceptions are true if the modifications affected by them were of an emotionally desirable tone.

Prior discussion should have made it reasonably clear that the source of this misunderstanding lies
in the neglect of temporal considerations. The change made in things by the self in knowing is not
immediate and,




( 61) so to say, cross-sectional. It is longitudinal—in the redirection given to changes already going on.
Its analogue is found in the changes which take place in the development of, say, iron ore into a watch-
spring, not in those of the miracle of transubstantiation. For the static, cross-sectional, non-temporal
relation of subject and object, the pragmatic hypothesis substitutes apprehension of a thing in terms
of the results in other things which it is tending to effect. For the unique epistemological relation, it
substitutes a practical relation of a familiar type:—responsive behavior which changes in time the
subject-matter to which it applies. The unique thing about the responsive behavior which constitutes
knowing is the specific difference which marks it off from other modes of response, namely, the part
played in it by anticipation and prediction. Knowing is the act, stimulated by this foresight, of securing
and averting consequences. The success of the achievement measures the standing of the foresight by
which response is directed. The popular impression that pragmatic philosophy means that philosophy
shall develop ideas relevant to the actual crises of life, ideas influential in dealing with them and tested
by the assistance they afford, is correct.

Reference to practical response suggests, however, another misapprehension. Many critics have
jumped at the obvious association of the word pragmatic with practical. They have assumed that the
intent is to limit all knowledge, philosophic included, to promoting " action," understanding by action
either just any bodily movement, or those bodily movements which con-

( 62) -duce to the preservation and grosser well-being of the body. James' statement that general
conceptions must " cash in " has been taken (especially by European critics) to mean that the end and
measure of intelligence lies in the narrow and coarse utilities which it produces. Even an acute
American thinker, after first criticizing pragmatism as a kind of idealistic epistemology, goes on to treat
it as a doctrine which regards intelligence as a lubricating oil facilitating the workings of the body.

One source of the misunderstanding is suggested by the fact that "cashing in " to James meant that
a general idea must always be capable of verification in specific existential cases. The notion of "
cashing in " says nothing about the breadth or depth of the specific consequences. As an empirical
doctrine, it could not say anything about them in general; the specific cases must speak for themselves.
If one conception is verified in terms of eating beefsteak, and another in terms of a favorable credit
balance in the bank, that is not because of anything in the theory, but because of the specific nature
of the conceptions in question, and because there exist particular events like hunger and trade. If there
are also existences in which the most liberal esthetic ideas and the most generous moral conceptions
can be verified by specific embodiment, assuredly so much the better. The fact that a strictly empirical
philosophy was taken by so many critics to imply an a priori dogma about the kind of consequences
capable of existence is evidence, | think, of the inability of many philosophers

( 63) to think in concretely empirical terms. Since the critics were themselves accustomed to get
results by manipulating the concepts of " consequences " and of " practice," they assumed that even
a would-be empiricist must be doing the same sort of thing. It will, | sup-pose, remain for a long time
incredible to some that a philosopher should really intend to go to specific experiences to determine
of what scope and depth practice admits, and what sort of consequences the world permits to come
into being. Concepts are so clear ; it takes so little time to develop their implications ; experiences are



so confused, and it requires so much time and energy to lay hold of them. And yet these same critics
charge pragmatism with adopting subjective and emotional standards!

As a matter of fact, the pragmatic theory of intelligence means that the function of mind is to project
new and more complex ends—to free experience from routine and from caprice. Not the use of
thought to accomplish purposes already given either in the mechanism of the body or in that of the
existent state of society, but the use of intelligence to liberate and liberalize action, is the pragmatic
lesson. Action restricted to given and fixed ends may attain great technical efficiency; but efficiency is
the only quality to which it can lay claim. Such action is mechanical (or becomes so), no matter what
the scope of the pre-formed end, be it the Will of God or Kultur. But the doctrine that intelligence
develops within the sphere of action for the sake of possibilities not yet given is the opposite of a
doctrine of mechanical efficiency. Intel-

( 64) -ligence as intelligence is inherently forward-looking; only by ignoring its primary function does it
become a mere means for an end already given. The latter is servile, even when the end is labeled
moral, religious, or esthetic. But action directed to ends to which the agent has not previously been
attached inevitably carries with it a quickened and enlarged spirit. A pragmatic intelligence is a creative
intelligence, not a routine mechanic.

All this may read like a defense of pragmatism by one concerned to make out for it the best case
possible. Such is not, however, the intention. The purpose is to indicate the extent to which intelligence
frees action from a mechanically instrumental character. Intelligence is, indeed,
instrumental through action to the de-termination of the qualities of future experience. But the very
fact that the concern of intelligence is with the future, with the as-yet-unrealized (and with the given
and the established only as conditions of the realization of possibilities), makes the action in which it
takes effect generous and liberal ; free of spirit. Just that action which extends and approves
intelligence has an intrinsic value of its own in being instrumental: —the intrinsic value of being
informed with intelligence in behalf of the enrichment of life. By the same stroke, intelligence becomes
truly liberal: knowing is a human undertaking, not an esthetic appreciation carried on by a refined class
or a capitalistic possession of a few learned specialists, whether men of science or of philosophy.

More emphasis has been put upon what philosophy

( 65) is not than upon what it may become. But it is not necessary, it is not even desirable, to set forth
philosophy as a scheduled program. There are human difficulties of an urgent, deep-seated kind which
may be clarified by trained reflection, and whose solution may be forwarded by the careful
development of hypotheses. When it is understood that philosophic thinking is caught up in the actual
course of events, having the office of guiding them towards a prosperous issue, problems will
abundantly present themselves. Philosophy will not solve these problems ; philosophy is vision,
imagination, reflection—and these functions, apart from action, modify nothing and hence resolve
nothing. But in a complicated and perverse world, action which is not informed with vision,



imagination, and reflection, is more likely to increase confusion and conflict than to straighten things
out. It is not easy for generous and sustained reflection to become a guiding and illuminating method
in action. Until it frees itself from identification with problems which are supposed to depend upon
Reality as such, or its distinction from a world of Appearance, or its relation to a Knower as such, the
hands of philosophy are tied. Having no chance to link its fortunes with a responsible career by
suggesting things to be tried, it cannot identify itself with questions which actually arise in the
vicissitudes of life. Philosophy recovers itself when it ceases to be a device for dealing with the
problems of philosophers and be-comes a method, cultivated by philosophers, for dealing with the
problems of men.

Emphasis must vary with the stress and special im-

( 66) -pact of the troubles which perplex men. Each age knows its own ills, and seeks its own remedies.
One does not have to forecast a particular program to note that the central need of any program at
the present day is an adequate conception of the nature of intelligence and its place in action.
Philosophy cannot disavow responsibility for many misconceptions of the nature of intelligence which
now hamper its efficacious operation. It has at least a negative task imposed upon it. It must take away
the burdens which it has laid upon the intelligence of the common man in struggling with his
difficulties. It must deny and eject that intelligence which is naught but a distant eye, registering in a
remote and alien medium the spectacle of nature and life. To enforce the fact that the emergence of
imagination and thought is relative to the connexion of the sufferings of men with their doings is of
itself to illuminate those sufferings and to instruct those doings. To catch mind in its connexion with
the entrance of the novel into the course of the world is to be on the road to see that intelligence is
itself the most promising of all novelties, the revelation of the meaning of that trans-formation of past
into future which is the reality of every present. To reveal intelligence as the organ for the guidance of
this transformation, the sole director of its quality, is to make a declaration of present untold
significance for action. To elaborate these convictions of the connexion of intelligence with what men
undergo because of their doings and with the emergence and direction of the creative, the novel, in
the world is of itself a program which will keep philosophers busy

( 67) until something more worth while is forced upon them. For the elaboration has to be made
through application to all the disciplines which have an intimate connexion with human conduct: —to
logic, ethics, esthetics, economics, and the procedure of the sciences formal and natural.

| also believe that there is a genuine sense in which the enforcement of the pivotal position of
intelligence in the world and thereby in control of human fortunes (so far as they are manageable) is
the peculiar problem in the problems of life which come home most closely to ourselves—to ourselves
living not merely in the early twentieth century but in the United States. It is easy to be foolish about
the connexion of thought with national life. But | do not see how any one can question the distinctively
national color of English, or French, or German philosophies. And if of late the history of thought has
come under the domination of the German dogma of an inner evolution of ideas, it requires but a little



inquiry to convince oneself that that dogma itself testifies to a particularly nationalistic need and origin.
| believe that philosophy in America will be lost between chewing a historic cud long since reduced to
woody fiber, or an apologetics for lost causes (lost to natural science), or a scholastic, schematic
formalism, unless it can somehow bring to consciousness America's own needs and its own implicit
principle of successful action.

This need and principle, | am convinced, is the necessity of a deliberate control of policies by the
method of intelligence, an intelligence which is not the faculty

( 68) of intellect honored in text-books and neglected else-where, but which is the sum-total of
impulses, habits, emotions, records, and discoveries which forecast what is desirable and undesirable
in future possibilities, and which contrive ingeniously in behalf of imagined good. Our life has no
background of sanctified categories upon which we may fall back; we rely upon precedent as authority
only to our own undoing—for with us there is such a continuously novel situation that final reliance
upon precedent entails some class interest guiding us by the nose whither it will. British empiricism,
with its appeal to what has been in the past, is, after all, only a kind of a priorism. For it lays down a
fixed rule for future intelligence to follow; and only the immersion of philosophy in technical learning
pre-vents our seeing that this is the essence of a priorism.

We pride ourselves upon being realistic, desiring a hardheaded cognizance of facts, and devoted to
mastering the means of life. We pride ourselves upon a practical idealism, a lively and easily moved
faith in possibilities as yet unrealized, in willingness to make sacrifice for their realization. Idealism
easily becomes a sanction of waste and carefulness, and realism a sanction of legal formalism in behalf
of things as they are—the rights of the possessor. We thus tend to combine a loose and ineffective
optimism with assent' to the doctrine of take who take can: a deification of power. All peoples at all
times have been narrowly realistic in practice and have then employed idealization to cover up in
sentiment and theory their brutalities. But never, perhaps, has the tendency been so

( 69) dangerous and so tempting as with ourselves. Faith in the power of intelligence to imagine a
future which is the projection of the desirable in the present, and to invent the instrumentalities of its
realization, is our salvation. And it is a faith which must be nurtured and made articulate : surely a
sufficiently large task for our philosophy.



