







































































This seemingly simple issue of whether scientific theories are stratified has a
far-reaching significance. In the contemporary debate over naturalism, a disagree-
ment over stratification issues in two rival visions of philosophy’s proper relationship
to the sciences. Both naturalists and non-naturalists see an intimate connection
between philosophy and the sciences. But whereas naturalists think philosophy ought
to take its place next to psychology as a branch of science (as I have discussed; see
above, p. 132), Friedman thinks philosophy must preserve an independent identity.

Now the existence of constitutive frameworks that face evidence asymmetri-
cally is crucial to Friedman’s vision. For it is precisely when such frameworks break
down that philosophy has historically aided science, and aided it from the outside.
One example is the breakdown of the classical conception of space and time in
physics. Einstein could make a rational case to scientists working in the old para-
digm*’ precisely by situating his discussion in the context of early modern philo-
sophical debates over absolute versus relative motion, Friedman argues. In other
words, Einstein appealed to philosophy for a measure of rational continuity
through a scientific revolution. So just as one must distinguish between the level of
properly empirical statements and a priori frameworks in science, according to
Friedman, one must also distinguish between scientific frameworks and “meta-
frameworks”—characteristically philosophical discussions that have traditionally
smoothed the transition of paradigm shifts (Friedman 2001, 105-6).

James of course predates such talk about paradigms. But his sense that scien-
tific theories contain more than just straightforwardly empirical statements—that
they also contain frameworks that must be accepted or rejected on the basis of non-
empirical considerations—Ied him to a kindred view of philosophy’s disciplinary
independence, I want to claim.

It is helpful to compare James and Robertson here. James was clearly on
Robertson’s side in the battle over psychology, a field both men sought to elevate to
the status of a natural science. But these allies offered contrasting visions of psy-
chology’s relationship to philosophy. We have seen that Robertson thought a gen-
uine science of mind could provide a scientific foundation for philosophy—mental
science could provide philosophy with neutral facts, a “common ground” on which
warring schools could meet.

But James offered a different vision. He held that sciences rely on convenient
assumptions that are not directly responsible to empirical evidence, as we have
seen. This presents a problem (albeit a different problem from that in which
Friedman is interested). If our various sciences rely on disparate sets of assump-
tions that are not constrained by empirical evidence, then how can we gain one
coherent view of the world from all these separate fields? In the epilogue to the
Briefer Course, James wrote:

All these special sciences, marked off for convenience from the remain-
ing body of truth ..., must hold their assumptions and results subject
to revision in the light of each other’s needs. The forum where they hold
discussion is called metaphysics. (PBC, 395)
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Philosophy is the “forum” where we try to fashion a coherent worldview from the
different assumptions each science must make. As in Friedman’s case, notice that it
is epistemically privileged frameworks—convenient assumptions, for James—that
present distinctive problems for philosophical reflection.

So James may be a naturalist in that he sees philosophy and psychology as close
neighbors. But unlike Quine, James resists reducing philosophy to psychology.
Dissolving the boundary between psychology and philosophy “spoils two good
things” (PP, 6).

I should note an apparent tension in James’s work, here. He sometimes sees phi-
losophy and psychology as two coordinate fields attempting to divide labor in the
study of a similar subject matter. But in this last passage, he portrays philosophy as
playing a meta-level role with respect to the sciences. Perhaps the first view represents
James’s observation of the actual relationship between late-Victorian philosophy and
psychology, and the second represents his ideal vision of that relationship.

In any case, I must now face a potentially deeper objection. I have claimed that
the stream thesis is constitutively a priori. But this thesis does seem to make empir-
ical claims about experience. For instance, the third postulate claims that “Within
each personal consciousness thought is sensibly continuous.” In fact, I argue at
length (in Klein 2009) that James provided experimental evidence in support of
this postulate. So qua description of experience, we must admit that the stream the-
sis is definitely not a priori. At least some postulates make empirical predictions
that are testable within the bounds of science.

But in this essay [ have been concerned with another function of the stream
thesis. Its role as criterion for dividing psychological from philosophical explana-
tions is distinct from its role as description of experience. What is a priori is the
choice of which features of experience mental science should treat as ultimate.
Empirical data cannot establish which demands for explanation a scientist ought
to accept and which she ought to parry. Insofar as the stream thesis is a tool for
sorting out who ought to take what cognitive responsibilities in the study of mind,
that thesis is responsible to considerations that are ultimately social and pragmatic,
not empirical.*®

A fortiori, no empirical data inside the domain of mental science can either sup-
port or defeat the stream thesis in its demarcating capacity. This is because the the-
sis must be in place before there can be any legitimate science of mind to produce
empirical data.

Thus, I want to claim that qua demarcation principle, the stream thesis repre-
sents a stipulated boundary between mental science and neighboring disciplines
(primarily metaphysics). What finally makes the stream thesis a rational yet stipu-
lated assumption is that the thesis was adopted for good pragmatic reasons. [ mean
that James had a pressing task to accomplish, and the thesis was rational to adopt
just to the extent that it helped him accomplish this task.*
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The task at hand was to provide a shield from metaphysicians’ arrows so that
psychology could start producing real empirical successes without having to be
pinned down by philosophical speculation. But James had to do at least some jus-
tice to metaphysicians’ widely influential criticisms. To the extent that the stream
thesis actually stood to help affect this cease-fire, we should think of the thesis as
rational.

Note that one cannot simply pronounce the stream thesis either rational or
irrational independently of what anyone happened to think of it. This is because it
was precisely by actually persuading warring factions—persuading them how to
divide labor—that the thesis could function to secure psychology’s scientific legit-
imacy. Effective scientific research is hampered by constant public attacks from
one’s intellectual neighbors. Quieting such a nuisance is a necessary and nontrivial
hurdle for any aspiring science. Thus I repeat, James had good reason to demarcate
psychology and philosophy in the way specified by the stream thesis only to the
extent that the thesis stood actually to be accepted as noncontroversial by dis-
putants. In fact, I think James’s choice of how to demarcate psychology and meta-
physics was rational because his choice really did stand to satisfy these disputants.™

Some may object that there is something untoward about my claim that the
stream thesis was at once “stipulated” and “negotiated.” But consider a couple who
shares chores at home. Suppose one partner, A, is in charge of being sure the
kitchen stays clean. A may stipulate different roles for the two after dinner—B will
bus the table, say, and A will wash the dishes. But B may still have a say in the mat-
ter. Maybe B hates scrubbing silverware, and will be able to convince A to take this
task. Perhaps A will then have leverage for placing responsibility back on B for wip-
ing the table.

Similarly, James stipulated the Principles’ definition of the mental state. But this
does not mean he was free to stipulate his definition in a way that ignored the com-
plicated negotiations that had been raging between metaphysicians and psycholo-
gists. He had to find a way to stipulate a boundary between psychology and
metaphysics that would help affect a cease-fire between these warring factions.

The compliment I am paying James is much like the compliment one might
pay an engineer who figures out how to build a better bicycle. For instance, in the
1890s bicycles began being mass produced with pneumatic tires, for the first time—
an invention (by John Boyd Dunlop) that made for greater traction and a smoother
ride. Dunlop’s new design was rational not because it pictured some fundamental
truth about nature. It was rational because it provided an ingenious solution to
problems inherent in older bicycle designs, problems concerning the interface
between humans and nature. Similarly, I want to claim that James’s stream thesis
was rational in that it was an ingenious invention for quelling the philosophical
squabbling that had hobbled earlier investigations of the mind—it provided, as it
were, greater traction and a smoother ride for empirical psychology.
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VI. PEIRCE, AGAIN

Some housekeeping is in order.

I began with Friedman’s argument that some scientific theories contain con-
stitutive a priori elements and that Quinean naturalists cannot make sense of these.
Friedman claimed that such principles are hallmarks of science as we know it; but I
argued that the two types of a priori principles Friedman identifies—mathematical
and coordinating principles—do not actually appear in special sciences like
Darwinian biology and early empirical psychology. At least in the case of Jamesean
psychology, I claimed that there are other a priori elements, though—elements I
call “ontological agreements.” Such an agreement provides stipulated boundaries
between intellectual fields. The boundary’s placement must be agreed upon not
only by psychologists, but by psychologists’ intellectual neighbors as well.

In section 3, I provided historical context to explain why such social agree-
ments were needed if psychology was to achieve the status of a natural science in
the late nineteenth century: the boundary between psychology and one of its
neighbors—philosophy—was hotly contested, and boundary skirmishes were
hampering inquiry. In sections 4 and 5 I showed how James sought to establish a
boundary between psychology and philosophy. He tried to craft a definition of psy-
chology’s proper object, a definition that would parry idealist criticisms in a way
that would be acceptable to both parties. This is why I call such demarcating prin-
ciples “ontological agreements”—the demarcation is established when neighbors
agree on a mutually acceptable ontology.

I finished section 5 by arguing that these agreements are constitutively a priori
in the sense that they are presuppositions of a discipline’s scientific status. They are
not responsible to empirical evidence, but rather act like tools for supporting a cog-
nitive division of labor. An ontological agreement is rational to adopt just to the
extent that it helps support such a division of labor.

This finally brings us back to Peirce’s question of how, if at all, an “uncritical”
assumption like the stream thesis could ever be a rational part of a scientific theory.
We have seen that this thesis was only “uncritical” in the sense that it established a
set of postulates to be regarded as ultimate and not subject to further critical
scrutiny in the context of psychology. I have just argued that the thesis was rational
to the extent that it helped foster social conditions conducive to scientific inquiry.
But then what did Peirce’s complaint against James really come to?

Cheryl Misak has written about Peirce’s work on the role of regulative a priori
assumptions in science (Misak 1991, 140 ff.). Peirce held that rational inquiry
requires regulative assumptions, such as the assumption that we may someday find
a good answer to whatever question we are inquiring about. But he distinguished
his view from “a transcendentalist” who would attach greater weight to such pre-
suppositions. Unlike the Kantian, Peirce held that the indispensability of presup-
positions was not good grounds for believing them true. He wrote:
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I do not admit that indispensability is any ground of belief. It may be
indispensable that I should have $500 in the bank—because I have given
checks to that amount. But I have never found that the indispensability
directly affected my balance, in the least. (CB, 2.113)

Nevertheless, to deny a regulative assumption is to block inquiry. What justifies us
in adopting regulative assumptions is “the justification of desperation,” as Peirce
called it. We simply have no hope of “know[ing] anything of positive fact” unless
we adopt such assumptions (CP, 5.603).

Perhaps Peirce was accusing James of uncritically accepting a thesis that is not
actually indispensible to psychological inquiry. After all, there is nothing indispensi-
ble about James’s particular way of dividing psychology from its intellectual neigh-
bors. Somebody else might have come up with a different definition of the mental
state—a different framework for psychology—that could perhaps have been just as
successful as the stream thesis in establishing a division of cognitive labor.

If this is Peirce’s objection, it seems undermotivated. For Peirce should accept
that “the justification of desperation” forces us to adopt some demarcation hypoth-
esis or other. Why not accept James’s hypothesis? Peirce does not offer reasons for
thinking that James’s particular hypothesis is ill-suited for helping divide cognitive
labor.

The deeper disagreement between Peirce and James, I think, lies in a difference
over what makes a hypothesis like the stream thesis “indispensible.” The stream the-
sis surely stands to mollify idealists by consigning the explanation of important fea-
tures of the mind to philosophy, and by doing this in a spirit of cooperation. But for
Peirce, perhaps mollifying one’s neighbors is not genuinely indispensible for scien-
tific inquiry, at least not in the sense needed to be a candidate for the justification
of desperation.

But James does seem to think that mollifying testy neighbors can be indispen-
sible to advancing scientific inquiry. As I have been arguing, James thinks science
can only be practiced in a larger context of social cooperation. If one wants to help
foster such cooperation, one must find a way to divide labor. But finding a stable
division of labor among real people requires finding an arrangement that is actu-
ally satisfying to the affected parties.

Finally, I want to suggest that it is helpful to compare the Quine/Friedman and
the Peirce/James debates not only because the comparison helps us see how theo-
ries outside the exact sciences might be stratified, as I have suggested. The compar-
ison also helps us tease apart two distinctly pragmatist traditions in American
philosophy of science.

Contemporary naturalists, on one hand, are not just carrying the Quinean
torch. I submit that they are advancing the Peircean thought that science’s unique
power lies in its refusal to insulate any theory, any datum, any assumption, from
empirical testing.>! In other words, naturalists refuse to place any questions about
a theory off-limits.
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On the other hand, Friedman and his allies are advancing the thought that dif-
ferent sciences operate inside fundamentally different intellectual frameworks.
Frameworks help narrowly tailor inquiry for the sake of practical effectiveness, but
they must ultimately be accepted or rejected on pragmatic grounds.

Friedman may seem like strange bedfellows with James, but when we start giv-
ing flesh to the Jamesean tradition with names like C. I. Lewis, Dewey, Pap, and
Kuhn,?? the connection should feel less strained. If T have succeeded in showing a
substantive affinity between James and neo-positivists like Friedman, the next ques-
tion is: what are the philosophical and historical relationships between positivist
forebears (like Carnap and Reichenbach) and James’s descendants (like Lewis and
Dewey) who were contemporaries, and who extensively interacted with one
another? I must leave this question to future research.
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NOTES

1. Tuse the following abbreviations throughout: )

CP = Peirce, Charles S. 1931-1958. Collected Papers. Edited by Charles
Hartshorne, Paul Weiss, and Ardath W. Burks. 8 vols. Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press.

CWJ = James, William. 1992-2004. The Correspondence of William James. Edited
by Ignas K. Skrupskelis and Elizabeth M. Berkeley. 12 vols. Charlottesville:
University Press of Virginia.

GWR = Green, T. H. 1894. Works of Thomas Hill Green. Edited by R. L. Nettleship.
3rd ed. 3 vols. London: Longmans, Green and Co.

PP = James, William. 1890/1981. The Principles of Psychology. Edited by
Frederick H. Burkhardt, Fredson Bowers, and Ignas K. Skrupskelis, The
Works of William James. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.

PPNS = James, William. 1892/1983. “A Plea for Psychology as a ‘Natural Science’”
in Frederick H. Burkhardt, Fredson Bowers, and Ignas K. Skrupskelis
(eds.), Essays in Psychology, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
270-77.
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10.
11.

16.

17.
18.

19.

RBP = Perry, Ralph Barton. 1935. The Thought and Character of William James. 2
vols. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.

. On the James family’s fraying relationship with the Nation, see (Habegger 1994, 449-50, 452, 467,

504). A negative review of the father’s Literary Remains had especially strained the relationship in
the mid-1880s.

. I became aware of the letters quoted in the text by reading (Girel 2003, 195n157). Girel’s essay is

an essential resource for those interested in Peirce’s analysis of James’s psychology. Peirce’s review
appeared in successive issues of the Nation; see (Peirce 1891a; Peirce 1891b). The review is anthol-
ogized in (Peirce 1975).

. Peirce’s review appeared in two installments. The first criticized James’s grasp of scientific method,

and the second defended a theory the Principles had been at pains to undermine—the theory that
perception requires unconscious inference. In the letter to Henry I have been citing, William pro-
nounced the second installment “utterly unintelligible” (CWJ 2.185), but said nothing about the
first. I focus on the first half of Peirce’s review.

. Elsewhere, Peirce called James a “great psychologist,” and the Principles an “athlete-thinking” work;

see (Girel 2003, 6).

. What about mathematics? Cheryl Misak emphasizes that Peirce saw even mathematics as empir-

ical, experimental, and fallible (e.g., at Misak 1995, 108-12). He thought mathematicians run
inductive experiments on “diagrams.” Admittedly, there has been some dispute over how to rec-
oncile Peirce’s experimentalism about mathematics (and his thoroughgoing fallibilism), on the
one hand, with his occasional claims that mathematical judgments are in some sense a priori and
certain, on the other. An in-depth discussion can also be found in chapter 6 of (Hookway 1985),
and in (Haack 1979). With Misak, I read Peirce as presenting mathematics as an empirical disci-
pline that makes falsifiable predictions about a special kind of experience—what he called “ideal”
as opposed to “real” experience; see (CB, 3.363, 4.530, 5.567). I have briefly discussed scholarship
on the tension between Peirce’s fallibilism and his views on necessity at (Klein 2007).

. For instance, see (McEvoy 2002) in addition to literature cited in notes 6 and 20.
. See (Quine 1951, 43).
. On Quine’s relationship to the pragmatist tradition, see (Isaac 2005; Koskinen and Pihlstrom

2006; Richardson 2002a; Richardson 2002b, 270-71; Richardson 2003; Richardson 2008). In their
first endnote, Koskinen and Pihlstrom give extensive references to scholarship that portrays Quine
as firmly in the mainstream of the pragmatist tradition. I thank Richardson and Rob Sinclair for
valuable discussions on this topic. Sinclair pursues Quine’s early relationship to Lewis in (Sinclair
Forthcoming).

See note 20, below.

For a detailed argument that Lewis’s pragmatic a priori is indebted to James’s conception of the a
priori, see (Pancheri 1971). On Dewey and the a priori, see note 19, below.

. See especially (Friedman 1997; Friedman 2001). At (Friedman 1997, 7), he cites two examples of

contemporary naturalists carrying the Quinean torch: (Devitt 1996) and (Papineau 1993).

. Friedman thinks this is fundamental for Quine’s naturalism. It is fundamental in the sense that

Quine’s rejection of the analytic/synthetic distinction is what supports his subsequent claim that
no belief, in principle, is immune from revision.

. The word “symmetric” is Friedman’s; see (Friedman 2001, 36).
. When I write that we do not know how to assign a truth value to the negation of “The present

king of France is bald,” I am assuming that the proper negation of this statement is “The present
king of France is not bald,” rather than “It is not the case that the present king of France is bald.”

Friedman softens his rhetoric in other places. For example, at (Friedman 2001, 71) relativized a
priori principles are presented as characteristic features of “advanced theories in mathematical
physics.” He uses similar language eight pages later.

On the nature of Darwin’s support for his theory, see (Lloyd 1983).

Friedman acknowledges that more work is needed to see how his view might fit with examples
like this from the special sciences, at (Friedman 2001, 126).

Alan Richardson argues that naturalists of a Deweyan stripe also bear affinities with Friedman (and
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27.
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disaffinities with Quine), particularly when it comes to the existence of a priori knowledge. In par-
ticular, see (Richardson 2002a; Richardson 2002b; Richardson 2003; Richardson 2008). I must leave
the relationship between Jamesean and Deweyan thinking about the a priori to future research.

I gave references to scholarship that places Quine in the general pragmatist tradition above, at note
9. An important work that portrays Quine as advancing a specifically Peircean form of pragmatism
is (Misak 1995). Most importantly for my purposes, she argues that Peirce anticipated Quine
specifically by rejecting the analytic/synthetic and a priori/a posteriori distinctions; see (Misak
1995, 109). One should acknowledge, however, that Quine actually claimed to reject Peirce’s the-
ory of truth, at (Quine 1960, 23), on grounds that the theory requires a notion of “nearer than”
which is defined for numbers but not theories. But Creath neatly shows that the argument only
vitiates Peirce if it also undermines Quine’s own epistemology, at (Creath 1998). Finally, I do not
mean to suggest that Peirceans can muster no reply to Friedman-style attacks—perhaps they can,
but it will take some ingenuity.

In 1865, Masson gave a series of public lectures at the Royal Institute on British philosophy, and
these were published in America the following year. The book found its way to the personal
library of Henry James Sr. William never had a formal education in philosophy, and his father’s
copy of Masson served as an introductory textbook. See (RBP 1.497, 574).

Bain, an associationist psychologist, began financing Mind in 1876. Bain appointed Robertson,
his student, as the first editor. Robertson dubbed the journal “Mind,” and edited the publication
until 1891, when he retired for reasons of ill health. G. E. Stout then took over as editor, and Henry
Sidgwick as patron. Robertson died the following year at age fifty (Quinton 1976, 6, 8). For a fas-
cinating study of the two years leading up to Mind’s first issue, see (Neary 2001).

I should note that the only example Robertson gave here of an alleged attack on psychology was
the Royal Commission on Scientific Instruction’s Third Report, an 1873 document (jointly
authored by T. H. Huxley and others) that reviewed all aspects of science instruction at Oxford
and Cambridge. The document explicitly excluded “the Mental and Moral Sciences” from its
purview. Nevertheless, Robertson would respond to idealists directly and extensively only a few
years later when their attacks began appearing in Mind. See (Robertson 1883).

Caird lived from 1835 to 1908, Bradley lived from 1846 to 1924, and Green lived from 1836 to
1882.

Bradley was more moderate, arguing that psychology could be a science, though like other sci-
ences, it could provide only an incomplete account of its subject matter. Green, Caird, and their
ally Andrew Seth Pringle-Patteson categorically rejected psychology on the grounds that the mind
is just not the sort of thing that can be studied using empirical methods. Recently, Fred Wilson
has contrasted Bradley’s more nuanced position to that of Green and Pringle-Pattison, correctly
noting that “the point of idealism for Green . . . was to establish that a natural science of human
being is impossible,” in (Wilson 1999, 10). Also see (Wilson 1998, 9).

In the next generation, leading British philosophers like Russell would take their cue from the
anti-psychologism not just of Frege, but perhaps as importantly of idealists like Green and Bradley
(see Griffin 1996; Keen 1971) who participated in the debate I discuss in the text.

One can find discussions of empirical psychologists at, for instance, (Green 1874/1894, §§3, 6,9,
10, 18, 24, 98, 198-200). In my view, Green does not get around to explaining his introduction’s
main aim until §§198-200. This passage occupies a more prominent position than the section
numbers suggest. Green only begins discussing Hume in any detail at §195. From there until §202
Green provides his entire rationale for undertaking an investigation of Hume and his predeces-
sors. A concise account of Green’s aims in the introduction can be found in a document he pub-
lished three years later, entitled “Mr. Herbert Spencer and Mr. G. H. Lewes.” That piece opens with
a reflection on what Green had hoped to accomplish in his introduction to Hume. The article
began appearing in the Contemporary Review in December 1877; see (GWR, Lvi, 1.373-519).
Green warns of the dangers of amateur, popular philosophy in “Popular Philosophy in its Relation
to Life” (Green 1868/1894). A useful discussion of this essay is (Walsh 1986).

Green saw psychologists as part of a tradition in British thought tracing back to Locke—this tra-
dition sought to purge philosophy of its more speculative, metaphysical elements; see (GWR,
1.165).

This conception of psychology is surely indebted to Green’s reading of the preface to the Treatise,
where Hume says he wants to develop a “natural science of man.” Indeed, Green’s sharpest attack
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

on psychology is entitled “Can There Be a Natural Science of Man?” See (Green 1882a; Green
1882b; Green and Bradley 1882).

For Green’s argument about the necessary and synthetic character of Euclidean principles, see
(GWR, 11.246-48); and for Kant’s treatment of this issue, to which Green is indebted, see (Kant
1781-1787/1965, B3, B16, B40—41).

I present a detailed account of Green’s criticism of psychologists’ accounts of spatial perception,
as well as of James’s response, in (Klein 2009).

By “substantive output” I mean all James’s essays on any topic, from psychology to philosophy to
psychical research. I exclude letters to the editor, notes, and book reviews. James published a large
number of very short such contributions, which I exclude because I want to give a sense of where
he was sending his most carefully written work during this period. I compiled these data from
Ralph Barton Perry’s annotated bibliography. The bibliography was edited and republished by
John McDermott in (James 1967, 811-58).

James’s publications in Mind were not confined to a burst of activity during one or two years, but
were evenly distributed, more or less, across the period. To be sure, he was especially prolific in
1887, when his four-part essay on space perception appeared in Mind. But he published more in
Robertson’s journal than anywhere else during each of the years 1879, 1882, 1884, 1885, and 1889.

I want to acknowledge two important trends in James’s publishing record during these years that
my figures do not reflect. First, the inclusion of notes, reviews, and letters has the effect of high-
lighting popular intellectual journals like the Atlantic Monthly and Nation to which James was a
regular contributor during this period. Also, I have excluded French translations of James’s essays
during this period. A thorough overview of James’s publications during this period would surely
have to take account of James’s presence in Frangois Pillon and Charles Renouvier’s Critigue
Philosophique, and related French journals. The large majority of these articles were translations
of pieces that first appeared in English. But the articles sparked lively discussion and rocketed
James to intellectual fame in France. In many cases, Renouvier published responses, to which
James offered rejoinders. This story is beyond my scope.

James also became enmeshed with Shadworth Hodgson’s recently formed Aristotelian Society
during this trip. Two years later, James would deliver “On the Function of Cognition” to the
Society, and Mind would publish the piece a few weeks later. I learned a great deal about
Hodgson’s role in this context from Thomas Staley’s “Sources of Contemporary Pragmatism in
the Late Victorian Psychologistic Philosophy of Shadworth H. Hodgson,” a conference paper
delivered at the 2006 meeting of the International Society for the History of Philosophy of Science
(HOPOS) in Paris.

This is from James’s letter to G. H. Howison, dated September 30, 1881 (CWJ, V.180). George
Herbert Palmer was an American friend of James who spent several summers in Scotland study-
ing philosophy with the idealist Edward Caird, a practice James ridiculed throughout the corre-
spondence of this period. “The Cairds” refers to Edward and his cousin John. Edward Caird and
T. H. Green were read and hotly debated among one of James’s important American philosophi-
cal clubs in the late 1870s; for more on which, see (Klein 2009).

For evidence of Robertson’s confidence in James, and for the editor’s eager solicitation of new
material, see for example (CWJ, V.226, 484).

In addition to Ladd’s review, which I discuss in the text, another prominent example is (Fullerton .
1894), which critically examines James’s choice of “irreducible data” at pages 123-33. Fullerton’s
criticism merits more attention than I can devote here, not least because in response, James appar-
ently revised his views about psychology’s relationship to philosophy. James responded in (James
1895), reproduced at (James 1895/1978); his apparent change-of-heart comes at (James 1895/1978,
88). I am not certain whether James’s reversal amounts to anything more than a rhetorical shift;
but in any case, the present essay should be taken as an analysis only of James’s early views, up to
1895. I thank David Leary for provocative conversation on this topic. Leary discusses James’s
apparent reversal at (Leary 2007), focusing on James’s cryptic remarks about Ladd at (James
1892/1984,9).

I do not minimize the importance of James’s participation in American turf wars between psy-
chologists and philosophers; on this topic, see (Wilson 1990). But the significance of the British
struggle to James’s thinking during this period has been seriously neglected by scholars.

For more on this slogan, see the end of this section.
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James’s claim that scientists should not be pestered with metaphysical questions was not an
unusual position. For instance, Robertson had taken this line in his influential Mind essay on the
topic (Robertson 1883, see esp. 8). Even some idealists advanced versions of this position. In his
Principles of Logic, Bradley argued that all sciences, including psychology, operate with “working
hypotheses” (see especially Bradley 1883, 315-17)—a phrase James used at (PBC, 396). For Bradley,
ultimate truth can be gleaned only by a metaphysical investigation of the Absolute, though,
whereas James thinks every discipline, including philosophy, has its own working hypotheses. We
know James read these works closely, as relevant passages of his copy of Robertson’s essay and of
Bradley’s book are both marked up. Both can be found at the Houghton Library at Harvard—see
Phil 22.4.6% for James’s run of Mind, and see WJ 510.2.2 for his copy of Bradley. I cite these pas-
sages by permission of the Houghton Library, Harvard University. I thank David Crossley for call-
ing my attention to the passage in Bradley.

The piece was first published in the Atlantic and appeared again in The Will to Believe in 1897.

These notes can be found at the Houghton Library, call number bMS 1092.9 (4448). I quote this
passage by permission of the Houghton Library, Harvard University.

More recently, philosophers have apparently concluded that a priori attempts to demarcate sci-
ence from nonscience are ultimately futile, following (Laudan 1983), and contra (Popper 1962).
James saw the demarcation of psychology from philosophy as an a priori matter, but it is not clear
he would have disagreed substantially with Laudan. Like Laudan, James did not think there was
one big puzzle here that philosophy can solve with a formula. Instead, there are many demarca-
tion problems, for James, and it is up to groups of inquirers themselves to negotiate viable divi-
sions of cognitive labor. Unlike Laudan though, James obviously saw demarcation as more than
a matter of emotive name-calling. For contemporary sociologists of science who also think the
demarcation problem is still worth pursuing, see (Fuller 1991, 175-89; Gieryn 1983). Gieryn
emphasizes the flexibility of criteria scientists have historically used to distinguish their practice
from nonscience, and to thereby secure authority. Note that for James though, the challenge is not
simply how to secure authority, but also how to organize cognitive labor in a way that will prove
most fruitful overall.

See (Skrupskelis 1988, xlviii); James’s commitment to empiricism is also a theme of perhaps the
most important study of his life and philosophy (RBP).

I use Kuhn’s terminology advisedly; Friedman argues that there is a deep kinship between his
notion of relativized a priori principles and Kuhnian paradigms; for instance, see (Friedman 1997;
Friedman 2001, 18-22, 41-45).

The distinction between a priori and a posteriori justification is of course notoriously slippery, so
it would be nice if James offered philosophical resources to help bolster our discussion.
Unfortunately, his extended consideration of a priori judgment in the Principles is only superfi-
cially related to our present discussion. The final chapter does defend the idea that natural sci-
ences rely on a priori judgments. But it takes up psychological questions about how individuals
acquire a priori, necessary truths. The more recent debate over naturalism, in contrast, concerns
the justification of a priori judgments. Drawing a connection between these two different discus-
sions would require a whole other essay, I fear. James did expand on his views about the a priori
at the end of his life, especially in an uncompleted manuscript published in 1911 as “Some
Problems of Philosophy” (James 1911/1979). But I am confining my discussion to James’s early
views; see note 39, above.

See (Jackman 1999) for an illuminating discussion of James’s use of prudential reasoning, and for
the argument that James’s epistemology does bear some affinities with contemporary naturalized
epistemology.

I confine myself to the claim that this thesis was well suited to affect a cease-fire between philos-
ophy and psychology. A full assessment of the actual impact of James’s stream thesis in psychol-
ogy would be a very large task indeed, one that I cannot take up here. An assessment of the legacy
of the stream thesis in contemporary psychology, especially in experimental psychology and psy-
choanalysis, as well as in literature, music, and philosophy, is (Pollio 1990). Two helpful, article-
length assessments of James’s impact on psychology more generally are (Leary 2003; Taylor 1995).
Both conclude that James had a profound effect on psychology. Leary argues that James helped
clarify key problems for the discipline to work out. Gestalt psychologists (for more on which, see




Henle 1990; Woody 1999), philosophical and psychological phenomenologists, and even behav-
iorists (via Dewey’s “reflex arc”) were all impacted by James’s notion of a stream of thought. Leary
also has a close analysis of the legacy in psychology of James’s interpretation of the self (Leary
1990). Taylor identifies four characteristics of American psychology that trace back to James.
Taylor also discusses a significant faction of American anti-Jameseans, many of whom trace intel-
lectual ancestry to Wundt’s laboratory (Boring and Tichener are the most famous examples). The
centenary of James’s Principles sparked several collections of articles that assess various aspects of
James’s influence on psychology, including (Donnelly 1992; Johnson and Henley 1990). Other
resources that assess the historical legacy of the Principles include a special issue of History of the
Human Sciences devoted to James. One useful article contained there is (Skrupskelis 1995). One
helpful collection that assessed the significance of the Principles for philosophy is (DeArmey and
Skousgaard 1986).

51. See note 20, above.

52. Several historians of analytic philosophy have begun studying these figures (especially Dewey,
Lewis, and Pap) from a perspective relevant to my discussion. I might mention Richardson (for
references see above, note 19), Don Howard, Sanford Shieh and David Stump.
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