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LECTUME 11

1IM3IGHT -as Lhe basis for an integrati on of the 3ciences.

If you recull apain the properties bimt have been found in contemporary science as

it has uctuariy evolved the fundamental problem is the problem of inlegration, namely,

it is nov merely the fuct that there are new sclences that are giving us new conclusions,
the fundamental problew arises from the fact that there has been an evolution, a develop~
went in the notion of seience itself. What we nerd therefore if we are going to think
iowards an integrstion of the different disciplines is a notion of science that zdmits
such development, a notion of science that can be tuken first, as the basis of the Aris-
totelian type o' conception ahd secondly as the basis for the modern type of conception
that will provide not only a single the ry covering both ideas but zlso a zipgle theory
that will uake possible the criticiem of botn ideas, Now, that means that we are asking
what precisely is science. How does one go about getiing hold of that notion, -end indeed
the notion not as it iz based un good english usage, not 1g it is bused on genuine
authorities (good english usage is an anonymous authority, the genuine authorities ihat
have their reasons have names), but what ve want to do is sach one of ue get a hold for
himself of fundamental ideas regarding the activity that for one reason or znother, one

degree of perfection or another i called science.
PROCEDU 4B

The procedure I shall follow is, first of all, to appeal to an experiecnce, an experience
in the process of learning in which first, one learns somathing, secondly, one atiends

not merely to what is learned but also to the process of learning itself, to the intellec-
tual acts, ~not nerely to the objects thal tue intellectual activities regard, I believe

that the decisive moment in that process is ingipht and I shall try, first of all, to

a, communicate to you juslt wnat an insight is,

b, gecondly, to indicate depscriptively what an insicht is,

c. thirdly, to show how that notion can be expresced in Arisiotelian and
Thomist teims,

d. fomrthly, to show how it can be expressed in entirely different contems
porary terms,

The third and fourth will be equivalent Lul Lie oxpresrions and the basis fur the expressions

#1ll differ entirely in the two cases.
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4} @ B} Cuowanication and deseriptive indicntion

rdoys to st fhowas iusiphts occur with respect to phantasws, that is, images -phaniasmata
are langes, and 1o help your imaginavions we use diagrams, Kow, I gave an example ol a very
alwr be tyre 2o insipht in the little book that has that name."What is a circie?" aeans

vh is thie piune curve perfectly round? And the angier to that question "why 1s iic
correctly roand? ie that all the radii are equal, Why is that ansver =0? ihere is an
cvent buas wiil oceur in so far as euch ore of you is inteliigent, nnmely, lo the sensible
dntn, inownat you lmagine you grasp neceveity and impog ibility,  lecescify io aol come=-
Lhing 40U can see,-anyihlng you sec or lusgine ir just de facto so. Uimilurly, impossibility
ig uot vomething you ever taxe a look at. It is something you keow in so far as you under-
stand., You can all see inat if any of ihe radil were unequal then necessarily there

vould be bunps and dents., And you can see that if thcy wore all absolutely equal then
neces;arily this curve is perfectly round. In the sensible data you grasp necessiily and
fnpossibitity and that act of insight enables you to repeast intellipently the definition

of tne circle, Anyone can learn off by teart from e bovk on geouetry that a circle

is a locus of coplanar points equidistat from a cenire. "Why do you say that?

"sell, that's what's in the bookl"™ If you get no further thadm that then if you forget

whct is in the book you don't know wbat a circle is, You're not even able 1O say it.

But if you get the insight and forget what's in the book you'll alw:ys Le sble to make

up & definition for yourself, You'll be able t5 say that when the plune curve and all

bhe points in the plane curve are equidictant from a given pulnt lhal nscoyoarily tnat

curve has to be perfectly round, You can sec 1t, It is 2 matier of Lue intellisence
vperating on the sensible, Hotice the difierence betlyeen that and the duclrine that we i
know universal principles by comparing abstract concepte, You see tue nexus between the
cuncepts. Thsi's good scotist doctrine, but ir isn'u weul ig happeaing heve. There ls f
only one avstract radius. But nere you ere inugining an infinity of radii, you are ima-
gining a radius vector that goes around "nl if il remaine cunstant the things has to be
purfectly round. It is not a mztter ol coupsriay abstract concepts  nd deciding that

that they sre necessarily conjoined or thst luey pangibly can be or Loy sve incom—

patible. It hus nothing to do with sbotrsch concepte; 1t is undersuandin: in the imuge,
the intelligence working upon the data o0 uense reproduced in schemtitic fachion in the
Wagination and the image represented di. ramsticaliy, scoematlicdly by o drawle. The

drawing needn't be accuraie because you reroto o what Iomean,
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Yoy Lot we 1llugtrate insight in another fashion. The first proposition of the First
g, ol Buclid's Blenemts is to construct an equilateral triungle on a given base AB in
a given plane, tne pl;ne of the blackbosrd., (Pig., 1). And he says: take centre A alsd
e radiug AB and draw a circlej take centre B and radius BA and draw a circle. Call
bue point of inversection C, Join CA and CB. Then CA and BA are radii of the sawe
aircie, Lney_aré equal, OB and AB are radii of the same circle, they are egual. Things
Gaun i 7 the same thing are equal to one another, therefore these two {i.0., T4 & CB)
wre equil to one another gince they are both equal to AB, You nave your equilateral
trianyle.
Now, what is the fallacy? What is it that Buclid did not prove in establishing
and seserting that ABC isthe required equilateral triangle? And not only what is it
that he didn't prove but what is it that can't be proved [rom Euclid's set of definitions,
postulates and axions? You can grant the lot and defy him to prove it, nawely, that
the iwo circles will intersect at the point C. They'll intersect, it is perfectly true
thal lnoy will, But you can't deduce that from Euclid's definitions, postulutes and
nxioms because modern geometers who do euclidean geometiry -not non euclidean geouwetry
but euclidean geomeiry- introduce some axiom or postulale that regurds such questions
ol' intersection,They have a notion of "between~ness" or ‘“included” and they defline it
afd have axioms that regard it in some way or another and they are able lo demonstrate
that tnat will be an equilateral triangle, that those two circles will inuersect, Bui
Euclid hadn't got those definitions or axioms and no one missed them for over two
thousand years. llow was it that everyone got tne right answer for over two thousand
years and didnt have the right premises? ‘They had the insight, They understood in
the concrete instance the necessity of those two cireles intersecting, By understanding
with respect to the sensible, imaginative representation they knew what was true under
euclidean assumptioms. They arrived at the same cinclusions RBuelid did and it was unly
in the later development of & rigid, logical procedure that tne necessity ol going
about things differently was discovered,
Now, you nzy sayt "[Mhat'a juct a problem, ™
{Buclid divided his propositions into problews und theorems. 4 problom ~tow do you do
something? A theorem ~Why is something s0?) Is it true that Buclid aise slips up
in the logic of his theoreme? We 'll see,
Stiil in the First Book, about proposition 14

-1 don' rernember exactly~ he proposes to demonictrdie that the #terior angle of a
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HE EXTERIOR AYCLE OF A TRIANGIE
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uahrle 1s oreater than the interior opposite. And his construction is to bisect BC,

. ok Ab, o produce AE so that AE is equal to EF, to join FC, (Fig. 2). Then by that
nutraety oo oonposite angles are equal. This line BE is equal to this line EC by
setration, asd this line AE is equal 1o this line EF by construction. e have two
cnilar trizngles similar in all respects. This angle FCD Lherefore is equal to this angle
Y, —maniiestly, the whole is greater than the part. The exterior angle is therefore
w-ntar Lhun the interior oprosite.

Now, why will tne modern geometer reject thal proof?

iw1l, Mclid doesn't prove that FC falils within the zngle BCD. If FC cane down here (F')
aen abvivusly the interior angle would be greater tnan the exterior opposite, The wihole
. grester than the part again only you get the contrary conclusion. How does he know
it WO fails within that angle? There is no proof for it in euclidean terws. livwever,
of mu lmuginetive experiment ~the thought experiuent, as taey call it, is simply & natter
< imagining- you can see that FC does de facto nave to fdl in that angie. Why? Well,
imagitie we have rods and that they are linked wiih rings in the rignt way so tnat the
cmptraciion and all the parts in the consiruction will remiin observed znd start moving
o As you move B over P will start moving over, But you can szee that B can't mxel to

tie iine ACD before ¥ does, and you can also see that B will get sway fmax this line
quicker tuan F does. {You have to use your imaginations on the way these rods will
m-’-“"ﬁ-l-) Anyway, that's how you know that the ypronosition is true aod that's how peopnle
fMew it for over two thousand years before the demonstrators cume zlong with s different

cel of axioms and postulates.

Insight occurs with regard to sensiule data, sensible
presentations, I have given three exauples, the circle, the equil: terul triangle, the
extarior ungle, There are all sorts of instances in the euclidean preseniation of geo-
Geiry in which there occur casual insights thut are 1ecesiary for the argument, that
are Lrue on euclidean presuppositions, thut can we axiomatizod, formalized il one goes
2bout 11 the right way, bul Buelid didn't ¢o atoul it thai way, How, that fact that 1
have been illustrating from Euclid... from vur point of view it iilwstraies lue fact of
lusignt into phantasms, mamely, understanlihg occurs wibh respect te sensible data,
Waginative data . Aw Aristotle pus it in his DS ANIMA £5 quoted on bhe fronteapicce

of § b & b . . .
Insight “that the forms are understood by ihe invellective principle in ~henlosms,

L3

UL, s e e




"

¢ imges,® Aristotle had hold of a fundamental point when he spoke of understanding
aeurriny with respect to imaginative representations. You have the same thing in St.
omw:e, pfor example, in ihe Sumsa Theologiae I1.q.84, a.7. We can't understand anything
.t ull in this 1ife no matier how perfectkfou know your science, how perfect a habit you
sve withoud an image. Understanding i=s what occurs with respect to images and it is
iy sfter you've understood that you are able to define or that you are able to set
iown a set of definitions and postulales, a hypothesis or a theory. Definitionm,
ypothesig, theory are in the conceptual field, in the order of thought and they result

frap an act of undersianding,

Now, that is an attempt to convey to you the experience of undcrsianding, to describe

the eircumgtances under which it occurs.

an incidental remark. ‘The reason why the modern wathematicians go into m:thematical
logic, a gymbolic logic is that they want to know exactly what they are prosupposing.
vhen they get off into this stratosphere they have to be abwm lutely aware of everything
they are presupposing; they can't tolerale tlie possibility of casual inelghts coming
along and giving then right results and they don't know the basis ol thelr results., To
eliminale the possibility of casual insights they use symbolie or uathematical logic
which runs on its own like a machine. MNo intelligence involved at all, 1t is simply a
watter of manipulating the symwbols according to the rules and it <eeps things thght
and rigorous. If you want further illustrations of imsignl I cun ondy refer you to

my book, namely, 1 give illustrations from mnthemstics, puysics und Crom cem.on sense,

three fields in which ineiguts occur continuocusly. The difierence peiy.en a mun's being
gtupid and intelligent is that insights occur rarely or easily und froquently., But insisht

ES the keypoint in intellectual development.

¢} Aristotelian-Thomist expression of the nolion of insirht

Now we have to consider two ways of fomutating just whzt happons when Jou understand,
I huve given a few examples, a couple of inctances. Bat what is it that you kuoow when

you understand? For example, we say Lhat e prorer oliject of gight is colour; And

YOU can find out what seeing is quite ennily. You just open or close your eyes and you
see and don't see, And you can have colsur pointed oul Lo you,,and you can Lurlelate

Seeing and colour. And when you have thet correlution elesr you are awtire oi what the
prerlence seeing is and not sceing and waale of eolour by Looking ot iU, fod can go
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on wnu odd thet sight glso has a common object, something xnown by other senses, -motion

s reel, number, shape and size., QObjecta sensibilia comunia they are called. Commdn
» H

ue

senrivleg, what in it that stands to understanding as colour stands to sight? Toat's
a i dotlor quustion! And there are two ways of going abtoul the answer to that gquestion.
gne wiy iz the Aristotelian<Thomist way which was through developing a lopic and a
setipnyuies, and the uther way is to relate undersianding, the experience, your experience
L understanding to other activities, to other cognitional activities that g5 on within
you, sueh ag,-we have rclated it to imagination and to sense and conception~ to relate

it to enquiry, reflection, judgement, wiiling(?}, to utudy the peychological structure

5f e knower.  So ihere are twn ap;raaches: one by relating tac act of understanding

t» the iaternal psychological slructure of the knover, tie other to bry =nd pick out what
the object of the act ol understanding is. dnd tnat was the way Aristotle went alout it,
and you can -this is an interpretation of Aristotle, of course, bub I think it uakes
sense- see that thne weaning of the logic and the meaning of the metaphysics is an atleuwpt

to state in terms of objects wnat it is tnat you know if aud when you wnderstand.

first of all then let me preseni the Aristotelian lhomist au;rozch to state
in general terms what happens when you undersiand and then later we 'll go un to the
other gpproach., We will find that the two are connected with the two views ol science.
ind as ve see how the two are connected we '1l be able also to rel:ufe the two views of
science and we '11 be able to move on to the problem of integrablcon., First o0 all then,
to mike more explicit this business of the Arist.-~Thomisl sxpression of the conlent of
the act of understanding/ we have acquired sdwe familiarity with the act of understanding
[rom three examples. (Some people may say, "“Why geometrical examples? 1 never could do
geouelry?" yell, the answer is unless one th<es & sharply defined Field such &3 mathema—
tics or geowetry or physics one doesn't know Jjunt what one has unde rstuad, whether one
hes understood anything or not, By taking lhese exanplesn-witn the chance tnat you wouldn't
be familiar yith them you'd have the expericnce of learaing svmething axd you euld pin-
point just what you had learned and just what nll the implicatinns o0 tnnt were. You can
tompare a modern preseatation of euclidean pvomcir, with Buclid'e wul lne thing is ail
woTked out in detail,) Now with regard to the Grist, Thoam, fomiulations, syslematic
fomulativng, systmuatié context for the uct of understanding.......ln the Uiest piuce |
started frog éxperience; but go did Saint Tromis. Some people say we know our own ainds

by analogy. Just as we see with our eye so0 there ig 4 gpiritual e e inzide our heads by
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ook ut universals, And that's knowing one's mind by analogy. That is not the

‘e 1 e r
worhcai Wil

P roneddre We nuve used. Ve huve been alwing at proper Xnowledge not analogous knowledge

o cur own intellect. And we nave agzpealed to the experience of an act of understznding.
1y wee precisely vhy boat triangle 1s an equilateral triancle and why the experior angle

Lo erenter then the interior op;onite. The Summa q.64,a2.7 ho statess

wiayone Can gxperience in himself that whensver he trics to undersiznd mumething
he forms in his inaginetion some imnges by way of exampley la which he, as it
wore inspacte, sees by insrection wvhat he is trying to understaond,”
wuilibel in seipso exverire poiest, quod quands :diguils conatur aliquid intetligure,
format aliqua phantasmata sibl per modum exemplorwm, in guibue quasi inspiciat
quod intelligere studet.”

Saint Thomas is appealing to an experience that he says 1s abeuwlutely universal. heusver
you try to understand...

fgain, in the Summa Theologiae 1.4.88, a.l. He is talking of the xaowledge of the coparule

substances and he says:

"iccording to the cpinion of Arisfotle which ic more in accord with exrerience..,”
"Sed secundum Aristotelis sententiam, quam magis exnerimur, inteilsctus noster
secundum statum praesentis vitae neturalem recpectum hnbet ad natuvis rerum
materialiume unde nihil intellipit nisi convertende aze ad phantosmatac.. "

%ot from the analogy from the corporeal eye there's a spiritusl eges il len't a gquestion
s rmalogy at all, it is a question of experience wad sristotle's view fits in better
¥ith experience.

hgain, dn 1. .83, a.l. (following on the above quitation)s:

"Bt gic manifestun est quod substantius imenterinles, quae oub senmt et
imaginptione non cadunt, priwe et per sze pocundwn wodwn commitinnig nobis
expertun intelligere non possumus," '
=Rperuun _ L

Propd o .. v o . . PR . ) v
carire Gentiles, Bk 1I. ¢,76 ~and if you use the Leopine manuzl edition ond count the
puareirache then pors. L7- he payot

"Man abstracls, for otherwine we wauldin't imowe anything aboun abr raction

from phantasms or the reception of inteiilzibles in zeb unlens we had cxperience

of 14" T

“homn epim species abstrahit o plantuacdibug of recipit wente ifotelDobilia
actu: non enin aliter in neticiam baran sctionum venissemus, niasd ess oan
nobie experirguur.™

1
T e 1o . : . )
% Tnomag is ialking about abstraction frow Mienteuans e isn't beiings abrit some
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et hifoical zausage machine in your head that starte fros the sensible data and sowething

PTIaeH
B o

oL et 1z rerfoctly unconscious and at the end you have 2 universal concept you

!

Lt 4 Lnnd b, Kod  He sayg we wouldn't talk about abstraction from phantasms unlzes

w0 i anced It We wouldn't talx about the reception of inteiliyibles in nct unless
vie expeegonend ity It is a question then of not analogous “nowledge based upon sense

bt rrpar anowledge based wpon excerience.
Vi, ot Suscentary on the DEOANIMA in Bk 111, £.9 (par. 774 in the manusl editions) he

gl

“Just a moment sgo the Philosopher, thab is, aristotle exzuined the nature of

FA R WA AW aw

ver o there pxists in Asristotle and St. Thos. the appeal To experience. Moregvaer, fpere ig a

tuchnicue, They don't cdl it introspection but they had an oxplicitely r'enmulated technigue.

WO de Au.,lect. 6 par. %05-308. In the First Bhakter of the Jecond Book of the De Anima
Arictotle works out the definition of the moul. lle then askss "low do we ¥now ubout
difforent souls?™ -the souls of plenis, the soule of aniwals, thc souls ol wen?"

Knd Le suyss “The method is as foliowsz~ (He doean't use the word method but that's
hn;i'jt_comes to.) First of all you pick out the objects and then the scls corresponding
L 5he sbject and the poténcies are mnown by the acts, From the acts you go tnlthe
soveneics and from the potencies you xnow the esvence of tie noul." Soul in gencral

iy Lhe_firmt act of an organic bedy, actus primas corporia orgun®ei vel corporis potentlam
vitag habentis,  But a specific scul such as tne hwesn o ul is lhe first by wnich we
ive, serse and undersiand, primus quo vivimus etc. And the poteacies deline he essence
ol the aoul, Therefore, not only is there knovledge of objectls, ~tne wmund chrwspﬁnds
tﬁ'hehfiﬂgp colour corresponds to airhb, something we haven't sentivnea yei corrzsponds

.‘0 utderstanding, Through these ob pcis you get o pin deen the acts, [vou the aotg the
prleacios, fros the ﬁotenciaa the eszence of the soul, Trere is a sothod Lbere and Lhat

Cwalliod recury whehever 5t. Thes. talis about e sonl's knowladpe of {taelf. o

G?QﬁPl? in the Summa I. quB7 on the soul's knovladge of iloelf,...

2 2N 80 we nave in Aristotie and 3t, Thos. bhe wppenl o exoeriones -we wobldn'i

1 } B \ . . - . . .
ov about these things sueh ue nbeirpetica unless we ciperigoesd e,

Tharen
B AN S
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ily, a tecnnique for gxasining these oxpe ricnoes, ot Ao yoo doY Yo gern Lhe

ablee

L:amd cvanect the object up with the act Just so colour aud sips b,

oo
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Sow, whet ia whe ORJECT of the ACT of UNDERSTANDING?

afe chitiotnat Aristotle'i loyic can be interpreted (this is an interpretation of Arietotlie.
Gt owene toat you are using your head in reading Aristotle and there is nolhing agsinat
et an prluciplel) in terms ot the act of undersianding und his wmetaphysics can be

ciernreted oo an attempt to formulate the obje¢t of the act of understanding. In the

H

il

atin one distlnguishes three figures of tue syllogiom bul the firet one is the real one,

the Suliegicnos Bpistemonikos, the scientiric syllozism in which the middle term is the
segia fur, the cause of the predicate being in the subject,

Z.gey Why 1;the moon a sphere? Eecause it pgoes ilrough tiese phasss. T

bhe mmon were just a disc you'd alvays cec a white rowsd circle no matter

[¢:]

whers you stood nr you wouldn't see any light at atl, Buy if il ig a gpher
tnen the ligid fa ls on it on one side znd as you walk arcund yoi see al l the
onuses of tne moon. The phases sre Lhe Teagun wiy you. snny g wmyon is g spuere.

Panse s mipply & middle term that cxplaln the pradicate spherical o tug moon. iow that

“resuson vy for predicates being in the subject, that middle bera ~aristotleds legic

it Canduwnenoally the study or middle terme- repards an act of understanding shiere the

rusgeel L alveady presupposed.  You have 1o huve the concert ol meod to start with,

it about .the first concept, the concept of the substance? ilow does Aristotle
danl witi What? Well,-this is partly fram the Posterior Analytic and the final touch
in frum the Metaphysics- in the Ketaphysice Bk Zeta (7 iam tae latin commentarics, o 17,
thie 1a‘L chapter, -all during Bk Zeta Aristoile io hanging around the queation:t “Wout
1o dusla? "Whuﬁ'is'substance?“u he says: "Let's have a [ical o gt i, Let's Ly suain
‘“ﬁ see if we cdan pin down just what ousia ig'" He explained in the Posterior analytic

L TP oo . s 23 . + | 1 X
“iub Lo certain eases the weaning of the quegiion @ “WLat ig 117, iy juw b the sine as

e mcauiug of the question: "Why ip ihet so?" %Wnai is 1t (%1 esti) and diati souto cuti

are U sume qugtion, He gave an example of the eclipse. You con oask it Qs oan eclipee

~fd Jou will wonders “ell, what do you want oo inow when yoo am WA ~Zaersbes

]’1";1

o araund adﬁlﬁg people what's thio and what's that o dhey mew rerlfectiy well
hhﬂt tne answer.wag but the “yhat“ pert el ot thom stumped,- Srictotls wanted b opin

)
Avwn L meanlng of ihe phat, "Waat's what?" it do you uem?"

i |\“-"J‘i"‘- .

The question of the GCIlUbe.g.l. There is, 1 sonie cases al ieusb,

*q“1V&1&tce between the questlan P1BSTL md DIATL BETL;  CUID SIT & Poeb?sn quin I8 s17e
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W 1n axicws gnd fostulates, g0 when yo: nnderstond saxariixy o orgaiic bidy
Y :
12 uinsibly dat . . : . : Ca
#sible data stand fo the wet of dnderetending aw aotter €0 £y, DTl bt stonds
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sipr x a4, What means the sage thing as why, But does it vork when you are using

fapie teorng rach ds Yman™? What i a man? How do you make that intv a WHY quesiion'
St ota o nouse?  How do you break house up so you can gayt "Why house?" or "Why man?!
Juw b yud et thal to make gome sense?  IF you leave it to gust one temm, wan, you can't
wamte imniey tal 1T lg quite easy to gei another form. Why i THIS ay wan? Why is

vl oeiid a wan?  And the answer i he nasg a sonl, a rationsl soul: he has a hawan form,
e po, Wiy isthis a house? Why are these timber and stones o unuse?V  Because of the
stwoof tee houge. The form says that the timbers and stones have been arranged in a
:<~_.-1“..i;i fachion, according to tne idea of a house, That is a DIATE, the rearwn why the
satlor je sometining,  DIATT 1 B50T..08Y I3 IP SOMRTRING?  The mers watler of itselfl _
santt anythingt in the limit it is prime mattor. “hat mohes it idtu an 218, into o

wactning?  It's the form.

B Zeta ¢.17 (The text has been interpolatsd in varviouse waysy not everyihing is
is certain bu: thc following seems certain,)

Yiret o all, the PROTON AI'ION 10U EIMAL, the prima causa escendi, the first cuuse of

el in bhe WHY IS THIS & MAN, the WilY IS TUAT A HOUSE, the FOuM. The form bzt comes

wa ke

vEOue mhtler i the causs essendi, It is the OUSIA in Bk Zeta ~he chon:eo his tune in
Wit Luxl sk where he starts talking aboub the nusia as the compsund, the SUNALON, but

s ook dels it is the form that is the ousia. And it is also the PHUSIS, ihe nature,

sl tire phusis, cuusa essendi, ousia, form, to ti en einai, Tre definitien -—io ti epti, the

L
WL it il Bub Aristotle has anotier queer thing, the 10 TI BN EINAL. This to i en einal

18 tre form, It makes the matter into a something, (It isn't universatly that in Mistorle.

L] . : ’ N . - . . E H - + . '
At Wing it is juet the universal content, the funiamenial univerasl contont, Bl it also

A T ) . . ] - P P . e L ' -
weMEE Lont. ) ‘The soul is the to i en einai to toiodi somati, the whies it was to ba fur

ek on budy, One of the definitions of the soul in the beginning ol the Suecond Bouk ol

We v fima,

What an I trying to say? I'm trying to suy very briefly wis, You con

e :'=-P131-1'ftle’sxﬂdxﬁix.xm:x Logle and his Fataphyaies ani his Paycholegy aad {ind henm
trying Lo txpresn the objp.et that is kaovn In an wah oo pou wederelaad, Just as iz.: Tl
-_thru (‘l_i*agrams you got hold of angf ides, gotoanderutond souethiog, swactbiine olicked,
.{é"‘w"""'*“ir'«.‘: thal if Buelid had yorked out hir jeomsiry with serivet rigoar whonld oo
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i t, b e forme to omatier nnd the developaent in j¥istotle of those two notions was
e
§ ool biaeous.  de thoughl of form and matier to express whut he got hold of when he under-
5t lnoany cage, thle nuch is ecertain, np., there is a zolidarity, a functivnal
] xxikdarixy unity betwzen, on the one hund, the act of understanding in Aristotle aad on
I e sthor nand, the metaphysical exsrescion of the obgpct of the uaderstanding,  What
i . .
Yo oyod cnow when you underctond?  Yoiu now the guod rluid erat esse, the what it wao to oe,
saoanow the form, you know tie cauna escendi. Thooe ferws develop in Aristoule -]'ve
cepn tr/ing Lo s&y be able to expreas what you know vhen you understand- but at leawt,
vaes develop in functionnl wnity wirh hig grasn of the aet of understanding. You know
the et by the objeet and the objert by the act. The nh.-p ¢t tnat eorrespoads, the

' setagngsical seatenent of the sbject thal corrsnponde to tne act of undersuoiling is

furs in the Aristoltelian gense, the "wnat you rxnow when you uncerstand",  “hat is form?

vy want you xnow when you undersiand,

liow, to peerl oI'f wrat I have said,..

bintrodaced  the experience of an act of understanding, I showed or tricd to indicate

42w the dbject, the att.ezup'i; to express systematically the object of that understanding

vidi Lo oiied up with Aristotle's Logie, his explanatory syllogism and his prolongations
wito & setaphysics, What we' 11 have to do the next time is snow how a d_if‘fie}('u.‘t‘i‘l,. apironch
, ¢un oo used to muke exactly the oaue statements with this difrerence thet, whers Arivt,
Coming e¥pregsiong uses, has to use a metaphysics, develop a wetupbysics simulianesusly,
an .h.‘m Siher aprroach we needn't dovelop our metaphysicy until lster on, te can develop
gl,ﬂ- dus necount of knowledge in such a manner that we '11 nave foundations for nebaphysics

| kL f-'ai'*.r"%}li.!'ic'{ else we want to deal with,

To come to the conclus on...

Anledge of kmowledge is, in & ceclain sense, knowlogge ofibe vhjects of kuowledge, and

C‘j-‘”"""*”e“tlyy mowlcdge of knowledge, gua, (in #s much 0s) it i rﬁwledgrp al' the objecis

. wl n‘.\;..ln;ge ls a sort Of bable\ for the integratinn ;“ Lie: sclences
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.. o1 give you my interpretation of the Thomisl account of the process of abs-
trectian. You have intellectus agens, phantasm, sense, possible intellect, species
jme rests, actus intelligendi, verbtun, definition.

i)t ntus agens:  metaphysically, iatellectus agens; psychologically, WONDER..the

wprrie oF enquiry( ¥hat ig it? Wwhy v you asy tnat?), not as pul. in these words but the

Hapaiee thal leads to enquiry.

tac cmnoet The image glver you the matter. The act of understanding is nol simply a
reycpition of that matter; it is an understanding of it, il is a grasp of foun with
respect %0 that matter, What you grasp in the disgram of the cireleve . vsea,{Cut)ye..,

l.“l’v‘ll..

We raised the questiion of the learning process in quiic general lerms. We tried
w sunnicate the experience of an insizht and the problen of formulating dust what
in;;lalzuiinsight is, what object {7) is grasved in nn insighi, ‘'fhe first lesel is
diag ‘ft-'@rlence in particular cases and we took the circle, thu‘nquilntural trisrglo
e e exterior augle of a triargle. I tuen tried to sugrest that you view(?) Aristo-
vallan Logic as an expression of what hepprens xham in en insishbts  the middle texm
explaining the predicate, and in the limit, the middle term as accounting er the: subject,
5‘?'158 first subject such as man or house or any simple tem - nobt mersly when you start
vl wvilh the substance and then add one property and then anotber property using the
.riTﬂt vroperty as the middle term: the question remains, "well, where do you gel the
Wea of the subject, where does the subject cume from?" And you hnve the insight a6

.mciind the experlence of the matter, oI the sensible data to the Lavel of a THING

-**lcﬂ ““uvldes you with the subject of the oylio-ism cuch that the inmisght co: responds

»; whag Arlatatle'calls the first cause of boiog, the reason why it is momething, the
Feason why these data are not merely data but Dﬁﬁuhlﬂqa and you tee that hy that ennlynis
wilthe 1 . : _—

..t“ ‘“bJECt one steps from logical snalysis into metaphysics., The cauca espendl,

“ .'i . N .
e form is the reason why this matter is a min or tnose clones and timbers are a house,

al "
8.4 rew and comtemporary context

‘j u L)
what we d&lt to atlempt today is tv ejuute the ﬁx;nraunca of thic inoight 'n Ll

Gﬂtlre
Y dllferent context not in a context of logic snd wmetaphynicn ot lnow conteat

.af cagnici
o & oral thpory. The reasun for thnb atiempt is that metayhjples phren rise 10




:
H
i

ey e e e T T b e =

-1

wer e dianuted questions and the wfiole meaning of the logic ad welaphysics as the
cx,ren. tan of the object of the insight gets lost, The critical problem is not meraely
¢ o1 biva ol arpuing with ldeslists and Bapiricists,  Smpculative theology in particular
o i led by 2o endless sunply of disputed questions, And at the present lime wiwen
o ity oo much attention has to be paid to historical guestivns, the iaterprststion
oot gid ond New Teslaments, of the Fathers, of the Councils, o tie ilheoloyians,

th, horetics.., the load imposed by having a hort of dicpuued nuestlons with no anever
v owaen s mumething that is destroying Dogmatic Taeolowsy, Unless we can saive our
i, wratical problem, eliminate at the root, get te the root of all tnese disputed
aus ahiong jf.'ne theologian ig under s tf.':rz'ifk‘:i.c handicap. Consequentiy, T shall epenk

W yod 0 tnis firet Jecture, first of all, on the IDEA OF STRUCTLAE, recondly, of

Uil Pi0uAL STRUCTURE, thirdlp, of the STRUCTURE CF OWTHCTIVITY and in the second

iexiure, perhaps, I will be able to gel on to the discuagion of the PUCCETS FROU

PHESTLOE 10 SELF 10 KMOWLEDGE OF SELE, from congciousness to celf affirmatizn,

i) The idea of structure

#ireb oi all, with regard to the nobion of structure, it seems a very modera word. 4o

ioRatior of fact it is the old idea of the whole and the part. Parts vy be naterial,

bd . C . -
M sroive al naterial parts by division., B.g., o piece of pie, 4 slice of mest ave material

b b 34

. A semi-circle is a material partt firsb of all, you have ts define a cirele und
Wl youocut 1t in tywo by division and you get a semi-circle. A semi-circle cun be defiuved

A1y ws half a cirele. Now, drop aside meterial waris and stick to formal parts or
baniiional parts, Ina ple the functional parts zre the crust andthe fiilings the cruet
setilng and the filling is contained. And you cun express that in a siuportioni-

b lgto £111ing as container to contained".  Crust and filling ave fonusl or

Yanstiongl uerts in a pie. In & clock...a serson can be able to Lo o clocs sparl und

;nl wWod diagram and put the clock togeilher sgain without understonding anybthing, te o

ot wima - . .. .. .
“alig saply with material perts.™ibzt's Lunide the clock?” Pie orha, too whecls,”

U ooe . — - . . ) .
. ider stunds the clocit tien one thinkoe o Lne moain 8priige o o osodree ol Qicnry,

aig-, i
iha

wline 1 . o . , . . . -
2ely ac a gerieg of levers that roedice wuw Tourcs of Ue mring 1o oo wicate frootse

5F ituel

o @il the e capement 5 a litile gate,=on one pdde It shoves Lav pendules Foryid

ol tie o . o

MREn Ane oloer side it loc:cr- of £ tre o slocpran, the wodalun bo o2 coccland osviliclor,

tiw

3 "l(.d_i . - .
: s tauses ihe IFO‘L*eu'an‘L of the elooy Lo Lo osoaondfom movencal, "ab 1
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Wy ook oand forth at the same perviod, Wnen you understand tne clock as componsd £f

o S g sy T

Cikn whale of the rurte There ic a further peint to be noted. When functions are partial

Cand e rendudum making it constond, but you need soce further parts wite other functions

sk, yhat are matter and form? They are mrto in the wtolocical cunstivation

STt SRLE LN
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et Many inoa tiwe piece a tine nlece?" It's o uniiorm movement, The cpring caucos
v wovenent, the pendulum cauges it 1o Le a congtanl movexent at a congtant rate. It

ooy ran fast in tho morning and olow in the afternoon because the pendulum aiways

. - . o a5 n
W, warse of pover and of a series o! levers and an escasment and the cause of constant

woaeesint yoll ore underslending the ports, The perts are promdied frum souething you

&

p by oo 10 pomething you understond. That is the notion of the funetiounal part.

3

The functions of the prriu are partial and cowmplesantary., 4 pendulum is

artoa caock, yet it's part of a clock. And you can't nredicale the nart o the whole or

ard goaplementary..-a pendulum ion't cnough, you necd some !';m ¢ elsey a pendulum and

« 2uriows are not enough, thoy comrieaent one another the spring causing the movemz2ut

weonate e spring can't act directly on the pendulum, But this process doesn't g0 oon W
‘iﬁ."inity.-.. you get a rounded whele, a complete set of fun'ctimis, an internal and compiete
potoof partisl apd complesentary functions, Bach is related te dl the others and each
capleionts what the otrers do. And the whole i precisely that laternnl elosure

4 8he purtiad and complesentary functions of the perts. And what does tie word STRUCTY
“nn? Slructure can be used abstractly or coneretely. Absiraetly structure demsles the
ie ‘*-‘_r'ii'illtf closed ot of relations between the nartss concrstely the structure is ibe

#L T parts, the complete set of rurts 'ib informed by those relations, shid cormeguently,
the stracture is the same thing as the whole aqua whole, tte whole plus lhe rercan ﬁhy
3w o shole, '”«hat mekes the nlock the whole clock? Because you huve 211 ihe pm'i.i.-li

s estnlenen tary functluns Iuiiniled.

dow, that aotion ie fanilisr Lo you frow your

o1

;""”-'“'-'r‘f-&l tiings, The form of bhis dog ctonds o ite matier as the foma of thab doy

PR T : ’ T . A R . . . . .
2tands Lo 1. tetter, You have 4 proportion, 4 proporvtion in o brief way o5 expresidng
T, . . . .

. res "tl on of t‘orrml mrts to o awther,  Arigiolle therefmeo ured structural

il : . o . ; N ' ot i
_11351.3 111 hig cnwlu,ﬂy. Saint Thowas l0ox bue Maether otes. e esseace 370 this

?:131‘;5{, Ry . . ’ :
Woto it exxatenc'e ag the escence of tnau rorme 1o L0 jle existenes.  apnn

J‘“‘ Tvave {40 pr

rta 01 ane thlny comuurud 1o bwa carve of the ouhor thing and e
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relations in the two cases are the éa@e.

That notion ol structure is relevant not only
to ontological analysis bul also to cognitional.analysis and that ig vty we are intsrested
in ine queétion of structure. One can go on to distinguish lcoamorphic and anaiogous

structures und dyneamic ad static structives and so on but we can mise that for ithe nomsat,

ii) Cognitional Structure

Cognitional structure is onnosed to cognitional Atomism, An ontological atomist will

says "prime matSer either is & ihing or it is nothing." Any ﬁri$t0tclian vill say:
"it is neither a thing nor notbing; there's sa.ething in between, there's the ens Guo,
a orinciple by vhich a thing is constituted as a thing." |
(...That's 0.K. I tace it then! In ontology the difiexence butween atomisu and a
a doctrine of structure, One con say exictence either is a thing or it iz nothing.
Ho! Ii iz neither a thing nor nothing, It is-a congtitutive principle ol a thing...)
Similzrly, in a cognitional theory an atomist vwill say: Useeing is knowing, heariag is
kaoving, understanding is knowing, judging is knoving, thinking is oving, they a}e
&1l knowing, Hither they are all knoving or they have nothing to do witb cogni vional
aetivity.® nd that is a cognitionel atomise., "Yhat do you know when you think?®
“You kow the possibles. Real possibles, You have to be knpwing something, otheryice
it vouldn't Le a cognitional activiiy. Cognitional, knoving denotes a comon fcaturs
to be had in all instanceé oi cognitional aetivity, anil if those. common fealures are
net found in any instance then thét is not a cogniiional activity.”

.

_ . On the other

hand, if z perwom holds that kmowledge is é sirudiure of éognitional activity then

he will not say tnat seeing is knowing or that hearing is knowing or that ehquiring

is knowing or that imagining is knowing or that underctandipg is knowing or that
thinking is Xnowing, ‘hey'll all be like prime matter or foim or existence, They'll

all be parts within 4 whole. They'll be cognitional in so far as they are parts within
the whole, Consequently, on the view that our knoving is a stractured set of zctivities
knowing is had ween there is the structured zet, It is not when you experieance or whén
you understand or vhen you ansyor: “Yes!" to a gucstion or ol " TIg the angwver Lo the
question GUID 317, is that knowing? 'Or is the answer to the guestion AN SIP, is thed

knowing? Or is it only when you have both together?  The atomict will szy you know
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when you ansver the question QUID SIT, z:d you huve another act of kmowing when you
answer the question AN SIT. But if one holds a structural theory of knowing he will

say that you know only whon you answer bath questions. Otherwice you only have a pzriial
componeht within inowing, Just as & pendulum is not a clock so exreriencing is rnot
knowing. Just as the wheels are not a clock, taze series of Bvers are not a clock so
understanding is not knowing, and just as the spring is not a clock so judgenent isa't
knoving. But all together in a given instaice are an instance of knowing. Just as in
the ontological o der prime matter isn't a thing, weterial form isn't z taing, existence

isn't a thing, but all three together give you a thing,

what we have been doing then
is taking out of the ontology the notion of structure, putting it in gereral terms np.,
a structure is an internally closed set of partial and complementary fuactions, and
applying it to our cognitional activity. And you have then the opposition beuiween
the two views of what husan knowing is. @n the one view there are a set of activities
that each one is equally knowing because each ane hzs the common feailures thaet make up
tlie definition of knowing, On the other view, each ore, each of the activities by
iteelf is not knoving, Thinking is not'knowing. yhen you think of a universal itriangle,
the universal triangle.. does it exist? It doesn't not-exist! H?ll, you know it
doesn't exist; no universal exisis. But if you think that thinking either is Enowing
or else it is not a cognitional activity at all, it 's just like sneczing or being
tickled, then you '1l have to say if thinking is knowings "well, you must be knowing
someﬁhing, there must be something known that the universal triangle,...." 4nd so on
all along the line. On the structural analysis thinking is not knowing, it is a com~
ponent in knowing. When it combines with the other activities you get an ingtance of |

knowing and otherwise you do not.

Now, we have to apply that to our transformation from
an ontological analyd s of cognitional activity to a siructural analysis of cognitional
activity. 5%. Thos. says that vhenever you understand anything you imagine exawples,

First of all, on the ontological analysisi-

50 we give you a echematic diagram.(Fig. 3).

Intellectus agens, sense, imagination, indellectus possibilis which
receives, species impressa, act of understanding, verbum incomplexum,
definition, theory, hypothesis (a hypothesis is a set of definitions
plus a fey axious and postulates), the act of reflective understanding
(intellectus agens also leads to the further verbum in vhich we sayy
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"that is soi“ or "that is not so.“)?

In Saint Thomas you will find explicitely intellectus agena, sense,
phantasm, inlellectus possibilis, species( he doesn't use the word
impressa but thet is what he means), the act of undersianding, the
verbum incomplexum, the verbum complexum, the composition vel divi-
sio per affirmaiionem vel negationem. 'The zct of reflective under-
standing appears in 5%, Thos, in so far as he speaks ofthe judgement
being true vhen you properly effect the reductio ad principia.

Low, in that analy51a of cognitional act1v1tv he ig prcsuop031ng a whole metaphysics,
The difference beiween agent and possilble infellect is a difference in potency; one
is an active potency, the other is a passive potency., The species impresia is a form,
an intentional form of the object {(the este intentionale(?) is the result of your
understanding), ‘ihe imzge is an instrument employed by ngent intellect to impress the
species on the possible intellect. The act of understanding follows fron the form as
a bbdy's fall is what results from the form-gravitas in Aristoteliwn physics, The act
of underctanding preduces the definition and similarly, the act of reflective under-
standing produces the judgemént. Throughout the analysis presupposes a metaphysicé. b -
4nd if there are disputed questions in the metephysics eo ipso, sheer necessity, all
the disputed questions recur in the psychology. Vhat we want isto tzke the same fact,
the sane psychological fact and express it without the metaph151cs. And what we have
done is to tozke the structure of the metaphysics, the notion of structure in metanh161cs,
ve generalized it to a pure notion. of structure, and now we apply the noticn of structure
to cvents that can be identified in consciousness.{vhat consciousness is we'll go on

to later on; how you introspect and what that reans) But first o{ all under pressure

of ihe brief time at our disposal we 'll give you the FEFL of what there is to be found,

of what the words mean.,

There ié the inteliectus agens. Aristotle also says that .
TONDAR, to thaumathein, is the beginning of all science and philescphy. The difference
between the state of consclousness of the men lying on the beach with the bright sun
pouring down on hiw-and he, perhaps, sees.the clouds go by but he doesn't see anything
more, ne isn't wondering about énything,- and in the secone place, the state of conse, .
vhen you becomé intellectually alert,-cone question comes to mind, mmething starts io -
puzzle him, to perplex him, He is in the state of wonder. He is not werely sensing.

We have sonse experience vhich is fairly casy to identify. The wiole problem in
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cognitional analysis is to discover that tuvre is something elee there besides sense.
st tl are we looking for when we are looking for intellect? We are usually looking

£. | tor something like & sensation and it is Nothing li.ke,a sensation. {(Fig. 4).

o - - ' This etate of wonder
e #s to the formatiion of images that simplify the sensitive data, that throw it into

!* i | sehematic constellations digestible for limited human understanding and there occur

_ : ;ets of insight, They may not occur as vividly asthey did to Archimedes whan he shouted:
2’ 1 *)'ve got it'™ and ran out of the baths of Syracuse along the stredte with the great
g‘; he us. But when you understand something something happens, and you know something 's

'l heppened. You mayn't be able to say it 's an insight, Archimedes probably wasn't able

Sl to say he had an ingight but what got him so excited is what we are talkini about,

The insight looks for expreassiom, for formulation, =nd an adequzte
foemyilation ie not easy. Really whet you need is a whole series of Insights and a
ten.ral formulation to express it(?). Buclid gatuered together the previous insights
¢f the Greeks in the peometry into an ordered build up of geometry. He didn't do quite
3 perfect job as we sap yesterday, He didn't hit on a .completelj adequate formulation.
QuT {f you huve the insights without any attempt at formulation they come and they éo.
YT had 1 brignt idea but I juatflion't know what it wa.s!“ This formulation is
Just thinking. It is not knowing whai is poscible and it is not knowi‘ng zxpxiari what

}$ mecussary, it is not knowing a priori and it is not knowing a posteriori. It is

Not yviotanys at all, It is thinking, and thinking ien't the same as kmowing. The insight
: fen't rnowing, It is not .mowin'i;_:t‘om-énd .i’é ig not knowing cause essendi, It is

& graepi.g nn 1dea, and grasping an..:idea may turn out to be a component in knowing but

- 0 .ive!f ;i ix like the pendulﬁi-in a clock. The insight' isn't knowing; ihe pendulum
1§ uot 4 clocks Sensing isn't knoii_.-ng, lmagining iaﬁ't knowing.

Becauge thinking iml't Imuuing you gat the further question, the
reClective question: *Is that so“" _"Are yon cerhih‘“ ‘ HOu, the ordinary expression
- (or what happens .. ?.. for whnt I call the nﬂeotiw inai@t is that one marshals |
¢ the evidence, one weighs iV, one finda it su.ff:loient a.nd the Bufficient evidence qua
1o ¢ufi'icient grounds the judgemant. Anﬁ that is a beautiful. colla,ation of metaphoru.
How do you marshal the evidance_?' Is ‘the evideqc_g li_b’ ‘?WPB?..""““ are the soales-
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’ on which you veigh it? That do you mean when you say thal you marshal the evidence?

E: toat you veigh the evidence? How much evidence is sufficient? You're certain you

I;, are sitiing in this rooem with those booits in front of you and the pencil or pen in

' your hand, You zre absolutely certain; the evidence is sufficient, -How much is that?

P “hen have you got sufficient evidence? What on earth does that meen?

I worked out in Insight in chapter 10 a for-
mulation fnat I think holds in all instances of ‘k.at precisely is grasned(? heppening)
- | b
vhen ye do vhat we cell grasping the sufficiency of the evidence as sufficient, And I

ﬁg, expresced 1t in terms of the UNCOUDITIONED. The unconditioned may be FORNALLY uncon-

I . M EE R !

;?; "ditioned; it has no conditions of any kind whatever. And that unconditioned is Cod
éf and only God. Only fod has no conditions of any kind vhatever. 'here is also the
i% VIRTUALLY unconditioned. It has conditions but fhose conditions are fulfilled. And
-%f any contingent being is a virtually unconditioned, It has conditions but the condi-
lgﬁ tions heppen to be fulfilled, 1 haﬂybﬂ 10 be in Dublinm at the moment. The conditions
Ei had to be fulfilled before 1 got here. A whole series of conditions...a trip in the

plane, a successful trip on the condition that the plane didn't flop, and so on and

so forth, “nen the conditions:are all fulfilled the conditioned becomes a virtually

-

uncondi tioned,
That notion of .the virtually unconditioned is an interpretation of
b8 syllogism. .
| If A, then B.
But A, o
Therefore Bo. . ‘
- :
A and B each stand for one or more propositions. .
o ,. In the major B is presented as a conditioned -if A, then B. -

In the minor the conditions are given as fulfilled -but A. °

And vhen you think of the argument as a virtually unconditioned the function of the

syllogism is to prescnt the concludion B as a virtuslly unconditioned; something that

L has conditions np., A, which however are fulfilled and so B becomes a virtually
@ F_Ir.. ) i . . 3

oo unconditioned.

Ev'- Hote that on that interpretation syllogism is not a tool of scepticiem. If you think .
~ E&P' of the syllogism..."sh, yes! You prove the conclusion if you have the major and the

Bl misonorondodorsmousch s oiar 198 ged 1 1875 premises and for each of them you need
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and similarly with regard to the majdr. You go off to infinity if you think of proving
the premises. But if you think of the syllogism as an expression of the virtually

unconditioned then the whole attention cenires on B,

Now I believe, and I gave a series of inutances in the
10th chapter of Insight, that any act of reflective understanding, angt instance in
vhich we grasp the sufficiendy of the evidence qua sufficient can be formulated in
terns of the virtually uncondi tioned. By that I do not mean that every judgement is
an inlerence, an explicit inference in vhich the major is a true jhdgement and the
minor is a “true judgement. The ﬁajor may be simply something within the structure
of kmowing. The minor may simply be ensible data, or the minor may again be simply
the data of consciousness. There is aprocess from the datz to the thought and the
subjecting of it to the questions “Is that s0?" ¥hen you have a thought submitted,
subjected to the question: "Is that so? Are you certain? MNightn't you be wrong?", the
thought is itransformed into a conditioned. Between tliese bwo points there is a process
that is directied by your intelligence and your rationality. And your intelligence End l
rationality es directing the process froo the data to the ™is that so%" is the link
beiween the conditions, the data,and the conditioned, the what you ask is that so about,
Aad so in the general case, anéAjudgement can be taken ﬁs pygsenting a virtually un-
conditioned because, in the last analysis, the fulfillment of the conditions are the
data of sense or consciousness aud the conditioned is a product of the'process from

the data to the conditioned you are thinking ard asking about.

_ ,  The etep I've been
attempting to make is from a.météﬁﬁys;cal ahalysis of gognitional_abtiyity to a purely
structural and.ysis in which no oﬁtological terns occur. We '11 be able to build up
our metaphysics critically on the basis of an exact account of what our knowing.is if

wve don't mix in the metaphysicé wvith the account of the cognitional process,

Now, I've spoken of a structure of cognitional activity, and we '1l leave it at
that. I hxve a third step to take., Structure, Cognitional Styucture, -and the third

step is a Structure of Objectivity,

1ii) Structure Of Objectivity

vhat do you mean by a statemeni's being objective? A judprement's being objective?fl-{?_

O R T TR T VT T
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Threa types of criteria occur when we say this or that is not objective. (lioie that the

cognitional analysis in terms of giructure doesn't say anything about objectivity. Struc-

ture is the internally closed set of relaiions between functional parts, Objectivity

SRl aT ]
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asks zbout the relation between the structure and vhat is known. Me.aphysical and [
causal anclysis exaiires the structure in terus of potency, form and act and efficient
and finzl and instrumental causality, We suprose cognilionel structure and ask aboﬁt
objectivity, its relaiions to something elce,.) And we say objectivity means three
entirely different things. B.g., soveone says my hend is vhite. T say: "lookl" Vhat

wa I doing? I sinply precent the data. I don't argue In any way whatever. I ask you

Lo use your eyes. 1t is an EXPSRIGNTIAL objectivity, The peper is obviously white but
iy hand isn't the same colour as the paper. 3ut I do not put the argument. I just draw
your attention.  Again someone sayss: "No valid propoaitibn regards all classes,"
Russell's postulale has been expressed in that form. If someone nmakes the postulate ‘ 1
then someone says: "Your postulate is a proposition, it regards all classes, therefore, -
it is not validi® 4n entirely different approzch to the question of objectivity. It is |
in teras of normes, of necessities. if a pronosition contradicts itself or maxkes itgelf

out to be invalid it cannot be objective., That type of criterion is entirely different

to the criterion I employed before; I simply saéd: “LGok!" There's a third meaning

to the yord objectivity and it is an ABSOLUTE objectivily in concrete matters of fact,

E.g., you are in the woods and your compunion says: "look! A wolf!" You say: “ire ;é
jou absolutely certain? Hightn't it be a dog?" You ask for abwlute certainty; not '

about comeiining that involves a contradiction or a non contradiction, It is not a .

o l: mathematical question at all, it is a question of this particular animal that you

T e

are looking at and you want absolute cerfainty, "Are you absolutely ceriain?" ™WightnSi

it be a dog?' It isn't a quesiion simply of looking as in the first case,

We have three.types_of objectivity then, -EXPERIENTIAL, NORMATIVE | 3

sl TEENCE T "k‘

i-;' (that appeals to rules about contradictions, methods and canons of method, logic and - [“

if:' 30 on), and in the third place an ABSOLUMR objectivijy. Vhich is the REAL objectivity?

o .+.1'11 leave it there. You can ansyer that guestion while you are having your ' e N
E?w coffee,.! ' : ' : ' _ . i.ﬂ
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3“' I am trying to point ouﬁ that the term objectivity or objective seems to be uged in

3‘5 three entirely diffcrent senses. - A purely experientlal ifype of objietivity vhich appeals

;. '10 a look: you tell a persoon to look, A logical, narnative type of objectivity which

E; argues to the statewment dfinternally inecherent or something else like that. 4nd thirdly,

- an absolute objectivity in contingent mafters oi fact, The wolf necdn't exist and if

. some animal does exist it needn't be a wolf and so you ask the-man if he is ahsolutély ]
:;5 certain, .

_gﬁ g How, that there siould be threc entirely different meanings to the word objectivity,
%%_ ' three entirely different types of criteria invoked invelves no surprise if you hold that 1
.i' inowing is a structure of different kinds of activities, that the different kinds fit |
%: together the vay the different parig of a clock fit together. The vhole is knowing but ;
3? none of the paris by itself is knowing because each of the parts has its owvn special

v 1 t

type of objectivity. Just ag ve said ol knowing that it was a structure of experiencing,
enquiring, imagining -to 81m011fy the eynerlence-ln ight, thought, reflection, unconditioned:
or virtuzlly unconditioned and judgement. The knowing desn't consisct in =y one of these
parts itself or any two or three, it is. the structure of experiencing, understanding,

-

Judging. EBxceriential objectivity regerds the first part. E.g., if I see in the wall

i a crack and ail encrmous spider_comelout of it I'd be having an hallucination, People do
have hallucinationé ofthat type. The datum is perfecily valid, -not,however,for biolqu _ ﬁ;
but for abnomsial psychologys the abnormel psychologzist haskto explain it, not the |
i biologiste- It is given.  You_havé the experiential typeiﬁf objectivity. The absolute
objectivity is obviously conqectéd with the virtually unconditioned and the judgemént.
“Are you absolutely certain?" If you have an unconditioned you have an absolute, and if
you have an unconditioned your assent is unconditional and what you as ssent to is uncon~

ditioned, You can be abaolutely certain it's a wolf, or a dog and not a vwolf at all. f

;Eﬁ} ind in between the tvo, betwwen the experiencing znd the virtually unconditioned there

A

is process and that process is subject to norms, The normative objectivity regards that
Gﬁai;= process. Consequently, just asthere is a structure in the knowln g, 50 also there is a

2 __ structure in the wmeaninz of the word objectivity,

B Ew_ 4 TT ¢ Tl

what do you mean vhen you say lt'

objective? | ell, you can use- the word objective simply as an’ 1ntensxve. When 1 say know-
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} ledge ie objective I nean that reaily aJ:xd Aruly it is knovledge. That's objective knoving.
=€§ - Ii's merely and intensive. It's an undifferenciaied use of the word, But when ;ou appeal
*, to specific eriteria with regard to particular statezents tnen you appeal to dirferent
Kinds of objectivity. The objectivity that is grounded in data is settled merely by
| tadng a look. Soncone says my hend is white. T hold it up, You see it is pink. But I © 18
}‘L don't have to gay anything abouf it's colour, You just preswent the datum. ™Ho valid
nroposition regards all classes,™ This is a proposition and it regards all clasces,
;a therefore it is invalid, A difievent tpye of objectivity. That is a norrative objectivity |
ff;w, tnat governs tne nrocess fron éxge riéncing to the judgement. Again, "inis is a volf ! " { :
ﬁ Mare you absolutely certain?" Thne absolute objectivity evolves on the third level of f
ﬁ reflection and the virtually ﬁncondi‘bioned and the judgement, :
f‘ Now, becauce objectivity is splii up into tnree ¥inds
‘ the three,nonetheless, form a single objectivity. The virtually uncenditioned, as we saw, # |
involves a link between the condiiions and the condivioned.,..IF-—--THiN, the fulfillmwent -
of the conditions and the absolute objectivity that results., The absolute objectivity_ |
you have in the virtually unconditioned. The fulfillwent of the conditions you have from the |
exzerience. Tre link between-the conditions and the conditioned is the normative objectivity._’ '_
b Tne three of them together constiiute a single objectivity just as the neny activities : r i
..5 together constiiunte a single instance of knowing, And when you break objectivity up into ". "
. exreriential, normetive and absolute to see hoy they fit together into a single structure | :
you have a differcnciated notion of.objectivity. ' - ' | 1! '
- ' S thile one can arrive at a differenciated : " ,t
- and integrated notion of objéctivitjr it is alsec possible that one doesn't, that one .“ }
0 \f thinks simply of one kind of objectivity that tries to account for the whole of imovledge : :
‘: in virtue of obne kind, If th.e only kind of objectiviiy that onel is willing to think lp'k‘f
b about when one uses the word o jective is experiential objectivity then one will be I' P E
| philosophically an EMPIRICISE. If it's experience, well, then that's all we have in 18
knowing. And tke parts of kndw_ing that aren't experience,..well, what about them? They're ; |
subiective, Inauiry and insight and thought and reflection and virtually unconditioned ‘
end judgement,..thnt's vhat goes. on inside your head. That isn't knowing. It is usecful. '
You get scientific theories that way, but in-so far as a scientific theory is lmowing i
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f* it siiply enables you to go from these datz to produce these other desirezble data. But |

5 it can't te objective becausé it is not e%perience #6d the objective means experientisl. s
;5 S50 we can sec how the failure to differenciute the diflerent elements in objectivity, to

}" Picx out jusl dre and reglect the others, will csuse a collapse in the structure of knuwing.

T5 Some one elewent will be picked out as conctitutive of objectivity and the others will

: hive to ve forced into the shade.

Iﬂ. hgein, to toke anather exauwple of picking oul one Ekirmaik

; element. 1If one ihinks of objectivity as simply a matier of nomative objectivity one
?ﬂﬁ gels an IDNALISH. What the idealist meens iz not thut you don't know auything. That 5

“ien't the idea of idealism, The idea of idealism is that kaowing is not tie sort of thing ¥R

you think it is. You think knowing is knoving ABOUT somethiing. The idealist says no. It
iz knoving because the process occurs in the right way. I your process goes on in the 1 1

right way then it is knowing in the idealist sense of knowing, And vhy does he pick out

ES . Just this one clement of your process going on in the right way? Because the only
cbjectiviiy he can think of as knowledge is the normativé objectivity, Experiential
objectivity, tne empiricists get into all sorts of difficulties and the idealists do.

a beautiful job in refuting eﬁpiricisﬁ. Tney chow that the emniricist can't even say

vt his own doctrine is iﬁ’telms merel& of experience, All hic cen do is experience

the way an animil does. Dut the idealist at least waats to be a man. He studies formal
s logic. fie goes on to work out a transcendental logic too on the poscibility of experience.
ind vhet satisfies the tiﬂnseendental losic is valid experience. I$ it valid experience

because you know socuwething? Well, not in tue ordinary sense. You have to be critical,

- Te only possible meaning: for objectivity is normative objectivity as expounded in

the formal logic and that transcendental that reveals the condiiions of the possibility

T R T T o e 7 e o ML ey o -4

C .t of experience, And so you get-the critical idealism of Kant., Or one can with Hegel say
'ﬁﬁ that, after all, for Kent knouvledge of tle world and of human civilisations and so on o}
ifl was a matter of a snuff hox here and a candlestick there, and we want to understand the -~ E a

universe =nd develop instedd of the transcendental loric a dialectical logic; Kant's ' j::

transcendental logic is on the level of undersiending and we want something up to the o -

. level of reason, What is Hegel's dialectical logic? It sets norms tO express an P
- cbjectivity. Again, we have a case. iuat do the idealists do? They pick out one type ‘ ?—
e

;ff of objectivity and make it function for everything and they get an original nation of -

what knowing is. B _ .
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;: That analysis of objectivity also has a bearing on the problem of REALISH, There are i

?é all sorts o1 realisits, There afe the thomists and the scotists, the followers of Occam, ';;f

4 the follovers of Suarez and so on, &1l along the line, Aristotle seems to have tecn a : ;
realist, tovo. And they don't mean the same thing vhen they are talking about anything,

ﬁf How do you get the different renlisns? Suprosing yoeu don't pay any aticntion to.this ]

i notion of cognitional structure. Then every activity has to be an instasce of knowing,

'!ﬁ else it isn't « cognitional,sriixiiy Ynen you see, that's knoﬁing; vhen you understand,

that's knowing; when you think, that's knowing; ..etc. Listen to ihe consequences if

nﬁgyﬁff

o you suppose that thinking is kmowing. You think of a universal therefore, you know

‘E: N .

0 tre wiversal. Is the universal then anie rem, vel in re, vel post rem, only in the wind

o or is it just the flatus vocis? The medieval problem of universals comes right out of r

the idea thot thinking is knowing. And what mzkes it a problem is that wien you maké the
judgement: ™Uriversals don't existl" You can thinx about the first unicorn, That's a
pecticular unicorn, the first one. You know it doesn't exist, Vhat do you know vhen .
youthink about it,then?‘ Thinking has to be knowing, I'm a cognitional atomist, If

thirking has to be knowing inen the first unicorn has to be the possible first unicorn, |

ba reality of the possible order. (......cut....)

Gilson had a great deal of trouble with the concept of

e existence, ile wanted to separate tie existential judgesent from the atiributive or

predicative judgement. And he wanted o have knoyledge of exisience only in the judge- -E :

pent,  And that‘s perfectly t;ue.‘You arrive at knowledge when you arrive at the judge— ﬁ §
- ment in any case so it's also true with regard %o existence. BAE_he vanted to have 3 JEF
i that =o at least for existence,and he didn't wm t to have to adwmit any concept of | i é.
623;  existeace. ¥ny not? well, if you eonceive existence you don't gel any difference bet- ? f_
E;;; veen exisieace and essence, But there obviously is a concept of exisience. You agk: gl

. .

"Daes 1t exist?" And before you know ihe answer you are at least usung ihe notion “exist"

b to put thc question. You have a concept of existence but that concept is werely thinking, | é |

e it is not knowiag. _ : - !
i : ‘ . s . ¢ . T
ol Agein, if one is a cognitional atomist, experiencing, secing, o
N hearing, iasting, touching-and above all, touch is putting your lhiand on something solid-, P

_ ’ ’ |% gy :
' .[_

Lhat is knowing., It is not merely a watter of experiential objectivity. It is also

abgolute objectivity. You have an absolute manifesting of objective material reality 0

+
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L on the level of cenge. You don't have to wait for the judgemént to reach eny ebazlgte, — '§§
M an uaconditioned, The unconditioned is right down on the level of sense, otherwise it
wouldn't bte properly knowing. And if people hold that, well, whal do they do? They

provide tie occasion for PUEHONIKALISH, The phenomenalist comees along and examines his

experience and he doeesn't find any ebolute objeciivity in it and he doesn't {ind any

normative objeciivity in it, He says it is just experience. and he doesn't bother to look
for norpatlive objectivity elsewinere or absclute objectivity elcewhere. The experience 5

is reduced to mere phienomenon. You have the SENI-PHENOMEWALISH of Berkeley. External
.objects

vere merely phemomena; esse est percipi, Berkeley inside he really know and he
built a metaprysics on that to go off to God., Butl Hure had the internal as merely
phenozenal, too. and vhere does ibis phenomenaliom come from? It cores from the
exaguerated claims of cognitional atoinistis whg;%ﬁe level of experience to contain, not
merely experiential objectivity -something that's given is given and taut's all there

is about it—, but they wart it to have normative aad absolute objectivity as well, : ;'f

Idealism ~first of all wpit hove the cognitional
atomists; they were met hy+the phenomenalists vho frffxkm refute the exaggerations
of the atomiects on the one hand, and én theother hand do not rectore what belongs else

where., Idealism arises as an answer to mere phenomenalism, Kant is an ansver to Hume,

And just as the idealists go'on from the phencmenalists so  the EXISTEATIALISTS go P11

on from the idealists. The idealiét has formal logic. transeendental logic of Kavt, ' o @. -'
dialectical logic of Hegel. There are lots of lazics. You can throw in isthematical

logic,too. There are lots of them. This is normative obJectlvxty. Is nomative objec~" - o

tivity the sare thing as'the logie? 'The logic is simply the expression of the normative .7~ ' -

objectivity. The normative obxyctiﬁity itself is something prior. Logic wasn't entirely j

ney to you the ficst time you studied logic, Togic wasn't something entirely new after : ; :

Aristotle wrote his Organon which he know nothing about beforehand. The process of

writing a logic or studying af logic is a process of objéctifzing, puiting in concepts

and judgemenis and vords sonething thut is already there. And what is it that is already

there? It's the fact that you are.inwellignnt, it's the fact tr.at you are rational.

If you enquire, if you wonder, y0u have an exigence for somgthing intelligible, some-

thing that can be understood. That exigence has set criteria with regard to what is
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iatelligible and wnat is ho# intelligible, Your rationd ity sets criteria with .regard
10 vhat can be and what cannot be affirmed or denied. On the side of the subject, prior
to any objectirication in_any logic, in any set of canens of method, there is the
intellizence in act, ther&}ationality in act of the subject. And that is the locus of
nowmative objectivity. ' _

. The Existentialists ihrow aside all theee logics of the idealist;
The existeniialists are anti-idealist. They have the subject with his normative exigencies
not merely for xmoving but also for being, for existing az an intelligent and rational
and responsitle being. And that subject is tragic. Zecause tiey don't know about the
structure of knowing and the structure of objectivity they are not able to get out
of tne subject, Heidegeer is open to what is teyond: he is the subject witih the
exigence for authentic being, he is of it, he wants to get on to the ontoleyical but
he hésn't got tnere yet.. You see, therefore, you have more or less boxed the compass on

the analysis of obg ctivity.

iv) Process from Presence to Self to ¥rowledge of Self

we have used the word SURJECT a couple of times and now that's what ve have to get

hold o< a lbttle more fully; ._ | o
Structure, cognitional structure, siructure of objectivity

and the way that structure can break up. Vhen it is serely absolute objectivity one-
is a SCIPTIC. Ore is asking'évérwbns: "Prove it to me!“ IGive me the prooff“ And the
man gives you a syllogiém. And you gay: "Well, give me the‘proof for the major.® You
want another syllogism, "And thé-pfoof for the minor." ind then for wore premises yod
want more proofa. You know ébout.absolute objectivity, you lmow what's required for it
but yoh don't kyow how to get the answers, hoyw to supply it. You haven't got hold of
the reflective act orf gnderstanding yhich supplies the unconditioned. Anyway, scme
notions on that, Structure, cognitional structure, structure of objectivity, and
when the structure comes apart, when it isn't seen as a ghole in all iis relations

the way you can derive seminal ideas -not all the details, circumstances and so on,

they can't be derived cr deduced, bui seminal ideas- on the totally different philosophies” ﬁ

that can arize from the different emphases ¢nd oversights with regard to knowledge and
objectivity, "

Now, we want to try and get hold of the notion of the subject, -and it fs

T T R TN T DOy
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the big hurdle.

Pirst of all, what do we mean by the subject] Vell, ve have eporen of
activities, Berides cognitional activities tnere are practical ectivities. Loviag and
hating, desiring and fearing, enjoying and enduring, delibereting, deciding, chiodsing and
stieking 1o one's resolutions, carrying them out. Both practical.and cognitionzl aciivities
are boll psychological activiiies. And with regard tothoce activiities you can distinguish,

on the oné hand, SIMJECT, end on the other hand, QBJECT. ~ A
Zefoy 1 soe colour,
I do the souingt sesing isthe activity; colour is the objpct.

I undersiznd ko to mexe an equilaieral iriangle.

I —zubject; understand -sets; how 1o aaxe an equilzteral triangle, the problem
of constructing an equilateral triangle —object.

I love listening to lectures. ’ jl':}

I —-subicetsr love -zctivity; listening to leciures -object. : ' aif

X
-

e neaning is perfectly simple. On one. side ol the activity you have SURJECT and at

.

e
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the opposite side you have QBJECT.

Now, that subject is present, and thie word present :E ;
: is iriply ambiguous. You can say that the siatue is precent in the courtyard. It is _ i;é;
5; merely locsl presence; where it is. You can say the object is present to the subject. ?E;; -
”‘?i:' Tou ére present to me. I see you. The fzct that I sec you you are present to me, But ;Efij 
1 you couldn't be present to me unless I vere present to myself, And that third type is fi%:
(;1Ei the type with'hhich we are concerned. The prezence of the stalue in the courtyard is ‘%%gs
é?}j PREGSNCE IN; the presence of tre object to the subjoct is PRESENCE TQ, and the presence y 5ﬁ
:?' of trne sulject to himse.f is a,£3§§§ﬂ§§‘2g, bub those two instances of '‘presence to! are ?;gi
1 guite differeat. And tuat's the whole catch. The object is present to the subject ';E;
@ an spectacle to specltator,but the subject is present to himself not as part of the 3?;;3;j
;} specﬁacle. He is precent to himself ax spectator. If you introspect, well, you iay ﬁ 5;?;
.i¥ get a spectacle. 2ut you are alrcady present bofore that and it is that pripr presence - | % ;;5
| thaf counts., It is a presence not of a man asleep in his room and deud Lo the world; : i % ET
he's in the room alright ﬁut he isn't present in any peychological senve. The object -ﬂ % R;

o
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is present to the subject but the‘subject has to be precent in a different kind of way
for anything to be present to him. And that is.a fundanental element in what we shall
be talking.about, a presence on the side of tie subject, the presence of the subject.
That is there yhenever there ig any psycholegical activity whether cognitional er
practical, You are there, not as an object, not as anytihing thought abtout, buf zs what
goes the thinking, not as anything seen but as what does the seeing -and seming doesn't
occur when you're abseni, vhen you're dead to the world, when ysu're asleep without a
dreaza. It is not what is understood, it is wnat understands, not vhat is affinned_but_
the one whﬁ affimms, not what is grasped as uncondiiioned Wut what grasps the uncondiiioned,
not vhat is questioned bui what asks the quesiions and does so present. (If you get hold
of that notion of the subject properly you have pasced a big divide.).

chat presence of the subject to himself is not
homogeneous, There are different kinds of ways in which one is present to oneself, and
those different ways build up in a structure. Ve gpoke about tue nan lying on the

beach and enjoying the warmth of the sun, He is empirically conscious —conscious ig the

sane thing as nresence in the third sense of oresence, Consclousness is alvays conscious—
ness CF and it is never consciousness of the object. You see the object, heak it, suell
it, touch it, teste it, iwmagine it, undergtand it, grasp it as uacondi tioned, affim it;
The cognitional activities regard objects, .Consciousness is of the acting subject. It

iz -a presence of the acting subject to himself, And the acting subjiect qua nerely

sensing is merely an enpirical subject. He is present, he is given,too. The colour

ig given but so too is the subjeét. ind (the %ubject) is seeing aﬁd it's given in a dif-
ferent kind of way on the other side of the fence from the objacé. I1f you try to objectify
if you are getting away from it because vhen it is objectif;ed there is soseone looking

at it too, and i1's the fellow that's doing the looking then that counts as the subject.

Hot only is the subject empirically present, he is also intellipgently present. The
second level of the cubject, He asks vhy end what. He wants to understand; he does
understand and iu 89 far as he underctands he defines, he puts forth an hypothesis, a

bheory ~"Hizht i. not be this or that? . '

There's a third level of the subject. He wants

ko be absolutely certain, ~Ts that true?" The rational subject, the rationally conscious

subjeét.
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ﬁ, and if he maxes the judgenment of value: "This is good stuff] I have to lewrn thishy

M1 have to do that!“, ard so on, he becomes the subject on tne fourth level, the

resnongible subiect, By our choices not only do we decide about objects, we decide vhat

sort of people we ere to be. e setile ourselves, our own quality., %e build up our

subiect on the fourth level, the subject tuat weves himself the kind of subject he is

te be by his choices, the subject that consents,

5 | » I've been dascribing the subject as
empirically, intellectually, rationally and responsibly precent to hiimeelf or conscious,

Wet ve have to 4o now is move frem FRESEACE ' SuLF teo KNOWLIDGE CF 35LF,  You are

—

L)

1
habils, -ronething they talk to you about in retreat. The retreat is adirersed to tae : ’

!

espirically, intellectually, rationally, recponsitly conscious before you ever heard

any of those words used. The fact that we are using the words is part of the process of

moving {rom merely being present to oneself to lnouwing oreself, Knowing consists in a B |
stracture of activities, and just as tnat structure may occur with regurd to sensible I
experiences so it may occur with respect to the presence of the subject to himself in
il the vhole set of activities. Just as there are the data of sense so there are the data
of consciounsness. Just as the data of sense are not knowing -they are merely data,
merelyseeing, merely hearing, not understanding anything yet, not makine any judgement
yet,- so the f2c% that you've been present to yourself for a long, long tine,except S

at the time vhen you're sleeping, is just a first step towards knoving yourself. It is

d

' the erxrervieniial component. You have yet to ask the question: "What am I?V

e l And you provide yourrelf with images in which you can have insights and lormulate a |
theoty about the subject and the structure of his cognitional and psychological o "fi
o B activities and ask: "Is that really so?" and reach the unconditicned and affirm o -
yourself as a subject perfomming activities in such and such a structure. and when j ffff*
é;. you go through & 1 that rigmerole youtve eflected the $ransition from presence to self HQE
%g'! to knouledgs of celf, Knovledge is not just one activity it is a structure or activities,
cognitional activities, and presence to self is only one component towards xnovledge o

of self. _ : N

I started off by saying that presence to oneself is,as it vere,ee¢xpeiknces C

experience. That isn't quite accurate. lhat is called introspection is the business o i

of effecting the trunsition from the subject us present to himself 1o coue association
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din objecte. In the process from presence to eelf to kmowledge of self one is oud_ctlfjlng

!
%; the subject. “hien one knows oneself one is both the subject that novs and the object
}

that is xnovn. hen one is present to onecelf without knoving orcself one is the subject

that knows but the object can be anything at 2ll. To reach knowvledge of self, to mecke

toe subject the object as weli as subject -he always is the subject, but to make him object
tg well,- there has To be a trancference fvam the subject as subject to soue ascociation
with objecls so thal ve are able 1o deal xikk through 1nvlgutﬁ ahd thought, reflection '

and juigement ywith the subject as an object,

In that transference that is called

1N TROSFECTION ihere are two'pitfalls, The first ie the TOYCHCLOCGICAL FALLACY., ‘This

Ty e

is most ecacily illuetrated when you're rcadln' neycholoricel literature but it can also
occur in your own efforts to know yourself, The nsycholorical fallacy is substituting

the concept, the definition,‘the explanction, the judgewent for an experience. It is
quite olvious, for example, if you are reading a description of an emotion that ihe
description has to be put in concepis and perhaps a bit of explanation thrown in and

zome judgements. And noone will inagine that the concept is the emoiion or that the
explanation is the emotion. - But when you talk about en act of understonding the confusion
very ensily occurs. The difference of an experience of understandxn- something and the
concepts psychologists have to use to describe that experience are two ditfferent things,
In the first ten chaplers of In51ght I try to acquaint the reader turough experience of
himeell of wiet his own acts of understanding, direct znd reflective,are. If a reader ;_!f
tninks not of his own experiences -he doesn't bother zbout getting any experiendes, or ‘
if he-gets them he interpréts what I say not by his orn esperience oi acts of understanding
but by some deiinition of what undersiandinz is or some explanation. He's in the
psychological fallacy, He is substituting concepts for the conceived, explanation for . § 
the explained. Whnat ve ére talking about has to always be the iﬁsight qua esperienced, '%n

not qua defined snd o forth, _

The other pitfall is the INTROSPECTIVE PARADOX. You

want to get hold of an insight, an cxperience of an insight, If you want to attend to
the ingight you tend to neglect the clject of the insight, end if you neglect the object

of the insight .......{..cut.......ten mirutes of the lecture lost). : B E 'jﬂil
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LACTURE V

: Ve move on to the expression of the nature of our knovledge as an internal

siructure, mnd objectivity &s a structure znd finnlly, the subject as what is tehind the

L structure, Tne structure is the link, the strueture is a set of activities, each activity
.. regards an cbject, the subject is whatl dees iie regarding, not in any homogencous
fachion -there is a dirference between the empirical, the inteliectual, the rational

b
and the responsible subject,- and now we have to consider the mztier more concretely.
Fesple eren't just inowers. Ve have besn speaking of the subject as the subject of L

cognitional activities, but really that's a particular type of cubiect, The average man

. is the azn of daily lide. You have nosv zimply got a ctructure of exreriencing, L
¥ . 2
ey enguiring, imegining, inderstanding, thinking, refiecting, grasping the unconditioned : 3

end judging, That is nixedamp in and forms just a part of a differently structured

g subject in vhich practical activities play a very conspicuous and predoainsnt role, {

: Bocides purely éognitional activities there are afflective acts, loving and hating, .

. ddsiring and fearing, enjoying and enduring, deliberating, choasing, carrying oﬁt one's

i .

éé decisions... end in the SPONTANEOUS SURJECT all those activities fore a single, &

| integrated, interdependant‘ﬁhole. He &oes not simply know. is sensing is conacetled Y
lmrediately with affectivity. His wnderstanding and judging lend icmedicziely to deciding, 1

B and he only thirks about and seeks to understand and judge the things he's going to do. |
In contrast, the THIORNIIC SUPJECT is engaged simply in knowing. His affcectivity is i
brushed aside. It may come up occasionally...e.g., "what a wonderful thing this =

’mﬂ : kno;ledge is, 2ll this study isf“, or he uses his will to keep his nose in the book. . :é

But his vwill is not an integral4part of the functioning of his cognitional activity.

e That makes we provide an account of the fundamentzl difference belw=2en the spontaneous
;?; subjeet and the theoretic subject. | _ -i?
L ‘ '
?i: Spontaneous Subject and Theoretic Subject Compared E
;7 ' In the gonteneous subject the }nternally closed sct of partial and complemenfary ? 5

activities includes not only cogmitional activities but also sracticul activities. It is

e e Lo

as il you pad two diferent kinds ol c¢lock and in cne there werc nany more functions

then in the other nnd it forms a different type of whole, One clock iz jusl i5 know by, 4 L

all its parts are interrclated intelligibl??%g all the others. In the spoatancous subject
that structure is different, It doesn't violate cognition but ité cognitional activities .

o
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are tied down to vhat's useful, fo what's practical, to vhai's worth while. He waris it

to leud somevhere, Me doesn't waste his tine onr 21} this theory. “that's the good

i of that?". Pori.eps 1 can muke the dirfersnce between the two sublects clearcr by szying

that they have itwo cuite different apprehensions of the world. Yhe spontaneous subject
q [y p u

knows purticular, concrete reality. He deals wifh nersons. e doesn't study person as 1
such but he knows Tom aud Dick and Harry aud he knows what to say to one znd vhat not :
to say to him, end vhat to say to the other aid whatl you can do vith the third, A1l his
’i xnoving regards vhet's to be said, what's to be done, vhat's ndt to be caid, what's

o not to be.done in ezch of a variety of situztions in which cusicmarily he [inds himself,
v If he finds himself in & new situation he has fo catch on to sometiing more. He lives in

o the concrete. It is the whele men that operztes -not just a knoer but the whole man,

Lo

T

and his world is the world of persons ard things., Eddington, 1 think it was, spoke.

about hic two tebles, One was of a certain polish and size and weight and strength and
the oiher was a slightly denser collocation of electrons then the surrounding air, low, &
that diffe-ence betveen the two tables is a difference that exiends all along the line,

The average man and the biologist go into the Zoo and they look at the giraffe. 4nd Loth

: understind the giraffe as an animal, an organic unity orf parts., And there's an internally 3
éii closed cet of partial and Ebmplementary functione that wake up tne girayfe as an anibal, :

:f Kov, ihe parts that make up the animal for the average man are the head and the neck and

tne trunx, the legs and the tail, For the hiologist the parts are systens, There's a

T = n .
B P T

respiratory system, a digestive sysiem, a vascular syctem, a locosotive system, a

ger.gory system and so on. And each of these systems consivts in a set of organs. And

- each of the organs consists in myriads o cells and each of the Eﬁlls has its structure.

and once you get below, once you get further down you get to the chemical compounds

JOF-ARTIEL S HREE -

b Tkt

that are in constant process of change within the cell, And below the chemical com-

.

pounds you have the subatomic protons and reutrons and so on, It is an entirely different

et ¥
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view of the giraffe. Both can see the giraffe as made up on an organic unity of parts,

But the [irst fellow stops at uhat he can see. The other fellow finds that the parts

R i
TE kL e .

are systems and that the systems have oiher naris and the parts have smaller parts and

]

-
s

80 on until you get vignt down fo the point vhere you have gomething that you can't

Rty

imsgine at all, All along the line, not only tables but with regard to everything the j

theoretic subject has an eptirely difierent apprehension of the world. Any single - 3.4




ecientist is that to conspiﬁuous'eﬁds(?). Lddington noviced the businese sbout the tables,
The biclogist would notice the different apprehensién of the animal, &nd so on, £11 along
ihe line. 3Zutv if you combine all the scieuces then your apprehension it's the sare

world, ithe sa:e concrete realiiy that he is knowing, bui he knows it through the nediation
of theory., ind he can know through the mediation of theory because as a subject he is not
a sgontancous subjeet that can't think without feeling., He is the theoretic subject that
can put his feelings aside, hie practical concerns aside, his‘ﬁecisions aside and get

on vith the business of knowing all by itself, There are then two structures of the
subject, two apprehensions of the world. And il you don'i wagt to think of all the
sciences together think of metaphysics, You go home and speag to your young brothers and
sisiers avout matter and form &nd essence and exictence and they won't oy what you
are taliting about. But you'il be taliking aboui the things that they know very vell,

Theory provides a new apprehension of everything,

As there are different structurcs of.

the subject, different ap,.rehensions of the world, so there are difleront vrocesses
of learning. Yhenever the scientist or metaphysician learns anytnhing he woves on to
‘universal principles. If it isn't wniversally trues, true in gbsolutely cvery case,it is
no good at all. Bat the man of common sense doesn't learn things thnt way, His lecrning
is expresced in proverbs, and proverbs don't have to be true in every case. They are
Just uceful, They are like the Inies ol grémmer; lots of exceovtions bul,nonetheless,
useful., You use them vhen the'ocgasian arises. Both science end metarhysics and

comnon sense are habitual accumulations of insights but the accowulation tokes place
with diflerent purposes in ?iew hnd with different criteria. 'he couwuon sense subject.
wanis to understand enough about persons and things o that in any concrete situation
he'll know wihat to say and do tb'get by. But the theorist wants to know vhat will

hold in absolutely every case and he wanls an exact formalation of that, The theorist
moves oif to universal principles, o universal truthsj the man of comaon sense in
never interesled in anything but the concrete situation He‘s dealing with, He knows
that the more successfully he deals with coﬁcrete situations the better he'll bhe

able toldo s0 with future situations that arize, He builds up his experience, But his
building up of experience doesn'y cﬁnsist in putting down definitions that hold omni
et.soli. "what's a dog?" '“Hell, a dog is whai anyone callé'a dog and that's all
there is about itd" He kno#ﬁ'what dogs are and that's enough. On the-thEP_ﬁand, the’
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theorist abstracts frow his feelings. For the man of coumon zence feclings are the most

o important part of in personal situations, ' You musi figure out how the other fellow is
? feeling or perhaps, you'll put your foot in it by saying it today instersd of waziting

.until he feels betier this cvening, and o on. The theorict abstracts from practical
concerns, the wan of coumon éense is interested in noihing else, The theorist absiracts
Trom the particular and the here and now, and thé nsrticular here and now is vhat alone
has any impo;%énce for the man of cazmon zence. But though thq theorist abstracts, he
gets away from the practical and from feelings and so on, he cotes back, le not only

withdraws but also returns and ne transforums the situaztion in which the man of common

f; " gense lives, Look at all the gadgets of modern life.

.E ' Fourthly, they have different

és languarzes, The theorist develops his technical language to express his own ideas and ' Ej
E} concents, and the mun of common sense jusﬁ doesn't know that langusge. Mot only is that f

%; s0, but also the theorist fransforas ordinary language. The cleareet examplés of that Eé
?; aprear when you compare a pre~theoretic culfure with a theoretic culture. Both the r:
;i HEBAREYS and the GREEKS knew and they talked and theft learned. But the same words have

.%f different :aemings in hebrew and greek and the different meenings cerrespond to the _ ;;
;h differences belveen the spontaneous subject and the theoretic subject, For the hebrews L

w5s not merely the Xnower; the knover was alsc the doer., Saint John sayein his first

. Bpistle, -I think it's Chapter 2, about Verée 3t ! ?;
: "You will lmow Christ if you'observe the commandments." 'é j
- Knowing Ilim ic a matier of observing the commandments. When the hebrew taught he ! 1
taught the Law, and he taught it in such a way that people jelly vell observed it, % E
Gﬁil_ There was no point teaching it if people veren't going to observe it. It is & practical ;E
@f; type of teaching. It is learning in the sense of the old expression: “I'll larn him E}
o by giving him a good licking," Leérning is not a merely cognitional activity. It is the f%
total man that entails the unity of all psychological activity. 30 not only does the E?
?1! theorist bring in his own technical language but he transform the pre-existing language. ;i
c i{¥ As someone remaried, the greeké took vords such as truth (aletheia) and wisdom (sophia) i#'
. and s0 on, epistEmi, . .they were in current greek use, and the philosophers gave these - ; ﬁ_
terins a weaning they had mot previously possessed. And where did that new meaning come f é

from? It came from the gradual realigation of the theoretic subject, the theoretic

Lo
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apprengrsion of the wordd end the creation of a srecial langusge for theoretic satjects
and their wmode of leaming and their apprehension of the world,

there are tio socintiecz, lUhere is ine gociety of men of cop-

mon éense, -each belongs to his ovn family; if it'e releatives, the friends of the fuuily,
the town or nart of tne town, the district in the country,- and the rest of tue world

is made up of foreignars. His common sense ic built to deal with the things that he

hasto hendle and the persons he has to deal wih in hiz ordinury life. At home and at

wrk his comnon sense 1s determined by his social .situntion, and since he sets acchrding
t> hsl comion sense for the most port and hig acti.ns deternine the social situation there
iz a mutuzl interdependence between the socvial situation and the coiaon sense to vhich

it gives rise and which perpefucies it.  On ine other hand, the thoorelic subject sets
agide feelings, friends, practical concerns, nracticel interrcts, and ou such subjecis
multiply they form a distinct socicly that tranccends social clisses and polivical
Trontiers, It forms a esort of Cogmoroliz, people with the theoretic mentality,'ﬁhe
ti:zoretic ep .rehension of the world, masters of the langunge (theoretic lanruace) and
cuv into tre tneoretic mode of learning. But this theorelic cocicty, so to speck,
tecouse science is also practical cowes back and trensforms the spontancous society

of gponluncous subjecis,

A sixth difference repards ultinate criteria, 'Yhe spontuncous

subject and the theoretic subject both acknowledze unity and lruth, virtue and value,

realitly end so on, They are fundamental criteria comaon t9 all men. The spontaneous

subject knows them simply in actu exercito, -if [ may use the lalin expression. He
Xoows it in 80 fer as he does it. He observes the nrinciple of contradiction bui he
never nheard of the principle of contradictisn. He observes the prineiple of excluded
middle without ever hearing of that either. He is logical in a natural fashion, He has
netural knovledge of first principles as S5t. Thomas and Arvistotle would put it, The
principles ere part ol his intelligence,

part of his rationality, nand becauce he is

intelli ent and ratisnal the principles are observed, lie never adverts to the principles

and in so far as ne does then, leccssarily, his exoression is symbalie, A symbol is an
y 1 - o Beluiehuntnylion diralinadl 0

affect laden image, it is an imege vhich pours over into affectivity, that conveys a
meaning wnd medictes an apprehension of value, INAGE.,, AFFECT...REANLG, . VALUE..., four

elements, And the symbol is the normal expresuion of the gwontancous subject, As soon
p !

-y
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the itheoretic subject who is engaged in knowing objects through the mediation of theory,

as he stops dealing with persouns and thinzg in the concrete situations in which he lives,
to ture him beyond thal you have to deal with him in symbolic expressions, (I'11 have
something more to say about sypbols leter on.) Bub you can see that the cr-ontancous
subjoct is the whole men in which knowledge is notv a specialized part, in which every-
thing funciions as & single unit, thai hig exprescions of his ideals, of hig noms,
of his ultinate criteria will be through symbols. On the other hand, the theoretic
subject. ,~of cource, he has this natural knovicdge of first pripeiples but he also

objectifics that natural knowledge to 2 certein exient, 1In Parmenides it is the distinction
between the way of seening end the way of truth. In Plato it is the distinction between
dialektike and é}istik%, betveen £§istics and dielectic, -éfistic being the fellow
that argics to win and dialectic the fellow wio argues to let the truth appesr, In
Aristotle it has a magnificent formulation in his Loyic. The Stoies express their

criteria in a moral code., The nmodern ceientists in their seicntific nethod.

30 ve have compared the saontancous subject and the

theoretic subject. Tuo_siructures of consciousness, twe adnrehensions of the world,

tvo modes of learning, two languaces, tro societies and ifvo manncers in vhich ultinate

criteria avrc aporehended, -

The Critical Subject

Now, there are not only spontaneous and theoretic subjects. The theoretic zubject uses
the soecinlized stracture of knowing to aprrchend realiily, tite re=l world, objects
through the mediation of theory. But there is a further pdssibility. Yesterday we
spoke of the transition fron nresence to self to knowledge of self. And in so fsr as

I got acroos the notion of that transition you can see that besides the spontaneous

subject in which xnowing and feeling, deciding and doing are all a =ingle unity, and

there is also the reflective structure of conseciocusness in which the subject knows

nimself, now the mun of comuon sense, now the theorist and in the third case as knowing
hiwself, as performing this tricky business of introspection and unders.anding what it
is o understand end vhat the implications of that_are. Understanding xnovledge as a
struacture and objectivity as o structure oud hinself as a structure, In 0 far as you

have a subject that coubines comson sense mnd theoory snd reflection, celf knowledge,
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‘he knows the cpontanecus subjects and the objects of thelr xnowing, in so far as he
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you have whal we call the-CHiTIChL SURTHCT., It ien't eritical in the Eaontisn sense,
becais Kant denicd fhe pocsibilily of self inowledge in any serious seznse, But it is
critical in the senge in which 1 think we '11 Lo justified belore we finigh. Let me
Eompaxe vile critical subject with the spontensous and theoretic, there the spontanesus
gubject kaovs garticuler, concrete reality, the theoretic subject apprehends the universe
througn the mediation of theory, —of Physics, Chemistry, Biclopy end so on, the Social
Sciencez, the Luman Seiences;— fhe critical subject knowvs himeelf, Xnovs his lnowing,

and becauge all knoving is ¥nowinz of objecis,in so far as he knovs common sense kaowing

move theoretic knowing ke also xnows the obicets of fhcoretic ¥noving and in so far as
he rnows his sell knowledge be able to null togeiher those three types of knowlédge, fto
be able 1o uce them together without confusion, to be able fo deiemiindg iheir relations
and their limitations and to cosbine them, Consecuently, this self knowledge provides,
ag iv were, the crossways, the focus, the centre frou which all imowing end cossequeatly,
21l cbjects can be considsred (Zconsistent), Boih the srontanecus subject and the
treoretic gubject héve their quite distincet modes of lezrning and the critical subject
lezrns the nature of learning., He is able fo differenciate betveen the learning of
commun sense and the learning of the theorist, Both the spon aneo;s subject and the theore-
tic subject each has his own_language; the critical subject is concerncd wiih the
trenscultural, the relations betreen common sense language and theoretic language, the
effocet of the developemend of theory on a pre-theoretical society or culture, the

type of culiure that you have vhen the society is pre-theoretic and so on., He is
concerned with the problems involved in thef total changes of meanings of vords that
oceur in so fur as there is developenent from upontaneous subjects to thesretic subjects
and then further on from theoretic to eritical subject. I spoke o two societies; the
theoretic sociely that sets up o cosmopolis, a universal normm, what ought to be done,

and tries to get the Leaguo of Yations or the United Y¥ations to realize these ideal norms
in human society to” some extent, and the sponioneous subject who lives in his own
country and looks upon the rest of #kn as mere foreignors,” The critical subject is
hiutqrical. Because hie understands comeon scase he is able to understand the changes

of common cense. the Comuon sense in Englend is one thing and the com:on sease in

Ireland is another, and there are still bigeer differences when you g0 to France or

g_i
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Italy end still wmore when you go th Germany ald Spain, and vast differences vhen you
g0 on 10 Rugsia, Cozmon «cnse.is a function of the social milieu. It has gener&l

inverizuts but there are all sorts of variztions, Througn a study of history end the

undersianding of wan a eritical subject gers hingelf wlthln the historical process, ile

is engaged in understanding the historical »rocess, &hd his judgesent and deciciozn oceur

conrciously within the historical process h

ey
o

a bearing on his future., Fe is a HISTCFICHL

subiect,

question right oui into the opea, The spontancous

and re

and Tinally, with reg

ard 10 ultimate criteria the crificsl subject

is gnbelligzent and

ta ¢

cubject

briggs the

rational

sapensiole and ne knows tne criteria imnlicitely, so sneat, lle can't fonmulite

thom but he obeerves thém. He egxpresses them, i &t all, cymbolicelly., The theoretic

subject expregoes inen objectively in a formal logic, in canons of a methnd, in a aorwl

code, in a transcendental ldgie, in a dialectical logic tou, if you wish, $he critlcal

subject reverts to, wanis tu kaow the subject gua intellipgent and qua rational as the

ground of &ll criteria and nom, as lhe imcddiate ground of them in so far as they ere.
wnoun by uz, But while the critical -zubject can bring the uuéution right 2ut ianto the

ooen, the guesiion of ultimate criteria, on the other hand, he cen't brings the solution
The solution has

cut into the oven. to occur vithin each critical subject in so far as

he knows himself. There is no Jdoubt that each of you is intelligest. You can give -

external signs of your intelligence.

But the external signs are not the intelligence

itself, fhat intelligence in 1tselx is accessible only to each one of you, If anyone
wvants to deny consciousness and insight as distinet from conceivirg insight you can't

do anything about it; ke hasto find out for himself vhether he i

1l
41

ever had  the

experience of understanding sowething., The critical problem, its solution is always a

nersonal problems It is self xnowledge, and / felf knovledge one and the sase knows and
i3z kKnown, one and the safe experiences and is experienced, undersiands and is undersiood,

e
affirns

and is affirmed. It is —-the solulion to the critical problem in the senze in
which I am conceiving it- necessarily an event that ocecurs within the inner forus of
each individual., You can cross out (?talic out) dialectical arpuments, -us Aristotle

aid:s "Get the_seeptic to talkl"  If he talks

jo )
-l

he won't tdlk utter noncense and so

duyw

tiiere will be soue recognition of rationality and intelligence in his tulk, But ithe real .

and the real szoluiion is for the

z1f,

Lsoue subject to know himself, each one do it for

hing Thore are Gndewonstrable first principles. Why? Because the [irst principles
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lie in the subject as mﬁpirica11y,'intellectually, rafidnally énd'responsible.ccnecious.
The firust principles not in the sense of objects of propogitions. The {irst principles
in the_senée of & concrete reaality, -the concrete reality that each one ol us is. When
3t. Thomas gpesks of the basis of judgement being the reductio ad principia he explains
vnat he meung by principia, and tiey are not universal propositions, ihe principia are
intellectus and sensus. They aré the capacities of the subject ito experience and under-
stand. {Dr. Hawrins has remarked that I do not acknowledge tie priovity of the ontolo-
gical, You can taxe the ontological in two censes. Dither you mean ontolegy vhich

ig a departaent of xnowledge leerned in firzf year vhilogorhy or you can mean by the
ontological a conerete reality, 1 do not acknowledge the priority ol ontology. “hat

1 o1 telking about is the 'pz;iority of the concrete reality that is the exceriencing,

intelligent, rational subject.

Horizons

e tdll jjust raise the question of HORIZONS, e have described three subj cts, the’
spontanecus, theoretic and critical snd the basis of the distinction in each case, -the
distinction runs along through apsrenhension of the world, mode o learning, languege,

osiety, ultimate criteria, but the fundamenial basis of the distinction is the structure

o]

of congclousness. Prior to the greek distinction between the theorctic and practical
life, the bios theoretikos and the bios praktikos, well, there were different vays

of achieéving the end, like the Eliad {?) spesks to the medecine men o cehiral isia as
archaic teéhnigues of m&sticism, thd there's thés mystical terdency in Indian, develove-
ment in Indian culture, developement of the subject, All I said to you about the subject, -
those fundamentd. notions can be had in the Upanishad and it is supposed to be an |
inlluence {rom the Upanished on Plotinus, but ithat's a different question. iowever, in
vestern culture the Yrecks effected that distinction betwcen the spontancous subject

end the thearetic cubject snd they effected it by hecoming theoretic suhjeéts.'ﬂow and
similarly the critical prmblem becomes formulated {ully and clearly, -tlere were critical
subjects before but they didn't have the tools to exnress it, Thal difference in the
structure of consciousness between the spontancous Efﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁfewhich is the whole man, aug
the theoretic structure, cognitional, forming 2 cloged unit and engaged(?) an objects,

and the reflective structure, cognitional, a closed unit turned in on itgelf effecting

.L‘
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the trensition from self presénce'to self knowledge.. thoze structures are associated
R vith horizone, The fouuzl object of our intellect is ens, omnia, everything., the rroper
'_5j_ object is Quidditas sive natura in meteriz eosrporali existens, ' But becides the forual

| object and the :roper object vhich set abolute limits to our understanding there ere
further lixiitaticns imposed if one is wercly a sponteneous subject. You have no carscity
;Q _ for thecoretic eprrehension Or ir one is a spoatancous subject and a theoretic subject

.. thers's no capacity, proximate dapacity for zelf knovledge. Thg fact that one is merely
a spontaneous subject gives one a horizon. Upwards one can see billipns of light years

away, but on the level because of fthe surizce of the ecrth one can only sec us far as

the horizon, That's beyond that has no weening for me, It is meeningless, It has no
zignilicance for me. 1.couldn't care less, It is nol necessury for it to be nesningless
to every men but it is meaningless for every spontaneous subject. And vhat is beyond the

norizon of the theoretic subject is meaningless for him,

?”if ' The theory is weaningless for the spontanecus subject. Yor cxample,
e snontaneous subject is having tea with a celebreted physicist or sathematicien or |
ffi' chemist and naturally he wants to nrofit by the occasion. And he begs the expertf

. ;: ' "Really, fell we something about it. Yhis is an adventzgze and an

| oprortunity that I musin't miss, FHovever, none of this technical

language, please, none of that nonsense. I don'i want to hear

any of that stuff at all, Just pﬁt,it in plein ordinary longuage

that 2 simple person like myself can understand. And all thos

tﬂ details that you learn in school, and so on, all thoserlearned
-~ . : ' : :
M 1 gquestions that you get at the University and so on,... just
s give ne the broad idee, all I want to do is understund ithu

In other words, he wants lhe fruiis of learning without the means. Ioreover, if the
theorist happens to say something that the swontaneous subject unders:andg well,

naturally, the spontanecus subject wanis to sssimilate it, that is, to fit it in

with his view of the world, -he isn't aware that the theoretic aprrehension of the

vorld is an entirely different thing. lle vants to fit i% in with his own common gense

view and it won't £i6, it candt fit, It fits very vell into a theoretic apnrshension

vhich is mediated by theory but it can't ['it into a comson sense apprehension, Pecause

it can’t £it in a person has difficulties:-

"You know, I'm very stupid, but really; I'g iike'j@u'to

s .
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explain this to me. It seeims to me thet thiz simply

can't be that way and tuat must be this ray!"

You coe, wnal tney are doing is exprescing teeir horizon, the faet thzt {heory is some-

E Y ) R et

tiing tnet cannot be fitied in within a comnoa scense apprehension of reslity. Warther,

b

i i{ the treorist heprens to ofver soue explanation the swie difiiculty reecars again,

T Trere iz no pocsibility of dizlosue because the spentanecus subject is acking for theory
#\[ to be placed within tie comson sease horizon and theory is simply wnat's beyond that

' . ' '

b horizon,

'-; N r
e art o - . : T . '

" Similarly, eritical guesti.ng and ansyers are beyond the theorstic horizong-

fh I i J

L. .

"; : > oA a .

! "an gecount of one's knovledge thet can be verified only in onz's ouwn personal

}lﬂﬁ grperience? Jell, wihat on esrth dres thal mean? Aren't fhere any proofs? arven't

there any demonctrationa?™
"I can sz I experience an act of understanding but that isn't a prosf, 4 proof

L]

: . . . . ] , . il
is a s*lloglsn[ are there no arguwients et all? Tlothing you can gi:t nold »£7

E : s , . . what U . . s
- Fzeaune the theorist always deals wita objects anﬁ/the critical subjecet 1o talking about

is the subject. Or the critical qusstion will be fraacsposed within the thecretic horicon,

'ﬁ: Tou cuproze thet 1t is a quoétion of a ney metaphysics or a new seience or & hew com-on

2 'f seise; it has to e one of itre three: -anything alse lies beyond the theoretic borizonm,

B

v Eus tue question'is vhother knowledge exists, noi vhether soie prriieular fact or aspect

'E of xnewledge exists but knowledge in'general. 1t is a quite.useless Question. the

;f' theoratic subjeet cannob couceive -pricisely becanse e always thinks in terss of objecis-
ﬂagég i that it is poseible 1o know human Knowledge not by analogy but rrdperly, not in ierms

ﬁ_ of wetaphysice but in terms of ccgnitional actiﬁity, i 'mow vhat coumon sense is and

:ﬁi et theory is znd what seif knowledge is and what are the limitations of ezch of fhe

(4]

.I.'l“." i
KR three, ond how the three are related fo one another and how one cen use all three

cimuliangously ond interdepondently and without confusion, To conceilve the critical

subject as bringing one's mind to the poing where one's thinking is transculiural and

nistorical dces not arise within the field of theory wiich is simply a matter of

sotiing oul (?) objects,

T ———— e - vt
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Further, there is the EXISTRNTIAL ASPTCT: “ihat am 1 to be? in I to be a

spontaneoﬁs subject, a Eheoretic or a critical subject?" nd vhile it is frue that
theory is beyond the horizon of the spontaneous subject and that critical questions and
ansvers are beyond the horizon ofthe theoretic subpct, still that 'being beyond' is

not absolute, The formal ob ct of the humen iktellect is always eng, omnia, the .objcct
of intellect qua intellect —tlat's wiat the formal object of ilutellect wecans, And the
proper obgct of hunmn intellect, the object of intellact qua hucan in tuis life is always
the intelliribility to be grasped as existing in corparcal matier., And because thesé
objects transcend the.horizon of the syontuneons subject tnd tre horizon o1 the theoretic
subject there is nlweys lhe potentizlity for the existential questioh to arise. ‘The
gponianesus subject is nat by nature a spontaneocus subject: by nzturc ue is a ggg; e
.2 a horizon in so far ag Lis developﬁhenf'has ot ot beyond the level of comnon cense,
But because he is a wan he can go Leyond co.mmon sense, he can h:ve en uneasy conucience
gbout the fact that he has never taxon the.trouble to get hold of any theory. And similarly,
the tueorstic subject is not a theoretic subject by nature; by nature he is a ggg, he
he suze formdl object.and the sazwe proper object of his intellect as even the
critical subject. Houever,.the question of going beyond ihe horizon of the spoaiznecus
subject and of going beyond the hotizon of the theoretic subject iz an existential
question, that is, it is a qucétion that is answered, not by an answer, but by a
develonment. One does not change the structure of one's consciousness, onc's appre~
heugion qf the world, one's language, one's mode of lezrning, ose's society, one's
agprehension and manifestation of ultimate criteria by sdaying yes or no to a quesiion,

by reading off & list of proposiiions and saying: "Such'dre ny sentiments!“ The _
spontaneous subject can repeaﬁ off all the true propositions and say yes to each one

of them and still rewadn a gpontaneous subjects vhat is needed is the inner transfor—
nation of the structure of corsciousness and of its consequences that effect the diffe-
rence beliwen the spontaneous and tie theoretic subject. The spontznecus subject can
becoie a mathesaticion or a physicist or a chemist or any other type of scientiet or

i wetaphysician without leaving the horizon of ihe s;ontaneous subject. 411 he does is
distort everything in the theory, He sy s: "Now, this is what they have in the book

but what that really means...,etc..." e *'ll put iv into common sense terms for you.
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ie sipgnilicance of the techniques.

;nd similarly, the theoretic subjk ct can distort everything that tue criticel subject
says by fitiing it inio a theoreiic viewpoint, ind you "1l get someihiing entirely different,

M

The existential quesiiun is a question that is engrered by a COXVTILSIOR, by a PURIFICALION,

by a REVOLUTION; cell it vhat you pleace, bul vhat is meant i 2 DEVZIORIEET. 4nd the
Lzck of that development is whet accounts for the decadence of philosophical and scientific

oie |
L

achools, Tne school can flourish and also can decay, znd it can have 2 second spring.

&id the reason for that decudence is that the adikoi, the epiginoi do not wmect tne
existenticl gquestion. Shey reyeat the formmlae with mcticulous %idelity but they've
logt the reanine, They can uce the tebhniques with full dexteriiy but they don’t grasp
dnd vith that vhen the itradition goes down, wihen
iere is & comtraciion of the norizon the original ueaning disepyesrs, the xey roints
ifl tre doctrine are dropped, the things thzt are really éignificant, aud the things
are brougint down to the good, solid level of sane common sense. All that guffers is that
the tieory que theory loscs ite meandng and one gels a sufrogate, a bit of ergatz, ‘That
dees for most people. Iost people are gquite content to rewuin sponianecus subjects vhen
question ie the theoretical question, or to remain theoretic subjects if the question

i3

the critical question,

Mot only is thére the problem, so to speal, of AUTOGIIESIS,
of the develomnchit of each éndividual -each one of us starts from the tabula rasa to
vhich iriciotle coupared the intellectus poseibilis and the develowrment occurs within
hig life spony it is oﬁly slowly, step by step, that he gradually zssimilates the
doctrine evcn'of the school when it is flourishing, and he has very little cheince of
fetting béyond that if the school is in.decay, But besides the autogencsis, the .
developeent of each individual, there is what corresponds, so o speak, to PHYLGGENESIS.
There are critical subjects before the time at which criticism has become & publicly
acoepted technique., I quotéd ﬁdu 51, Thomas who spoke about experiencing absﬁraction
from phantasns end the receﬁtion if intellicibles in esct in our intellcets and what
anyone can expericnce vhenever he tries to understand anything, St. Thomzs knew his

own intellect by experiencing it but he didn't have at his disposal the tools of
introspective psychelogy, the acceptance of that type of analysis and explznation. And_
even if he hadf invented it it is most uhlikely' that he would have been understood.

Tven vhat he did say vas in the tems of reference of his age was not understood. Wnat
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it led to was the terrific row at thé end of the thirteenth century, the ﬁngustinian—nrist.
controversy when they wrote the Correctoria ¥ratris Thomae axd  {he Correctoria
correctorili Fratris 'homse and so on, 4 first clase detaie yenﬁ full swing znd ended up
with decadent scholasticism in. the fourthcunth ceniury, There can be then theoretic
subjects before tie time in which theory is developed but they have not at their disposal
the develorsent of erkrreksm civilisation and culture in which to put across the lheoretic
idea. 1 apoke to you of the aristoielien notion of science as-being in the locus of
doxa, of Opinion; Aristotle conceived seience as faxing opinioﬁs and shoving the
recessary reason vhy that must te s, There is not in Aristotle & conplete sepsration-
betveen a comson sense view of the world and a theorstic view of tie world. There are the
beginnings of it but the thing isn't put through right to the liwmits, Cn the other hand,
et {he prezent time ve have such a large nunber of sciences having reached the explanatory
viewpnint it is guite east to i1llustrate the fuck that a t.eoreiic view of the world is

an entirely difternt sort oi:thing from a comnon sence view of the world., [ot only then
are tnere iheoretic subjects vhen the languggd/g?etﬁgo¥ﬁggryiia ié rerely that of the

gponvengous subject, and critical subjects before tleir tiue, trere is alzo the inverse

phienoncnon of decadence when the critical elements are reduced to theoreiic and the

theorctic clements are reduced to srontaneous viewpoints becmuse subiects huove not wet
thie existential issuer “Whet am I o be?" They have not met it -they Lave met it in
words but they have not wet it by a development, by conversion, by purification, by

revolution (you'll find all theseé words used by philosophers at one time or another, )

So much then for three subjects, the spontaneous, theorgtic and the critical;.
their three apprehensions of the world, théir three langzuages and modes of learning and
societies and ways of dealing with ultimate criteria. And now I wanl to say soize thing
on the tovic of realism. '

A~

REALISH

Realism occurs on three levels, the spontaneous, the theoretic and the critical,

i) Yor the spontaneous subject what is reslism? It is really and truly thore exist
dogz and cobs, horses and cows, sheep and goats, liuns and tigers, sparrows and swallows,
plants and trees, eacth aud gcy, ‘wen, women and children —and the list can dontiaue

indefinitely. Reality for the spontancous subjcet is the agpregate of concrete, particular

A -y - v - TS T A TR ¢ S 4 o ke Ty ek ¢ dery e —p
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realivies, and e dg able like adom to give ihen their azmeg., lle i sble to decl with
peroons end hondle things and he 1o akle to do so in expert fashion in oo far &s tuey

chiier into nituztions in viiieh he Xives,

s ¥

PP ] L. . .. . - A .
i} Tohe incoretilc sabject acknovliedges inct concrote, particalsr realities really and

ualy crist, bat Le sager "Mhat den't all there is to Le knovn about ther." le adds a
Turiner disengion, 2 furtner level to his rezlisnt ne adds a theoretic appretension of
the fotalily of coacrete,perticular reslities, And tint tnsocretie aprrehension ruas all
z1ong Ane lire from the aprrelension o: gub-atémic perticeles right up to huszn nature,

od, Wz aurels,  Ghe theoretic subject is the nziural corvective o w0 giwve dangers

1o the spontsnesus subject. Because the spentineous subject is 2 naa he vanis to kaoy

the nzlires of tiings, not merely low o deal vith them in concrate situations, Put
Leeaure Lo 1o nat theovetic ~to know tie niature is to wove towards Leing a taesretic
sublect-, becauce the po.per eprcssion of énything that lies beyond the demling with
conerele siluatioms in the spontancous subject is werely gymbolie, Le'll think of .

netire gpmbolically aad be unprotected ogainst mepeicel iendengiss. Adad wsglc dsa't

soe lhing that went on millenia 2go.  In the Belpian Congo & man vielied 2 leprocarium

aud in id tiere vere tens of-thousands of people; they'd nave their disyutes,and o on,

~znd they were trying to Xeep to the processes of law. They discovercd that wost of the

restions tnat vere brovght up for the populer court vere questioas, secasations inat
2l 80 was using wagie for this'or that ﬁurp0ﬁe and they couldn't eradicate this
ceaviction of thne exiclence and efféctiveness ol magic in reoples mieds, Similarly,

Ly furaal objoet of huzan intellect is omnia, ens, The sponlancows subject can apprehend
Lint only symholiéally and g0 he i;nﬁrotedted agﬁinst wyth, If you are interprefing

the totality of rezlities through an affect laden imsge that conveys a wmeaning end
paniinies anﬁ?ﬁEﬁEEQsﬁ?“value' the step from valid syubol to a myth is very slight. In

co Fav ccthere is the development of the theoretic sublect within itre culiural milicu
there is the corvective, the nolural corrective of the megic and myth to yhich the

sponitanecus subject is prone.

1ii) The critical subject and eritical realism includes all the a.rrehension of concrete
realities in which the spoataneous subject 1§ an experty it includes all the theoretical

sppreteasion of reality of the metaphysician snd all the scientists. 2l it goes teyond

thin; 1L adds foundations and unifications through the theory of knowledge vhich is

L
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vaoed ultimataly on self lknowledye.

_ ' All ilhree zre equally realisms. In 4 1 tlree kxnovledpe
is a satter of exveriencing, undersianding and judging. In 21l three —although £l1 ihrce
do not arulyse il cut— objectivity ic experiential objectivity, norm.ctive and absolute,

In all turue the REAL ig WHAT IS ~not what ic seen but wHAT IS. The definition of

truth., ViiIZas 55T (DARCUATIO IHTWLLECTUS AD R et VERITAS EST FCLALITIR IN SOLO

JUDICI0  very briefly is AT I3 KNOWN I5, WIAT IS AFFIRMED IS5 the res is vhat IS
-

d the intcllectus is WHAT T8 KUCWI, And you can nake that identification because in

g

the trae judgement you reach an absolute, an uncondiiioned, s:ething indepencdent of

the mubject, 3het is seen is relaved to the cubp ety it derends on whietner he is
actigiatic ox not, Wnat is inagined ouviously Jdepends on the subject. “hzt is uncer-

: ctood, —-vell, it dei}ends, somekikrg peonle underctand things better trun others: you
think about vhat you pleuse; vhat seens to re may te so and may not be so. Bul what
is knovn, vhat is grasped as uncondiitioned has no conditions and conseguently no
condiiions in the subject, Wnat is imic-'}endent of the subject is not norely alfirsed,

IT 13, From the criterion of iruth, the wnconditicned, you can deducs tne definition

of trath, the sdaequatio intellectus ad rem.

The gpontaneous subject with his spontaneous
redlive cannot say! MI have no need of a theoretic realism‘.“ He has a great need of it

beceuse, as we remariked, the spontaneous subject as such is unprolected agoinst magic

and mylh, and the toialivarian siate knoﬁcSit and the adverticers know it and the

social engineers know ond the) use it, Similarly, the thebreti’clsub,je ¢t way zay: "I'vé

| ) : done metaphysics: I know what 1sy I hdve no need of going on to critical questions

end answerst™  But the theoretic subject is divided. He hastwo siructires ol conscious-

© 1 nezs aed he can move Don one to the oiher, he has two aprrchensions of ihe world and
they differ all along the lite, they start from the saie data but they diverge forever
sfter, he has two mcdes of learning,b%o lengusges at his disposal, he can belong to

; tvo socidties and he has two ways ol employing ultimate eriveria. Wheih is the real

C : varld? inat is reality forp hi{;f? Does he settle what really ard truly is when he is the

vhole man, afrectivity and choice and action integrated with knowing? vhet is correlative

. J : to that fully inlegraled subject, is that the real? Or is when he is dealing vith the

cquations of quel bum mechanics, spinning oul methematical theorics about physics, -is
} * J 1 . L) . Y R LI 1 > = H >
that really vhat's 1eal? The two are disjarate. It is nob a question of their contra-
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diciing one another, Yhey are d'Spérate; Vaot is resl for him?  Lkat does he izxe his
sterd on? He can be a man ol comeon sensélonly in w Tar as he doesn't wix his comnon
cmuse witn 'the theory and he cen be a thesrist cily in so far ac he docon't mix the
comudn tense with the theory, Vhich is he %o by, vhen it comes to the pinch, vhen it
comes to ihe erucial iscue? Is he to decide, to woke up his mind, to judge on inings
tiint really w=tler qua scientist, qua theoarist or gqua cpontlaneous subject, qua man of
couston geuge? There io a need for a decisive Judpnsent to be make and the theoretie
subject is nol prevared to maxe that decisive julrement. It is‘only in go far as he
myves to the reflectiive structure of -conecizusnesg, only in 2o far as he moves from

cell precence to knovledge of self and kaovledge of his knowledse wnd iis different

kinds snd the relations between them that he '11 be abtle 1o mike the judpesont that
regavdo tne interrelation and the mutual complementing of the :p onlaneous subject in

W tilg comuwon sense knowledge and the theoretic subjeet and hig theoretic knowlcdge.
_ &

I said that the theoretic subject and theory provide

o the FATORAL rewedy Tor the wegic and myth to vhich the sporancous subl et it prone,
e . . _ m:esti%ns . . U e
and Line eritical zxpiruX and auswers provide the NATULAL ansudy to lhe division of
himself and his world that the theoretic subj ct exneriences. But there are in this

B . .

world order, de facto, not only natural remedies, It lies in the SUPFTHATURAL remediey

that, de fucto, realism as a philosophy has developed from the hictorical viewpoint,
Sticane Gilson has devoted a very long and learned life to the thesis that realism,

echoluntic realism is a philosophy that has been simply detached from a theology. ihat

'1 wis done in the middle ages was theology. A cerizin number of philosochic quesiione were

’ﬁ | handled on the vay bui they were handled from a theological viewpoint. Wien you detach the
dﬁ} % philueophical questions and answers from that theoretical context you get, de facto,
realiet philosophy. 4And that scholastic realism is in its orixins, ia its historicagl
z¥iykex nilieuw a theology. Now,'l don't think hat fact is disputed but wuat we vant

to do iw undzrsimnd it. YTou'll be able to uaderstand a fundamental poinit about realiem,

THE HORD OP GOD is a word addressed to s~ontaneous

sabjecte,  In the Bible there is no theory either in the 01d Testament or ihe Few, There

o

iz nerration,  Vho is God? Is Me ehs infinitum, perfectione infinitum and so on?

\\‘J God 16 LB 0GR YBO did tnis and this and this and this and this and is poing to do

that acd that and that sod that. God is known the way a hupan person is known, as the
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one vho dealt with our Fatherslﬁbraham, Isaac and Jacob, as the one vio used !oses and

haron to deliver us from Egypt,tto {ake us acrogs the Red Sea, to guide us in the desert,
ag the gzgijﬂgg:brought u§ into the land of Canaan. God is known through hebrew history.
god is known not only by narrgéive bﬁt also by promises, by his threats, by his‘commands;
by his exhortations, The wor&-df God, in the [irst instence, is the Léj, iﬁ is the
truth that has a moral‘implicétion.' ‘The wérd ol God, in the second place, ig the word
of the PROPEZTS who begin their utterances withz "Thus saith thke Lord., Oraculum Yahweh,®
The word of god is the word of WICDOM in the JSapiential Books. So much for the 0.T.

In the New Testeament the word of qu-is the KEHUGMA, the Good Tidings, the gpoken éospel
and then it is the written Gepel. The word of God as speaking through the ECUNERICAL
COUECILS is: “Si quis dixerit, A.5." If an;oné seys such &nd such, let it be anathema.
In 211 these manifestations of the word of God we are dealing with propositional iruth,
with truth that is not claimed to be the truth of true judgesment but, de facto; is the
truth of true judgement, —true judgements in the practical order about wiat is fo be

done aud what‘is to be feared and what is to be hoped for; true judgerents that are.
implicitely in the theoretical order in go: far as vhat God does and wvhat he nays are -
sanifestations of vhat he is,- The word;gf,God Iis primzrily a nescage of salvation for
mankind but iwplicitely is a reélism;‘;its émphasis islaiways on pT0positioﬁal truth,

It docs not appeal to experience in the zxdimxxy clvious senge of experience, the
cxperience 6f the mement. It will:fecall the dimly reneubered experieaces of Israel's

rasty it will talk about the'unexperiencéd voes of the damned and the unexperienced

joys of the blessed, but its apreal is not to experience, its appea1'i§0¥o understanding.

The word of God is a word of MYSTERY,'something beyond humen understanding. The whole
ecphasis ison the absolute“objaétivity of truth ard that is why theology -vell, first
ol all, the word of (od, Reﬁe;ation; the Tradition of the Church, the decrees of the
Couricils and Doguatic Theology-ére all, by implication, realist. Thaey place an
empnacis on the true judgement trat is lacking in any othef philosophy. The eumpiricists
haven't got it, the idealists hafen‘t got it, tie existentialists haveq't got it, From
thet eaphasis on true judgemenf'there can be detached a philosophy which we may call

DISCURSIVE PEALISH. It takes two simple propositions: (a) Veritas est adaequatio

intellectus ad rem, and (b) veritas est fommaliter in solo judicio, a2d it concludes

that for every true judgement there must be some cdrresponding asrect or part of reality,
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 meaning is transcendant,

and if tﬁat particular jﬁdgément were not true but fdse then that aspect or part of
red ily would be really differant. :The Councile say: "If any man BayS,...let him be
enathema;" Put if he were to says "Oh, I won't say that but it isn't truel" he vould
also be anailhema, or if he sald' "Tt's true but there's no reality correcponding to 1tl"
he alszo would be anathema, There is in the word ol God hnd its historicel exxrrzzxir
expansion in hebrew and éhristian religion implicit a realism, implicit a discursive

realism that equates the real with true Judgement. .

' Yow, I have descrited six types of . .

réalism, the realism of fhe.spontaneous subject vho knows about the. wolves and bears,
the realism of the theoretic subjeﬁt who apjrehends the same reality through theory, the
reatisn of the critical subject who finds a basis both for the gnnténeously known world
and the theoretically knownsworld; the realism implicit in the word of God, in the
gospels and in the teaching of the Church, the realismlimplicit in dogmatic theology and
finaelly, the rcalism that may be detached from thcology, and that rezliém has as 'its
fundanental point the equatlon between true judgement and realiiy. You cen define true
judgement in terms of reallty and you can define reality in tGImu of trae judgement. But

there ig another realisnm vhich I shell call MYTUIC REALISHM., It starts off symnbolically.

1 said that a symbol is an affec§ﬂ§aden image that conveys'a meaning and mediates an

apprehension of value.

at it. You imzgine someone looking at their hend, Secondly, the APFRCT:~ “Wouldn't

it be terrible if he weré_blind?“f"He vouldn't cee his own hand held up.", and fel that

“fhe inage and affect conveyed a MEARING and the

\r——aen g

vith the fulness of hunan fbeliné{
I'Eavé you a theoretic account of transcendance by gding

from the unconditioned to what iz knoun in the daequatio'iﬁtellectus ad rem. But

the pontaneous subject doesn't deal vith theory he deals with gymiols,and obvious Ly:
the eyos aren't the hend, thereés a distance betveen them and wicn you get a q;ac1al
dlstance things are very, very dlfrerent One is not the other, It isu't nerely a

matber ofanething being true, it is something you can see. Not only is there a digtance
but you sec across the distence, you transcend. fhe eyes transcend themselves to reach
the hand.  And just as it would be a terrible thing for Jack and Jill to be blikd and
not see a hand how much worse Hauld it be if we veren't reallst ve wouldn't knoy

any thing =t all, ve'd just knqw out thoughts. So realisn is apprehended as a VRLUE. '

T .“,, "_v—-.n-w ad

[ ..«:% W mﬁhy‘"

First of all, the IMAGE:- Jack or Jill holds up a hand and looks
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That aymbol of realism...fbére]ﬁ nothing vhatever wrong with it. Sponteneous subjects
have a right to apprehend thes € ‘isms' and Fyﬂb0~lc apprehension 1sthe only anprehension
possible for tiem. tiowever, the transition fon symuollc apprehensxon to mythic
apyfehension is alwafé very simple., Identify the s yubol with the symbolized,.say

that the eccence of realiesm is'iairing a look', that knoving is knowing in so far as

it is like sweing, XXak Inﬁeliect knows in so far as you can find some similarity betuecn
your understanding and your eyes. 3But if there's no similarity it can't be knowing.
Seeing is self explanatory end every otler part of-knowing eitfiler has to be like seeing
or else it can't be knovwing. Now, you'll find that that identification, that mythic
identificetion of transcendance vith some analyd s of cecing, the identification of
realisn with the trarscendance that's identified with seeing has nad z terrific effect

in the kistory of scholastic phiiodsophy. The point can be 11¢ustrdted in detail, Scotus
threﬁ out the fact of insight into phahtasms beczuse, as he said, either there's a
universal in the phantasm or there isn't, If there is then it can't be a proper

miversal or it can't be a proper phantasm because iragination i§ of the sLngular and-
not of the universal, and if there's notlfhen the insight must be an illusion, it is
seeign what isn't there, qurgfore,Jwe don't see the intelligible in the sensible, but
vhen ve understand, vhen we have ancohcept ve also h ave.an image, lhere's a concomitance.
Sgein, the same idea of knovledge éﬁplied to Pather, Son and Holy Ghost yields the |
distinctio formalis a parte rei, God the Fether knows himself as God with a rerfactly
objeclive intuition, Either there sa. dlstlnctlon prlor to any look on his part

or not. If there is you have your dlstlnctlo formalis a prte rei and if there is not
tiien vhen the Pather knows the Son he must know the Son either as 1dent1cql with the
Father or es not God because, 1f there's no distinetio a parte rel antecedent to the

look then if the Son is 1dentﬂlcal with God he is 1dentlca1 with the Father and if -

he's not identical with the Father he's not God., There you have the proof of the distine~

tio forualis a parte rei as it is worked out by Scotus. And so on, you can trace the
influence of that mythic identification down the history. and it is impoverishing, it
blocks any satisfactory working out of metaphysics and it completely destroys the possi-

bility of an accurate account of human understanding as God made it,
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ATDIADIX .- Cuestion Time . RN

4. In a review of your book thé anthor sa&s that you cohfuse”philoéOPhical and psycho-
logical problemss (quotation)t;;ﬁ ifter reading the book it is not clear what processes
are involved in the 7 when.it is clegsified as insight, nor ig it clear wvhat is -
the-analysis of such d)ﬁaeﬁts as understand, judge, intuit, of other gothic vords,

The btook brings home vividly the gulf vhich scperates scholastic sethod from the -
pinilosophical metnods practieed today as the result of the work of - 2 |, loore, - x
Bussell and Wittéenstein. It is difficult to sympathize with your intelligent(?)
snaproach, This is not to wzry winimize the value of the book., Nevertheless, one

must conclude that little is achieved by the e thods that you use towsrds a clearer

O S

widerstanding of the meaning of insight or the possibility or conditions of insightful
behavicur?,"(End of Quatation), I would like to know why do the British Empiticists &
find it hard to accept your book? o

well, a complete answer would involve'SQﬁe study of the linguistic anzalysts, Very

briefly,then, I spoke abgyt'the horiz@nwof the spontaneous subject. VThat's beyond

that horizon is wmeaningless to him, _Nou;wthe spontaneoﬁa_subject can develop a
tectiniague o linguistic anelysis and show that this is beyond the horizon of the

] .I- '-’I- ! y y i o~ .
sponteneous subject and this is beyond the horizon of the ppontaneocus subject and

.

g0 on, all along the line, and =m0 eliminate vhat traditionally has been known as
" philosophy. Kow, that's a very rough approximation but it corregnonds in some fashion

- to vwhat is being dones .- . .4 I ' T

'
L

(e following is a serie? of anéﬁérB t0 undecipherable qﬂgétions.)
I. Tney von't have anything to do'with theory. They originally were logical positivists,
but positivism is a theory end loéic is a theory and they dropred both. Hovever, ;

that'c siwple and brief, see. There's & lot more to be said on 2 subject like that.

oy W § e e e L lgg

1I. He has animal knovledge. We are dealing with hwaan knowledge. There can be werely {
animal knowlsdge in a man. Just as the moralisﬁs distinguish betveen actus humanus,' %-:
the human act for vhich you_are.responsible, and the act of a man, actus hominis{ o ;| ‘ff;
g&igh o] ey ou but there's ﬁo moral puilt, there's no werit involved, so alsoe oy ?5

v d!

N 3 - X t
i SEER hnowlegge. You can tadk about the knowledge that OCCURS within a man -
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but isn't humzn inoviedge, There can ocour vithin a men enimal knowledge. It is very

rare,] thiniz, that it does because in man there is always the symbolization, at least,

of some sort, " .

III. Just as I refuse to call a pendulum a clock. T don't meen by that that clocks
get along very vell vithoyt pendula. thnt I mean is that knowledge is a whole,

cencaiion is a part,

IV, An, yes! But anzmal {nowledge is a different type oi knowledge.® Anyuay,when

you talk about animal knowlpdge and human ﬁnovled"e and use the sanme word there's

an equivocation, -

V. Well, the integration, I believe, has 1o be dxmm on the side of method. And anyway,
it is not to be an integfation that taxes scientific results. There can be that but
that regards the consequences, Tha fundamentallwork has to bte on the side of method.
snd the reason for that is that the sciences are constantly developing. Particulgrly
with regord to the human sciences it is most important for the thbmistic, the
scholastic or catholoc thlnxer to hdve an 1nf1uence on method because ‘there ve are
dealing with maa., In the emplrlcal, human sciences the questlon is not about homo
per se¢ or homo in putis maturdibus, human neture. The question %s with regard to man
as he actually in in this world, . Man as he actuelly is in thisvworld is free and
res:onsible, In so far as the empirical, human'sc;ences attempts to imitate physics
or chemistry and prcdibt it is su@posihg that liberty has nothing to do with it,

In so far as he aims at being eﬂl cohsultaht to Government and ushig his predictions

that yay you have vwhat is called creeping socialism. The Govermment needs ever more

and more pover to cafry out the go§d advice,given by the human scientiéts. ind the
problem in the human sciences is.ko fin*a méthod that aims at presenting responsible
individuals wiin an exactive acéount of the alternatives befBre them on vhich they
exercise their liberty. HNow, in so far as such decisions often have to te collec-
tive decisions

decisions would work, But tile human sciences, unless they are under the influence -

nnd T don't say of catholic philesophy but of catholic theology, are wissing something -

Out.. . . '
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there also has to e developed a mechanism through which the collective
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