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FRINGES AND TRANSITIVE STATES
IN WILLIAM JAMES' CONCEPT OF THE STREAM OF THOUGHT

Stephen I, Daniel

I. Introduction

In William James' discussion of the sensible continu-
ity of thought in personal consciousness, he proposes that
through introspection we can determine certain nmvonam.mm
thought which, as it were, "unite” various :mwruaznnwwu
elements of thought into a continuous "stream". TFor, even
though the objects which come into consciousness may vary
or changewith startling abruptness, the flow of thoupht
itself (or the experiencing of these n:::mouu feels con-
tinuous. Such continuity of thought implies, for huwou.
that successive objects of consciousness (or "fields" of
awareness) dissolve or fade into one another gradually,
And this means that successive fields of awareness must
share certain characteristics which allow for such conti-
nuity and smoothness of transition. Therefore within the
stream of consciousness, we can detect a certain stability
in those objects of thought which can be held hefore the
mind for a period of time and a certain transitivity in "
those objects of thought which lead from one "substantial
part to another.

However, in order to speak about these shared charac--
teristics which are common to successive fields of con-
sciousness, James has to "take a slice'" of the stream and
make it "stand still’, in order to compare one slice (or
one "act" of consciousness) to a successive one. This
changing of perspective from the stream to individual con-
scious acts has a number of ramifications as far as his
vocabulary is concerned: for example, when his concentra-
tion shifts from the stream to one relatively-fixed object
of consciousness within the stream, the terms »avmxmam:
movement like "flows", “stream", and :mwmmou<m=n:<wazw
are replaced by more static words like "field", "part",
“state”, and "margin". And if we could just keep the two
arcas of concentration separate by the usc of terms like
these, then there would be little problem in understanding
what area of concentration James is referring to when he
uses these terms. But his purpose is not to give two ex-
planations of how we can understand the continuity of
thought; rather, it is to clarify how we can speak of a
"stream" of thought by investigating parts within the
stream.

Therefore, if we concentrate upon a particular act of
consciousness, distinpuishing within that act certain tran-

sitive elements (i.e., elements which include the "echoings”
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of preceding acts and the anticipations of acts "about to
be'"), then we should be able to relate such transitive ele-
ments back to the stream of thought from which the act of
consciousness as a whole is a slice. After all, we need

to attribute to a particular act of consciousness all of
the characteristics which such an act has in the stream
before we can legitimately extract it from the stream in
order to treat it as an "act of consciousness".

By an "act of consciousness" or "an act of awareness'
I mean to include the whole act as encompassing the sub-
stantive and transitive parts, though in any such act we
are directly conscious of only the focal or substantive
part of the act, and indirectl aware of the transitive
parts. The particularization of any "act of conscious-
ness” is, of course, determined by and named according to
the object of consciousness. And though the object of
consciousness is itsell a product of selective attention
(and therefore is, in a way, an abstraction), we should .
not think that the "act" or "state" of consciousness upon
which we focus in the discussion of fringes and transi-
tive states is not also the product of selective attention.
We delineate a particular act of consciousness in order to
discuss the stream of consciousness just as we selectively
attend to some elements in experience and not others.l

In' the chapter on the "stream of thought' in the
Principles of Psychology, and particularly in the section
the chapter dealing with the continuity of thought,
James occasionally shifts his emphasis from the consid-
eration of what constitutes an act of consciousness to a
condideration of how that act fits into the stream of
thought. The transitive parts of the content of an act
of consciousness are recognized most explicitly when the
thought is seen as appearing in the stream; but extracted
from the stream, the thought appears to have other char-
acteristics "on its fringes'"--characteristics that may or
may not become focal or consciously recognized in future
acts of awareness.

In short, we will misinterpret what James says about
"fringes" if we simply think of them as the static counter-
parts of the transitive states of the stream of thought.
This, apparently, is what Bruce Wilshire does when he
writes that a fringe is "a transitive state mirroring
temporal relations."2 For, as I hope to show, fringes are
not transitive states, nor are they limited to temporal
relations alone. The fringe of an act of consciousness
is part of the act of consciousness, i.e., that part which
includes the dimly-known relations and objects connected
to or related to the focus (or substantive part) of the
"object cognized”. [Note: Even though it is pessible to
speak about the objects of consciousness as having
"fringes"--and James occasionally does so--the point that I
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i i jousness it-
am highlighting here is that the act of consc
“Mum whw mnw=nmm which are included by h¢som within the
wnn (even in the process of the abstraction of the act
from the stream of consciousness).]

i d as

When these dimly-known rclations are recognize i
involving actual rclations to previous or subsequent Mww<a
ments in the stream of thought, they become the trans b
parts of the act of consciousness, The chief no:nonw.
this articlec will be to show how I =n<m arrived mmammummmz
understanding of James' use of “fringe", and how :,wmsm_m
relate to what James calls the "transitive states" o -.
acts of consciousness. I have pencrally limited 5<aﬂmza
marks to James' discussion of conscious unnw<wn<w== he
brain processcs which he feels limit, to a nmnnm Mna .
the specd and duration of acts of consclious activity.

11I. Parts of Acts of Consciousness and thc Stream of
Thought

. begins the study of an act of consciousness by
Haoxmhmsww wnnam it appears in the stream of n:%:wrn.m In
the strcam, such acts are integrally bound up with mﬂom
to an extent, defined by other acts in the mnumuﬁ. oF se
no act of consciousness is totally g»mn@::nnnm rom hose
acts which prccede and succeed it. The consc o:mﬂouuoz-
the sound of thunder is not cognized apart from wmman
sciousness of its raauwwzn-wzncﬁos-nrm-mwuosna which
preceded it or apart from the thunder's setting :suuﬂ
echoing condition for that moment which follows. u
we characterize and name acts of consciousness %o.n..
the consciousness of the sound of thunder) by w.wm@ the
thinpgs, objects, or images which "can wa held before e
mind for an indefinite time."3 These m:&mnu:nw<o par
of the stream allow us to spcak about onc act of con-
sciousness as distinguished from another act of con-
sciousncss.

a basic principle of the strcam of thought
idea umzmnmm.mcnr awmnw=nnwo= of substantive 3auwm aoo”m
not indicate a distinction between acts cﬂ consc c:mzm.r.
In other words, each act may bhe n:nqannmquuoa or namc y
the substantive part of the act, but this docs not wean
that the substantive part is the totality of the unmmm_
For the totality of the act includes the relations ¢~nn,
the substantive part has with the m:rmnu=mm<m 1=ﬂmm_o
previous or subsequent acts. These relations, M_ ch es
are internal to the act, constitute the transit Ao 1wq.
of an act of consciousness: they are the parts which .
unite the substantive parts of thoupght so as to accoun
for its stream-like character.
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The transitive parts of successive acts of conscious-
ness overlap one another so as to make the distinction of
acts meaningful only in terms of the substantive or
"focal” point of each act. For example, in comparing an
act of awareness in which silence is the focal point to
the act of awarencss which follows it in which thunder
is the focal point, we notice "in between" the awarcness
of the contrast of the thunder-breaking-in-upon-the-
silence. And, in a way, we would not be altogether wrong
in rccognizing such a contrast itself as a possible sub-
stantive part of the stream of thought. That is, we can
extract from the stream acts of consciousness which have
for their focal points either objects or objects in re-
lation to one another. Indeed, on a superficial recading
of James, one might think that relations of objccts would
apply only to the transitive parts of an act of thought.
For he speaks about the transitive parts as "filled with
the thoughts of relations, static or dynamic, that for
the most part obtain between the matters contemplated in
the periods of comparative rest,"4 i.e., in the substan-
tive parts,

But James does not rule out the possibility of our
considering a relation itself as a substantive part, as
a "matter contemplated in the periods of comparative
rest.” At one point he remarks that "space reclations,
relations of contrast, etc. are felt along with their
terms in substantive states as well as in transitive
states."5 Not only are the terms or objects substantive,
but the relations between them might also be included in
the substantive part of a larger, more inclusive act of
consciousness. Thus, our awareness of thunder-brecaking-
in-upon-the-silence might be itself considered the sub-
stantive part of some act of consciousness whose transi-
tive parts include the relation of the awareness of
thunder-breaking-in-upon-silence to previous and subse-
quent focal points of awarcness. These might include,
for example, the act of consciousness where thunder is
the focal point or one where silence is the focal point.

What T am indicating is that using James' method
of speaking about consciousness as a stream and his
method of extracting acts of consciousness from the strecam
in order to distinguish betwcen their substantive and
transitive parts, we are led to conclude that between the
act of awareness of the silence and the act of awarencss
of the thunder, we could extract numerous acts of aware-
ness in which the contrast of the silence and the thunder
would be the substantive or focal point of the act. Ve
could then understand the stream of thought as a con-
tinuous stream of focal points, with the transitive
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states of cach act of consciousncss gaining meaning ozm%
in refcrence to onc or another focal point, That is, if
we pinpoint the focus of a particular act of awareness,
we indircctly specify the transitive parts of the act

at the same time. But each point along the strcam can
be desipnated the focal or substantive part of some act,
hecause the substantive part can involve relations. Or,
to put it bluntly, the stream of thought can be under-
stood as a continual conscious awareness of mcnwu or sub-
stantive parts which are recognized as comprising the
rclations of objects to one another; and the transitive
parts associated with such a relational substantive part
would involve relations of this focal relation to other
substantive parts of the stream.

As llans Linschoten points out, this tends to dis-
solve the distinction betwcen substantive and transitive
parts of conscious acts, for the substantive parts
{determined by what we choose to use as a focal point
by which to name the entire act) can themselves involve
relations: "Wc must not look upon that substantivity
and transitivity as upon actual classes; they are rather
qualities iffer in degree."0 As we attempt to
compact more and more objects into relations which con-
stitute the focal point of our act of consciousness,
however, we rcach a point where the structuring bepins
to break down. At that point we can no longer hold
objects and their relations in the well-defined and
relatively stable arrangement characteristic of a sub-
stantive state. The relatedness of objects bepins to
"spill over" the limits of the substantive part. Such
overflowing is characteristic of transitive 1nqnm of con-
sciousness and feelings of tendency (or "fringes").

I1I. Substantive and Transitive States

Preceding and subsequent acts of consciousness, wm
course, are determined as "preceding”" and "subsequent by
means of the precscnt act. If we choose any diffcrent
point of the stream upon which to focus, i.e., if wc choose
any different substantive part by which to name the whole
act of consciousness, we will likewise have to re-define
what constitutes the “preceding” and :m:rmn::o¢n: acts.
We should, therefore, realize that the transitive states
of successive acts overlap with one another. In fact,
viewed objectively, the substantive states of successive
acts overlap, though only thc substantive state of the
present act is recognized subjectively as beinp the focus
of the act. In other words, when the psychologist
compares successive acts, he recopnizes that each has »
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substantive or focal part. But what is focal for one
may easily become a transitive part of another or an
aspect of a substantive part of another. In onc act of
consciousness, the substantive part may consist of an
awareness of silence; in the next act, the substantive
part may be the awarencss of thunder-breaking-in-upon-
silence; in the third, the substantive part may be the
awareness of thunder alone. In the first act of con-
sciousness, the awareness of thunder is only vaguely
known in the transitive part of that act as something
which is a characteristic of the substantive part of
the second and subsequent act of consciousness. The
focal point of the second act contrasts the substantive
parts of the first and third acts; at the same time,
the transitive parts of the second act include the
cognition of the first act as a fading echo of a pre-
vious act of consciousness, and include the cognition of
the third act as an emcrgent anticipation of a subse-
quent act of consciousness,

As it might seem from all this, the temporal rela-
tions of acts of consciousness to onc another are going
to present a number of perplexing situations for this
type of interpretation. For example, thunder-breaking-
in-upon-silence might be the substantive part of an act
of consciousness. Now this substantive part includes the
awareness of the temporal progression which is involved
in thunder breaking in upon silence. However, the pre-
ceding and subsequent transitive parts (or, as James
calls them, the "backward-lookinp" and "forward-looking"
transitive parts) refer to acts of consciousness which
arc temporally distinguished from the substantive part
of the act. The "echoes" of previous acts and the antic-
ipation of subsequent acts are included in the totality
of the whole present act of consciousncss through the
transitive parts of the present act. And this is pos-
sible only because James understands the present not as
some '"point"” along a line but as an indefinite temporal
duration, a "specious" present, or an indefinitely de-
termined "segment' of time.

Thus, the recent past might still be echoing in the
specious present as a transitive part of the prescnt act
of consciousness. Or, to put this in terms of the phys-
iological aspect of conscious activity, "there is at
cvery moment a culmination of brain-processes overlapping
each other, of which the fainter oncs are dying phases of
processcs which but shortly previous were active in a
maximal degrec."?7 The dying phascs constitute the
"rearward-looking' transitive part of the present act,
while the emcrgent phascs constitute the "forward-looking"
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transitive part of the present act. Transitive parts,
then, are not to be considered "outside'" of the specious
present; they are recognized as transitive because they
are the cognized rclations of the substantive part to
previous and subscquent substantive parts of other acts
of awareness: as James writes, the transitive parts of
our stream of thought "cognize the relations rather than

the things.'8

Note, however, that the things related in transitive
states are always known or "cognized'" as actually fading
out of or emerging into the present act of awareness,
That is, transitive parts of the strcam deal with things
which actually have been or will be suhstantive parts;
there is no question, for example, that the transitive
state is the cognition of simply a possible thing which
might or might not become the substantive part of a suc-
ceeding act. An object which has heen recopgnized in a
previous act as that act's substantive part is copnized
as actually related to the substantive part of the present
act through the transitive parts of both acts. From the
perspective of a previous substantive part, the present
substantive part is cognized as future, while from the
perspective of the present substantive part, the previous
one is cognized as past.

Since the transitive parts of the stream of thought
deal with the relations of successive focal points (or
"resting places"), thc objects related in transitive
states arc specified and "known" as definite objccts.

In the case of the forward-looking transitive part of an
act, we would have to say that the act as a whole in-
cludes knowledge of specific objects which are making
their way toward the substantive part of our thought, but
which have not as yet become substantive; therefore we do
not consciously know them in their specificity.

1 do not mean to confuse this with those experiences
which we have in which we had thoupht something would
happen and then it did not. Such conscious awarcness of
the future would apply to the substantive part of our
stream of thought, not to the transitive. The substan-
tive part might be the conscious expectation that some-
thing would come into our conscious expecrience shortly.-
liowever, the transitive part of the same act of conscious-
ness might at the same moment involve the cognition (of
which we are not consciously aware) that somcthinpg alto-
pether different from what we expect 'consciously” or
"substantively'" is shortly poinpg to appear to us con-
sciously, i.e., as a substantive part of our stream of
thought. We oftcen refer to the unconscious present
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wzanasmmm ow w:ncwo substantive parts of the stream as
vague' or ”aus: in comparison to the present substantive

part, when in reality, they are as distinct and precise
as the present substantive part. But because they are
concerned with the relations of the m:rmnm:ww<o mamm

to one another, and™not with the substantive ::wmw )

themsely 7 i : . A
c:awmwsmeo we think of them as being indefinite or

James takes this into account when 1
transitive states are filled with m:o:a:mm “wﬁMMHM”MM:
z:pnr.mwm either "static" or “dynamic.' A mvmnw;w
wmumﬁpo:..%ou example, could well exemplify a H:wc ht
ow a static relation. 1In our strecam of thought sen
might concentrate first on the pupil of someone's
eye, and then shift our concentration to the iris of
the eye. The substantive part of the first act does
not u:ﬁw:mo the spatial relationship of the pupil
to the iris, though the act's transitive part docs
include it. The iris is known specifically in its
Howmnpoz to m:w pupil in the transitive part as an
ovuomn existing simultaneously with the pupil but
not included with the pupil as the focus of the act.

A temporal relation could exem lify : i
dynamic relation which is nqm:mwﬁw<m on%:m:mmmwwwma
For example, we might focus on a period of ame:nm
in one act of consciousness, and in a m::mom:m:m one
moncm.oa.n===mow. The transitive parts of the two
acts indicate the occurrence of a temporal sequence:
an awareness of silence is being broken into by an )
awareness of thunder. Both are related to each
On:oﬂ.wn the transitive parts of both acts but the
ﬁwwmﬁposm.wwo such that the substantive cmmn of
the conscious awareness of thunder is recognized as
temporally following the substantive part of the N
awareness of the silence, and the transitive part
of n:w awareness of the silence includes the sub-
stantive part of the awareness of the thunder.

Iv. "Fringes"

e zrmm James, then,begins to speak about the
mqwznwm. of acts of consciousness, one might assume

that he is referring to the transitive states of

such acts--states which appear on the "fringe" of

the substantive parts, Indeed, I have n~amw;<

mommqpvma how we might refer to transitive parts

as "vaguce" or "dim" as comparcd to substantive parts

and James uses words like these often to describe
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what he will want to call the "fringes' or "fringe"
of an act of consciousness. For example, he says,
"Let us use the words psychic Mwonnozo.mm:mmzwwm=.
or fringe, to designate the influence of a fain
cﬂw~=-1ﬁommmm upon our thought, as it makes mmwwtnqo
of relations and objects but dimly perceived.

It would appear that a transitive state of thought
is what is meant by a "fringe."”

But this passage occurs several pages after
James has indicated that he has finished speaking
about transitive states and is turning his annownmo=
to "other unnamed states or qualities of states"” il
which he generally refers to as "feelings of no:mm:n«.
In fact, he refrains from speaking about "fringes
until he begins his discussion of these feelings
of tendency, referring to transitive states up
until that point by terms such as "thoughts of
relation”" or "feelings of relation.”

That James does not mean by '"fringes" the same
thing as transitive states appears most ow<wo=m in
his discussion of the difference between "mere
acquaintance'" and “knowledge-about" as different
states of thought. The difference between them,

he notes,

is reducible almost entirely to the absence

or presence of psychic mn»:mou or overtones.
Knowledge about a thing is knowledge of its
relations.” Acquaintance with it is limitation
to the bare impression which it makes. Of
most of its relations we are only aware in

the penumbral nascent way of a 'fringe' of
unarticulated affinities about it.12

We have seen already that transitive states
in large measure cognize relatively mnonwmuom objects
as the terms of the relations of which the transitive
parts are the cognitions. In fact, :w:otwmmwc about
a thing as knowledge of its relations” seems to
refer explicitly to transitive states. For transitive
states always unite objects which have been or will
be actually felt in relation to the substantive part
of a present act. Furthermore, the distinguishing
characteristic of a transitive state of one personal
consciousness is that it does not mistake past or
future substantive acts of other ﬁanmoauu conscious-
nesses for its own: only those objects which are
actually felt and determined to belong to this actual
stream of thought are felt, thus insuring the continu-
ity of the personal stream.

73

States of "acquaintance" or "feelings of tendency”
appear too vague and tenuous to provide for the firm con-
tinuity which characterizes the stream. But James will
want to hold that they should not therefore be excluded
from consideration as intepgral parts of the strecam.
Indeced, such “inarticulated affinities" of the substantive
parts are propaedeutic to transitive states, sharing in
the bringing about of transitive states by presenting a
"fringe" of actualizable relations. Lach substantive part
of an act of consciousness has a fringe of innumerable
relations to, as yet, unrecognizable objects. When the
objects arc specified in their relation to the substantive
part, the relations themselves are specified. That is,
the relations become actualized or "cognized" in the act
of consciousness: they become transitive parts of the
stream. As James writes, "The frinpge . ., , is part of the
object cognized,--substantive qualitics and thinps appcar-
ing to the mind in a fringe of relations. Some parts--the
transitive parts--of our stream of thought cognize the re-
lations rather than the things."13 We are therefore to
expect that cach act of consciousness contains three dif-
ferent "kinds' of cognition: (1) the substantive part;
(2) the fringes of each aspect of the substantive part and
the fringe or "hale" of the substantive part as a whole;
and (3) the fringes whose objects arc actually specificd
as previous or subsequent parts of the stream, i.e., those
fringes which become transitive parts.

Every object has about it a certain fringe of rela-
tions which simply "point beyond"” the object without
specifying it as having any particular meaning. Tt gains
its meaning when it is put into a context, when it be-
comes "significant” in terms of the whole strean, or when
certain vague affinities arc “followed up”™ and specificd
in a transitive part of the stream. In short, the sub-
stantial object does not become thoupght until it is thought
in a context of determined relations by the transitive
parts,l4

In the case where the substantive part of an act of
consciousness includes a number of words or objects, each
word or object is "fringed" (i.e., indeterminately related
to a number of dimly discerned items) before the whele act
of consciousness is specificd as having one complete,
though perhaps complex, meaning. Uttering the sentence
"Columbus discovercd America in 1492" specifies a number
of fringes of cach word or thought (a} by putting them in

. the context of the whole "Object" or "theme" of the sentence,

(b) by giving cach word meaning because of its grammatical
form and use, and (c) by relating it temporally to the words
of the sentence which come before and follow after it,
"America," for example, gains meaning through the specifi-
cation of its transitive parts in beinp related to the whole
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" ica
"thought" (or "Object") of Columbus' discovery of Amer
in Hawu. in acting as the direct object of the sentence,
and in constituting a substantive part of the Object which
is related through its transitive parts to the nm=w=«
echoes of "Columbus" and "discovered" and to the anticipa-
tion of "in 1492", |

use all the words of a scntence, as they pass,
WMMW these thrce fringes or haloes of relation, man
the conclusion seem worth arriving at, and all will
admit the sentence to be an expression of nrﬁwocnrux
continuous, unified, and rational thought, Each
vord, in such a sentence, is felt, =wn only wm a
word, but as having a meaning. The ‘'meaning' of a
word taken thus dynamically in o scntence may be
quite different from its mcaning when taken statically
or without context. . . . The object of every thought,
then, is neither more nor less than all nwsn the
thought thinks, exactly as the thought thinks it,
however complicated the matter, and however symbolic
the manner of the thinking may be.l5

Fringes, thercfore, accompany every act of thought
and a<on<wm=cma==«w<a part of an act of thought. They
point to "gaps" which are dimly perccived as the appro-
priate or inappropriate objects to which we feel a¢m
substantive parts should or should not vm related in a
certain way. But we cannot really ::nsm. the nan nor
the relation of the gap to the substantive part because
the content of the gap is unknown--that is 1:% it is a
“pap"--and because the relation is unspecified until we
have determined the nature of the gap, i.e., until we
have determined the other "end" of the rclation. When
and if this occurs, the fringe is replaced by a transi-
tive state. Or, more preciscly, the mmmmman of the pap
specifics that one of the numerous possibilities opened
in the "fringe of relations" has now becen cognized as
the terminus of a relation which constitutes a transitive
part of the stream of thought.

As cach fringe of every substantial part of thought
yields to some transitive part, numerous obscure rcla-
tions which are not cognized in a transitive part go un-
rcalized and unnamed. For cxample, take A B C D £ as the
constitutive elements of a consclious act, with C as its
substantive or focal part and the relations A-C, B-C, a-:-n.
C-b, C-I, and C-D-E as the transitive parts., The relation
C-X is included in a vague way as one of the ncmmuvun
obscure rclations contained in the frinpgc of c, but bccause
D and E were perceived as closcly ncw«csw:n C in the strean,
the relation C-X is not included within the limits of the
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specious present (which has for its focal point C) because
one of the terms of the relation (viz., X) is not an in-
cluded element in the act of awareness. As such, the
relation C-X would not be recognized (or "thought',
"cognized") as a relation (at least from the viewpoint of
C) because of the failure to specify X as an actualized
terminus of a relation with C. A1l but those few relations
which are realized in the specious present remain simply
possible cognized relations whose "time had not yvet come':
"the mass of our thinking," James remarks, "vanishes for-
ever, beyond hope of rccovery."16

A "fringe" is thus an incomplete rclation and is dis-
tinguished from transitive states by its incompletedness.
A transitive state is always finalized as a definitc part
within the stream by the objects which are the tecrminal
points of the relation of which the transitive part is
the cognition. But we must add that James refers to
fringes also as "unnamed states'" of consciousness which,
as L. B. McGilvary points out, cognize such incomplete
relations.17 Therefore, even though fringes are only
vague feelings of tendency which may never become con-
sciously recognized as referring to any specified object,
they still exercise the cognitive function of giving
vague indications of the possible direction of thought
and must be included as actual parts of the stream of
thought.18

If we are to relate fringes to the substantive and
transitive parts of an act of consciousness, we would
have to say that fringes originate in the substantive
parts as the possibilities which the substantive part
has for being meaningful. As various fringes arc deter-
mined and specified in transitive states (or, as they
"become'" transitive states), the substantive parts are
recognized as gaining meaning becausc of the contexts in
which they are found. The transitive states define the
context, while the fringes define the possibilities for
the realization of the transitive states. For this reason,
to refer to the fringes as "marginal” is deceptive if we
conclude from this type of language that fringes do not
have much importance in terms of the stream of thought,
For the fringes are necessary for the establishment of
transitive parts, and transitive parts give meaning to
the substantive parts by which the act as a whole is
named. Thus, the fringes are the ground for the naming
of an act of consciousness and for giving an act or
thought its meaning; in themselves, though, fringes
involve a minimum of meaning and specification.
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Concluding Note

In order to recognize the inport or significance of
many of llusserl's and Wittgenstcin's rcemarks on amd uses
of William James' writinps, it is nccessary to understand
James' images--for cxanple, of "ficld" and "stream"--as
concepts operative not only in his discussien of frinpes
and transitive states but also in the positions developed
by Husserl and Wittpenstein., FBoth Husserl and
Vittgenstein refer to these imapes numerous times in
contexts where James is also often referred to, Seldom,
however, is an attempt made to show cxactly what James'
position was in repard to the use of thesc inapes--a
position which apparcently prompted the two later
thinkers to find so nmuch of interest in Janes.

To a great extent, llusserl's continual concern
for giving a phenomenolorical explication of the
constitution of the epo highlights the fact that meaning-
fulness in peneral (as it defines potential evidences
as both real and logical--i.e., statically meaningful--
possibilities for cxperience) arises out of and in the
context ol the actual syntheses of evidences which
"constitute'" the process or strecam of consciousness.
This awarcness of the contribution to ncaninpgfulness
of "history"--understood not only in terms of the
history of man (in human cormmunity and culture) but
also in terms of the history of the individual ego--
is n theme that links works of such different tonal
characters as llusserl's Cartesion Meditations and
the Crisis of Huropcan Scicinces and Trasscendental
Mienonmenclopy. From the Meditations point of view,
The Ficld-strcam contrast hcocores recognized in the
complementarity of the concern with esscnces (in
l'usserl's eidos-cpgo discussions) and the concern with
the life o7 tlie transcendental cgo as the center of
horizons which continually appear as clarifying the
real possibilities for modalities of being and
consciousncss. The deternmination of the lopical
structure or catcgories of constitution which
characterize the cidos-cpro arc limited not only
statically--i.c., in terrs of the requirement that the
Constitntion of all objectivities of possililec
consciousness e understood according to the cosito-

. * e B e
copitatun schena--but alse peneticallyv--i.e., in terms
LGN e o oo s .
of the Fact that the Tactual Jdictates of cocxistence
and succession in time limits the compossibility of
possible types of cro and possible types of cxvnerience,
From the Crisis vicwpeint, in an wnmistakeably

liepelinn way, history is scen to copstitute rneaning-
fulness in expressine reasen itself--that is, reason
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operates in history, for lLusscrl, lecause history
defines neaning; and on the individual's level, reason
operates in the "history” or stream of consciousicess
which itself becomes the hasis for the developrent of
logic. Meaningfulness, in short, is ratio-nality.

Throughout the Philosophical Investirations and
Zettel, Vittpenstein indicates that a [roper deseription
of the "meaning' of words should consist of (1) a
recopnition that the meanine of o word is rrounded in
the stream of expericnce and that "only in the strean
of thoupght and lifc do words have meanine" (2 173);
and (2) a reccoenition that the clerents of the stre
can be singled out or temporarily considered apart
from the stream in order further to understand the
content of expericnce in terms of imapes of "figlds”
or "picturcs." TFor both Wittgenstein and James (vhinse
Principles of Psychology Wittgenstein often refers to),
an amportant contrast develops hetvecen considerine
Mgonn in terms of a strcam of thovelit and considerine
ideas in terms of a state or "ficld” of static relations.
"hile James' prime concern is to shaw thot the idens we
have have significance and value priwarily in terms of
‘hich they appear, UVitteenstein

the stream of thought in w
is wmore concerned with the meaning words have for us--
though he does feel that James' point woes to the

very heart of the discussion concerning the fact that
words have mcaning in terms of their usc within the
stream of thought, life, and experience.

. For Witteenstein, family resenhlances bhave wcanine
insofar as they arc coensidercd as relationships of
familiarity in streams of personal cxverience. Tnsefar
as such streans overlap in coincidine "wavs of 1ifc,"
the meanings of our words are psycholorically prounded
in such a vay as to neeatce the possilility of
neaninpful private lanpuages. What T am sugeesting

is that the key to Littpenstecin's familv reserklances
areunent micht be found in understanding objects ns
rclated to onc another intentionallv--that is, in terrs
of how they are in fact rclated as familiar in a strean
or streams of cxpericnce; this familiarity in the
stream hecores the basis for ontelorical clains and

for Wittpenstein's Investipations and Zettel descrip-
tions of the lopical @nd pictorial (static or field)
theoriecs of ncanina. he conversc--that loeical or
pictorial theories of nmeaning nct as the bhasis for
neanine in the stream of cxperience--apparently is
uch less true of the later ttoenstein than of the
itteenstein of the Tractatus. I short, for the
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later VWitteenstein, the similarity of the tetrms
“familiar" and "familial" jis not simply coincidental;
and T vould suggest that the basis for this
rccopnition lies in understanding Jares' discussion
of objccts of consciousness in the stream of thought.

St. Louis University
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