To attain perfect clearness in our thoughts of an object, then, we need only
consider what conceivable effects of a practical kind the object may involve -what
sensations we are to expect from it, and what reactions we must prepare. Our
conception of these effects, whether immediate or remote, is then for us the
whole of our conception of the object, so far as that conception has positive
significance at all.

It is astonishing to see how many philosophical disputes collapse into
insignificance the moment you subject them to this simple test of tracing a
concrete consequence. There can be no difference anywhere that doesn't make
a difference elsewhere - no difference in abstract truth that doesn't express itself
in a difference in concrete fact and in conduct consequent upon that fact,
imposed on somebody, somehow, somewhere and somewhen. The whole
function of philosophy ought to be to find out what definite difference it will make
to you and me, at definite instants of our life, if this world-formula or that world-
formula be the true one.

There is absolutely nothing new in the pragmatic method. Socrates was an adept
at it. Aristotle used it methodically. Locke, Berkeley and Hume made momentous
contributions to truth by its means.

In what respects would the world be different if this alternative or that were true?
If I can find nothing that would become different, then the alternative has no
sense."

Pragmatism represents a perfectly familiar attitude in philosophy, the empiricist
attitude, but it represents it, as it seems to me, both in a more radical and in a
less objectionable form than it has ever yet assumed. A pragmatist turns his back
resolutely and once for all upon a lot of inveterate habits dear to professional
philosophers. He turns away from abstraction and insufficiency, from verbal
solutions, from bad a priori reasons, from fixed principles, closed systems, and
pretended absolutes and origins. He turns towards concreteness and adequacy,
towards facts, towards action, and towards power. That means the empiricist
temper regnant, and the rationalist temper sincerely given up. It means the open
air and possibilities of nature, as against dogma, artificiality and the pretence of
finality in truth.



At the same time it does not stand for any special results. It is a method only. But
the general triumph of that method would mean an enormous change in what |
called in my last lecture the 'temperament' of philosophy.

[If] you follow the pragmatic method, you cannot look on any such word as
closing your quest. You must bring out of each word its practical cash-value, set
it at work within the stream of your experience. It appears less as a solution,
then, than as a program for more work, and more particularly as an indication of
the ways in which existing realities may be changed.

Theories thus become instruments, not answers to enigmas, in which we can
rest.

[T]ruth in our ideas means their power to 'work,’

This pragmatist talk about truths in the plural, about their utility and
satisfactoriness, about the success with which they 'work,' etc., suggests to the
typical intellectualist mind a sort of coarse lame second-rate makeshift article of
truth. Such truths are not real truth. Such tests are merely subjective. As against
this, objective truth must be something non-utilitarian, haughty, refined, remote,
august, exalted. It must be an absolute correspondence of our thoughts with an
equally absolute reality. It must be what we ought to think, unconditionally. The
conditioned ways in which we do think are so much irrelevance and matter for
psychology. Down with psychology, up with logic, in all this question!

See the exquisite contrast of the types of mind! The pragmatist clings to facts
and concreteness, observes truth at its work in particular cases, and
generalizes. Truth, for him, becomes a class-name for all sorts of definite
working-values in experience. For the rationalist it remains a pure abstraction,
to the bare name of which we must defer. When the pragmatist undertakes to
show in detail just why we must defer, the rationalist is unable to recognize the
concretes from which his own abstraction is taken. He accuses us of denying
truth; whereas we have only sought to trace exactly why people follow it and
always ought to follow it. Your typical ultra-abstractionist fairly shudder at
concreteness: other things equal, he positively prefers the pale and spectral. If
the two universes were offered, he would always choose the skinny outline
rather than the rich thicket of reality. It is so much purer, clearer, nobler.

Rationalism sticks to logic and the empyrean. Empiricism sticks to the external
senses. Pragmatism is willing to take anything, to follow either logic or the
senses, and to count the humblest and most personal experiences.



