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PART II: INSIGHT AS RNOWLEDGE

CHAPTER XI

JELE-AFPIRMATION OF THE KNOWIR

It 18 time to turn from theory to practice. Judgment has
been snelyzed. Ita grounds in refleotive understanding have been
explored, Clenrly the next question is whether correct judgments
ogour, and the answer to it is the ant of meking cne.

Alnce our study hes been of cogultional process, the judg-
ment we &rs best prepared to make 1g the sslf-affirmation of an
instance of such a provess as cognitlonale. By the "self" is mesant
g conerete and intelligible unity-identity-whole, By "self-affirm-
ation" 1s meant thot the self both affirms and is affirmed. By
"gelf-affirmation of the knower" ls meant that the self as affirmed
18 characterized by such ococurrences ss gsensing, perceliving, imagine-
Ing, inquiring, understanding, formulating, reflecting, graspiag
the unconditioned, and affirming.

The affirmation to be made iz a judgment of fact. It i3 not
that I exlst necesgarily, bnt meraly that in fact I do. It is not
that I am of necessity a knower, but mersly that in faot I anm.

It 48 not that mn indlvidusl performing the listed acts really
does know, but merely that I pexrform them and that by "knowing"
I mean no more than guch performence.

As 81l judgment, self-affirmation rests upon a grasp of
the unconditioned, The unconditioned is the combination of 1) a
oconditioned, 8) a link between the conditioned and its conditions,

and, 3) the fulfilment of the conditions. The relevant couditioned
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ia the statement, I am a knower, The link betweea the conditioned
and its conditions may be caat in the proposition, I am & knower,

if I am & concrete and intelligible unity-identity-whole, char-
acterized by ects of sensing, perceiving, imegining, inquiring,
understanding, formulating, reflecting, gresping the unconditioned,
and judging., The fulfilment of the conditions is given in con- |
soiousnens,

The conditional offers no difficulty. It is mersly the
expresslon of what 19 to be affirmed. Similarly, the liok olfers
no difficulty; the link 1tself is a statement of meaning; and the
conditions which 1t 1ists have become familiar in the course of
this investigstion, The problematic element, then, lies in the
ful€ilmeut of the conditions and we proceet to indicate what is
meant snd not meant by consciousness end by ths fulfilment of
conditions.

1, TUE NOTION OF CONSCIOUSNESS

Firat, consciousness i8 not to be thought of as some sort
of inward look. People are apt to think of knowing by imagining
a man taking a look at something and, Turther, they are apl to
think of consciousness by imagining themselves looking into theme
selves. Ilot merely do they indulge in such imaginstive opinlons
bub also they are likely to justify them by argument. Knowing, they
will say, is knowing something; it is being confronted by an ob-
Ject; it is the strange, mysterious, irreducible presence of one
thing to another, Ience, though knowing is not exalusively a matter
of coular vision, still it is radlcally that sort of thing. It is
gazing, intuliting, contemplating. khatever words you cere (o em=
ploy, consoiousness is & knowing end so i1t 18 some sort of inward

looking.
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Now while conaciousness 1s a factor in knowing, and while
knowing is an activity to which a problem of objectivity is annexed,
atill it 13 ono thing to give an acoount of the activity and it is
something elae to tamokle the problem of objectivity. Yor the pre-
gent ve are concerned simply with an eccount of the aotivity, and
8¢ we have defined the knower, not by suying thet he knows some-
thing, but solely by saying that he performs certain kinds of acts.
In like manner, we heve not nsked whether the knower knows himself;
Wae a3k solely wiether he ean perform the act of self-affirmation,
Hence, whils gome of our readers mey possess the rather remurkable
power 0f Looking into themsslwves and intuiting things qulte clear-
ly and distinetly, we shall not basge our cuse upon thelr success,
Por, after nll, thexe may well sxigt other readers that, like the
writer find looking into themselves rather unrewarding.

Seoondly, by consciousness we 3hall moan that there 19 an
evarene ss imnanont in cognitional unets. Already a distinetion has
besn drawn between act and content, for Instance, between suelng
and color, hearing and sound, imagining and image, insight and idea.
To afflrn consclousness is to affirm that cognitlonal process is
not merely a procession of contents but alse a succession of uota,
It 1s to offirm that the acts diffur radically from such ungonsclous
acts as the metabelism of one's cells, the maintenange of ons's or-
gans, the multitudinous hiological processes thot one lsarng about
through the study of contemporsry modical science. poth kinds of
acta ocour, but the biological ocour outside consciousness, and

the cognitional ogour within consciousnoss, Seeing is not merely
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a responss to the stimulus of color and shape; it 1a a response

that consista in becoming aware of oolor and shape. Heering i1s not
meraly a response to the stimulus of gound; it i{s a response that con-
alata in begoming aware of sound. As eolor differs from sound, go
geelng diffors from hearing, Still sesing apd hearing have =2 qom=

nmon feature, for in hoth oceurrences there i3 not merely sontent

but also oonaciona act.

By the conscious act is not meant a deliberate act; we are
conspious of acts without debating whether we will perform thenm.

By the conszcious act is not meant an act to which one attonds;
consoiousness can bhe heightened by shifting gttention from the con-
tent to the uch; but oonsaiousness 1s not constituted by that shift
of attontion, for it is e quallty irwanent in acts of certain kinds,
aiid without it the actsz would be wuncongeloun as the growth of cne's
beaxd. DBy the conzciocus act 19 not meant that the act 1s somehow iso-
lated for inspection, nor thnt one grasps its function in congni-
tional procesa, nor thut one can asaign it a nams, nor that one cen
distinguish 1t from other acts, nor that one Lo certain of its
OGoUrTSNGe,

Doss, then, "conscious act" meon no more than "eognitional
act"? A digtinction has to be drawn, Xirst, I do not think thet
only cognitional acts are consclous, Secondly, there sre thosa that
would define "seelng™ as "avareness of color” and then proceed to
argue that in eeelny one was aware of color but of nothing else
whatever, that "awarsness of color" occurs hut that a concomitant
"gwareness of awarenesa" is & fietion. This, I think, does not

eccurately reflect the facts, If seeing ia an awareneas of nothing

»
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but color and hearing is an awsreness of nothing but scund, why

are both named "awareness"? Is it because there 1s some similar.

ity between color and sound? Or is it thet color and sound are

disparate, yet with respect to both thers are acts that are similar?

In the latter cese, what 1s the simlluarity? Is it that both acta

are oacurrenced, &8 retabolism 13 an occurrente? Or is it thet

both acts ore conscious? One may querrsl with the phrase, owsre-

neas of awareness, particularly il one imsgines awarsness to he

a looking and finds it preposterous to tulk about looking nt a

look. But one cannot deny that, within the copgnitionnl act as it

ccourd, there i3 8 lactor or olement or compoient over and above

its content, nnd thut this factor is what differentiates ocgnltion-

al acts from unconsclious éccurrenceﬂ.

2 ELDPIRICAL, THTHLLIGEHT AND RMATIOHAL CONSGCIOUSHESS
By consciousness is meant an uwarencss immanent

in cognitlonal acta. But such acts differ in kind, and go the sware.-

ngga differs in kind with the scts. 'There i3 nn empirical consclouse

ness characteristic of asensing, perceiving, imnngining. As the cone

tent of these aocts is merely presented or represented, so the

ewareness lmmonent in the acta is the mere givenneas of the aets,

But there i3 an intelligent consclousnesa cheracteristic of inquiry,

insight, and formulation, On this level cognitional process not

merely strives for and reaches the intelligible, but in doing so

it exhibits its intelligence; 1t operates Intelligently, The avnrew

neaa i3 present mt it 1s the awareness of infelligencs, of what

strives to underatend, of what i3 aatisfied by undergtanding, of

what forrulates the wuderstood, not es a schoolboy repeating by

rote a definition, but as one that defines bescause he gragps why
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that definition hits things off. Finally, on the third level of
reflection, grasp of the unconditioned, and Judzment, there ig
rationul consclousness, It is the emergence end the of fective
operation of & single law of utmost gencrality, the law of suffi-
c¢lent roason, where the sufficlent reason is the unconditioned.
It emerges ags a dermand for the uncoaditioned and a refussl to
assont unreservedly on any lesser ground, It odvunces to grasp
of the unconditionad. I1 terminates in the ratiocnal corpulsion
by which grasp of the unconditioned commands assent.

Impirical consclousness needs, perhaps, no further conment,
for by it we 1llustreted the difference between conseious md un-
vongelious uets, Intelligeat and rationzl conscicusness, on the
other hand, mey be eclarified by & contrast. In their different
manners Loth common senss and posltive sclence view the netorial
world es subject to lntelligible patterns and as governed by some
law of eausality. To confine our attention to what man knows best,
namely, hia own artefucts, there ig discernible in them an intelli.-
gible design and thelr cxistence has its ground in the labor of
production. DBut before the design is realized in things, it was
invented by intelligence; before the seguence of productive opera~
tiona was undertoken, it wag affireed sg worth while lor some
sufficient or apparently sufficleat resson. In the thing there is
the intelligiblo design, but in the inventor there was not only
the 1ntelligibility on bthe slde of thse objest but also intellipgent
conselousness on the side of the subject. In the thing there s the
groundedness thot consists in its existence being accounted fLor

by a dequence of operations; but in the entreprensur there wag
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not only the groundedness of his Judgment in the reasons that led
to 1t but algo the rational oconsciousness that required reasons to
reach judpment,

Intelligence and intelligibility are the obverase
and reverse of the ascond level of Xnowing: intelligence looks
for iﬁtelligihle patterns in pregentations and representotiona;
1t graps such pattorns In its moments of insight; it exploits
sugh grasy in its formulations and in further operations equally
gulded by insights. In like manner, reassonsblaness and grounded-
ness ars the obverse and reverse of the third level of knowlag.
Reagonableness ig reflection insgmuch ns it seeks groundsdness
for objocts of thought; reascnubleness disenvera groundedness in
its reflective graosp of the unconditioned; reosonabloness explolts
groundedness when 1t affims objects because they are grounded,
In wan's artefuets there wre the reverse elements of the intelli-
gibility and groundedness, but thers are not the obverse slemonts
of intelligence and reasonnbleness. The obverse slements pertain
to cognitionnl process on lts second end third levels; they do not
pertain to the contents emergent on thouge levels, to the idea or
coneept, to the uncenditioned or affirmed; on the contrary, thay
characterize the acts with which those contents are coupled and
so they are specific differentiations of the awareness of conscious-
negs. Clear and distinet concention not only revenls the intelli-
gibiliiy ol tae object bul also manifests the intelligence of the
gub Ject, Esmact and bnlanced Judgment not only affirms things as they
are but also testifles Lo the dominance of reesonableness in the
subjeeﬁ.

Still, it mey be asked, Am I really conscious of intelligence

s e
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and reasonableness? The question, I think, 1s misleading. It
sugrests that there is a type of knowing in which intelligence and
reasonableneas come up for inspestion. Dut what is asserted 13 not
that you cen unoover intelligence by iutrospsciion, ca you can
point to Calcutta on & map. The assertion 18 thut you have con-
scious stateas ond couscioud acts that sre lntelligent and reason-
able. Intellipent and rational ocongcicusness denote churactera
of eognitional proocess, and the characters they denote pertuin not
to the contents but to tie proceeding. It is repugnant to me to
place astrology and astronomy, alchemy and ohemistry, legend and
history, hypotheais and fact, on exactly the seme footing. I &m
not content with theories, however brilliantly coherent, but ine
sist on raising the further questlon, Are they true? What 1s that
repugnunoe, thot discontent, that insistence? They are just =o
many variations on the more basic expression that I am rationally
conseious, thot [ demand sufricient reason, thet I find it in the
unoondtioned, thot I assent unreservedly vo nothing less, thet
such demanding, finding, self-committing oceur, not like Lhe growth
of my heir, but within a field ol consciousness or uwarsness.

Agaln, il st momeats X can slip into & lotus land in waich mere
pressntations and representations are juxtaposed or successive, still that
ia not my normal state. The Humeen world of mere impreassions eones
to me as a puzzle tu bhe pieced together. I want to understeund, to
grasp intelligible unities and relationa, to know what's up and
whers I stend. Praise of the seientifie spirit that inquires, that
magters, that controls, 1s not withoubt an echo, & deep resonange

within me, for, in my more modest way, I too, inquire and catch on.

0
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fee the thing to do end see that it 1s proporly done. But what
are thase but variations on the more hasie expression thot I anm
intelligently conselous, that the awarenwvss charmgteriatic of
cognltional asts on the sesond lavel ia an active contributing
to the intelligib!lity of 1its products? “hen I listen to the
story of Archimedes and when I read the recital of a mystlcal
experience, there 13 a marked diffarence., ¥hat a mystlc exper-
lences, I do not kuow. But, thongh I never enjoyed sc remarkahla
81 insirht as Arohimedes, astill I do know what it is to miga the
point and to got the polint, not to have a ¢lue and then Lo cabeh
on, t0 see things in a new light, to grasp how they hang togsther,
to eome to know why, the reason, the axplunation, the cause. After
Archimedes shouted "I've gob 1t", he might well be puzzled by the
question whether hs vas donscious of an insight. 341l there can
ba 1o doubt that he waz conscious of an inerement of knowledge, an
inerement that hie hod wantel veory much., 3id he went the king's
favor? Did e want to ehhonee his repubation? Perhaps, but et a
deapar and more spontanecus level, he wanted to know how to do
somothing; he wanted to solve a problem; le wionted Lo understand;
his conaclousness was on the second level where it seeks the intellie
gible and followa up parbtial insights with further questions until
thers comea the finsl crowning insi;ht tlwt ends questionlng and
satisflied intelligent consciousness.
3. THE RIITY OF CONSCIOUSNESS

In the fourth plsce, thers are unities of consclousness.
Besides copgnitional contents there ere cogniticnal acts; different
kindg of acts have different kinds of awarsness, empirical, in-

tolligent, rational. But the contents cumilate into unities: what




19 porceived i9 what is inquired about: what 18 {nquired about is
what i3 understood: what 1s understood is what 1s formulated: what
18 Torswlaled is what is reflected on; whot i3 reflected on 1is
what 18 gragped as unconditioned; what is grosped as unconditioned
1g what is affirmed, ilow, just as there are unities on the side of
the object, 8o there are unities on the mide of the zubject, Cone
solous agts are not 80 nany isclated, random atoms of knowing, but
many scta coelosce 1nto a single knowing, Mot only is thars
sinllarity hebween my seeing snd your hearimg, inssmuch as both
acts are conaclouy; there glso is an identity lavolved when ny
seelng und my hearlug or your seeliiyy and your hesring are compared.
Moreover, this identity extends all slong the line., Hot only i3

the percept inquired about, underatood, formuilated, reflectsed on,

- grasped A3 wiconditioned, end allirmed, but also there is an iden-

tity lovolvod in perseiving, inguiring, understasding, formuluting,
reflecting, grasping tue unconditioned, and affiriing. Indead,
consciousneas Is much mors obviously of this uaity in diverse acts
than of the diverse acts, for 1t is within the unity that the acts
are found nnd distinguisned, and 1t is to the unlty that we oppeal
when we talk avout a _aing;le field of conaclousness snd draw a
digtinction between vonsclous acts occurring within the fleld and
unoonsolous acts occﬁrring outgide it.

One might go further and srgue that, wers the unity of
consciousness not given, then 1t wonld have to be postuleted. For
meny contents on diverse levels cumulate into & single known, Bub
how? How cen ineges be derived from aensation? !low can inquiry

be about percepts? ilow can ineight be into images?

7
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How oan definition draw upon both images and the ideas graspsd in
insight? How can reflesting be about formulations? How can the
grasp of the unconditioned be obtalned by combining the eonditioned
that is thought and the fulfilment that I3 sonsed? tow can each
Judgrent srerge in a context of other judgmnis thnt determine its
meaaing, complemont it, qualify it, defend L%, so that {t is bus
a single inorement within a far vaster knowing? I cannot inquire
into your experisnce or reflect on your thoughts. But il there were
no "I", how could there be a "py experience” with respect to which
a "my inquiry™ occurred, or '"my thoughta" with reapect to which
"my reflection” occurred? If there were nol one conseiousness,
at once empirical, intelligent, and rational, how ocould rational
Judgnent proceed from an uncondltioned grasped iy the combinstion
of bthought and gensible oxperience?
4, TE VT 45 GIVIN

Still, 17 the unity ol conseioummess would have to be pos-
tulmted on the hypothesis that it werc not given, it romains that
it ia given., By this, of course, I do not meun thut it is the ob-
Jeot of somv lnward look. what is meant ios that 8 single agent is
involved in nany acts, tint 1t ig an abstraction to spesk of the
soba as coasc ious, thot concretely, ccusciousness perteins to the
acting agent. Seclng and hearing differ inosmuch as one is an
awareness of eolor and the cotlicr ar awareness 0O sound, 3Jeeing and
hearing are sinilur inasmuch as cach is an aviereness. But the sine
ilarity between my seelng and your hearing is an sbstmact fadication
of conselousncss which, as it Is given, is primarily en identity
uniting my seeing and my hearidng or your seeing oand your hearing.

lie have been engaged in determing what precisely is




meant by consciousness, We have sontended that it is not some inw
ward look but a yuallty of ocognitlonal acts, a quality thet differs
on the different levels of cognitionsl process, a quallty that
ooncretely is the ldentity lmmanent In the diversity snd the mul-
tiplicity of the proocess. However, one cannot insist too strongly
thet such an account of sonsclousness is not itself consoicusness,
The account supposes consclousness as 1ta data for inquiry, for
1nsight, for formulation, for reflection, for grasp of the uncon-
ditioned, for judgment, But giving the amccount is the formuleting

and the Judging, while the mooount itself 13 what is formulated and

affirmed. Conselouaness as glven 1s neither formulated nor affirmed.

Consciousness i3 given independently of its beingz formulated or
affirmed. To formulate 1t doss not make one more consclous, for
the effect of formulation is to add to one's conespts. To affirm
it, does not make one more conscious, for the effeot of affirmation
i3 to add to one's judgments. Finally, as consciousness i3 not
inoreased by affirming it, so 1t 13 not diminished by denying it,
for the eff'ect of denying it 1s to add to the list of one's judge
mente and not to subtract from the grounds on which judgmentis may
ba based.

By such experiential fulfilment, then, one does not mean
the conditioned, nor the link between the conditioned and its
conditions, nor the conditions a&s formulated, let alone as affirmed.
One does mean that the conditions, which are formulated, also sre
to be found in e more rudimentary state within cognltional process.
Just aa inquiry brings ebout the advance frem ths perceived and not

understood to the perceived and undexstood, go there is g reverss
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shift by which one movea from the percelved and undsrstood to

the merely perceived. It is this reverse ghift that ocommonly is
meant by verification. If from a more general theory I obtein the
formula, P7 = 64, then I can Lnfer thet when P 1s 2, 4, 8, 16, 32,

V will have theorstically the values 32, 18, 8, 4, 2, By setiing
up suitable apparatus and gecuring appropriate conditions defined

by the theory. I can advanse from theoretical inference to an ex-
perimental cheok. The results of the experiment may ba expressed

in 8 series of propositions, such as the sistement thnt, when P

wasg approXimately 2, V was approximately 32, but sush a series of
statements, however acourate, Is not what was gilven by the eXper-
iment. The statements represent judgments of faot; the judgments
rest on grasping the uncond itioned; the gresp rests on formuletions
and visual experlences., The experinent gives neither statements nor
Judgments nor reflective underatanding nor formulotions but only
visual experiences. The experiment gives not visuel experiences as
deseribed but visual experiences on the level of merely sesing.

That P 1s 2 when the needle on a dial atends st a certain place,

is a judgment. Thet V i3 32 when certain dimensions of am object
coincide with certain dimensions of a measuring rod is another
judgment. All thet {s seen, 13 the needle in a position on the

dial or the dimensions of an object standing in coincidence with num-
bered units on a rod, HNor 1s it this deseription that is seen, but
only what is so describved. In Brief, verification i3 an appropriate
pattern of acts of checking; acts of checking are reversals from
férmulations of what would be perceived to the corrdsponding but

more rudimentary copnitional contents of acts of perceiving or




sensing. In the formulation there always ars elements derived from
inquiry, insight, oonceiving., But in virtus of the checking one
oan say that the formulation is not pure theory, that 1t i3 not
merely supposed or merely postulated or merely finferrsd, that its
gensible component i3 given.

"Now just as there 13 reversal to what is glven pensibly,
80 there is reversal to what is gziven conaciously. Juat as the
former reversal is away from the understood as underatood, the
formuleted aa formulated, the affirmed as affirmed, and to the
merely sensed, 40 alao the latter reverssl is from the underatood,
Tormulated, affirmed as sush, to the merely given. tence, in the
self-affimmation of the knower, the conditioned is the stetement,
I em a knower. The 1link between the sonditioned snd itas condi-
tions 1s oast in the proposition, I am a knower if I am a unity
performing certain kinds of acts., The conditions ag formulated
are the unity-identity-whols to he grasped in data es individual
and the kinds of acota to be grasped in date as simllar. But the
fulfilment of the conditions in consciousness 13 to bs had by
reverting from such formuletions to the more rudimentery state of
the formulated whers there is no formulation but mersly experience,
5. SELF-AFFIRMATION

From preliminary clurifications, we turn to the issue.
Am I & knower? BFach has to ask the question of himself., But any-
one who asks it, is rationally conssious, Mor the question is &
question for reflection, & question to be met with a "Yes" or "No™;
and aaking the question dosa not mean repeatin: the words but
entering the dynumio state in which dissatisfaction with mere theory

manifeats itgelf in a demand for fact, for what is so. Further,
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the question i3 not any question. If I ask 1t, I know what it
means, Whot do I mean by I? The answer is difficult to formulate,
but strangely, in some obsocure fashion, I know very well what it
means without formulation, and by that obscure yet familiar aware-
ness, I find foult with varlious formulations of whet 1s meant by
"I", In other words, "I" las & rudimentary meaning from conscious-
ness and it envisages neither the multiplieity nor the diversity of
contents and eonsclous acts but rather the unity that goes along
with them, But if "I" has some such rudimentary meaning from con-
solousness, then conseiousness supplies the fulfilment of one
alement in the conditlons for affirming thet I em & knower. Does
consolousness supply the fulfilment for the other conditions? Do

I see, or am I blind? Do I hear, or am I deaf? Do I try tc under-
atand or 1g the distinetion between intelligence and stupidity

no more applicable to me than to a stone? Have I any experience of
insight, or is the story of Arohimedes as strange to me as the
aceount of Plotinus' wision of the One? Do I concelve, think,
sonaider, suppose, define, formulate, or is my talking like the
talking of a parrot? I reflect, for I ask whether I eam o kaower,
Do I grasp the unconditioned, if not in other instances, then in
this one? If I grasped the unconditioned, would I not be under the
rational compulsion of affirming that I am a knower and so, either affimm
it, or else find some loophole, some weakness, some incoherencs,

in this account of the genesis of self-sffirmation? As each has

6o agk these questions of himself, so too, he has to answer them

for himself. But the faot of the asking and the possibility of




the answering are themselves the sufficient reason for the
affirmative answer.
6+ SELF-AFFIRVATION A3 IMMANENT LAW

The foregolny account of self-affirmmtion gtresses its
positive aspeot. It is a judgment of feot and go it rests heavily
upon the experiential compenent in knowing. B8till it i3 1 singi-
laxr type of judgment for it pessesses a variety of overtones,
I might not be, yet if I am, I em. I might be other than I am,
yot, in faot, I am what I am« The contingent, if you supposs it
as n faot, becomes conditionally necessary, and this piece of
elementary logic places the mersly factual self-affirmation in e
context of neceassity.

Am I a knower? The answer, Yes, 1s coherent, for if I
em & knower, I con know that fact. Bubt the answer, No, is inco-
herent, for if I am not a knower, how gould the question be raised
and enawered by me? ilo less, the hedglng answer, I do not know, is
ineoherent., For if I know that I do not know, then I am o knower;
and 1f I do not know that I do noi know, then I should not answer.

Ao I & knower? If I am not, then I know nothing. Uy only
ocourse is sllence. My only course is not the exoused and explained
gilence of the skeptic, but the complete silence of the animal that

offera neither excuse nor explanatlon for his complacent absorp-

tion in merely sensitive routines. Tor if I know nothing, I do not

know excuzes for not knowlng. If I know nothing, then I cannot know
the explanaetion of my lgnorancs.

It 1s this oonditionol necesaity of contingent fact that
involves the talking skeptic in contradietion. If enthusiagn for

the achiovement of Freud were to lead ms to affirm that all thought




and affirmation is Just a by-produst of the libido, then aince I
have sdmitted no exceptions, this very assertion of mine would
have to be mers nssertion from a suapect socurce. If second thoughta
lead me to acknowledge an exception, they lead me to acknowledge
the necesasary presuppositions of the exception. By the time that
liat hes been drawn up and accepted, I am no longer a sgkeptic.

S5t111 the Aristotslian prescoription of getting the skeptie
to talk derives its efflicacy not only from the conditional negess.
ity of contingent fact but also from the nature, the natural gpon-
tansities and natural inevitebilities, that go with thnt fast. Why
1s it that the tglking skeptlic does not talk glbberish? Uhy 1s it
that one oan count on his being nonplussed by self-contradiction?
It 1s because he 1s conscious, empirically, intelligently, and
ratlonally. It is because he has no cholece in the matter. It is
because extreme Ilngonuity is needed for him not to betrey his real
nature. It is bacause, were his ingenulty successful, the only
result would be that he hed revealed himselfl an idiot and lost all
elaim to be heard.

This aspeet of the matter deserves further atteation. Cog-
nitional proocess does not lis outside the realm of natural law.
Not morsly do I possess the power to eliclt ocertain types of acts
when certein sonditions are fulfilled, but slso with statistical
regularity the conditions are fulfilled and the aats coocur. I can~
not esoape sensations, percepts, imamges. All three keep occurring
during my waking hours, and the imuges often ocontinue during my
glesp. No doubt, I can exercise a selestive control over what I

sense, percelve, imagine. But the cholce I cannot make effsctive

+ ppiian s



la to sense nothing, perceive nothing, imagine nothing. Hot only
are the contents of these acts imposed upon me, but also conseious~
ness in some degres i3 insepprable [from Lhe aots. Nor {a that
congciousness meraly an aggregate of isclated ntoms; it is a unity.

If I cannot esecape presentations and representations, neither
can I be content with them. 3Spontaneously I £all wietim to the
wondar that Arletotle named the beginning of all sclence and
philosophy. I try to understand. I enter, without questioning,
the dynamioc state that is revealed in questions for intelligence,
Theoretically there is a disjunction between "beingz intelligent®
and "not being intelllpgent". But the theoreticsl digsjunction is
not a practical cholce for me. I cen deprecate intelligence; I
can ridicule its aspirations; I con reduce its use to a minimum;
but it does not follow thﬁt I can eliminate 1t., I oan question
everything slse, but to question questioning is self-destructive,

I might call upon intelligence for the conception of & plan to es-
cape lntelligence, but the effort to escaps would oaly reveal my
present involvement and, strangely enough, I would want to go about
the business intelligently and I would went to ¢leim that escaping
was the intelligent thing to do.

As I cannot be content with the cinemetographic flow of
presentations and representstions, go I cannot be content with ine
qulry, understanding and formulstion, I may say I want not the
quarry but the chase, but I am careful to reatrict my chesing to
fields whore the guarry lies. If, above ell, I want to understand,
gtill what I want to underatend are the facts. Inevitsbly, the schisvament

of understanding, howaver stupendous, only gives rise to the further question,




Is 1t e0? Inevitably, the progress of understanding is interrupt-
ed by the check of judgment. Intelligence may be & thoroughdred
exulting in the race; but there is n rider on its back; and,
without the rider, the best of horses is a poor bet. The insis-
tence thut modern mcience envisages on indefinite future of re-
peated revisions does not imply an indifference to fact. On the
contrary, 1t is fact that will force the revislons, that will toass
into the wastebasket the brilliant theories of previous under-
gtanding, that will meke each new theory better because 1t is
cloger to the famots, But what is fact? What is that clear, pre-
cise, definitlive, irrevooable, dominant something that we name
fact? The question is too large to be sattled here. Tach philo-
gophy has {ts own view on what fact {s and 1ta consequent theory
on the precise nature of our knowledge of faact, All that can be
attempted now 1s to astate what we happen to mean by knowing fact.
Clearly, then, fuct 1s concrete as 1s sense or oconsciousness,
Again, fact is intelligible: if it is indspendent of all doubtful
theory, it is not independent of the modest insight end formule-
tion noecesgary to glve it its precimsion and its accuracy., Pin-
ally, fact 1s virtually unoonditioned: 1t might not have been;
it might have been other then it is; but as things atand, it
possesses conditionsl necessity, and nothing esn possibly altar
it now., Faot, then, oombinea the concreteness of experience, the
determinateness of sccurate intelligence, and the absoluteness of
rational judgment, It 1s the natural objective of human cognitione
al proeesas, It is the antieipated unity to which sensation, per-

ception, imagination, inquiry, insight, formulation, reflsction,

R
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grasp of the unconditioned, and judement meke their several,
complementary contributions. 'then Newton knew thet the water in
his bucket was rotating, he knew & feet, though he thought he
knew absolute spase. When quantwn mechanies mnd relativity posit
the unimaginable in & four-dimensional manifold, they bring to
light the not too surpriaing fact that seientific intelligence
end verifying judgment go beyond the realm of imagination to the
realm of fact. Just what that realm ls, as has besn said, is a
difficult and complicated problem, Our present conocern is that
we are ocommitted to it., We are committed, not by knowing what it
is and that it is worth while, but by an inability to avold ex-
perienocs, by the subtle conquest in us of the Eros that would
undaerstand, by the inevitable aftermath of that aweet adventure
when & rationality ldentical with us demands the absolute, re-
fuses unreserved agsent to less than the unconditioned and, when
that is attained, Lmposss upon us a gommitment In which we bow
to an immanent Anagks,

Confronted with the stendard of the uncon=-
djétioned, the skeptis despairs. 3et bafore it, the produsta of
human understandlng sre ashamed. CQCreat are the achievements of
modern science; by far are they to be preferred to earlier guess=
work; yet rational consclousness finds that they approximete indeed
to the unconditlioned but do not attain 1t; and so it essigna them
the modest status of probability. Still, if retidnal conscious=-
nesgs can orlitioize the achlevement of science, it cannot criticize
itself, The critioal spirit can welgh all else In the balanoe,
only on ocondition that it does not criticize itself, It is a gelfw

asgertive spontaneity thet demends sufficlent reason fox all else




but offers no justification for its demanding. It aerises, fact-.like
to generate knowledge of fact, to push the cognitional process
from the conditionad strustures of intelligence to unreserved
affirmation of the wneonditiocned. It occurs. It will reour when-
ever the sonditions for reflection are fulfilled, Wlith statistical
reguiarity those conditions keep being fulfilled., Hor is that all,
for I sm {involved, engaged, committed. The disjunction between
rationality and non-rationality is an abatract alternstive but

not a concrete cholce. Ratlonality ls my very dignity, and so
clogely to 1t do I cling, that I would want the best of reasons

for abandoning 1t. Indeed, I am 50 nuoh one with my reasocnable-
ness thot, when I lapse from its high standaxds, I am compelled
elther to repent my folly or to raticnalize it.

Self-affirmation has been considered as a concrete judgment
of fact. The contrediction of self-negation has been indicated.
Behind that contradiction thers have been discerned natursl in-
evitabilities and spontaneitles that constitute the possibility
of knowing, not by demonatrating that one can know, but pragmatic-
ally by engaging one in the process. lor in the last resort cen
one reach a deeper foundation than that pragmatic engagsment, Iven
to seek it involves a wvicious clrele; for if one seeka such a
foundation, one employs one's cogunitional process; and the founda=
tion to be reached will be no more asecure or solid than the inquiry
utilized to reeoh 1t. As I might not be, as I might be other than
I am, so my knowing might not be and it might be other than it is,
The ultimote baalis of our knowing is not necessity bubt contingent
fact, and the fact 13 established, not prior to our engagement in

knowing, but simultaneously with {t. The skeptle, then, is not in.
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volved in 8 oonfliot with absolute necessity, He might not be; he
night not be a knower. Contradiction arlsss when he utilizes
cognitionel process to deny it.

(0 DESCRIPTION AND EXPLANATION

Thera is o further sapect to the matier. Is the self-affirm-
ation that hag bheen outlined deseriptive of the thing-for-us or
explanatory of the thing-itself? Ve have spoken of nstural inevita-
bilitiea and spontanelties, But did we spsak of these as they are
themselves or as they are for ua?

Unfortunately, there is a prior questlon. The distinetion
that was drawn, earlier, between desoription and expleanation wes
couched in terms that sufficed to cover the difference in the
fislds of positive sclience. But human science contains an element
not to be found in other departments. Both the atudy of man and
the study of nature begin from inquiry and insight into senseible
data, Both the study of men and the study of nature can advance
from the deseriptive relations of the objeet to the inquirer, to
the explanatory relations that obtain immedlately betwean objecta.
Just as the physicist measwres, corrslates measurements, ond im-
plicitly defines correlatives by the correlations, go too, the
student of human neture gan forsake the literary approach to de=-
termine sconomic, political, ascelological, cultural, historical
gorrelations, But the atudy of man also enjoys through conseious-
nesg an immediate access to man, and this ascess can be used in two
MENner s,

The initial use ls desexriptive. In this fashion we began
from an socoount of mn avent nsmed insight. We pointed out that it
wag satlsfylng, that it came unexpectedly, thet its emergence was

conditioned more by e dynamio inner state of iaquiry than by external
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cirounstancae, that while the first emergence was difficult, re-
poated oncurrence was easy and spontaneous, that singls actsg of
inst ght accumulate into clusters bheering on a gingle tople, that
guch olusters may remain without exaet formulation, or may be worke
ed out into a systematic dogtrine, Naturally enough, thls general
degeription of insight was presupposed and utilized when we came
to examine it more closely; and this closer examination was in
tum presupposed in our account of explanatory sbatraction and exe
plenatory system and in our study of empirical method. Moreoyer,
sdnce data, percepts, and imapges are prior to inquiry, insight,

and formulation, and since all definition is subsequent to in-
quiry and 1nsight, 1% wad necessary to define duta, percepts, and
images as the materials presupposed and complsmented by inquiry
and insipht, and, further, it was necessary to distinguish between
them by contrasting the formuletions of empirdieal science with
those of mathematics and the formuletions of both of these wlith

the formulationa of common sense. Finally, the anslysis of Judgment
ani the account of reflective understanding consisted in relating
these acts to each other, and to the formulations of understande
ing, and to the fulfilment provided by experience.

As the reader will discern, the initial procedure of des-
eription gradually yielded to definition by relation; and the
defining relations obteined immediately between different kinds
of cognitional state or asct. But definition by this type of rele=
tion is explenatory, and so descriptive procsdure was supersedsd
by explanatory.

There are, then, two types of desoription and two typea of
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explanstion. If tho inquirer starta from the data of sense, he bsgins by
deseribing but goes on to explain. Agein, 1f he starts from the

deta of consciousnesa, he begins by dessribing and goes on to exw

plain, 3till, there is an important difference between the two

typea of explaining. For explanation on the basls of sense can

roeduce the element of hypothesls to a minimum but it cannot elimin-

ate it entirely. But explanatlon of the basis of conseclousness oan
escape entirely the merely supposed, the merely postulated, the

merely inferred.

First, explanation on the basia of sense can reduce hypo-
thesis to a minimum. This, of course, ls the polnt of the principle
of relevance. GCulileo's law of falling boifes does not merely
guppose or postulnte diatanee or time or the measurements of either.
It does not merely suppose or postulate the correlation batween
distence and time; for there is sgome relation between the two inage
much &g a falling Lody falls rartﬁér ih a longer time; and the
agtual measuremsnts ground a numerieal daterninetlion of thet relAw
tion, Horeover, what lolde for the luw of falling bodies, holds
for the other laws of mechanles. If one pleases, one may contend
that the use of inquiry, insight, formulation, and conasequent gen-
eralization, is more supposition or mere postulation; but at least
it 49 not the type of mere supposition that the empirical scient-
iat systematically avolds or that he serliously fears will be slime-
inated in some more intelligent method of laquiry to be devised
and sccepted in the future., To reach the element of mere supposi-
tion that mekes any system ol mechanics subject to future revision,

one mugt shift attention from single laws to the set of primitive
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torms and relstions which the system employs in formulating all
ita laws. In other words, one has to distinguish between, say,
maga as defined by correlutiona between massed and, on the other
hand, mass ag enjoying the pousition of an ultinate mechenical
conaeepst. Aay future system of mechenlos will have to satisfy the
data that now are covered by the notlon of mess. But it is not
negessary thot every future system of mechenics will have to
gatisfy the same data by employlng our scneept of mass. Further
developments might lead to the intrcoduetion of a different set
of ultimate concepts, to a consequent reformulotion of all laws,
and so to a dethronement of the notion of mesgs from its presgent
position s on ultipate of mechanical system. Hence, while empiricel
method can reduce the hypothetical to & minimum, 1t cannot elimine
ate it entirely. Its conaepts as concepts ere not hypothetical,
for they are defined implicitly by empirically established cor-
relations. ione the leas, its concepts as systamatically signifi-
cent, 238 ultimete or derived, ua preferred to other goncepts that
might be empirically reached, do involve an elsment of mere suppesi-
tion. For the sslection of certain concepta as ultimate ocours in
the work of gystematization, and that work 1s provisional. At any
time, a system 18 accepted because 1t provides the simplest sccount
of all the known faots, But at the same time 1t is acknowledged
that there may be unknown yet relevant facta, that they might glve
rise to further questlons that would lead to further insisghts, and
thet the Lfurther insights might involve a radicel revision of the
accepted gysten,

3econdly, explanation on the basis of sonaciousness can

edeape this limitation. I do not mean, of courae, that such
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explanation is not to be reamched through the ssries of revisions

involved in the self-correcting process of learning. Nor do I mean
that, onoe explanatlon 1s reached, there remalns no possibility
of the minor revisiona that leave basic llnes intact but attain
& greater exactitude and a greater fullness of detail. Again, I
am not contending here and now that human nature and so human
knowleduge are immuteble, that there could not arise & new nature
and a now knowledge to which present theory would not be applicable,
What is excluded is the redical revision that involves a shift in the
fundamental terms and relations of the explanatory aceount of the
human knowledge underlying existing common eense, mathematics and
empirical sclencs.
8, THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF REVISION

The impossibility of wuch revision appears from the very
notion of revision. A revision appeals to data, It contends thot
previous theory does not satisfactorlly account for all the data.
It claims to have reached complementary insights thet lead %o
more accurate statementa. It shows that these new statements elther
ere unconditioned or more closely approximate to the unconditioned
than previous statements. Now, if 1n fact revision is as des-
eribed, then it presupposes that cognitional proceass falls on the
three levels of presgentation, intelligence and reflection; 1t
preaupposess that insights are cumulative and complementary; 1t
presupposes that they head towards a limlt described by the ad jeo-
tive, satiasfactory; it presupposes a reflective grasp of the un-
conditioned or of what approximates to the unconditioned, Clearly,
revision cannot revise its own presuppositions. A reviser gannot

appsal to data to deny data, to his new insights %o deny insights,

° )
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to his new formulation to deny formulation, to his raeflactive
grasp to deny reflective graap.

The same point ney be put in sncther mannsy, Popular
relativiam is prone to argue thet euplrical science 13 the most
reliable Torm of human knowlodge; but empiricael science is sub-
Ject to indefinite revision; therefore, a1l human knowledge is
equally subject to Indefinite revision. Now such argument is necess.
erily fallasioua. One nmust definitely know invariant features of
human knowledge before one can aggsert thet empiricesl ascience is
subject to indefinite revision; and iIf one definitely knows in-
variant featuren of human knowledge, then one knows what is not
subtject to revision, MNoreover, as la obvious, such knowledge sur-—
passes empirical science st leasat in the respect thet 1t is not
gubject to revislon,

B SFLF=-AFEIRMATION IV TUF POSSIBILITY OF JUDGMENTS
O NACTS

The same conclusion may be reached by setting forth the
a priord aonditions of any passidle Judgment of fact. For eny
suoh Judgment con be represented by a "Yes" or "No" in answer to
& question, Is it s0? The answer will be rational, that is, it will
rest on known suffioient reason. loreover, the answer will be
absolute; "Yes" utbterly excludes "Wo"; and “Ho" utterly excludes
"Yeg", Hence, since the known sufficient reason for an sbsolute
answer must itself be absolute and known, the "Yes" ar "No"
must rest on gome apprehension or grasp of the unconditioned.
Now the judgment of fast 1s not io the effect that something must
be 30 or oould not he othermise; it merely states that something
is so; honge the unconditioned that grounds it will be not forme-
ally but only virtuslly unconditioned. The first condition, then,

of any possible judgnent of fact is the grasp of 1) a conditioned,
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2) a link between the conditioned and its conditions, and 3} the
Tulfilment of the conditions. It 13 anch a grasp that effeocts the
tranaition from the fquestion, Is it so0? to a ratlional, absolute
answer.

But this first requirement presupposes other requirements,
Tha "{t" of the jJjudgment of fuct i3 not a bars "{t". On the con-
trary, it is the conditioned, knowr as conditioned, that through the
fulfilment of its conditlons is gresped as virtually unconditioned,
Prior to the nuestion for reflaction, there must be a lavel of
activity that ylelds the conditioned as conditicned, the condition-
ed ag linked to its conditions. But this iz a levol of {ntelllgence,
of poslting systemetic unities and systematic relatlions. Mereover,
it will be a freely developing level; for without free develop-
ment questions of fact would not arise. The only instances of the
conditioned that would be envisaged would be instances with the
cohditions fulfilled. In thet csss the answer would slways be an
automatiec "Yes"; and if the answer were always an automatio "Yes®,
there would be no need to raise any questions of faet, O3till,
though there las free development of systematic unities and reletions,
suoh development cannot cceur in scme pure lsolation from the fulw
£11ling conditions, Were there such isolation, it would be im-
poasible to tell whethor or not conditions were fulfilled; and if
that were impossible, then judgments of fact could not oceur.
This ylelds the second condition of judgment of fact. It is a level
of intellectual activity that posits systematic unities and
relations 1) with some independencs of a field of fulf{lling

conditions and 2} with reference to such a fleld.

D,
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But thia second requirement presupposes & third, There
mst be a flold of fulfilling conditions. Hore exactly, since
conditions are simultaneous with what they condition, there
muat bos a prior fleld containing whut can hecome fulfilling cone
ditlons, Of themselves, thay will be neither conditioning nor
conditioned; they will be meraly pgiven,

Flnally, poasibility is concrete. Logleimns may say that
a "mountain of gold" is possible If there 13 no intrinsie contra-
diction involved in supposing such s mountain, But, in fact, =
mountain of jold is possible only if the meons aro availlable for
acquiring onowgl old to muke s mountain, for transporting it to
a ginjfle place, Tor heaping it up in the fushion of a mountaln,
and for koeping 1t there long enough for the golden monuntain to
exist for some minimum intermml of time., Similarly, any possible
Judgment of fact would be zome concrete judgment., 'The conditions
of its poasibility lnclude the conditlons of bringlng together
its diverse components. 'There must be, then, s concrste unity-
ldentity-whole that experiences the ziven, that inquires about the
given to generate the free development of gystematiec unities and
ralations, thot reflects upon such developments snd demands the
virtually unconditlioned ag its ground for answerlng "Yes™ oxr "No".
It is this conerote unity thet asks, "Is it =0?" It 13 this con-
erete unity thot initlates the free development by asking about
the glvon, vhat 13 this? hy 1s it? low often doos 1t exist or
happen? It i3 this concrete unity that grasps and formulates the
conditioned as conditioned and thoat appeals to the given to grasp
the virtually unconditioned and to affirm it rationally and

absolutely.
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Thore remalns a corollary. Judgments of f'act may be not
ouly possible. They may motually oceur. DIut 4f any judgment of
foot occurs, there must be &g well the ocourrence of its condli-
tiong, ilence, 1f there 13 auy judgment of fact, no matter what
its contont, there algo is fi congreate unity-identity-whole that
expericnces aome @lven, that inquirss, understands, and formulateas,
bhat reflects, grasps the unconditioned, and so affirms or denles.
Finully, such n conerete unity-identity-whole is a thing-itself,
For 14 is definad by an internally reluted set of operstions, and
the relutions muy be experientially validated in the conseions and
dynamic stutes: 1) of enquiry lesding from the given to insight, 2)
of insight loading to formulation, 3} of reflestion leading from
formulution to grasp of the unconditioned, and 4) ¢f thut grasp®
leading to affirmation or denial.

From the eorcllsry there resulis our prior contention, There
cannol oceur a revision without the oceurrence of some judgnent of
fact. But if there ocours any judgment of fact, there ocour the
dynemic states in which may be validsted experientislly the rela-
tiong that define the conjugate terms by which the thing-itselfl
that knows 1s differentiated.

Wihat is the source of this peouliarity of cognitional
theory? It is thet other theory reaches its thing-itself by turn-
ing eway from the thing as related to us by sense or by conscious
negs, but cognitional theory reaches its thing-itssll by under-
gtanding itself and affirming itself as concrete unity in a pro
cess thut 1s consclous empirically, intellipgently, and ration

ally, korsover, aince every other known bsoomes known through this
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prosess, no known could impugn the process without simultansous-
ly impugning its own status as g known,
10. COITRA ST T KANTIAN ANALYSIS

We have performed something similar to what a Kantian would
nume o tranascendental deduotion. Accordingly, we shall be asked
to explain the Caet thut our deduction ylelis different results
from Kont's.

A first difference is thet Xant asked the a priori condi-
tions of tne posslibility of experience in the senss of knowing
an objeet. Ve have distinguished ftwo issues; there is the problem
of objectivity, and from thir we have carefully pfesciuded not
only in the present section but also in all sarlier seetions;
there nlyo is the prior problem of determining just what activities
are luvolved in lnowing, and to this prior problem we have so
fur confined our efforts. Hence we ssked, not for the conditlons
of knowlug an object, but for the conditions of the possidle
vecurrence of a judgment of fact. Vie have asked for the conditiona
of an sbaolute and rational "Yes" or "No™ viewsd simply a3 an act.
e have not asked on whab conditions there would be some fact that
correaponded to the "Yea". We have not even asked whnat meaning
such gorrespondence might have.

A gecond difference lies in the dlstinetion between thing-
for-us and thing-itself. Kant dlstinguished these as phenomenon
and noumenon. Just what he meant ls o matter of dispute but, at
least, it 18 olear that the distinection pertained to his formula-
tlon of a theary of objectivity., Moreover, it seems to me to be
provable enough that the historical origin of the Kantlan distino-

tion is to be sought in the Renaissance distinetion of primary and
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seoondary qualitiea vwhere the former pertained to the real end
objeotive things themselves while the latter pertained to the sub
Jeot'a apprchension of them. In any case, our distinctioa 15 nei-
ther the Rennissance nor the Kantian distinotion. It is simply

a distinetion betwoen dosceription and explanation, hetween the

kind of cognitional activities thut fix contents by iludicating

what they resemble ond, on the other hand, the kind that fix con=
tents by assigning thelr experdentielly valldeted relations. A
thing 18 a2 conereto unity-ldentity-whole grasped in dute es individ-
nal. Desoribe it, and it is a thing-for-us. Exolaln it, and it is
a thing-iteelf, Is it resl? Ig it objective? Is it anything nore
than the immanent determlnation of the cognltional aet? These are
all quite reamonable questlons. But os yet we anawer neither "Yesn
nor "No", Tor the noment, our sngwer is sinply thet objeotivity

12 & highly complex {9sne and that we shall handle it sstisfacter-
ily only if woe bogin by determining whet precisely ccgnitionsl
process is. No doubt, there are objections that may be urged against
this procedure; but the objsctions too will be handled satisfactor-
ily only after the prior questions are answered,

A third difference repards universaldand necessery judge
ments. They atand in the forafront of the Kentisn critique which
wag largely engaged in the problem of transcending [fume's exper-
lentinl atomlism. But in our mnalysls they pley a minor role. A
universal und necessary judgment mey be merely the affirmation of
an analytic proposition, end such analytic propositions may be
mere abatract poasibllities without relevanes to the central oone

toxt of judgments that we name knowledge. Our emphasis falls on




the judgnent of fact that itmelf is en inorement of knowledge sand,
a8 well, contributes to the transition from the analytic proposi-
tlon to the analytie prineiple, that is, to the universal and
necassary judgrment whose terms and relations usre existentisl in
the ponse that they ocecur in judgments of [eet.

A fourth differsnce regards the immediste mpound of judg~
ment. Kant formulated this ground by setting forth his schematism
of the categories. There is a proper use of the category, Real,
if there occurs & £illing ol the emphy form of Time, ‘'There is a
propor use of the category, Substunce, 1 there 1s o permanence of
the Real in Time, liowaver, Kant's schematism is not repgarded as
one of his happiest inventions. What he was trying to get hold of
was, perhans, the reflective process of chesking, of verifying, of
bringdnz the merely conceived and the merely given into unlty. In

fagt, that process ig far more complicated and far more versatile

than Kaentian analysis would lead cne to gumpect. Verlfying aupposss

a vast array of hypothetical propositions that stete what would

be experienced under precisely defined oonditions. Verifying con-
gista in having those experiences, all of them, and none but them,
under the defined conditiona., lioreover, whot is verified, is whet
1s conceived, formulated, supposed, It need have no imsginable
counterpert, and 30 one can speak of verifying the theory of rela-
tivity or the affirmations of guantunm mechanics. Indeed, sy we
huve shown ot length, there i3 a alngle formulu that covers the
immediate rround of all our judgments; it is the gruap o' the
virtually uneonditioned. 30 far was Kent from positing the uncon=-

ditioned as the immediate ground of every judgment, thet he
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desoribed it as an Ideal of Pure RHeason, an ideal that becomes
opsrative in our knowing, not prior to judgment and as a condi~
tion of judgment, but subsequently innamuch ns each judgwent resta
on an infinlte regre=s of prosylloglsma. As the reader familiar
with Kant will note, our assertion of a demand for the uncondi-
tioned as a prior ground for Judgment not nmerely implies that the
Kantian analytic is seriously incomplete but also involves in
utter ruin the Kentian dlalectlic, For the dlalectie has but &
single premise, namely, thet since the demand for the uncondi
tioned 18 not & necessary ground for judgment, therefore, it is &
transcendental {llusion; in other words, since the unsonditioned
i3 not constitutive of knowing an obJeet in the sense of making

a judgment, therefozl'e, it hes s puarely regulative function in our
knowing. On our showing, the unconditioned ia prior end constitutive;
to affirm a fact is to affirm an unconditioned.

A Tifth difference has to do with consclousness. Kant
acknowladged an inner sense thet corresponds roughly to whet we
have named empirlesl consclousneas, namely, the awareness that is
immanent in acts of senalng, perceiving, imegining, desiring, fear-
ing, and the like, DBesides this aocknowledgement of inner ssnase,
Xent dedused or postuleted an original synthetlo unity of apper
ception as the a priori condition of the "I think" accompanying
all cognitionul aets. On the other hand, Kentian theory has no
room for e oonscilousnesa of the generative prineiples of the
ecategories; the categories may be inferred from the judements in
which they ocowr; but it 1s impossible to reach behind the cate-

gories to their source. It is preciasly this aspect of Kantlan
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thought that glvos the ¢etegories thelr flexibility ond their
irreducible myasterlcusness. It 1a the same aspect that provided
Fichte and ilegel witi their opportunity to merch into the un-
occupled territory of iantelligent and rational conaciousness.

The dynamic states named inguivy and reflection do oceur. Inguiry
ig generative of ull wderstonding, end understanding is genera-
tive of all concepts and gystema, Reflleotion is generatiive of all
reflective grasp of the unconditioned, and that grasp is genera-
tive of sll Judpmont. If the Kantion prosceribes conaiderstion

of Lnguiry osnd reflection, he luys himself open to the charge of
obsewantisn. Il he admits uucﬂ consideration, 1 he praises
intellipant curiosity and the eriticanl spirit, thon he ia on his
way to acknowledge the generative prineiples hoth of the cate-
gories Kuut knew and of the catepories Kant did not know.

The foreguing liast of differences account for the diver-
gence between Foni's conclusion wnd our own. 'They are differences
in the problem under consideraiion, in the viewpoint from which
it fo congidered, in the method by which it is solved. lLiore funda-
mentally there are differences about questions of faet, for our
golf~affirnetion i3, us we have insisted and may be pardoned fox
repeating, primarily and ultimetely a judgment of fact. The
orthodox Kantion would rafer to our atand as nere psychologiam,
ag an appenl to the omplricuel thut can yleld no more than a pro-
vigional probubility. But our retort is aluple enough. Without
judgments of fact one cannot get beyond mers shalytic proposi-
tions, Iurther, though self-affirmetion is no mora than o Judg-
ment of umere fact, still 1t iz a privileged Judgment. Selfl-nega-

tion is incoherent. One has only to inquire and reflect, to find
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onesell caught in the spontaneities and inevitabilities that supply

the evidence for self-affirmetion., One has only to male a single
judgment of fact, no matter what itg content, to involve oneself
in a necessary self-aifirmation. &lnally, sognitional theory
differs from other taeory; for other theory reuclles explanation
only by vonturing into the merely supposed; but cogniticaal
theory roaches explanation without any such ventwe; and since

it countains no merely hypothetical element, 1t is not subJect to
redienl revision,

11, COMTRAST WI'TH RELATIVIST ANALYSIS

From Rantian we turn to relativist thought. The initial
question in the present section was whether correct judgnentsa
ocur, Our account of agelt-affirmation directly contradlets the
relativiast contention that correct judgments do not ocour. Though
tiio argunents for our positlon have been given, it will not be
amiss to Indieate whersa the relativist would disagres and why.

Flrst, relativist thought is largely devoted to a refutation
of empiriolam. Correctly it insists that humen knowing cannot be
accounted for by the level of presentations alone, There is, as
well, the level of intelligence, of grasping and formulating ine-
telligible unities und systematie relations., Vithout this asecond
level of activities, there le, indeed, & given but there is no
possibility of sayidg what is glven.

Secoudly, just as the relativist insists on the level of
intelligence agninat the empirlelst, so we inslst on the level of
reflection npgainat the relativist. !luman knowing 1s not merely
theory about the given; there are ulsp facts; and the relativist

hus not and cannot establish that there are no facts, for the
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abgenee of any other fact would {tsell be a fuct.

Thirdly, Just as the smpivielst could huave nothlng to asy
1f, in fact, ho did not utilize operations on the lavel of intelll-
genoe, 80 also the rolativiat does not confine himaell strietly
to the levels of presentations auq of intelligonce. He 1s quite
Tonilinr with thie notlon of the unconditionsd. iHe regards the une
conditionad ag the idenl towards whieh humen knowing tends. But
he suppeses that this idecl 1a o be resclied through understunding.
If the universe in its every part and aspect were thoroushly underw
stond, there conld bz no further guestions; everything would be
concelivad as it ousht to be; on every posalble topic a man could
asey just what he meant and mean Juat what he said., On the other
hand, short of this comprehensive colwrence, there cen be no sure
Tooting. There is understanding, but it is partiel; it is jeined
with ircomprehenslon; it 1s open to revision when preseant incom-
prahension yields to future understanding; and o intimately are
ell thinga relsted thet knowledze of anything een be definitive only
when everything is koown.

Pourthly, the relativist is able to follow up this general

vioew by [acing concrete issues. Is thls & typewriter? ?Probably. Yes.

For,practienl purposes, Yeps. Absolutely? The relativist would pre-
Ter to be elear about the precise meanlng of tho name, typewriter;
he would like to be told just what 1s meant hy Lhe demonstirativs,
this; he would be grateful for an explanatioa of tie meaning of
the copula, is Your simple question is met by tires further ques-
tions; and if you enswer these three, your anawers will zive rise

4o meny more. If you are quick and see that you are starting on an
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infinite series, you may eonfront the reletiviast with a rounded
system. DBub the rslativiat ls also a smart fellow, He will point
out thot ordinary peonle, quite certain that this 1ls & type-
writer, know nothing of the system on whieh you base your know-
ledge. Hor Lls this a4ll. For human knowledge ls limited; systems
have their weak polnteg; and the reletivist will pounce upon the
vary lssues on which a defender of the gyatem would prefer to pro-
fass ignornnce.

Fifthly, not only will the relativist make it plain that
there are further quastions unill everything is known, but also
he will explain why this is 8o, A reletion is numed interasl to
an objeat, when, without the relation, the objeet would differ
radieslly, Thusg, we heve spoken of inquiry and lnsight. But by
inquiry we hnve not meant some pure wonder; we have meant a wonder
sbout something. Similerly, by dnslizht we have not meant a pure
undergtanding but an understanding of something, Inquiry and in-
pisht, then, are related internally to meterials about walch one
inquires and inte which one gains insight, i'Io}v, 1f one supposes
th:—ﬂ; the whole universe is a pubtern of internnl relutions, clearw
ly it follows that no part and no aspect orf the universe cnn bve
known in isolgtion from any othsr part or aspest; for every iten
15 related internally to every oiher; and to prescind from such
relntions 1s to prescind from things as they sre and to substitute
in their place other imaginary objects thul simply ere not. If,
then, one ansks the relativist to explain why questions run off to
infinity, he hes a ready answsr., The univerae to be known by answer

ing questions 18 & tigsue of internal relations,
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Jxthly, if the foregoing fairly represeints the relativist
position, 1t alao reveals ita oversights, Juestions are of two
kinds. ‘Thero are questions for intelliiience nsking what this is,

what thet means, why thia is so0, how frequently 1t occurs or oxists,

There also are questions for reflection that ask whether angwers

to the fomer type of questlion are correst. Hext, the wneondition-
od that 19 requirad for judzwent 1s not the comprehenzive ¢ohar-
ance that 13 the ldeal of understanding, that grounds answers to
all quegstions o the first type. 0On the sontrary, it ig a virtuelly |
utcord itionad thnt results Irom the combination of n gonditionsd
with the fuli‘ilmant of ity conditions, iurthor, a1 judpgment 13 a
limited comaitment; ao far from resting on knowledpe of the uni-
verse, it 1s to the effect thet, no matter what the rest of the
universs oy prove to be, at least this 1s ao. I may not be able
to gettle border-line instaneces in which nne might dispute whe-~
ther the name, typewriter, would be appropriate. But, at lemst, I
can gsettle definitely that thim iz a typewriter, I may not be able
to clerify the meaning of is, but it is suffiecient for present
purpoged to know the difference between is end is not, and thet, I
know. I &m not very articulate when it comes to explaining the
meaning of this; but if you prefer to use that, it will maks no
difference provided we both see what we are talking about, You
warn ne thet T wve made mistakes in the past. But your warning ls
meaninsless, 1f I am making a further nisteke in recognizing a
past nistake o3 a mistake. And in any case, the sole present issue

is whetlier or not I am mistoken in affirming this to be a type-

writer. You explaln to me that my notion of a typewriter wounld
ba very different, i I understood the chemilstry of the mater-

fals, the mechaniss of tho construction, the psychology of the

— —)
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typiat's skill, ths effect on sentence atruetnre resulting from
the use of a mechine in composing, the egonomic and soeiological
repercussions of the invention, its relstion to sommercisl snd
political bureauwcracy, end so forth. But may I not explein to
you that all these further itema, however interesting and slpnifi-
cant, are to be known through further judmments, that such further
Judgment.s, so far from ghifting me from my pregent convistion

that this 1g a typewrliter, will only confirm me in 1t, that to
meke those further judgments would be rathexr difficult 1f, at

the start, I could not be certein whather or not this laa tﬁrpe—
writer?

Jeventhly, however, the questions that are answersd by a
pattern of internal relationg ere only questions that ssk for ex:
plenetory system. But besldes things-themselves and prior to them
in our lmowiﬁg, there are things-for-us, thinge ass desoribed,
Moreover, the existents and occurrences, in which explenatory sys—
tems are verified, diverge non-systematically from the ideal
frequencies that ideally would be deduced from the explanatory
systems. Again, the activity of verifyins involves the use of
desgeription as an intermedlary hetween the system defined by internw
al relations and, on the other hand, the presentutions of sense
that are the fulfilling conditions, Finally, it would be a mis-
take t0 suppoas that explopation 1s the one true knowledzs, not
only does 1ts verification rest on desoription but alsc the rela-
tions of things to us are Jjust as much objeats of knowlsdge as
are the relations of thinzs among themselves.

Eizhthly, the relativist invents for himself & universe that
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oonsiats merely of explanatory syatem because he aonceives the
unconditioned as the ldeal of understanding, as the comprehen--

glve ocohersnce towards which understanding tends by asking what and
why. 3Bub ag we have seen, the criterion of judgment is the vir-
tuelly uncoiditioned, lLach Judgnent is a limited commitment, 3o
far from pronouncing on tiw universe, it is conteat to afrirm

gome siigle condilbioned that haa a finite number of conditions
whioch, in fact are fulfilled. Ho doubt, were the univerae simply
a vagt explunatory gystem, knowledge of tho conditlons of any
conditioned would be identical with knowledge of the universse.

But, Iln fuct, the universe is not simply explanaiory system; its
existents snd ita ocourrences diverge non~gystematically from

pure intelligibility; 1t exhibits an empirical reaidus of ths in-
dividual, the incldental, the continuous, the merely juxtaposed,
and the morely sineccessive; it i3 a uuiverse of facls and explanatory
gystom hug valldity in the measure that 1t contorms to dege
eriptive factis.

Ninthly, the relativist arpgument [rom wnending further
questions 1s more impressive than conclusive, Ilwnan knowing does
not begin from previous knowin; but I[rom natural spontaneities
and inevitabilitles. Its basic terms are not defined for 1t in
somo knowing prior to knowing;; they are fixed by the dynamic
atructure of copniticnal process itseli. The relativist asks
whot is meant by the copula, is, and the demonstrative, this,.
Bt neither he uor anyone else is given to confusing is with

15 not or this with pot tiils; and thet basic elarity 1s sll that

18 rolevant %o the mouning of the aflirmation, This i3 a typo-

writer. A cognitionsl theorist would be called upon to explain




such elementary tems; he would do so by ssying that is re-
progents the Yes that occurs in Judgment and tiant i3 enticipated
by such juestions as, Is 1L? Yhat is it? Similarly, a theorist
wonld explaln this as the retura from the field of conception

to the empirical reasidus in the field of presentations. But
questions relevant to cognitional theory are not relevant to
every lnntance of knowing. They ore not universally relevant bew
cause, in fact, there i9 no operational obscurity sbout the meanw
ings that cognitionsl theory elusidataes., aAgnla, they are not
universally relevunt, becauss ax_mh elamantary moatings are (ixed,
in a manner that surpasses determinution by definition, with the
native irmitability of the dyaamic strustures of cogaitional pro-
de88.

Tenthly, as human kiowing begins from netural spontaneity,
go 1ta inltinl developments are luarticulaste, 43 it asks what aznd
why without belng glven the reagon for ibs lnguiry, so also it
gets of'? on the self-correcting process of learaing without the
expliolt formelations thot rightly would bs required in en ex-
planatory system. 3ingle insighls are partiel, Iponteneously they
glve rise to the further questions tlut elielt somplementury in-
pights, Yexre the universe purely an explanatory system, the minor
clusters of insights reuched by what is called common gense would
not head for 8 limiting position of Lamiliarity and mastery in
which evidently it is silly to doubt whether or not this la a
typewriter, But, in fact, the universe to be known by snawering

questiona 18 not pure explanatory system. In fact, insights do
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head for limiting positions of familiarity end moastery, In fuct,
as everyons knowa very well, it is ollly to doubt whether or not
this 1s s typewriter. The relativist would beg me to advert to
the enormoua difference in my notion of tho Lypewritor wers I to
understand fully tho shemistry of it3 materials, the mechenics of
its constretion, the ssychology of the typlatts skill, the twist
glven literary style by composinz~ on a typewriter, the effsct of
its invention nn the development of commerclol and political
bursaucracy, and so forth. Bub granted such an enrilchment of my
knowLedge to be posaible and desirable, nrons the legs 1t is fur-
ther knowledme to be obtolined hy further judgments; and since the
enrichuent {8 explanatory, since explanatory kanowledge resis on
descriptive knowledee, not only must I begin by knowlng that this
is & typewriter, not only must I sdvance by learning how similar
other nachines must be iff they ere to he named typewriters, but
also T can attain valld explanation only 1n so for 8s my des-
criptions are exact.

BEleventhly, it ig quite true that I can be mistoeksen. But
that truth presupposes that I am not naking o further mistake in
acknowledring a paat mistake as a mistake. !ore generally, Jjudg-
menty of fact are corract or incorreet, not of nesessity, but mere~
Iy in faot. If this is something, atil) it might be nothing st all,
If it 1s a typewriter, still it might be zomething else. Similarly,
12 I am corract in affirming 1t to be a typewrlter, it is not a
pure necessity, but merely a fact that I am correct. To ack for
the evidence that excludes the possihility of my being mistaken

in affirming this to be a typewriter, is to ask too mmuch. Sueh

D,




evidence i3 not available, for if I am correct, that is merely
faot. But if that evidence is not availeble, still less is there
the evidence that wlll exclude the possibility ol error in all
Judgments of faet. ILrrors ave Just ss much lfachs us are correct
Judgment s, Bub the relubivist is in conflioct with both cutegories
of fact. For him nothing is simply teue, for thet is possible
only when comprehensive coherencee is reuched; for him, nothlug

ia simply wrong, for every stotement iluvelves some uadersianding
and 80 sone part of whal he nemes truth. In the lust analysis,
Just as the empiriclst triss to banish inteliigence, 0 the
relativist tries to benisia fuet and, with it, wint everyons slse

names Lrutil.
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