Merging Horizonss System, Common Sense, Scholarsnip .

Mfa g ( Hoblyola dnd Ansyebt(

The study of logic, of mathematics, of the natural
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sclences, of the generalizing human sclences such as gugonomics,
psychology, sociology, all have accustomed us to a style and mode
of thought, in which controls are constantly and explicitly

aprlied. Terms are defined, assumptions are expressed and

acknowledged, hypotheses are formulated and verified, conclusions 1
are drawn in accord with logical paradigms. Such constant
and explicit control has made thils type of thought gqulte well

known, quite easily objectifled, aulite readily spoken about.

| B ' o .éystéﬁaiic
| , Let us name mhim it the, wedentédd type, and let us go on to

consider two further types of intellectual develogment* that
exist and functlon but easily are overlooked; I refer to <

the commonsense type and the scholarly. : ‘

Commonsense intelligence ls marked by spontanelity.

There is spontaneous inguiry, the cascade of questions from the

child, the ¥a alert wonder of the boy, the sheer sharp-eyed

attention of the adult. There is the spontaneous accumulation

of insights: an answer to one questlon only generates more

questions; to mmtmem speak or act on the basls of what we

have understood reveals the inadequacy of Qu* our insights,

and that revelation leads to further inguiry and fuller insight.

There 1s the spontaneous process of teaching and learning.

Not only are we born with a natural desire to inoulre and
understand, but also we are born into a community with an
@& accumulated common fund of tested answers. 5o we watch

others do things, try to do as much ourselves, fall, watch ﬁ
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again and try again, until practice makes perfect.

common accumulation and
But if one asks what 1s the content of tha%kcommon store,

one must not expect an answer in terms of definitions, postulates,

and inferences. The Athenlans depicted in Plato's early dialogues f
knew qulte well what they meant by courage, sobriety, Justlce,
knowledge. But neither they nor Socrates were able to arrive g
at universally valid definitions. And when eventually definitions 5
were achleved, as in the Nicoqﬁchean Ethlcs, ore—firnde—onmeseit-
thought had shifted from the common gense Into
the systematic mode.
Again, common sense does not express itself in universally valld

} f propositions. Its accumulated wiedom is set forth in proverbs,

and proverbs are not unlversal rules but rather pleces of

advice that commonly it 1s well to bear in mind. {pﬁkmﬂ,—&ﬂa*

Llke '
h_the rules of grammar, proverbs admit exceptlons and, often

enough, the existence of exceptions 1s marked by a contrary

proverb. "Strike the iron while it is hot" and "He who hesitates

is lost" are complet?Jg rather than opposed by "Look before you

leap." Again, 1t has been thought that common sense proceeds
not the

by analogy. But its analogiles resemble,ﬁ§he—logteiaaa~10gician's

argument from analogy, but rather Jean Plaget's adaptation,

which conslets of two parts, first, assimilation that brings

somewhat

into play operations that were successful in ahfimilar casei

and, secondly, an adjustment that# takes into account the

differences between the earller and the present task.
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Indeed, Piaget's conception of learning as the accumulation :
and grouping of adaptations brings to light a baslc characteristle
of common sense. It 1s open-ended, on-going, ever adding

further adjustments. For it is the speclalization of human
Intelligence in the realm of the particular and the concrete.

The particular and the concrete aigﬁggglessly varlaole. The

man of common sense 1s the man that slzes up each new sltuation

and, 1f 1t dlffers significantly, adds the 4w 1inslght that
will guide the right ad justment to acquired routines.

Further, it 1s thls open-ended, on-going character of
commonsense intelligence that differentlates it from systematlc
intelligence. Knowledge that can be packaged in deflinitions,
postulates, and deductlions 1s knowledge that 1s rounded-off,

To insert further insights in a system really
complete, finished.)_En_add-iunthnn-inaiehts—&o—itr}s to scrap
it and replace it by a new syq&ematization. But commonsense
intelligence is a habltual accumulatlion of inslghts that
provides only a nucleus or core to which further 1lnslghts
must be added before one speaks or acts. And that nucleus is
not some system of general truths. Rather it 1s 1like sone
multiple-purpose and multiply-adjustable tool that can be

ta be
employed in all sorts of ways but never 1s actually,employed

A
without the apprOpgrlate ad Justment beling made.
\~
Finally, common sense is not some one thing common to

all mankind. It 1s endlessly variable. Each reglon, each locallty,

each language, each class, each occupation, each generation
tends to develop its own brand. The man of common sense

18 ready to speak and act approprlately in any of the sltuatlons
that commonly arlse in his milleu, But he also knows that

others do not share all hls 1deas, and he comes to know how

they wlll speak and act in the situations in which they find
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themselves. If into his circle of acquaintances there comes
a stranger, then the stranger is strange because hls ways of
speaking and acting are governed by another gudbe unfamillar
brand of common sense. Inversely, when one migrates from
one's original milieu, moves to another city, takes a new
Job, enterska new circle of acouaintances, then one must be
ready to do in Rome what|the Romans do. One has to remodel
one's common sense and, to 40 so, one must move slowly, be
ever on the alert, discover what has to be done to remove
from others the strangeness they sense, the surprise they feel,
the impression they have that this 1s odd, that out of place,
and the other inept.

Iet us now turn from the commonsemnse to the scholarly
type of intellectual development, the development characterlstlc
the man of letters,
ofAthe lingulst, the exegete, the hlstorlan. Llke the systemati*c
thinker, the scholar moves out of hls immedliate environment v
and 1s concerned with matterfs that ostensibly are of no practical
interest., But unlike the systematlc thinker and like the man

of common sense, the scholar does not alm at knowledge that can

be packagqéd in definitions, postulates,xzm and inferences. Rather

he 1s concerned to enter the milieu and to understand the ways

of thinking, speaking, acting of another real or fictitlous
place and time. To use the language of Prof. Gadamer in his great

work, Wahrhelt und Methode, scholarship 1s a matter of

Horizontverschme lzung, of merging or fusling horizons. It 1is

a matter of retaining the common sense that guldes one's own
speaking and acting and that interprets the xg words and deeds
of other people in one's milieu and, none the less, acquiring the

ability of interpreting the words and deeds of other people,
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real or fletitlous, of another, often remote, place and time.

For the scholar, as 1t were, lives in two worlds, possesses two
horizonsjt He is not an anachronlst reading contemporary

comman sense into the past; and he* is not an archalst employling
an anclgent common sense 1n contemsbrary spsech and action. To
be neither, nelther an anachronist nor an archalist, he must

both retain the common sense of his own place and time and, as well,

develop the common sense of another place and time.

Now the merging or fusing of a commonsense and a scholarly
horizon is not the only case of such merging. Commonsense
ang scilentific understanding can merge to give us technicians.
Scholarly and scientific understanding can merge to ampiop
apply modern economics &ﬁ_to the understanding of anclient emplres.
But it is the merglng of commonsense and scholarly horlzons
f that, I think, stands most in need of elucidation. 8o I propose

' to select one the scholar's tasks, that of interpretation, of

exegesls, of correctly understanding an author's meaning.

On the general character of documents to be interpreted I shall

I shall speak more fully on

be brief, /yﬁn the * process of comming to understand what the
<

author was treating, what preclsely his words meant, what was

the interpreter himself
his cast of mind and outlook, what finally 1nAF;eoif has been

his
blocking m%kunderstandlng. I shall close with some account

of the proxinate and the remote criteria that gulde one's

judgement on the accuracy of one's interpretation.
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es in two worlds, posseBses two hoplzong.
8 nedther,sh anachronigf r® readipf contemporgfy commop sense
8t; and he 46 not an apfhalst emplgying an ancient

e¢ommop sense in comfemporary gpeech and acklon. To be pélither,

ther an angchronist nop/an archaist,/ he must both/retaip the
?

¢ommon engd sense of WAs own place And time and,develop th

¢ommop” sense of apdther place grhd tlme.

Now let ds concentratd on one of t

that of exe€geals, of ipg¥erpretation,

ade. We gah shgll have something very brief Xo say on the

¢haracter of such documen

and £onclude with
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First, then, the documents to be interpreted are, 1in general,

not expressions of systematic thought. There 1s an abundant
gospels but, as Prof. Castelll has

exegetical literature on the s1mp1eAgespe&sr—but—thapo—is—l4$%le

pointed out, there 1s little

or none on Euclid's Elements. The reason for this is not hard

to fathom. A systematic work definee its terms, sets forth
explicitly its assumptions, and draws 1ts concluslons in accord
with loglcal rules. In so far as the systematlc ideal 1s reallzed,

tha there can be problems of learning, of comlng to understand

svalataTalblalal- all aW-Thal- . - wV T alaBF-0,E~ 0 a

what the system propounds, but there are not the problems of

interpretation, problems that spring from obscure passages,

ambiguous
in which little meaning 1s apparent, and fro%Ae&eatApassages

{L_(i___________#__ o » S
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Next, there are four ways in which the interpreter has
his
to i develop ﬁic%understanding: he has to understand the thing
with which the document deals; he has to understand the words
that the document employs; he has to understand the author that
composed the document; and finally he has to understand himself.

The interpreted, then, has to understand the thing treated

in the text. Commonly he will possess such an understanding
before considering the text, for he presumably will know the
language in which the text is written and the things to which ‘?

the words of that ianugagd language refer. Stlll such knowledge 'i

1s only general and potential., It will be:cnd.become particular
and actual only through a study of the text. But the point

t0 be stressed here 1s that the greater the interpreter's

experience, the more cultivated his understanding, the better
balanced his judgement, and the more dellcate his consclence,
the greater will be the likellhood that he will hit upon the
meaning intended by the eth.author.

In saying this I am, of course, rejecting the well- &w
known and freouently repeated princlple of the empty head.
According to this principle if one 1s paae#ig?fractise not
elsegesis but exegesls, 1f one 1s not to reaé into the text
what is not there, 1f one 1s not to settle in a_priori fashion
what the text must mean no matter what it says, then one must
just drop all preconceptions of every kind, attend simply to

the text, see alljthat is there and nothing that 1s not there,

allow the author to speak for Do bl Qui—interpratery

himself, allow him to be his own 1nterpreté?.
Now such contentlons are both right and wrong. They are

right in so far as they lmpugn a well=-known evil: interpreters

very easlly impute to authors dpinions that the authors
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never entertained. But they are wrong in the remedy they
propose, for they take 1t for granted that the interpreter has
only to take a good look at a text and ne will see what 1s there. i
That is quite mistaken. It rests on a naive intultioniem. 1
g0 far from tackling the complex task of comlng to understand
the thing, the words, the author, and oneself, the principle of
the empty head bids lnterpreters to forget their own views and
attend to what 1s out there. But all that 1s out there 1is a

gerles of mamim black marks on a white background. Anything
over and above a relssue of the same marks ln the same order
will be mediated by the experlence, the understanding, the
judgement, and the responsibllity of the Iinterpreter. The
narrower his experience, the less cultivated his understandlng,
the poorer his judgement, the more careless he 1s about his
responsibilities, then the greater the likellhood that he will
impute to the author an opinion the author never entertained.
On the other hand, the broader his experlence, the more developed
his understanding, the better balanced hls judgement , the
keener his sense of responsibility, then the greater the
1ikelihood that he will envisage all possible interpretations
and assign to each its appropriate degree of probability.
Interpretation, then, 1ls not Just a matter of ldoking at
signs. It 1s a matter of being guided by the slgns in a process
that moves from one's antecedent general and potential knowledge
to the consequent actual knowledge of what a particular author
#m meant in a glven sentence, paragraph, chapter, or book.
The greater one's imt initial resources, the greater the &%
1ikelihood that one will have the requisite general and potential
knowledge.
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Besides understanding the thing, the interpreter must

understand the words. Now it does happen that, when the
& thinks
writer meant P, the readerﬁpha&ghthof Q. But in that case,

sooner or later, difficulty will arise. Not all that is true
of P 18 also true of Q, and 8o the author will appear to be
saylng what 1s false or even absurd.

At thls polnt there comes to light the diffg~;ence between

the Interpreter and the controversialist, The latter will
assume that W4 his misunderstanding ylelds a correct inter=-
pretation and he will proceed to demonstrate the author's
numerous errors and absurdltlies. But the interpreter will
consider the possibility that he himself is at fault. He reads
further. He rereads. Eventually he stumbles on the possibility
that the writer was thinklng not of @ but of P, and wkxix with
that correction the meaning of the text becomes plain.

Now this process can occur any number of times. It is
the self-correcting process of learning. Data give rise to
questions. Insights suggest answers. Answers give rise to
stlll further questions. Gradually there is bullt up an
accunulation of insights that correct and complement one another
and that together fit the data like a glove fits a hand.
Such insighte constitute one's understanding of the text,
one's gerstehen. Tker They are distinct from the expression
of thét unde?standing, which is one's interpretation of the
text, one's %uslegen. Finally, both the understanding and the

Interpretation are distinct from the judgement that one's

understanding and Interpretation are correct.




Now it is understanding that surmounts the hermeneutic circle.
The meaning of & text 1s an intentional entity. It is a unlty
that is unfolded through parts, sectlons, chapters, paragraphs,
worde. We can grasp the whmidm unity, the whole, only ¥ through
grasping the parts. At the same time the parts are determined
in their meaning by the whole which each part partially reveals.
Such 18 the hermeneutic circle. & Loglcally thils reciprocal
dependence wonld constitute a viclous circle. But loglc has
to do with concepts and propositions, words and sentences.
Understanding is preloglcal, preconcept‘ual, prepropositional.

One comes to understand not by deducling but by a se lf-correcting

process of learning that spirals into the meanling of the whole
by using each new part to fill out and ouvalify and correct
the understanding reached in reading the earller parts.

Rules of hermeneutlcs or exegesls list the polnts worth
considering in one's efforts to arrive at an understanding of a
text. Such are an analysis of the composition of the text,
the determination of the author's purpose in writing, knowledge
of the people for whom he wrote, q{'the occasion on widoh which
he wrote, of the nature of the linguistic, grammatical, stylistic
means he employed. However, the main point about all such rules
1g that one does not understand the text because one has observed
the rules but one observes the rules* to arrive at an under-
standing of the text. Observing the rules can be no more
than the pedantry of the obtuse. The essentlal observance is to
note one's every fallure to understand clearly and exactly

and to sustain one's reading and rereading untlil one's inventiveness

or good luck have ellminated 21l one's failures in comprehension.
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Besldes understanding the thing and the words, one may hain
have the task of understanding the author. When the meaning of a
text 1s plaln, then with the author and by hls worde we understand
the thing to which his words refer. When a simple mlsunderstanding
occurs, as when the reader thinks of Q when the author meant P,
then the correction is effected by sustalned rereading and
inventiveness. But there are more i difficult cases. Then
a first reading ylelds a little understanding and a host of
puzzles. A second reading ylelds very 1little more understanding
and a far greater number of puzzles. There has emerged the
problem of understanding not only the thing and the words but
also the author himself, his natlon, language, time, culture,
way of 1life, and cast of mlnd.

Now the self-correcting process of learning, the process
of questions leadlng to inslights and answers, and answers leadling
to still further ouestions, 1s the manner in which we acqulre
not only the understanding that informs our own speaking and actilng
but also the uncderstanding that apprehends the different ways
in which others speak and act. Even with our contemporaries
with the sam~ language, culture, and station in life, we not
only understand things with them but also understand thiﬁgs
in our own way and, at the same time, their different way of
understanding the same things. We can remark that a phrase or
en action 1s "Just 1like &ou." By that we mean that the phrase
or action fits in, not with ew® our own way of understanding things,
but with our own way of understanding the way you understand.
But Just as we #Om* can come to an understanding of our fellows'
understanding, a commonsense grasp of the ways we understand not
with them but them, so too the same process can be pushed to a

far fuller development, and then the self-correcting proceas&
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milieu
takes us out of ouq&mel&au+and brings us to some understanding

of the common sense of another place and time, another culture
éndeasf and cast of mind. But in thils case the process of questions
leading to insights and answers. and of answers generatlng every—
ever more questions,1s the almost life-long busliness of becoming

a scholar, of becomlng a person in which two horizons merge,

the horlzon of contemporary common sense opened out and extended

to include without confusion the horizon of the common sense

of another place and time.

Besldes understandiug the thing, the words, and the author,
an interpreter maxNzgallengéd to an understanding of himself,
For the major texts, the classlcs, in letters, in history, in
philosophy, in religion, In theology, not only are beyond the
4xteh initlal horizon of thelr interpreters but also may demand
of the Interpret:zre an intellectual, or moral, or religous
conversion. ‘
In such & case the interpreter's initial knowledge of
the thlng, the object, treated in the document, 1s just inadequate.
He will come to know 1t only by pushing the self-correcting
process of learning to a revolution in his own outlook. He
can jueeeh succeed in finding su an author's wavelength and
locking on to 1t only by effecting a radical change in himself.
It is nozztﬁgghhis previous understanding of himself was
mistaken as that he has to give himself a new self to be understood.
This 1s the exlstential dlmension in the hermeneutical
problem, It lles at the very root of the perennial divisions of
mankind 1n thelr vliews on reality, morality, religlon. Moreover,
in so far as conversion is only the baslc step, in so far as there

remains the labor of thinking out everything from the new and

profounder viewpolnt, there results the characteristic of the

o )




classic set forth by Frederich Schlegel and quoted by Prof.
Gadamer (p. 274, n, 2): M"A'classic is a writing that is never
¥Fu33d fully understood. But the educated that mdmmat keep educating
themselves always want to learn more from it."
From thls existentlal dlmension there results a further
, ' aspect of the problems centering in hermeneutlics. The classics
ground a traditlon. They create the milieu in which they are
studled and Interpretfied. They produce in the reader through
the cultural tradition the mentality, the Vorverstandnis,

from which they will be read, studled, interpreted. Now such
a traditlon may be genulne, authentic, a long accumulation of
inslghts, adjustments, re-interpretations, that repeats the

original message afresh for each age. In that case the reader

will exclalm, as did the disclples on the way to Emmaus in the

gospel of Luke: "Did not our hearts burn within ue, when he

spoke on the way and opened to us the scriptures?" (Lk 24, 32).

On the other hand, the traditlon may be unauthentic. It may
conslst in a watering-down of the original message, in

recasting 1t into terms and meanings that fit into the assumptions
and convictlons of those that have &eg. dodged the issue of radical
converslion. In that case a genﬁine interpretation will be met
with incredulity and ridicule, as was St. Paul when he preached

In Rome and was led to quote Isalah: "Goﬁ to thls people and say:
you will hear and hear but never understand: you will look and

look &x@ but never see" (Acts 28, 26).

I have presented my thought in terms of a sharp ahtithesis.

Reallity 1s more complex. A cultural Eﬁgdition will contain
very many things, and each of them may authentic in some ways
and unauthentic in others. Still tuls complexity is not the

main issue. That lles in the fact that merging horizons are

__r I )
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& matter not only of the present moving into the past but also
of the past becoming alive in the present and challenging the
assumptions both of the individual scholar and of the tradition
that has nurtured him.
We have considered the work of interpretatlon as coming
'to understand the thing, the words, the author, and oneself.
We now must ask how one can tell whether or not one's interpretation
1s correct. Here one must distingulsh between the proximate and
the remote criteria of truth, and we shall begin from the
proximate.

of the truth of an interpretation
The proximate criterion,is that no further relevant

questions arise. For 1f the;: are no further relevant questions,
then there is no opportunity for further lnsights arising,
and if there is no opportunity for further insights arising,
then there is no opportunity for effecting a correction of the
understanding already attained.

However, the relevant questions usually are not the
questions that insplred the investigation. One begins from
one's own vieq_yoint, from the interests, concerns, purposes
one had prior to one's study of the text; But the study itself
is a process of learning. As one learns, one dlscovers more and
more the questions that concerned the author, the issues that
confronted him, the problems he was trylng to solve, the material
and methodlcal resources at his disposal for solving them.
So blt by bit one comes to séA aslde one's own initlial interests
and concerns, to share ever more fully the interests and concerns
of the author, to reconstruct the contqﬁ;t of his thought and

speech.
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But what precisely is meant by the word, context? There
are two meanings. There is the heurlstic meaning S! the word
has at the beginning of an investigation, and 1t tells where
to look to find the context. There 18 the actual meaning the
word acaquires as one moves out of one's initial horizon and
into the fuller view that includes a significant part of the
author's.

InitPally then and heuristically the context of the word
is the sentence. The context of the sentence is the paragraph.
The context of the paragraph is the chapter. The context of the
chapter 1s the book. The context of the book is the author's

opera omnia, his life and times, the state of the auestlon 1in

his day, hls problems, gerep prospective readers, scope and aim.
Actually however and eventually context is the interweaving
of cuestions and answers in limlited groups. To answer any one
question will give rise to further questions. To answer them
will give rise to still more. But while this process can recur
a number of times, while it would go on indefinitely 1if one keeps
changing the toplc, still it does not go on indefinltely on one
and %hed the same toplc. .Context then is a nest of interlocked
or interwoven questions and answers. It 1s limited inasmuch as
all the questlons and answers have a bearing, direct or indirect,
upon & single toplc. Finally, because the context is limited,
there comes a point when no further relevant questions arlse,
and then there emerges the possibllity of Jjudgement. For when
there are no further relevant questlions, there also 1s no
opportunity for further insights to occur and thereby correct,

qualify, complement, the insights already attalned.
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St11l, what 1s thls single toplc that limlts the set
of relevant questlions and answers? As the distinction between
the heuristic or initial and the actual or eventual context
makes plain, this toplc 4es 1s something to be discovered in
the course of the investiration. By persistence or good luck or
both one &&= hits upon some element in the interwoven set of
questions and answers. One follows up one's discovery by
further questions. ©Sooner or later one iy hits upon some
other element, then gseveral more. There 1s a period in which
insights multiply at a great rate, when one's perspectives are
constantly belng reviewed, enlarged, cualiflied, reflned.

One reaches a point where the overall view emerges, when other
components fit into the -p&% plcture in a subordinate manner,
when further questions yleld ever dlminishlng returns, when one
can say Jjust what was going forward and back up one's statemeﬁt
with multitudinous evidence.

The single toplc, then, 1s something & that can be
indicated generally in a phrase or two yet unfolded in an oftén
enormously complex set of subordinate and interconnected questions
was and answers. One reaches that szt by striving persistently
to understand the object, to wmd@ understand the words, to
understand the author, and to && understand oneself. The key
to success is to keep adverting to what as yet has not been

understood, for there lies the source of further questions,

and to hit upon the cuestions directs attention to the parts of =
the text where answers may be found. So gl R. G. Collingwood %ff
has praised ".. the famous é&ddw advice of Lord Acton, 'study |
problems not periods.'"™ So Prof., Gadamer has praised Collingwood's
insistence :at knowledge consists, not Just in propositlons, but

in answers to questlons, so that to understand the answers

H
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one must know the questions as well. My own point, however,
1s not simply the interconnectlon of questions and answers

that
but rather the factAsuch interconnection comes in limited blocks,

one arrives at
that-theae—eanegka margin where there are no further questions
relevant to a glven toplc, that at that margin one can dhmmmmm
recognlze one's task as completed and hm pronounce one's
interpretation as probable, as highly probable, in some respects,

as
perhaps, certain.

In general, an interqéyeter's Judgement will be nuanced.
If really there were no further relevant questions on any aspect
of the matter, then his judgement would be certain. But it can
be that further relevant questions exist to which he does not
advert, and this possibility counsels modesty. Q/Again, it can
happen that he does advert to further relevant questions but
has falled to find answers to them and, in this case, the further
questions may be few or many, of central interest or peripheral
concern. It 1s thls range of possibilities that leads interpreters
to speak with greater or less confidence and with many careful
distinctions between the more probable and the less probable
elements 1n their. interpretation.

So much for the proximate criterion of the truth of an
interpretation. There remains the remote criterion, a matter
on which we have already touched when speaking of the existential
component in the interpreter's understanding. But to treat the
matter a llttle more fully, let us go back to our initial

contrast between the systeqﬁgtic, the commonsense, and the

scholarly development of understanding. Now the systematic ty pe,

preclsely in the measure that it succeeds in getting all assumptions

out in the open and all procedures under control, achieves
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a detached and impersonal character. What is suppoged, does not
depend on what so-and-so's teachers taught him or on what he
thin&ks they taught him. What 1s done, is not subject to the
bia%/that would be lmposed by the past development, the values,
the goals, the feelings of this or that individual. In brief,
when a system errs, it does 80 not accldentally but systematically.
In contrast, the comionsense type of development is one's
project in living, one's making eme= oneself what one 1s to be.
1t 1s cognitive of one's world, in communication with one's
fellows, practlcal. Through it one is sharing and adapting a
cultural tradition that was built up over the millenia. Of
that tradition one has no full and preclse inventory of its store,
With respect to it one has no mode of e>ntrol over and above
the commonsense process of spontaneous inquiry, spontaneously
accumulating ilnsights, spontaneously teachlng and learning. 1In
that spontaneous development each new development 1s a function,
not of precise assumptions and procedures, but rather of the total
apperceptive mass that has resulted from all previous acqiisitions
of insight. Since the errors of system are systematic, a case
can be made for the use of Carteslan methodic doubt in the
construction of a philosophic or scientific system. But the
controls of common sense are not expigit but implicit; they
are lmmanent and operative in our being attentive, intelligent,
reasonable, responsible. If we have gew gone astray, if the
tradition we have inherited has gone astray, doubting everything
1s wet no solution, for that would only reduce us to a second
childhood. We have no cholce but to follow the advice of John
Henry Newman -- to accept ourselves as we are and by dint of
constant and persevering attention, intelligence, reasonableness,

responsibility, strive to expand what is true and force out what
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1s mistaken in views that we have inherited or spontaneously
developed.
There remains the third development of human intelligence,
the scholarly. In lts essentlals this development resembles
not the systematic but the commonsense type. But if it is
concerned with the words and deeds of individuals or groups,
if it aims at an understanding of the particular and concrete,
if 1t leaves to the systematizers to proh proclaim any universal
truths tiatmsolmiarauwhp for which scholarship provides the evidence,
still 1t 1s wlthdrawn from the hurly-burly of everyday living,
1t can forget the passlons of the present without entering into
the passions of the past, and the results reached by any
scholar will be checked not only by his pemm peers but also,
1f they survive, by thelr successors. Besldes the systematic §, 
traditlion and the commonsense tredition, there also is the

sive scholarly. All three can suffer decadence and decay. But

1t 1is the scholarly that can migrate to earlier times, that

can discern their truth and error, their values and aberrations,
that can be challenged by the past to criticize the present and,
through that criticism, provoke a renewal. It is through

such renewals that 1s to be met the remote criterion of truth,

the criterlon that consists in the twofold authenticity o
-=- the authenticity of the authenticity
é J\ the tradition one has inherited andﬁpf one's own assimllation
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