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It 13 not difficult To set antithases against the
coneclusions of tho precedin; three chapters, Agalast the
obJectivity thet Is based on InteXllgent dnquiry and
critical reflection, there stands the :anquestinaing orien-
tation of extroverted blologdcal conscionsness and its

uncritical survival not only In dramatic and practical

diving ut also ia mich of phillosovnic thoughts, Arzainst

gently grasped and re&sonadbly affdrmad, there stands in a

prior coupleteness the world of seise, in thich the "realt

and the M"apparent? are subdivisions within a vitally entici-
peted "already out there now?, Apainst tho self-afirmation
of & consciousness that et once 1s emplricel, intellsctual,

and ratlonel, there stands thie nstive bewdlderment of the

existential subject, revol ted by mere animality, unsure of
his way through the maze of philesophles, trying to live

wlthout a Iown purpose, suffering desplte an unmotivated
will, threstened with inevitable death and, before death, -

with disease and even insanity.




The psculiurity of these antitheses 1s not to be

- pverlooked, They are not mere conflicting propositions,

They are not pure loglecsl alternatives, of which one is
simply true and the other 1s utterly false, But In each

case both the thesds snd the antithesis have thelr ground

in the concrete unity-in~-tension that is man, For human
conscliousness iy polymorphic, The pattern in w»hich it flows
may be biologicel, asesthetic, artistic, dramatic, practical,
intellectual, or mysticel. These patterns alternazte: they
blend or mixs they can interfere, conflict, lose their way,
bresk down., The intellectusl pattern of experience 18 sup-
pogsed and expressed by our account of self-affirmation, of
being, and of objectivity. But no man &s born in that patterng
no ong reaches it edsilys no one remains in it vpermanently:
and when some other pattern is dominant, then the self of
our self-affirmation seems quite different from ona's actual

gsalf, thc unkiverse of belng seems as unreal as Plato!s noetice

- heaven, and objoctivity spontaneously becones a matter of

meeting persons and dealing with things that are "reslly out
there",

Not merely are the antltheses based on the poly-
morphic fact of & protean consciousness, but initially there
is the bewillaring fact without the clear antitheses., To
reach that shary formulation, 1t was necessary for us to be-
gin from insight, to study its functiloning in mathematics,
in empirlical sclencs, and in common sense, to turn to reflec-
tive understanding and judgment, and throughout to avoid

involvement in obviocusly pressing problems on ths nature of




knovledre, of reslity, and of tha relatism betweon thom,
Bwan in wnfol-lsy the process that onds in solf-affirmction,
wa ware ynprepered to say whathier affirming the =21f was
knowing the self, Affinning the =0)f hecame knoving the

celf {nzsnuch as wnowing being was seen to be affirsing 1t
and xnow lng beolmp becarme ohjectivn nowinp through a gragp
of the nature of experlential, nouuative, absolute, and

the consenuont arincipsl abjeactivity,

If & clour and sharp formulation of the: anti-
theses occirs 0:ly ab the and of a leng and difficalt in-
quiry, étill that inguiry todey 18 prepared and sunported
in & manner une ttaizable dn earlier conturiles, the davelon-
mant of mathemotics, the miturity of some Lranches of empir-
ical celance, the investigations of depth psychology, the
interest in historicel theory, the anistomologleal probloms
rajsed by Descartaes, by Hume, and by Kent, the concentration
of modern philosovhy unon cognitional asielysis, all sevrve to
facilitete and to illuminae an Investiratlion of the nind of
men, Rut If 1t 1s possible for later agzes to reap the nare
vast of sarlier soving, still before that sowing and during
it, thers was no harvest to be roaped,

[t 1s not too surprising, then, thet tha philo-
sophias.hava heran tmany, coutradictory, and disparate. For
surprisa moraly cyoresses the mistaken assuuption that the
task of philoseiiy lies in the observation or utterance of
some almple entity by some simple mind, In faet, the mind 1s
polymarphicy 1t hes to nester its own manifold before 1t cun

determime what uttesrance is, or vhat is uttered, or whut is

the relation batween the twoi and when 1t does so, 1t finds
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its own complexity at the root of entithetical soliitions.
From tho welter of covflicting philosophic definitfons, &nd
from the Babel of endless phdlosonhie arguments, {t has been
concluded that the object of philosophy either does not ex-
ist or cannot be attained. But this conclusion disregaris
two facts. On the one hand, the phllosophers have been men
of exceptional acumen and profundity. On the othar hand, the
many, contradictory, dizparate philosophles can gl bs con-
tributions to the clarification of some basic tut polymor-
phid fact: because the fact 4s basie, its imnlicatfons range
over the universe; but becanse it is voly-oranic, its alter-
native forms ground diverse sets of implications.
hﬁﬁgﬁi}s'the view to he developed in the present
account of tho diehoehde of nhilosophy, As in our remarks

on mathemttics, on empirical science, and on common sense,

., 50 also here, the one object of our inquiry is the nature and

fact of insight, Philosophers and philosophies engare our
attention inasmuch as they axe instances and products of
inquiring intelligence ani reflecting reasonableness, It is
from this viewpoint thst there emerges a unity not only of
origin but also of goal in trielr sctivities; and this two-
fold unity is the gromnd for [finding in any given nhilosonhy
a significance that can oxtend beyond the nhilosopher's
horizon and, even in a mennex he did not expect, pertain to
the permanent development of the hxmen mind,

The possibility of esntradictory contributions
to a single goal is, in its main llaes, already familiar to
the reader, Besides th: direct insights that grasp the sy
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the non-syctenatic, As both tynas of lnsight are needad by
the mithemeticlar,, tho empirical scientist, the denth psy-
chologist, ani the theorist of history, so alse both ty-es
arg rieeded by th=z palloesopher, Moreover, inasmuch az the
philosonher emplloys bothh dircct and inverse 1msights In his
snzvey and estimate of the philososhic process, his mind and
grasp become the single goal in waich contradictory contri-
butions attain thieir complex uiity, Flrully, tha heuristice
strueture of thet unity admits determination through the
prineiple thaet positions invite developnent unﬁ conter-
positions invite reversal. This princinle we now must expladn,

Pirst, in any philosophy, Lt is possibla to
di stingulsh between its copnitional thzory an-l, an the other
hand, 4ts pronouncements on metephysical, ethical, and theo—
logical issues, Lat us raame the cognitional tihieory the hesls,
and the ofthzr sraomceements the sxpansion, _

Scecoiudly, there ars two aspects to the basis,
On the one hand, coynitfonal theory is determined by an
appeal to the data of consciousness and to the historical
development of human Knowledge. On the other hand, the fore
milation of cognitional thieory camot e complate unless
sone stand 1s talken on Masic issaes iri nnilosophye

Thirdly, the inevitzble philosonhic com-
nonent, immanent in the formulatfon of copnitional theory,
wi.li. be aither a basic position or else & basie counter-
position,
It will be a basdc position, 1) if tho resl

1s the concrete universs of being and not a suRQadivision of

the "already out there mow': 2) £f the subject hecomes kraown
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when 1t affirms 1tself intelligently and reasonably anﬂ 80
is not ¥nown yet in any »rior "existential" state or 3) if
objectivity is concelved as a consequence of dntelligent
inquiry and critical reflection, and not as & nroperty of
vital antieipation, extroversion, and satisfuction.

On the other hand, 1t will be a basic counter-
position, 4f 1t contradicts one or more of thn basic posi-
tions.

Fourtnly, any ohilosophle nrono.mcemsnt on any
eplstemolopgical, metaphysicel, etnlcal, or theologfeal Issue
will be named a position if it is cohersnt with the basie
positiﬂns on the real, on w<hoving, and or objzctivity: and
it will be named a couw.ter-position if i{:poherent with one
or more of the basle counter-positions,

Fifthly, all counter-positions invite reversal,
For any lack of cohersnce prompts the intelligent and roeason- g
able inguirer to introduce coherance, Bub cointer-positions, E
though coherent with one another, though tho Insertion of |
theldr symbolic sguivaleats into an electronie computar wonuld
not Lead to a break-down, none the less are lacoherent vith
the activities of grasping them intellip=ntly &nd affirming
them roasonably, For these sctivitles contain the basie
positions: and th. basic positions are lncoherent with sny
countar-position, On: can grasp and accept, prorose and de-
fond & counter~position; but thet activity conmlts one to
grasping and accepting one's grasping and aceepting) and that

commitment involves a grasp and acceptance of the basie posi-

tions, The only coherent way to maintain a counter-position

15 that of the animal: for unimals not only do not speak but
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also do not offer excuses for their silence,
Sixthly, all positions invite developmant. For
they are coherent not only with one asotner bub &lso with

tho activitles of inguiring Intzlligence and reflectlve

reasqnableness: hecause these activitles are coherent with
axisting attainment, thelr exexrclse 1s possibles bacause
existing attainment is incomplete, further developmant 18
invited,

A simple example will clarify th 2 meaning of
the forezoing abstract statements. Let us say that Cartesian
dusalism c¢o -tains both & basic —osition and g hasic counter-
pasition, Th: basle positlon is the Ycogito, ergo sum" and,
as Descartes did not endow 1t with the clurity an! pracision
that are to be desired, 1lts further development 1s invited
by such questions &s, What is the self? Vhat 15 thinking?
VYhat 1s being? Vhat are the rslations betveen trnem? On the
other nand, th- basic counter-positfon is the affirmation
of the res extensa: it 1s real as a subadivision of the
- . Malready out there now'; its obji=ctivity is a2 matter of ex-
| troversions knowing it is not a matter of ingulry and re-

6@ | - flsction, This counter-position invites reversel, not nmere-
1y in virtue of its conjanctdory with the othex comanisnt In
Cartesian thought, but aeven wvhen posited by 1tself in enyonet's
thangint. Thus, Hobbes overcame Cartesian dualdsm by grenting

reality to the res cogitans only if 1t were a-wther instance -

- of the roag axtonsa, another dnstance of matter in motion,
Hume overcan=z obbes by reducing all instances of the
Malready out thiere now reall to mani folds of 1npressions

linked by mere habits and beliefs, The intelldpence and

. .
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reasonableness of Hume's criticizing were obviously guite
different from the knowledge he so successfully crlticized,
Bight one not identify Knowledge with the critlcizing activity
rather than the criticized materials? If so, Carteslazn dnal-
ism {s eliminated by anotiier route, One is buck &t tho think-
Ing subjiact unid, at the term of this reversal, one's philo-
sophy 1s cnrichied not only by a stronger affirmation of the
basic position hut also by an exnliclt nepation of tho basic
counter-position.

In the light of the dlalectic, then, the histori-
cal serles of philoso-hies would be regarded as a saguence
of contributions to & single but complex goal, Sigznifdcant
discoveries, baecause they are not the prerogetive of complete-
ly successful philosophers, are oxpressed either as positions
or &s cowmter-positions. But positions invite development,
and so ths seguence of discoverles expressed ss posditions
should form a unified, cumulative structure that ¢sn e an-
richad by adding_the discovarles inltlally express23 as
connter-positions, On the other hand, since counter-positinns
invite reversal, & free unfolding of hupan thonght shauid
tend to separate tho discovery from fts aunthor's blas in the
measure that its prosuppositions ere oxamined and its impli-~
cations tested.

liowever, tho dialectic itselfl has & mnotable pre-

supovosition, for it supposes that esgnitional theary exer-
cises a fundamental influence in metavhysies, in ethles, and
in theological pronouncements, This nresuprosition merits
exploration, In the present chapter, then, sn attenpt will

be mede to define metaphysies, to state lis method, and to
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ciples ara naitner terms nor pronositions, nelther concents

" questions, all insights, all formulations, all reflections,

clarify the mathod by contresting 1t with other methnds,

In subzequent chapters, the method will be articulated by

an outline of metaphyslics, ¢ sketca of ethies, and a pre-

sentation of transcendent knowledge,

24 A Definition of Metephysics

Just as the notion of belng underlles and pene- i
trates and goes beyond &ll othsar notlons, 50 also metaphysics %
1s the department of human knowledge that underlies, penetrateg&
transforms, and wifies all other departments, i

It underlies all other departments, for its prin-

nor Judgments, but the detached and dicintererted drive of
the pure desire to know and its anfolding &n the empirical,
Intellectusl, and rational consciousnass of the self-effirm-

ing subject, From the unfolding of that drive proceed all

all Judgments; and so metannysices underlies logle and mathe-
matics, the various sclences and the myriad instances of
common sense,

It penetrates all other departmuts, For other
departments are constituted by the same principle as meta-
physics, Thay ars particalar departments lnasmuach as they
are restricted to some particular viewpoint and field,

Yet desnite the restrictions thet nake them particular, all
departments spring from & cosmon source and seek & common
compatibility and coherence, and in both these respects,

they are penstrated by metaphysies,
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*&t transforns all other departments, For the consciounsness

of man is polymorphic and 1t ever risks formilating 1its
discoveri; not as positions but as counter-positions, Com-
mon sense 1t subject to a drametic blas, en egol:stic bias,

a group blas, and & genoral bilas thet disregesrds the comnlex
theoreticel dssues in which 1t becomes 1nvolveq£/and thelr
long teorm conseguances from which it blindly suffers, Scien-
tists are not Juct sclentists but also men of common sensey
they share 1ts bias In so far as thelr speciulty does not
correct 1t; and In so far as their specialty runs counter

to the blas of common sense, they Ilnd themselves divided
and at a loss for a coherent view of the world., Metaphysics
eprings from the pure desire to know; it 15 free from the
restrictions of particular viewpoints; it distingiishes posi-
tilons from enunter-positions In the whole of knowledges it
is & transforming principle that urges positions to fuller
developmenEL and hy reversiﬁg counter-positionqélliberates
discoveries from the shackles in whichy, at first, they wera
formulated,

It unifies all other departments, For other de~
partments meet partlenlar renges of questlons, but it is the
originel, total question and it moves to the total answer hy
transforming and putting together all other answers, Meta-
physics, then, 1s the whole In knowledge but not the whole
of knowledge, 4 whole is not without Lts parts, nor indepen—
dent of tlxem, nor identical with them. Bo It 1s that, while
the princlples of metaphyslces are prior to all other know=
ledge, still the attainment of metaphysics is the keydstone
that rests upon the other parts and presses them together in

the unity of a whole,

6w 10
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From the foregoing account, it wonld uppear that
metaphysics can exist in three stages or forms, In its {irst

stege, 1t 1s lstent. Empiricel, Intellectual, and rational

coneclourness are iﬁméqent and operative in all human know-
ing; from them spring both the various 1epartments of know-
ledge and the sttempts that are made to reverse counter-posi-
tions and to attais coherence and unity; but the common source
of all knowledge 15 not grasped with sufficient clsrdty and
preciston: the dialectical principle of transformetion is

not & developed technique: and efforts at unifilcation are

haphazard and spastiolic. In its second stage, metaphysies 1s

problematic. The need of a systematlce eoffort for unificatlon
{s felt: studies of the aature of knowledge abnund: but these
very studies are involved In the disarray of ths posiﬁions
and connter-positions that result from the polymerphic con-
sciousness of man, In its third stage, metaphysics 1s ex-
plicit, Latent metaphysics, which alvays ls operative,
succeads in concelving itself, in working ont Lt¢ implica-
- tions and technigues, and in affirming the conception, the

implications, and the technlques.

Vhat is this explicit metaphysles? It will simplify
matters enormonsly if, in the present chapter, we prescind
l from the complicsted and disputed question of the possibili-
o % | ty- of man's knowing what lies heyond the limits of human
| experience. Accordingly, we Introduce the notlon of propor-
' tionate buing, In its full sweep, belng ls whatever is to

é_
| : ' be known by intellizent grasp &nd reasonable ef{irmation,

.jf But being that is provortionate to bhuman knowing not only 1s

to be understood and affirmed but also 1z to be experisenced,
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So proportinnete being nay be defined as vhetever is to be
known by husan oxperlerce, Intelligent grasp, and reason-
able affirmation,

Now let us say thut expllicit metaphysics is the
conception, affirmatioﬁ, and implementation of the integral
heuristic structure of propqrtionate being. The meaning and
implicotions of this statement have now to be explored,

First, what is meant by an integral, heuristie
structure? To begin by assembling the elements of the answer,
conceptusl contents may be primitive or derived: fhe derived
are defined by appealing to the primitive; the primitive are
fixed inasmuch as terms and relations proceed from a single
understanding with the relations settled by the terms and
the terme settled by the relations. However, prior to the
understanding that issuas Iin answers, there are the questions
that antlcipate answers: and as has bsen seen, such antici-
pation may be onploved systematically in the determination
of answers that as yet are unknown: for while the content of
8 future cognitional act is unknown, the general character-
i1stics of the act Lts=lf not only can be known but also can
supply a premise that leads to the act, A heurlstic notion,
then, 1s the notion of an uniknown content and it is deter-
mined by antlcipating the type of act through which the un-
known wonld become ¥nown, A heuristic structure is an order-
ed set of heuristic notions. Finally, an integral.heuristic
structure s the ordersd set of all heuristic notions,

In 11llustration, one may point to the defini-
tion of proportionste being, It 1= wvheatever is to he known

by humen experience, intelligent grasp, and reasonable
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affirmation. The definition does not assign tho content of

any exverience, of any understanding, of any affirmaition,

Yet it does assign an ordersd set of types of acts, and it
implies that every proportionate belng Lc to be known through
such an orderad set, Accordingly, the definition ic an in-
stunce of a henristic structure; but it is not an Instance

of zn intepral heunristic structure, for it does not exhaust
the resonrces of the human mind in anticipeating what 1t s

to kuow.

Secondly, if the integral hearistlc structure of

proportionate being werc concedived, &ffirmed, and implement-
ed, then latent metaphysies would become axplicit, For latent
mataphysics is the dynamlc unity of empirlcal, intal%ectual,
g_pd rational consciousness as underlying, venetrating,.
transfsrming, and unifying the.other departments of know-
ledge, But an integral heuristic structure of provortionate
heing would perform these offices in an expliclt manner. As
henristic, 4t vould underlie other knowledge. &s tha gues-
tions, vhich other knowledge answers, 1t would peaetrate
other fields, As dialectical, it vould transform.these an-
swers, As integrel, it would contain in itself the order
that binds other departments into.a single 1ntelligible
‘vhole,

Thirdly, such an explicit metaphysics would be
progressive, For heurdstic notlons and structures are not
discovered by some Platonic recall of & prior state_of QON~
templative bliss. They result from the resmrcefulness of
human intelligence in operation, They are to be known oﬁly

by an analysis of operstlons that have become familiar and
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are submitted to examination. Just as the other departments
of knowledge advance by discaovering new methods, so meta-
physics advances by adding these dlscoveries to its account
of the integxal heurlstic stracture of oroportionate being,
Fourthly, such an expliclt metaphysics would be

nuanced, It would be a whole of many parts, and different

parts wnild nossess varyling degrees of clarity and precislon,
of evidenco anrd inavitability, It follows that not all parts
could be affirmad with the same confidence, thal some could
be regarded as certaln, others as highly pnrohable, others
as recommended by the lack of alternatives, others as donbt-
ful and in need of further confirmation,

FPifthly, such a metaphysics would be factual,
Proportionate being 1ls not the merely possible nor need it
be absolutely necessary, It is what in fact is, and the
sclence that viows It as a vhole can be content fo ascer-
tain vhat in fact is true, Morsover, the various emplirical
scicences and the myriad instances of common sense aim at
no more than kmowing what in fact 1is so: but metanhysies is
thelr unification: &s a prineiple, it precedes them; but
as an attainment, 1t follows upon them, emerges from them,
depends unon thiom: and so, llke them, it too will be factual, |

Gixthily, the dependence of such & meta~hysics

upon the sciences and upon common sense ﬁonld be tha ds-
waithr Y .

pendenciirnﬁthof a conclusion,ef premiiises nor of an effect

upon its causqilbut of a generating, transforming, and unify-

ing principle upon the materials that 1t generates, trans-

forms, and unifies, Metavhyslcs does not undertake either

to dilscover or to teach sciencej it does not undertake either :
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to dsvelop or to ilmpart Eg)common sensae; 1t does not pretend
to know the universas of proportionate being independently of
sclence and common sense; but it can and does take over the
results of such distinct efforts, it vorks them into coher-
ence by reversing thqir enunter-positions, and 1t knits them
into & unity by discerning in them the concrete prolonga-
tions of the integral heuristic structure which 1t 1tself is,
Seventhly, such a metaphysics, once it had sur-
mounted its initilal difficultiles, would be stable, It would
admit 1nc1dentai modifications and lmprovements, but it
could not undergo the revolutionary changes to which the
emplrical scionces are subject, For & sclence is open to
revolutionary change inasmuch as 1t 1s possible to reach a
higher viewpoint and consequently to alter the content of
its primitive terms and relations, But it 15 possible to
reach & higher viswpolnt onlj vithin the framquork of in-
gquiring and criticel intelligence; there is not, in humen
knowlaedge, any nossible higher viewpolnt that roes besyond
that framexyork itself, and replaces intelligent inquiry
and critical reflsction by some surrogate; and the viewpolnt
of metaphysics is constituted by nothing less than inquiring
intelligence and critical reflectlon, Moreover,a hirher
viewpolnt can alter the content of primitive terms and rela-
tions only if that content 1s some determinate objnct of
tho:ght or affirmation, The Aristotelian, the Galilean, the
Newtonian, and the Einsteinlan accounts of the free fall of
heavy bodias are all open to revision, for all are determin-
ate contents, On the other hand, a merely heuristic account

1s not oven to revision, One cannot revise the hauristic
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notion that thie nsture of & free fall is what is to be
krown wilen *he free fall is understood correctly: for 1t s

that heuristie notinn thuat iz both antecedent to each deker-

minate account and, 25 well, subsequent to each and ths

principle of the ravision of euch., Accordingly, since meta-
phivales L& the latspral heuristic strocture of proport I
ate belng, sinece It 45 a structure that is enlacident with
inquiring intelligence and critical reflactinn, mataphysdcs

15 not open to revolutionary change,

£ ghthly, metaphysics prigarily regsrds bedng
a8 explalned, but secondarily it includes bhelng as des eribded,
Primarily, it regerds baing as explained, for 1t 1s & heur-
istle ctructure, snd a heurlstie structure looks to vhat is
to be knovn whon oae uaderstanis, Cecondarily, 1t includes
belng as describcd. Tor explanation is of things as releted
to oue another; deseription is of things &s rel:ted to us:
and s9, siace ve are things, the descriptive relatlons mast
b2 1dsntical with some of the explanatory relustions,

Tt 1z to be noted that the inclusion of des-
¢riptive relations In metaphysics 1s impliclt, general,
pediated, and intellectusl, It i implibit, for expvileitly
netaphysics recards things as explained, It Lis genaral,
for nmetaphysics 1z justd 8 heuristic structure and so only
i the most general fashion can it determine which explana-
tory relstions are identicsl with descriptive relations, It
is medistod, 1nesmuch as metaphysics unifies the sclences
and commor:. sense and through them it czn determine more pre—

cdsely vhich explaratory relatlons also are descriptive,

Finally, the inclusion is Iatellectual, for it occurs on
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the level of irtelligence and judgsent and not on the level
of cenge. Just es thinking of the thormodynsmie cguatlons
will not make anyonn feel warzsr or cooler, so the mete-

physdcs of heat will be incapeble of producing the exper-

lence of heat as felt, Similazly, no wmotevhysles, even 1f

it reg&rds m: thenatical sclence wn superficiul and undere

tukes to uphold the distlnetive reslity of quelity, will be

gble to Lmpart to @ Vlinl! man the exporience of color as

saen or to a deaf man tio experience of so+nd as heard,
Inelfetally, once thils last polat {e greasped, \

it would seem thet mataphysical attempty to nphold the dise

tinctive reality of =ensible quality hzve nothing to uphold,

For if metuphysics cazanot reprodnco ithe sensed as sersed, 1t
can uphild sensiblie qualliy only by assipning some correspond-i
ing dntelllygibility, But methematlcesl science alrosly offers
a correspon ing Intelligitility and, thoagh the miterials of
mathematical intelllgluillity are quentitutive or, more
aceurctely, ordinable, methematical dntaillpibility is not
itself quantitative, The dlfferance between a trigonometric
&nd éﬁ gxponential fanetion Ls not a difference in sizes 1t
is & dAfference in intallipible law governing relations bew-
tween econtimionsly ordinable elenents,

A corollary of wider interest rec:rds the ten
categorles comnonly ascribed to Aristotle, They are descrip-
tive, A neturalict will ssslgn the genus, specles, and in-
gtance (zubtatopce) of an animal, ite sdze and welght {quan-
tity), ks color, shape, abilities, propensities (cuslity),
ity gimilerities to other mnimels and its differences Crom

them (relution), &ts performance ani susceptivi}ities

e e A e P e AT

o :) o
Pa




_{‘-'

3

-3
e

g Bivlnord s of Prddeyank 17

© Lt e b e T L T T e e T S e o L b L

(actioxm ani mascion), 1te habitat und seasorul changes
{place and flme), its rode of notlon and rest (posture), an
ity pomserssion of sich 1teme ac claws, talons, hooves, fur,
feathérs, horng {habit), But nztapiysles, as Lt 1s ba=dng con-
ceived, s o haurlatde strueture thet rerards belng as ex-
nteined and only Lmnlieitly, generally, madZetely, and in-
tellectually Iinelndes belng ar dsraribad, IE Follows that
Aristotle's ten cetegories, thoush they regerd proportlonste
belng, none the less do not pertsin to the cmstitutive
structure of mnatapiveics.

Perheps enough hes been sald to clerifly what
va nosT by metaphy sias. The detached ant dicinterasted de-
aire to know and 143 mmfelding In incviry ard reflection
not only constitute & notion oF belnpg tuat also Inpose a
normatIve rimctore apon nmant 8 cognitionel act s, fuch a
structure nrovides the relations by which umknorn ¢artents
of the acts cen be iafined heurdetically, This beuristic
structuire Ls iwmenest and operative In all raman knowing,
bat indtfslly it is Jatent and the polymsrphism of hamen
cons clousness makes At problematle as well, Home the less,
it can bhe conceived, affirmed, snd Limnlenm=nted, and from
that ilraplementation thare follow 8 transformation and an -

integration of tho sciences and of the myrisd instances of

“conmon sense. But Xnoring Lo Rnovwding belng, 5o the integral

heuristic structure of proportionate bolng, as determined
by the sclences and comuon sense, is knovledge of the
oreanlzing structnre of proportionate being, As hes heen

said, such a matapiysics 1s progressive, nuanced, factual,
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formally dependent on cognitlonal theory and materially
dependsnt o:. Lie sclences &nd on common s2niz, stable, and
in its outlook, olanctory,

liwgre remalns the clarificetion that results
from a discussion of nzthod, and to this wo now turn our

attention.

3. Method in Metsphysics

A metliod is & sot of dirzotivas that serve to

gulde & process towards & result. The resulty at vhleh we

3
are aimingb is the explicit metaphysics outlined in the
previous sgebior, It would consist In & symbolle inddcation
of the totsl raryge of possible expoerleice, in & set of acts
of insight that unify such experience, and in a grasp of

the virteally anconditionsd issuilng in a reesonable affirma-
tion of the unified view,

This result cas exist only in the empirical,
ingellectuel, ami rational cousciousness ol the self-affirm-
ing subject. Hewepiysics, then, is not sometning in a ook
but something im a mind, Yoreover, 1t is produced not by a
book but only by the mind in which 1t {e. Eooks can sorve
to supply the stimulus for s set of preelse visual exper-
lences, to issue Lhrcugh oxverlences an invitation to acts
of insight, to Jdead through tvke insights to & grasp of the
virtually uncounditioned, But books cannot ccnstitute the
vigual experiances, rior ancessltate the insights, nor impose
the attalmaent of the high poment of triticzl reflection
that th?ough the unconditlioned reacnes judguent, Further,

the sublect that 1s enviseged iy not some general or trans-
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cendental or absolute subjlect: from the viswpoint of the
writer 1t 1s any particulur subject that cen experlence,

can inqiire intelllgently, can reflact criticilly: bdut from
the vievnoint of the reader the particular sutiect is the
subject that ho or she is. No one cen understand for another

or Jjudge for aother, Such acts are one's own and only one's

own, Expliclt metaphysics 1s 2 personal attelnment,
Particular subjacts are many. Their respactive

histories and attainments sare diverse, Thelr outlooks on

tha universe are disparate, Yet despite thelr mnltiplicity,

their divefsity, thelr disparatoness, they as they actnally

are, cmstitute the starting-point for the process thet leads

to expliclt metaphysics. There is no use addressing minds
that could be or should be but in fact are not, 1f one
would ercourage the genesls of expliclt metaphysics in the
minds that are. Just as metaphysies cun exist only Ina
.mind anl can be produced only by the mind 1in which 1t is to
be, so also metaphyslics can begin only in minds that exist

- and 1t can procead only from thelr actual texture and com-
plexion. Bluntly, the starting-point of mataphysics is

e people as Ly are,

IBetween titls starting-point and th~ goal,
there is the process, It 1s a process from latent through
problematic to explicit metaphysics, People &#~insy cannot
avold experience, cunnot put off their intellipgence, cannot
& ' renounce their ressonableness, But they nay never have ad-

varted to these concrete and factual inevitablilities, They
may be unable to distianguish between them sharply, or dis-

cern the immanent ordsr that binds them together, or find
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in them the dynamiec structure thet has generited sll their
sciantific knowledge and all their common sense, Or &cknow-
12dre 1n that dynamice stricture a normaﬁive princirle that
govarns the outcome of all inquiry, or discover in themselves
other equally dynamlc structures that can interfere with the
detached anl dlsintoerested unfolding of the pure desire to
know, or coaciude to the polymorphism of thelr sublectivity
and the untoward effects it can have upon thelr efforts to
reach a mnified vier of the unlverse of provportinnate béing.
The process, when, to explicit metaphysics 1s
primarily a process to self-knovilzedge, It has to Legin from
the polymorphic subject in his native disorientstion and
bewildermznt. It camot sppesl to what he knows for as yet
he has not learnt to distingnish sharvly and effactively be-
tween tha knowlng mer share with animals, the knoving that
men alone possess, ani the manifold blends and mixtures of
the two that sre the disorientation anl ground the bewilder-
ment of v=ople as they are., Since an anp=2el to disorientatsd
knowledge would only extend and confirm the disorientation,
the appeal must be to thz desire that is prior to krowledge,
that gencrates knovledge, thet can effect the correction of
miscarriagas ia tha cognitional process, $till, it cennot
be taken For granted thet the subjeet knows his ovn desire
and 1ts implications: were there such knovledge, the dis-
orientation woull be remedled already; and so the initial
appeal 1s to the desire, not as known, btut as existing and
operative, The [lirst directive, then, 1s to begin from inter-
est, to exclte 1t, to use its momentum to carry things along,

In other words, the method of metanhysics primsrily is peda-
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goglcal: 1t 1s heeded tovwards an end thet 1s unknown and as
yet cannot bde disclosed; from the viewpolnt of the pupll, it
proceeds by cajoling or forcing attention &nd not by explain-
ing the intended goal and by inviting e Intelllgent and
reasoriable coopevation. So it was that without mentinalng
metaphy=ics, we studled the fset and the nature of insight

in mathenstles, in tho emplricul sclences, In common sense,

in judgments on msthematics, on the erpirlcal sciences, and

on the myrlad concrete and perticular objects of common sense,
Bo toob ye exarined sslf-afTirmation anrt the notions of
belng eyl of objectivity. fo too we bagan to talk about the
dialectdc of philosophy. In the measure ln which we have
been suctessful, the reeder will kunow vikut 1s meant by in-
sight, what is meant by reasonableness, how both d.i!'f‘er T'rom
the faternal and external expérience that they presuppose,
how all three form & patterned orientation that differs fronm
other orientations that commonly are more familiar and more
fraquent, In the mesasure that such self-knowledge has been
reached , 4t 1s possi‘blé to leave pedagoygy and to discuss

method: ard so we find ourselves discussing method,

A mothod, as was remarked, 1s a set of direct-
ives thal gulde & process to a result, But the result can ex-
ist only in a self-affirming subject, and the process can be
produced anly by the subject in which the result is to exist,
It follovs that the directives of the moethod must be lssued
by the self-affirming subject to himself. The initial pedaw

gogleal sluge vwus to enable the subject to Lssue the proper

dirsctivesy and the present discussion of method has to be

the spivjectts own determination of thoe directives he is to

issue.
o )
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Ths method, then, of metaphysics is dictated by the
self-affiming subject in the light of his pedagogically
acquired self'-knowledege, For that self-knovledse 1s dynamie,
It has revealed the sourc= of disorientation and hevilder-
ment., Spontaneously it moves towards the attainment of re-
orientation and integrstion,

The reoricntation is to be effected in the fleld
of common sonse and of the sclancess On the one hand, these
departments of the subject!s knowledge and opinlon are not
to be ligquidated, They are tha products of experience, in-
telligence, and reflection, and it is only 1n the name of
experience, intzlligence, and raflection that self-know-
ledge d1ssues any directives, As thay are not to be liquidated,
so they are not to be taken apart and reconstructed, for the
only method for reaching wvalid scientific views 1z the method
of science, and the only method for attaining common sense
1s the method common sense already employs,., As metaphysicians
neither teesch sclence nor impart common sense, so they can-
not revise or reconctruct either sclance or common sense,
5+111, this is not the whole story. For it would be excess-
ively nzive for the self-knowing subject to sunpose that his
scientific #nowledpe and his commwon sence are nurely and
simply the nroduct of experience, intelligent inguiry, and
critical reflection. The subject knows the polyroruvhism of
nis own consciousness: he knows hov it generates & dramatie,
an egoistde, & group, and & general blas in comron Seﬁse: he
knows hor it intrudes into scisnce confused notlons on resl-
ity, on objuctivity, and on knowledge, ¥While, then, sclence
and common sense are to be accepted, the acceptance 1s not

~;
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to be uncritical, There are precise menners in which comman
sense can b axpected to go wrong; there are definite is;ues
on which sclamce is prone to issus extra-sciantific opinions:
and the reorliontation demanded and of fectad by thy self-know-
ledge of the suij=met is & steadily exerted.pressure grainst
the common noxsanse that tries to pass for common sense and
against the uneriticel philosophy thet pretends to be a
gsclentific corvlusion,

As the subject!s advertencs to the polymorphism

of his consclousne ss leads to s transforming reorientation

of his sclantl{ic apinions and his common ssnse, so hls ad-
E vertencglto hig detuched and disinterssted dosira to know
andfghc tmutinent structure of 1ts nafolding lesds to an
Integration both of what is known and of what 1ls to bs known

of the universe of projsortionate beinge It is in this inte-

gration that metzpaysics becomes explicit and, to forestall
misapprehens bon anl misinterpratation, let us attempt to
state a8 clemrly ss we can the nabure of the transition
from lotent €o axplicit metaphysics,

First, then, in its gencral form, the transition
is a Qeduction., It dnvolves a malor premis;; a set of pri-
mary minor premisiies, énd & set of seconndary mlnor premisses,

Secondly, the major premisﬁ'is the isomornhism
that obtains hetresa the structure of kiowilng and the strucQ
ture of the knone I the Knowing consists of a reluted
set of acts and the Xnown 1s thoe relitaed set of contents of

) “these acts, thue the pattern of the relatlions betwsen the
| scts is simdler in form to the patterm of the relations be-

&,
tween the conbants of the acts. Thils premisy is anslytie,
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Thirdly, the set of primery minox premiéﬁps connists
of a sefieslof effirmations of concrete and pecurriﬁg atric-
tares in th: kanwing of the seli-affirming subviect. The
gimplest of kthew: structures ls that svery instance of know-
ing proportionate being consists of & unificetion of exper-
iencing, understanding, and judging. It follows from the iso-
morvhism of knoving and RKiuown that every instance of known
proportionate being is & parallel uaiiication of a content
of experience, a content of uwderstanding; ant & content of
Judgment,

Fourthly, the set of secondary minor premises {s
sunplied by reorientated sclence and comuon sense, Frqm the
major and tha primary minor premisﬁgs there is obtainad an
integrating structures but from the secondary minor pramisi&
ses there are obtained thz: materials to be Integrated, Again,
fron the malor and tﬁe primaery minor premiqﬂps there 1s ob-
tained a well-defined ani definitive set of Questions to be
an-wered; from the secondary minor premlsfes there 1s obdtain-
ed the fact of anvwars and thelr frequency,

Fifeidy, this use of the above premlsies effects
a transition from a latent to an axpilclit metaphyslces, For,
in any case, cognitional activity operates within hsuristie
gtructures tovsrds goals that are isomorphic with the strue-
tures, If this basic feature of cognitional activity is over-
looked, métaphysics 1s latent, If this feature is noted, if
the structures are deterained, 1f the principle of isomor-
philem is grasped, then thaz lLotent metaphysics, to which avery-

onne subseribes without <uoving he does so, ceases to be

latent an? bacomes explicit,
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Sixthly, the method 1s not essentlal to obtalning
the results. There is notulyy to prevent an intnliirent and

reasonable man from heginnine with the set of sacondary minor

premisges, from dlscovering in them the structnres that they
can ot aescape, ant from g eneralizlng from the tatallity of
examined instances to Lthe totality of »nossible Instaacss,

In fact, thiz has bean the procedure ol the Aristotelian and

Thomist sciioals and, as will appear, thelr results largely

anticipate our omn,

Eeventhly, howsver, there Ls much to be pained by
employing the methed. Aristotelian an! Thomist thought has
tended to be, down ths centurles, & somewha£ loely 1island
in an ocean of controvorsy. B=cause of the polymorahiism »f
human conscldusness, there are latent In sclence and common
‘'sense not o:ly metaphysics Wt also the nagation of meta-
physicssy and only thae mothodical reorizntation of science
and common sense puts an end, &t lewst in prineisle, to this
parmanent source of confusion. Furthor, without the method
it 1s impossible to as=ign with axsctitude the obiactives,
tihe presupvositions, arid the prodedures of metanhyvsicsy and
this lacx of exactitude‘wikﬁj;:gﬁlt in setting on='s aim too

Adghy in resting onels cuse om allen or insecure foundations,
in proceeling to onets goal tnarough uanecessary detours,
"1:ally, the misconceptions, in which metaphysics

thus becomss involved, 130 1t of its validity and of its
capacity for doevelopment: what shnuld provide an integration
riors Zaf)r

for the science and the commonr sense of any nge, teaes Gn the

appearance of a mummy that wouild preserve for all time

Greek scisnece and medieval comnon sensea,
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~ 1t woild seem that every method in metaphysics must be in-

" fact of settling upon a method, one presupposes 2s settled

To recapitulate, the goal of the method 12 the
gmergence of axplicit metaphysics in the minds of nartiecalear

men and women. It begins from them as thoy tre, no matter

what that may be, It involves & preliminary stage that can
be methodical only in the sanse in vhich a podagosy is

methodical, that is, the goal and{ the procedure ars known

and pursued explicitly by & teacher but not by the pupil.
The preliminary stage ernids when the subj:ct rzaches an in-
telligent ani reasnnable self-affLrmetion, Cuch self.affir-
mation is also self-knowladre, It mekes axpliicit the pursult
of the goal that hae been Implicit dn the pure desirs to
know, From tnut explieit pursult there follow the diractives,
first, of reorientating one's sclentific knowledge anl orzots
common sense and, secoudly, of integratlng shat one knows

and can know of proportionate being throwh the kinown strue-

tures of oune's copnitlonal activities,

e Hethods in Metenhysics

[

A method can direct activity to a gosl only
by antiecipating the goneral nature of the goal. But tha only
question to be sattled in metaphysics 1s the genersl nature
of the goal of knowledge, for all gquestions of deteil have

to Le met by the sclences and by comson senge. Accordingly,

volved in th~ fallacy of begaiqwg the question, By the mere

the very iscue thult metanhysics proposes to rasolve,
This difficulty raveals the significance of

the distinction we have drawn betyveen latent and explicit
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‘the question, but from matters of fact that any inquirer can

metaphysics, For lstent metaphysics 15 an anticipation of
tha g&al of knowledge that 1s present and opsrative inde~
pendently of any netaphysical inguiry, Inasmuch &s metaphys-
1cal inquiry aims at meking lutent metaphysics exnlicit, it
proceeds not from arbltrary essumptions about tho gosl of

knowledre, whilch would invelve it in the fallacy of bepioing

verify 1n hls own emplrical, intelliient, and rational con-

sciousness,

Thars is, however, a further aspect to the matter.i
Because the rosults obtained in the empirical sclences conm-
monly ére far loss general thun th: methods they employ,
sclentists ars not troubled fo any notable extent by B nra-
determination of their results by thnelr choice of method, In
maetapnyslics, however, methods and results are of equal goner-
ality and tend to be coincident, It follows that diffrence
in metaphysical positions can be studied expeditiously and
compendiously by examining diffsreunces in method, Noreover,
such @& study is not confined to tahulating the correlations
that hold between different methods an: different metanhysi-
cal systems, For there is oilly one method that 1s not arbi-
trary, ani it grounds its explicdit anticipations on the anti-
cipations that, though latent, are present and operative in
consciousness. Finally, besides the correlations betveen
methiods and systems, besides the criticism of methods based
on the latent metaphysics of the human mind, there {s the
dislectical unfolding of positions inviting development and

counter-positions inviting reverssl, It is to this dilalactic
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of metaphysical meothods that attention now s to be directed,
not of course in the full oxpansion that would ba possibdble
only in a survey ol tns whole history of phllosonhy, but in
th> articulation of 1ts baslic alternatives and with the

wodest purpose of In-dicatiag the outlines of 2 heuristic

scheme for historical investigations}

4el dyctive Mg S

Any nsataphiysical system eventually assumes the
form of & set of »ropositions, The propositlons cen be
divided into primltive and derived, and a logical techalgue
can establlsh that If the primitive propositions are accept-
ed, then the derfved must also be accepted, The problem, then,
of a deductive methiod 1s to select correctly the primitive
propositions. | |

A [irst elternetive is to aszert that one's prim-
itive propositions are universal aad necesssry triths,

Since they are not deduced, th-y commonly will be claimed
to be self-evident, However, & dialectic of method need not
serutinize this claim, for the properties of unlversal and
necessary truths tumm out to be sufficlently significant.

If the prdmitive propositions are undversal, then
they are aistracts They may refer to exldsting objscts, hut
they do not assort the exlstence of any object, unless the
universal is sumposed to exdst. This conclusion 1s confirmed
by such keen loglclams as Duns Scotue and Villiam of Ockham,
both of whorn felt compelled to complament their abstiricet
systems with the affirmation of an Intuition of the exfisting

and present as exdsting and present,
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Further, 1f the primdtive propositions are necessary,
then they hold not mersly for this universe but also fnr
any pogssible world, It follows thut thw metaphysicszl systom
has no particealar reference to this unlverse, for 1t holds
eqzally for auy u.nive_:r::e. Agein, 1t lollows that the meta-
physical system does not aim at integr.ting the emplrical
gselonces and comeron sense: For both thwe ariplrical sclences
BNk common semse ars content Lo ascartaln vhat in fact is
s0; but th: deductive systom In guestiom has no Interest In

any contingent truth no matter how genersl or how comprehen-

siwve it muy bea

Let us now lnquire whiich truths can be regarded as
universal end necessary. Clesrly, all analytic propositions
meet the above requiresents, For they suppose nothing but
the definitions of thelr terns end the rulss of syntax that
gowern the coalescence of tue terms into propositions, Pro-
vided thzt one does not affirm either the existence of the
tarns or the exisz tence of operetions in accord with the syn-
tectical rules, one can hive at one's disposal an indefiniﬁe-
1y large group of truths thraf ara unlversal end necessary,
that affirm no existent, and that are sgqually vaild in
evary possiﬁle vorld. On the other hand, the mebaphysicsl
system Iin guestion cannot be based on analytlc principles,
for the trapsition from tihe analytic proposition to the
analytic priaciple 1s tarough concrete judgment of fact
alfiraing that the terms, as defined, occur in & concrete
exdsting universa,

It follovs that the abstract metaphysics of all
possible worlds is empty. Historlcally, however, this
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empbiness was discovered by a different roate. For the
medleval theologlans that explored this type of system
acknowledged the existence and the omnipotence of Gody

the only pnssible restriction upon divine eminotence and
g0 the only restriction on the range of possible worlds sy
in the principle of contradiction. Their metaphysics Aaalt
with all posslible vorlds azd so 1t dealt simltaneously with
evary possible iInstunce of the non-contradictory, ¥ot only
did this object prove axtremely tenuous @ad elusive, but it
soon. became apparent thst the one operative principle in
thelr thought was thie princiyle of contradletion. Moreaver,
this prinecinle run counter to thedr affirmation of an 4n-
tuition of th: existing and present as existing and present,
For 1t would be contradiectory to affirm and deny some occur-
rence of the intuitlont it would be cotrad ictory to affirm
and deny tho existence of some obJect:; tut there is no apprar-
snt contradiction in affirming the occurrece of tha intii—
tion and denying the existance of 1ts object, If no contra—
diction is Involved, then in some possi.ble woxld there would
occur Intuitions of the existunce of what ddd not exist: amd
28 Nicolaus of Autrecourt perceived, neither analytic pro-
posl tions nor Intultions can assure one that the possibility
of 1llusory intuitions is riot realized in tnls world,

The alt rnative to the abstract deduction that
turns out to be empty is, of course, a concrete deduction,
The existent ldoess not lie outside the deductive systenm
but, from the start, {5 included within 14, Instead of
operating vainly with analytdc propositiomsg one proposes

to operate fruitfully with anelytic principles whose terms,
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in thelr defined sense, refer to what exists,

Now 1t Xy chieracturistic of a deduction that con-
clusinons follow necesse~idy from th: premiﬁfes. It 0l lovs
that a concrets deduction is vossible only if an ohisctive
necessity binds the existent that is coneluded to the exis-
tent referred to in the premisjes. For witnout this ob ject-
ive necessity loglcally impeccable inferences woald srrive
at possibly fulse concizsions,

Nov: fhoere are many motaphysical systeams that ravesl
how this ollective nocessity might be conceiwed, Thus, a
monist wonld «ffirm tho existence of & single reslity with
a sat of nececsary attribites and modesy and clearly ennigh
his chain of syllogisms could be applied validly to a uni-
verse conczlved In this fashion. Again, emanationist doce-
trines begin from & nece ssary being from shich proceed nee-
essarily all othexr being sy the appllceation of & syllogfstic
chain would ba more diffdcalt in this case but there is no
noint in heg:ling over thie natter, In the third place, one
might suppose thet God exists necessarily but is bhound mor-
ally to cresate the best of &1l possible worlds: and so 1n a
fashion one vwoukd gecurs & universe for concrete deductiv-
ist thougzlit.

However, it ls one thing to concelve a varlety of

universes: it 1= unother to knov whether any on= of them
exists, I one w!firms fiils universe to be morist, becsuse

1 - that is the couclusion of onets eoncrete deduction, 1t will

be podnted out thut ohe's cholce of method anointed to begping
the gquestion; for the cholce of concrete deduction makes 1t

inevitable that one conclude to & monism or an emanatdorise
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or ar optimism or a mechanist determinism; and so onels
argument could be revelant only to discovering vhich of
this limited range of altzrnstives we: the most satisfactory...ff:
Clzarly, the rcul issue is to determine, not what follovs |8
oﬁce the method of concrate deductlon is assumed, but whether ié;
or ndﬁ that method is to Le smployed. |
Accordingly, if abstract deduction is empty, con-

crete deduction sets a prior quastion. Moreover, since the

netaphysical question 1s the general niture or stracture of
the universe, the prior question, it seems, must re-ard the
mind trwt is to know the universe, In this Yashion one is

led to ezk waet wind of mind wonld be needed if the universe
“$s to be known by coacrete deduction, Or, to give the Lssue
its more concrete form, what wrs the constitutive conditions
of such a concrete deduction as Newton's Mathematical Prig-

ciples of Natural Philosophy,

i

Since the deducing can be performed satisfactorily
by an electronic comrmter, thz probiem may be limited to the
origin of the raquisite prealshes, These premigﬂas, 1t would
seem, must be beth synthetlc and a _nriori. They must be syn-
thetle., For analytic propositions lack both relavanée and
significance; they lack relevence, for they Tegard &ll

poss1ble worlds but are isolated from the asctual world; they

lack sivniflcance, for they are obtalned by studying ﬂzg
rules of syntax and the meanings of words, and clearly that
l{ procedure does not yield an understanding of this unlverse.
i Again, the vxprlred premis&ps must be & priori. They are

not to be suovm meraly by taking & look &t wahat is thers to

De seen; for what 15 there to be seen 1is particular: and no
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smount of mere looking sendows it with the significante that

explains the existing universe, The possibility, then, of

a concrete deduction, such as Newton's, coincldes with the

poss ibility of synthetic a_priori premiaﬂes. But this possi-

bL1lity Implies that the mind must be, not a mirror that sim-
Kﬁ'&‘f” | Ly raiﬁy:ts reality, but a sort of factory in which the

materlals supplied by outer and Inner sense are proces sed

ir
into appropriate syntheses, Finally,‘tha nind is a factoxy

of this type, it is capable of performing concrate dsduc—
tions of the scientific type but 1t does not seen at all
capable of parforming concrete deductions of the metapkyel-
cad type.
Various objections have heen raised against

- such & deduction of the possibility of concrete deductlon,
btut the most fundamental seems to be that the problem 323 not
envisaized in its full generality, It is not enough ta account
for Nawtom?s deduction alone or for Einstein's deduction a-
lonee What has to be accounted for 1s a series of conexets
deductions, none of which is certein and ea ch of which %s
the best available scientific opinion of its time, The nind

1s not just a factory with a set of fixed processesi rather

| ' it 1s & universal machine tool that erects all kinds of
factorles, keeps adjusting and improving them, and ewerat-
| | ually scraps them in favor of radlcally new designs, In
Cﬂ other words, there is not some fixed set of & priexl syn-
; - theses. Every insight 1s an g priorl synthesls: insight

follows on Insizht to complement and correct its prede—
cessor; earller accumilations forz viewpoints to give plece

{. | to higher viewpolints; and above the successlon of viewpolnts,
|

I
[}
. - J e |
g e T R T . - e T T it ST E i i eyt g ey
“ A ¥ t
G :
] H .




e

_~— -

The Ddadedtic of Pudtowdphy 4/ - 0§

there 1s the activity of eriticsl raflaction with its de-
mand for ths virtually unconditlonsd and its capaclty to
estinate approximations to its rigorous requirement,

Now thare are thoras who would profer a simpler
solution, anl they roint out that Kant overioaked the madie-
val theory of ab: traction, The oversight, hovever, is mul-
tivole for thar> verse different medlival thonrles snl at
lasst two of them merit our attention,
| Certainly Duns Ocotus wonld have réjncted tha
Kantien nntion of the a priorl for the vaery Teasons that led
him to raj=ct the Aristotellan and Thomist view thot in-
tellect apprchends thae 1ntellisible in th: sensible and
grasps the universal in the purticalar, After 8ll, whet 1s
presentad by sense or imerinztion, is not actually intelli-
gible or actually unlversal, But objective knovwing is a
matter of taking & iook at vhat actunlly 1s thare to be
seart, If then intellect apprehiends tha int=lligible 1in the
sansible an&fﬁhiversal in th» purtienlar, its approhasion
must be illusory, for it sees what is not thers to be seen,
Hone the less, we Ao know vhat 1s Intelligible and unilver~
sale To wcermt For this foct without violoting hiz convicee
tions on =zxtroversion as the model of objectivity, Scotus
distinguished a serles of steps in tho genesls of intellect-
nal <novwlaedge, The Tirst step was abstrioctions 1t oceurs un-
consclously: 1t conslsts In the impreﬁsidn uvon intellact of
a ﬁniversal eorcaptual e~qtent, The sacond step was Intsllec-
tiomt intallect tsikes a look at the conceptiual cont:nt, The
third step vas a compurison of diffsrant contents with the

raesult that Intallect saw which concepts wers canjnrined
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necessarily and wvhich were incompsatible. There follows

the deduction of the abs tract metaphysles of all possible
worlds and to 1t one adds an intultion of thw exlisting and
present as exlsiing and present to attein knowladge of the
actual worlds

Aristotle and Aquinas both af firmed the fact of An~
sight as clearly and eff'ectively as can be etvocted, A

thay considered the sensible 4s seen to be anly potantially

Ei, g - in the objzct, so they considered the intellizible as un-lar-
stood to be only wotentially In €he fmise, Slmllarly, they
considerl both Fucclties to operate infallibly, but they
af flrmed tnis infallibility not absolutely but only asfa
pofuadt (-0 ) rule (per se), (¥or is Lt d1fficult to surmise whet the
per se infallibility of insight ise. One cannot misunderstand
vhat one imuzines; misunderstanding i: the fuult, not of in-
telligence, but of imagins tion which can exhibit what s not
and can fail to exhibit all that is} hence, when we attempt
to corract a misunderstanding, we point out what we think is
,é*: | - . misrepresented or overlooked by imagination; and when we ace-
| knowledge a misunderstanding, vwe add that we had not advert-
ed to this or that.) Flaully, truth and error lie not on
the lovel of gquestions for intalligence but on the level
of guestions for reflection; and pfior to judgnent, shlech
£i  is true or falss, there occurs a scrutiny in which the pro-
o - posad judpment 1= reduced to its sources in the data of
;?: | sensa and ths setbivities of intellect,
o | hgaing Aristotle and Aginas affirmed self-evi-

dent principles that resalt necessarily fronm the definitions
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ment; 1t was not snough for the principles to result necess-
arily from any terms whatever: the terms themselves needed
some valldation, and this office wus attributed to the
judicial hebit or virtue named wisdom. Vhat, tlen, 1s
wisdom? In 1ts higher form, Aquinas consiered it a gift

of the Holy Epirlt and connected 1t with mysticel sxparisncs,
In its lover form, Aquinas identified 4t with Aristotla's
first philosophy defined as the knowledge of all thines in
thelr nltimate causes, Clearly erongh, the problem of meta-
physical method demands a third form of wisdom, For th: pro-
blem 1s ot to be solved by nresupsosing a raligion, a
theology, or mystical axperisnce, Simllarly, the problem is
not to be solved by presunposing a mebtapihysics, for what is
wanted is ‘he wisiom that generates the principles on which
the metaphysics is to rest, But it does not seem thet Aquinsas
treated explicitly the third type of wisdom. He was crncern-
ed to present the ualverse from the explanatory viewpsint
that relstes things to one assnother, From that viewpoint

the human subject is Just one being smong others: and the
human subject's knnwladge is & relating of one type of

being to others, 8o Thomist copnitinnal theory Is cast exe
pilcitly in metanhyslcal terms; and one cannot be surpnrised
that the Thomist tieory of basic judgments similarly has
metanhysical suppositions, Finally, if, &s I heve argued
elsevhere, there is to be pieced together from Thomist writ-
Ings a sufficient number of Indications and surrestions to
form an adequate account of wisdom in cognitional terms, it

cannot be deniad that the polymorphism of human conzelous-

ness Intorfares olth the performeance of this‘delicate opera-
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tion; after all, G, van Riet needed G4 peres to outline

the various types of Thorlst enistemology that have been
wt forverd iu thae last century ard a half,

Our considerition of dalactive methods in neta-
physics found abstract deduction to be empty and coucrete
deduction ¢ stanl in need of & prior inguirye This prior
inquiry was not contuneted vith sufiffcient generality by Hant,
nor with sufficlent diserimlomtion by Scotns, Flazlly, Lt
possibllity vas implied by Aquainas, btut the varleties of
Thomist irterpretation are as mach &An nezd of a prior in-
quiry as anything else, It wonld seam, thon, thatffeast one
positive conclusion cen be drawn, namely, that daductive
method alona 1s not enough, The fasciretion exerted by this
mathod lies in 1ts appesrant promise of autom. tic results
that are independent of the whims s fancies of the subjlect,
The deducing proceads in accoxrd with & riporous techniques
the primitive premisfes are puaranteed by a8 self-evidence
that claims to exerclse an objectlv 8 commlsion to which the
subject muist sulbmit if he is ot to be gullty of a lapse &n
intellectnal prohlty, In fact, however, it Is not so easy to
lecve tue subject outside one'ts cal ewlations, and 20 we now
must turn to alirectiv;e methods thit adm to gulde the mota—
physical enterprise by guiding the subject that urdertakss
1t, |

' 4.2 ' ~ Universal Doubt

In its simplest forn the method of universsd
doubt 3is the precept: Doubt everytlaing that cen be doubted,

Let us bogin by ettempting to determine the consequences of

' _
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Tollowlng out this precept by applying rigorously its
criterion of indubitability, |

First, all concrete judgments of fact are to
be excluded, For while thny rect on Invulnerable Insights,
still the invulnersbility amounts to no more than the fact
that farther relevent guestions do not arise., 4 criterlion
of indubitablility 1s more exigent, It demands the imnossi-
bility of further relevant questions, and in concrete judge
ments of fact such impossibility neither exists nor is
apprehended,

GCzeomdly, both empirical science and common sense
are excludzd, For both aim at ascertaining what in fact 1s
s0, &and nelthar succeads in reaching the Indubitable, fdo
doubt, 1t would be silly to suppose that there are further
relevant guestions that vould lead to the correction of the
Insights grounding bare statements of fact or elsmentary
measurements, But that 1s beéide the point, for the question
is not what certainly 1s true or false but what indubitably
1s true or false; and indubitability requires not the feact
but the impossibillity of further relevant guestlons,

Thirdly, th= meaning of all Jjudgments bacomes
obscure and unsettled. For the meaning of & judgment can be
clear and preclise only 1f one can assign a clear and preciss
meaning to such terms as reality, knowledge, objectivity, A
clear and precise meaning can be assigned to such terms only
if one succeeds In clarifying the polynorphlc consciousness
of man. fuch a clerification can be effected by a lengthy,

difficult, and delicate 1nquiry intc the [acts of human

.
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cognitional activity, But if one excludes all concrete
judgments of fuct, one excludes the clarification ani so
one 1s bound to regard the meaning of every Judgmont &s
obscure and unsettled.

Fourthly, &1l mere suppositions satisly the
criterion of indubltability, For the mere supposlition ex-
cludes the question for reflection, and doubt becomes
possible only safter ths question for reflection trises,
Thus, 1f you suppose that A is B, and I sk vhether 4 real-
ly 1s B, you are entitled to point out that you are merely
supnosing A to be B, and that my question tries to put an
end to mere supposing, On the other hand, there is no posst-
billty of doubting whether or not 4 1s B until thet quastion
arises, and so all mere suppositions are Indubiteble. Xt
follows that a1l analytle propositions are indubitable, f£n-

asmuch gv thay rast on rales of syntax and on definltions

of terms, ani all such rules and definitions are raeparded
as mere suppositions., On the other hand, analytfc principles
are not indubitable, for they require concrete Juigmoents of

fact in which occur the defined terms in theldr Aol inad

senses and, as has been seen, all concrete judgments of

fact are excluded hy the criterion of indubitablility.

Fifthly, the existential subleet survives, for

the existential subject 1s the subjzet prior to the ques- N

tion, Am 1? The criterion of indubitabllity doss not elimin-

ate the experienced center of expsrlencing, thz Intelll-

gent center of inquiry, insight, and formuletions, the

|

|

I

]

|

ratinnal center of critical reflccetion, serutiny, hesita- ]!l
|

(!

tion, donbt, and frustration, Indeed, th: method of uniz
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versal doubt presupposes the existence of this center and
imposes frustration upon it, One can argue that bufore I
can doubt, I must oxist, but whet does the conclusion mean?
Vhat 4s the "I"? Yhaet 4is existing? Yhat is tho mesning of
affirming? All thase questions can be givean ansviers that
are correct in fact, But as long as the criterion of indubi-
tability remeins in force, they cannot be given any clear
or precise answar, for that would suppose a ciarification
of the polymorphism of human consciousness,

Sixthly, not even the criterisn of iﬁAubita-
bility 1s Indubitable, It is c;ear enough that one makes no
mistake in accepting the indubitable, It 1s not at all clear

_ that one makes no mistake in rejecting everything that in

'fact 1s true, But the criterdon of indublitalllity excludes

all concrete Judgments of fact, no matter how true and cer-
tain they mey be, Tﬁerefore, the ¢riterion of indublitanility
is not itseldf indublitable, It follows that the frustrated
exlstential subject practising universal doubt cannot con-
sole himsolf with the thought that thgre is anything ration-
&l about his doultlng.

Seventhly, every assignable reason for
practising nniversal doubt is eliminated by & coherent exer-
cise of the doubt. Thus, one might adopt the method of uni-
versal doubt in the hope of being lelt with premis&es for a
deduction of the universe; but the exsrcise of tha doubt re-
moves all premi%ﬂes and leaves only mere suppositions; more-
over, even if it left some premispes, 1t would question the

validlty of the project of deducing the universe, for it 1s

¢
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not Lndubitable that the universe can be deduced, Again,
one might adopt the methed of universal doubt, because one
falt the disagreement of philosovhers to reverl their in-
competence and to justify the uss of a violent remedy: but
tha exercise of the doubt leavas nothinr I‘or* philosor»hers

to disagres about and, as well, :lt', oeram“..uupicion o the
gssumption that thelr disagrsements stem from their lncom-
petence! for 1t is conceiveble thint pnilesophlc nrocess is
dialecticsl with positions inviting develoment and counter-
positions inviting reversala.

Eigkw'hly, the method of unkversel donbt 15 a
leap in the dark, If ve have bDeen able to determine a 1ist
of precise consequences of unlversal doubt, ve also have
presapposed our acconnt of the siructure of humnan knevledse
and of the polymorphlsm thust besets Lt, But thet acemint is
not indubitable, At most, it Ls true as a matter of fact,
Accordingly, to accept thz criterion of lndzbitability 1s
to deprive onesslf of the mearrs of ascertaining what pre-
clsely that criterion 1mplles; and to actept & criterion
without being able to deturminme its precise implications is
to make a leap in the dark,

Ninthly, while ths consequences of uniwersal
donbt will comz to light in thwe long run, the proximate re-
sults of th method will be arditrary and {ilasory. Proxim-
ate results will be arbitrary, for tho exact fuplications |
of the method are unknoun. Moreover, prorxinate results will
be 1llusory, For doubting affects, not the mnderlying tex-
ture and fabric of the mind, but only the explicit judgments

A i
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that issue from 1it. One cen profess in all sincerity to

doudbt all thet con be donbted, but one cannot ahollsh at {};I
a stroke tha past doveloonent of one's mentalilty, one's | 8
accumulation of insipghts, one's prenossessions and pre-
judices, one!s habitual orientation {n lifes So one vill
have little Aifficulty In seesing that tho views of others
are very far from Yeing indubiteble; at the sama time, be-
canse the doubt is applied arbitrarily, one's own rooted

convictions not merely will survive but also will be 1llu-

mineted with the illusory éplendor of havine passad an-
scathed through an ord=sl that tho viers of others could
not stand, Accordingly, it will be only in the long run that
the full im~licationz of universal doubt will come ton light,
when the m2thod has been appllied by many persons with guits
different inltial convictions,

Howaver, 1f I belisve that universal doubt was
practised more successfully by Hume than by Descartes and,
perhaps, more successiully by tha exlstentlalists and some
of the loglical nositivists than by Hame, I must also recall
that my topic hes been, not ths concrete proposal enter-
tained by Descertes, but the consequences of interpreting
Literally an? apnriying rigorously the precept, Doubt cvery-
thing that can be doubted, Clearly encugh, the lmplicetions
of that precept fail te reveal the profound originality and
enduring significance of Descartes, for vhom unlversal doubt

wis not a school of skepticism tut 8 shilosophdic program

that aimed to ombrace the universe, to assigu & clear and

pracise raason for averything, to exclude the influence of
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unacknovledred presuppositions. For that progrem we have
only praise, bubt we also belleve that 1t shoild be d41s-
assocl ated from the method of universal doudt whetiher that
method 1s Interpreted rigorously or nitigated Lo « [ashion
that cannot avoid being srbitrary,

Finally, it should be noted that & rejection
of universal doubt implies a rejection of the excesgsive
conmitment with which it burdans the philosophic enterprisa,
The only method to rzach the conclusions of =clencs is the
mathod of scienc:e. The only method to reach the conclusions
of common sense is the method of comman sense, Universal
doubt leads the phliosopher to rejest what he Ls not equip-
ped to restors, But philosophors that do not practise uni-
varsal dobt are not in that predlcament, and £t 15 only a
mistaken argument from analogy that expects of thenm a vali-

dation of sclentlific or comnon sanse viewse

hal Empiricism

A second method that offers to guids the
suhject lssues the precept: Ohserve the signiffcant facts,
Unfortunately, what can be observed Ls morely a datam
significence accrues to data only through the occurrence of
insightsy correct insights can be resched only at the term
of & prolonged investigation thet ultimately reaches the
point where no further relevant questions arise; and without
the combination of date and correct insights that together
form & wirtnally unconditioned, there are no facts, fuch,

I beldevs, is the truth of the matter, but is ds an extreme~
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ly paradoxical truth, and the labor aof all the pageslthat
precede cen be regarded as & sustained effort both to
glarify the naturs of insight and jJuipment and to account

for the confuslion, so natural to man, betwsen extrovarsion
and objlectivity, For men observes, unierstands, end judges,
but he fanclos thet what he knows in judgment {s not known
in Judgment and does not SUppose an exercise of unier-

standing but simply 1s attseined by teking & pood look at

the "resl™ that is Malready out there now", tmplirdcism,

then, 1s & bundle of bluanders, and its history is their
succaessive clarificuation,

In ics sublimest forum, the observation of
significant facts occurs in St. Augustine's contemplation
of the eternal reasons. For years, as he tells us, 84, Au-
gustine was unuble to grasp thut thé real could be anything

but a body. Vhen with Neo-Pletonist ald he pot bevond that

view, his neme for reallty was veritass &nd for him truth
was to be known, not by looking ont, nor yet %Wy looking
within, but rather bty looking above where in an Immutable
Iight men counsalt and contemplete the etaernsl raasons of
things, 1t 1s disputed, of course, just how literally St,
Aungustine intended thils inspection of the eternal to be
undersiood. Aquinas insisted that the Uascreated Light grounds
the truth of our judgments, not because we see that Light,

but because our intellects are created participetions of 1it.

But if St, Augustine!s m:aning is doudbtful, there is less R
doubt about a group of nineteenth century Catholics, known

as onbologists, vho bellaved that the only way to meat Kant'!s
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claim thet the unconditioned 1s, not a constitutive ele-
ment in Judgment, but a morely reguletive ideal, was to
1ssue under Augustinian auspices the counter-claim that the
notion of being vas an obscure intultion of God,

As there is &n empirlicism on the level of
eriticel reflection, so there is an empiricism on the level
of understanding, The Scotlst theory of abstraction was
outlined above and, as was sald, its second step consists
in dntellect taxing a look at & cnceptual content nroduced
in the intellect by the unconsclous cooperation of the
intellective and the imaginatlve powers s the soul. Nore-
over, such int:llectual enpgiriclsm reschas far beyond the
confines of tha Ueotlst schnol, The oblactive universals
of Platonist tuoupnt sem to owe thelr orisin to the notion
that, as the aye of the body looks upon colors and shapes,
go there 1s a spiritual eye of the soul that looks at uni-
versals or, ut leust, recalls them. Finally, the Aristotel-
ian and Thomist traditions are not without thelr ambiguities..
Though Aristotle acknowledpged the fact of insight and Aqui-
nas added to Aristotle & transpesition of Augustinian
thaught on jﬁdgment ind of Heo~-Platondst thought on pare 5
ticipstdon and being, =t11l Aristotlet's phyzics prodably i;;

is a study of "bodies" and, until recently, Thomist commen-

tators heve tended, almost universally, to iznore Aguinas?
affirmatlion of insight and to take it for pranted that, while
Aguinas obviously differed from Scotus in the metaphysical
analysis of cornitional process, still the psychological

content of his doctrine was much the same as thet of EScotus,
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The conflict between objectlivity &s extroversion
and intelligence a¢ knowledge has provided a fundamental
thaoma in the unfolding of moadearn philosophy. Curtasian
duaal lsm was the Juxtaposltion of the rational affirmation,
HCoglto, ergo sum¥, and of the "alrzody out there now real"

20Bat erpo oun
stripped of Iis secondary quallitlies and of any substantisl-

1ty distinet from spatial extension, While Spinoza znd

Malebranche aihtempted bto swullow tha dualism on the rstlon-
alist side, Hobbes reduced thinking to an unprivileged in-
stance of matter In motion, The Cambridgze Platonists en-
deavored to accept Hovbest councaption of thoe real as "out
there now! and yet to affirm God as supremely real because
his omnipresence was the reality of spare and his =ternity
vas the reality.of time. Berkley sought the same end by a
Aif ferent rToute; ha granted secondary gualities to be mere
appearance, and concluded that primary qualities with stlll
greater certalnty wera mere appearance: belng then was being
percedved, and so reality shifted from apparent "bodiss" to
the cognitional order. Finally, Hume brought analysis to
bear effectively on the issnes our knowing 1nVG1ve§ nct one-
1y slements but zlso unitles and relations: the elements cone
sist in a manifold of unrelated sense impressions: the uni-

ties and relations have no better foundation than our mentsl

habits and peliers: vhatever may be the practical utility
oflour knovladge, at least 1t camnot pretend to philosophle
velidity, |

If it 15 nerely confusion of thought that inter-
prets objectivity in terms of extroversion, Kant's Coperni-

cant revolution was @ halfehearted affair. He pronnunced both
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primary anc secondary qualities to be phenomena. le made
absolute space and absolute time & vriori forms of outer
and inner sensae, He rogarded the things themselves of JMowe
tonian thought to be unknowable, But he was unable to break
cleanly from the basic conviction of animel axtroversion
that the "rezl® is the Palready out there now", Though un-
knowable, Newton's things themselwves were somehow known to
produce impresslons on our senses and to appear, The cate-

gory of reallty waes to be employed by underctanding when

there occurred some filling in the empty form of time, The
category of substance was identified with the permanence of

aality In time, However canvinced Kant was that "taking &

look" could not be valld human knoving, he devoted his ener-

pies to showing how it could seom to be knowing and in what
rasztricte? sense it could be reparded as valid, Nor is the
anonaly of hls positlion surprising. If ths schematism of the
catepories comes within strikdng distunce of th: virtually
unconditioned, still Kant falled to see that the unconditfon-
el 1s a constituent comvonent in the genesls of judgment and
s0 he relegated it to the role of & regulative 1dea1ﬁsystem—
atlzing rationality. But once extroversion is questioned, it
is only through man's reflective grasp of tha unconditioned
that the objectivity and valldity of human knoving cen be
established, Kant richtly saw that animal xnowing is not
human knowing: but he falled to see what human knowing 1is,
Tha combination of that truth and that failure 1s the sssencs
of the principle of immanence that vwas to dominate sibsequent

thought,
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Cartesian dualism had been & twofold reslism, and
both the realisms ware corrsct: for the realism of the ex-
troverted animal is no mistake, and the realism of ration-
al effirmation is no mlistake. The trouble was that, unless
tvo distinct and disparate types of knoving ware recognized,
the two reallsms were incompatible, For rational affirmétion
Is not ar: Lnstenco of extroverslon, and so it cannot be
oblective 1n *ha manner proper fo the "already out there now",

On tlie other lland, the flow of sensible contents and acts is

neither Entellligent nor reasonable and so it cannot bhe Know-
ledge of thoe type exhibited by sclence and philosovhy. The
attempt to fuse disparate forms of knowlng Into a single
whole ended in the destruction of each by the other; and
the destruction of both forms implied the rejection of
both tyves of realism. The older metoriallsm anl sensism
we e discredited, but there was room for positivism and
pragmatisn to uphold the same viewpoint in & more cultured
torie., Cerman 1deallsm swung through its magnifiq&gnt arc
of dazgldng systems to come to terms with reslity In rela-
tlvism and deo-Kantian snalysis, But 1f a century and a
half have brought forth no solution, 1t would seem necess-
ary to ravart to the begloning and distingalsh tvwo radic-
ally distinect types of knowing in the polymorphic conscious-
ness of man,

For I do not think that F. Husserl's phenonen-
ology does provide a solution, Scientific description can be
no more than & preliminary to sclentific sexplanation, But

Hasserl degins from relatedness-to~us, not to advance to
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the relatedness of terms to ons enother, bat to mount to
an abstract looking from which the loscker and the lookede
at heve been dropped because of tizedr particularity anid
contingance, The vitality of anipal extroversion 1s stten-
nated from sensitive perceptlion to intuition of unlvarsals
and from intuition of universals te tho more impalpable
Inspection of formal essances (npproximately, scnolastie
transcondentals), As objects increase in generality and

purity, subjects shrink to intentlonal acts, With romertke-

able acuteness and discriminztlon there are uncovered, des-
cribed, compared, and classifled the purs forms of noetic
experdence tarminuting In noematic contents, But the whole
enterprise ls under the shadow of ths principle of immsanence,

and 1t fails to trenscend the eriepling influence of the

ext roversion that provides the model for the pure epo, In

brief, phenomenolopy is a highly purified empirlcism, and

1t did not take long for Lt to topple over into an existen-
tdalisn that describes, not the abstract possibility of des-
cription, but men as they are.

But deseriptlon is not enough., If it

cladns simply to report data in their purdity, one may ask

why the arid renort should be added to the more llvely ex- |
perdmice, Il it pretends to report the significant data, then i-}
it is deceived, for slgnificance is not in data but accrues |
to them from th= occurrence of inslght. If 14 urges that it
presents the lnsights that arise sypontaneously, immedietely,
ani Inevitably from the data, one must remark that the date
alore are never the sole determinants of the insights that

arlse in any but an infantile mind and thet deyond the level

) -
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of insight there is the level of critical raflection with
its eriterion of the virtually unconditioned, If it objacts
that abt least one must begin by desceribing the fects that
are accesslovle to 811, one must insist thet “aowledre of
fact rests on a grasp of the unconditioned and that & grasp
of the unconditioned 1s a0t th2 starting-polint hut the end
of inquiry. Horeover, if on¢ hopas to reach tals eond in an
inguiry into Knowledze, then one had befter not hagin with
the agsumption that Knoving i;fgsomething thare to be lonked
at anl described”, For knowlng is an orranieally inturrated
activity: on a [flow of sonsitive experiences, ingquiry in-
telligently generates a curmulative succession of 1insignts,
and the siinilizance of the experiences varies concomitant-
1y with thae cumulation of insightsy in memory'!s store of
experiences and in the formmlution of accurmlated insights,
reflection grasps approximations towards the virtually un-
conditionad and atlainments of 1Y to 1ssue into probable

and certaln judgments of lact. To concelve knowing one must
understend the dynemic psttern of experlencing, incuiring,
reflecting, an? such understanding 1s not to be rsached by
taking a look. To affirm knovwing it is usslsss to peerlin—
side, for the dynamic pettern is to ba found not in this or
that act but in the unfoliing of mathemstics, empirical
sclence, common sense, and philosophy: in that unfolding
mist be grasped the pattern of knoving and, if ons fesls in-
ciined to doubt that the pattern really exists, then one can
try the experimsnt of attempting to escape experlence, to
renounce intellisence dn inquiry, to desert reasonableness

in criticsl raflection,
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In brief, empiricism as a method rests on an ele-
mantary coufusion, Whaet is obvious in xnowing 1s, indeed,
looking. Couwpared to looking, insight 1is obscure, and
grasp of the unconditioned is doubly obscure, But emplri-
cism amounts to the assumption that what is obvisus In Know-
ing 1s whut tnowing obviously 1s. That assumption:@§f§33§§yr
is false, for if one would learn mathematics or sclence or
rhilosoonhy of if one sought cormon sense advice, then one
would go to & man that is intelligent and reasonable rather

than to a man that is stupid and silly.

bede Common Sense Lelecticism

The third of the methods thzt would gulde the
philosopher to his goal is common senss eclectlcism. If 1t
rarely 1s edopted by criginal thinkers, 1t remains the in-
ertial center of the pnilosophic process. From every excess
and aberratlon men swing back to comuon sense and, parhaps

*:nmre than a pegtigible minority of students and professors,

of eritlics and historians, Agever wander very far from a sot

(St

of assumptlons thet are neilther formuleted nor scrutinized.
As has bezn seen however, common sense 1s vari-

able, The comuon sonse of one age is ot that of another;

the common sense of Germans is not that of Frenchmens the

common sense of Americans 1s not that of Englishmen and still

less that of Russisns, Homan Catholics hsve their comuon
sense, Protestants thelrs, Moslems thelrs, and agnostics a
fourth variety. Clearly such variations preclude hsard and
fast rﬁles, yet general tendencles are not too difflcult to

discern, For commonly a distinction is drawn betveen the
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activitles of theoretical understanding, which not un~
deservedly are to be distrusted, and the pronouncements of
pre-philosophic reflection, which ground human sanity and
hamnen cooperation and therefores must be rastained,
Theoretical understanding, then, seeks to
solve problems, to erect syntheses, to embrace the universe
in & single view. Jezitier 1ts existence, nor its value, nor
thie remote possibility of its success are denled, &till com-
mon Sense is concerned not with remote but with eroximate
pessibilities, It lauds the gresat men of the nast, ostens-
ibly to ustir one to emulation, but reslly to urge one to
modesty, It remarks thet, if there are unsolved problens
and, no doubt, there are, at least men of undoudbted genlus
have failed to solve them, It leaves to be inferred that,
unless one is?still grester genlus, then one had best regatd
sach problems as practically insoluble, But emphatically it
would not dilscourage anyone inclined to philosovhy, 4 recog-
nitlon of onets limitations need not prevent one from study-
ing philosophy, from teaching it, from contributing to re~
viers, from writing books. One can become learned in the
hi story of uvhilosophy. One can form one's reasoned Joudge
ments about ths views of othsrs. By taking care unot to lose
the comuon touch, by maintaining one's sense of reslity, by
cultdvating balance angd proportion, one can reach & philoso-
phic viewpoint that is solidly rellable and, after all,
sufficiently enlightened. For opinions are legion theories
rise, glow, fascinate, and vanishj but sound judgment re- 1
madng, And what is sound judgment? It 1s to bow to the necess-ifi

ary, to accept the certaln, merely to entertsin the probable,
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consideration, and =2ich of these has its opposites, List

to distrust the doubtful, to disregard the merely possidle,
to lengh at the lmprobible, to denounce the impossidble, end
to belleve vhat £colence says. Nor are thssa precepts empty

words, for there are truths that one cannot reject in prac-
tical living, there are others which it would be silly to

doubt, there are clalms to truth that merit attention and

the lot, draw out thelr impllcations, and you will find
that you already possess & sound philosophy that can be set
dpwn in a series of propositions confirmed by rroofs and
fortified by answers %o objectlons,

ouchy approximaktely, is the program of com-
mon sense eclacticlamy and I must begin by clerifying which
of 1ts many aspects I shall single out for comment and eritd-
cism. The present topic is the method of philossphy. On com-
mon serse eclecticism as a practical attitude, as a pedagogy,
as & style in composing text-books, as & technique in dis-
cussing issues, I have no romarks to maie. But I hepan by
pointing out that one's method in philosophy predeterminas
what one's philosophy will be, and now I hdave to examine what
1s the philosophy or lack of philosophy to which one commlts
ongself by adopting common sense eclecticism as a method,

In the first place, attention must be drawn
to the dlfTerence between the foregoing eclecticlism and my
own concessions to common sense, In the method ocutlined
alter defining metaphysics, common sense no less than sclence

Aardabs

we@g*called upon to supply secondary minor premisses 1n the

argument; for the aim was to Integrate sclence and common

sense and an Iintegration 1s not independent of its materials,

=
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However, before beding invited to play this subsidiary role,
toth science and comn sense were £o be subjocted to &
reorientation which they 4did unt cotrol; in particular,

the liability of common sense te dramatic, epoistic, group,

~and general bilas, had been noted; the ambiguities of such

terms 43 yeality, Kuowledge, and objectlvity hel been exan-
ined: and only & critlicized and chestened conmon sense wag
entrust ed with no B nmore than & subsidiary piidlosonhic
role, The method of conon sense aeclecticism ot only dlse
pensas with such cxiticlsm s2d reoriemtation but &lso allows
uncriticized comon sense to settle by its practicality the
aim of philosorshy and to medsurs nalvely the resources at
the phliloconherts disposal, Let us e ttempt to expand these
polnts Wriefly.

Secorndly, then, common serise eclecticism
brushes aside the sim of philosophy, FPor that aim 15 the in-
tegrated unfolding of the detached, disinterested, and un-
reatrdcted desire to knov, That aim cxn be pursued only by
the exercise of theorstical understanding and, indeed, only
by the subtle exerclse that undoerstands both sclenice and
common sense in thelr differences and in their complementar-
ity. But common senise eclecticism deprecates the effort to
understand, Foxr it, problems are imuutable features of the
mental lendscape, &nd syntheses are %o be effected by sone-
body else vho, when he has fini shed his system, vwill provide
a name for merely another viewpolnt,

Thirdly, comson sense eclecticism danies the
vital grovth of ohlilosophys It rTestricts significant activity

to men of genlas, w«.il 1t takes It for granted that they are.
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very few wad very rare, But vithin tho context of tue philoso-

vhic process, every discovary {= a significant enntribation
to the tltimate oim, If 4t is formulsted a5 a position, 1t
invites tho Tovelovnant of further coharent discov:ry, If 1t
1s formulated &5 4 counter-position, {t invites tne exnlora-
tion of 1ts presamositions end implications an’ it leads to
its owmn reversal to restore the discovery to the cumiletive
series of positions and to enlighten man on the polymorovhism
of hisg consciousness, This aetivity of discovery, of develop-
Ing positions, end of reversing counter-pocitions, is not res-
tricted to the men of zenius of vhom comuon sense happens to
have heard, It results from all competent and conscientious
work and, 1ike natural growth, it goes forward without at-
tracting widesprea%fgggigz: So far from being the produet of
gonius, it produnces genins, For th= genius is simply the man
at the level of his time, when the time 1s ripe for a new
orientution or a sweeping reorganization: and 1t is not the
genius thet ziicns the time rine, but the competent &nd con-
3 gclentious workers that slowly and often unconscisusly have
been developing positions and heading towards the ravarsal

of counter~-positions, But comnon sonss sclacticism brushes

- all this aside with a homily on the acknowledgemant of one's
parsonel limitations. Tha asxercise of theoreticsl understand-
f : : Ing 1s to be left to men of genius, and common sense will
¢ see to 1Lt that no effort 1s made to prepare thelr way and
no comorshansion ds svailable to gfaet thelr achievements,
Fourthly, whila common sense eclacticiecm dis-
courages the effort to unlerstand, it encourages & wide exer-

else of Juigmeént, But this 1= to overlook the fact that undere
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standing is & conctitutive compoment in knowledge, thst be-
fere one can pass judgzment on mny Lssue, one has to under-
stand it. Nor is ths reguisite underztanding to bz astimoted
by average attaiament, by the comvictions of common sense,
By the beliefs of & given millan, but solely by that absence
of further ralevant giestions theat lesds to a raflective
grasp of the virtually unconditloceds Unlass one sndsavors
to understand with all one's hoart and ell one's mind, one
will mot xnow vwhat questlions ax: relevent or when their
linit is approszched. Yet eclecticism, vhile disconraging
undervstanding, urges one to pa Lhrouch thne display of
opinilons in the hictory of philozophy and to discriminets
between the neceusary end the osstaln, the probable snd the
doubifui, tivs possible, the improbebles, and the impossible,

The fallecy of this procedure is, of counrse,
that it fails to grasn» the limitatioﬁs o common sense, The
proper donein of common sense 1s ths {ield of pearticular
metters of fact; it is thnat [Lald, nol as ¢ single whole,
it divided up and parcelled out among the men and women
fairiliar with its zeversl purts; It L5 :ach a part, not in
its basic potentislities, nor in its mderlying necessities,
nor in its accurately formlated actaslity, but simply in
lts immediste relevanve to human liviag In the mode and
fashlon of such living 1n each region and each age, One can
et rust common sense with the task of a Jurar: one cannot
ask 1t to formulate the laws of a comtry, to argus casas
in 1ts courts, to dacide on issuws of procedurs, and to

pass senitance on oriminals, dune "loes not nave to be a sclen-

tist to cee %aa color of litmus papsr or to note the position
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of & needle on & dlsl; but one cannot rsly on mere common

gange to dnvise anveriments or to interpret their results,

Similarly, in ohilosophy, 1f one presupposes an independent-
1y establisiied =st of philosophiec concents and positions,‘

then common sense c¢on provide the factual boundary conditions
that decide between theoretlical alternstives. But it is valn

to ask common semse to provide the philosoonhle concepts, to

formzlate the ecoherent range of possible positions, to set
the guestions that can be answernd by an appeel to common~
ly known facts, By deprecsting theoretical understanding and
by encouraring a wide exercise of Judzmant, common sense ec-
lacticiam does what 1t c3n to mske philosophy obtuse and
supaerficial,

Fifthly, conmon ssnge aclecticism cannot be criti- Ei:
cal, Nnt only is common sanse a varisabla bﬁt also &t is sub- i
ject to a dramatic, an sgolstic, a group, and a generald blas,
Once the ainm of philosophy 1z brushad aside, ouce the re~
sources of i*s uatural growth ar= 1:inorod, once & vain pro-
gran of Incompetent Judemant is astablished, not only com-

mon sense but also 1ts bias are in charge 211 they are there

to stay.Distinet philosnnhliaes energge foar the changing tostes
and fachions of racial, aconomle, roglonal, national, cul-
tural, relirzions, and anti-roliglous groups and even sub-
groups, Snice end oriminality are addoed by the speclal brands

of cormon sense paculiar to psycho-neurotics, assertive

of maddling through one creizls Into &nother, then there artses [i §

the tepptation that the only means to attadn an offective

eommpnity of norms an? direntives is o rut the aducational

- . ‘L\l.
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system, the press, the stege, the radlo, and the churches,
under the supervision of & psternal government, to eall

upon social englneers to chaw.21l thought and condition feel-
ing, and to hold 1n reserve the implements that discipline
refractory minde and tongues. For comnon sease eclecticiem
1s incapabla of eritielzing common sense. It 1t not pdd

by discoursping theoretlicsl understunding thet the polymor-
phlsm of human comeciousness can be grecped, end it 1s not
by appealing to what comaon sense fLnds obvious that tha
correct mezuing of such torms as renlity, knovlsedge, and

oblectivity 1s to be resched.

25 Dialectic

Whether onc considers the deductlive methods

that offer to functlon zutomatically or the gulding methods

that rest on the Convigtion that the subject cannot be ig-—

rnored, one is forced to the conclusion that philosophic

method must concern 1tself with tho structure and the avez.
_¢;  rations »f human cognitional nrocess, Abstract deduction
yvields to concrete; the use of roncrete deduction raises the _
@H _ _ quastion of 1ts own possibility: e&nl thet possibility 1s ?fi
found to lie in the genesls of a wisdom that is prior %o
metaphysiee, Unlversal doubt heads for the same emptiness
ag absiract daduction; enpiriclsm secks the concrete in

the obvious manner that proves mistaken in almost every res-

— pact; and a common sense use of Judgment leaves philosonhy
obtuse, superficial, and divided, Might orne not concluds,
then, that the method of phllosophy lies in this very pro-

cess that turns positions into thedir contradictorles only

Dl A ST A
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to discover in cuch reversal 8 now position that hegat.s its
opposlite to bring to birth & third position +i th similar
consemmancas until through successive rapetitions the total-

1ty of positions &nd opvosites forms a <lizle ot Le@l vholas?

fuch, approximetely, was Hegells iuspiretion, and since

1 venture to employ hic term, dialectic, I feed cniztrainad

to 1ist the differsnces thet soparste his noti=m from my own,
In the firet pleca, thaon, Hegelian dialectic

is conceptnalist, closed, nacessitarien, auwd {mmsnental, It

deals with determinate c¢onenptual contents: it s zmiccassive

PERERTS v Mttt et pL S S

trizdic zets of rconcepts are complete: the ralzitdons of
onrosition and sublation betwesn concents are wronouncod
~nocessary; arnd thae whole dislactic fe onntal ned within the
ficld definei ty tha concents snd thoir necessary ralstions
of oppositinn an' siublation, In contrest, our position ig
“intellectuallst, opua, factual, and normativae, It deels not
wilth determinate concaptusl contants but witM keartstiecally
definad anticlipations. So far frorm fixing th» <oricapts that
y vwill ment the anticipations, 1t awalts from mature and from
history a succassion of tentative solutions, Imstond of
binding thecn solutionz hy neces-ery 1‘@151\}1@15, it racards
thom ss nroducts of & cumulative suecession f {msights and
it claims that the succassion follows neithoer = tanique ner
a nacessary path: for ideatical results cazl D9 reached by
diffarent routes, anl basides vulld devalopnsn®s there are
o ' abarrations, Finally, the sppesl to hearistic structures,
| | to acoumulatving insights, fto verdicts awalted from noture

and history, goes outside the concoptunal 1s3d o scts of
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understanding that rise uvon experiences and are controlled
by criticzl r»flaction: and so instead of an immarvental
dlalactle that cmbraces all positlons wnd their opposites,
ours 1s & normative dialectic that discriminates hetween
advance &nd eberration,
The foregoing differences have & common source,

Heg el endeavors to pour everything into the concept: yhile
we regard concepts &s by-products of the development of
nnderstanding an-l place wndarstanding 1tself in an inter-
med iz te role between experilsnce and critleal ra2flectlon, It
follows that, vhat Hegel 1is bound to regard es conceptunal,
we cew iInterpret quite differantly, Thus, Hepnlls nostion of
being is a minimum conceptual content thet toynles over in-
-to nothing, hat our notion of being i¢ the all-inclusive
heari stic anticlpetion issning from an unrestricted desire
to know, ii:73dts dlzlectical opposition is a contradiction
within tha corwceptual field, but our dialectical ovposition
i:s the confllict between the pure deslre to knov and other
humein desires, Hegells subletion is through a reconclling
third concept, but our development is both the accumlation
of Insights moving tn hirher viewpoints and the reversal

of the aberrations th&t were brought about by the inter~
forence of allen desire, Hegalts absolute 1s a terminal
concept that generates no antithesls to be sublated in a
higher synthesis; we recopnize a manifold of instunces of
the virtually unconditioned, and through them sttain know-
ledge of proportionate being in its distinctions and rela-

tiong, Hepel's conerste 1s an integrated whole of dbtermin—
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ate conceptual contents, but our concrete is & prospective
totality to be kuown by answering correctly the totality
of questlons for Iintelligence and for refloction, ilence 1t
ig that liey21'e lialectiec is a nnlversal and undiffaerentiated
tool: 1t ir ralevant in the same manner within logic, with-
in nature or sclence, aid within the realm of spirit, Our
dialectic 15 & restricted and differentiated teool: 1t 1is
relevant to himan xnowledge and to human wctivities that
depend upon «mowledge; 1t admits scparite apnlication to
psycho-nsural problems, to the historical expancion of
practical common sense, %o the diversity of philosonhic
methods and systems! but 1t does not lie vithin logic but
rather regards the movemant from ons logically formalized
position to another; ani it has uo relevence to puresly natur-
al process.

Finzlly, from a genetic standpoint, Haegel's
dialectic has its origins In the Kantian reversal both of

the Cartesian realism of thno res extensa and of the Cartas-

lan reslism of tne res cogggan:: but where Kant did nat break

completely vith extroversion as objectivity, inasmuch as he

- acknowledged things themselves that, though unknowabls,

caused senslble impressions «nd appeared, liepel took the
mnore forthright position thet extroverted consclousness was
but an elementary stage in the coming-to-be of mind; where
Kant considerod the demand of reflective rationallty for

the unconditionied to provide no mors than a regulative $deal
that, when misunderstood, generates antinomies, Hegel affirm-

8d an identification of the real with a rationality that
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A knoving: vhile the two reaslitias as reallities may be coin-

e - s 7

noved necaésar;’.ly from theszss throagh antithesss to higher
syntheses until the movagent exhausted itself by ambracing
gverythirg: wnere Kant hal restrictad philosephy to & criti-
cal tasky Heg:l soanght a naw mode, distinct from Cartesian
deductivim, that would allow philosonhy to take over the
functions and aspirations of nniversal xnowledge, In con-

trast, we affirm the reallism of the raes cogltans for humen

cldent, the two Knowings nust be distinguished and vept a-
part: and 1t 1s failure to kasp them apart that orijlnates
the comioment of aberratdon in our dialectic of philosovhy.
Hence, w: break completely from mere extroverted conscious-
n»gs, not bacause it is illusory, but bacause it 1s confus-
ing and philosophically Irrslavant, At tha sam2 time, & more
thorough and precise accountt of human knowing enablesjat,o
gliminate the ripldity of the Kantlan g priori, to uncover
8 grasp of tho uncondltioned as essential to Judgment, to
identify the notion of being with the Arive of intslligant
inquiry and criticel reflection, to define mataphysics by
the Lntepral heurdstic structure of this drive, and so to
conceive philosorhy as universal knowledge without infring-
ing unont the autonomy elther of empirical science or of
common serxse, Finally, as will appear shortly, this pro-
cadure ylelds a metanhysics that brings to contemporary
thought th e wisdom of the (rereks and of the medleval School-

men, as reached by Aristotle and Aquinas, but purged of

every trace of antlquated sclence, formulated to intaprate

not only the sclence of the present but also of the future,

and sleborated in &ccord with a method that makes it possible
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~vent him from being a philosophér. Indned, the szcientist!s

to reduce evary dispute in the fleld of metaphysical specu- H

letion to a question of concrete psychological fact,
beb Sclentific Methoal and Pl goph
As thsre 1s nothing to prevent a sclentist from

baing 8 man of common sense, so there is nothing to pre-

dadication to truth and his habituation to the intellect=-

ual pattern of experlence arse more than & propaedsutic to

philosophy: and if svery mind by its inner unlity Jdemands
the integrution of 1l 1t knows, the uind of tha ccientist
will be impelled all the more forcibly to procszed to that
integration along a course that 1s at once economical and
effectiva,

In th2 past, the philosophic appetite of sclien~
tists was satisfied emespk with a sclentific monism, The
philosophles wers vegarded as misguided efforts to attain
the snowledge that sclence alone can bestow, Common sense
was consldered a mere ignorance that the advance of sclence
and the legel enforcement of wuniversal educe&tion soon would
aliminate. In this fashion, the integration of human know-
ledge was identified with the unification of the sclences,
and that unificaxion vwas thagﬁgh by the simple device of
proclaiming that objectivity was extroverslon, unowing was
taking a look, «mi the real was 2 subkdivision of the
"already out Lhere nowﬁ. It followed that the universe
consisted of lmaginable elamants linked togethisr In space
and time by natursl laws; because tha elemsents were imeglin-

able, the universe vas mechanlst; bacause the laws were ne-
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cessary, tho mochanism was determinist, Mechanies, then,
was the ona sciwee, and thermodynamics, eleciromagnetism,
chemistry, biolqu, psychology, econonies, polities, and
history wers just so mauy nrovisional, macrosconlc viers
of a microscopde reality, Finally, to add a note on method,
it was unsuspected that there vas involved an 2xtra-sclen-
tific suwposition in the pronoincement on the meaning of
objectivity, krnowledge, and reclity, That was far too ob-
vious to be questloned. It followad that to doubt mechanist
determinism was to doubt the validity of the sclencss, and
50 donbters wers summoned to explain which of the matnods
or conclusions of the sciences they thought to be miztsksn,
From the incubus of this fallacy,' 22 mors re-

cent develovment of the sciences has been effacting a salu-

tary liberatior:, Darwin Introduced & tyve of explanation that
had its basis b ip necessary laws but in probabilities,
Freud, despite hLé”EESQQSEiiisﬁgiiﬁite mechanist determin-
ism, established the concept of psychogenlc disease, Ein-
steln removed the space and time Iin which the imiginable
alemonts were Iinegined to roside, Quartum mechanics removed
from science tne relevance of any lmage of perticles, or
waves, or contimzous process. #o less than hils predecessors,
the contemporary sclentlst can obrserve and experiment, ine
quire and understand, form hypotheses anl! verify them, But
unlike nis predecessors, he has to think of xnowledge, not
as taking a look, but asz experiencing, understanding, and
dudzing: he has to think of objectivity, not as mere extro-
version, but as experiential, normitive, and tending towards

an absolute: he has to think of the real, not as a part of

o) - H
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tha Malready sut there now", but as ths verifiabls, (lesr-
ly, tho Imagined 485 Imeplned can be veriiled only by actual
seelng, and so there is no verifiable image of the eloments
of mechanisn. Moreover, vhat sclence does verify, does not
lie in any particuler affirmations, vhich are naver mors
than approximate; vhat science verifies 1s to bes found in
general affirmations, on which ranges of ranges of particul-
ar afflrmations converge with an accuracy tnhst increases
with the precision of mes=urements and with the elimination
of prohahleferrors.

Et11l, this 1c only one aspect of the matter,
Sedentific monism not only 1ldentified science with vhiloso-
phy but alco concluded thet the method of sclence must be
the method of philosophy, Yhile this iaplicetion cannot be
challenged as long as its premi%g staﬁds, thz break-down
of the.prezds;’cannot be expected to transform the long-ese
tabhlished habits of mind that were genereted and nourdshed
by the conclusione Only tlirouph a positliwve accumulation of
new insizhts csn scientists be expected to grasp the dAiffar-
ences betveen tae metiods of empirical science and the method
that must be followed If the detached and disinterssted de-
sire to know 18 to attaln an iantegrated view of the universe,
Accordingly, though most of the present bonk bzars on this
issue, it will not be amiss, I think, to indlcats and to ex-~
plain briefly the differences of method that comronly lead
sclentlsts to [ind philosophy baffling, repellent, or absurd,

Thie basic differcnce is that sclentifie

mathod 1s priar to sclentific work and Independent of par-

ticular sclentifie results, buat philosophic method is coin-

vt ot e s B et A e 1_0‘-"“- ot
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cddent with vhilosophic work and so stands or falls with

the success or failure of a merticular philosoohy. This

difference leads the sclentist to concluds thet 1t s non-
sanse to talk about a philososhic method and that the plain
fact 1s tiut prullogophy has no method at all, Ho*.-\'fthere 1s

no use dlsputing @bout nanes, there 1s a point to under-
standing Just where differences lie, At 1seast in & gfeneral-
1zed zense, there 1s s rethod L£f there s an intallipidble
gset of directives thet lead from a starting-point& that

may be as sumedéj toa pgoal that 1s to he obtained, In this
ganeralized sense, botil scleace and phrilosoohy possess
method. In a special 1224 sense, there is a method if the
gsame intelligible set of directives will lead to & variety
of different goals, In this spaclialized ﬂer{se, s efeorice has

a method and pnilosophy has rovt. The first reason for this
difference is thut thers are nany partienlar sclences and
eechy of them deals with a variaty of obj=cts, lut fthere 1s
only one Integrated view of ong unlverss and zg there is
only one set of dirsctives thut lead to it. The second rea-
son for b Aiffersnce Is that the sclances are aoncerned

to assign det'::x'minatn conceptual conteats to £111 empty heur-
istic structures, se thit the seme metho? leads A'succassive-
ly to a series of different determinztions; on the other
hand, philosophy obtains its integrated wiew of a single
universe, not by determining tha contents that f£111 heur-
1stie structures, bt by relating the heﬁrlstic structures
to one ainther. Bocuuse of thesae differencas in thelr obe
jactives, sclentifie pethod stands to sefentifde conelusions

&s a gengtic nniversal to generated particilars, but
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philosophic method stands to philosophic conclusions as the
genesls to the sttainment of & single. all-inclusive view.
In the sascond place, sclentists are repelled by the
failuré of pullosophsrs to rsach & single, precise, univer-
sally accaepted, technical lanzuage. Thoy point out the sim-
blicity of this devica ancdd the enormous benefits it has
conferred on sclence, Thew lament the obtuseness of philoso~
phers in overlooking gso necessary & procadure, and they de-
plore their wrong-headedness in clinging to equivocal and
even literary usage. Porhaps, however, they will grant that
the desired technical language of philosophy mast be compat-
1ble with the problems of vhilosophye It would be absurd to
demand that modern chemists exnrass thelr thought in terms
of Aristotle's four elemenis, and similarly 1t would be ab-
surd to provide philosophers with a linguage that was in-
capable of expressing their thoughit. Further, the nolymor-
phism of human consclousness seems relevant to the nroblems
of philosophy, for philosophy 1s concerned with knowladge,
reality, andi objectivity, and these terms teke on different
meanings &as consciousness shifts from one pattern or blend
of patterns of experience to another. But the meaning of
gvery other ternm changes with changes in the meaning of

the terms, knowledge, reality, objectivity, for the func- .

tion of all language 1s to express prasumptive Ruowledge of

-:H..
the knowledge, Accordingly, the fundamental task in working
out an appropriazte techulecal langusge for philosophy would

be to explore the range of meanings that may be assumed by

B
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the besic veriables, knowledre; reallty, &and objectivity,
There wnial? follow thae complementary tesk of selecting the
range of different combingtions of particular values of

the three baslc vardadbles and of showlng how each conbina-
tion moddfied thz meaning of th> reamsinine tarms of pniloso-
phy, Thir, of course, would be & lengthy procedure ani
allovance would have to bs made for differeaces of aninian
on the mamer in vhich varistlons in the basic combinations
modl fled the meaning of the: ramaining tarmé?¥Finally, tweo
further Dolnts mist ba mentinned, There would bs tha prohlen
of discowvering whet loglcians ¢=ll thoe meta-languace in
wvhich one wéuld express with technical aceuracy just ~hat
is meant by the polymorphicm of human cnnsciousnessl and

by different meanings in the ringes of the basiec vg;iahles.
There also would be the dAiffi enlty o ex-leining to people
as they are before they begin phillosophy Just what 1s meant
by the terms and syntex of thils meta-language and, at the
same time, of convincing them, as well as those with pnilo~
sonhiic oninlons of & differemt color and shade, thet the
polymorphism of humnan consciousness is th2 one and only key
to philosophy. It would seem the:t this prelimlnary task
woul:l hive to be conlucted in literary langueage despite its
aoiivocutionsy and as the performence of the preliminar-
task has to be adapted continuously to thes chanying nental -
ity of succassive ganerations, it seems unlikely that &
philosophy, vhich integrates the personal knovleldpe of Liv-
ing and changing minds, will ever be able to wrap iiself
completeldy 1n the restful coceon of a taechnical langusge,
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In briefl, vhile erormous advantages are to bs derived from
& technical language In exploiting what 1s alreesdy known,

the problons of contemporary phillosophy &re rot prablems

of exploitation.

A third difficulty of sclentists, whoen they turn
to philosorhilc nprob:lems, Is psycholojdcal, Ve are accus~
tomaed to think of scientlists as ploneers in a novel and

daring sdveriiure of' exploratlon, but the fact is thet modern

. sciance has had four ceaturies In which to develop a tradi-

tionalist mentulity, Agaln, there L5 u screening anbipaity
to contemporary usage of ths word, bellef, If a moron reads
in his nevspaper that ensrgy 1ls =2qusal to the proiuct of the
nags by the square of the veloclty of ligit, we are not in-
clined to say that his aceoptince 1s meroe bellef, for after
all vhat Sclence says 1s not beliel but knovledpe, Howevar,
if we care to be sccurate, the difference between krowledge
and belief lies rnot in the obiect but in the attitude of

the subject, Knowing 1s affirming what one correctly under-
stands in one' s om expsrience. Balief 1s accepting whaé ve
are told by others on vhom we rs8sonahly relyfﬁgow Zvery
conclusion ot sclence is Known by several sclentists, but
the vast and cupulative collaboration of the sclentific
tradition would be impossible if every conclusion of sclence
had to be krown by every sclentispt. For each science is an
extensdve array of elements of information and correlation,
and tha sclontific attituds 1s not to spend onets 14fe check-
ing over what was settled by one's predécessors but %o pro-

ceed from this basds to further discoveries,

[ i - : s :_-_-7‘::-;-. .
: LA

L 2 e e P



oo

The g%a;acgmc of Phiddgdophy ™M™

The theoretical and practical tralning of a sclentist aims
at bringing hlm abreast of present knowledge and enabling
him to carry on the worke He must anierstand how informa-
tion was acqulred, whet type of evidencs went to the deter-
minatlon of definitions, formulae, constants, sy-"tems, how
he might test and, 1f need should arise, successfully chal-
loange past or current views, But no =ffort 1s mada to enable
gacii sclentist to recapitulate within his own experience,
understanding, and reflection, the whole development of the
scdence, In Lhe e¢onbrexy, the affort thut is made is to
¢onvince him how reasoriably he may rely on past results: on
the one hend, there are tie speclmens of scientiffic method
that he witnesses in clags demonstrations wnd, more intim-
ately, in his own laborstory work; and on the other hand,
there i the generul sxgument that, whitever 1s wrong in
any accepted view, will come to light soonsr or later, not
by reliving the past, but by using it as a premise for fur-
ther investipgation, Bellef, then, 1s an esssential moment 4n
sc#ﬁétific collaboration. It s variable in its extent, It
1s provisional, It 1s =ubject to checking and control. It
is quite reasonable, But the reasonableness of belief does
not make 1t knowledge, end the extent, to which bolief 4s
gscential in the sclentifiic tradition, disposes and con-
ditions the minds of scientdsts in a mamner thet 111 equlips
them for philosonhy.

For while philosopny has had 1ts traditional
schools from the days, it sesms, of Pythagorss, still the
schools have proliferated, Anstead of a single tradition

with distinct departmmdts as in sclence, philosophy has been
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a camuilative nmultiplication of distinct and opposed tradi~

tions, dor is thers anything surprising about this contrast,
For in scilence a single method operates towards a warlety
of different goals, but In philosopny a sinizle all-inclusive
goal is sought by as many different metlods as arise from
different orlentatlions of the historically devsaloping hut
polymorphic consclousness of man, Hence, vhille a scientist

15 reasonable in entering into the sclentific tradition and
caxrying on 1ts work, & philosonher cannot be Tsasnneble on
tha same terms; he has to become famllier with diffarent
traditions: he has to find grounds for deeiding betvean

them: and 1t is the reasonableness of that d=zcisfon o

which will rest the reasonableness of his eollatorstion with-
in any single tradition, ff follors that, while th: reason-
ableness of each sclentist is a conseduence of th2 rezamn-
ebleness of &ll, the philosoph r's reasonableness ls grounded
on & personil comnitment and on personal knowliadra, For the
Lssues dn nhilosophy cannot be sattled by looking up & hand-
baok, by appealing to a set of expariments performed so
painstalcingly by so-and-so, by referring to the masterful
presentation of overwhelming evidence in some famous work,
Philosophic evidence is within the ﬁhilosopherihimself. It

1s his own inabllity to avold experience, to renounce in-
telligence in inquiry, to desert reasonablenzss In reflec-
tior, It &{s his own detached, dlsinterested desdre to Xnow,
It 45 his owvn advertence to the polymorphism of his om con-
sciousness, It 18 his own Insight into the marmer In which

insights accumalate in mathematics, in the emplrical sclences, g
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in the myriad instences of commbn sense. It 1s his own
grasp of the dialectical unfolding of his ovn desire to
Know In 1ts conflict with other desires that provides the
key to his ovm phllos=ophic develonment and reveals his own
potentialltins to adopt the stand of any of the tradition-
al or of the new phllosophic schools, Philosophy i3 the
flovering of the individualts rational caonscionsness in
its coming to know and take possession of itself, To that
event, 1ts traditional schools, its trentises, and its
history are but contributions; and without that event thaey
are stripped of resl sipnificance,

It is this aspact of personal development and
personal commitment that the sclentist turning to philoso-
phy 1s, verhaps, most llkaly to overlook, Spontaneously, he
wlll be attracted by thie rancve of recent philoconhies that
rz8t on thn successive sttempts Lo formalate & syrholic
logic, for & deductlvism offers the sacurity of an imper-
gonal and automatlically expanded position. Spontaneously,
he will seaolt & nov iatepration of the scisnces In works
written by inlivideael scientists or by commissions of
selentists, for he 1s zccustomed to belisving sclentists
and hopes for & nev philosophy that can be named not philosow
phy but science, In the Light of his antecedents, such
tendencies are exrlained easily snough, but the explanation
does not reveal them to be reasonable. As has heen seen, the
attractions of deductivism have been falt befors, and ebe
stract deductivism proved to be empty, concrete deductiviem

turned out to beg the question, ant transcendental deductiv-
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ism revanled itsell too crude an ingtrument to deal with
the complexity of developing intellizence. dor can any hope

te entertalned that the nnification of the sciences will

be effacted correctly because 1t 1s the work of sclentists,
They arse not made of a8 different clay from mere philosophars.f
They are not exempt from the polymorpaism of human consclons~ ;
ness. They are not to he expected to escape involvement in
the ambiguitles that reside in such terms as knowledge,
reality, objectivity,

To conclude, philosopay has been fertilized
regnsatedly by sclentiflc achievement, Dut 1t would seesm
a mistake to expect that philosophy should conform to the
method, to tiiz linmalstic technigue, or to the group men-
tality of the sciuntist, The contribution of sclence and
of sclentific methold to philosophy lles {n a unique ability
to supply philosophy with instances of the heurlstie struc-
tures which a metanhysics integrates into & single view

of the cancrete universe,

{
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