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Reflective Uhderstaﬁding R o 7

of the empirical motlves for the judrment, It lies In the
accuwnulabion of m inal-hts over a 1life-time; to set them forth
abstractly 1s to misrerresent them; to deny them velidity is
to 1mnore the fact that they have heen sub’iecte’ over years

to econstant checks and to,fre:wqqt ad justments, It 1lles in

form the context and evplaln thﬁ meanan and liﬂit imyliaitly

the implicationg of the r~resent jud~ment. So much, then, for

vhe first point, namely, that the evidence for concrete Judgments
does not admit adequate ezvression in prorositions. There 1s

a second pornt. We have ar~usd that the game cribarion and the
same Lype of act underlies every Jjudr~ent, namely, the rrasp of
the virtually uncondikiored in the OVldence. +t seems to be

thls srasp that Nswman mzans by the act of the 1llative sense.

1t 18 the final summ review and summary of the evidence. it 13
the necessary and sufficlent condition of the jud-ment., Newman
rishtly contended that it 1s not subiect to loric; dndeed, as

we have armued, the loslcal conclusion just ps any other Judiment
ls subject to 1%, fhiers is a tHthird and Tinal roint. From the
use of reflective undevstandinm and its criterion thers is

no escape, wWhether or not one does uge 1it, whethor or nor one

-uses 1t wisely, is the indlvidual's reppornsihility to truth and

to reasonableness., That 1s where the burden lies, and there 1is
no alternatilve. ' C

g _eleventh place, since concrete judrmenis,
all judemen®s, are Lle rnq3 : ERe 3 dpdl that
ny B8y then, sitee it 1s on 1he ind¢vl*ual/that ¢an make them,
iy is just silly to sappote “that philogorkic authors are awar

td be expected Lo asgume a duty they csrfnot perform. JShotever
bo the Punctﬁgn of philloso-hy, 17 is not to insifuct the

of a differcnde hetween dorg dAnd catas,
fey c¢nn be aultgtonfimdent on,
ched at ‘hales for falllng intg/’
the stars, But-modern philosophers

£ he problem ofm,pﬁtchinn up wi “The
om of the milk-maid. More accuy;tely, they haye” suf'fered
from the split nqpuonqlity. Thev,&re milte as wide as Lhe

ion lies in Newmenfs cdntentions concenning concrote judgments.
is the evidence for them; we knov tFers 13 the evidence

hem; but_1f we irposslbllity of expresaing

FeENes In propositions, then we come 'U*donﬁt“wh&tAm&

know to be so.
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