INSIGHT

CHAPT IR XV1

METAPHYSICS AS SCIENCE

Decause wo admitted insight to be a fact, we were
confronted with a problem of oblectivity. Bocause we were
not content to affiem that the fact of insight is merely
compat ible with objecetivity, we have beon engiged in show-
ing that our analysls of knowledge implies a method of
metanhysics and grounds a deduction of the six mstaphysleal
elements of proportionate being. It remains that the de-
duced elements give rise to a serles of questions, and it
will sorve both to test the method ant to reveal its povar,
Af thoge questlons are given answers. Accorilngly, the
pressnt chanter deals 1) with the notion of distisction
and its different xinds, 2) with the notion of relation
anl the basic problems it gsnerates, 3) with the nature of
the metaphysical clements, thelr reality, thelr relation
to the elem»nts of a logle or grammar, and their technical
significance i g unified knowledge, 4) with the notion of
unity as appliad to the unlverse of proportionate being,
to a single concrate belng, and to thie human compound of
matter and spirit, and 8) with the concept of metaphysies

8s a rigorous department of knowledge,
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Though the foregoing issues commonly are treated
in manuals of nmetanhysics, one 13 mot to infer to am 1idsn-
tity of gcowo and aim, OQur purposs ls not to write & treatlse
on metapl':;cs but to reveal in concrete fashion the existence
and the pover of & method, If the method is hoth valld and
powerful, the treatise will follow in due course, It re-
mains that the treatise 1s & future event and not a presant
fact, that the present fact 1s an exploration of method,
and that tho future event will follow, not as a conclusion

deduced by an =lectronlc computzr, but as a product of

intellissncee and reasonablenass.

1, Distinctions,

In general, any P and Q are distimct, 1f it is
true that P is not Q. Howoever, this proposition is fnter-
preted differently in accord with different views oz reality,
knowledge, and objectivity, On the position, knovledpe of

the distinction between P and Q is constituted by the nega-

tive comparative judpmente. On the counter-position, the nega-
tive comparative judrment merely expresses prawiously
acquired knowledge of the distinetion, On tho position, the
rzal is being and, as beirig is known by affirmative judg-
ments, so distinctions In being are known by negative Judg-
ments, On the2 counter-positlon, th~ real has to be kmown
bafore on: can make a fudgment: it is known by an ocular or
a Tietitious Irtellactual look: and so distinctions are
known througii the occurrence of different acts of looking
that cannot be referred to the same chiact. ¥e contemd, of

course, that the connter-position is to be rejected, It is




,("’

tan

Sclen _ o ot

true that prior Lo judument there are other components in
RHOWlﬂdﬁﬁ: but 1% is not true thit the componerits of xnow-
ledge prior o jud ment are complets as Xnovlolige: before
one denles that P is ¢, one must huve evidance for denyings
but having tha evidonce 1s one thing; grasning its suffic-
iency i3 another; and assenting to the denial is & third.
Only in the act of judrment itself doess one poslit the
absolute: only in npositing thoe absnlint= doss one now being,

Hovavar, when 1t 1s true thet P iz not §, 1t
may or may not be true that P is real and it mey or may not
he true that § is real. Honce, dictinetions may be ddvided
into notional, problematic, real, anl mixad,

A dlstinction 1s notional, {f it is true that
1) P is not G, 2) P is merely an oblect of thought, and
3) Q is meraly aa objzet of thought. For example, a centanr
is not a wicorn,

A listinction 1s problematle, 1f it 1= true
that 1) P is uot &, 2) eithar P or § or both have not been
explained definitively, and 3) there is the possibility
that, when definitive explunation is reached, thhm P or §
or both may turn out to be mere objects of thought, or else
P and § may prove to rafer to theo same reality,

A distinction is real, If Lt is true that
1) P is not @, 2) P is real, and 3) ¢ is real,

A distinction iz mixed, if it 18 truas that
1) P iz not Q, 2) one of P and § is real, and 3) tho other

is merely notional,

Heal distinctions are Aividad into major and

minor; anl major real distinctions are subadivided into
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numerical, specific, and generie, Minor real distinctions
are bhetreen the elements or constituents of pronsrtionate
being, that is, batveen central ani conjugate potency,
form, &and ict. Major real distinctlons ar>» betweon things,
which mey vextsin to different genara or to diffoerent
specles of ti12 same gemus or, flnally, may be different
individasl s of the same speecies,

Again, real distinctions are divided into
adequate and inadegquate, There 1s an adequate real dis-
tinction betwen Peter and Paul, between Peter's right hand
and his left hand: but there is an inadequate real distine-
tion between Petor and his hands,

In conclusion, 1t may be noted that the Scotist
formal distinetion on tha side of thz object 1) presupposas
the counter-position on objectivity and 2) finds its strong-
est argument in the field of trinitarian theory, God‘the
Father Ls stoposed to Intiit himsself as both God and Father:
the objecet as prior to the intuition cannot exhibhit bofh
aspects as enmnletely identical, for otherwlse the Son co:ld
not be Gal wdthiout also being Father, The fundamental answer
1s, Ex falso seguitur quodlibet: and the supposition of the
intuition Tests on a mistaken cognitional theory., The his-

tory of thds Scotist distinction has been investigated by
B, Jansen, Beitrﬁge 2ur geschiqvptlichen Entwl cklung der

Distinetdo formelis, Zeit, f, kath, Theol., 53 (1929),
31T ~diky S\ T-dihes
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In any pair of corrvelatives one may distinguish

. e W TR
between & relation, R, its base, P, Lts term, Q, thg eppashte
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relation, RY, the)s-:ams-itre base, §, and the, opebeire tarm,P,

Thus, if the relation, futher, has Abraham as 1ts bzse and
P e ¥
Isaac as its temm, the, sr-posite relation, son, has Isaac &s

- oy s g = S
Lopposdée base and A brahan as, opposite term,

As distinctions, so relations may be notional,

problamatie, realy, or mlred. They are notional if they are

merely suprosed, merely objects of thought, They are problem-

atic Af treir aflfdmation occurs In a description or in a
prbvisional aylanation., They ars resl 1f thelr affirmation
would survive in & defini tive explanatory accornnt of this
universe, They &arc mlxed if one correlative 1s real and the
other notional,

The foregoing division has a ground and & con-
sequentte Its ground lles in our view that metanhysics re-
gards proportionete belng as explained, Its consequent is
the problan of determining which relations survive in a
definitive explanation and so pertain to a mataphysical
account of reality.

To meat this problem, it 1s necessary to dis-
tinguish in concrete rela tions between two components,
namely, a mrimaxy relativity and other secondary determina-
tionse Thus, if 1t is true that the size of A L5 just twice
the sizc ol B, thon the pximary relativity is a proportion
and the secondary determl-etions are the numerlcesl ratio,

twice, wnd the tvo observable slzes, Now "84z2¢" is a des-
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criptive nntion that may be defined as an aspect of things
standing in cortain relations to our senses, snd so it
vaxii shes from an explanstory account of reality. hgain, the
numerical ratie, . twlce, specifies the proportion between
A and B, but 1t does so only at a given time undsr given
conditions; noreover, this ratio. may change, and the change
will occur in accord with probebilities; but while probabili-
ties will explain why objects like A and B every so often
have sizes In the ratios of two to one, they will not explaln
why A and B are in fact in that rolation haere and now: and
so tne numerical ratio, twice, is a non-systematfc elemsnt
in the relation, Howevar, 1f ve ask what & proportion is,
we nacessarlly introduce the abstract notion of quantity
and we méke the dlscovery that quantities and proportions
are terms and relations such that the terms fix the rela-
tions ani the ralations fix the terms, For the notion of
quantity 1ls aot to be confused with a sensitive or imagina-
tive apprehension of a size; a quantity is enything that
can serve as a term in a numerical ratio) and inversely, a
proportion, in the present context, is a numerically de-
fimable ratio betwsen quantities,

The point, then, to our distinction between
the primary relatlivity of a relation and its secondary
determinitions 1is that it separates the systematie and the
norl-systematic, If A and B are things of determinate kinds,
then thoy must be quantitative:; and {if they are quantitative,
there must be some proportion between thelr quantities. But
Just what that proportion will be at any given tina, will

depend on the manifold of factors that form the non-system-
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atlc pattern of a diverging series of conditfons, and so
there is within the 1imits of human sclence no ultimate
and fully deteminste explanation of why A& happans to be
just twice B at o given moment.

There Is a further point to our distinetion,
As it sepurutas the systesatic snd the non-systamatie,
so also it separutas the relative from its ebsolute determina- %
tions, All Lhet 15 relative in the notion, twice, 1s also
found in the notion, proportion; the difference between thom
is that "twice" 15 a proportion specifisd by some pair of
quantities such as one unt two, or two and four, etc.; and
such pairs of guantitioes, slmply'as palrs of quantities,
prescind from the relations of one to the other,

In this fashion we are brozsht to ennecaiving
relations as involving two components: one componant cone
tains all the relativity of the relation, and it 1s necess-
ary and permanent inasmuch as it is insoparable from fts
base in a thing of & determinate kinds the other component,
howevar, 1s contingent; it is subject to veriation in accord
wlith the successive schedules of probabilities 4n world
process; but these variations change, not the primary com-
ponent, but only the sccondary determinations; they wmodify
not the relitive Wit the absolute,

Moroover, this anelysis possesses a remark-
able generality, For we hsve found it possihlo'to concelve
the universs of provortionate being in terms of central and
connjugate potencies, forms, .nd acts, But conjuate forms
are defined dmplicitly by thedr explanatory and emsirfeally

verified rclations to one another. Still, such relations
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er: general laws; they hold in any number of instancess
they admit apnlicatiom to the conerete only throuzh tho
addition of further determinations, and such further de-
terminitions pertain to & non-systematic manifnld, There
is, then, & primery relativity thut 1s contained in the
genorel lawy 1t 1 insoparable from its base in the con-
Jugate form which Implicitly it defincs; and to reach the
coneret: relation that holds at a given place ond time, 1t
i1s not enough to think about the general law; one ias to
add further detorminstions that are contingsnt from the
very fact that they have to be obtalned from a non-system-
gtic manifold, |

¥hat holds for the relations of scientifle
explanation, also holds for ths relations of metachysical
explanation. As conjugate forms are defined by thelr rela-
tions to on=2 another, o central forms are unltles differ-
entiasted by thelr conjugaite forns; and central und con-
Jugate potency and act stand to central and conjugate forms,
as exnariznce and Judgment stand to understanding, The
whole structure is relational: one canrat cancalve the
terms without the rela tions nor ths relations without the
torns. Both terms ani relstions constitute a basi¢ frame- »
work to b £iil:24 out, first, by the adwvance of ths sciencas
and, secoi:ily, by full Ilnformation on concrete situations,
Moreover, as wg have argued metaphycles to be immune from
revolutionary change, that framqﬁyork in its funidamental
lines lets us Xnow nov the types of relations that would
survive in a definitive explanatory account of this universe,

Accordingly, our first problem seems solved,

|
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Bacause ve conceived metaphysdcs as the implementation of
intogral heuristdc structure, we had to affirm that it
regarded proportionate being ay explalned and s we had 8l =0
to affirn that resd relations aras relations that wo:ld s t1711
ba affirned dn & definitive axplanathry aceount of this
universe, By distinguishing in conerete relations betwaeen
thelr primery relativity and thelr sccondary determina ti ons,
it was possible to locate the reluitive componant of the
econerete relatdon entirely within the list of metarhys ical
elements, ocdentifle laws and systems are successive app rox-
imutions to the relations between conjugste forms. Selen tiflce
probabllitios are approximetions to the relations tetweenm
forms and acts of eyistence and occurrence, Finally, the
smergent, nrocessas lnvestigated by genetie and dialect ical
method costadn thie relations of successive levels of con-
jugate forms and the sequences of relations between suce-ess-
ive stagoes i the development of conjugate forms,

loreover, there follows a clarification of
the problem of internal and external relations, telations
are said to he internal when the concept of the relation
is dntrinsie to the concept of its base; they are external
wvhen the base remainsl essentlally the same whether or not
the relation aceruecs to 4t, Thus, 4f "mass® is concelva
as a quantity of matter and matter is conceived as wha t-
gver saf:isfieﬁ the Kantlan scheme of providing & fiLlng
for the empty Lorm of time, thun th: law of Inverse squares
is external to the notion of mass, On the other hand, if

passes are ¢oncelved as impileitly defined by thelr relstlons
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to one annthar anl the lav of inverse squares is the most
fundamental o tiose relations, then the law is an internal
relation, for the denlal of the law would involve a chanre
in the concept of mussa

Nov at first sight it would sesem that on -
a definitivs explanatory account of the universe, all
relations would have to be internal, For an explanatory
account proceeds from iusight; it consists basically of
tarms and relations with the terms fixing tho relations
and the relet ons fixing the terms; and clearly such rela-
tions are internal to the terms, But vhile tnis is true of
the systems to be reachied by classical method, 1t 1s rot
ths whole truth. Becausc classical systems arc abstract,
because they can bs applied to the concrete only by appeal-
ing to & nna-systematic mu:ifold of further determinations,
there alsn are statlstical nethod and statistical laws, It
follows that clas: ical method reveals the primary rela-
tivity without the sceondary determinations of concrete
relations, that it provides an abstract relational fleld,
say, for the positions snd momenta of masses, but it leaves
to observation and, In th: general case, to probabilities
the determination of how many masses with vhat momenta are
at what positions, Agedin, it 1s true that statistlcal laws
can be turned to explinatory account when thay are coupled
with large numbers or with long periods of time; but this
explanation doos not pin down particulars., It makes it
intalligible thot things like A and B every so often should

be found In the retio of two to ones but 1t leaves as mere

empirical fact the determination that hore and now A and B

= iy chalen s  ra] -
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are 1n the given ratio. Finklly,because that determination
13 mere enpiricul fact, A and B remain subject to the same
classical_laws whothar they are found in the retio of two
to one or in the retlo of three to one,

Accordingly, while we must grant that the
éhift from dascription to explanation involves a shift from
external to internal relatlons, stilll, we also contend that
the internal relations constitute no more than the compoﬁ—
ent of primary relativity and, since In concrete relations
there is alzo a component of contingent seconlary determina-
tions, external releations &lse survive in 8 dsfinitive ex-
planatory account of our universe, |

This issue has an older and slightly
different form. Aristotle had advanced thut chunge did not
occeur primarily iIn the category of relation, and Aquinas
undertook to r2solve the consequent paradox that, when a
change in the size of ¢ mekes it equal to P, then 1) no
reality accrues to P and yet 2) P bocomes the subject of
a real relation of eguality to (. Apparantly thaese two
propositions are contradictory, but there is no doubt that
Agquinas afflrmed both, Wor did hqﬂl;j;‘rea;;n. P can acquire
& real relatlon of equality without acquiring any new real-
ity, because all along P has posressed the reality of the
Teal relation so that the chenge in Q merely provided it
with 1ts extermal term, See In ¥V Phys., lect. 3,4 7,8
ele Leon,, 11, 237,

Howavary, &f one 1s to arrce with Aquinas
on the matter, onc has to push his analysis further than

he did himself, ¥hat is the reality of the real relation
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~then what &s its term? Such couslderatlons have led the

that is fomd in P before § is changed to an equal size?
If 1t is tbsolutse, then the real relation of P to Q 1is the

nothing that comss to P vhen @ is chenged. If it is relative,

commentators to deny one of the pronositions that Aguinas
undertook to reconcile and then tn invent distinctions to
reconcile their explaneation with the text they wers explain-
ing, But thie present analysls lesds us to ths opposite pro-
cedure of pushing Aquinast'! thought further on the line he has
chosans The reality of the real reletion is Iin P prior to

the chanze In ¢y thet reality 1= relative; it 1s the prinmary
relativity inseparable from guentity; 1t involves everything

quantitative in some relation of proportion to everything

else that Ls quantitative; but 1t does not dstermine just
what 1s the proportion between P and‘E:Lnd RorP and §, eteey,
To settle just what the proportion 1s in any case, one has
to appeul to the sacondary determinations, such as the size
of P and tluiz size of Q; and because the seconlary determina-
ions are found not only in P but also in Q, because varia-
tions in P and Q are not functionally related, th: datermin-
ate proportion of P to Q cin change without any change in P,
In other word$, conecrate relations such as
equality and similarity lde in the field of descriptive
knovwledge, Thelr metashysical analysls supposes thelr trans-
ference to the explanatory field, Through such transference
it appears that such relations are not simple entities but
composite, They involve a component of primary ralativity

and a component of sccondary determinations, The primary

relativity 1s inscparable from its base and for that reason
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8ll change is change in the base and only incifdentally and
consequently change in the relativity. The secondary de-
terminations are comstitutive nelther of tha relation nor
of its reality as r=lation but simply of tha differontia-
tion ol c¢oncrets relatlonss and bacause that dif fereatiation
depends, not on tne buse alore but on the base gl term
togaether, 1t can very withont variation in tho base,

Tharo romains a final questions Xs the
reality of « beal relation distinet from the reality of
its base? It 1s one thine to conesaive the absolute; 1t is
another to concelve the relabive: but 1s thore one reality
grounding both concepts, or are there two re:lly distinct
realities? To handle this question expeditiously, let us
contrast counter-poslitions with the posltion,

On the basle cnunter-positinn, thexre is simnly
no meaning to talk about real relations. The resl is a
subsdivision of the "already oat there now'., That 43 simnly
given, All relations arise only through the aqé;iviggs of
our understanding, Therefore, no relations are Nalready
out there now" and ¢o nons are real,

Besides thoe foregolne wounter-position, there
1s its transnosition, Besldes the lookins that is nerformed
with the »yas, tusre 1s also a s»iriteal lookinge It looks
at thelcontenf of acts of comceliving, thinking, supposing,
defining, considering, Such contents are or csn be real,

But it 1s one thing to take a spiritual look at an ahsolute
content and it is quite anpther to take a spiritusl look
at a relative content, The two are irreducible, Therefore,

the reality of the alsolute base and the raality of the

13
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relation must be two really distinct entities,
On the position, the real 1s being; it &s whatever
iz to be grasped intelligeatly and affirmed reasonably, Now

within the limlts of proporticnate being, whatever is grasp-

~ed intelligently 1s never 4 tevm without relations or a vela-

tion without tarms, To expraess an insight, onie neads several
torms anl relarions with the terms fixing the relations and
the relations fixing ths terms., To suppose that there are
any terms without relatilons or any relations without terms
is to supposa an oversight, Descriptive terms aras no excap~
tlon, for they express things as related to us, Metaphysical
terms are no exception, for thay come at least in palrs, such
a&s substance and accldent, matter and form, potency and act,
essence and existence., On sclentific terms we have baen
sufficlently abundant already. But what cannot be affirmed,
cannhot be, What cannot be concelved, cannot be affirmed. But
thare is no intellisent concaepbtion of terms apart from rala-
tlons or relations apart from ferms, and so there 18 no
posslbility of their belng apart.

It will be sald that P anl Q can be inseparable
and yet be really ddstincet, But such inseparabllity would
geen to h» marely physical., The inseparability in question
15 not mercly physlecal, It L1s essentdal, The basic terms
of the sclences and tha six elements of metaphysics are de-
finad by thelr respactive relations to one another, To
distinguish between the defining relation and the defined
term csn be no more than a notlonal apeoration; and aven then

4t cannot be carried through, for 1f one prescinds from the
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dofining relation, one no longer is thinking of the term
as d=fined but of some other term that ls mictekenly sup-
posed to be sboolute, Finally, valle taere are relations
other thun suci. defdning relatBons, still they are not
adequately dlistinct frod them; for these other reletlons
arg concrete: thelr prirmary rodativity consists in the
definins relations; and thelr secondary determinations are
naither relations nor tha reslidty of relations but the con-
tingent concrete differentlations of the primary relativi-
tles.

Howover, whils ve naintain that thec reslity of
proportionate belng 1s embraced in its entirety by central
and conjugate potencles, forms, and acts, so that there is
no further really distinct eloment named relation, 1t 1s to

Yo borne in mind that ve are envisecring provortlonate beling

as exnlalned. From a descriptive viewpnint, Aristotle's ten

catazories retain thelr obvious valldity and, among them,

the category of relation maintaing its distinet place,
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3. The Meaning of “he Metaphysical Elements
3.1 Vhit are the metaphysical elements?

If considerable space has bien devoted to the
notien and methol of metaphysics and to the dertvation of
the metaphysical alementsy, Lt 1s still possible to be
puzzled ani vo ssik Just what, after all, ara ceniral and
conjugate potoncy, form, &nd oacte In general, onc may
answeyr that tuey a&re the as yet uuspecified U,V, ¥, and
X,Y, Z, that are to be spacified if proportionate belng
i1s to be explained. figaing oue may say that they are ele-
mants in thz articuluation of the Integral heuristic struc-
ture of provortionite being..In all probabiiity, however,
more 1s desired then such & reiteration of an alveady
familiar theme and so, since the direet ansver does not
satisiy, various indirect ansvers must be tried.

First, then, it will not be out of place to re-
call the conditions ol th« legltimacy of the question, Vhat
is 1t? One can put the question with regerd to ata, snd
the an:wsr will be to name & thing or property; one can
repaat the questlon about tha thing or the property and
leam that thi2 thing 1s a unity diffareanticted by certaln
propertics anl that the properties are defined by thelr
relations to one another; one can raise tha question once
more about the process of explalnin: data and of defdning
things and properties, and tha answer vill t=ll what know-
ing 1s either in concrete instances oy in its general
structure; finally, one cin make the discovery that this

structure governs not onky the knowlng but also the knowm,
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and then one can ask what the structure 1s under the
latter aspect, So we srrive at thie question, Yhat are
the metaohysical slements? Clearly, the answer has to be
that the elements do not possess any essonce, any '"What is
it%? ot thelr own, On the conbtrary, thay express the struc-
turs in wvhich one linows what provortionste being L83 they
outline the mould In which an undersianding of proportione
ate bein: naceeshurdly will flowy they arise from undare
stending valarstanding and tasy regerd proportionate belng,
1ot as undebstood, but only a&s to be understood,

Thera {ollows an Important corollarr, Xf ane
wants to know just what forms cre, the proper procadure
is to give up metaphysies an! turn to th: sclences; for
Forms become k.ovn Incsmuch as the sclences approviimate
towardﬁ thelr ideel of complote cxplanation; and there is
no wetiod, apart from sclantific method, by which one can
reach suceh explanation. Hovover, besides the specdal ized

agcts of understunding in vhich parslicular types of fforms

arg grasped in their actual Intelligibility, there alseo

™ arxist the more gener8l scts of understanding in vhicelh one
o grasps the relations hetween expardence, urklerstarding,
and judgment, ana thes fsomcrphilsm of these activities with
the éoﬂatitugnts of what 1s to beo Known, If the netarhysic-
fan mast leave to the physicist the understaniing of physics
© and to tho chenlst the understanding of chemistry, fxe has
Y the task of working out for the physiclst end chemist, for

the blologist and the psycholopist, ths dynamie s{racture

that Linltlates and controls thelr respective inquirfes and,
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no less, the general charscteristdes of the goul towards
vhich they head,

In other words, the tas< of exolaining provoxr-
tloncta being leads to & division of levor, Diflerent do-
miins of data fall to different departuzents of science,
gni from any given d=partieant one is to expact cxplanat donm
only of the «dete of Lts field, But among tha data arve tlhose
thaet arise fron the scientiflc process itself, {rom the
fact of inquiry, from the division of the undertsiing, from
the procsdures employed, from the rocults obtained. Such
consequent data also adnit oxplenation, ani the explans tlen
regards not only investigutions anl their procedures nt
also the content of thelr results, It {s or this second
level that the coynitional theorlst and meta-hysiclan opex-
ate, and the contont of their results Ls the peneral stiue-
ture of the contaents of other results,

The existence of this division of labor means
fhat;-, vhile furtlier questions must elvays be met, still
they are not slways o be met within a given fleld .of‘ in-
quiry. Becanse the netarhysiclen cen assign the peneral
characteristics of proportioncte being as explained, it does
not follow thaet he can give detziled snswers. On the con-
trary, he must rofer quections of detall to partieular ds—
partments: sul he Jodls to grasp the llmitations of his own
gnbjeet 1€, in his hope to meet issues fully, he offers to
explain Just what various forms are, Inversely, scdentists
in their soversl fields can give detailed ansvers to appro-

priate questlons: but thelr competence in their owm field
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1s conjoinad with o failure to grasp Lts limitatinng if
they attempt to aruswer the further questions thut regard

other particulur Flelds or the universs as a winle,

3.2 Cot innal oar Ontolorical §1 nts

Sacondly, it may ba asked whather the metaphysical
elements congtitute an axtrinsle or an intrinsic structure
of proportionate Taing, Are thoy meroly tha stmcture in
which proportinmuts baing 4s kmown? 071 ars they the struc-
tire dmmanent i 2h- reality »f oropartionate being? To
mt the issue in Xtz traditional form, are the metaphysical

‘alemonts notiorlly distinet or really di:tinet?

The questlon has to do with th: relation betwsen
knowing and reality, For central and zaujagate poteney,
form, an' sct have bewn defined houristically in terms of
cognitional 2ctsy 1T there ware more or f2ver basle types
of cognitdonal acty, there would be wrs or fover meta-
physieal elenents. 8o, as far as thelr definitions go, the
differences of the metarvhysiczl clements are differences Ln
the prnc-ess o tnoving and,unless further evidence 1s forthe
coming, they arve rot diffarences in th bhalng to be known.

St11l, one ey avpoct the forther evidanca to be avellable,

ghructure would be thet yroportlonete Deing has a parallel
gtructure,

A fizst point, then, 1s that Intelligibility
is not extrinsic byt intrinsic to being, By intelliginili-

ty iz meant vwhat 35 o be knowmn by unferstending, By the

e e e el S . .. . R . - e . et o e . v—————— .
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intrinsic intelliglbility of being &s meant that being 4s
precisely whet is so known or, in negutive fterms, that being
is neither beyond the intelliglble nor upart from it nor
different from it,

| idovw if by bLelng ono means the oblective of the
pure desire to Know, the goal of intelligent inquiry and
critical reflection, the object of Lntellirent yrasp and
reasonable affirmation, thon ons must affirm the intrincsie
intelligibility of belng. For one defines being by its
intelllgibility: one cledms that balng 1s precisely what s
knowni by understanding correctly: one donies that beilng is
anything apart from thwe intselllgible or bheyond it or differ-
ent from 1%, for one's definftion implies that belng is
knowh complet2ly when there are no further questions to ba
answered,

Furthor clarification will result from con-
trast, One might claim thot the real is a suhsddvision in
the "alroady out there now" or, if one pleases, in the
"alrsady in hore now", On thit view, intelligent inquiry
and eritical refl:etlon, however usefnl or pralsevorthy
they may b2, necevsarily are extrinsde to knoving reallty,
for eoxtroversion or iIntroversion of consclousness 1is prior
to asking questions and independent of ansuars to questions,
Accordingly, by deserting the position of baing and revert-
ing to tihe counter-position, one can form a notion of the
real Yo whica intelligibility is extrinsics Moreover, since
such desertion and reversion can take place inadvertently

by a mere shift in the puttern of onels experience, &t can
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happeny 2acily enough that thie intrinsic intellisivility
of being will seem a puzzling or & preposterous view, Lut
onca all this is edmitied, it tocowes stlll clewrer that,
Lf tho counter.position is rejfectad in ;‘rfnciple; tren in
principle bolny must he lntrinsically iatolligible and, 1f
In fect ono is in “hr intell-ctueld patharr of oxperdence,
then in fsct +hiz intrinelce dntellizidility sheds 1ty ob-
scurity.

Howevar, & further ¢ifficulty con srise, After
all, as intelligence, so intalligitlity &s intrinsde to
huran cognitional activity, Eince ly that sctivity Lelng is
to be knovn, it follows that Intellizitility will be intrine-

sic to belng a9 Wnown. "Novever, the Wwiowlng is axtrinsic to

tha telng, for the knowling 1s ony thine #1d *hs boing another,
Therefore, what is Intrinsde to hainy az kaviwn, nay be sx-

trinsle to helng iteelf, to being as baing,

{ov 4f Yy baing one means an Malresady sut thare
now™, it 1s cuite possibla to argus that knowing 43 extrin-
sic te haing, Ag'ain, onca ona has pysited an apuropriate
sat of Jwigmonts, one agalm ean lalm thst knowing Is ex-
trinsie to ceriain baingst for axample, o will Judge thet
there 1s « xunwing, that there 13 a known, wnd that the
knowing Is not the knovns clearly, wvhen the knowlng is not
the lmowm, 1t s extrinsie to the knowa, lowever, this Ais~
tdnction betwnen xnowing wnd xrown Is within belng, and it
presupposes the Iintrinsic intellipivility of being; for
without that intrinsic Intellipibility, our intelligent
aétivities would give us knowledge of tore Antelligible but
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not of being, anl the distinction betwsen kriowin: and known
would bo a distlinetion within tho field of the intellfgible
but not a distinet lon of two beings.

OQur first point, then, though Lt hag its
complexitiss, &t lwast cuts deeply, It affirms the intrin-
sic intelligibility of belng, and it ldentifies this
affirmation with the affirmation of th.: possitility of
knowledge.

Our second peint is that intelligibility 1s,
not all of a piece, but of different kinds, There is the
int21)igitliiby thatb is known inasmuch as one 1s under-
standing: 1t is the formal intelllgibil ity that (s the
content of tha insdegnt and tie dominant elsment in the con-
seguent set of concepts., But our unlerstanding results from
inquiry, and as Inquiry presunposes something into which

we inquire, so our understanding presupposes some presenta-

tion of wliat is o be understood, Such vresentations are

in some sense intelligible; as muaterials for inquiry, they
are what 1s to be understood; and when inguiry reachas its

term, thoy become understood, 5Still, this intellipibility

. of the prasentationns is not formal bual notentlal; it is

riot. tha intelligdbvility of the idea, of what Is grasped
inasmuch as one 1s understanding: 4t Is the intelligibility

of the materials in vhich the idea is emergent, which the

idea unifiass wi! ralates. Finally, beslcles formal and

potential int2lli;idllity, there is a third type, It is

~what is known inasmuch as ong grasps thoe virtually uncon-

ditioneds; it is the intelligibility of the factual, While

)
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the potenntially intelligible {s what can be undserstood,
and tha for:;:»allly funtellipgible {3 shat muy or nay not to,
thi2 accuerlly intelllpzible i restricted to whet n fact 1s.
| dow a3 Intellipgibility is intrinsle to bodng,
80 also the difforancos ol intolldpidllity are Intrinsie to
belny, In particalar, proportionsts being is what i3 to ba
known by erxperl nce, Intellliiont yraspy and raasomable
afffi rmation. It is wer vhet is snown by expardence slona,
for such knovwing falls short of human imoving. It 1s not
vhat s ioiown by oxperlance and unde sstun-ding without Judge
ment, for  irnhapt juedpmont thera 13 tot Anowlng bat merely
guess-work, hor can there b2 Julmont witizout orior undere
stan-lng, nor wulses-ading withoat axporlence, The proe
portinmote okt of haman knowingz not only is intrinsic-
ally intellirible byt wlso ls neceszarily a compound of
three dis tinet typos of intallisibdl iy,

It followus that potency, [lorm, and act
not mersly assign the structore in vhich haing 1s known
but aleo the structure Ammanent in Lhe very raclity of
being. For intallicibility i intrinsic ts that reality,
and the intrinsie Intellipibility is of thres difforont
kinds, Nor &r- thass tho onlir diffarantiationg lmmanent
in belng, For __t-‘rlfarﬁ: gy 1fferant fomel intelliritilities:
e jura b forms av e of diffaraont Kindss central forms ara
dafined differontly {rom conjugate [orms und thay Alffer
from orxe amnther by the differmt conjupstos they unite;
an<l rotonalgs and aetbs ghare the dofinitions of tho Forms

with whicl. Yy constitute wmitles, For evaery diffarance
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in intelligibility thore is & difference intrinsic to i
the reallty of known proportionate belng.

S0 we are syung back to our accmant of real
distinctions. P und @ are raally distinet 1f It 1g true
that P 1s, ¢ 15, and P is not Q. Vhen P is a thing and Q

1s a thing, the real distinction is major, Vhen P end Q

are metaphysical =lements of a thing, tha roal distinction
1s minor, When P 45 a thing and Q is ane of iis metaphysic-
al olements, the real distinction is Inadequate,

Finally, ve may note the correctresy of our
expoctation, Vhy does our knovledze begln with prasantations,
mount to ivg:idiry, undecstanding, andi formuletion, to end
with critical rafl;ction and judgment? It 1s because the
provortionate object of our knoving 1ls constituted by com-
bining different tyses of intelligitility. In so far as
that object is only potentially ntelligible, Lt 45 to dbe
known by mere experience; Iz s¢ far as it is formzlly in-
telligible, it is to be known Inasmuch as we are understend.
ings In so far as it is actuelly intelligible, 4t is to be

known inasmuch as we posit th= virtuaslly uncond itioned "Yaes®,

Again, cxperience is of things as potentially int=lligivle,

but. through experlience alone we do not know what the things

e

are. Understanding is of things as formally intelligible,
but through understanding we Ao not know whathex things are
what we understand thoem to be, Judsment 1s of thires as
actually intellipgidble but through Judgment alone wie would
not krow 2ithar the nature nor the merely empirdcal differ-

ences of vhat ve affim to be,




Je3 fhe Nature of Metaphysical ivalence

Ve have been endeavarin. to clarify from differ-
ent viewpoints the meaning of the metaphysical elenents,

First, we consilered the question, What ar: central and

conjugate potency, fowm, and act, S=condly, we asked whe-
thier they were merely the structure in which beilng is

known or also ths structure in which being is, As a third

torle we may ask ahout the relations between the mets-
prysical elem=nts on the one hand, and, on the other, the
olxjects of trus vropositions,

In the first placa, than, there is a genaral
coman:ity of reference, The object of the true pronosition
is belng, for being is what is known by intelli;snt grasyp
and reasonable affirmations ani as we have just seen, the
netavhysical elensats are components intrinsic to being,
| In the second place, true propositions may be
anelyzed, Grammarians distinguish nouns and verbs, aiject-
Ives ani atworbe, etc.l Loglelons distinguish subject,
copula, ant prolicate, terms and relations, In both cases,
thes analysis is based on a considsration of the end-pro-
ducts of cognitional process, of the definitions formed
In conceptinn, of th: affirmations and nogationz utterad
by reflection, On the other hand, metanhysical analysis
has a qulite diffarant basis, It takes its stend, not on
the end-nroducts, but on the dynamlc structurs of cogni-
tional nrocess, For 1€, the significant division has noth-

Ing to do with nnuns and verbs, subjects and predicates,
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or even tarms und relations: it concentrates on the nerely
empiriﬁal razidue from which all understanling will abstract,
on the content of the act of understanding itself, on the
virtually unconditioned graspsd in thoe act that grounds and

leads to judement.

- Thirdly, oince metaphysical elements and true

propositions both rofer to being, there must be some corres- H E

vondence boetreen them. On the othor hand, since metanhysieal

analysis has a quite different basls from gramnztical or
loglcal analysis, one must not expect any one-to-onz corres-
sondencea between metashysicel elements znd grammtical or
logical elements,

Fourthly, while the foregoing comclusion seems
too manifest to be worth mentinning, aonce one conceives
precisely thne nature and method of metarhysics, s¢ill untdl
such aract comcaption 1s reached, metanhysic: is apt to lan-
gnish in ¢ morass of pseudo-problems that have rno basis apart
from a confusion of the metanhysical with the logicazl and
grammatical. aAccordingly, even though we do not attonpt to
of fer an exhaustive list of precepts,it may be worth while
to set down at least a few obvious rules,

1) The concepts anl names of the netaphysical
elements are general: Mpotency” can denote any dnstunce of
potency. Still this generallty doss not involve thiem iIn
abstractnass, f{or there is notixing to a thing spart from 1its

potencles, forms, ani acts, The ground of this generality

without abstractness is that the metaphysical elements are

defined heuristically; the dafinition of form does not refer
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immadlutely to realdty, as does the definition of man or of

hydrogen: its imieilste raference is to a type of cosnitisnal

activity ol only throush the ocenrrance, videh is usually
hypothictical, o! such activity does it refar to bedng:
finally, since the envisaged hypothetical activity is to
be full and comploete, necessarily it wiil pertain to know-
ledgo of the concrets,.

Accordingly, while "poteney", "form", and '"act"
are general concents and names, thelr reference 1s exelus-
ively to concrete potencies, forms, ant! acts, On the other
hand, true pronositions may be abstract in thelr newning:
and then to assign their metaphysical equivalant, they nave
to be transposed into cnnereto promositions, Such transe
position may be easy or Aiffi-uit but, in =20 fur as it is
fond diffienlt, there also will be fannd thit sone moesure
of i:norance 1s taking cover uniar th . abstract expression,

It is not the metarhysiclian's business to rmovs thet Lg-

norance, H: "uifils his function by assigning tna egquivalent

motaphycicesl alarents corresnonding to true nropositions
winse concreto meaning is Kknown,

This first principle may b= named the rule of
eoncretensss and its ap-slication yieclds a solixtian to the
problem of individuation, For, in th: first place, since
potencies, foras, and acts are all conerete, they are 2ll
Individual, sl so there is no nroblem of their individua-
tion, Secondly, since the problem doas not ragurd the in-

dividuallty of tha mataphysicel elements, it has to reperd

the individuality of beings as raferred to in grammaticol or

lopical propositions, Thirdly, the problem -lozs not regard
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any kint of individuality but soelely the individuslity
thet coricizsts in worely emnirficel difference., Thus, con-
sider two points, 4 and B, an'iask why they are different,
One will appeal, perhaps, to the distince hotvaon thame
Construct, then, an equilateral trisngle, ABC, and ask why
the distances, AD, BC, CA, differ from one another, It is
not becmuse they ars unequal, for thsy ars equal, flor can
one say that &t 1s because of trelr different positions,
for thery ona will b= explalning the dlfferonce of the dis-

tances by the difflerence of ‘tiw points and vice versa the

differerice of the points by thwe difference of - distances.
The onlv solution is to ansver £rom the start that the
points, A and B, differ from one asother not intelllgibly
but materially, not for an intrinsicelly assignable reason
but as & pure metter of fact, Huch Ls tho meaniny of merely
empirical 1if fsrance, It 18 tii okject of the problem of
indiviluatione Wiy is this pea different from thet, this
Ford from thut?! Evin though the fwo p=as or tha two Fords
might not be simidsr in every respect, still they could be
absolutely alike and yet different, Such difference would
not he groundad in any assignablde resson, in anything to

be knovn by a direct act of understanding, It s grounded
in vhat is to be known merely ermirically., In othor words,
1ts metaphysical ground is voiemey, Just &s the affirmatlion
of th» existence of a thing 1s grownded in central act,
just as the affirmation of its unity is grounded in central

form, just as the affirmation of dts mass Is grounded in a
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conjugate form, just as the affirmution of its momentum is

grounded 4n a c¢nujuzate act, so the affirmation of 1ts mere-

ly emplrical individuality 1s grounded in potency,
2.) Acain, the metashysical elemonts arc defined
through tiiy anticloation of orplanatory knowledge, They re-

gard things, not as reluted to us, not as reli ted to our

senses, not as represented in our imaginations, but as under-~

stood in thelr relations to one another. Nov true proposi-

tions may be meroly descriptives to assiyn thelr metaphysical

equivalents, they must be transposed into an exelenatory forms

and untll that transposition 1s effected, formelly or vir-
tually, 1t 1s useless to attempt to assign thz metanhysical
grounds of thelr trath, Accordingly, besides the rule of
concreteness, thoere also 1s a rule of explenatory formula-
tion,

It 1s a rule of extreme importance, for the fai-
lure to observe 1t results in the substitution of & psevdo~
metaphy sical myth-making for scilentific ingquiry. One taxes
the descrintive conception of sensible contents and, vith-
out any »7Tort to understand thom, one asks for thelr meta-
physical ecsivalents, One by-pRsses ths sclentific theary

of color or sound, for after all it 1= merely a tieory and,

at best, probable: ona insists on tie evidence of red, green,

and blue, of sharp and flat; and one leaps to & set of ob-
Jective forms without realizing that the meaning of form is
vhat will be known when the informed object 1s understood,
Such blind leaping 1is inimdcal not only to
sclence but also to philosophy. The sciantific effort to

mderstand Ls blocked by a nretence that onse understands
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alrveady and, indeed, in the desp, metaohysical fashion, Dut
philosophy suffers fer more, for tho absencs of at least

a virtnal transposition froo tha dascrintive to the explana-
tory commonly is accompanied by counter-positions on reall ty,
knowledre, and ohjzetivity, Vhsn one s end-avoring to ex-
plain, ono Ls orlentated t» the miverse of baing: one &s
setting up distinctions within being: one)ﬁ relating dis.
tinct beings to one anothers anid one i3 relegating all the
nerely descriptive slements In ioowledre to particular Ln-
stances of tho case thet arisas vwhen some being with senges
and Imagination Ls related through his suenses and Imaginas
tion to other belngs, But while explanatory knovledge in-
cludes descriptive, deseriptive knowledge 15 a part that

1s prone to fall under the illusion of bainpg thas whole, It
is a fact that explanatory knovwledege 1s an unattained i1deal
an<d that the expla'nations we have reached are commonly mere
opdnions. It Is also a fact that metachysics takes its
stand on the present existence and functioning of the dymam-
ic stracture of aexplant tory knowlsdge, But thr first fect
is far mov3 ace -es.:si‘nie than thw second, There arises a
demand for s matephysics that 1s grounded, not in the im-
palpadble potentiality of explanstion, but in the manifaest
truth of descriptlion. The correect ground of moetaphysics

is rejected and Instead there is erscted a pseudo-neta-
physics whose elements stand in a happy, if ultinately in- .
coherent, cortjunction with sensi tive presentations and
dnaginative repressntations, Then the real is the "already

out there nowh, knowing it is taking a good look, and
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obloctivity be;f_inslf:‘rom +th:a obvlousness of extroversion to
end in the despalr of sollpsicsm,

3) Even when true propositions have baen transe
posed into a concrets and virtually explanatory formulation,
there remaln structural diffsrences betveen io;;ical and meta-
physicsal analysis, T'rae propositions contain alfirmations
and negations about sabjactse Thelr metaphysical equivalents
are positions, distinctions, and relations in the universe
of being, If £t is trae that 4 1s Isimilar to B, t.hen fisimil~
arity to B" {s pradicated truly of the subject, A, But it
does not follow that Weimilarity to BY is some one of the
netaniysical components constitutive of A, For B is not
a constitutive component of A yet, without By there is no
similarity of A to B, The rule of struqtural trensposition
requirss a transition from the logical subject, A, to two
belngs, A and B. The predicate, similarity, has its meta-;
physical ground in the fact that the difference between ¥he
at least on2 eonstitutive component of A and one constitut-
ive ¢om-onznt ol B As merely empirilcal.

The foresoing polat micht have baan mede In
g different manner, for the metaphyslecal egquivalent of a
true propos_},ion is also the metaphysical egulvalent for all
the nacessary laplic.tions of thz true proposition., Since
A cannot be similar to B without B being simllar to A, onse
and the same metaphysical equivalent nhas to provide the
ground for both propositlons,

Those familiar with traditional metaphysics
will recall in this comnention the distinctions between

intrinsic and extriyisic denomination and hetwsen formel
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cause and formal effect, Intrinsie and extrinsic denomina-
tlon 15 8 differance in propositions., Denomination or
predication 1s intrinsic to a subject, P, whan the meta-
physical equivalont of the name or predfcate 1s a cone
stituent of the belng, P. On the other hand, denomination
15 extrinsic to a subject, P, when tho metashysical equi-
walent of the name o predicate Ly not a coustituent or not
entirsly a constituent of the belng, P, Again, tho relationm
between formal cause and formal effect L3 a less zeneral
case 2 the relation we have named metaphysical squivalence,
The fornal cause 4s the metuphysical equivalent in the par-
ticular case wasa that egquivelent Ls a form, The formal
efffects are ihe range of objects of true propositions
grounded by the formal ceuses Formul afffacts are primary
or secondary, absolute or conditionsd, intrinsic or extrin-
sie, according as the true propositions grounded by the
formal cause are pramisées or conclusidns, necassary or
conditioned conclusions, conclusions about the ‘canstituted
subject or cLout other subjects, Thus, if Socrzw
numan cen:ral form (Cormel causs) y he will be a man (orim-
ary formal ei‘;‘uct), be capavle of unlerstanding (necessary',
secondary, intrinsic formal efTect), occasionally under-
stand (conditioned, secondary, intrinsic formal effect),

heve a father (extrinsic formal effect).
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3.4 The BAgnificance of Matashysical Eguivalence

The significance of metaphysical e-ulvalence 1s
twofold, On the one hand, it provides & critical technique
for the precise control of meaning, On the other hand, it 1s
an implsment for the levelopment of metanhysies.

"Hean what you say, and say vhat you mean®, 13 an
axcellont precept, Obviously, 4t has to ba observed Lf human
communication is to be successful on any but supsrficial
levals, Yet 1t 18 a common experience that, as th: basie

issues in any [ield are apsvoacnad, it bocomes increasingly

difficult ta pin down zxactly wnat others or, for that matter,?

what onu oriasell means, Nor can that fact be surprising to
the reader faxiliar with tho distinction between different
patterns of human sxperience, the alternative positions
and counter-positions in which may be expressed vhat one
discovers or lsarns, and the protean character of the notlon
of belng that turns ouc to nean vhitover 1s to D2 gragped
intelligently and affirmed reasonably.,

Now just as th2 stuly of human experience, of

the philosophles, of the notlon of being, enables one $o

grasp in a general feshion the range of the possibllities

of meaning, so tha use of metashysical equivalence as a
tochnlque enables those that possess such a grasp of possi-
bilities to assirn with precision whicen of possible mean-

Ings is their actual meaning., Discussiom of this universs

is discussion =~ nroportionate being., Proportionzts being

is one or many, if it is trus that thers are a P, 2 Q, an R,..

and P 1s or iz not Q, P is or 4s not R, Q is or 1s not Ryess.
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Any single being Is exlstent by lts cemtral act, one by its
central form, indlvicual by Lte central potency, iifferent-
lated from othev beings and related to them by 1ts conjugate

potencles, forws, and acts, Therc are generlc Aifferences

inasmach as conjypate Sorms enerie ON suc_:-:essive higher levels,
and thereo are specific diflerances Lnasmich as different uni-
ties are 4difiontlated by differont sets of conjugates, The
objects of *thn sovaersl sclences are not an unrelated set of
indefinables, sach as energy, Life, consciousneés s intelld-
gonce, but o systemutically related set of differences in the
total objJect of human inquiry, Nor ks this basic unity, this

systsmatie differentdation, to te sought at the price of

Ing that sclontlsts already are committed to inquiring in-
talligently anl reflecting reasonably, that that commftment
has implications, that the lupilcatfons are coincidant with
the sappositlons of sclentific wethod in its classical,
statistleal, :~eneticy, and dlalzctical forms, that 1t is
through that colneldence that metaphysics contains virtually
and structurally what the sclences are to ddscover formally

and {n detall. Moreover, what is at issue, is not merely the

luxury of upifi>1 scierwe, of dlstinet and autonomous
sclencas dealdng with & common object in reletod yet dig-
tincet #nd astonsmous fields, There also is at issue the
liberation of tha sciences from th: wairligdg of philoso-
phic dindectict for th2 ¢runter-positions, in vhich ohiloso-
phy is involved through ths polymorphi sm of human consclous-
ness, autometically sproad to the fReld of scientifice thought

when, Indeed, tiey do not orfginatey as Cartesian dualism

7y
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the universe of belng in all its departwents, To that

in Galileo anl Kantian criticism &in Newton, from sclentific
fallura to reaen ann aldequiate wecount of its assurmptions and
presupposltions, Finally, viile contamporary scimmtific
interest ln loglc constitutes a recognition of this need,
it 13 not a sufficiont remedy for the Infection, For logic
is statle, but science 1s dynamic, Logic will bring to light
bhie eternal presappositions and the eternal implicatilons

of an absolutaly precise account of any position, But the
sclentist never poss2gsas an abisolutely praclise account of
his present posiilons Toz his position 1s syctem on the
move, It lacrsases in procision Inasmuch as it keeps moving
from one logical josltion to another, Its veal presupposi-
tions are not & seb of propositions but the dynamlc struc-
ture of the numenr mind, and its necd of libveration a?ises,
not from incautiously formulated sentences, but from the

polynorphism of human consciouaness,

Metaphy sical =2quivalence possesses a special

e
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significance in the husan sclences, For man is the being

i

in whom the highest lavel of Integration is, not a static
system, nor some dynanlc system, but & verilable manifold of
dynamlc systens, Por the successive systens thot expréss the

dovelopment of human understanding are systams that regard

develovmont the human organism and the numan psych®e have
to find appropriate adaptations. In consequence of thst
development, the range of human s§ills and ftechniques, of
economies and politdes, of sclences and philosovhies, of
cultures anl rellgions 1s diversdfiecd, Only the broadest

possible set of concepts can provide the initlal basis and
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theory, it is possible for metaphysics to rest sﬁlely on

the field of differencss that will be adeguate to desling
with a vardable set of moving systems thist vegord the uni-
virss of 't)eing;. Only & critical wetachyslics that envisages
at once positions and counter—positions can hope to present
successfully tho complex albternatlives that arise in the
pursult of the human sciences in which both the men under
iInauiry end thé m&n that are f£aquiring mey or may not be
dnvolved in the aver possible and gver varled aberrations
of polymorphic consclousness,

Finally, there is the invarse aspect of
mitaphysical equivalencas, If the scleances of nature and of
men can derlve from metaphyslcs s a technique a common yet

systematically and critically diffarentiated object, so in-

versely, metaphysices derives fron the sclences the content

and enrichmant that actual astivity brings to a dvnanic

gtructure. In human knowledge metaphysics is tha fritially

P Jeprmgy: i W e e ni T
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Jatent siructure that comes to light only turough develop-

menits in particular filelds, I% becones the explicdtly
transforming ~n? unifying stacture that mnssesses a content

dn so far as It hae materdals to transform and wmify, In

i e R e g A S A AL e

the Known strmcture of the himen mind, In practice, Lt is
necessary for the metaphysiclan over to besr in nind that
scientif‘ig views are sublect to revision, But neither the
theoretical possibility nor the practical restraint add up
to the conclusion that the metapiyslcian does well to lose
contact with the sclences; {ox that loss of contact not only
means that metaprhysics cesses to play Lts Integrating rcie

in the unity of the human mind but also exposes the neta-
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physiciaﬁ o the zver recurrant danier of dlscoursing on
quiddities witunut suspsctin: the i guidddty means vheat
is to be known throigh sclentilfic unlerstending, Accord-
Ingly, Jjust as tre scientist has to ralse ultimzte ques-
tions and seek thelr answers from # metaphysices, so the
metaphysiclan has to ralse »roximate questions and seek
their ansvers from seientists, In either case, the tool
to be employed is metaphysfcal equlvelence vhiich aseipns
to true propocitions thelir groands in the constituents
of proportionate being ard the~sby reveagls hoth what

| exectly the propositidns ne=ann and whet the conctituents

alty
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deo Ihe Unity of Proportionate Bedng

The unlty of proportionate baing ralses three
questions, for there is the general question of tha unity

of this universs, there 1s tha particular question of

~the unity of any concrete being with its manifold of nata -

physical elements grounding 1ts manifold of pradicates,
gnd there 15 the special question of thx unity in man 1n

vriom both materlallty and Llts opposite ssem combpined,

bel Ihe Unity of the Proportionuste Universe

The unity of the universe of promortiorate bedng
is threzfnld: potantial, formal, ani actual. Lts actual
unity is an Lwmanent intelllydible order, which =1 have
found reason to identify with a geonerallzed emergent pro-
bébility. Its formal unlty 4s constituted h.y 1ts succesg—
ive levels of conjugate forms vhich sot up éliccessive,
Int=2lligible flelds, Its potential unity Lo gronandad in
conjugate prime potency, in the mersly empiricsl conjunc-
tiong and successions that constitute tlie lnexhaustible
nanifold of the merely coincidentalﬁg}c sxecossive lavels
of forms and schemes 8 bring under the imtelliridle con
trol of system., Thus, the merely coinciderital becomes
spece~time throush the inter:l;‘elations of gravitation and
elasctro-mugnetde theory. Thils displaces the coinclidental
to the leval of physical evants, vhere 4t s overcome by
the higher mities of the chiemical elements and their

affinities, Thera: follows {its displacement to the lavel of




chemical processes where it is overcome by the higher sys-
tem of the cell and by the ontogenetic and phylogonetic
sequences of the organism in vhich each ctage 1s eithsr
adapting to environment or circumventing 4t, On the psy-
chic level, interdrelatlons are transformed into the
devaloplng conjugates governing increasing perceptiveness
and ever more nuanced aggressive and affective resnonses,
Finally, on the level of intelligence man's relations to
thn unlverse are settled by hils grasp of the relations of
tho universe aﬁgfgis rational chﬁice of his relation to
the univarse, The unity of the universe then 1s 1) the
possibility und ths problem of int:1ligible rslations set
by the coincidental, 2) the successive transpositions of
the problem to nigher levels where itlis met by ever mnore
adjustable and more comprehensive modes of unification,
and 3) the realizatlon in accord with successive schednles
of probabllities of the compound conditiorned series of

concretely possible solutions,
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he? | The Unity of & Concrete Being

Secondly, there is the unity of any concrete
being, and here we pest with a host of dXffdevilties, A
first set of difficulties arise when we att empt to imagine
not only th=a concrete boing but also l€s ernstituent meta-
physical elements, Thess ars no sooner owar-come than
annother set arises becausa w2 attenmpt to tiiink not only
of thas concrets being as axisilng and chang ing,' but also
of the metaphyslical constituents as exidsting and changlne,
Finally, thare are the rsal difficulties impldeit in the
fact that the concrete being iz one and 1ts mstaphvsical
constituents are many,

Lat us bogin from the real diffLeilties. First,
then, potency, form, and act are distinct, foxr intelligd.
bility 1s intrinsic to beiny, and potentdal. intelligdbil-
ity 1s not formel nor actual, nor is formel inteliiyzibil-
. ity actual, Still, though they are thras, they also are

one: for potency is potaency to form, and fom is the form
of acty In othar words, potency Ls capacdty to come undsr
law and form is heing under law anid act is according to
laws again, Just as one and the same reality ds known by
experience, understanding, ani judgmont, so ome and the
same reallty Ls constituted by poterey, form, and act, Wor
15 there any noed for any glue to make potency one with
A form or form one with act. For I there wwre any such need,
vhy should 1t not recur? Vthat would unite the glue with
the poteney? Its stickiness? GSomz relatiwity of function?
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But relatlivity 4s already present in potsancy, form, and
act, which are defined by thoir relations to one another
and by th: Cnet that they constitute a singleo roelity. Ve
can and must dispense, them, with the Suarezian modess and
the argument that pobency without form Aiffers from potency
&8s dnformed is to be met with ths distinctdon hatveen in-
trinsic and extrinsic denomination,

Secondly, central form dlffers {rom conjugate
form, Both are intrinsic to the real and neither is the
other, But as theoy differ, so also they are raleted. They
are to be knowm inasmuch as tho same datsa are understood
1) as individual and 2) as similur to other data. When they
are grasped by understanding, the central form proves to
bs a prineiple of unity that is to be differentiatad by
furthor inquiry, and ths conjugate forms prove to be prin-
ciples of differentiatlon of unities to Lo detarmined by
further inquiry. Just as potency, form, ad act are the
meany comnonants of 8 singlo reality, so central and con-
Jugate forms equally &are the many components of @ single
reality. | |

Let us now turn to problems of precdication,
The objects of ordinary discourse are concrete beings, men
and women, horsss and dogs, hydrogen and oxygen., They exist
as individuals with a natural unity. They are differentiated
by their cepacltles for cowling under laws, being under laws,
acting in accord with lavs, The truth of such statements
can be assigned its ground in the metaphysical comstituents

of the concrete beings, for axample, that thelr existing




tnvolves a central act, thelr natural unity a central form,
thelr moraly aizol rleal individuality a central potency,
and thelr potontisl, habitual, asd actual behavier conu-
gate potencies, fforms, sl acts, But as ordinary discourse
speaks of men and women, horses and dogs, hydrogen and
oxygen, so netaphysiclans spoak of central ani conjugate
potency, form, and acta Now 1f these elements are real,
they exist. Presumably they are uniities, In somc sense they
are indivi-dual, Since they can he defined, some laws are
relsvent to them. Therefore, it would seem to follow that,
just as conerete being is composed of cemtral and conjugate
votencles, forms, and acts, so #ach of thes: elements 1s so

composed; and 1f the argument works once, then 1t will work

‘roposatodly, so thet not only each slement is composite tut

also the constituents of the elemants are comnosite in
turn, anl so on indefinitely.

Tixoy fallacy, howsver, in this procedure is
apparent, Potency, form, and act are constituents of what
is known by experience, understanding, and judument, where
potency corraesponds to the experiencing, fom to the under-
standing, and act to the judging. Guite clearly, then,
potency i{tself is not koown by expsrlencing, understanding,
aJd judgment, an’ so 1t 1s not composed of a further poten-
¢y, form, and act, But 1f this is so, then, there is a
profound differance between discosrse about horses and dogs
and discourse about potency, form, and acts for from the
former through tﬁe mles of maetaplyslcal equivalence. one

arrives at constituent potsncies, forms, anl actss but from

tiy lebter one canot legitimately proceed to & repatition

:i' §3) B4o 42
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of the analysis with resp:ct to the elements themsslves,
I.t iz this differance thet 1s expressed in traditional
metzaphysics vhen it 1s affirmed that, while horses and
Aogzs exist and chango, potency,form, an' act are, not
what exists or chainges, but that by which are constituted
the beings that exist and change,

Thera remain the difficulties of the imagina-
tione. As wy employ sonsible names such as potency and form
an3 act, s0 too we are helped by ima;ining these constit-
warits of concrete baing: and as the imares raprasent the
ohjects, so they give rlze to problems alout the obhlects:
it 4t 15 escontial to grasp that such imuages are mersly
gyrzbollic @n? that guch problems commonly are to be met by
denying their suppositions, For on the on: hand, potamey,
forn, anl sct are not the explanation of anythilng but the
guwral structure In which occurs the explanation of any
proportionate being. On the other hand, and this is the
more [andamental point, axplaining and eoxvlained do not lie
within the field of ths imspinable, hut imarinable and
Anzgining 14 within the field of ~xplaining and sxplained,
| This is but anothor statoment of the basie
antlithesls between positions and counter-positions. 4 many
who understood evewthingi mizht proceed from his grasp c:;
meEaohysical analysis through 1ts determinction in appro-
pricte sclsnces to the nature and occurrence of his own
sesations and aets of imarining, S5t111 that all-irclusive
act of an2ptinding would account no less for past and
foture s:asations and images than for th- experienées of

th= pressnt; and inasmich as it accounted for prasent
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- oxperiences, 1t woul 1 be dndependent of the experisncing
for it would consist in assiyning laws and probabilitiey

to Instances labelled with the ultimate coneeptual deter-
minations namad Mhere! and "now", In bricef, the relstions
of things to our sanses and dmeginetions are inciuled with-
in the far broader sweep of th: relations of things to e
anothar; btut thoy are not incluided as sensed nor as ima rimed
nor as described but as exnlained, Moreover, such explane-—
tion 1s twofold, For thure is the dynamic structure of ax—
planatory kmnowledge, and there 1s ths actuation or filling
of tha!l structure thourh the davelopmant of th: several
departments of sclance, Only tha latier, detailed expls in-
ing proxima tely includes acts of senalng and lmegining, Yot
the metanhy sleian is concemed dlreetly only with the ¢ ¢
eral dynemic struacture and so it is oaly in an extremaly
remote an.i Zinaral fashion that he can Inelude his own
sengltive acts within hils explanatory view,

A parall=l but complementary point must
be made, Ju:t as thi: metanhyslcdan includes his own capacd-
ties and habits and cts of sensing and imazining under the
swoeping mbric of conjugate potrncles, forms, and acts, S0
too he includes under the same cubegorles th: space and
time that, £rom the wiewooint of sonsitive extroversion,
contain both the totellity of senslble objects and the total-
ity of sers=s and sensitive acts, Thls reversal of yolss,
in wh:!-ch the sangible enntuiner becomes the intellectwsldly
contained, nas already heen notad, "To be' cannot mean

Tto be In space! or "to be in timeN, If that werve so, and

e ——— g s R T AN R PP




et A b e T i L T Ty
- i LI A

)

Motanhysics as Scienca B g4v 4B |E

i 1
.;_- i

it

space is or time Is, then space would be in space and time

would ba ia time. The further spice anl! time, If real, T;?
would clso be, 4l so would dewand a still furthar space f;?
and time, Th ar; ument could be repeated indofinitely to £8

vield an infinity of spaces anid times, ™o be" then 1s

Just "to be", Space and time, if real, are doterminations
within being an-d 17 they ave determminations within bsing,
then they aro not the co talners but the contained, To nut
the Lssue more ¢oneretely, there are extensions and dura- fbi
tions, juxtapositions and successions, Still such affirma-
tions are dascriptive, They heve to be transposed into
explanatory statementii}bafore one ask legitimatoly for
thelr metaphgsical squivalentssy and when that transposi-
tion takes ploce, then from the genzral nature of oxplana-
tion it follows that the metanhyslcal equivalents will be
the conjugate potencies, lforms, anl acts that ground the

truth of spatfo-temporal laws and fraquencles. So it comes

i

about thit th.» zrbroverted subject visualizing extension

and experi:ieing Juratlon glves place to the sub)=zct orien~

. tated to the obiectlve of the unrastricted deslre to know

and affirming beings differentiated by certain conjupgate

potencies, forms, end scts grounding certein lavs and fre- ?
quencies, It is this shift that gives rise to the antithesis ?
of positions and counter-positions, It is throush its ?

acknowledgement of the fact of thds shift that & nphillosophy

W, _ | or metashysics 4s critical. It is only by a rigorous con-
finement of the meta hysiclan to the fatellactual pattern
of expserience and of metaphysical objects to the universe

.,.'l'
/) of being as exmlained, that this basic enterprise of human

.Qi o S i:) .“_:F?ff”iqri.
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Antolllsonce can free itself from tho morass of pseudo-~
problams that otherwise beset 1t.

The foresgoing position mast not be confused
with any type of Pllatonism. For if it distinguishes 5en-
sible ani intelligible, aesthetic and noetic, stlll it
does not Aistinguish them as beiny and not-being nor relats
them bty some theory of participations One an’ th: same uni«
verse of beiny is sensad, described; inderstood, sffirmad,
The sime 1281 things arne related both to us and to one
anot:-ier. But as affirmed, they just are; as relatel to one
another, thay are subjzct to laws and frequanclas; these
relatione of thin-s to one another ixcliude identically all

the relations ol things to usy but as so included, the
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rela tions of things to us are not sensed nor described hut
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explained, It is one thing to experlence the sonsible mani-

fold of juxtapositions and successions, of extenslons and

durations, It is quite another to understand its laws and
f frequencies and to postualate as conditions of their possi-

bility non-cnuntable muliiplicitlies of merely empirvical

differances, For neither the understan:ding nor the postula-
@ tion 15 performed by sensitive activitdes,
6
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he3 The Enity of Man

This brings us to our third, speclal question
cﬁ‘ urilty, for men 1s on2 yst both material ant aplritual,
Man 1s one. No less than clectrons and atoms, plints and
animals, man is individual By his central potancy, one in
nature by his cantral form, existent by his cantral act.
Moreover, this besic wnity =xtends to the dlstinctive con-
Jugates of human intallsctoal activitys The conjugate
forms of the atom comstitute the higher system of the atomls
own subffatomic gvents, Thwe conjurate forms of tx:: orzanism
constitute the higher system of the organismt s ovm chemical
processes, The conju:ate forns of the psyche e ustitute the
highor system of the animal's ovn organic processes, In like
manner, the conjugate forns of human intellectzal activity
constitute the higher systenm of man's sensitive 1iving, In

eachh case an otherwvise coincldental manifold of Lover con-

jugate acts 1s rendered systemutlc by conju,ate fforms on

& highoer level,

8till, If ve ask in what mamer precisely the
conjurate forms of human inmtellasctual sctividy constitute
the higher syotem of man's sensitive livin;, vs are con-
fronted not with a sir:gle dut with a twofold axray of facts,

For maman int~llectusl act ivity provides the higher syvsten

for sensitlve living both wicosciously and comsclously, It
does S0 unconsclously lnasmach as 1t rrounds txe pattern in
which sensitive experdones oceurs, and in thls respect it

is a higher system to sensitive living as sensdtdve living

_ i1s a higher system to oxpanle living, But thore also is &
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eonscious intellectusl countrol of one's sensitive living,
mnd this differs from the former enormously, For conscious
intalligonce is engared primorily 1o grasping tho intellle-
pEble systems relevant, not to onels sensitive living, but
to the contents of one'!s sonsitive experience., By this
shilft from subjactivae acts;g% obj-zctive cnntents, it is
headed tovaris the systemetization, not of thoe varticular
animal thet I am, but of the wnole univarse of tolng, And
1t 4ds within Lts uoviedse of the universe that Znowledfe
of 4ts0lf s zttainad, knovledge of 1ts function in the
universe lc acquired, and tho groumis for willin the
execution of that function providad, Finslly, it L3 through
willing tnat conseious intellectual control of sonsitive
Living 1s affacted,

| Now 4f woe go to th~ root of this duality
of contrsl over sensitive living, we aras brought to the
contrist betwaen the intelligible and the intellligsnt. As
has been seen, int=1ligibility is intrinsic to being, There
1s in the universa »f proportion:tso balng & potontial in-
£311igibility thot makes sxperdsncs a nacessary commonont

of our knowing, a formal intelligibility thot makes under-

standing a nacessary component, ani an actual intelliginility

that makies jud,mmt a necassary componsnt, But we too are,
Besides tii: antoutial intellipibility of -mpirical objects,
thera is the potontial intelligence of tho disinterested,
detached, wnrestricted deslre to know, Besldes ths formal
intelligihility of th: unity and the lavs of things, there
15 the formal intelligence that consists in insights and
grounds conceptions, Bosides the actual intellligibility of

- e
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existences and octewrrences, there 1s the actual intelll-

gonce that grasps thie unconditioned and posits being as

¥nown, Finelly, wenot only ars bot also know ourselvea,

As knowm to nurselves, we are int2llizible as a2very other
knowm, But the inteldligivility that is so known 1g also
intellligence and knoving, It has o b distinguishsd from
thie intolligivlllty that can be kown but 1s not intelli-
gent and doss nobt attaln to knowladse in thie pronar human
sense of that term, Lot us ssy that intelli ibility that

is not int21iirnt is materdel, and thet inteliizivility
that Is Int1lipono e spirdtual, Thon, inasmuch as we are
material, we axs constiiuted by otherwise coincldental mand-
folds of conjugate acts that nmeonsciously and spontancously
aTe reduced to system by higher conjuzate formse But inan-

‘much &9 we are spiritual, we are orianteted towards the

universe of baing, know ourselves as parts within that uni-
verse, and gulde our living by that knowladge,

Further, inasmuch as the: materizl unlverss
can be uanderstood corrsctly, there can he a correspondence
betwaan the material inta1ligibility that ls understood
and the spiritual intellipibility that 15 understending, But

hesldes this corresovondence, which would seem to consist in

some type of simllarity for the latter term is knowledge of
the former, 'the_:'e also is 4iflforencepfor the lattaer 43
spiritual onl tye former is matarisl, Moroover, 1t seems

) | possible to pin iom the pracise nature of this difference,

For our dir:ct wderstanding abstracts from tho empirical

resldue, As was noted early in this study, inusmuch as we
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are understarfdin_g, we &re grasping the universal apart
from its instances, the 1imit apart from the continum,
tlie Inverdlant apart {rom particular places and times, the
1deal frequency apart from th: non-systematic divergencs
of actual {rogionclese But lust as splritual intelligibil-
ity is apart from the empirdical residue, so mabterial in-
telllgibllity 1s not without it, Thie univer=zal cun be
thoupht but cannot be without the instance; the limlt ran
ba thouiht but camnot bz without tha conntinuumy the ine-
variant can he considerad but does not exlst apart fron
particular places and tines; ldeal frequoncies coz be for-
pulated but cannot be verified apart from act.al frequon-
cles, The empirical residue, “then, is at once vkt sofrite
val intelllgibility excludes and what material intell¥pd-
bility 11’10111:195.

Hom the metapnysical equivalent of the ome
pirical residue has been found to be primé poteriey, But
since the empiri?al residue is the ground of m&terialdty,
prime poteoncy e&lso is prime matter, Thera follows tie
possibility of explaining what matter 1s and what the
materlal ic. Jor is this superfluous. The materdaiist
tninks the neture of matter parfectly obvious: mitter is
the real, ani the real is a subsdivision in the " already
out there now", But we are committed to tne view that the
real is being and that being is vhotever 1s to be grasped
intelligantly and affirmed reasonably. So Lf we are to say
that matter is real, ve have first to grasp its nature and
then find sufficiont grounds for our affirmation, But there

exist in this universs sub@tomic entities, chemical sle-
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ments and compounds, plints and animals, A briaf considera-
tion of thoir functi~mning reveals not merely thut it does
not occur but even thut £t could not occur apart from the
enpirical rasidue,ﬂfrom manifolds of ingtences in a space-

el
time continuumhggﬂactual fraquoncles that non-gystematically

diverge {oom {J.al Crequencles, Accordingly, the material
can be defin:l as whatever 13 constituted by th= empirical
residue or is conditioned intrinsically by that residue, It
follows that conjugute potencies, forms, an! acts on the
physical, chemical, organic, an! psychlie levels are material,
Further, since central lorms are diflerentiatsd by thelr
cnjugates, 1t follows thaet the correspondiing central forms
are material, Finally, since act shares the definition of
the form, with whilch it constitutes a unity, 1t follows
that the'corresponﬂing central acts are matarisl,

If our definition of th: materiel is correct,
then it must bs possible to say that the spirituel neither

is constituted nor is conditionad intrinsically by the

-
= empirical residue. Certainly, it &5 not constituted by the
u; enpirical residue: for inasmuch as we ar: understanding,

0 we axe abustracting from that residee; and inasmuch as we
are graspin, the wiconditioned, wea are attaining tha lucig,
fully rational factualness that contrasts so violently with
the brute factualness with which dnstances similar in all

° respects still are different instances, with which the

N,J maltipliclity of the cantinuum is none-countabls because

non-ordinable, with which actual frequencles diverge from
ideal frequencies in any manner provided &t is non-gystem-

atic, But if insizht and grasp of the unconditioned are

"—
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constituted quite differently from the empirical resicdus,
so also are the inguiry and critical reflection that Jdead
to them and the conception and judgment that result f{rom
them ani express thom, | |

Further, our definition requires that the
spir_itual is nat cond@itiloned intrinsically by the empirical
residue, Quite obviously, there &s some emdltioning, Our
inquiry and inasigh® demand something apart from thenmselves
into whieh v inquire and attain Insight; initlzlly and
commonly that ol.ior s sensible exparlence, and In (L is
found the empirical residuee But 1f sensible expzriexce
and so tha empirical residue condition inguiry ani lnsight,
it 1s no less plain thet thet conditioning 1s extrinsic,
Seeing is s<elng colory, and color 1s sputial, so thit see-
ing 1s conddtioned intrinslecally by the spatlal continaume

But insirht Is an act of wderstanding, and so far from
’

being condl tloned intrinsically by the cmpirical resfdae,
understandling abstracts from 1t, Agein, to grasp the un-
conditionad there 4s a proraguisite of & known fulfidpent
of conditionss commonly this fulfilment lies in sensAble
experience; still th: fulfilment is anything but uncon-
ditionady ant 1t 1s the weondition»d thuet Intrinsicalldy
conditiong & grasp of the unconditioned.

Ty hiave been attempting to define explanatorily

the matsoial zn? the soirituval, Barlier it was shown that

we have found to bs of two kinds, materlal and splritual.
In the fdrst instance, we distinguished between ths two by
saying thot spiritual intelligibility also was Lintslligent
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_in our study of man's nature,

‘unconditioned mast be identical with the one that hoth ax-

vhile materdal intelligibility vas note In the secomd plece,
‘we moved bayond thls deszcriptive differantiation and dster-
mined that material intelliglbility either 18 const ftuted
or is conditioned intrinsicslly by the empiricsl resius
vhile soiritusl intelligzibility neithexr ts constituted nor
1s conditioned intrdnsically by the emplrical residue,

Vith these clarilications we may now advance a farthey step

Marz, tha conerets being, 1s both material
and spiritnals hae is material by his physieal, chorieal,
organic ani sensitive conjusatess ha 13 spiritusd by bis
intellectual co:jugatess Still, man 1s not just an assem-
blage of conjugates: he Is intelligibly one, anl that unity
has 4ts metaphysical ground In his central farm, As was
seen in the Chapter on Self-affirmation, a single Knover
must be conscious empirdcally, intelligently, an<t ration-
8lly . Not only is there & unity on the side of the objact,
inasmuch 8s the egparimmced is also understood, and the |
understood is also affirmed. There 15 needed the xior
unity on thz slde of tha subjlect, inismich as the one that
inquires and understands must be identical with tha one

that experiences, anl the one that reflects and grasps the

per&ences anl understandss How it 1 central fornm that con-
stitutes thre metuphysical ground of the truth of affirming
that unity. But are we to say that men's central Corm &s
naterial or spiritual?

The gquestion recards the intellEpl hildity

that is the intrinsic constitusnt of man's being, Suech
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intelliziuility mey be material or splritual, As long as
the alternutives are merely deseribed, 1t &5 noseible to
straddle tih» issue, For spiritual intellicibiilty 1s
intelligent, while miterial intollicsinildty 1s rotg and
nan's central form seems to be the polnt of transition
from the material to the spiritual, As tie center of sensi-
tive experisnce, it 1s mcaterial; as ths ceater of the trans-
forma tion of sensitfive experience by the imposition of an
intellzctual pattern, anias the origin anl ground of in-
qui?y and iansizht, reflection and grasp of the uncondition-
ed, 1t cmerges as spirit.

Hovevar, our exnlanatory definitions of tha
material and spiritual zre not so accoﬁ?ﬁating. Tha meta-
physkeal ground of the emplrical rasidue 1s wrime poteney,
The material iz vhat Is constituted by prime potency or
what is condltionzd by it intrinsically. The snirltual 1s
what neither ls so constituted nor 1s so conditionad, Ho
central form is constituted by prime notency. But is or
1s not man's centrel form conditioned intrinsically by
prime potency? Cean man exist as a unity without prime
potericy?

The question s one of pessibility, In fact,
insight is into sammsitive presentations snd ime.:instive
reprasentations, but 1L is no less a fact that what s
grasped by Insight 1s not the empirical residue but what
is abstracted from tho emodriccl residue, and so insight
i3 not conditioned intrinsically by the empirical residue,
In fact, grasp of the unconditioned presupposes & fulfil-

ment of conditions that commonly is obtained by the
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occurrence of appropriate sensitive experience: ctill that

geeurrence ls ot tite unceonditioned that i:-:_grasped unless,
perhaps, one 1s deciding whetier there 1s occurring &
sensitive experlence; end there are judazments Ln vhich the
fulfilment consists, at lexst proximetsly, not In any sen-
sitive experlence, but in such acts &= Insight end reflec-
tive understanding, Similarly, In fact mean exists and func-
tions physically, c‘nemica\}ly, organically, ant sensitively.
But the guestion is whether the break-down of nis organie
and sensitive Living neccssarily 1s the ead of hls iden-
tical exlstence, For if his centrsl form is materisl, then
it 1s conditioned intrinsically by the prime potency that
in tiirn is bownd up with his physical, chiemical, organiec
palng. But 1f his central forw ls spirltual, then it 19 not

condltlioned intrinsically by prime potency: and then, &b-
solutely spzaking, his central fom could be separated from

prime potency without ceasing to ground an existing unity
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A solution seems to result from 2 simple
principle, nanely, that material reallty cannot perform the
role or function of spiritual reality but spirdtusl reslity
can perform the role and function of material reality. Were
mants central form a material intelllgluility, then it could
not be intelllgent and so could not be the center and ground
of man's inguiry end insight, reflection and juigment. In-
vergely, though man's central form were a spirdtual in.
tolligibility, it could be the ground and center of his

physical, chenical, orgenic, and sensitive conjugatess for
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th: spiritual is comprehensives what can embrace the whole
§
universe throngh knovledge, cam provide the center and %
ground of unlty in the materdal conjugates of a single |
man,
i
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FA Summary

Ve have been exploring the trad itdonal meta-
physical theme of belng and unkty . The ni ddde term of our
comparison has been intelligibvfllty, for intellipgibility
is Intrinsic to bolng and, at the same time, it 1s the
essence of unity. Potentilal dnbelliglhility 1s potencys
it 1s thoe multiplicity of the empirical rasddue with the
orlentation to unity of finality. Formal intelligibllity
15 form; 1t 1s the unity of unAflcation or of correlation,
Actual dntellipibpility is acty & Ls the ity of identity
and non~contradiction vhich ar= the basic principles of
rational consciousness and judgment. Thoxgh potency, form,
and act are distinct and three, still they are the distinct
components of the same reall ty. Similarly, thourh gentral
and conjugete forms are distinct, they too are the distinct
components of the same reality 3 for vhile Lt_; is trus that
an lmayinzble vhole does not differ imagXuably from the sum
of its imaginabla parts, it al so Is true tkat understanding
and affirming a central form 1s quits different from grasp-
ing and affirming an aggregate of conjugate forms, Finally,
intelligitility muy be meterial or spiritusl; material
Intelligibiiity elther consists 1{%&1-91? empirical ml-
tiplicity and difference of prime votency or else is con-
ditioned intrinsically by ity In contrast, spiritual in-
telligibility 1s comprehensfve; Ats reach &s the universe
of belng: and 1t 1s In virtue of that reah not only that
man can iknow the universe tut also that the unlverse can

bring forth 1lts own unity in the concentrited form of a

single Intelligent view, i
) i
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e Matanhysics as Scionce !

Qur study of human intellissnce ravealed the

necessity of distinguishing sharply betuaeen ordinary cone-
cants, that express and result from ilasizhts, and the notion

of being, that has to have quite a different oririn and

ground, For if the notion of bwing expressed and resulted i
from an insi; hit, that insight would have to be an under- ;
standing nobt meraly of the whole of the actual univarss §
but also of t:ao total range of possible 'mlverses, Such j
an understanding would be identical with Aguinas' actuys !
totius entls, that is, with God (Sum, theol,, I, ¢.79,

a, 2 ¢,), Since man possesses & notion of being yet obvious- |
ly fails to satisfy Aquinas' concept of God, man's notion i
cannot result from an act of understandinge Accordingly, we i
were led to the discovery that tha notion of being has its
origin and grownd in an anticipative doslire to understand,

in a capacity to inquire and ref"lect, Furthsr, we were led

to conceive metapshysics, which traditionally 1s the sclence

of being, as an implemeritation of the Intsgral heuristice
structure of tha realm of being that colnciddes with the

field of possible exnerioconcs, From-this concaption of
metaphysies thars followed a formulotion of a method of
metaphysics, an . to test this maethod vwe have devotad two
chapters to the ilements of Metaphysics end to Metaphysics

as Science.

¥hile we have attempted o more than a test,
still the test has been, XI think, sufficiently basic and
extensive to estabilish the possibvility of constructing a
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couplete 'metaphysical treatise in accord with the method
that has been worked out. Moreover, it 15 not difficalt
to predict the goneral c¢hweracter of such & conplete trea-
tise for, despite differences in detall, ths results of

applying the method bear an astounding similarity to the

doctrines of the Aristotelian and Thomlst tradition, There
13 the contrast betwaen tha ten c:tegsories and the metaw-

physical elements of potency, form, anl act in central

(or substentivl) an? eonjugste (or accidental) ordars:

thg:ra is & iilevarciy of grades of belng i ann nhjactively
ordered universa; there ar: mattsr and spirlt with spirit
indepenient in existaence and in operation both of matter

and of the empiricel residue (th: conditiones muteriae) s

there are distinctione a:n?! relations, ths Immunity of rela-
tions from direct change, intrinsle an’ eoxirinsie denomina-
tion, formal csuse anl lformel effact,

£t11], there is a basic novelty for these
P results are obtained not by strokes of genlus bunt by method,

They arte obtained withont any appsal to authorities, Thay

are obtained without Zeductions [rom princlples that claim

]
e ' to be self-evident yst, in fact, are not self-evident to
| everybodly., They rest on a strategy of break-through, en-
circlenent, zn? confinement, Inquiry and incight, formula-
o tion an’ criticel raflactinn, grasp of the uneocnditioned
and judgment are found to be necessary conditions of our
U knowing. Without then neit‘uar.science aor connnn sense 1s

possible; without tiem no revision of any view is possible;

without them the subjact can be nalther intelilgent nor
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reasonable and, in fact, not only 1s the sublect unable to

renoince his intelligence and inquirg, or to remudiate his
reasonableness ani reflset, but also h=2 has a positdve and
ef' fective inclination both to inaulre intelligently &nd
reflect rsasonably, From this break-through there resalts
encirclement, for desvite tne protesn character of the
notion of beding (vhich as protean now is idantifi=d vith
matter and now with idea, now with phenomena anl nov with
assence, now vith & transcendent unknowable aﬁl oy vith
thie things that exist), there s latent and opevative,
prior fo all such determinutions, the objective of the
detached and disinterested desire o know, thes ohjmctive

to be raachi2d through intelligsnt grasp und reasnnatle
affimmetina,. Baing in this sense is a notion that cinnot

be controverted: 1t is assumed in all inguiry an’ ref'lec-
tion, in sll thought ant doubt; 1ts acknowledgemant L3
1mplicit in the break-throught and since, 1t embruices all
views anl thelr objects, its acknowledyeoment is an enclrcle-
ment, Sti1ll if tho> hearistic notion of heing canriot be con-
troverted, it need not be ideatified with th2 reals &f |
being ds what is to be knovn by iatslligent graszp and
ragsongble affirmafion, than the real may bde vhat 1s known
unquestioningly bacanse 1t is known befdre any questions
are asked, But at lasst tiie antithesis 1s sharp; 1t results
in the divislon of philosophic statements into the two
clisses of positions and counter-positions; it isplies that
statements of counter-positions cennot be both completely
coherant anl =21ithar intelldigent or reasonable; it grounds

the account of the dialectical process in which vositions |
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invite developuent and counter-positions invite reversal:
and once the subject grasps that, unless he identifies the
resl with being, his statements ara bound to b2 counter-

positions that evenitually are dus for reversal, confine-

ment has sat in,

ior ars the attractions of the method limited
to securing a solld foundation for the metaphysical strue-
ture, For tho ver process that erects the foundation also

builds upon it, As vas noted in exeminin;; the methoeds of

natural sclence, there is a scilssors-like actlon that
sealects the nathematlcal expression of physical laws by
operating simultsneously from above with differential
eqations and from below with moasurcments and empirical
correlations, But this procedurs was employed in 1ts pure
form in reaching the self-sffirmption of the knower, when
the inevitability of experlence, of intelligent inquiry,
of ceritical roflection, and of thaeir unity, combined with

the subject's awereness of his own subjection to such in-

“”§ ovitabllity to Assue into his affirmation of himself a&s an
individuzl existing unity differentiated by capacities to

° experience, to inquire, and to reflect, Nov this affirma-
tion of oneself as a knower also is an affirmation of the
general structure of any wronortiongte object of knowledge,

O Further investigation of the process of knowing can deter-

mine 1n graater detall the structure of the nrovortionate

known. This upper blade of the scissors is mateh=d by the
Jower blade of common sense and scientific pronouncements,
which the philosopher caen criticlze but cannot replace,

for any attempt at replacement would be to desert the method

(A
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proper to philosophy ani to employ tha methods proper to
science or the procedures proper to common sencse, Finally,
to close the sclssors, there is operatdve the detached and
disinterested desire to know, reinforced by the explicit
rojection of all obscurantism, an? pulded by the critleal
dialectic that discriminatss hetven positions and counter-
positions in the formulation of the results of comron
sense, of science, and of metaphysics,

If the imm dlately preceding parasgraphs

. sharpen the outline of our account of method i metaphy-

sics, thls anc tho preceding chapter show that thz method
cann be apnlinl and that it is at once poverful, expeditious,
and decisive, For the issues we have ralsed are nelther
simple nor secondary nor undisputeds If the answors ve

have r=ached arc essentislly traditional, they have been
pulled neatly and effectively out of the comnpromising orblit
of Aristotle's physics and they have been endowed with new
14fe and vigor by their intimate conjunction with cognition-
el theory, with the results of possible science, and with
the pronouncements of common sence, The surprising dispateh,
with which the elements of central and conjugate potency,
form, and act vere established, conld bu folloved by an
invasion of the new territory of explanatory gsansra and
spocles and of vrocesses of development. The Intricacies

of distinctions and relations, of the precise meaning of
the metenhysicel 2lemonts and thelr function in total human
kmiowledge, and of the unlty of the universs, of the single
concrete belng, of the human compound of spirit and matter,

conld be thrown into & basic perspective with a minimum
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No doubt, every reader will have his further 1

questions, for our ex-ursion intn metanhysics has ained
solely at {llustrating ant testing thie concrete possibil-
1ty of a method. For that xreason, 1t would be missing the

point entirely to put ths further guestions to me instead |

of endeavoring to work out the ansvers oness<lf, My purpose
has been to reveal tha nature of Lasight as knovledge by

showing in a concrete fashionn thet metaphysics can be a

sclance with & sharply delinad obJective, with stricetly
imposead limits, and with a criterion tiut 1s effectlive 1In
excluding mere disoutation, But the clsar-cut proof of
possitil ity 1o thy facte Accordingly, I have not been cone
tent to delin2 matashysice as the ¢anception and imple-
mentation of the integral heuristlc structure of our know-
ing In an endesvor to ground, pmetrate, transform, and
unlfy the scattered knowledge of common sense and the
sciences, I also have tried to indicate just how that
"\‘ integ ral heuristic structure could be reached and applied
to the task in hand, I have not been content to limit
metaphysics to the structure of proportionate belng as exe-
plained, but repestedly I have 1llustrated the maaning and
the Limplications of that Jdimitation. I have not baen con-
o tent to show that the discoverdes of human intelligerice may

ba formulated as positions or as counter-positions, but

also I have fllustrated hov that cardinal principle of
eritienl dialsctic cuts 1like a knife through disputes on
the nature of .12 real, of the objsctive, of development,

of distinctiong, of relatioms, of the metashysical elements,
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of matter and spirit.

Elovevar, the main point 1s thut the methed
puts an end to mere disputation, It divides the fisld
of possible inowledge of proportionzte being into knowe
ledge of things as related to us and knovledge of things
as reluated to orze another, It divides the Latter fileld
into scilence thzt explains anl metanhyclcs that antlcipates
the genéral stmacturs of proportionste belng as sxplained,
It divides such enticipations Into groun<e? assartions,
that possess a Fuctual premis; in the utilized structure
of our knowing, en! empty assertions, thiat lack suach a
premisﬁ. Finally, it divides grounded assertlons dnto
coherent positions, that admit development, and incoherent
counter-positions, that invite revaersal. N ow every disputant
has something to say, But what he ssys either refers to pro-
portinonate beirag or not, elther to proportlonate bvelngs in
their relations to one another or rniot, elther to the anti-
cipated stxucture ol proportionate belng @&s exnleined or
note If the dismputant!s statemant falls under the negative

member of any of these dichotomlies, then 4t 1s not & meta-

- physical stetement and Lt is to disregerdad in metaphysics,

But if Xt 1s & metaphysical statement, thon elther it
possesses a factual pramissi in the ntilized structure of
our knov.lizg o 1t does not; and if it does not, then it 4s
an empty &ssortion, Finally, if it is:grounded assertion,
then either it Ls a position that aimits development or elss
it {s notz and &f 1t s not, then it ls & countar-position
to be reversed by the simple technique of‘fr@(mg 1t coherent
with the statement that it is stated intelligently and
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ressongbly.
The first three disjunctionz separate neta-

physical assertions from the assertlions of common sense,

of scionce, und of theology. The last two disjunctions
soparate valld netavhysical statements from empiy &sserw

tions and from ¢Hhunter-positions. Together thoy serve to

defdne what questions ere metaphysdcal, hov correct ansvers
are to be determined, and how they are to te formulated.
Horeover, corr=ct answers and correct formulatlons are

selacted, not by asking further metashysiczl quastions,

but by investigating 15{,985 that pertain to the field of
cogriitionazl theory and ultimately prove to be guite detere
ninate questions of concrete cognitional fact, For the
metaphysical structure of proportionate being as definitive-
ly explained, s en objoct of our knowledge, not through
presﬁnt scientific explanation of the universe, nor through
any alleged inspection of the essence of the universe, buat
through its isomorphism vith the utilized structure of our
gnowlng. What the structure of our knowing is, sets s
question to be answered by invastigatlon of our cognitional
actdvities, ﬂ_gain, the utilization of that structure sets

another guoestion of facts for the question arises Lnasmuch

a8 our Knowing admits different structurel alternstives:
and the question can be settled by an appeel to the boun-
dary conditions provided by the broadest certainties of

dizlectically transformed sclence and common senses. Finslly,

correct answers need correct formulations; but the possi-

bility of mistaken formulations has its ground in the poly-

morphism of human consciousness; and the selection of correct
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formilations can be effected inasmuch as the incoherence
of counter-positions lnvitas thelr reversal,

Nov such a procedure elininaztes mere disnutation
and bestows upon metahysics the status of & sclence, I do
not mean thet 1t secures atomatic golutlons for metaphysical
1ss ues, or that 1t annihilates tha obscurwntist, ths obtuse,
or the mind fixed im a habltual roittine. On the contrary, -
J repard the sutomatic solution &8s a mere nyth that springy
from a non-rational hankering after & non-ra tional security,
for every solution is to bs discoverad by irte2llivence and
is to be accapted by reasonzbleness, &nd nel ther ths exer—
clise of intelligence nor the exercise of rwa gorableness is
automatic, A:ain, like the poor of the Gozspel, the obscar-
antist, the obtuse, and the merely routine mind may be ex-
pected always to be with ué. But hovever exa sperating such
ninds may be in the short run, in the long run they are
negligible; they can block but they cannot initlate: they
can manipulate pressures but they cannot laeady and 1f they
denounce you & § a fool in your life-time, thelr sons will
mlstake you for a genlus when you are dead, For they are in-
different to truth and falsity; they are concernzd only with
the familiar, which they strive to meintain, sni with the un-
familiar, which they strive to oppose: but the ners passags
of time makes the unfamiliar fumiliar, and peovle that can.
not be persuaded by the suddenness of intell igence and reason,
are easily convinced by the slow but inevitable gradualness
of timee 50 it is In the scilences. For scientific method does

not succeed in teachiing old dogs nev tricics, As Max Planck

testified, a new scientific posltion guins g eneral acceptance,
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not by making onponents change their minds, but by holding
i@s own until old ags has retirsed them from their nrofess-
hiﬁEﬁi chairs (M,Planck, Scientific Autobiography and Other
Peversg: 0.T. by F. Gaynor: N%w'Yorkdr194Q,p.33 £.).

As in the natural sclences, so alse in metaphysics
the function of methad is to secure & firm orlentation and
& tendeniey that in the long run is afflecacinous, As In the
natural sclences thlis goal is ettained by requiring & ful-
filment In the data of observation und experiment, so that
there will exist a possibla transition from the conditionad
suprosition of thouht to tha'virtually unconditioned affir-
mation of Judrment, so too in metaphysics & similar goal {s
to be attained by requiring & fulfilment in the utilized
structure of our knowledge, so that there will exist s
possitle transition from netenhysical speculation to meta-
physical affirmation. Flnally, as In the natural sclences,
g0 2lso In metaphysics, an understanding of the method, &ts
accurate formuletion, 1ts accentence, and its proper use
are neither automatlcally achieved nor automatically
gfficacious, They are operations of intelligence and resson-
ableness, They result only from sustained inguiry and sus-
tained reflectlion, Thweir power is no more then ths pover
of Intelligence and reasonableness snd, while that power
45 great lndead, it 1s not exercisad after the fashion of
the stean-roller that crushes opposition but through a
mounting dialectical tension that mekes ahsurdity ever more
ovidently absurd until man elther rejocts Lt or destroys
himself by clinging to it,

The apt illustration of this polnt lies, of
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¢ourse, in the 4%alectdcal demand for method in metaw
physics, for it 43 tha®s demand thatarose in the nedleval
universitisy, that has remedned the basie preoccupation

of suhsequent philosophles, thet is responsible, since it
has not been meot falrly anl squarely, both for the disrepute
Into which metaphysice hes fallen &nd for the intellectual,
moral and soclal consecquences that in our day so evidently
flow from disdain for metanhysics,

The d<=mand for 2ethod in metarhysics rose
out of mediaval theoloslye Tho twelfth contury was opnressed
vith an apparentdy insoliible prohlem, with the necossity of
di stinguishing between divine grace and human freedom and,
at the sams time, an Imebility to conceive either teram with-
out implying the others Xn the first third of the thirteen-
th centary, there gradriadly was evolved the notion of two
entitative orlarsg so thet grace stood above nature, faith
above raason, an! chardty above natural human exeellence.
With increasing thoroughness this distincetion hetween a
natural order and a sumervening gratuitous order was carried
through by successiva theologlans to recelve after the middle
of the century Lts complete formulatfon and Lts full theo-
logical espnlicntion in the writings of St, Thomas Aquinas,
Finally, .despite the condemnatinons of Aquinas at Pards and
Oxford, desvite tha arddity of fourteanth century nominal-

H’]'.mm ism and the sterldlity =f its scﬁb}cicism, desplte the world-
ly contempt of the Renaissance for the Schoolyien and the
plous contempt of the Heformation for carnal inowledge,

~despite the semi-ratlomalism of a Hermss, a Gunther,2
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Frohschammer, and the agnosticlsm of nodernlsts, the
tachnically formulated distinction between reason and
falth has only grown in impor%ance in the Catholde Church
since 1ts hasic formulation in the thirt=enth century,
Vithin his own tsrms of referance, Aquinas 4id his work
well.

51111 & distinetion between reason and falth
is a distinction within theology. It pertains to the theo-
logian's Aelimitation of bis owmn fleld and to the elabora-
tion of his own nethodology. But it possesses inplications
outside the theologlcel domain, Its meaning is not confined
to the erectlion of distinet and suhordinate deneriments of
vhilosovhy and science within theologlcosl schools and for

B%qu the fu:therance of theological purposes. For ance reason 1is
acknowledired to be distinct from faith, there is Issued an
invitation to ra2ason to uzrow in consclousness of its native
powar, to c¢laim its nroper fleld of inquiry, to work out
its departments of investigation, to determine {ts own
methods, to operats on the basis of its own principles and
precepts, Huch was the underlying sianificance of the dis-
covery of Arisiotle by the madleval zge of falth. Such too
was the op:n significance of Renalssance humendsm, Fenais-
sance plillosophy, and Renalssance scilence.

In Defcartes, one finds the problem of philo-
sophic method expllceitly envissged anl vigorously explored,
But 1if he could take for granted the legaltimacy of pursuing
philosophy without bringing his religious faith to bear
direetly on the issue, he was completely innocent of the

notion that science conld be pursued wvith a similer in-
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dependsnce of philosophy. For him 1t was plaln that one
man had one mind and to his synthetic grasp 1% scemed
simpler to mastser the whole of humen knowlasdpe than to
disentanzle one part from the rest and attempt to leaxn
i1t thoroughly, So, as ha dediced thz exlstance of God from
the initial certitude of nis Coglto, he 2lso deduced the
consarvation of momentum from the fmmutability of God.
Cloarly the distinetion batween raason and faith had to be
followed bw & distinction bhetwaen sclence and vhillosophy,
As the elewvonth ceatury brillisnce of an Anselm had bem
mistaken i offaring necessary reasons for th-s mysteries
of falth, o tho saventeenth century brilliance of Descartes
was mlstaken in of ferdng philosophle reasons for & theor'j
of mechanics, Yat as.theology had been able to work out
its method only by distinguishing 1tself from philosomhy
and thereby generating a challenge to lts pro-eminence, so
philosophy could not formulate L{ts nature and method withe
out distingulshing itself from sclsnce and thereby calling
forth 8 challenge to its anbition to rule., And as the
challenge to theology emphesized the distinct existence
of philosophy, so the challenge to philosovhy emphasized
the dlstinet existence of scisnce.

The course of the dielectic Lls clear enough,
As there 15 a post-Carteslan affirmetion of phdlosophy
thet rules theology out o}‘ couxrt, so there 1s a post-Kan-
tian affirmation of sclence that tosses overboard even Kantts
nmodest clailms for philosophy, ant there 1s a still later

totalitarian wiolence that with equal impartielity brushes
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aside thenlogw ani philosophy and science. But at that
empty conclusiox to the sequence of aver less comprehen-
sive syntheses, nan still 3xdsts and man still is called
unon to declde, Archaists urgs hlm to imepine that he lives
in an uage of Liberal ism, or raetlonalism, or falth, Futur-
i1sts palnt for him a utopia that cannot dispulse its own
nythical featizres, But the pleain fect 1s that the world
lies $n pleces bLafore him zn? pleads to be put together
agalny, to be put together not as 41t stood before on thae
careless foundatlon of assuuptlions thst heppened to be
unguestioned tht on the strong ground of the possihility
of questiondng and with full awareness of the range of
possible ansvers,

Such, I would submit, is the significance for
our time of patiiol {n metavbyilces, For if I am concerned
to meet Kant's dezands vpon any future metaphysics, {f I
em impressed by Humels srgument that the central science
1s the empirical sclence of man, 4f I respond to Dascartes!
aspiration for bold yet methodical initiative, these themes
from & pest that 15 over are Wt overtones in the problem
that ¥h&t 1s our existentlal situation. If its confusion

is to be repleced by intelligible ordar and its violence

by reasonabke afflrmation, than the nucleus from which
this preocess can begdn must Include an acknowledgement
of detached lnquiry and dlsinterssted reflection, a
rigorous unfol ding of the inmpllications of that acknow=-
ledgement, an accedtance not only of the mstaphysics
that constitutes thet unfolding but 2lso of the mathod
that guldes lt between the Charybdls of asserting too
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little aund the Scylla of asserting too mach,
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