Chapter 11





ATTEMPTS AT A ONE WORLD INTERPRETATION OF JAMES


	As this book has progressed a number of aporias have been shown to arise out of James's text, and promissory notes were issued for their resolutions, with this being the chapter in which they are to be paid in full. If I do not make good on them, as well I might not, I could be accused of being a philosophical tease for letting the tension build throughout the book with the promise of relief in this chapter, and then when it gets time to deliver nothing happens: No one wants to be called a "tease," philosophical (or otherwise.) Before I undertake this most difficult constructive task, it will be helpful to give a brief summary of these aporias. The biggest aporia, of which the others are special cases, is to find a way to unify James's many selves and the many worlds toward which their interests are directed. James's deep need to have a philosophy that he could live by precludes any self-unification that is not rooted in a metaphysical unification of the many worlds. The need for a metaphysical unification is especially pressing for James, since there were apparent clashes between the things that he said from the perspectives of these different selves, especially the mystical and promethean selves, the latter comprising both the scientist and moral agent. These are the deepest and most seemingly intractable aporias. In order to bring them into clear relief a brief recap will be given of the account of James's mysticism in the previous two chapters.	


	James's "religious mysticism," based on the I-Thou experience, involved a partial union with the inner consciousness of other beings, starting with his fellow human beings and extending all the way to a supernatural but finite God, with some stop offs to I-Thou the beasts and fishes. Even nature itself was fair game for the I-Thou experience, if one could only learn to adopt the personal stance toward it of the theist. The upshot of this nature mysticism is panpsychism. Like nature mysticism, James's "backyard mysticism" is directed at nature and manages to see it in a radically different way than promethean man does; the individuals that the latter sharply separates by applying concepts to them are perceived as mushing together into promiscuous relations, though not to the extent that they cease to have any identity of their own. The upshot of this brand of mysticism was not just panpsychism, since only in consciousness could such promiscuous mushing occur, but spiritualism, when the rationalist's a priori arguments against the possibility of discrete relations were added in. 


	There are striking similarities between James's religious and backyard mysticism. Both involve conceptless, and thereby ineffable, experiences of unification that are obtainable only by a passive self. This requires that one's promethean self be held in abeyance and thus occasions the first of the clashes between James's promethean and mystical selves. Far more troublesome is that each type of mystical experience is taken by their subjects to be a cognitive revelation of the true nature of reality. The absolute, nonrelativized reality-claims based on these experiences clash with the universal doctrine of Ontological Relativism. Furthermore, promethean concept-involving reality-claims hold there to be discrete relations between neighbors, but the reality-claims based on backyard and nature mysticism promiscuize these relations. Both reality-claims cannot be true, unless they are Poo-bah-ized, but this exactly what the nonrelativized reality-claims of the mystics will not allow. The mystic would charge any attempt to neutralize the contentful clash between mystical and promethean reality-claims by applying restrictive "qua"-clauses to them with begging the question. 


	There are, however, two apparent differences between James's religious and backyard mysticism. First, unlike the case of an I-Thou experience, there is no talk about the subject of a backyard mystical experienced becoming unified with what it experiences, only of a unification among the contents of the experience. Second, whereas the I-Thou experience makes personality central, since one person relates to another person as a person, backyard mystical experiences seem devoid of personality. I am not sure how deep these differences are. 


	To be sure, the description of the apparent object of an I-Thou experience makes it appear to be a person, but it is a very odd, truncated sort of a "person," because it is claimed by James to have another person as one of its proper parts; and, as was argued in the last chapter, it is not possible that an agent (someone who deliberates and makes choices that are intentionally carried out), have another agent as one of its proper parts. That the "persons" involved in an I-Thou experience are nothing but consciousnesses undercuts the major attraction of pluralistic over monistic mysticism for James, which was that only the former makes room for agency and real evils that are to be conquered. That the absorbing and absorbed consciousness are a nonpromethean type of consciousness brings the I-Thou experience closer to the backyard mystical experience. 


	The apparent object of a backyard mystical experience, on the other hand, seems not to be completely impersonal, thus bringing the two types of mystical experience even closer together. As C. I. Lewis insightfully said about the role of these experiences in the philosophies of Bergson and James, "Life has a meaning forever hid from the coldly logical mind, its secret lies open only to those, who, discarding reason, face the mystery with instinctive or intuitive insight...One understands [it] as one would understand a friend--that is, by intuitively identifying one's self with the friend, and thus grasping the true import of the friend's inner life." (CP 47) Thus, a backyard mystical experience of the mushing together of ordinary things bestows on them a sort of personality, although, again, one that stops short of agency. I am not sure that this attempt to assimilate backyard to I-Thou mystical experiences is correct. It might be that they are fundamentally different in a way similar to that in which theistic mystical experiences differ from monistic ones in that the former alone have a personal content. Basically, I have been making use of Thomas Merton's counter to the charges of R. C. Zaehner that Eastern mystical experiences are devoid of personality. Regardless of what subtle difference there might be between James's two types of mystical experience, they agree in their rejection of the practical world of the promethean self, along with its active, Poo-bah-izing self. 


	Before considering how to unify James's promethean and mystical selves, along with their separate worlds, the more general problem of unifying his many worlds and selves will be considered. Initially, only quests for unification that can be directly located in James's text will be considered. They will be found to be inadequate, both individually and collectively. This will be followed by attempts to find a unification that is Jamesian in spirit, though it goes well beyond the text, having only a tenuous or even ambiguous relation to it. Herein interpretation fades into  what-James-ought-to-have-said-but-really-didn't. 


I. James's Quests for Unification


	James's Ontological Relativism was central to his promethean philosophy, for it held that what is real (actual, existent) is relative to the passing interests of an agent. For each of James’s many selves there is a world toward which its distinctive desires and interests are directed. As a person's interests change so will the world that is taken to be actual. Immediately after introducing this plethora of worlds ontologically on all fours with each other, James raises the question of what unifies them into a universe, it being up to the philosopher to find an answer. He never gives any explicit answer so it is left to the interpreter to draw one out of the text and thereby complete what James himself described as the "incomplete arch" in his philosophy.


	Chapter 7 presented a Promethean Solution to the unification problem that consisted in each of the many worlds being a possible target for a promethean agent's interest, thereby gaining unification by their common relation to this agent. This enables James's many selves to achieve a  first-I'm-this-and-then-I'm-that sort of unification but leaves him a Poo-bah type schizophrenic. It appears as if James's quest to have it all cannot have the one thing that James most wants -- to be a truly unified self. There is a quote from Emerson that beautifully expresses the agony wrought by this taking turns solution as it applies to the mystical and promethean selves, termed the "soul" and "understanding," respectively. 


The worst feature of this double consciousness is, that the two lives, of the understanding and of the soul, which we lead, really show very little relation to each other; never meet and measure each other; one prevails now, all buzz and din; and the other prevails then, all infinitude and paradise; and, with the progress of life, the two discover no greater disposition to reconcile themselves. (Quoted from Matthiessen AR 3)   


Lowell epitomized Emerson as "a Plotinus-Montaigne." James, certainly, hoped to do better than Emerson in this regard. Unfortunately, his Ontological Relativism failed to unify his many selves, because it had no way of resolving the clashes between his promethean and mystical selves in regard to whether reality is relative to the interests of an agent and whether concepts should be employed, which really is the question whether one should take an active or passive stance toward the world. 


	As James matured as a philosopher he sought for a deeper type of unification than the very tenuous one supplied by his Poo-bah-istic Ontological Relativism. One indication of this is a subtle shift in terminology. Whereas he formerly spoke of different worlds in The Principles of Psychology, he now speaks twelve years later in The Varieties of Religious Experiences of "other dimensions of existence from the sensible" one. (VRE 406) We are said, furthermore, to "enter into wider cosmic relations" when we have mystical experiences rather than experiencing a different world. (VRE 407) Mystical experiences "open out the possibility of other orders of truth" (VRE 335), and are "windows through which the mind looks out upon a more extensive and inclusive world" (VRE 339). These quotations support Henry S. Levinson's claim that mystical experiences reveal for James "not so much another world as...a wider world than the ones that most naturalists, positivists, moralists, and materialists affirmed." (RI 99) This shift in terminology from "worlds" to a "wider world" and different "dimensions" of a single world does not in itself achieve any unification, since it leaves it undetermined just how these different dimensions, such as those revealed through sense and mystical experiences, are related. In fact, it is misleading to use "dimensional" talk at all, since whatever has a position in any one dimension of an ordinary dimensional or coordinate system has a position in every other dimension of the system, but it is unclear how a mystical or supernatural reality or entity could have a position in every dimension, including those of space and time, of some higher-order dimensional coordinate system. 	


	Fortunately, James's quest for unification went deeper than a mere shift  in terminology, and an obscurantist one at that. It took many different forms with no one of them achieving a complete unification of all of the worlds, thus raising the question of whether in conjunction they do the trick. Some of the forms it took were: (1) instrumentalism; (2) working hypotheses; (3) concept empiricism; and (4) trans-world causation. Solutions (1) and (3) both attempt to show that there is a world that is seminal or basic in some sense, all the other worlds being dependent upon it in this respect. The order of dependency might be the familiar ones from the history of philosophy consisting of existence or knowledge, what Aristotle called the orders of nature and experience.	


	(1) James's Ontological Relativism was quite content to countenance a sharp clash between the common-sense world of sensible objects and the world of theoretical entities of science, between what Wilfrid Sellars was later to call the manifest and scientific images, due to the latter being devoid of all of the secondary and tertiary properties manifested in the former. The following quotations give expression to this clash. "Sensible phenomena are pure delusions for the mechanical philosophy" (PP 1258). "The essence of things for science is not to be what they seem, but to be atoms and molecules moving to and from each other according to strange laws" (PP 1230). For example, "There is no such thing as 'water' for 'science'; that is only a handy name for H2 and O when they have got into the position H-O-H, and then affect our senses in a novel way" (PP 1250). The most serious aspect of the clash between the scientific and common-sense worlds is that the former is "a purposeless universe, in which all the things and qualities that give meaning to life, dulcissima mundi nomina, are but illusions of our fancy attached to accidental clouds of dust which will be dissipated by the eternal cosmic weather as carelessly as they were formed" (PP 1260). 


	James no longer is willing to meet the threat of bifurcationism by applying his Ontological Relativism to the common-sense and scientific worlds. Instead he finds a way of unifying them through an instrumentalistic reduction of the latter to the former. An extreme, activistic form of his instrumentalism, similar to Dewey's, is that "physics is the science of the ways of taking hold of bodies and pushing them" (P 30). Scientific theories are not to be interpreted realistically as offering a "transcript of reality...[but] are only a man-made language, a conceptual shorthand...in which we write our reports of nature; and languages...tolerate much choice of expression and many dialects" (P 33). Scientific entities "should not be held for literally true. It is as if they existed; but in reality they are like co-ordinates or logarithms, only artificial short-cuts for taking us from one part to another of experience's flux" (P 92). "The term 'energy' doesn't even pretend to stand for anything 'objective.' It is only a way of measuring the surface of phenomena so as to string their changes on a simple formula" (P103). "Aether and molecules may be like co-ordinates and averages, only so many crutches by the help of which we practically perform the operation of getting about among our sensible experiences" (PU 123). By instrumentalizing theoretical entities, James goes quite a way to neutralizing the bifurcation between man and nature as science depicts it.


	That the common sense world of sensible objects is more basic in the order of being than that of the theoretical entities of science in that the latter are reducible to the former, being only instrumental constructs out of them, does not show that the ontological contents of all worlds are thus reducible to sensible objects. Worlds comprised of abstract entities immediately come to mind. It will be up to concept empiricism to complete the task begun by scientific instrumentalism by showing that the ontological contents of all these other worlds are also in some way instrumental constructs out of ordinary empirical objects. 


	(2) There is, however, another respect in which (1) does not go far enough in its unifying efforts. Its exclusive concern with ontological reduction of theoretical to empirical objects leaves untouched the apparent clash between the scientist and the moral agent over the status of determinism, as well as epiphenomenalism. It is here that James can press into service his weak, working hypothesis version of the will to believe. For scientists to ply their trade successfully they need not actually believe that determinism (or epiphenomenalism) is true. They only need to adopt determinism (or epiphenomenalism) as a working hypothesis, and they have ample will to believe type justification for doing so, since there is extensive evidence from the history of science that doing so aids the progress of science. Promethean moral agents, on the other hand, must have sweating-with-conviction belief that they have contra-causal freedom of the will. In Chapter 4, it was seen how James applied his will to believe doctrine in its strong sense, the one that involves actually believing, to justify their believing this; for their success as moral agents requires that they do so, assuming that their psychology is such that they are not going to make the requisite moral effort unless they believe their wills are free in the Libertarian sense, which was the basis of James's Dilemma of Determinism Argument in Chapter 3 that a belief in determinism leads one into pessimistic despair.


	Maybe this application of the believing and working hypothesis versions of the will to believe doctrine succeeds in neutralizing the apparent clash in beliefs between the scientist and the moral agent over determinism (and epiphenomenalism), but it could not work for the apparent clash in beliefs between the mystic and the moral agent over the nature of reality, especially whether it even has an intrinsic nature. Moral agents must make use of concepts if they are to get around in the world successfully, but in doing so they must take reality to be made up of numerically distinct objects that stand in discrete immediate relations to their spatio-temporal neighbors. But this is just what James's mystic, whether a religious or backyard one, denies: Reality cannot be captured by concepts because concepts are segregating. 


	But, plainly, it won't work to have either one these mystics replace their belief with the adoption of a working hypothesis. What would it even mean for the mystics to treat their belief in a promiscuously mushed together world as a working hypothesis? What end would they promote by doing so? Scientists adopt a proposition as a working hypothesis for the purpose of programming experiments that will enable them to put it to the test and discover new laws, but God or the Eternal One is not a deterministic being that is subject to experimental verification. Furthermore, the value of a mystic experience depends upon the experient believing it to be a gnostic revelation of the true essence of reality. The salvific consequences of this mystically-based belief could not be served by merely adopting the proposition in question as a working hypothesis. Neither can moral agents accept a working hypothesis of their belief in a world that really is the way they take it to be on the basis of the concepts they wield. As James never tires of stressing, we would have no incentive to live the morally strenuous life of the moral agent unless we took the world to have a constitution that answers back to our deepest feelings and needs. Thus, moral agents need to have a real sweating-with-conviction belief, not just a working hypothesis, that the world has a structure that corresponds with the concepts that they apply to it in their efforts to gain a promethean mastery of it. The reality-beliefs of the extreme monistic mystic, with their acosmic denials of space, time, and multiplicity, present the most severe challenge to the reality-beliefs of the moral agent, which, of course, are committed their reality. Why should one take the sensible world seriously if it is a mere illusion.


	There is an even more decisive reason why Ontological Relativism cannot be reconciled with the absolutism of mystics by having mystical reality-claim downgraded to mere working hypotheses. Only a proposition, something that expresses a complete thought and thereby is either true or false, can be adopted as a working hypothesis. But, according to Ontological Relativism, a mystical reality-claim fails to express a proposition and therefore is not adoptable as a working hypothesis. The reason is that, according to Ontological Relativism, a reality-claim must specify a person at a time, in relation to whose interests the object or state of affairs is real or existent, just as a description of a brotherhood relation must refer to each of the brothers. The sentence, "Jones is the brother of___," fails to express a proposition, being called by logicians a "propositional function." Only when the blank space is filled with a personal constant or designation of a person does the sentence express a proposition, something true or false. According to Ontological Relativism, the mystical reality-claim, "Reality in itself or essentially is an affair of promiscuous relations," really is the propositional function, "Promiscuous relations are of special interest to person___at time___." Only when the blank spaces are suitably filled in with the name of a person and of a time does a proposition get expressed. And until a proposition is presented there is nothing that is adoptable as a working hypothesis. The same reasoning would also show that a mystical reality-claim cannot be believed on a will to believe basis, since one can have a will to believe option to believe only a proposition. No proposition, no will to believe option, and no adoption as a working hypothesis either. 	


	(3) It was seen that (1)'s scientific instrumentalism did not go far enough, for it did not show how worlds other than that composed of the theoretical entities of science could be reduced to the world of sensible objects. James's concept empiricism generalizes the instrumentalistic account of scientific concepts as devices for leading us from one experience to another to all concepts. 


Different universes of thought thus arise, with specific sorts of relation among their ingredients. The world of common-sense 'things'; the world of material tasks to be done; the mathematical world of pure forms; the world of ethical propositions; the worlds of logic, of music, etc. - all abstracted and generalized from long-forgotten perceptual instances from which they have as it were flowered out - return and merge themselves again in the particulars of our present and future perception. By those whats we apperceive all our thises. Percepts and concepts interpenetrate and melt together, impregnate and fertilize each other. Neither, taken alone, knows reality in its completeness. We need them both, as we need both our legs to walk with. (SPP 33-4)


This is a form of concept empiricism, because it requires that all concepts be analyzable in terms of the percepts from which they arise and in which they ultimately terminate. The foundational role of sense experiences informs his claim that


Philosophy must thus recognize many realms of reality which mutually interpenetrate. The conceptual systems of our mathematics, logic, aesthetics, ethics, are such realms, each strung upon some peculiar form of relation, and each different from perceptual reality in that in no one of them is history or happening displayed. Perceptual reality involves and contains all these ideal systems, and vastly more besides. (SPP 56) 


	This concept empiricism achieves at best only an epistemological sort of unification of the worlds. That we must form concepts in such a way that they flow out of and ultimately back again into percepts, thereby giving a centrality to the common-sense sensible world, hardly shows anything about the ontology of the different worlds. In fact, James himself seemed to balk at drawing ontological conclusions from his concept empiricism in respect to both scientific objects and platonic abstracta. Scattered throughout his writings are remarks that seem to endow them with a self-subsistent existence. In regard to Ostwald's reduction of the "hypersensible entities, the corpuscles and vibrations" of science to our sensations, he says that "It seems too economical to be all-sufficient. Profusion, not economy, may after all be reality's key-note" (P 93). More generally, he held that "the existence of the object, whenever the idea asserts it 'truly,' is the only reason, in innumerable cases, why the idea does work successfully, if it work at all" (MT 8). This realistic intuition should to apply to scientific objects as well as ordinary ones. That he did so apply it is be borne out by his lumping together of ether-waves and psychological states such as anger. "Ether-waves and your anger...are things in which my thoughts will never perceptually terminate, but my concepts of them lead me to their brink, to the chromatic fringes and to the hurtful words and deeds which are their really next effects" (ERE 36).


	There also are unmistakable commitments to platonism. Immediately after giving his conceptual empiricist reduction of platonic abstracta to percepts, he goes on to balance the books by adding that "physical realities are constituted by the various concept-stuffs of which they 'partake'" (SPP 58). That James was happy to accept the realist commitment of this talk about participation in the forms is clear from his claim that the


absolute determinability of our mind by abstractions is one of the cardinal facts in our human constitution. Polarizing and magnetizing us as they do, we turn towards them and from them, we seek them, hold them, hate them, bless them, just as if they were so many concrete beings. And beings they are, beings as real in the realm which they inhabit as the changing things of sense are in the realm of space. (VRE 54. my italics.)


Thus, with both scientific objects and abstract concepts, James seems to leave us with ontologically, although not epistemologically, disparate worlds. The fourth form of unification attempts to find a more ontological type of unification between some but not all of the many worlds.


	(4) In The Varieties of Religious Experience James enriches his Ontological Relativism with the notion of inter-world causation. The world consists "of many interpenetrating spheres of reality, which we can thus approach in alternation by using different conceptions and assuming different attitudes, just as mathematicians handle the same numerical and spatial facts by geometry, by analytical geometry, by algebra, by the calculus, or by quaternions, and each time come out right" (VRE 105). The specific form that the interpenetration takes is between the common-sense world and the mystical or supernatural worlds. In religious experiences "spiritual energy flows in and produces effects, either psychological or material, within the phenomenal world" (VRE 382). James suggested that during moments of prayer and religious experience these higher spiritual forces entered us through our subconscious or subliminal self. "The conscious person is continuous with a wider self through which saving experiences come..." (VRE 405). James made sure to emphasize that the causal influence also went from the lower selves to the higher supernatural self: God is affected by man's actions. 


	There are two essays in which James emphasizes the importance of the mystical self being in the service of the promethean one. In "What Makes a Life Significant," he insists on a union between one's inner ideal and virtuous overt behavior if one's life is to have significance. Your inner ideal is the ineffable feeling of joy and excitement, which can become the object of another's mystical I-Thou experience of you. Just as one's inner ideal must causally lead one to the right sort of promethean actions, a mystical experience, in general, must do likewise for its subject. Because of his concern with the moral upshot of mystical experiences, James favors,  in "Reflex Actions and Theism," dualistic over monistic mystical experiences of God. He says that this experience, which is one "of self-surrender, of absolute practical union between one's self and the divine object of one's contemplation, is a totally different thing from any sort of substantial identity." (WB 106. my italics) His emphasis on the practical expresses his insistence on mystical experiences bearing fruit for life. What James is doing is pressing mystical experiences into the service of his melioristic religion, whose creed is now expanded so as to include a personal God, as well as the conditionalized prediction that good will win out over evil if we collectively exert our best moral effort. 


	 The aporia due to the clash between the active and passive selves has been made to appear more formidable than it really is. Even promethean selves must be permitted to sleep, for they won't amount to much as promethean agents if they don't. Similarly, they shouldn't be denied some mystical R and R if it should enable them to return to the war zone better equipped to do battle with the forces of evil. Andrew Reck put it nicely: "Refueled by relating to the divine, the individual is, in James's account, readied to cope once again with the arduous moral tasks of human existence." (WJ 44) For James, mystical emotions and beliefs are valuable and should be cultivated, not just for their own sake, but also for their instrumental value in inducing morally desirable behavior. James even claimed that for a mystical experience to be veridical or objective their "fruits must be good for Life." (VRE 318) In general, the authenticity or worth of any experience or emotion depends on its having a beneficial upshot in the work-a-day world of the moral agent, thus the reason for his intense condemnation of the overly sentimental Russian lady crying her eyes out at the theater while her footman was freezing outside, as seen in Chapter 4 above. 


	The R and R way of reconciling the promethean and mystical selves fails, however, to neutralize the clash between the reality-claims made by these selves, with respect to both what they say and how they say it. There is no contentful clash between an I-Thou based claim that God, or some other supernatural spirit, exists and ordinary sensory based reality-claims; but there is between the latter and the reality-claims based on backyard and nature mysticism, as well as the more extreme monistic mystical experiences that hold reality to be nothing but an Eternal One or Undifferentiated Unity. But in all cases there is a clash over the status of Ontological Relativism, since all mystical reality-claims are nonrelativized.


	This completes my attempt to find a solution to the unification problem that can be traced directly to James's text. Each of the attempted solutions, (1)-(4), to the unification problem achieved some unification, provided that one is willing to grant (1)'s instrumentalism and (3)'s concept empiricism, issues about which James was of two minds. But each attempted solution alone failed to bring us all the way to the promised land; and, even when combined, they fail to do so, because they are helpless before two aporias that arise from a clash between James's mystical and promethean selves.


	First, mystical reality-claims, because they are nonrelativized, clash with the promethean doctrine of Ontological Relativism. It is worth reminding the reader of the absolutistic nature of these claims through some choice quotations so as to emphasize just how severe the aporia is. The backyard mystic, for example, insists that concepts "fail to connect us with the inner life of the flux...Instead of being interpreters of reality, concepts negate the inwardness of reality altogether." (PU 110) "The essence of life is its continuously changing character" (PU 113).  This is discovered through a conceptless intuition of what goes on in our own consciousness when we experience change and intentionally act. It is through such introspective awareness that we become "acquainted with the essential nature of reality" (PU 96). Herein it is discovered that "reality's true shape" does not accord with the transitivity requirement of the ordinary logic of identity (PU 127). "The real nature of being is to be entire or continuous" in the sense that immediate spatial and temporal neighbors are identical with each other but not that identical, since it is a nontransitive sort of "identity." James's talk about "the essential nature of reality,"  the "interpreters of reality," "the essence of life," and "the nature of real being,"  makes it clear that he is making absolute, non-world-relativized reality claims. But this clashes with his Ontological Relativism, requiring all reality claims to be relativized to a person at a time. 


	Second, the content of some, but not all, mystical reality-claims clashes with the content of promethean reality-claims, whether based on the perspective of the scientist or moral agent, assuming, as was argued, that these respective claims cannot be Poo-bah-ized.  It is not just the acosmic claims made by monistic mystics that do; even those made by the backyard mystic of James's final two books do. Concepts, which are the stock and trade of the promethean self, take reality to be an affair of numerically distinct individuals that stand in discrete relations to their immediate spatiotemporal neighbors. This is what James called "intellectualist logic" and made the brunt of the rationalist's a priori arguments. 


	Before attempting to devise possible solutions to these aporia, as well as to the general unification problem, that are Jamesian in spirit, it should be asked why James couldn't adopt a radically promethean solution: Reject the law of noncontradiction and learn to live with these aporias, cheerfully, I might add, because he knows that he thereby is getting it all. If it should be pointed out to him that he is irrational, he could flash his button "I've given up noncontradiction and I love it!"


	But would he really be happy with such an irrational, discombobulated life? James's career-long acceptance of the law of noncontradiction forbids him to accept such irrationalism. He says in regard to a person's web of past opinions that whenever "in a reflective moment he discovers that they contradict each other; or he hears of facts with which they are incompatible...he seeks to escape by modifying his previous mass of opinions," using the conservative strategy of saving "as much as he can" of his past opinions so as to create "a minimum of disturbance" (PP 34-5). In his very early essay, "The Sentiment of Rationality," James speculates that the reason why we cannot abide a contradiction is "as natural and invincible as that which makes us exchange a hard high stool for an arm-chair or prefer traveling by railroad to riding in a springless cart" (EP 33).


	 Maybe James was too timid in showing such excessive obeisance to the law of noncontradiction and not going all the way with his promethean humanism, which holds that "Our nouns and adjectives are all humanized heirlooms, and in the theories we build them into, the inner order and arrangement is wholly dictated by human considerations, intellectual consistency being one of them" (P 122. my italics.). It was argued in Chapter 5 that the law of noncontradiction really functions as an instrumental rule in James's theory of belief-acceptance, admitting of an exception when desire-satisfaction can be maximized by believing a contradiction. If it be asked why believe one contradiction rather than any other, the reply of the rule-instrumental pragmatist is that the pragmatic benefits of such beliefs in regard to maximizing desire-satisfaction varies with the contradiction. Thus, it might be pragmatically desirable to believe the conjunction of Ontological Relativism and the absolute reality claims of mystics but not to believe that the Chrysler Building is taller than itself. The last of Prometheus's worries should be having to countenance a contradiction. Better that then being forever bound to the rocky peak on Caucasus or, in James case, keeping the doors and windows shut against the full richness of experience.�


	Things could be done to make it easier to live with the radical promethean solution. Certainly, we wouldn't want actively or occurrently to believe incompatible propositions at one and the same time. We could create a pill that would keep us from actively remembering one of our former beliefs, allowing it to remain dormant in the purely dispositional state. When we are in our mystical moods and are actively or occurrently believing that reality in itself is just the way we are experiencing it to be, we could pop a pill that would prevent us from actively recalling that in our earlier promethean phases we believed in Ontological Relativism. 


	Even if we were up to performing such an elaborate juggling act with our beliefs, there are, in my opinion, as well as James's, fatal flaws in the radical promethean solution. First, James thought that a person's philosophy should be something that she lives by, something that  actively guides her in her quest for self-realization. A metaethical theory, for example, should serve as a guide for a person in making first-order ethical choices. This desideratum would be violated by a utilitarian who, on the one hand, promulgated a metaethical theory requiring us always to act so as to maximize utility, and, on the other hand, required us to make our first-order ethical choices on the basis of what principles of virtue or justice require, since by doing so we maximize utility in the long run. Analogously, James's universal thesis of Ontological Relativism should guide us in making first-order reality-claims so that we build into them the required "qua"-clause restriction. But in the radical promethean solution, one is supposed to believe Ontological Relativism yet not make use of it when making their first-order mystically-based reality-claims. 


	Second, James commitment to intellectual integrity would not have permitted him to be a pill popper, no matter how much it would maximize desire-satisfaction. There is an intrinsic value to being an intellectually integrated self who does not engage in self-deception. Here is yet another instance in which he has deep deontological intuitions that clash with his official casuistic rule requiring us always to act so as to maximize desire-satisfaction over desire-dissatisfaction. It is now time to try my own hand at finding a Jamesian style solution to the unification problem, one which James himself could live with happily, because he now is wearing a button that says "I'm an integrated self and I love it!" 


II. Some Jamesian Style Solutions


	  To find a Jamesian style solution to the unification problem, especially as it pertains to the clash between mysticism and prometheanism, we must follow the lead of the Hollywood serials. At the end of last week's episode we saw the Lone Ranger hurtling off a 2000 foot cliff in a burning wagon but now we see that, thank God, it was only Tonto. Those dirty dogs spliced over the film! "Splicing the film" in James's case requires altering his text, in particular his Ontological Relativism and/or his mysticism, so that the outcome will be more pleasing to the contradiction-hating audience - it wasn't James but only Royce, thank God, who was tied hand and foot and thrown into the giant garbage compactor. The aim is to give a one-world interpretation of James that will be textually motivated and Jamesian in spirit, in spite of the need for some "splicing." In a one-world interpretation there will be no need to relativize different types of claims, especially reality-claims, to an agent at a time so as to avoid contradiction. There is only one world and all claims are unrestrictedly made quo ad this world, that is, all the propositions that we want to assert are true in the actual world. Thus, the type of claims made from the perspectives of common-sense, the moral agent, the scientist, and the mystic will be mutually compatible. 


	The first order of business is to neutralize the logical clash between Ontological Relativism and the nonrelativized mystical reality-claims. One of the two claims must be spliced out so that it will not have been James who was thrown into the giant garbage compactor. We could secure consistency by eliminating both, but this would violate James's conservative principle for belief revision and would render his philosophy completely unrecognizable. Each alternative shall be considered in turn, beginning with the splicing out of the nonrelativized reality-claims of the mystics, which is the less attractive of the alternatives in that it is the least Jamesian in spirit. 


	There are four ways in which we might try to revise the absolute reality-claims of mystics so as to bring them in line with the doctrine of Ontological Relativism: (i) make them into working hypotheses or (ii) targets of a will to believe option; (iii) deny the cognitivity of the mystical experiences upon which they are based; and (iv) Poo-bah-ize them. It quickly can be shown that (i)-(iii) are nonstarters, leaving us with (iv), which, unfortunately, is completely at odds with the underlying spirit of James's philosophy. 


	It has already been shown why (i) and (ii) are not viable options. It is inconsistent to accept both the doctrine of Ontological Relativism and that the nonrelativized reality-claims of the mystics are either adoptable as working hypothesis or targets for a will to believe option, the reason being that the reality-claims fail to express propositions according to Ontological Relativism and only a proposition can be a working hypothesis or believed on a will to believe basis. Even if (iii) were right in its contention that mystical experiences are not cognitive in the sense that they do not afford evidence for the existence of their apparent accusatives, which is what I argue for in my publications listed in endnote 11 of Chapter 9, it would fail to make mystical reality-claims consistent with Ontological Relativism. The clash does not result from the  mystic's claim that they know or have good evidence for their nonrelativized reality-claims but instead from the fact that their claims are nonrelativized, thereby violating Ontological Relativism.


	Solution (iv) requires that a mystical reality-claim be relativized to the interests of a person at a time. Accordingly, what a mystic means by her claim that reality in itself consists of promiscuous mushing together relations is that relative to her present predominantly mystical interests, promiscuous mushing together relations are real, or qua her present mystical perspective reality in itself consists of promiscuous mushing together relations. No mystic would want to say this, and thus the promethean "solution" to the unification problem violates the heart and soul of James's philosophy because it does not provide a suitable habitat for the mystical James. There are two more objections to (iv).


	First, it fails to unify James's many selves since it does nothing toward metaphysically unifying their many worlds. He winds up a schizophrenic Poo-bah-like of the first-I'm-this-and-then-I'm-that sort. This is almost as bad as the radical promethean solution of accepting a contradiction by embracing both Ontological Relativism and nonrelativized mystical reality-claims, with or without the memory-masking pill. 


	Second, solution (iv) undermines James's passionate quest for intimacy and ultimately union with his world and all of its denizens, which is as strong a motivating force behind his philosophy as is the quest to have it all. One thing is certain: Any philosophy that did not enable him to achieve intimacy with the world would badly fail him in his quest to have it all . The preceding three chapters have detailed this quest for intimacy and why it requires the sweating-with-conviction belief that the true nature or essence of reality is as it appears to be in those special experiences of intimacy -- the I-Thou experience in all its many forms and backyard mysticism. You can't I-Thou someone unless you firmly believe that she exists. To Poo-bah-ize reality-claims based on these experiences would reduce the mystic to the level of a promethean agent out to gain control over, rather than intimacy and union with, reality. The lover and the mystic do not put the object of their passion on all fours ontologically with every other possible object of their passing interest and fancy. It is special because it is the way things really are.	


	This brings us to the second way of splicing the text to achieve consistency, in which James's Ontological Relativism is to be given up or modified. This can be accomplished in three ways: by making out a textually based case that Ontological Relativism (v) was intended to be only a genetic account of the experiential conditions under which we acquire and use the concept of reality; or (vi) was given up after the 1890 The Principles of Psychology; or (vii) is to be Poo-bah-ized  by being restricted to promethean type worlds. It will turn out that (vii) is not only the best alternative among this set of alternatives but also among the wider set that includes (i)-(iv) as well. 


	According to (v), when James pointed out in The Principles of Psychology's chapter on "The Perception of Reality" that what a person takes to be real at a given time is determined by what is her dominant interest at that time he did not intended it as a semantic account of what it means to be real nor as an ontological account of what it is to be real, which is the way in which James was interpreted in Chapter 7. When a person now believes that X is real, it does not mean that X is now of primary interest to her; thus there is no clash between Ontological Relativism, understood as a purely psychology doctrine, and the nonrelativized reality-claims of the mystics. 


	The textual support for this interpretation is identical with that which led in Chapter 6 to interpreting James as, occasionally and inconsistently, accepting a "content empiricist" theory of meaning in addition to his official pragmatic theory of meaning based on what an idea experientially portends for the future, this being the only way that he could escape from the objection that his exclusively future-oriented pragmatic theory of meaning is subject to “the paradox of the alleged futurity of yesterday." He seemed to distinguish between these two species of empirical meaning when he suddenly remarked that "In obeying this [Pragmatic] rule we neglect the substantive content of the concept, and follow its function only" (SPP 38) and that "The word 'truth' is here taken to mean something additional to bare value for life, although the natural propensity of man is to believe that whatever has great value for life is thereby certified as true" (VRE  401), as well as his concessionary qualification, "the absolute, taken seriously, and not as a mere name for our right occasionally to drop the strenuous mood and take a moral holiday..." (PU 57) In these rare moments James goes back on his functionalist approach to meaning based on the slogan that the reason why we call something X is what it means to be X, as well as what it is to be X. Just as James's content empiricism does not have the entire meaning of a belief consist in what future experiences are to be expected upon the performance of certain actions, it would not have it consist in the genetic factors that lead one to have this belief. 	


	While there is rather slight textual basis for interpreting Ontological Relativism as only a genetic psychological analysis, there is far greater textual grounds for taking it to constitute a semantic and ontological analysis as well. This evidence is of a global nature and has already been presented in the earlier chapters of this book. First, there is his official and widespread commitment to a pragmatic theory of meaning rather than a theory of pragmatic meaning, which recognizes pragmatic meaning as only one species of meaning. That James intended his genetic analysis of what leads us to believe that something is real to be a semantic and ontological analysis as well gains very strong support from the fact that, as was argued in earlier chapters, he certainly seemed to draw semantic and ontological conclusions from his genetic psychological analyses of truth, matter, negation, and the identity of the self over time. The text, however, is not decisive, and I fear that my "argument" may fall prey to some vicious circularity and begging of the question. Among my reasons for taking James's analysis of reality to be a semantic one is that his genetic analysis of certain other concepts are semantic analyses, thereby establishing a certain pattern in his philosophy. But my argument for why these latter analyses are semantic as well as genetic rests in part on my claim that his analysis of reality is both semantic and genetic, which looks viciously circular. And, if I avoid closing the circle by stopping with my claim that his analyses of these additional concepts are both semantic and genetic, my opponent can accuse me of begging the question. Although I think I have the text on my side, my major reason for favoring my interpretation is that I believe, as I will shortly try to establish, that it fits in with an overall interpretation that is both Jamesian in spirit and yields the most attractive philosophy in its own right, especially in regard to escaping the aporiamatic clash between Ontological Relativism and the nonrelativized reality-claims of the mystics.  	


	Solution (vi) can concede that James really did accept Ontological Relativism in the 1890 The Principles of Psychology on the basis of his genetic analysis, as I have argued, because its contention is that the doctrine does not enter into any of his subsequent published writings. Thus, if he did hold it in 1890, he later gave it up. There is some textual evidence, mainly of a negative sort, that he did not ascribe to it subsequently. Nothing can be inferred from the fact that the chapter on "The Perception of Reality" does not in appear in the 1892 Abridged Version, since he made a conscious decision to shorten the book by eliminating metaphysical digressions, of which this chapter is the prime example. Of more moment is that there is a terminological shift in his later writings. Whereas he formerly spoke of different worlds he now speaks of different dimensions of a single world. Furthermore, in Chapter 9, it was seen that Ontological Relativism is affirmed in its 1890 form in one of the drafts for Lecture II of The Varieties of Religious Experience but gets dropped from the final draft. One might speculate that James decided to drop this reaffirmation of Ontological Relativism in his final draft because he had abandoned the doctrine, possibly because he came to realize that it clashed with the absolutistic reality claims made by the mystics whose experiences he gave primacy to in The Varieties of Religious Experience. 


	Another indication in The Varieties of Religious Experience that James had abandoned Ontological Relativism is supplied by the following passage. 


If you open the chapter on Association, of any treatise on Psychology, you will read that a man's ideas, aims, and objects form diverse internal groups and systems, relatively independent of one another. Each 'aim' which he follows awakens a certain specific kind of interested excitement, and gathers a certain group of ideas together in subordination to it as its associates; and if the aims and excitements are distinct in kind, their groups of ideas may have little in common. When one group is present and engrosses the interest, all the ideas connected with other groups may be excluded from the mental field. The President of the United States when, with paddle, gun, and fishing-rod, he goes camping in the wilderness for a vacation, changes his system of ideas from top to bottom. The presidential anxieties have lapsed into the background entirely; the official habits are replaced by the habits of a son of nature, and those who knew the man only as the strenuous magistrate would not 'know him for the same person' if they saw him as the camper. (VRE 160).


The significance of this paragraph consists in what it doesn't say, namely that as old Teddy's interests change so does what he takes to be the real world . This, of course, does not constitute very weighty evidence that James had abandoned Ontological Relativism by the time he wrote The Varieties of Religious Experience, but it is some evidence nevertheless.


	This textual evidence for (vi) is quite sleight and is swamped by overwhelming textual evidence that he continued to adhere to Ontological Relativism in all of his books subsequent to 1892. Even in  The Varieties of Religious Experience there is a reaffirmation of the doctrine near the very end of the book: 


The whole drift of my education goes to persuade me that the world of our present consciousness is only one out of many worlds of consciousness that exist, and that those other worlds must contain experiences which have a meaning for our life also; and that although in the main their experiences and those of this world are discrete, yet the two become continuous at certain points, and higher energies filter in. (VRE 408. See also 54) 


In a 1904 lecture, "Does 'Consciousness' Exist?", which is subsequently included in Essays in Radical Empiricism, James wrote that "Were there no perceptual world...[that is] 'stronger' and more genuinely 'outer' (so that the whole merely thought-of world seems weak and inner in comparison), our world of thought would be the only world, and would enjoy complete reality in our belief." (ERE 12) Ontological Relativism gets reaffirmed in both Pragmatism (14 and 94) and The Meaning of Truth. (25), as well as in his final two books. (PU 55 and SPP 33-4 and 56) James certainly does not abandon Ontological Relativism after 1892, although he has a tendency to soft peddle it somewhat. 


	Solution (vii), which was suggested to me by Nick Rescher, is the one that I will now argue should be adopted. The basic idea is to downgrade Ontological Relativism so that it ceases to be a universal proposition that tells us for every possible world what it means and is to be real in that world but instead says only what it means and is to be real in the practical or promethean worlds. This permits mystics to claim with impunity that what they seem to experience is real simpliciter, the really real, without qualification or relativization. There is no need for them to pop a pill, since they can consistently say in one and the same breath, "Reality, simpliciter, is a promiscuous type of unity , but in promethean worlds something is real only in relation to an agent at a given time. Since mystics are informing us only about what it is to be real in the actual world -- the world in which their mystical experiences occur -- they are leaving it open for reality to be otherwise in other possible worlds. If they were to have said instead that  it is necessary that reality is a promiscuous mushing together, simpliciter, then they could not consistently say that reality is otherwise in other possible worlds; for what is necessary is true in every possible world. But this requires that they do not make use of the a priori arguments of the rationalists, for these arguments purport to prove the impossibility of there being discrete immediate relations, which entails that it is impossible for there to be any promethean world and therefore any world in which to be real is to be relative to an agent at a time. The Jamesian mystic should not feel bad about having to give up these arguments, since they are quite bogus. There is no reason why a mystic has to be a muddle-head. One can believe in the unreality of time, for example, without giving a fallacious argument for its unreality ala McTaggart. 


	The following familiar dialectic can be followed to get Ontological Relativists to agree to restrict their doctrine to promethean worlds. The first move in this dialectic is the oft used self-refutation objection in which the universal doctrine of Ontological Relativism is turned against itself. It makes a reality-claim of sorts, a second-order one, namely that all reality-claims are world-relative; yet it is a universal doctrine that is not relativized to any world, since supposedly true for every world. But this renders it self-refuting. To escape such self-refutation, it is necessary to Poo-bah-ize Poo-bah-ism by restricting it to a certain world(s). And what worlds might they be! Obviously, promethean worlds, that is, worlds in which we conceptualize reality in a way that will enable us to succeed in realizing our goals. This will include the world of the moral agent, the world of the scientist, as well as the world of our practical activities. It will not include mystical worlds, since concepts are not employed in them; mystics are not engaged in any type of promethean quests, but instead have learned the knack of overcoming the active self. Notice that when the doctrine of Ontological relativism has built into it a restriction to these pragmatic worlds, it is universally true, even being true in mystical worlds in which reality is not taken to be world relative. Even though Socrates, who is snub nose in the actual world, call it "a," is not snub nosed in every possible world in which he exists (His mother might have taken some drug during pregnancy that would have produced a different shaped nose than the one he in fact had.), the proposition that Socrates is snub nosed in a is true in every possible world, including those in which he is not snub nosed. More generally, if a proposition p is true in a possible world W, then the proposition that p is true in W is true in every possible world. Similarly, assuming that reality is world relative in promethean worlds, the proposition that reality is world relative in promethean worlds is true in every possible worlds, including those in which reality is not world relative. By asserting nonrelativized reality-claims the mystic is committed to reality not being world relative in the actual world, but this is consistent with her admitting that reality is world relative in certain other possible worlds, namely promethean ones.


	What is the textual support for this world-restricted interpretation of Ontological Relativism? Just after James claims that reality is relative to a person at a time in the chapter on "The Perception of Reality" he adds that "This is the only sense which the word ever has in the mouths of practical men" (PP 924. my italics). Herein there is an apparent restriction of Ontological Relativism to the world or perspective of the practical person or moral agent. It should be noticed, furthermore, that when James attempts to neutralize the apparent clashes between the perspectives of "common sense, common science, ultra-critical science and critical philosophy" by saying that "all our theories [of which all of these are instances] are instrumental, are mental modes of adaptation to reality, rather than revelations or gnostic answers to some divinely instituted world-enigma" (P 94), he has rather conspicuously omitted mysticism from the list. Thus, James's Ontological Relativism is the proposition that Ontological Relativism is true in the world of the practical person -- the world in which all theories are nothing more than instrumental devices for helping us to get around more effectively in the world. Ontological Relativism is an expression of the practical self or moral agent bent on maximizing desire satisfaction. The moral agent is aided in this endeavor by believing Ontological Relativism, since it enables her to give primary importance to different worlds or perspectives as her interests and desires change, thereby facilitating her endeavor to maximize desire  satisfaction. Plainly, the mystic's world is not one of these practical worlds. 


	There is a worry that the conjunction of the version of Ontological Relativism that is restricted to practical worlds with the acceptance of the nonrestricted reality-claims of mystics will undercut the seriousness with which promethean agents pursue their quest to have it all. What affect will it have on promethean agents to realize that their worlds, the ones that they are up to their neck in via their practical activities, are real only in relation to their passing interests but that the world of the mystic is real simpliciter? Might they feel that their practical reality is an ontological booby prize and thus not worth taking seriously, thereby undermining their effectiveness in their quest to have it all? 


	There is no simple answer to these questions, since human psychology is highly variable in these matters. Some people get depressed more easily than others. The challenge to the promethean moral agent posed by the conjunction of Ontological Relativism and mysticism certainly is far less than that posed by either determinism or bifurcationism, as previously seen in Chapters 3 and 8 respectively. Many would be inclined to agree with James that their acceptance of determinism or bifurcationism would undermine their incentive to lead the morally strenuous life, but far fewer would find that the acceptance of the conjunction of nonrelativized mystical reality-claims and the restricted version of Ontological Relativism does. There are a lot of mystics of all different persuasions, from pluralistic to monistic, who accept the unreality or illusoriness of the sensible world within which the moral agent operates but nevertheless are uncompromising in their dedication to the cause of fighting worldly evils. No moral holidays for them. I am not sure what further to say about this murky issue, especially since James never addressed it. 


	Solution (vii), at best, solves only the single aporia that arose from the clash of Ontological Relativism in its unrestricted form and the nonrelativized reality-claims of the mystics. Although (vii) goes some way toward a one-world interpretation of James, making it possible to assert everything we want to quoad the actual world, it gives rise to two aporias.  First, by endorsing the nonrelativized reality-claims of the mystics, (vii) endorses too much, for it runs up against the problem of religious diversity due to the seeming incompatibilities between the reality-claims made by mystics within different religious traditions. Second, (vii) does not solve the general problem of unification, since it does not find a way of metaphysically unifying the many worlds, thereby leaving James and those of like psychological complexity a schizophrenic Poo-bah. Some more editing of the film is required if our hero is to be saved from the ignominious fate of the cliff or the garbage compactor.  


	The problem of diversity among the reality-claims of mystics is the less serious of the two, though still serious in its own right. It shall be taken up first. James's brilliant survey of the autobiographical literature on mysticism includes both the dualistic experiences of Western theists and the monistic experiences of Eastern mystics. The major difference between these two types of mystical experiences is that the former but not the latter experiences have a subject-object structure, the subject of the experience being conscious of an intentional accusative that is taken to be numerically distinct from herself in spite of her achieving some unification with it. As a result of this difference, monistic mystical experiences, unlike theistic or dualistic ones, will support acosmic reality-claims that deny the reality of multiplicity, there being no distinction between the subject and object of the experience or between different times and places. 


	James quotes several monistic mystics who make such acosmic claims on the basis of their experience. For example, he quote Symonds's experience of the "obliteration of space, time, sensation, and the multitudinous factors of experience," which leaves Symonds wondering "which is the unreality?" (VRE 306), along with the Sufi who claims that "there is no being save only One" (333). James even goes so far as to claim that this type of monism "is the everlasting and triumphant mystical tradition, hardly altered by differences of clime or creed," thereby siding with those, like Stace, Merton and Suzuki, who find monism to be the common core of all mystical experiences. 


	Furthermore, James is well aware of the apparent conflict between the reality-claims based on these two types of mystical experience over the extent of the union achieved and the reality of the ordinary sensible world of space, time, and multiplicity. "It is when they treat of the experience of 'union' with it that their speculative differences appear most clearly. Over this point pantheism and theism...carry on inveterate disputes." (VRE 401-2) Nonmystics "must stand outside of them [rival mystical reality-claims] altogether and...decide that, since they corroborate incompatible theological doctrines, they neutralize one another and leave no fixed result." (VRE 404)


	The problem is that James does not stand outside of the rival reality-claims made by dualistic and monistic mystics but instead seems to endorse all of them. As was seen in Chapter 9, his long discussion of mystical experiences ends with the conclusion that they are cognitive, that is, that they supply their subjects with evidence, analogous to that supplied by ordinary sense experience for the reality of physical objects, that reality is as it appears to be in their experiences. (VRE 335-6) This conclusion makes no discrimination between dualistic and monistic mystical experiences and apparently is supposed to apply to all of the mystical experiences he had previously surveyed, which included both types. Plainly, James's breadth of sympathy and appreciation, termed his "philosophical satyism" in the Introduction, is getting him in trouble, for he seems to be endorsing rival reality-claims as epistemically warranted. The following considers some of the options that are available to James to attempt to escape this problem. 


	The first strategy is the "No new facts" one. It will be recalled from Chapter 9 that James's summation of what mystical experiences ultimately proclaim is very watered down.


As a rule, mystical states merely add a supersensuous meaning to the ordinary outward data of consciousness. They are excitements like the emotions of love or ambition, gifts to our spirit by means of which facts already objectively before us fall into a new expressiveness and make a new connexion with our active life. They do not contradict these facts as such, or deny anything that our senses have immediately seized. (VRE 338)


A similar watering-down strategy is seen in James's bizarre set of defining characteristics of mystical experiences in which he fails to include being a unitive experience, this being a convenient omission since it is this the feature that clashes with sensory based reality-claims. (VRE 302-3) To omit this unitive feature is to perform Hamlet without the Prince of Denmark. This was called the 'comic book' theory of mystical experiences, since they are supposed to function as do the field of force lines that comic books place around an object that is perceived or thought in a specially intense manner. This at best fits the experiences at the undeveloped end of the mystical spectrum, such as drunkenness. James's backyard mystical experiences of a processual glop in which temporal neighbors become their own Hegelian opposite, in spite of its having as its object the very same sensible reality that our pragmatic self perceives and conceptually breaks up into discrete objects, presents us with new facts about this sensible reality. The no new facts account plainly does not fit those unitive experiences at the developed end, which not only report new facts, e.g. the existence of James's higher dimensions of reality, but also sometimes seem to contradict our sensory-based beliefs concerning the reality of space, time and multiplicity. In Lecture XX, "Conclusions," James, in effect, abandons his "no new facts" reconcliing strategy from the earlier chapter on "Mysticism," when he writes that "Religion...is not a mere illumination of facts already given elsewhere, not a mere passion, like love, which views things in a rosier light. But it is something more, namely, a postulator of new facts as well." (VRE 407-8)


	A second strategy is to agree that mystical reality-claims report facts above and beyond those that are attested to by sense experience but deny that there is any clash either among themselves or with the reality-claims based on ordinary sense experience. The reason is that each of these reality-claims is warranted relative to the criteria for epistemic warrant or acceptability built into the special doxastic practice or language-game within which it occurs. This way of neutralizing conflicts between reality-claims made within different religious traditions, and also between those made in any one of these traditions and those made on the basis of ordinary sense experience, was later to be called "language-game fideism." These different language-games or doxastic practices are incommensurable in that they have different criteria or rules for determining when an experientially based belief is epistemically warranted, thereby precluding external challenges to the reality-claims made in any one language-game by appeal to the claims made in another language-game. For example, each of the great mystical religious traditions has its own criteria for determining when a mystical experience is veridical and thereby the reality-claim based on it is warranted: They have different holy scriptures with which the content of the experience must agree, different religious authorities and paradigmatic mystical experiences, and different criteria for what constitutes desirable moral and/or spiritual development in the subject of the experience. There is no clash between the reality-claims made within these different mystical traditions, since each claim is implicitly relativized to its own doxastic practice and can be evaluated and challenged only in relation to the criteria of epistemic acceptability of its own doxastic practice. This also would solve the aporia that arises from the apparent clashes between mystically and sensorily based reality-claims, since the practice of basing existential claims on sensory experience is another doxastic practice.  	


	Language-game fideism is nothing but Ontological Relativism dressed up in fashionable new Wittgensteinian clothing. Instead of talking about all reality-claims being relativized to one of James's worlds or selves we now say that it is relativized to a language-game, that is, a normatively rule-governed human practice for using language. All claims still get "qua"-claused, only now it is not a "qua this world or self" restriction but a "qua this language-game" restriction. In both cases the result is Poo-bah-istic schizophrenia of the first-I-adopt-this-worldly-perspective-or-play-this-language-game-and-then-I-adopt-or-play-that-one. Whereas ordinary games are isolated, self-contained units of activity -- "Tennis anyone?" -- language-games are not: There is only one big language-game, and that is life itself, of which each language-game is an interconnected part. In addition to not solving, if anything, exacerbating, the general unification problem, language-game fideism also goes against James's career long commitment to methodological univocalism, which was seen in Chapter 7 to be one of his major ways of reconciling the tough-minded perspective of the scientist with the tender-minded perspective of the moral agent and melioristic theist.� Furthermore, the epistemic undecidability requirement built into his will to believe option assumes a univocal account of epistemic decidability. 


	The third strategy for finding a way to reconcile the apparently conflicting reality-claims of dualistic and monistic mystics, which is the one that James actually defends, holds that there is a common phenomenological core to dualistic and monistic mystical experiences that gets interpreted differently by mystics within different religious traditions. The theoretical constructions or, as James would say, "over beliefs," placed upon their common phenomenological content are the cause of the clashes between the reality-claims made by mystics within different traditions. James's endorsement of the cognitivity of mystical experiences and the prima facie epistemic warrant they provide for believing that reality is as it appears to be in them must be confined to their common phenomenological content. The a priori presumptive inference rule of Chapter 9 , "If it perceptually appears to be the case that X exists, then probably it is the case that X exists, unless there are defeating conditions," must restrict X to the phenomenological content of the perceptual experience. 


	I believe that this third strategy can be located in the text. James begins with the question whether it is regrettable that there are "so many religious types and sects and creeds," to which he replies that "The divine can mean no single quality, it must mean a group of qualities, by being champions of which in alternation, different men may all find worthy missions." (VRE 384) This attempt at an ecumenical solution to religious diversity, which has been championed in recent times by Hick and Swinburne, is fine as far as it goes, but it does not address the issue of incompatibilism between different creeds. By showing why people in different cultural circumstances will experience and conceive of God differently does not neutralize the incompatibilities between their different ways of doing so; it shows only how it is possible for their different views to complement each other in cases in which their respective views of God, although different, are not incompatible. To solve the incompatibility problem James must do something more.


	The something more that he does is to extract a common denominator from their apparently conflicting creeds. "I am expressly trying to reduce religion to its lowest admissible terms, to that minimum, free from individualistic excrescences, which all religions contain as their nucleus, and on which it may be hoped that all religious persons may agree." (VRE 397) "Under all the discrepancies of the creeds, a common nucleus" is to be found, namely, the religious person "becomes conscious that this higher part [of himself] is conterminous and continuous with a more of the same quality, which is operative in the universe outside of him, and which he can keep in working touch with, and in a fashion get on board of and save himself when all his lower being has gone to pieces in the wreck." All of the religious experiences that he has surveyed in the course of The Varieties of Religious Experience "express the appearance of exteriority of the helping power and yet account for our sense of union with it." (VRE 400-1)


	James applies this common nucleus approach to religious and mystical experiences when he says that "There is probably no autobiographic document, among all those which I have quoted, to which the description will not well apply. One need only add such specific details as will adapt it to various theologies and various personal temperaments, and one will then have the various experiences reconstructed in their individual forms." (VRE 401) This entails that there is a common denominator, a shared phenomenological content, to dualistic and monistic mystical experiences, since these experiences are among those that enter into the autobiographic documents he quotes in the book. 


	There are three serious difficulties with this way of resolving the conflict between reality-claims based on dualistic and monistic mystical experiences. First, showing that the disputants agree about something doesn't resolve their dispute. If two persons point to the same place and one says that it contains a scotch terrier and the other a collie, their disagreement isn't resolved by pointing out that they agree that there is a dog there. James is naively assuming that others share his large-mindedness and desire to find an ecumenical solution to religious diversity that will help to secure the brotherhood of mankind, and thus the defenders of rival creeds will be willing to pare down their creeds to some common denominator. The points of disagreement will be written off as theoretical excrescences that are of little moment, idle philosophical speculations. What counts is feeling and conduct, not thought. "We find a great variety in the thoughts that have prevailed [among different religions]...; but the feelings...and the conduct...are almost always the same...The theories which Religion generates, being thus variable, are secondary; and if you wish to grasp her essence, you must look to the feelings and the conduct as being the most constant element." (VRE 397) More constant, yes, but more important than thought, that will be challenged by many religious persons.  


	Assuming that dualistic and monistic mystics share James's desire for reaching an ecumenical resolution of their dispute and thereby assign a low value to thought, how are they to isolate the common phenomenological core of their respective mystical experiences so that they may then pare off the added thoughts or theological constructions that divide them? James assumes that their is a common phenomenological given that they then conceptualize in different ways in accordance with their different religious traditions. James, however, does not speak with a single voice about the possibility of separating off a phenomenological given from the manner in which it gets conceptualized. Quotations can be assembled to show that he came down on both sides of this issue. In his "G. Papini and the Pragmatist Movement in Italy," he first claims that we cannot separate off the subjective from the objective factors in the development of truth, but then goes on to say that by studying this development in the past we can see how subjective factors were involved, thereby implying that we can separate off the subjective contribution that is made by conceptualization from the objectively or phenomenologically given. (EP 148) But, on the other hand, he says that "what we grasp is always some substitute for it [an independent reality] which previous human thinking has peptonized and cooked for our consumption...wherever we find it, it has already been faked." (P 119-20), but then attempts to illustrate this through the use of presented figures, such as star configurations and geometrical shapes, that can be grouped together or interpreted in more than one way and says that "in all these cases we humanly make an addition to some sensible reality" (P 121), which seems to imply that we can distinguish between the objective and subjective factors.


	I believe that James's considered position on separating off the phenomenologically given from its conceptualization is that on theoretical grounds we must postulate such a given -- "baby's first sensation" --  for otherwise our epistemological wheels would spin idly in a frictionless void, but that in practice we cannot make any absolute discrimination between the two, only a context relative one. Our assignment of stars to different constellations involves a distinction between a perceptually given, the stars, and our contribution in organizing them into constellations through the use of concepts. But in another context, that something qualifies as a star will involve an act of selection and construction on our part (which, I assume, is what the lecherous producer had in mind when he promised to make her a star), in ways analogous to that in which we construct different axiomatic systems in mathematics. Thus, within any given context, there is a distinction between the phenomenologically given and how we conceptualize it, but it is not an absolute distinction. Furthermore, it is very difficult to make this distinction, even within a given context. If this is James's considered position, it entails that in principle we are not able to separate off,  independently of a given context, what is phenomenologically given in a mystical experience from how the mystic conceptualizes it. But this raises the problem of what context is to be chosen. Is it to be that of the dualistic or monistic mystic or even that of a mystical ecumenicalist like Daisetsu Suzuki, Walter Stace, or Thomas Merton, as opposed to that of a Steven Katz or R. C. Zaehner? There is no more difficult problem in philosophy than that of separating off the phenomenologically given from the way it is conceptualized, and, until it is adequately addressed , his "common denominator" strategy will not amount to much. 


	Even if it were possible to separate off in some non-question-begging way the phenomenologically given from the conceptualization or interpretation of it, is it true, as James contends, that there is a common phenomenological content to dualistic and monistic mystical experiences? There are good grounds for doubting that James has successfully located a phenomenological content that is common to dualistic and monistic mystical experiences. A strong indication that he has it wrong is his claim "that all the phenomena [religious experiences]   ...express the appearance of exteriority of the helping power." (VRE 400. my italics) The monistic mystic denies that her experience has any subject-object structure and thus that it has an exterior accusative. James adds that "The part of the content [of the religious experience] concerning which the question of truth most pertinently arises is that 'MORE of the same quality' with which our own higher self appears in the experience to come into harmonious working relation. Is such a 'more' merely our own notion, or does it really exist?" (VRE 401) Again, James is assuming that all mystical experiences, including monistic ones, have a subject-object structure, with the "more" being the intentional accusative. It would seem that James's quest for a common phenomenological core makes a hasty generalization from dualistic mystical experiences but plainly does not fit monistic mystical experiences. James's attempt to develop an empirical science of religion that "might sift out from the midst of their [different religions'] discrepancies a common body of doctrine which she might also formulate in terms to which physical science need not object" also shows a complete neglect of monistic mystical experiences and the religions based on them, since it is obvious that the acosmic claims sanctioned by these experiences -- that space, time, and multiplicity are unreal -- are ones to which science will object. (VRE 402)


	It is fair to conclude that solution (vii) does not adequately neutralize the problem posed by the seemingly incompatible reality-claims of dualistic and monistic mystics. An even more troublesome difficulty with solution (vii) is that it completely fails to solve the general unification problem, leaving James a temporalized schizophrenic Poo-bah: On weekends I'm a mystic and the rest of the time a promethean pragmatic agent. To unify James's many selves requires metaphysically unifying the many worlds toward which their interests are directed, in particular the mystical world and the practical worlds comprised of a multiplicity of numerically distinct empirical objects in space and time. The practical self is puzzled by the reality-claims of mystics, and not just the extreme acosmic ones that deny en toto the reality of the sensible world. Even those of the backyard mystics that deny the applicability of concepts, any concepts, to reality are perplexing; for, if reality is not as we conceptualize it in our promethean phases, why is it that our concepts do such a good job in helping us to succeed in our worldly endeavors. This is analogous to the acosmic mystic having to explain why the allegedly illusory sensible world appears so substantial and real. There is the story of the Indian rashi who, after completing a lecture on the unreality of the sensible world, is on his way home and has to climb a tree to escape a raging elephant; and, when asked why he did so, since the elephant is unreal, said that it was only his unreal self escaping from an unreal elephant. 


	The intelligent reader should have realized all along that I was playing the tease throughout the book in issuing promissory notes to find a way, on James's behalf, to unify James's many worlds and selves, especially the promethean and mystical ones. I certainly am not going to succeed where all of the great mystical traditions and mystically-influenced metaphysicans have failed miserably, for they have been forced to leave it an ultimate mystery as to why there should be any world other than the mystical one. Metaphorical talk about emanations out of the Eternal One or its overflowing like a fountain so as to yield a multiplicity of changing objects is no help. James is in the same basic fix as are these past mystics and mystically-inclined metaphysicians. One of our many selves, the mystical one, craves unity, self-containment, the safety and peace that comes from abiding in the present. But our promethean self is always running ahead of itself into the future, living on the dangerous edge of things, risking failure and facing its inevitable death. What James's quest to have it all most wants is to be both of these selves at the same time. What we really want is to be both a Sartrian In-Itself that self-sufficingly abides in its total completeness within the present and a For-Itself that is always running ahead of itself into the future so as to complete itself. We want to be God, in other words. Not surprisingly, this is forever beyond our grasp. To be human is to accept the unresolvable tension between wanting to be both at the same time. The best we can hope for is a taking-turns solution of the first-I'm-this-and-then-I'm-that sort. One does not solve this problem. One can only bear witness to it. And no one has done so with more passion, honesty and brilliance than William James. No one sang the blues with more soul than did James, with his “Divided Self Blues” being his perennial chart-topper. 	
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