INSIGHT

CHAPTER XJIX

GENERAL TRANSCENDENT KNOWLET(E

If there is or if there is to be e higher
integration of humon living, then it will be known only
through a knowledge that goes beyond the various types that

hitherto have engaged our attention. But if the new Knowe

ledge 1s to bhe continuous with the old@, then it will conform
to the vasic characteristics with whiech we have bacome

familliar.

Perhaps the most fundamental of these character=
1stics appears Lin the distinetion between a heuristic

structure and its determinstion. The simple fact that man

M : knows through Iintelligent inquiry snd rational reflection,
o enables him to detormine in advance certein generel
attributes of the object under Investigation. So the
methods of the empirical sciences rest on the asntlelpation
of systems of laws, of ideal frequencies, of genetic operae
¢ tors, of dialeotical tensions. So the metaphysios of pro-
LJ - : portionate being has been conceived as an implementation of

integrated heuri stic struecturss of empirical soience. So

the present ohapter on general trensoendient knowledge is
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congerned to determins what we cam and do know about
transcendent being prior to tie atiainment of an act of
understanding that grasps whe t sny transcendent being 1se.
To employ the terms that sLll be more familiar to many,
the present chapter is oconcerzed with the knowledge of God
that, according to 5t, Thomaes Aquinas, consists in kmowing
that he is but not what he 18,

1. The Notion of Tran stendence

omronly tramscende nce &s opposed to immanence,
and then.tha sinplest way Lo understand the opposition 1s
to begin from the ordimery vien tlmat knowing consista in
looking. For on that wiew the et of error is somewhat
disconoerting: eithser errcr (onsimis Iin seeing what is not
there or else it consists lun mot mee ing what is there. But
if the first look is erromeoi=m, the second, third, fourth,
or nth mey err in the same ox kn some different fashion.
Which 18 to be trusted? ls sy to be trusted? Does not
sertitude require the possibdiRity of aome super-look in
which one can compvere the objeet t o be looked at and the
object as seen? Would not $hs swpe r-look be open to exactly
the same difficulty? Ob viouslw' it would, and so one is
brought to the oconelusion thet knowing is izmanent not
simply in the ontoleglosl sense that knowing occurs within

the knower but alsec In the episbenologieal sense that

nothing is known except the sontent Ammenent within the act

of knowing.
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A first step towards trenscendence, then, is %o
re Joeot the mistaken supposition that knowirg consists im
taking a look. After all, even the sbove argument for
im:sianence 38 not a matter of looking but a matter of
understending and judging, and 8o snyone that appeals to
the sbove argunent to affirm epl stemologlicsl immanence
might bstier appeal to the fact that he argues and so be
lod to reject the major premisf{ of the srgunent. Countexe

positions invite thelr own reverss l.

In a more general eanse, txanscendence means

"going beyond". So inguiry, insight, and formulation do

not mersly reproduce the content of sensible experience

but go beyond it. So reflection, grmsp of the unoondi tioned,
and judgment are not content with mexe objects of supjmsing,
defining, considering, but go beyond them to the universe

of facts, of being, of what truly is offirmed and really |s,
Moreover, omne cen rest content rith knowing things ss
rslated to us, or one can go beyond that to Join the scientists
in eearching for knowledge of things as related to one ]
another, 0ne can go beyond both common sSense and present
scienca, to grasp the dynamic siructure of our rational
knowing and doing, and then formalate a metaphysics and an

ethics. TFimally, one can ask whether human Knowledge is

confined to the universe of propoxréionate belng or goes

beyond it to the realm of trenscendent being; and this
. transcendent realm may be conceived elther relatively .
or a.bsiolutely, elther as beyond mé.n or as the ultima.te,

in the whole process of golng beyond.
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the imposing nane, ef transcende.nce ) is the elemantsry
_matter of ralsing further questions. Thus, the present
work has been written from a moving viewpoint., It began
from insight as an interesting event in human oonsoionsness,
It went on to inaight as a central event in the genmsis of
mathematlical knowledge. It want beyond mathematiecs to atudy
the role of insight in olassiocal and statistical investi-
gations. ;t vent beyond the reproducible insighis of
acientiats to the more conplex functioning of intell igences
in common sense, in its relaetions to its psychoneural

basis, and in its historiocal expansion in the develoment of
technology; economles, and polities. 1t went bayond all
such direct and inverse insights to the reflective grasp
that grounds judgment. Lt want beyond all insights aﬁ
activities to oonseider them as elements in knowledge. It

wont beyond astual knowledge to its permsnent dynanmio

structure to construct an explicit metaphysics and add the
general form of an ethics. It has found man involved and
engaged in developing, in golng beyond what he happens to
e ) be, and it has been confronted both with man's incapsodty
for sustained development and with his need to go beyond
the hitherto considered procedures of his endeavor to go

beyond.

Transcendence, then, at the present juncturs,
means & developnment in man's knowledge relsvant to a deve-

lopment in nman*s being. Hitherto we have been content with
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knowledge of proportlonste being. But man is in proeéss
of developnent. Inasmuch ag he is intelligent and reason=
able, free and responsible, he has to grasp and affimm,
gecept and exscute his own developing. But oan he? To
gresp his own developing 18 for man to understand it, to
sxtrapolate from his psst through the present to the
al.terna_tive ranges of the future, It is to extrapolate not
only horizontelly but also vertically, not only to future

recqurrences of past events, but alsc to futurs higher

imtegrations of contemporary unsystemstized manifolds.

Kors fundamemtelly, 1t is to grasp the principles that
govern possible extrapolations; for while posaib_ilitiea are
many and difficult to determine, prineiples may be few and
ascexrtainable., Moreover, since finelity 1s an upwardly but
indsterminately directed dynemism and since man is free, the
real issue lies not in the meny possibilities but in the few

principles on which man may rely in working out his destiny,

o s The Imnanent Source of Transcendence
&
The immanent source of transcendence in men is
hi 8 detached , disinterested, unrestricted desire to know,. |
As it i3 the origln of all his guestions, 1t is the origin
© of the radical, further questions that také him beyond the
i, de fined limits of particular issues. Nor 1s it !’?olalxz

the operator of his oognitionsl development. Yor its
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detachnent and disinterestedness set it in opposition to his
atiached and interested sensitivity and intersubjectivity;
and the knowledge it ylelds demands of his will the endea-
vor to develop in willingness and so make his doing ocone

sistent with his knowing.

8ti1l if this tension is too manifest for the
oxlstence of the pure desire to be doubted, the olaim that
it 1s an unrssiricted desire seems 8o extravagent as to
cause misglvings even in those that already sccept all ita
implications, Aoccordingly, 1t will be well to clarify
once more this point before attempting to advance further

in our inguiry,

The desire in question, then, is a desire to
understand correctly. To affirm that the desire is une
restricted Ls not to affirm that man's understanding is
unrestricted or that the correctness of his understanding is
unrestrioted, Tor the desire is prior to understandingrand
it 1s compatible with not understanding. Were i1t not, the
effort and prooess of Inquiry would be impossitle; for
inquiry 1s a manifestation of a desire to understand, and

1t ocours before one does understand,

Secondly, to affirm that the desire ls unrestrictied
18 not to affiim that the attainment of understanding will
be unrestricted. For the transition from tﬁa desire to the
attainment has conditione that are distinct from desiring.

It is to help fulfil¥ such conditions that solentific and




Jeneral Transcendent Knowledge go - 7

- %¥hat the other conditions might be,

philosophic methods exist, Hence, to affirm an unrestriocted
deslre to understand is to affimm the fulfilment of only
ons of many conditions fof tlie attainment of unrestricted
understanding. So far from stating that the other con-

ditions will be fulfiiled, it doss not attempt to determine

Thirdly, to affixrm that the desire 1z unrestricted
is not to affirm that, in & wisely ordersd universe, the
attainment of understending ought to be unrestriosted,

Such an affirmation would follow from the premis%ﬁ In every
wigely ordered universe desire for atteimment entails ex=
igence for attainment. DBut the premis;;_ia obviounsly false;
a deaire to comult murder does not entail o duty to ocommit
murder, snd least of asll doss Lt do so in a wisely ordered
universe. It may be contended, however, that the premisj’
is correct when the desire is -ood, natural,spontaneous,

But this contention has lis own suppositions, In a unlverse
of statioc horizontal gtrata, such as is envisaged by aubo=

nomous‘ abstract physics, autonommmbabatract chemistry,
J .

autonomous abstract biology, and so forth, the tendenciles
and desires, natural and sponienecus on any level, would
have to be confined to that level; because they were confined

to their own level, they could and would be fulfilled on

their own level; and hecause they could and would be fﬁlfilled

i

onn their own level, it wonld be true to c¢laim that in a
wisely regulated unlverse of static horizontal strata desire

for attainment entailed exigence for attaimment. It re-
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mains to be shown, howewsr, that this universe corresvonds
to s set of ebstract, unrelated solences and so coonsists in
a 8ot of statlo horizontel strata. The fact seems to be

that this universe is coucrete and that loglcally unrelated

scienoes are relsted intelligently by a succession of
higher viewpoints. Acoordingly, besides the tendencies
and desires confined to any given level, there sxrs the __
lnbeiinrs b, emsisinr Shf o Grgorid Gy, gsinn Ao ng art
reality of finality concelved as an upwardly but indeter=-
minately dixrected dynanim; and since this dynamism of
finality attaing its successive goals statistically, asince
provabilities decrease as sttainment inoreases, the
inplication of unrestricted attaimment in unrestricted

desire is neither necessity nor exigence but, at nost,

negligible prohability.

If one has to lator to oclarify what the unrese
tricted desire is not, Lt is reletively simple to revesal

what it is, Man wants to understand completely. As the

desire to understand is the opposite of total obscurantism,
.Hn“ s0 the unresiricted desire to understand is the opposite of
any and evexy partial obscurantism no matter hor slight.
The rejection of total obscurantism is the demsnd that some
questions, at least, are not 1o be met with an arbitrary
exclamation, Let's forget it. The rejection of any and

every partlial obacurantism is the demand that no gquestion

to b'e submi tted to the process of intelligent grasp and

oritical reflection. Negatively, then, the unrestricted

T T T L A R T R S T T e i)
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desire excludes the unintelligent and uncritical re jection
of any question, and positively the unrestricied desire
denands the intelligent and criticesl handling of every

guestion,

Nor is the existence of this unrestricted desire
doubtful, Neither centurles of inquiry nor enornous
libreries of enswers have revealed any tendency for the

gtremm of further gquestions to diminish. Philosophies and

counter-philosophles have been multiplied but, whether
intellectualist or anti=-intellectualist, whether they pro-
¢lain the rule of reason or advocate thinking wvith the
blood, they do not exolude any field of inguiry without
first srguing that the effort is useless or snexvating or
nisleading or illusory. And in this respect ws ney be
sonfident that the future will resemble the past for,
unless some one comas forth to speack in the name of stue
pidity and silliness, he will not be able to claim that
some questions, specified or unspecified, are to be brushed

aside though there 1s no reason whatever for doing so,

Analysis yields the same conclusion. For, apart
from being, there is nothing, The }‘roposition is snslytic,
for it cannot be denied without internal contredictiom., If,
apart from being, there were something, that something would
be; and if that something were, it would be enother instance
of being and so not apart from being. Moreover, being is the

objective of the detached and disinferested desire Lo know;

° ) S
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for that desire grounds inquiry snd reflection; inquiry

leads to understending, reflection lesds to affirmation; and
being is whatever cun be grasped intelligently and affirmed
reasonably. But being is unrestiricted for, apart from 1%,
there is nothing. Therefore the objective of the dstached
and disinterested desire is unrestricted., But a desire with
an unrestrioted objective is an unrestricted desire and so

the demire to knov is unresiricted.

Introspective reflection brings us once more to
the same affirmstion. TYor, whatever may be true about the
cognitional aspiretions of others, might not my own be
radically limited? Might not my desire to understand correctly*?
auffer from some immanent and hidden restrlction and blas,
80 that there could be real things that lay quite beyond
its utmoat horizon? Might not that be 50? Yot if I ask the
question, it 1s in virtue of my desire to know; and as the
question 1tself reveals, my desire to knbw ooncerns itself
with what lles quite beyond a suspected limited horizon,

Even ny desire sesms unresiriocted,

S The Notion of Transcendent Knowledge

Ban's unxestricted desire to know is mated to e
limited capacity to ettain knowledge. TIrom this paradox
there follow both & fact and 8 requirement, The fect is
that the range of possible questions is larger than the range

of possible answers. The requirement is a criticsl survey

of possible Questions, TFor it is only through such a
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oxritical suarvey that men can provide himself with intel-
ligent and reasonable grounds both for setting aside the
questions that cannot be answersd ani for limiting his

attention to the juestions to which snswers are possible,

This oritical undertaking is not ass sinple s
has been supposed. For while the issus is formulated in
terms of possibility and impossaibility, it can be answersd
ontly in terms of fast., In the first place, the question of
posalbility ls regressive. If any less general inquiry hes
to be preceded by a critical inquiry on its possibility,
then oritical inquiry has to be precedsd by e preecriticsd
inquiry on the possibility of critical inquiry, the pro=
oritical needs a pre-pre-criticsl inquiry,and so on indefi.
nitely. 1In the sscond place, questions of possibility and@
impossibllity can he settled only by appealing to Judgments
of faet, TFor while there are analytic propositions and
vlille they can be established ad libitum by postulating

gsyntactical rules and defining terns subject to the rules,

arialytic principles are to be had only by meeting the further

requirement thiat both the terms and thoe relations of the

analytio propositions occur in conexrete judgments of facta

The paremount issue, then, in determining the
possibiliiy of knowledge 1s elways the fact of knowledée.
The argument always will ve that knowmledge 1s possible if in
faect knowlege of that kind oscurs. It follows that the

eritical issue #an be tackled only plecemeal., TFacts have
pe settled one after another and it is only in the grand
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strategy that guides the seriatlion of the facts that the

answer to the arltical Lssue appcars.

In our own procedure four main stages. may bé
distinguished. First, we centered attention on cognitional
activity as activity and endeavored to grasp the key oo=
surrences in learning mathemntics, sdvancing science,
developing common sense, und forming judgmentis in these
fislds. Secondly, we turned to cognitiomsl activity as
oognitional and began with the particular case of self-
affirmation to show that self-affirmstion oocurred, that
it is knowledge 1f knowing is knowing beldng, and that it is

objective in ceriain determinable mesnings of objectivity.

Thirdly, we turned to the genernl csse of Knowleuge of

'proportionate being and, beceause self-affirmation wes a

key act, we were able to set up a genersl dialectlicel

theorem that divided the formuletions of the discoveTies

of human intelligence into positions emnd counter-pcsitiohs

and that showed positions to invite development and countar-
positions to invite reversal, On this basis it was shown

t0 be possible to set up s metaphysios 0f proportionate

being and a consecuent sethice.

The fourth staege of the argument is concerned
with human knowledge of transcandeni being. The bare bones
of the prooedure are simple enough. Belng ls whataver oan

be grasped intealigently and affirmed remsonublp. Being is

proportionate or transcendent according ms it lies within
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or without the domain of man®s outer and imner experience.
The possibility of. transoendent knowledge, then, is the
pessibil ity of grasping intelligently and sffirming reason-
ably a trsmscemdent being. nd the proof of the possibvility
lies in the fact that su.ch intelligent grasp and reasonshble

affirmat iom ooccur,

But, as has been observed, so gouneral sn outline
cannot revesl wietfl.cr or not the procedure possesses critioal
significance. Tor such significance lies, not in the yroof
of posuidbility from fact, but in the strotegio choice and
seriation of the fucts, or the moment, then, :11 thaet cen
be said is thust tne fourth stags of the argument will
contrimte to & Getermination of the power ¢nd of the
1irmitations of the humen mind in the measure that intelligent
grasp aond reasonubis uffirmation of transcendent being
prove to be the ineviteble culmination of ocur whole mcoount

of under stancding snd of judgment.

Finally, 1t may not be aniss ts note that this

gsction on the notion of transcendeny knowledge calls for

no comment om the views of positivists and Kantlans. TYor
though both groups ere loud in their negations of the
possibility of Sranscendent knowledge, thelr feilure to give
an adeq&ate account of proportionate knowledge has foroed us
to register our differences at s more slementary stage of the
argument . Unless one considers Comte's mythie religion of

humanity to ne positive, positivism has nothing positive to

add to the counter-positions as illustrated by materislism,

/_:_\:\‘ e e+ e e
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enpiricism, senalsmy,. phenomenalism, solipsism, pragmatism,

modernism, and existenticlism. In contrast, Kantftan thought

.1is 1ich and fertils in the problems it reises. Dut its

transcendental assthetic has been mauled by nore recent
work in geometry and in physics, and the transcendental
logle suffers from an incoheronce thut seens irromedladle.
For the transcendental dialestic rests its alfirnation of &
transcendental illusion on the ground that the uncondi tioned
ia not a constituent factor in judgment but sinply a regu~
lative idesl of pure rcason. ilowever, the schemetiasn of the
ghtegories provides the link between sense and the pure
categories of the urderstanding; such a link is prior to
judgnent and a constituent fector in judgment as concrete.
Pinally, whiles Kant does not notice that the scheraatism is
simply an application of the virtually unconditioned (e.g.,
i1 there is & filling of the empty form of Time, thore is

an instance of the fleal; the filling occurs; henoa, therse

is an instance of the Heal), the fact remains that the
unconditions<d grounds the schematism and so'grounaa conoerete

judgnent on ¥ant*s own showing.

4, Preliminaries to Coneelving the Transcsndent Idee

Kuowlédge of transcendent being involves both
fntelligent grasp and ressonable affirmation. But beforse
we oan affirm reasonably, we must grasp intelligently; and
before wo can grasp transcendent veing intelligently, we

have to exirapolate from proportionate being. The prosent

B P PP T
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sastion, then, is comcerned with that extrapolation. |

The nature of the extrspolation may best be i

illustrated by comparing it with methenstics, For the

mathematician dirffers both from the logieiun and Trom the

el

scientist. Ilie differs from the logician inasmuch as he
cannot grand all the terms and reluetions he employs to be
mere objects of thought, le differs from the scientist
inasmuch os he is not bound to repudi:te every object of
thought that lacks verification. In somewhat similar fashion,’
the presenl offort to conceive the transcendent ilea is |
concerned simply with concepts, with objects oi nu: pusing,

defining, considering, end therefore no question of exiatmnce D

or oocurrence arises. None the less, the extrapolation %o

the trenscendent, though conoceptual, operates from the real

bagls of proportiomate being, so that some elemments in the
transcendent idea will be verifiable just as sone of the

positlive integers are verifiable.

The gquestion that leads to the extrapolation hes
been raised already but not answered., For we have identified
the real with being but we have not ventured to =msy just

g
what being is. What, then, 1s being?

Let us begin by teking our bearings. One nmay
distinguish 1) the pure notion of being, 2) the heuristie
notion of being, 3) restricted zcts of understanding,

concelving, and affirming being, and 4) the unrestricted act

of understending being.
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The pure notion of being is the deticied, dis=
Interssted, unrestricted desire to know, It is prior to
understanding and effirming, but it heads to them for it
18 the ground of intelligent inquiry and oritical reflection.
Moreover, this heading towards knowing i= itself a notion,
for it heads not unconseciously, as the seed to the plant,
nor sensitively, as hunger for food, but intelligently and
reasonably, as the radical noBsis towards every nofma, the

baslc Lenae'e pensante towards evary panae’e pemda, the

initiating intentio intendens towards every intentio intenta.

Secondly, since the pure notion of beding unfolds
through understanding end Jjudgment, there san be Lornulated
a heuristic motion of being as whatevar is to bhe gresped

intelligently and affirmed reosonablye

Thirdly, though the pure notion is wixrestirieted
desire, still 1t 1s intelligent and reasonable daaire.
Hence, it is content to restriet iiself provisiomally, to
ask one question at 2 time, to prescind from other questions
vhile working towards the solution of the issue im hand,
From .ﬂch prescinding, which anticipates comparative nega-
tiv.lr_a.«-"judgmants, as the notion of nature or sssence or uni-
HHHH versal antiocipates the content of intelligent definition,
there follow restricted inquiries, restricted scis of
understandin: and conceiving, reflection on suoh concepiions,

snd Jjudgments about particular beings and particular doma ins'

of belng.

L T
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Fourthly, none of the foregoing activitlea anables
one to answer the questior, ¥What la belng? The pure
notion of heing ralseg 2ll guestions but. answers nore,
The hsuristle not ton anvisages 2ll angvers but determnines
none, Particular ingulrles solve sone questlons but not
all, Unly an unrestricted act of understanding can
meet the ilssue. TFor teing Ls completely unlversal and
ocompletely concrete; apart. from it, thsre 1s nothing
and 8o knovwledge of what belng 1s canrot be had in
anﬁhlmg lega than an act of understanding everything
about everything, Correlative to an unrosiricted desire
to understand, there mey be posited elther an IndeTinite
pfooesa of develorment or an unrestricted act of under~
standing., But the content of developing understanding
never Ls the idea of belng, for as lomg as understanding
1s developing, there are further gquestions to be arnswered.
Only the conteont of the unraatr‘lgtad act of urderstandling
can be the ides of helng, for it.:t;rxly on the supposition
of mﬂnreat.rlcted act. ttwult everythlng about everything
is understood,

It follows that the 3dea of heing 1s absoluteldy
transcendent, For 1t Ls the content of an act of uwnres-
tricted understanding, Bwut such an ac¢h not only tares
ug beyoni all human ashlevement but also as-lgne the
ultimate 1imit to the whole process of going beyond.
Iﬁslgghts and VieWpOi?ltB can be transcendsd a;s long as
further ouestlons éan e asked, But once all about a1l

e svesw s igeunderstood, thereé Yes 1o room for further questions.
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e have extrapoisted from the quesiion, What is
being? (o the absolutely transcendent idea of veing and,
obviously, the critical guestion arises. Beceuse man'a
desire to knmow 1s unrestricted while hi s capacity to know is
limited, one does not have to be a fool {0 ask more qugations
than a wise m#sn can answer. GartaiHLXLJmen ask, What 1is
being? Indeed, ever since we identified ths real with belng
we have been luboring to stave off that gquestion until we
oould tackle it properly. But though the question arises
very naturally, it does not follow that nan®*s naturel re-
gourcas suffice to answer it. Clearly, man caunot answer
it by enjoying an unrestricted act of unierstanding, for
then his capacity to know would not be limited and he
would have no need for oritical investigaticons, But it
seens esqually olear tha% man can answer t':e questicn by
working out the conclusion that the ides of being is the

content of an unrestricted act of understanding; for the

Ifact proves possibility; and we have reached that conoclusion.

d
- Morsover, what we have determined alre%y in a highly

genexral fashlon, may be determined in a more detailed
fashion. For on the one hand we have worked out the oute
1ines of a metaphysic of proportionate hednz snd so we have
at our command at least one segment in the total rangs of
the idea of being. 0On the other hand, we have been engaged
throughout the present work in determining the nature of

understanding in mathematics, in common sense, in the

-
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e e vio have exirmpoluted from the yuesbtion, #hat is

.‘fwﬁﬁt waed belng? to the absolutely transcendent idea of -eing snd,
fﬁi— ohviously, the critical question srises, [3ecause maAn%a
ftéttﬁtcjjmt desire Yo know is unresiricted while his capacity to know is
e limited, one does not have to be a fool to ask more questions
o than n wise msn can answer. Cartninly{)men nsk, That is

Moy zr (27 boing? Indeed, ever since we identlfié& the real with being %
we have been Inborinz to stave off that guestion until we
conld tackle it properly. Buil though the nuostion nrises
very naturally, it does not follow that man's natural re=

soure=s anffloe o aswer it. Clearly, man tannot ansvor

it by enjoylng an wirestricted :act of unlerstanding, for

then his capaclity 4o ¥now vwould not bea limi ted and he

wonld have no neod for oritiecal investigntions., Dut it
geoms equally clear that man cen Ansser t'a question by
norking out the concLusion thal the ides of bdeing is the

contentt of »n unrestirleted act of understanding; for the

'fact proves possibility; and we lave reuvched that conelusicn,
@3 Moreovor, what we have deternincd alre%? in a hishly
ganeral fashion, nay be detertilned in a more detalled
fashione Tor on the one hand we have vorked out the oute
lines of n metmphyslc'of nrosortionate hein:s and so we have
at our command At leash one segrent in the total .ange of
LQ# | the idea of helng. On the nthiar hand, me have heen encapged
. thronghout the oresent work in dob rmining the nature of

undarstandlivg in mathenatics, im coamon sense, in the
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aciences,'and.ln philosophy; and eo we have at our dlsposal
a body of evidence thet provides sonms determinations for the
notion of an unrestricted act of understanding., Accordingly,
we are led to the conclusion thet, while man cennct enjoy

en unrestricted act of understanding snd so snswer the
quesiion, WWhat 1is belng? still he e¢an determine a number

of reatﬁrea of' the answer by proceeding on the side of the
subjJect from restricted %o unrestricted understanding and

on the side of the object from the structure of proportionate

belng to the transcendent idez of being,

Indeed, such a procedure not only is poasihle hut
also imperative. Tor the pure desire excludes not only the
total obscurantism, which arbitrerily brushes aside every
intelligent and reasonsble queation, but also the partial
obscurantism, which arbitrarily brushes aside this or that
part of the range of intelligent end reasonabls questions
that admit determinete answers. Just as the mathematicien
legitimately and fruitfully extrapolates from the sxistent
to series of the non-sxistent, just as the pﬂysicist profits.
from mathematical knowledge and sdds such extrapoletions of
his own as the absolute zero of temperaturs, so an explors
ation of the idea of being is necessary if one is to messure

the power snd the limitetions of the human mind,

5 The Idea of Being

An idea is the content of an mot of underét&nding.'

As @ sense dstum is the content of an asot of sensing, as an
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image ig the conter:t of an act of imegining, as a percept
is the sontent of-em.act of —erosiving, mss a concept is the
sontent of an act of coneceiving, defining, supposing, con=
sidering, a8 a Judgment 18 the content of en act of judeing,

g0 an idea 1s the content of &n sct of understunding.

Being 1s the objettive of the unrestricted desixs
to know. Therefore, the idea of being is ths content of an

unreatricted act of understanding.

Again, apart from being there is nothing. There
fore, the lden of belng is the content of an act of undere
gtanding that leaves nothing to be understood, no further
questiong to be askede Dut oms cannot go beyond Ian act of
understanding thai lsaves no questions to be asked, snd so

the idea of beinz is ahsolutely iranscendent.

Again, being is completely universal and completely
conerste. Therefore, the ides of being Ls the content of an.
act of understanding that grasps everything aboutl every thiasg,
Moreover, since that understanding leaves no questions to be
agked, no part of its content can be impllieit or obscurs or

indistinct,

Again, belng is intrimsically intellizible.
Therefors, the ides of being 1s the ides of the total range
of intelliglbility.

Agaln, the good is identical with the intelligible.
Therefore, the ldea of being 1s the ldea of the good._
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Again, the unrestricted act of understanding is
one acte Otherwise, it would be an aggregate or a suscession
of aots, If none of these asts was the understaniing of
everything about everything, then the denial of unity would
be the deniel of unrestricted understanding. If any of
these acts was the understanding of everything about every-

thing, then at least that unrestricted act would be a single

act,

Again, the i1dea of being is one idea. For 1f it
dolla Wararag
were many, then cither,they, would be related intelligibly or
not. If they were related intelligibly, the alleged many
would be intelligibdly one, and so there would be one idea.
If they were not related intelligibly, then either there
would not be one act or the one act would not be an act

of understanding.

Again, the lidea of being is one but of many,
Stmilarlﬁ, jt is immateriml but of the material, non=
temporal but of the temporsl, nonespatiel but of the spatial,   ;
For it hams been shown thai the idea is one, yet it is the
content of an unrestricted act that understands at lesast
the many beings that there are in all their aspects and
details. Again, it 1s the content of an act of understanding, :i
and understanding lhas been shown %o be intrinsically
independent of the empirical residue ; bui what is inirine-
sically independent of the empirical residue can be neither

material nor temporal nor gpatial, for these all depend

intrinsically on the empiricel residus; at the sanme time,

| s
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it desls with the non=-countable multiplicity of spece through

the act of understending in question 1s unrestricted; it
understands perfoeetly all the beings that there are and

some of them, 8ot least, are material, temporsl, and spatial,

Amain, thers ls no paradox in affirming that the
ides of being is one, immaterial, non~temporal, and none
spatial, yet of the many, the material, the temporal, and
the spatial. For what is poesible in the content of
restricted acts of understanding, is not heyond the
attainment of unresiricted understending. Bul our undere

standing is one yet of nmany, for in e slngle set we undere

. A AT g

stand the whole series of positive integers. Similarly, it

is lmaterial, for 1t abstracts from the empirical residue,
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yet of the mnmterdal, for it advances in understending of

this universe, Again, vhiie |t is involved in en ordinal
tive, for it develops, it is not involwed in the cont inuous
time of locel motion, for its development is not through a
gequence of mon~countable stages. Finally, while {t pertains

to a spatially conditioned subject, it is non-spatisl, for

invarisnts that are independent of particular spatial

stanquointa.

Again, In the 1ldea of being a distinction 18 to
bs drawn batween a primary and a secondary conponent. For
the orne is not identical with the many, nor the immaterial
with the matériaL, nor the non-temporal with the temporal,
nor the non-gpatisl with the spetisle But in the one idea

there are to be grasved many beings; in the immaterisl, non-
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tenporal, non-spatial idea thexe are gyasped the material,
the temporal, and te spatial, There must he, then, &
primaery oomionent grasped inmemuch es there 1s a single st
of understanding, and a secoxdlary component that is undere
8%ood 1nasmuch es the primsry component is grasped. For
Jwst as the infinite seriss of positive integers s undere
stood inasmuch as the genorative principle of the series is
graspad, so the total range of belngs L3 understood inasmuch

as the one idea of being is =raspede

6. The Primary Component &1 the Jdea of Being

The 1des of being his bheen defined as the content
of an unrestricted act of und@erstanding; =mnd in that content
a distinetion has been sstablished betwesn a primary and =
sscondary component. Haturally one asks Just what is the
prinary component, snd the asmexer will be that the orimary
componenf is identieal with the unrestricted amot, It will
Tfollow that, as the primary‘ ¢c onponent oonsists in the une-
restricted act's understand ing of itself, so the secondary
component eonsistis in the unrestricted mot's understending

of e{rerything alse because it understands itself.

However, certain rreliminery eclarifications are inm

order. On the oounter-position there is an ultimate duslity

betseen knower and Knownj; for objectivity is conceivaed on the
analogy of extroversion; and sy knowing is essentielly a

looking, gazing, intuiting, beholding, while the known has
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t0 be something else that is looked at, gazed upon, intuited,
behelds On the poaition, such a duality iIs re jJected;
knovingZ is knowing being; in any given case the knowing and
the known heing mey ve the same or different; and whether

or 1ot they are the seme or different, is to he determined

by making the relevant correct judgments,

Further, the adjective, intelligible, may be
enployed in two quite differe¢nt senses, Ordinarily, it
denotes what ie or c¢an be understood, and in that sense the
acontent of every act of concelving 1s intellilgible. ¥ore
profoundly, it denotes the primary component In an idea; it
35 vhat {s grasped Inasmuch as one is understanding; it is
the intelligzible ground or root or key from which results
intelligibility in the ordinary sense. MNoreover, there 1s
a sinple test for distinguishing between the ordinary and
the profoundsr meaning of the name, intelligible, For the
intelligible in the ordinary sense ocan be understood without
under standing what it is to understand; but the intelligible
in the ovrofounder sense is identical with the understending,
and so it ¢annot be understood without understaniing what

nnderstanding is.,

For axample, the positive integers are an infinite
serics of intelliglibly related terms. Both the terms and
the relations are understood by anyone that can do arith-
metic, and ons ean do arithmetic without understanding what

is to underst-nd, But besides the terms end their relations
thers 1s the generative principle of the series; inasmuch

o
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and what intrinsicslly is not independent of the empirical

as that geharative principie is grasped, one grasps the
ground cf an infinity$of distinot concepts. Still, vhat ia
the generative prinoiple? It is intelligibla, for it s
grasped, understood. But it ceunot be conceived wi thout
goncelving what an 1nsight is, for the real gensrative
principle of the ssries is the insight; and only those
ready to speak about insight are csepable of asking and
ansgwering the question, ifow does one know the infinite

rema inder of poslitive integers denoted by the "and so forth"?

There follows a neaded clarification of the
notion of the spiritual. 4 distinetion was drawn hetween
the intelligible that is also intelligent snd the intel-
1ligible that was not. Agein, a distinetion wns drawn between

what intrinsically is independent of the empirical residue

residue., The spiritusal was identified both with the
intelligﬁ;ble that 1s intelligent and with what 1s inde=-
pendent intrinsieally of the empirlosl residue. Howewver,
a difficulty srises when one asks whether an essence sa
concelved is or is not spiritusl. For an essence as Cone
calved is abstracted from the empiricsal residue, bhut it

is not intelllgent and it does not understend, A solution
is to be had by appealing to the two meaninzs of the term,
intelligible. If there is sn intelligible in the profounder
genmo, there also is an aot of understanding with whioh 1%
it is identlosl; and then the intelligible is spiritual

both in the sense that it is identical with understanding
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and in the sense that it is intrinsically indepenient of
the empirlesl residue. Yn the other hand, if there is an
intelligzible in the ordinary sonse, then it is not identical
with an act of understanding; but it may be abstracted

from the empiricsl residue inasmuch as it results from s
spiritual sct; and so essences &8 concelved are spiritual
in the sense that they are produocts of spirit tut not in

the sense that they sre intelligent intalligibles,

#ith these clarifications, we may return to our
problem. The iden of being is the content of the unrestiricted
act of understanding, and thet content relentlessly divides
Into a nrimary component, whieh is one, immaterial, non-
temporal, =nd non-spatial, and a secondary component,
which is many and inoludes the material, the temporal, and
the spatisl. “hat, then, is the prirary ocompoment? It ia

the unrestyxicted act o7 undersianding,

For if an act of underatanding is unxresiricted,
it understands understanding; it understands not only
restrioted acts but also the unrestricted act; understending
the unrestricted aot 1%t must understund its content, other=
wise the understanding of the unrestricted set would be
rastricted ; but the content of the unrestricted et is the
idea of teding, =néeodf B ‘tITestristed-set A the—1den
ofbEilgn and so L1 the unrestrioted act understands itself,

it thereby also undorstands everything else.

—
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It follows that the unrestriocted act of understanding is
itsalf” the primary component in the ides of being. TFor the
primary component is the immeteriml, non-temporal, non-spatial
unity suoh that, if it is grespedl, everything about everything
elee 13 graspeds. But the unrestricted act satiafies this
definl tione TFor it is one act; it is spiritual, and so it is

imna texriael, non-temporal, and non-spatial; and it has just been

s S e
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shown that, if 1t is grasped, then everything sbout everything
else also wlll be mrasped,

Accordingly, instead of spezking of.primary end ssgondary
gonponenta in the idea of being, we may distinguish between a
prinary intelligible and secondary intelligibles, The primary
intellgivle is by idemtity the unrestrioted act of understanding.
It is intelligible in the profounder sense, for it is en intel-
ligible that is identical with intelligence in act. It 4s o
unique 1ntelligibie, for 1t is identical with the unigue act of
unre stricted understanding. Ou the othar hand, the secondary
intelligibles sare whatf‘glso & zraasped inasmuch as the umrestricted
act upderstands itself. They arse intelligﬁible in the ordlnary
sense, [or they are understood; but they are not intelligible in
the profounder sense, Tor the unresiricted act is one understanding

of many fntelligibles, and only the unique, primery intelligible
{5 ideratical with the unrestricted act_.
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7 The Secondary Component in the Idea of Being

Because it understends 1tself, the unresiricted
act of understandinz understands in consequence everything
about everything else., 3BDut is this consequerice poesible?
After all, ve have found the existing universe of being %o
include a nonesystemsatic component. Moreover, at e-ah
instant in the unfolding of this universe, there are a
number of probable mlternstives and a fer larger number of
possible alternatives. There 1s, then, en enormous sggre=
gate of similar, possible universes, and in esch of thew
there would be s similar non=gystemstic component. MNow the
non-systematic is the sbhssnce of intelligible rule or law;

glements are determinate; reletions between elemonts ere

determinate; but there is no possibility of a single fore

mulae that is satisfied by the :sejuence of determinate
relations. *t seems to follow that the non-systematic
Somponent in the actual universe and in other possible
and avyon more probable universes excludss the possibility

of an unrestricted act that understands everything about

averything.

Such 1s the problem of the secondary intelligibles
in the idea of being, and our solution will bLe that, from
the viewpoint of unrestricted understanding, the none
gystemsatic vanishes. 3ut,first, we must recall how the
notion of the non-systemstic arises, for otherwise its

pxec’ 1mpliaatibns cannot he determined.
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Our analysis, then, acknowledged the possibility
of complete knowledge of all systems of luaws but held such
systems to he absiract and so to Le in need of further
deternminations 1f they werse to be aspplied to the concrete.
It inferred that such further determinations could not bde
related srstematically to one snother, for complete knows
lefge of atl laws would include conplete knowledge of
all systemstic relations. However, it 41d not deny the
further determinations to be related intelligibly to one
another. On the contrery, it acknowledged the existence
of schemes of recurrence in whioh a happy ocombination of
abstract laws and conerete sircumstances makes typleal,
further determinations recurrent, and so brings them under
the donination of intelligences Moicover, 1t acknowledged
that conorete patierns of inerging serlies of condltions
are intelliglble; granted both the reguisite information
and mmsotery of the systematlic laws, it is possible in
prineiple to work from any phycical event, Z, through as
many prior stages of 1ts diverging snd scattering condie
tions as one pleases; and it is this intelllgibllity of
concraete patterns that grounds the conviotion of detere
minists, such as 4, BEinstein, that statistical laws fall

short of what there is o bhe knoﬁn.

Howaver, we agres with tie Lndebterminists inage
much 88 they deny in the genersl case the possibllity of
deduetion and prediction, For while each concrete pattern

of diverging conditions is intelligible, still iis

{ 087
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intelligibili ty lies not on the level of the abatract
understanding that grasps sysiens of laws but on the lewvel
of the concrete understunding that Jdesls with particular B
sltuations. Moreover, such concrete patterns form an
enormous nanl fold that cannot be hendled by abstrect
systematizing intelligence for th<e excellent reason that
thelr intelli gibllity in each case ie concrete. There
results the pesuliar type of impossibility that srises

from mutusl. eonditioninge. Cranted complete informetion

on & totelity of events, one ecould work out from knowledge
of sll lavs tha concrete pattern in rvhich the lsws related
the events in the totelity. Agaiz, granted knowledge of
the conerote pnttern, one could use it as a gulde to ohtaln
information om a totalityr of relevwent events., But the
proviso of the Lirst statement is the conelnsion of the
second; the proviso of fhe second ststement 1s the conoclusior
of the first; and so both conclusdions are merc ly theoretical
possibilities . For the conorete patterns form 8 non-syste=
nmatic eggregs te, and sc it is only by spresling to the
totality of relevant events thut one can sslest the correst

pattern; on the other hend, the relevant totsl ity of events

are scatteresd, #md so they can be selected for observation

and measuremexit only if the relevent psttern is known already

StL1l, if there is an unrestrioted sot of under-
standing, then it will wnderstand everything atout eve:ything,
with no further questions to be a sked. But concrete patierns

of divergirg ssries of scattering conditions are sach intel=
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AMWith concrete Informati on, but unrestricted under=

ligible, and so &n unrestricted net will understand each
of them. Moreover, to undersiznd each conerete pattern
entails knowledge of the totality of events relevant for
each pattern, for the concrete patiern includes all the
de texminations and circumstonces of each event. Nor does
this conelusion eontradiet our prior conmolusion., For the
unresatricted sct of understanding proceeds, not from a
grasp of abstract systems of laws, but from a grasp of
itself; 1t does not attempt the impossible task of
ralating through an abs.tract sy sten the concrete patterns
tut grasps the lot of thea in & single viev inssmuch as
1t underatznds 1tself. It does not offer either to
deduce or to predict events, for it has neither need nor
use for dsduction or prediction since in a single view it
grasps the totality of concrete patterns and in esch

pattern the totality of its relevant events.

To resume the argument, deduction snd predietion
in the general case are impossible, They are impossidle
for man's limited understsnding, becsuse limited under-
stan;:'ling could master the manifold of concrete patterns of
divexging series of scattering conditions, only if that
mani fold ocould be systematized; and it cannot be systema=~

tized, On ths other hand, though for a different reason,

deductlon and prediction sre impossible for the unrestricted

set of understanding; for it could deduce only if it ad-

vanced in knowlacdge aither by transform.tng one abstrect

standing does not advance in knowledge, for it elready
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knows every thing. Agailn, unrestricted understanding
could predi ¢t only if some events were present relastive
to it and other events were future relative to it; but
unrestricte d understanding ie non-temporal; it 1s, so to
speak, outside the totality of temporal sequences, for
that totality l3 part of the everything about everything
elge thst L1 grasps in underastanding itself; and as 1%

grasps severything about everything else in a single view,

80 1t grasps the totality of temporal sequemnses in a single

view.

8. Causality

By esking what being 1s, ve have been led to
concelve s unrestricted act of undsrstanding. If now we
ssk what c=umel ity 18, we shall be led to affirm that

there 1s such an unrastricted act.

dn gensral, causelity denotes the objective and
real sounterpari of the questions and further questions
raised by the dstached, diainterested! and unrestricted
desire to know. A8 such questions are of various kindse,
distinotioms are to be drawn between different types of

causes .

The basic diviaion is between external snd in-

ternel causes, Internal csuses sre the centirel and conjue
gate potency, form, and act, which alresdy have been examined.

External causes are efficient, final, and exeuplary, and they

| /072
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may be consldexred in three manners, namely, in oconcrete
instences, in principle, and in the fulness that results
from apply ing the prinociples. Thus, in soms conerete
instances, ®m community nay be divided by a river and see
in a bridge the solution to meny of its »roblems; an

englneer will examine the site and design an sppropriante

7 Jortdpe; flxnlly, contractors will assemble laborers and

materials to build it. The final cause in this case will
be the wase to which the bridge is put by the cormunity;
the efficient couse will be the work of building it; the
oxemplary <omase will be the design grasped and conceived
by the englneocxr, However, one may not assume that the
universe {s just like u bridue, and so if one is to
affirm effdcient, final, end exemplary csusslity as generally
valid principles, one must go to the root of thess notions
and determine whe ther or not they are of genersl validity.
Finally, i T such general validity is arrimad, then sinoe
efficient, final, and exemplary causes are external, one

will be 183 sconer or later to conceive and affirm a first

agent, & last end, a primary exemplar of the universe of

proportionate being, and then the principle of ceusality
will scquire a significance and fulness that it lacked =s

long a8 it s conorete implications had not been ascertained,

Ouxr first task, accordingly, is to investigate
the trenel tlon from familiar but anthropomorphic notions of
externak esuselity to thelr root in a universally applicable

principle. e ésaume that exemplary csusality is a fact
illustrated by inventlons, that efficient causslity is &

: (oﬁ ~




fenaral Transcendent Kmowledge 8. 3

R P P A S S

i
. 0%

Tact illustrated by industry, and that final omusality is
a ffaet 1llustrated by the use to which the products of
invention and industry are yut., ¥%e ssk shether such facts
are instances of & principle capable of bearing human
knowleige from Lhe reslm of proportionate being to that of
transoendent being, Our mnswer will be affirnative, and

the ressons for it run as follows.

In the frirat place, being is intelligible. It
is neither beyond nor apart norﬁ@/fferant from the intel-
l‘igible. It 18 what is to nhe known by intelligent grasp
and reasonable affirmatior. It is the objective of tne
detached and disinterested desire to inquire intelligently
and to reflect critieslly; axnd that desirs 1z unrestricted.
On the other hand, what is wupert from being is nothing,
and 3o what is epart fron intelliglbility is nothing. 1t
follows that to talk about mere matters of faect thatladmit
no explonation is to tslk sbout nothing. If existence is
mere matter of fuet, it is nothing. 1If occurrence is mere
matter of fact, it is nothing., If it is a mere matter of
fact that we know and thet there sre to be known classical
and statistical laws, geretic operators and their dialec-
ticel perturbations, explana tory geners end specles, smergent
probablility end upward firialistie dynemism, then both the
kncwlngrand the known are nothing. This is rude snd harsh,
and one may be tempted to teke flight into the counter-
positions, to refuse to identify the rxreal with being, con-

fuss objsetivity with extixroversion, mistake mere experiene

cing for human kroring. But any such escape is only
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Yemporal'y. Despite their pulluleting weriety end psrin-
nial vitality, the counter-positions bhring ahbout their
own reversal the moment they claim to be grasped intel-
ligently and affirmed reusonably. Since the olaim osnmot
be avoided by an intelligent and ressonable subject, ‘he
reversel cannot be avoided; and since the reverssl ocamot
be avolded, ultimately one will be back to affirm that
being is intelligible and that the mere natter of fuct

without explanation 1s apart from being.

In the second place, one canioet econfine humun
knowledge within tle dowsiu of proportionate being without
condemning it to mere matiters of fact without explanation
and so stripping it of knowledge not only of transcendent
but also of proportionate being. In other words, every

positivism 1s involved essentially in the counter-positions.

For we do not know untll wne judge; our judgments
rest on a4 grasp of the virtually unconditioned; and the
virtually unconditioned is a conditioned thet happens to
have its conditions Tulfilled. Thus, every judgment raises
a further question; it reveals a conditioned to be virtually
unconditioned and by that very stroke £t reveals sonditions
that happen to be fulfilled; that happening is & matter
of fact end, if it 1ls not to be a mere mattér of feot

without explanetion, s further guestion arises,.

But proportionate being is bteing proportiocmate to
our knowing. As our judgments rest on a grasp of the

virtuallv nnennditioned. 80 everv vronortionate beinm Ln its
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every aspaot is & virtually unconditioned. is a matter
of fect, it is, and so Lt 1s unconditioned, But it 1s
unconditioned, not formally in the sense that it has no
conditions whatever, but only virtumslly in the senme that
1ts conditions happen to be fulfilled. To regsrd that
happening as ultinate is to affirm a mere matter of fuwo &
without any explanation. To account for one happening by
appealing to another 1s to change the topic without meeting
the issue, for if the other happening is regarded as mere
metter of faot without any explanation then sit er it

1s not being or else being is not the intelligible.

Such i{s ths nerve of the argument, and it cen
are.
be given as many distinct applications as there distinet

features of proportionate being.

If mothing existed, there would be no one to
ask questions and nothing to ask questions about., The
most fundamentel of all questions, then, asks about exist=
ence yet neither enpiriesl science nor a methodically ugs
restricted philosophy ¢an have an adequate anaswer. Statis-
tical laws assign the frequencles with which things exist,
and the explanation of statistical laws will socoount for
the respective numbers of different kinds of things. But
the number of exlistents is one Lhing, and their existing is
another. Again, in particular cases, the scientist can
deduce one existent from others, but not even in particular
cases can he acgoount for the existence of the others to

which he appeals for his premigses. As far ss empirical




1077

General Transcenient Knowledge 8. 37

J'u..f [ ~3

soience goes, existence is jﬂeh a matter of fmet. Nor is
the methodiceily restrioted philosophy better off. So fer
from accounting for existence, the philosopher can establish
that it ocannot be accounted for within the 1limits of pro-
portionate being. For every proportionate heing that
oxists, exisis conditlonslly; it exists inesmuch as the
conditions of 1ts existence happen to be fulfilled; and

the contingence of that happening cannot be eliminated by

appealing to anoth: r happening thet equally is contingent.

fhet is true of existence, is no less trus of
occurrence. Both questions and answers occur, and so
vithout occurrences thare would be néither questions nor
answers. Statistloal laws sssign the Qggg respective
numbers of different kind s of occurrences, but their
numbers are one thing and their occurring is another. In
particular cases, the scientist ocan deduce soms occurrences
from others, but ths othera sre no less conditioned than
thoae that are deduced. Without initial premia*ea, there
is no deductinn; and without conditions that na;E_gn to be
fulfilled, thers are no initial premissfs. As far as
eppirical sclence goes, oocurrence is just a matter of fact,
and & nethodleaslly restricted phllosophy oan repeat the
srgument about existence to{ﬂgow that occurrence too must
hé#agarded ag mere matter of fnect as long as one remains

within the realm of proportionate being.

Farther, everything that is to be known by

empirical science and by restricted philosophy 1s penetrated
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by the contingence of existence and ocourrence. Classioal
levs are not whet must be; they are empirical; they are
what in fact is so. QGenetic operstors enjoy both a minor
and a ma Jor rlexibility, snd so in each ooncréte case the
operetor ls what in faet it happens to be. Ixplanatory
genera and species ars not avatars of Plato's eternal
Ideas; they sre more or less successful solutions to ocon-
tingent problems set by contingent situations. The actual
gourse of gencrnlize. emergent probability is but one
among & large number of other probeble courses, and the
probable courscs are a minority among possible courses; the
aotual course, then, is what in fact it happens to be. 5o
far i‘rom eliminating such contingence, the scientist is
restrioted by his meihod to ascertaining what 1in faot are
the olassical laws and geretic overators, what in fact are
the explanatory gencra and spacies, what in fact is the
aotual ¢oursc O generelized emergsnt probability. HNor ocan
a philosophy restricted to proporticnate being offer mors
than an account of wnat in faet the structure of this
universe is, nor can he base this account on more than

what in fact the struocture of human knowing ia.

Our first step was to affirm the intelligibility
of being and the nothingness of the mere matter of faot
that adnitted no explanation. Our second step was to affim
that, if one remained within the limits of prop.rtionate
belng, one was confronted at every turn with mers matters of

fact with no possible explanation. There follows at onags
the negative conclusion thet knowledge of iranscendent

-
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being caennot bs excluded, if there is proportionate toing,
and being is intelligible. 4ind this conclusion gives rise
to the further question, In rhat does our knowledge of

transcendent being consist?

In the third plesce, then, m transcendent being
relevant to our problem must possass two basic attritntes,
On the one hand, 1t must not be comtingsnt in any respect,
for if it woere, once more we would be ~onfronted with the
more matter of fact that we heve to avold., On the other
hand, besides being self-explanatory, the transcendent
belng must be capable of grounding the explanaticn of
gverything about#avarything e#lse; for without this seoond
attribute, the transcsndent beins wouzld leeve unsolved

our problem of contingence in vroportionate being,

The foregoing requirements nay he expressed 4n
another menner. Nvery proportionste bteing is a conditioned
that happens to have its conditions fulfilled. But being
18 intelligible, snd so0 there is no mere happening, ne
contingence that is ultimate., G5till, proportionate being
both exists and exists contingently; therefore, it i= nok
ultinate; therefore, some other beine is ultimale, and (E
is not contingent, Moreovsr, tha ultimate being not only
must be self-explanatory itself but also it must he ospable
ol oxplaining everything else; for otherwise proportionate
being would remain a conditioned that mersly happensd o

have its conditions fulfilled; in its every aspect it would
be mers matter of fact; and as mere matter of fact 1s nothing,
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it vould be nothing.

To put the seme polnt in atill another fashion,
one has only to formulste correctly the already acknow-

ledged facts of final, exemplary, and efficient csusality.

For‘cm.e nisgses the real point to efficient
causex Lty if one suppomses that Lt dousisis siuply in the
necessity that conditioned boing becomea virtuslly unoone
ditioned only if its conditions are fulfilled. On that
formuelation, efficient cmusulity would be setisfied by an
infinite regress in which esach cundiﬁioﬂed has iis con-
ditions fulfilled by a prior conditioned or, pourhaps
more realisbicaldy, Y a cireie illustrated by tue schome
of recurrence. Howevexr, the real requir‘euwnf is Lhat, if
conditioned being is being, it has to be ilutelligible; it
cennot be or exlst oxr otcur merely as a mativter of fact for
whioh no expleration isg to be assxed or expected, for the
non-intelligible 1s epart fromn heing. MNow both the infinite

regreyss and tine circle are siwmply aggregaies of mere matters

of faot; thay fail to provide for the intelligibility of
9 condi tioned boing; and so they do not succedd in assigning

an ef'ficient seuse for being that is intelliglble yet

condi tioned. Nor csn an efficlent cause be assigned, until
one affirms a being that both is 1tself withoit any ocon-
ditions and can ground the fulfilment of conditiona for

LJ anything else that can bte.

. AT
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Again, 1f there are conditioned beings, there
also 1s the fulfilling of their conditions: and 1if there
are no mere matters of fuct that remain ultimatsly unex-
pleined, then no corditions ars fulfilled simply at randon;
are y . “’c‘—m-o-nolw’
then sall are fulfilled in eccord with some exemplar; and
80 thero must be an exemplary ceuse that can ground the

iniplligibility of the pattern in which are or would be

fulfiiled all cbnditions that are or would be tulfilled.

Again, because being 1s intelligible, 1t also
is good. As potentially intelligible, 1t is n manifold,
and this manifold is good inasmuch as it can stard under
the formal rood of order. But possible ordere are many;
they ineclude incompatible alternstives; they develop bdut
do so flexibliy in & variety of manners; they san fail at
any stage in many different ways to bring forth their
dialeciical correction, If then in any universo there
is one aclual order, if that actual order lies within
being and so is not mnere matter of fact, then the order
miat be & value and its selection due to ratiomsl choice.
Similarly, if in every possible universe being is intel-
ligible and the intelligible is good, then the possibility
of every universe 1skhe possibility of its being selected

by an ultimate rational cholcae.

This may seem too rapid, and so it may be well
to go back over the argument. TFirst, the universs of
proportionete being is shot through with contingence.

Secondly, mere contingence is apart from being, and so

e
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there must be an ultimete ground for the universe, and that
ground cannot be oontingent. Thirdly, the necessary

ultinate ground cannot be necessitated in grounding a

.

contingent universe, and it cannot be arbitrary in grounding
an intelligible and good universe. It cannot be necessitated,
for what follows necessarily from the necesssry is syually
necessary. It cannot be arbitrary, for what results
arbltrarily from the necessary results az a mere matter

of fact without any possible explanation. But what is
neither necessary nor arbitrary yet intelligible and a
value, is what proceeds freely from the ressonable choice

of a rational conscliocusness,

The final cause, then, is the groumdé of value,
and it is the ultirate csuse of causes for 1t overoomes
contingence st its despest level. Being cannot bs arbitraxy,

-

and contingent being must béjreaaonably realized possibility.
Its possibility is grounded in the exemplary ctause, its
realization in the efficient cause, but its reasonableness

in the final csuse. Without that reasonablensess, it wuld

be arbitrery and so it would be apart from being; but what

is apart from being, is not possible; and what is not

poesible, cannot be realized.

Such, then, is ;he transition from efficisnt,
exenplary, end final csusality as facts within the domain
of proportionate being to universal principles that bhear

our knowing into the domein of transcendent being.
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The xeader, perhaps, will feel thsat the transition has
failed to free these notions of csusality from their anthropqgmor-
phis qualitye So far from getting sway fxom man, they lead rst her
obvicusly %o the affirmation of::ncondi tloned intelligent and
rational conselousness that freely groundis the universe in much the
same fashion as the conditioned intellkgsmt and rational consclious-
ness of man grounds freely his own actions and products. Our
answer is trofecld. On the one hand, the specifically humsn, the
anthropomoxrphic, is not a pure intelligent and rational consciouas~
ness but & consoiousness in tension betwsen the purs ded re and
other desire. On the other hand, in so fsmr as one considers in
men solely his intelligent and rational consciousness, one oannot
but deal with what is related intinsately to the universe end its
ultimate ground. For what is the universe and its ground but %the
objective of man's detached, disinterested, unrestricted desire

to know?

9. | The Notion of God

If God is a being, he is to be known by intelligent grasp
and reasonable affirmation. Accordingly, iwo questions arise,
nemely, what is God and shether God i1s. Xut by esking what being
is, slready we have heen led to the conclusion that the idea of
being would be the -content of an uprestrioted sct of understanding
that primaxrily understood itself and consequently grasped ewery
other intelligibility. Now, as will appesr, our conecept of an

unrestricted sct of understanding has a number of implications and,
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when they are worked cut, it becones manifest that Lt ia
ons and the same thing to uhderstand what being 1a and to

undaeratand what God is,

First, then, if there is sn unrestricted act of
understendiiog, there is by identity a primary intelligible,

For the uirestricted act understands itself.

Secondly, because the act ls unrestricted, there
would be no posgibility of correction, or revision, or
improvenent, and so the unresiricted aot would be invul-
nerable as understanding., Moreover, since it knew itself,
it would know it was unrestricted amd so {nvulnerable.
Accordingly, by identity, it would be & reflective sct of
understanilng grasping itself as unconditioned and ggﬂkfw*
correct and true; and so, by identity, the primary intel-

Iigible would be also the primary truth.

Thirdly, what is known by correct and twrus undere
standing 1s belng; so the orimary intelligible would be
also the primary bheing; and the primery being m uld be
gpiritual in the full sense of the identitiy of the infelli-
gent and intelligible.

Fourthly, the primsry beinmg would be without eny
defect or lack or imperfection. ¥For were there any defect
or lack or imperfection, at least unrestricted understanding
would grasp what was missing. But the consequent 1is impos-
sible, snd so the sntecedent must be falase. For the primary

being is ldentical with what is gresped by the unrestricted
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aet, and so the prinery being has all the perfection

grasped bty the unrestricted act,

Pif'thly, the good is identical with intslligible
being, and w the primary intelligible and completely
perfect prinary being also is the primary good.

Sixthly, as the perfection of the spiritual
requires that the intelligible also be Iintelligent, so too
it requires that affirmsble truth be affirmed and the
lovable good be loved, But the primeary intelligible alao
is the primsry truth w and the primary good; and
80 11 a coapletely perffect spiritual being the primery
intelligiblas is identical not only with an unrestriocted
act of understanding bhut also with a completely perfect
act of affirming the primary truth and a conpletely perfeot
act of loving snd the primary good. Moreover, the act of
affirming L9 not a second act distinet from the unrestricted
act of understending, nmor the act of loving a third act
distinct from the understanding and the affirming, For
if they were, then the nrimary being would be incomplete
and inperfect and in need of further acte of affirming and
loving to be completed end perfected. Hence, one and the
same reslity is at once unrestricted understending and
the priuery intelligible, reflective understanding and the
uncond itiored , perffft affirming and the primary truth,

perfect lowing and’& primary good.

Saventhly, the primary intelligible is self-
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explanatory, For {f it were not, it would be ineomplete in
intelligibility; and we have alranrdy shown any defect or

lack or imperfection to be incompatible with unrestriocted

understanding.

Bighthly, the primary being 1s unoonditiom d.
For the priwary being is identicel with the primery intel-
ligible; and the primary intelligible must be umconditioned,
for if it depended on anything else, it would not be self-
explanatory. Finally, it is impossible for the prirary
intelligible to be completely independent and the primary
being, identical) with it, to be dependent on something elss.

Hinthly, the primary being sithor is necesssry
or impossible. Por 1% cannot bo contingent, since the
contlingent is not self-sxplanatory. lence, 1! it exists,
it exists of necossity ancd without any conditions; and if
1t does not exist, then it is fupossibhle, for there is no
sondition from which it conld rosult. But whether it

oxists or not, is a question that doas not pertain to the

idea of heing or to the notion of God.

¢ Tenthly, there is ondy one primary bdeing. TFor

antiz non suni multiplicanda praeter necsessitatem, and

there is no necessity for more thun one, Moreover, if
there was more then one prirmary being, then esch vould or
would not be identical with an unrestricted act of under-

- standing. If not, then the intelligibles ldentical with

. restricted acts of understanding would not be primery beings.

Tf 30, theva would be saveral orimary beings sinmilar in all
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respacts;-for unrestricted seta cannot grasp different
objects without one or more failing to grasp what another
grasps and so ceasing to e unrestricted aots. But theres
sannot be several primary beings similar in all respects,
for then they would differ nerely empiricslly; end the
nerely empirical is not self-explanstory. Accordingly,

there can be only one primary being.

In the elaventh place, the primary beling is
sinple. Tor the primary being is a single act that at
onca is unrestricted understanding and psrfect affirning
and perfect loving; and i1 Is ldentical with the priwmary
intelligible and the primary truth and the primery gooda

It does not admit tloe oompositensns of ocentral
and conjugate forms. Forr Liera are no othar helngs of the
same orider with which it could ba eonjugate; and as 1t As

hut a single aot, it has no nead of a unifiylng central form.

Nor doss it admit the compositsenesas of potency
and form. For it is a splritual being beyond all develop-
ment, and potency has been identifisd either with a capacity

to develop or with the empiricnl rosidue and materiality.

Nor does it admit the composlteness of distinct
torm and act. TFor if it exists, 1t exists necessarily,
Moreover, if the »rimary intelligible and nrimsry being snd
primary good are named form or essence, and the unrestricted
act of undarstanding, affirming, loving are named act or

axi stence or occurrence, still they are not distinot but

s A s
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identical.

In the twelfth plece, the mimery being is timeless,

It is8 without continuous tine, for it is spiritusl while
continuous tiue presupposes the empirical residue and
materiality. And it is without orxrdinal time, for it duss

not develop.

In the thirtesnth pluce, if the priuary being
exists, it 1s sternal. PFor it is timelsss, and eternity

18 tireless existonce.

Howevor, basides the primary intelligible,
thers ars to be considered the secondary intelligibles;
for the unrestricted act of understarding, inesmuch as it
understands itselr, also grasps everything ubout everything

elsge.

In the fourteenth place, then, the secoudary
intelligibles are conditiomed., ¥For they axe what is to be

understood, if the primexy intellligible is understood.

It follows that they avre distinet From the prie
mary intelligible, fcr they are conditioned and it is

uneonditioned.

S$t11k, though the sccondury intelligibles arxs
distinet from the pri..ary, they need not be distinct
realities. Tor knowing does not consist iu teking a Yook
atl somsthing else and so, thouzh the sacondg& intelligibles

are known, they nead not be something else to be looked at.
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Moreover, the primary being i3 without any lack or defect

_or imperfaction; but it wonld he ifzperfect 1if further

realities vwere needsd fox the unrestricted act of undar—

standing to he unrestricted.

Finally, the secondary intellizidles may be mere
objeots of thought. For they are grasped ag distinct
from the primary intelligible, vet they need not be dis-
tinct realities. Thtis, the infinity of positive integers

Ly Argag il e s
is gragped by us 1nﬁ 4 v the generstive principle of

the @M«Ww Molionas o A Asraa,

In the fifteenth place, the primary deing is the
omnipotent efficient cnuse. For the x irnery bel:y wwuld
be 1mperféct if 1t eonlid ground ell poesible universes os
objeets of thonght dut not ss renlities; similerly, the
prizary good would bhe imnerfect If it wns ool in iteelf
but not the source of other indtunces of the pood., Tt
the primary being and priuwary good is wi thout sny Impere
fection; and so it can ground any porsible unlverses and

originate sny othel instance of the good.

¥n the sixteenth nlace, the nrimary being is the
omnisvient exemplary cause. For it is the idea of being,
and in itself it gresps the intelligible order of every

possidble universe of beings in their every component and

aspect and detail.

In the seventeenth place, the prirary bheing 1is

free. For the sueOﬁd§§ intelligibles are contirgent:
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they need not be distinet reslities; they can bs merely
objeéts oY thought; they ere not uncondiggnad sither in
intelligibility or in goodness, und so tliey are not une
conditioned in being, which is not apart from intelligi-

hllity and goodnens. ut contlugent being as contingent

sanLot be nacessary and ss teing cannot be srbitrary; it
remeine that, if contingent beings exiast, they exist in
virtue of the freedor: of uurestricted understanding snd

perfect aifirming ond perfect loving.

In the eighteenth place, btecause man develops, i
every additional eloment of understanding and sffirming il
and willing .s a further sot and reslity in him. But the
perfect prinery being does not develop, for it 1s without
efect or lack or inperfzetion; =1d 8o the unraat!1ct;d
act understands and affirms and wills contingent beings to

be without any inerement or change in its reslity.

There follow 2 number of conclusziong of sonsider-

able importsnce. Though often esnough they sre supposed to

be extremely 4i7ricult, the only difficulty lies in grasping
the differencas that sseparste grammar, logie, and meta-
physics. Gremazr (5 coneerned with words end sentences;
logio is concernsd with concepts and judaments; but meta=-
physics is concerred with the enumeratiocsu of the necessary
and sufficiert realities on the suppositivu that judgments

area trug-

The first corollary is that every contingent
prediocat lon oongbrning God also is avc sxiricsic dencmination.

: A L
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In other words, God is intrinsieslly the same whether or
not he understands, affirﬁn, wﬁlla, causes this or that
univerase to de. If he does not, then God erisis and nobhing
eiae exists. If he does, God exists and the universe in
question exists; the two existences suffice for the truth
of the judgments that God understands, affirms, wills,
sffects the universe; for God is unlimited in perfection,
and what is unlimited in perfec¢tion must understand,

affirm, will, effoct whatever clse is.

The ssoond corollary is that, though the extrinsio
denominator is temporal, the contingent prediocstion cone~
cerning God ocan be eternal. For an eternal sct is timeless;
in it a1l instants are one end the same instant; and so
what is true at any instant 1s %true st every instant,

Hence, 1f st any instant it is true that God understands,
affirms, wills the existence of Alexander's horss Buoe-
phbalus, then the metaphysioal conditions of the truth are
the existence of God and the existence of Bucephalus;
moreover, though Bucephalus elists only for a short period,
astill God eternally understands, affirms, and willas

Bucephalus to exist for that short period.

The third eorollery is divine efficacy. It 1s
impossible for it to be true that God understends, affirms,
wills, effects anything to exist or occur without it being
true that the thing exists opr the event ocours exactly as

God understands, affirms, or # 1lls it. For one and the s«me

n@tap@%ical condition is needed for the truth of both

{171
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propositions, namely, the relevant contingent existenae

or Ootourrance.,

The fourth corollery is inverse to the third,
namely, that divine effloacy does not impose ne ceas ity
upon its consequenis. Im the light of divine effioscy 1t
.‘dj’ quite true that if God understands or affirms or wills
or effects this or that to exist or occur, then it is
impossible for the this or that not to exist or not to
oogur. Still, the existence or occurrence is a metaphysical
condition of the truth oX the entecedent, and so the
conssquence merely emmtlates the principle of identity,
nanmely, if there is the erxistence or ococurrence, then there
is the ei1lstence or occurrencs, To recall Aquinas' re-

peated Lllustration, Socxates, dum sedit, necessario sedit,

neceasitate tamen non sbsoclutse sed conditioraia.

The fifth corollary is the sclentia media.

Sincs the divine mct of understanding is unrestricted and
true, {t grasps not only ewery possible world order but
also the foregoing four corollaries, Hence independently

of any Tree decision { in signo antecedente omnen actum

voluntatis) God kmows thet if he wers to will any world

order , then that order would be reslized in ewary aspesct

and detail; but every world order is a single, intelligible

pattern of completely determinate existents and events; and
80 quite apart from any divine decision, God kriows eXactly

what every free will would ohoose in each successive sat of

ecircumstsnces contained in each possible world order.
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The foregoing molentie media ineludes Molinat's

notion of divine wisdom grasplng the order of every possible
universe but Lt does not inoclude Molina's tendency to

speak of the condltioned futurables as entities at which
God looks for guidencs. Agein, it rests neither on Modina's
super-comprehension of the human will nor on Suarez' un-
expleined objective truth but on Aquinas' familiar conten-
tions on the inmutability of God an& the conditioned
necessity of what (od knows or wills or causes. Finally,

it is radically opposed to Seotist woluntarism and to the

voluntaristic deorets hiypothetice praedeterminantia.

In the ninsteenth place, God would be the greator.
For if God's sfficient causelity presupposed the existence
of some matter and wis limited to fashioning and ordering
it, then the existente of this matter wonld be unexplained;
but what ultimately ls unexplainéd, doss not pertain to

being; and so the slleged matter would prove to bs nothing,

It may he aaid that, in fact, there is in this

universe a msrely ompirical residue thst is unexplained.

But one may answer that the empirioml residue of individuality

ot the continuum, of particular places and times, and of
the non~systematic clivergence of amoctual frequenciss, while
unexplained by the particular sciences, pertly are under-
stood in cognitdoms} theory and metaphysies end ultimately
are accounted for by God's creative decision. TFor the

prime potency ot indiwiduality is the condition of the

possiblility of universel knowledge and common natures;
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the prime potency of the space~-time continuum 1s the
condition of the possibility of abstraoct and invariant
lavs, of conoerebe probabilities, and of their cumulation
into a world order of smergenl probeblility; the non-
systematic, finally, is transcended by an unrestiricted amct
of unlerstanding, Moreover, the empirical residus grounds
the wanifold of the potentisl good and, inasmuch as it
stands under world order, it poasesses the value thut
soorues to the contingent through the ressonsbleness of

the fresdom of & completely wise and good being.

In the twentieth plsoce, God mwould be the conserver.
His efficlient cnusellity would not produce & universe and
then leove it to its om devices hut, on the contrery,
would be exercised as long as the universe oxr any of its
poerts existed. TFor the metaphysical condition of the truth
of the proposition that A causes B 1s the reality of a
relation of dependente {ut a quo)in B with respect to A.
It 15 not, as the counter-positions would have it, an
imginable "influence™ cccupying the spacs intermediate
between A and B. I% is not s change in A, for the fire
dos s not change when it ceese® to cook the poiatoes and
begina to cook the stesk. Xt is B as emerging or existing
or oscurring in intelligible dependence on A. But no
contingent being is self-explanatory, and so 8very cone
tingsnt being, as long as it is, is in intelligible

dependence on the self-explanatory being.
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In.the,tiqnty-r;;at_fleoe, lod would be the
rirst agent of every avent, avery development, every
smergent. Yor every such gcourrencs is conditioned, and
either the oconditions diverge and scatter throughont the
universe or slse they form & scheme of recurrance which,
however, emerge= and survives only on oconditions that
diverae and scatter throughout the universe. 1% follows
that only the cause of the order of the universe oan be
the aufficiont ground fTor the occurrence of any event;
further, since every development and ervery emergencs
deponds upon a complex of events, only the causs of the
order of the universe can be the suffieient ground for

any development or emergence.

It follows, further, that Gnd applies every
contingent agent to its operation. ¥For the aspent operatssa
in accord with the pattern of world order when the con-
ditions of the operation are fulfilled; but the conditions
are fulfilled when other events occur;and God iz the first
egent of each of those oecurrences. Horeover, it follows
that evpry created agent is en instrument in executing
the divine plan; for its operution is the fulfilment of s
condition for other svents; end so 1t 1s used by a higher
agent for an ulterior end. Finally, it follows that God
by his intelligence moves all things to their proper ends;
for Cod causes every evernt and applles every egent and
uses every operstion inmsmuch as he is the fause of the

order of the universs.

D -\...-;-{ T .. L"‘i. :




sl

Ceneral Transcendent Xnowledge 2.

It wil) geinqtad}thgtﬁihia acoount of divine
control of events dftfars frox the accounts of both
Banez end Molira. For they ascribe divine control of
a1l events to the fact that God by a pecullar activity
sontrols euch. But on the nadove analysis Cod contirols
omch avant bposuss he controls all, snd he aontrols ell
becmuse he alone can Lie the cause of the order of the
anlwverse on shich evary event depends. Noreover, though
our snalysis 1s cmst in contemporary terms, one has only
to replego modern by aristotelian physics to arrive, 1
belisve, st the thought and expressiona of Aquinas. Sse

my article on Gratias Qpersns, Theologionl :Studies,iﬁi‘?”‘). 38744

In the twventy-sccond plmsco, Cod would he ihe
ultisate €inal csuse of eny universe, the ground of itms
velue, and the ultimnte ohjective of all finanlistie
striving. TYor, a8 we lhave ssen, the primary intelligible
wold be incomplete if in 1% wore not to be grasypsd every
othor intelligidle; the pricery baing would be imperfect
in heing if £t could p % originate othar heing; and the
orinary good w0:ld be lacki-g in ondness Lf it wers starile
and could not he the sourse of other instances of the good.
Inworsaly, then, the sacondary intelligibles are intelligible
becsuse af tha completeness of the primary; contingent
beings are possible because of the perfection of primesrxy
being; and other instences of the good can arise beczuse
af the excellence of the primary good. But whaet is possible

becsuse of theiperfeotion and excellence of snother, also will

be sctual becuwuse of that perfection and sXeeilence; sud O
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God's perfection and axcellence must be the final osuse

of everything else,

Moreover, a value is & posslble object of

reasonable choice, and so the ground of values is the

. ground of poasihility in objects and of reassonebleness in
okoosing. But every possible world order is graspsd in
the primary intelliglble end derived from it; and any
gctual world order is chosen by a willing that not merely
acecords with unrestricted understandirg but 45 identiesl
with {t, Henee God would be the ground of the value of

?rauﬂig any world order and, irdeed, ¢ ground thet is 1denticel

. wlth the stendord of whet true value is,

Furthexr, it has been seen that the lmmanent
order of this universs is s compound conditioned series of
thinge und schemes of recurr-nce red8lized in acoord with
successive schedules of probabilities; and it has been
added thet, from the viewpoint of unrestricted understand-
ing, the non-gystematioc vanishes to yield place to & fully
deterninate and absolutely efficacious plan and intention.
It follows that finality Is to be concelved more arcurately.
Insteed of an upwerd but indeterminetely directed dynamiem,
there is the intended ordination of each nétency for the
form it receives, of each form Tor the act it receives,
of eech manifold of lower acts for the higher unities and
integrations under vhich they are subsumed. 8o it is that
every teundency and force, every movement and change, every

desirs and striving are designed to bring adout the order




Gensral Transoendent Xnowledye 9.

of the universe in the-manner in vhioh in fact they con=
tribute to it; and since the order of the universe itself
has teen shown t¢ be becsuse of the perfection and excel-
Jonice of the primary teing end good, so all that is for the
order of the universe is hemded ultimately to the perfectiion

and excellence that is ite primary source and ground,

In the twenty-third place, there follows a
transformation of mataphysics ss we have concelved it. Por
the metaphycics of proportionate heing becomas a subordin-
ato part tf of & more renerzl metaphysice that envisages

the transcendent idea of dbeing.

In the twenty-fourth place, there follows g
transformation of the ethics based on restricted mete-
physies. Tor thut éthics was concerned with the consistency
of knowing and doing within the individusnl’s rational self-
sonsciousness. But now {t is clear that‘ﬁtw knowledge not
only 1s true out alse 1s an apprehenaion of the divinely
ordsined order of the universe, and that doing consistent
vlth knowing not norely is gonsistent with knowing but also
is man's cooparation with God in tie realization of the
order of the universe. Inversely, error becomss a deviation
not only f£réom truth hut also from God, and wrong-doing

tekes on the echarecter of sin against God,

In the twenty-f£ifth place, something must be said
about evil and sin. TFor it would seem that, since God is

the efficacious cause of sverything in the universe, he

2 B
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mst be the suthor of all its evils end responsible for all

its sins. Butl before lesping to that conclumion, let ua

distinguish between physical evil, morsl evil, and basic ain.

By basic sin 1 shall mean the failure of free
will to choose a morelly obligatory course of asction or {ts
feilurs to reject a morally reprehensible courase of aoction.
Thus, basic sin is the root of the irrationel in man's
rational self-consciousness. Ais intelligently and ration~
ally conscious, man grasps and affirme what he ought to do
and what he ought not to doj; but knowing is ons thing and
doing is another; if he wills, he does what he ought; if
he wills, he diverts his attention from proposals to 4o
what he ought not; but if he feils to will, then the
obligstory course of action is not executed again, if he
fails to will, his ettention remains on illicit proposals;
the incompleteness of their intelligibility end the inco-
herence of their apparent ressonableness are disregarded;
and in this contraction of consciousness, which is the
basic sin, there ocours the wrong sction, which 1s more

conspicuous but really derivative.

Next, by moral evils I shall mean the conssquences
of bhasie sins. TFrom the basic sin of not willing what one
ought to will, there follow moral evils of omisaion and a
heightening of the temptation in #neself or others to
further basic sins. TFrom the hasic sin of not setting
aside illieit proposals, there follows their execution and

a more positive heightening of tension and temptation in
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onesel!l or in one's sooiel milieu.

Finally, by physical evils I shall mean all
the short&pomings of a world order that consists, in so
far as we understand 1%, in a generalized emergent pro-
bability. For in such an order the unordered manifold is
prior to the formal good bf higher unities and higher
orders; ths undeveloped is prior to the developed; there
are fals=e starts, break-downs, failures; advance is at
the price of risk; sscurity is mated with sterility; and
the life of man is guided by en intelligence that has to

develop and a willingness that has to ve acquired,

Now 1t i not diffricult to grasp the relevance
of this threefold distinction to our problem. For a
problemn is a questicn for intelligence; it defines an
intelligibility to be grasped; and clearly intelligence
cannot lump together basic sins, moral evils, snd physicel

1lls.

In the firat place, all that intelligence can
grasp #ith respect to basic sins is that there is no intel-
1igibility to be grasped. <“hat is basie sin? It is the
irrational Vhy does 1t occur? 1f there wars a reason, it
would not be sin. There may hs excuses; there may be
Ml latives et extenuating circumstances; but there cannot
be & reason, for basic ein aonsists, not in ylelding to
reasons and reasonableness, but in falling to yield to theu;

it consists not in inadvertent failure but in advertence end
in acknowledgement of obligation that, none the less,

— o
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is not followad by reasonsble response.

How if bmeio¢ sin is siuply irrational, if
wnderstanding it csonalsts {n grasping that 1t hes mo
Intelligibility, then clsurly 1T cennot be in intekliyzl ble
dependeuve on enything eiss. But what cannot be in frtel=
ligible devendonce or: anything else, cennot have a omyse;
fox cuuse is correlutive with er'feot; and sn effect Le
vhat ias in intel ligitle dependence on something elas.
Flually, 1¥ basic sins c¢annot have & esuse, Cod eannot
be their cause, NHor does this conclusion contradiet owr
earlier affirmntlon That every avent 18 caused by God,

For basie sin {8 not an cveont; At is not something that
psitively occurs; on the contrary, it consists in s failurey
of ﬁocurrsnoe, in the absence in the will of a ressonbls

response to sn obl iystory notive.

Further, nhen & provlem contains the irratfiomel,
it can be handled correctly omly in g highly complexr smd
¢ritical rashion. IF the mathematiclen attributed to
Inaginary numbers exsetly the seme properties as he fimds
in real numbers, them certainly he would blunder. #
graver bui no less imevitablo blunder awcita anyone that
faile to draw the distinetions and follow the rules
necesmitated by the Arrationality of basic sin., For the
formiliar disjunction of the princinle of excludsed micAiXs
{(E4ther A or not A) must be replsced by a trichotomy.
Besides what %8 positively and what simply is no%, thnre

is the irretional comstituted b what could and ocught o de
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but is not. Besides the being that God causes, mnd the
non-being that God doss not cause, there is the Lrretional
that God neither cmuses nor doss not cause bhut jemits
others tn perpetrate. Besides the actual good that God
wills and the unremlized good that God does not will, there
are tﬁa baslio 8irs that he neither wills nor doem not will

but forbids.

Clearly, Lt is not evil but good to crestoe a
being 50 excellent that it possessez rationad =skf~
conaciousness whence freedom naturally follows. It {8 not
aevil but rood to leave that freedom intect, o sommand
good indeced snd to forbid evil, but to refr:in froman
interference that would reduce freedom to an iXlasory
appearence. Consequantly, it is rot evil it gl to
conceive and choose and effect a world order, even though
basle sins will and do oceur; for 1t is only fallscy to
argus that basie sine elthar ure entities or nonentities and
thet, 1f they arc entities, they must he due to Gud's
universal causality, or\ir they ere nonentities, they must

be due to Cod's unwillingness to csuse the opposkies entities.;

There remain physical end moral evils, Now if the
oriterion of zood and evil are sensitive pleasure and
pain, then cslesrly physicel end moral evils are ultimately

evlil. But the proper criterion of the good is Imfelligi-
bility, and in this universe evervthing but basic sin oan.be

understood and s0 is good. For the imperfection of the

lower is the potentiality for the higher:; the undeweloped
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is for the developed; and svem morsl evils through the
dinleatical fenaion they ganerate head either to their om
eliminetion or to @ reinforcensnt of the noral zeood, 3o

it is that a gensralized emorgent probebility can be zrasped
aven by our limited understanding as san imnenently and
highly intelligihle order embracing sverything in our .

universe.,

In the twenty-:sixthplace, God is personal.
Though we hegan from the highly impersonal question, What
i1es being, though w»e have bsen working out the implications
of an unrestricted eet of understanding in itself and in i{4s
relations Lo the universe, though we have bson spasking of
an object of thought, whiceh if it exiats, will be kiaown
as an objoct of affirmation in the objedtive domain of
belng, atill the notion at which we have srrived is the
noticn of a personal heing. As man, 8o God 1s a rational
self~-gconsciousness, for man w#as made in the image angd
likeness of God. DBut whet men is through unrestricted
desire and limited attainment, God is ss unrestri;&bd act,
But an unrestricted act of rational self-consciousness,
however objectively and impersonally it has been conceived,
clearly satisfies all that is meant by the subject, the
person, the other with an 1lntelligence and a reasonsbleness

and a willing that is his own.

Moreover, as the idea of being ia the notion of
a personal God, so too it 1mplies a parsonalist view of the

order of the universe. Por that order is not a blueprint
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such as nmight be drawn up by = érchitect for s building,
nor is it a plah suoh as mi it be imposcd by a govermment
given %o soveial enyineerimg, bub 1t is an intollizibility
that is to ba grasped only by toupovnding classical snd
statistiszal, genstie and dismleotlical methods, that includeg.
the commands and prohibitions that express the willimng of
one about the willing of others, that has room for the
forebearance with which even omnipotent will refuses to
interfere with the will of other persons, that contsina
the apperent anomsly of the irichotomy that goss beyond
the principle of excluded niidle Lo make place for the sard
of hasio sin.

10. The Affirmatlion of God

Our knowledge of dbeing ls by intelligent gresp
and reasontble affirmation. By asking what being is, we
have been led to grasp and conceive what God is. 8ince
it has been shown that being is the core of all meaning,

{1t rfollows that our grasp ami conception of the notion of
God is the most meaningful of all possible odjects of our
thought. Still every object of thought raises & further
question; for once the activity of intelligent conscliousness
is completed, the activity of reflective oconsciousne ss
begins. Is then God merely un objest of thought? Or ias God
real? Is he sn object of resmsonable affirmation? Doesa he

exist?
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2ore of all mp4ninz, it followg

e notion of Gocl‘,,i';{;e

ought.

t raisos a fur®her question;_}
the antivity intelligont /_c,an ssiousness 19/.--"’)/__

leted, the actifity of reflaq_tiv;;a consciouang/ss/begilia.

{l]r/is God real?f\

I} then God nepSly an objentdﬂf/thought?

The.ne throe further questions are ons and the
some, For the real is being, and apert fronm being thers
18 nothing, Reing is not knowrn without ressoneble affir=
mntion, end existence is the respect In vwhioh heing is
known precisely inasmuoh as it is affirmed reasonably,
Hence, it is one and the same thing to say that God is real},
that ho is mn object of reasonuhla affirmetion, and that

he exists.

Again, to affirm that God exisis is not to

ascribe to him the Ixistenz or gevorfen—in-der-¥elt-sein

of oxistentinlist thought. For such existence is the
existence of msn, not ss intelligentlr grasped snd reasonably

affirmed, but es experienceing, inquiring, snd reflecting,

vat not obtalning sny definitive snsvers to his questions

sbout himself.

Further, while both the existencs of any propor-
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tLonste belng and the existence of God are to be known

thirough & rationelly posited "Yes," it doss not follow,

thkat both the existences are the smame. For the meaning of
the "Teos™ varies with the question that it answers. If one
sske whether a contingent being exists, an affirmative
arxswer means & contingent existence. But is one asks
vhether a self-explanatory being exists, an affirmative

axswer means a self-explanatory exisf.snce.

Agein, 1in the self-knowladge of a self-explanatoxy
heeing it would be one and the seme thing for him to know
vhrat he 1s and whether he is. For his knowledge of what
her 1 s would consist in a grasp of the formally uncondifioned,

and a8 the grasp answers the question, What? so the uncon~

ditioned answera the question, Whether?

But it does not follow that the two questions
imve a single answer in our knowledge. ¥or when we grasp
vhat God is, our grasp 1s not an unrestricted act of under-
standing but a restrioted understanding that extrapolates
from itself to an unrestricted act and by asking ever further
qaestions arrives at a list of aettributes of the unresiriected
act. Accordingly, what is grasped is not the unrestricted
gt but the extmapolatiom that proceeds from the properties
of a restriocted act to the properties of the unrestricted
gst. Hence, when the extrapolation is Sompleted, thexe
renains the further question whether the unrestricted act

{s Just an object of thought or a reality.
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It follows that all forms of the ontological
argument ere fallacious. For they argue from the conception
of God to his existence. DBut our conceptions yXeld no more
than analytic propositions. And, as has beon seen, one can
effect the trensition from the analytic proposition to the
analytio principle only inasmuch as the terms and relations
of the propositbon occur in concrete Judgments of feat,
Hence, while there is no difficulty in so conceiving God

' that the denial of his existence would ve & contradietiom

:in terms,. gtill that conception ylelds no more then ean

analytic principle only if we can affirm in s concrete

judgment of fact that God does exist.

Tha Anselmian argument, then, is to he met by

distinguishing the premis;, Deus est quo malus cogiteri

nequit. One grents that by appropriate definitions and
syntactical rules it cen he made into an analytlc proposi-
tion. But one asks for the evidence that the terms as

defined occur in conocrete judcements of faoct.

The Cartesian argument seems to be from the
concept to the existence of a perfect being. This would
be valid if conceiving were looking and looking vere
knowing. But that view involves the counter-positions;
and when one shifts to the positions, one Tinds thet con-
ceptions bedome knowing only through reflective grasp of

the unconditioned.

‘The Leibnizian argument is from the possibility

(» . 0 ) : .
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fo the aotualitly of God. As we have seen, Gol is either

necessary or impossible. But he is not impossible, Tor the

notion of God is not a contradiction in terms. Therefore,
he exists necessaerily. But the major is only an snalytic
proposition, and so the conclusicn can be no more[%@pn an
enalytic proposition. Turther, the resson offersd for the
minor calls for & distinetion., If there iz en ommipotent
God, and if omnipotence consists in the power to producse
whatever does not involve an internel contradiction, then
the abgence of internsl contradiction proves possibility.
But if one does not presuppose the existence of divine
omnipotence, then the absence of internal sontrsd iotion

proves no more than the ooherence of an object of thought.

However, if the ontologlcal srgument is to be
raegarded as fallacious, it may seem that there is no
possibility of affirming rationslly the existence of God.
For our distinction between mnalytic propositions and
analytioc principles 1s gquivalent to the verification

principle of the logical positivists. DBut there seems no

possibility of verifying an unrestricted sct of understanding

either in our external or in our internel experience. And
even if the experience were possible, still there would de
needed the fact before the existence of God ocould be

affirmed reasonably.

This 6bjection, howevex, rasts on an identification

of the notions of veriflcation and of experiencs. Yet

clearly if the law of falling bodies ia verified, it 1is not
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experienced, All that is experienced is a large aggri?ata
of contents of acts of observing., 4t is not experience but
underatanilng that unifies the aguregate by reterring them
to a hypothetical law of falling bodies. 1t is not ex-
perience but criticel reflection that asks mhethor the date
correspond to tie law and vhether the corresrondence
suffices for sn affirmation of the law. 1t is not experi-

enge but a refle~tive grasp of ‘he fulfilment of the

.
sorditions for & probable affirmantion that constitqgs the

only act of verifying that exists for the law of falling
bodies; and similarly it is a reflective grasp of the

uncondit ioned that grounds svery othar Jjudgment.

Moxsover, the point to the demend for a trensition
from analytic propositions to analytiec judgments primarily
is a distinction between dilfferent tvpes of uncondig%ned
and only secondarily does it Involve a resemblance to the
verification prianciple. There is a virtuelly uncondiggned
that has its conditionsa fulfilled solely by actis of defining
and poatw&jbing; guch 1s the analytie proposition. To
this virtuslly uncondigbnad thare oan sccrue a further
fulfilment inasmuch as vhat it defines and what it postulates
8l1s0 prove to be virtually uncondiﬁéned; such is the analy 1o
prineiple. This further fulfilment arises in concrete
judgnents of fact, such as occur in the proceas of verifl-
cation; and & our position resembles thet of the logical
positivists. But resemblance nsad not be identity. PMor

unlike the lLogicsl positivists, we are completely disillus-
ioned of the notion that knowing the real is somehow

g e



general. Transcendent Xnowledge o 70 30 '

looking et what is already out there now. Unlike them, we
hmve much to ssy about the unconditioned =2nd, indecd, it is
in the unagonditioned that we place the whole meaning and

forge of wverification,

On the one hand, them, the ontologicsl argument
i3 to be rejected, for conception alone is an insufficient
ground for Jjudgment. On the other hand, what has to be
added to mere conception is, not an experiencea of God,
but a grasp of the unconditioned. Affirming %s sn intrin-
‘sically rational act; 1t proceeds with rational necessity
f'rom grasp of the uncondlticned; amd the unconditiomed Lo
bae grasped is, not thes formally unconditioned that God is
and that unrestricted understnnding graspva, but the virtu-
ally unconditioned that consists In inferring God®s
exlstence from premisiee that are true. There remains
but one more preliminary. Alrendy #we have remarked
but agein we must repest that proof is not some automatio
process that results in s judgment, as taking en mspixin
reXieves a headache, or as turning on a switch sets the
Alzitel computer on its unerrinz way. All that can be set
down in these pages is a set of signs. The signs can
represant a relevant virtually unconditioned. But grasping
4t and making the conssquent judgment is sn immanemt sct
of rational consciousness that sach has to parforn for

himself and no one else cen perform for him.

The existence of God, then, is known as the

comelusion to an argument and, while euoh arguments are

b e e e L e wn miunAEne
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many, all of them, I believe, are included in the following

general form.

If the resl 1s completsly intelligible, God
exista. But the resl is completely intelligibla. Thersfore,
QGod eoxiats.

Iy
To begin from the minor premiss, one argues that
being is completely intelligible, thet the real 15 being,

and that therefore the real is completely intelligible.

Now being is completely intelligible. For belng
ie the objeotive of the detached, dlsinterested, unrestrioted
desire to know; this desire consists in intelligent inquiry
and oritical reflection; it resulis in partlel knowledge

inesmuch as intelligent inquiry ylelds understanding and
critical reflection grasps undersianding %0 be cerreot;

but it reesoches its objective, which is bsling, only when
every intelligent question has been given an intelligent
enswer and that answer has been found to be correct. Basing,
then, is intelligible, for it is what is to be known by
gorrect understgipding; end it is completaly intelligible,
for being 13 known completely only when all intelligent

questions ars answered correctly.

Moreover, the real is being., For the resl is
whet is meant by the name, resl, But al]l that is meant is
sither a mere objact of thought or else both an object of

thought and an object of affirmation., The real is not
mersly an object of thought; and so it is both an object
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of thought and an objoot of effirmation. Nor is the real
mersly some of the objeots of both thought and affirmstion
but all of them. ind similarly being is all that is to

ba known by iutelligent gras, «nd reasonable affirmation.

If this coincidence of the real and being pre=-
supposes an aoceptance of the positivns ond a re Jection
of the ocounter-positions, the reader will not espect &t
this stage of the argamoen. any repotition of Lhe basie
polnts that have been mude over arnd over again In the
precading pages of this work, To acvept the positiona is
to scoept one's own intelligence and reasonabloness and
to sta:rd by that acceptsnce. To re jset the counter-
positions is to rejeot the interference of othor desire
with the proper functioning of the deteched, disintersated,

and unrestricted desire to know. Hence, avery counter-

position lends to its own revergel; for 1t is involved
in incoherence as soon us tho claim is made thot 1t is
grasped intelligently and affirmed reasonably; and an intel-

ligont and reasonable subject cannot avoid nmeking that claim,

-
There remsins the ma jor premisg, namely, If the
real is completely intelligible, then God exisis, The

srgument mey be cast a3 follows.

If the real is completely lntelligible, then
conplete intelliglbility oxists. If conplete intelligi-
vility exists, tue idea of being exists. If the idea of

being exisis, then God exists, Therefore, if the real is
conpletely intelligible, God exlsts.
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Let us comment on each of the premisfes in turnm,
o

First, if the raal'is completely intelligible,
then complete intelligivilitv exists. For just as the
resl could not be intelligible, if intelligibility were
non=existent, so the real could not hHe connletely intelli-
gible, 1if conplete intelligibility vere non-existent, 1In
other words, to afflrm the complete intelligibility of the
real is to affirm the complete intelligibility of sll thet
is to be affirmed. But one cannot affirm the complete
Intelligibillty of all that is to be affirmed without
affirming complets intelliszibility. And to affirm complete

intelligibility is to know 1is existence,

Secondly, if complete intelliglbility exlsts,
the idea of being existas, For intellipgibllity either is
material or spiritual or abstract: it is material in the
objects of physics, chemisiry, biology, snd sensitive
psychology; it is spiritual vhen it is ddentical with under-
standing; and it is abstract in concepts of unities, laws,
ideal freguencies, genetic operators, dislectical tensions
and conflicts. But abvstract intelligibility necessarily i%ﬁ\
incomplete as long as it can inquire. TFinally, material
intelligibility necessarily is incouplete, for it is cone

tingent in its existence ind in its occurrences, in its

) genera and species, in 1ts classiocsl amd statistical laws,

in its genetic operators(ﬂgd the actuel course of lts
smergent probability; moreover, it im¢ludes & merely

empirical residue of individuality, mom~-countable infinities,
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partiocular places and times, and for systenatio knowleadge
a non-systenatio divergence. It follows that the only
poesibility of complete intelligibllity lies in a spiritual
intelligibility that cannot inquire becaﬁsa it understands
everything shout everything. And such unrestricted under=~

stending is the 1des of being.

Thirdly, if the idea of being exista, God exists.
Tor if the idea of being exists, at least 1ts primery
component exists. But the prisary component has been
shown to possess gll the attributes of God. Tharefore, if

the idea of being exists, God existis.

Such, then, is the argument. As & 80t of sfigns

printed in a book, it 6an do no more than indisate the

materials for a refleotive grasp of the virtually uncondite
joned. To elicit such an act is the work that the resder
has to perform for himself. Wurther, inasmuch as any
reador has been impressed by thg widely diffused conten-
porary view that the existence of Ged cannot bs proved,

he will he wondering just where the fellacy lies, just
when the unjustified step was taken, in the foreroing
endeavor to accomplish the repuBedly impossible. lLet us
join him in his reflection.

Certainly, there would have to be sone fallacy in
the argument, 1f it did not presuppose a complete break
with the various currents of modern thought that insist on

atheism or agnasticism.' But such a complete break does

General Transcendent Knowledge 10. 24 3 {%
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exist in the'iéjectioﬁ; root and branch, of tha counter-
positions andJiﬁ.; GOmplete°acoaptance of the positions,
Granted that the resl 1s belng, granted that being 1s knoun
by intelligent grasp and reasonable affirmation, then God
1s & renlity it he is & being and he is a being if intel-
ligent grasp conceives him and ressonablensss affirms what
intelligence conceives., Again, granted the exolusion of
8ll obscurantism, intelligence is committed to the effort
to coneeive & notion of God; for If the real is being,

then one must face the questlion, What is being? and as has
beon meen, the answer to that question includes the answer
to the gusstion, What is God? But the answer to a question
for intelligence necessarily reises the corresponding
question for reflection, and tne exclusion of obscurantism
on¢e more comnits us to an effort to answer. If the answer

is negative, athelism is correct. If no answer is possible,

agnosticism is correct, If the answer is affimjative, theism

is correct. The only issue is to decide which of the thres
is the answer to be given by the unity of empiricel, iptel-
ligent, «nd rational conmsciousness that I happen to be,

Finelly, if I am operating in the inteilectusl pattern of

experience, if I am genuine in my ecceptance of the domination

of the detached, disinterested, unrestricted desire to inquire

intelligently and reflect reasonsbly, then I have no just
grounds for surprise if I find myself unable to deny either

that there is a reality or that the real 1s being or that

being is completely intelligible or that complete intelligi-

bility is unrestricted understanding or that unrestricted

135"
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understanding is God.

Btill;-a eoﬁoluaion'can contain no more then its

_premiatfa. If at the start one does not know that God

exists, at lemst that knowledge must emerge in the process
if 1t 1s to be present at its end. 7here, then, in the
process does Knowledge of God!'s exisienca mske its implicit
entry?

It 1s a fair question but to answer it a distinc-
tion has to be drawn between 1) affirming a link hetween
other existence and God's and 2) affirming the other
existence that is linked to God's existence. The second
alement lies in the affirmation of some reality: 1t took
place in the chapder on Self-affirmstion, and it was
expanied io the universe ol proportlonate being in subsequent
chapters. The first element ias the process thst identifies
the real with being, tien identifles beirnz vith complete
intelldigibllity, end finally identifies complete intel-
ligibility with?ﬁnrestricted act of understending that
possesses the properties of God and accounts for ever ything
else. In this proceas the expansive monent 13Fha Tirst:
for if the real 1s beling, the real 1§Aobjective of an
unrestricted desire to understand correctly; to be such an
objeotive, the real has to bs completely intselligible,
for what is not ;ntelligﬂible i+ not the objective of &
desire to understand, and what 18 not complstely 1ntalligible
is the objective, not of an unrestricted dasire to under=-

stand correctly, but of such a desire Judlciously blended
with an obscurantist refusal to understand. Once this
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expansive monent is achieved, the rest follows. The real

. cennot bde completely intelligible, if complete intelligi-

bility is unreasl. Nor can complete intelligibility be reeml,
if the unrestricted act of understanding is merely an
objJact of thought., For the intelligiblliity of the merely
concalived is not real; the intelligibility of material
reality is dependent on a merely empirical residue and so
it is incomplete; +he intelligibility of inquiring and
developing intelligence is seeking its own completion and
thereby proclaiming its incompleteness; and so the @ﬂ nJ)
possibility of mn intelligibility that is at once complete

and real 18 the unrestriocted sct of understanding,

Yet who are we to preiend to knowledge of every
possibility? Might not there be some further alternative?
Might not intelligibility be both real and complete in some
quite differsnt fashion thet lies beyond the narrow confines
of our comprehersion? There might be, if we were ready to
take refuge in the counter-positions or to give way to our

tendencies to obscurentism., But the presupposition is that

we are not. And if we are not, then the possible is pos-
sible being, being is intrinsically intelligible, and the
intelligible elther is identical with understanding or else
related to it as something that could be understoocd. But
intelligibility of the latter type is incomplete, for it
is conditioned in its very intelligiblility by its relationm

4o something else. Nor is inquiring

" and developing
understanting complste. So there raﬁbﬂns only the
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unrestricted sct of understending. Nor is there any pars~
dox in our oleiming -to envisage nll poasible alternativesg
for if we can ¥know that our attainment is extremely

limited, we oan do 8o because our knowledge saprings from

‘an unrestrioted desire to understand correotly; and so it

18 oms and the seme unrestricted desire that both reveals
$0 us the vestness of the range 4f pussibilities and, by
the seme stroke, definen the basle conditions that every
possibility nmust satisfy.

Fiunally, it may be objeoted that, for all we
know, an unrestricied asct of understandiing wmay be a contra-
diction in terms. But et lesst an unresirioted &esire to
understand correctly is not 8 contradiction, for it is a
foct. Hor has contradiotion any other origin but the ex-
istence of different acts of understanding with respect
to the same object. Nor does contradiction imply impos-
sibility unless reaslity is completely intelligible. But
the unreatricted aot of understanding is & single aot, =0
thet contradiction cannot originate from it; and only
bescause the unrestricted act grounde all that is and would
ground all that oould be, ia it true thet the contradictory

ecannot be,

11. Comparisons and Contrasts

It has bean argued that our metaphysios of propor-

tionate being supplies a universal viewspoint, and nov that
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that metaphyalcs hua veen transformed to inolude trans-
oandent being, we must sek whethor the univorsal viewpoint

ramhins.

Pirst, then our conception of GCod as the unrestric-
ted a0t of understandinz ooinoides with Aristotle's con-
ception of ths unmoved mover 2s Vg7675 Vo;érléJS s if
\/o/»?ﬂj has the same meaning as vo zrf:/ in the famous
stotemant on insight in the [De snimua, Keti VoS! & velTs
Tcﬁk i}’Sq —"5.\/ Torfs fdd?’u./gaofd’n/ « Nor la there any=
thing fanciful about sueh an interpretation. is aristotle's
netaphysics of matter sl form corroaponds to s pmychology
of sense and insight, so Aristotle's separate forms are,

not Plstonic Idess without intelligence, but identities of
intelliglbilisty in act with intelligence in agb.

sacondly, the series of att-ibutes se have found
in the uaresirictsd act of understaniing reveal the identity
ol our conception with squinas? congeption of God as ipsum

intelligere, ipsum esso, summum horum, the exempler,

ef Tiofent cause, Tirst sgent, and last end of sll else that
is or could be. Among Thomlsts, however, there s n dise-

pute wiathey ipsum intelligore or jvsun esse sghsigtens 1s

logicully first sanong divine attridbutes., 48 hos been seen
in the secetion on the notion of God, 81l other divipe
attributes follow from the noticn of an unrestricted act of
understanding, YMoreover, since we deafine heing by its
ralation to intelligence, necesserily our ultinate is not

being but intelligence,
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MW% Thirdly, as Aquinas, so have we rejected the ontologioal

argument and every other claim %o immediate knowledge of
God. Hovever, as we havs argusd mediately from the reelity
of oreatuxos to the reaslity of God, so we heve mnde expliocit
the inplication of this procedurse by distinguishing two
levela in metaphysios. For 1f orestures are known by us
before God is known, then thers is in our knowledge &
metaphyslos of proportionate being that is true as a matter
of fact and as a matter of fact revesls the ontological
structure of the proporiionate universe. But mere matiers
of fact cannot be ultimate for intelligence, and so from
proportionate metaphysics we are led from contingence througf
causelity ©o bteing as at once transcendent idea and

transcendent reslity.

Fourthly, the five ways in which Aquinas proves
the exisionce of God sre so many particular cascs of the
gerera]l statemsnt that the provortionate universe is
inconpletely intelligible and that complete intelligi-
btility is5 demanded, Thus, ther: is an argument from
motion, bessuse the transitiorn from potency to act is
conditioned and an unlimited eggregate of conditioned
transitions does not add up {o complete intelligibility,
There is an argument from efficient ceusality, for the
intelligible dependence of effect on ocause becomes completely
intel ligible only i{f there is s cause that is intelligible
without being dependent., There is &n argument from

sontingence, for the contingent is as a metter of fact,
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and the mmttérip;;fﬁoﬁliq'gqt'pﬁﬁpletely intelligible.
There 1s an afgu;én¥ﬂfbd&'fﬁéﬁaeveral levels of bdeing,

for the manv ¢an be completely intelligible only by deing
related to the one and unique. There is an srgument from
the order of the universe, for the intelligibility of an
order is conditicned in its intelliglbility by its relation

to an intelligence,

Fifthly, besides Aquinaes® five ways, there sars
as many other proofs of the existence of God as there sre
aapeots of incomplete intelligibility in the universe of
proportionate being. In purticular, attontion nmust be
drawn to the epistemolopicel problem. For as nothing in
the proportionate universs is & complete 1intellizibility,
g0 our knowing is not. IJnversely, unless ws know some
reality, there is no poaainiiity of deducing the existence
or God. It follows that first ve must establish that as
8 matter of fact we know and thet as a matter of fact there
is come reslity proportionste to our knowing. TFor oaly
sfter the facts are known c¢an we entartain any hope of
reaching an explanation of the possibility of a correspon-
dence batween our inquiry end understanding, our reflection

and judgment, and on the other hend the real ma it reslly is.

Aocordingly, we are led to disegree with what
sesens 4o nave heen Schleiermacher's procedure. Correctly he
maintainad that our knowing is possible only if ultimately

there is an identity of Denken and Sein. But it does not
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follor that .in our 'knowlédgo such an identity must be
genetically first., And so it does not follow that the
whole of our knowing rests on a belief, prompted by
religious feeling, in the ultimaste identity. Am has been
seen, our own unrestricted desire to knom defines for us
what ve nust mean when we speak of being; in the light of
that notion we can settle by intelligent graep and reason-
able affirmation wvhat in fact is and what in fect is not;
and while this procedure does not explain vhy every possible
and actual reslity must be intelligible, it does settle
wha! in fact already is known to be true and, st the same
time, £t gives rise to the further question that asks for
complete explanation and complete intelligibility.

2

Six*lily, as the metaphysics of proportionate
being xosts on the isomorphism of the proportiomate known
to the knower, so the transition to the transcendent is
offectmd by proceeding from the contingent subject's unre-
stricted desire to know to the transcendemt{ sub ject®s
unrestricted act of understanding. Again, as ths structure
of pxoportionate being can he deduced fxrom the struoture
of the contingent subject, so certain general properties of
any possible universe can he deduced from the attributes
of the transcerdent subject. However, while the meta-
physisa of proportionate being can be developed by appealing
to comron sense and to the empirical seiences, the genersl
proper ties of any possible universe are hound to remain

generalities in our knowledge for we have no ompiricall

knowle dge of other universes then the one in which we exist.
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~arplaining the existence of other views., For though we have

There follows o corollary of conside andle
theologienl inportance, namely, that our knowladge of
posaibls worlds is, in gen.rel, no more than an infercuce
from our knowlaedge of God. Thus, because God i3 omnipotent,
one oan infer that every non~-contradictory stetement would
ba Ttrue in some possible vorla. Recanse ddvine wisdon
pquals divine power, one cun say that every possiblas world
would be ordered in scoord with 1nrin1fa w isdom, Beaouse
divine goodness accords with divine wisdom, one can sey
that any possible world would be worthy of infinite good-
ness. But because our understending is not tho unrestriocted
act, wa sre not in aposition to go into details. Briofly,
we are committed to the sobriety of Aquinas in the twenty-

Tifth question of the firat part of his Summa Theologiae,

and we are led to reject as methodologically unscund the
Sootist view that a question becomes scientific when it

is raised with respect to all possible worlds, The fact

1s that a question then usuelly becomes indetermineble, and
to no small extent the sterility of later Scholasticism
seens atiributable to lts mistaken conoﬁptib ns on the

nature of scientifie knowledge,

Seventhly, if our acenunt of the notion and the
affirmation of God may be placed within the Aristotelian

and Thomist tradition, it also meets the reguirement of

gona bdeyond the mstaphysies of proportionate being to the
transcendent idea and transcendent reslity of being, still

nmir hega of onerations has remsined the same. We ralsed
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the question of the notion of God by asking what being is.
e ansvered the question whether God exists by affirming
that the real 1s being and that being is the completely
inteliligible objastive of &n unrestricted desire to under-
stand correctly., HNor wvas 1t obscure at any decisive point
in the process that we were reaching our answers by re-
rmaining trge to the positions snd by rejecting the countsr-
positions. Dut the polymorphism of humen consciousness

1s not suppressed by the mere fact that a man is amking
whet and whether God is. Accordingly, just as our notion
and affirmation of God result from the positions, ao

other views on the divinity mey Le resched by supposing
different stages in the development of the poaltions and

in the aberration of the counter-positions.

It follows that the universel viewpolnt of pro-
portionate metaphysies has been preserved yet expanded.
Por a viewpoint is universel in the measure that 1) 1t is=
one and coherent, 2) 1t raises issues too basic to be dodged,
and 3) its analysis of the sviderice 18 penetrating enough
%o explaln the exisience of every other viem &as well as to
astablish 1ts omm. But the notion and effirmstion of God
is one, for God is one; it is coherent, for cohersnce
results from the unity of & single aet of understanding, and
God is 8 single, unrestricted act of understanding. Again,
to ask what being igjﬁgéthar the real is heing, 1is 1o ralse

‘questions thet are too basic to be dodged. Finally, as our

answer rasults from the positions at the present stage of
thelr development, so other answers (at least if we presoind

R W
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for the moment from the mystic's sffirmation of the insf
fable and the believer's affirmnation of e divine revelation)
cun be dsrived by assigning dilfferent values to the vari=-

ables in man's polymorphic consciousness.,

To Lllustrate this conclusion briefly, the
positions develop primarily inasmiuch as senso i1s distin-
gulshed from understanding and both sense and understanding
fron judgment, and they develop secondarily inasmuch as
the pomitions ere distinguished sharnly and affectively
from the countsr-positions. Pytnggoras and Parmenides,
Plato and Aristotle, Augustine and Aquinas are the great
pames in the primary process, while the breask-down of
medieval Scholasticlism and the methodological efforts of
modern philosophy set the problem of the secondary develop-
ment, and the advance of methematics and empirical science

provide the prscise inlormetion needed tu erfect it.

In the measure that the primary end secondary
devslopments have not occurred or are not assimilated, not
only is human consclousness polymorphie but its various
components are unresolved., Man affirms the dlvine, and

obscurely he knows what he means. As hest he c¢an, he

T RS Y N KA B PHENY Al AR asa s A i

expresses his meaning, but his resources for sxpression
are unequel to the task. He can give God a name, but
there afa meny tongues, and so there are many names. He
oan indicate divine attributes by analogy, but he ¢snnot

di sassociate the analogies he employs from their imperfectionse.
To make God a cause is also to relegate him to the paat;'

et
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to make him an end 18 to poatpone him to the futurs; to
insist upon his immediacy and relevence to thes world and
to human living 1s to involve him in the hearth and the

family, in the emphases of patriarchsl and matriarchal

arrangements, in the concerns of hunters and fishers,

of agrioculturalista, craftsmen, and nomads, in the intereats
of property and the state, in the occupations of peece and
wer. The rourfold bias of the dramatic and the practical
subject of oommon sense re-appears in the conception of
the diviue and by this reinforcement and sanction it heads,
first, to an ever fuller expansion but, ultimately, to its
own reversal. So the empires of the Mediterranesn basin
gathered the gods of their peoples into pantheons; syn-
eretista reduced their numhers; allegorists gave new
meanings to their exploits; ard philosophers discovered

and preached the primacy of the Intelligible and of the (nse

S5till the emergence of phllosophy as a distinot
field of inquiry merely transposes the issue. The many
gods give place to the many philosophies, The intellec-
tualism of & Plato and an Aristotle is opposed by the
atomism of a Leucippus and Democritus. Time divides the
0ld, the Middle, and the New Academies. The Lyseunm deserts
the rifty odd unmoved movers of Aristotellien cosmology to
settle down to empirical researoh. Philosophy itself

becomea practical in the primarily ethical concern of Cynio

and Cyrenaic, of Epicurean and Stole, and tle brilliant

spaculation of a Plotinus ends in the more effecstive
oddities of =2 Proolus and Jambllichus.
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Again, if s shsteinad moq}heism of the
Hebraic and Christier treditions ard of soca of thelir
offshoots can be srgued to exhibit g historiesl singu-
larity, it cannot te snid to hnve exorcized the polymor-
phiam of human consciousness. Desides the true heliavefs,
there have been the heretics. The epparently monolithie
front of medievsl Scholusticism, on closer 1nspectiocn,
splinters into schools and »ithin each school mevn dispute
about their apecial oxthodoxy. Behind the cartitudas#or
a oomnon faith, there arilse the doubts and dentals sbout
the indepecdent cunge end value of humen resson. The
Cartesiun rehirih i& folloved by the opposition of retion-
alism and empiricism., The Kentian conpromise is deserted
for Ldamlism on the one hand and for irrstionalism on the
other. To fill the ifucressing vacuum, sciences heoomes
scientisn to »roclaim that as the earth 1s just one of the
planets, so msn 1o just one of the brutes, God is just a
projestion froa the psycliokogical dapths, and religion

is just a f&guua for economic and social intarasts,

How if the notfon and affirmation of God pertain
td the positionz, not in sy incldentol fashion, but as
necessary ans®ers to the loevitablae quasiions a’bout the
1des of being and the identity of baing with the real, it
follows that t:e counter=positions, ever sustalned by the
polymorphism of humen oconsciousness, will invelve pre-
philosophis notions of the divine in the mythical, will
generate counter-phllosophiec uisconceptinns,jgeun$aq and

deniels. and will taend to ecorrupt even oorrect notions anéd
affirmations if they are unsiipported by an effective

criticism of the influences thet rise from the unconscious
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into human sensitivity and 1nteraubjactivity and that
invede the realm of truth at the demand of tribal, national, §

sconomic, and political necessity and utility.

1f then the procedure of the present chapter in
concelving the n:ture and affirming the reality of God
appsars to he excessively leborious, ocomplex, and diffioult,
it would be unfair to overlook the fact that our sconcern heas
been, not to select the easisst approach to the notion of
God, not to offer the simplest proof of his existence,
tut so to advance from Egg proportionate to trenscendent
being that the universsl viewpoint, attained in the sarlier

stages of the argument, might be preserved as well as

expanded. Xt is an old ssying that verites est uns et

error multiplex, but even truth changes its appearanoce as

i

human understanding develops, and 1t is not a negligible

AR Yyl Vi, - Vet i -

advantage to be able to eoccount from a single base not only
for the changing face of truth, not only for the multi-
plicity of error, but also for the worst of enemiss, the one
in a men's own household, that so sponteneously and so na-
turally tends to adjust and color the truth one knows to

the exigences of one's socio-cultural milieu and to the hue

of one's temperament.

Eighthly, because it is diffioult to know whet
our knowing 1is, it also is difficult to knonfqyat our
knowledge of God is. But just as our knowing is prior to

an enalysis of knowledge and far easier than 1t, sc too
our knowledge of God is both earlier and easier than any
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attempt to mive 1%t formal expression., For without any
formulation of the notion of being, we use 1% whenever we
inguire and ﬁnderstand, reflect and judge. Without any
explicit repudietion of ohsocurantism, we ask questions
and further questions in our search for the intelligible
and unconditioned, But all that we know and can know
about oursslves and about the world around us, raises the
same futher quesation; for 1§:;nown to be just as a matter
of fact through a reflective grasp of the virtually
unconditioned; and the ubiquitous and incessant further
question admits only one answer, namely, an intelligi-
bility that formslly is unconditioned. So it is that,
Just as all mwen understand what they mean by the "nature
of..," though they esre at & loss to s~y what they mean,
similarly they all understand what they mean by God though
they are et a loss when asked to explain so basic and
familiar & notion. Again, Just as every inquirer knows

something when he knows that there 1s a nature to be known

though he still has to discover what the nature is,

- similarly everyone knows something when he knows thet

there 18 a1 God even though he entertains no hope of ever
reaching en unrestricted act of understanding and so
knowing what God is. Again, just ss the notion of nature
¢an be misused by the gnostie and the magicisn vet, 1f
used proypsrxrly, provides the dynamic base on which the
whole of scientific knowledge 1s erected, so too the

notion of God can be corrupted by mythieal conscicusneas
and distorted by miséayoed practicality yet, if used

199
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properly, it supplies the dynamio base on which rise not
only the whole of intelligent end rational knowing but
also0 the whole of intelligent and rational living.
Finally, just as misuse of the notion of nature mekes it
ridieulous in the ayes of those most eager to know what
i1s to be known by understanding, so too misconception and
misuse of the ndtion of (od lead %o 1ts rejection by the
very men that are most insistent in denouncing obscuran-
tism, in demending Jjudgments to rest on the uncondit ioned,
end in ealling for consistency betweon knowing and doing.
But if one is eagsr to know what 1s to be known by under—
standing, one ean ridiscule the notion of nature only
hecause ons does not know what the name means; and if one
is genuine in dencuncing obscurantism and in demanding
the uncondltionsed, alther one already sdores God withoul

paming him or elss oue has not far to go to reach him,

Ninthly, we heve admitted the existence of a
gritical problem because man's unrestricted desire asks
more questions tharn man's limited attainment san answer;
we have contended that a solution to the problem must te
plecemeal because questione of possibility are to be settlet
only by appealing to faots; and we have pointed out that
the plecemeal solution besoomes methodical in the measurs
that it executes a ocomprehensive and effective strategy
in selecting the facts to which Lt sucoeasively eppeals,
Earlier slenents in the strategxi which we have heen

followingk alresdy are familiar to the reader; but it
L/ .
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remains to he shown that the oot thet we 0an conceive
God as the iranacenfent ides and affirm him as the
transoendent reality of being not only is continuous with

all that haa gone before but also is its oculmination.

Our subject has been the act of insight or
understanding, and God is the unrestricted aect of under-
standing, the eternal rapture glimpsed in every
Archimedeen cry of Eureks. Understanding meets questions
Tor intelligence and questinns for reflection. The
ﬁnrﬁstricted act meets all at once; for it understands
understanding and all the intalligibility based on it;
and it understends its own understending as unrestiricted,
invulnerable, true. What 1s known by true understanding
48 being, and the being known by unrestricted understanding's
galf-knowledge 1s primary bveing, self-explunatory, uncone
dltioned, necessary without any lack or defect. The good
is the intelligible, and so the primary being also is the
prinary good. 4s intelligibility with-ut intelligence
would be defective, so also would truth without affirming,
o the good without loving; but God 1s without defect,
not hecause the act of understanding is complemented by
further acta, but by a single act that at onee is under-~
standing and intelligible, trith and affirming, goodness

and loving, balng and omnipotencs.

Qur subject has been understanding in iis genesis.

1% arisss in intelligent and rastional conseciousness but,
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before it arimes, it is entioipated, and that anticipation
is the spontaneous ground that, when refleotive'ly onit-
oleated, becomes the methods of science and the integral
heuriatic structure implemented in the metaph Jaioa of
proportionate being. But the fundemental anticipation is
the detached, disinterestied, unrestiricted deuire to under-
stand correctly; the fundamental assumption is that the
real 18 colincldent with the grounded lntelligibility to be
known by correot understanding; the fundamental reflective
anucleation of all intelligent and retional anticipation
and assumption Is to conceive the ideas of being, and
thereby the notion of God, and to affirm that the real is

being, and thereby to affirm the reality of God.

Our subjsct has been the flight from understanding
in the socotosia of the dramatic subject, in the threefold
bias of common sense, in the murkiness of mythicsl conscious-
ness, in the aberrations of the o unter-philosophies. But h

M{ Ms«]‘hisJ it is not the spirit of inguixy that refuses to ask what

boeing is, nor eriticsl reflection that ignores the gqueation

whether éfng end only being is the real. It is not flight
o fron understanding that forms the notion of an unrestrioted
_‘ gct of unierstaniing, nor ths demand of rational oconsclous- !
ness for the unconditioned thet drews back in alarm when
o - there arises a demand for the formally unconditionéd.

It is by the positions that the notion of God is developed i

and the sffixmation of God is sustained, and it is by the

sounter-poei tions that the issues sre misoconceived and uonruseﬁ-.-.
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Kent spoke of a transcendental illusion end, if
what he meant hes been shown to be a mistake, the expres-
sion survives to generate distrust., But it is not the
detached and disinterested desire to understand correotly
that can be naned an illusion, for it is interference with
that desire that is st the root of sll error. Nor cen the
unrestricted desire be named & transcendental illueion,
for there hes to exist some illusion bvefore 1t ocan be
elther immanental ox transcendental. Nor can one say that
the pure desire exists, that 1% is not illusory, yet in
faot it i8 not unrestricted. After all, Kentians and
poaltivists are not deluded but merely mistaken when they
endsavor to restrisct human inquiry within bounds that

everyone naturally and spontaneously tranacends,

What, then, is critical method? It is method
with respect to the ultimate, method applied to the most
basic 1ssuesa. DNow it has been seen that the method of the
empirical scienves rests on the heuristic atructure of
man's desire and ospacldty to understand data correctly.

In similar fashion the method of metaphysics consiated in
integrating and implementing classicsl and stetisticel,
genetio and dislectical methods. Critical method di ffers
from other methods only in its subject-matter. As they,
g0 1t grasps and affirma an object correlative to the
desire. Ais they, so it insists both that general
statements ¢an be made about the object before 1t sctually

1s understood and that such statements, thoug: valid and
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true end useful, fall Tar short of what is o be known
if understending is attsined. In}brier, critical mothod
neither I8 nor can be the bland procedure of oonsigning
transceniental issues %o oblivion. Just ss sclentiflic
me thod doess not repudiete the notion of nature but makes
it explicit and precise as the indeterminate funotion

10 be detarmined’as the 1deal frequency from which actual
frequencias cannot diverge systematically, as the genstie
operator, as the dlalectical tension and opposition bee
tween the pure desire and humen sensitivity, so sritical
method does not repudiate the notion of God but formu-
lates it as the unrestricied anot of understanding and
works out 1ts general attributes. Juat ms scientific
nethod does not oon.f'use knowledge of method with ita
fruits, so eritical method does not oconfuse our formu=-
lation of unrestricted understanding with a clain that
we undexstand everything abou$ everything. Just as the

sclentl st is ready to sbandon severy acientifie hypothesis
and theory without losing confidence in the correcineas

of scientific method, so the metaphysioien affirms the
reality of what the scientist seeks to know, and the
eritical thinker does not allow developments in the notion
of God to generate any doubt that it is one and the sane
being to which all men refer whether they sre more or

less successful in conceiving him, whather correoctly they

affirn his existence, or mistakenly they deny it.

HS"F.
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