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Sglf~affirmation of the Knower.

It 1s time o turm from theory to practice.
Judgment has been analysed. ITts szrounds in reflective under-~
standine have been explored. (Clearly the next question is
whether judements occur, sn® the nanswer to 1t is the act of
making one.

Since onr sundy hns haen of cognitional v»roceass,
the judgrent we are host prepared o make 1 the self- qffirmqtion

(217255 54 A As of =»n instance of such a oracess

a8 cognitional. By the "self" 1s mesnt a conerete and intellli-
£ible wnitveldentity-whole, By "self-nfflratlon” 1s meant thet
the gelf both offirms and is »ffirmed. By "self.affirmation of
the knower" is meant that the self ang affirmed 1s characterized
by sach ocenrvences as gernsing, parcelvines, Iwmasining, inguiring,

vndera.ansing, formnlatinw, reflectinm, mraspine the uncondliioned,

and affirming,

_ The affirmtion to be mede 13 a indrment of fact.
It 15 not thot I exist necssaarily, ont me-aly that in Cact T do.
It is not that I am of necessily a kmower, nnt merely that in
fact I ams It is not that an irdividual performin- the listed
acts really does kmow, bubt merely tliat I perform them and that
by "knewing" I mean no more than sueh nerformance.

As all iudrment, self-nffir-ntion rests upon a
grasp of the unconditioned. The mneonditioned is the combination
of 1) a connlu¢0ned, 2) a 1link between the corditloned and ite
conditions, and 3) the fulfilment of the conditions, The relevent
conditioned 1o tha staTewent, I am a lkmower. Ths link betwsen

the conditioned and itag conﬁi*ions moy o cnat In the pronvs:tion,

I am a knower, If I am a concrete and intellipglible unity-ldentity-
whole charncterized by ncts of sensing, vercelving, imasinding,
inguiring, understandine, formulating, reflscting, rrasping the
undondltioned,x and j-drine, The fulfilment of .he conditions
is sgiven in conseiousness,

The cond:tioned offers no diffieunlty. 1t is
merely the exvressglion of whet 1s to be affirmed, Simllsrly,
the link offers no duffienlty: the link itself 1s a stavement of
meanings and the conditionsg which it lists hnve bzen bacome
familiny In the course of this inv-stiration., The prohlematic
eloment, then, lies In the fulfilment of the conditions and we
proceed to indiente whnt is meont sond not meant by consciousness
and by the fulfllment of conditlons.

Pirat, consciousnsss is not to be thoucht of as
some sort of inward look. Peonle ore apbt to think of knowing
by imagining a man taking a look at something and, furcher, they
are apt to think of consclongness ™y imc~in.n-~ themsaelves 1ookin5
into themselves, ot werely do they indulwe in such imasirative
opinions but also they are lilely to justify them b7 ar~ument.
Knowing, thegy wlll say, iz lmowing something: it is beinrs cone
fronted by an oblscts it 1s the srranne, mrsterions, irreduncible
pregence of one th:ng to asnother, Hence, thoush Mmoivina Is not
exclus.vely a matter of ccular vision, still it is, étedusauehy
that sort of thing., It lis razing, Inadx intultlng, contemplating,.
Whatever words you care to employ, conscicusness 1ls a lmowing and
so it ik some sort of inward looklng,
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Now while consclons-esa is a fector in knowing,

and wiiile knowing is an activity to wh.ch a problem of objectivity
is annexed, still it is one thing to ~ive an account of the
activity and it is somethinr else to tackle the prohlem of
objectivity, Por fhe Iresent vwe arag concerned simply with an
account of fthe activity, =2nld so e hove nef¢ned zhe lmover, nob

by saring that he Mnows sowething, but solely by
saying thet he p.rforms cerboin “LNGS of ncts, £
In Llke manner, we have not nsked whether the ynover movs himself;
we ask solely whether he can perBorm the net of self-nfiircavion.
Hence, while some of our r-npders may mos 35839 L8 1 sher remarlabls
pover of lookimg into thomselves snd int-itinc zomathings cul e
clearly and disticetly, we shall not base orr case upon Thelr
T Por—buere-—mey-axis-t-eshen_rorders, yhom We. rosembls
Qle,alone}y, Bi--whm - aRy-Find—theb-whenthey-tey-To ook

auccess. For, »fter all, there mny well exist other renders
that resemble the urlter and L£ind that looltinm into thewselves
yields resnlta that, if not just hlank, sve clesrly vory dlm.

Secondly, by conscinrsness we shall mean that
there is an awareness lmmmnent 1n conitional ncta., Alr:edy
a drsclnection has been drawn between aet and content, for instance,
hetween molnrxsndrszzinaxik seeins and cclor, heﬂrir\g and sound,
Imamining and imnare, Insi~ht and idea. To ﬁffl“m gotnveikonads
consciousness iy teo affirm thet cornitional -rocess is mt merely
a procegsion of conZents but also a successlion of acts. It is
to affirm that the acts differ rad.colly from such rnconscicus
acts ag the metabolism of one's cells, the malntenance of one's
organs, the muliitudinous hioloricnl nrocesses thint one learns
about throurh the study of contemporary medlical sclence. Both
kindsgX of acts occur, bubt the biolosical occur o tside conccious-~
ness, and the cornitlonal occur within consclousness, Seeing
is not merely a response to the stimulus of color #nd shape:
it is a response thafjconsists in becoming awsre of color end
shape., Hearing iz nobt merely a response to the stimulus of
gouwnd; 1t is a resronse thnt conslsts in becoming awore of sound.
As color differs from sound, so seeing diffars from hearing.
S5till seelng and hearing heve a comwon festnure, for in hoth
oceurrences uwrere 1s not merely content bat also consclous act.

By the conscious act is nobt meant o deliberate
act; we are conascious of acts wishont debating whether we will
perform them. By the consclous act is not meant an act to which
one abtends: consclousness can be helrhtened by shifting attention
from the content to the aet; hut consci usness 1z nob constituted
by that shift of attention, for it is a quality Iwm:anent 1n acts
of certain kinds, and without it the ccths would be as unconscious
as the rcrowth =g of one's henrd., By the conscious act 1s not

m.ant that the act s someh-w isolnted for irsrectlon, nor that

one weawaidl srasps its funeition in cosniiicnal process, nor that
one cen assign it a name, nor thet one cen Hiqtlnan$sh it from
other acts, nor thet one la certain of its ocenrvence,

Does, then, "conscious act" mean no more than
"cognl sional act"? A distinction hes <o be drawn, Pirst, I
do not think that only cornitional ascbs are conuciuns. »ecoqdly,
there are those that would define Zaa "seelng” as "awareness of
color,” and then proceed to arsue that in seelno one Wns aware
of color but of nothing else whatever, that "awarveness of color”
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occurs but that o econcomitant "awsreness of awareness' 1is a fiction.
This, I think, dnes not accrrately rellect the facts. If seeing
is maXaiy an nuar aneag of nothin~ but color and 9rin~ is an
avaren~sss of n.thmrr bt sound, why are both nﬂnad "gwarsnesal®

Is it becnuse tiere ia some 31mi qﬁitv between color and souvnd?
Or i1es 1t herxaxg th&u color sné sound are disparabe, y:t zazmeal
with respect to hoth tiiere nre actisg that sre similnr? In the
latter cnse, whnt is e similerity? Is 1t thet both acts are
peourrenced, a3 mobabolism Isxm en occurveree? Or is it that
both acts aro conscious? One wmay avarrel wlth the phrase,
awareness ofx wnrpness, perticularly 1f one 1narire s awarensss
to be a lookinv ond finds it nh@ﬁOﬂfnrous to tnlk about looking
at a look. Bub one connct deny that, wishin the cofnitional

act as it occurs, trere 1is a fectnr or elewent or comnonent

over and above 1its content, ant that this factor ls vwhat differens
tiates cormitionnl acts from unconsclous ceenrrencas,

Thirdly, by consclousneos 14 maant an awareness
immanent in cornitional ncts, But such acts giffer in kind, and
so the awareness differs in kind wath the asts, There 1is an
emplrical cnnqci usness chavacterigvic of sensing, wercelving,
imasining, As tho content of these acts 13 merely n“eqen w:l¢} or
ro resented, gso the n rcreneds lmmanent in “he scts is the mare
givemess of the scts., Bub there iz sn Intellirent conscicuaness
characteristic of inquiry, insol~ht, and symalation. 0On this
level copnitional wrocess not mevely striwes for anc reaches
the intellirible, Hut in doine so 1t exhibits ity lnvellil~ences
it operates in.ellizently. The owareness is nresent but it is
Lhe aw-renecs of Intelli-ence, of whot sitrives to undersvand,
ofx what 13 satisfiad by undevstonding, of what formulatces the
underatood, not as a school-boy ropeﬂting Wy robe a delinitlon,
but as one that defines savAa~dsmyd hacaise he ~rasps why that

definition huis thinss off, Finnlly, off the third levsl of
reflectlion, prasp of the umconditic rnd and judmment, there 1s
rational consciousness, It is the emerrence and the effective
operabtlion of a sl-gle law of ubmost renerality, the lasw of
gufficl ent reason, where the suffidéent resson is the unconditionsed.
It emerses as a demend for the uncondlticoned and a rofusal to
assent unreservedly on any lerser ground., It advances to grasp
of the wnecondltioned, It t@PHLQQUOS in the r ational compulsion
by which #1asp of the wnecondibicned vislds assent,

Empirical conseionsness nesds, perhaps, no fr ther
comment, for by it we 1illustr:ted the difference tetween consclous
and unconscicng sets, Inbellii-ent and rational conscionsness,
on the other hand, may ve clerif.ed by a contrast, In vheir
difTerent manners both common sense and positive science view
thoe meterlal world as subject to Intelliribhle ratierns and as
governed by some law of cansality, To confine onr attention to
what man kmows best, nemely, his own artefacts, there is discernible
in them an incell.nible deslicn and their existence has its ground
In the labter of production, But before the design 1s realized
in tgiqgs, 1t was Invented by intellirences before the sequence
of productive operations was vndertaken, it was affirmed as worth
vhile for some s-fTiclant rmxxEm or ap-arently sufficlent reason,
In the thing there 1s the intelli~ible deszrn, but in the inventor
there was not only the intelTiﬁibility on Ghe slde of the oblect
but also intellirent consciousness on the side of the subjiect.

In the thing there is the rrorndedness thot consists in ifs
existence belng accounted for by a segnuence of overations; but
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in the entre reneur there was not only the croundedness of his
judsment In the rensons that led to 1t bat also the rational
consciousness that required reasons to reach a jndrment.
Intelli-ence and intellisibiliby nre the obvovse and reverse

of the second levsel of kn.winr: 1ntelli ance looks For
intollisinle patterns in DPG?ONLHtiOHS afld r»enragsenteblions’

1t orasps such patterns in its noments of insirhbt: 1% e-nloits
such vrqap in its formulations ond In furthar o-er2tims equally
rulded by the ins.irshts, In 1like manner, reszonableners and
grouncdedness are the obverss and reverse of the third level

of knowing. Reasonablensss is reflsction inasmuch as it seeks
groundedness for ohiects of thonsht; reassnableness d.sanvers
groundedness in its rveflective ryasp of the uconditioned:
rensonableness exvloits rroundedness whien 1t affirms objiects
bacause they are 'rnlndod. In mn's artelncts tiere are the
revarge olgments of intell: ~ib.1lity and ~roundedness, but tharse
are not the obvarse mlenpnls of intellirence and ensonablensss,
r¥e elowenischrrasliarize s sdeend and trurd B .vels
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The obhserve elaxents uqrtqln to co'm tional process on 1ta

sepond and third lovels; they/pertaln #eée So tho coutents azersent

on those levels, %o the idea or concent, o the wmnconditimed or
affirmed; on the convrary, they characiher.ze the ncts with
which those conven's arse coupled nnd so they are snecific
differentia.ions of the awarsness of consciusness. Clear

and a¢ut¢“ct concention nnt only reveals tho intellifibility

of the object but also/the intelli-ence of the sablect. EBxack
and bﬂlqnaed judement not only, masssnbs things as they a

buat 80 testifies to the domlnance of reasonablensss in uhe
sthoct.

Still, it way be naked, am I really conscious of
intellirence »nd reasonableness? The “vession, I think, is
mizleading. It zurients that there iz a tyne of Pﬂo;;np in
which intellisence and reascanbleneass come up for insvection.
But what 1s naserted 1 not thnb gou can wicover invusilicence
by iﬁLPOSJOCt¢On, 9“ you can polnt to CalcuRitta on a map.

The agssertion iIs that wyou heve conscious states and conscious
acts that are Lﬂuﬁlllﬁgnt and reagonable, Intellirent and
rationnl conscisusness dennte charact vs of eo~nibtlonal arocess,
and the charncters ther denote nerisain not to the contents

but to the vrocesding. It is remumant to me to place astrolozy
and nstrnnony, alehemy and chemistry, lecendl and history,
hypothesis and fact, on exnctlv the ssme footing. I am not
content with theor;es however brilliantly coherent, bt inzist
on raising the £t chor question, Are they true? What iz that
repugnance, that diccontent, tint insistence? They are just

so many variationg on the more hasic exnression that I am
ravionally conscicus, Tthat I demand sufficient renson, that I
find it in the uncondlitioned, tiat L assent unreservedly to

nothing zizex leass, that such demnnding, finding, self-committing

occur, not lile fthe erowth of my halr, Pk ZonECx0xsiy within
a field of consclousness or awareness. Again, if at moments
I can slip inte a lotus lend in which more mresentations and
recrvesenvations are juxtaposed eor successive, still thaet is
not my normal state. The Humean world of nere Imnressions
cores 6o me ag a puzzle to bhe pleeed torether, I want to
understand, to srasp intellirible unities and relations, to




do gsomething; he wanted to golve a problem; he wonbed to under-
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lmow whatts up and ahms where I stand. Pralse of the scientifle

spirit that in-uires, thnt mnsters, that controls, is not without
an echo, a deen regonance within me, for, in my more modest way,
I too in uire and cabeh on, sse the thines to do and see that 1t
is properly domne. But wint ave these i variatinns on the

move hosic exnressinon thot I am intellivently consclous, that

the awmrenecss ch-racleriatic of coenitional acts on the g econd
level is an sctive contributing to the Ilnbelli~ibll:ty of its
products? ‘hen I listen to the story of Archimedes and wien I
read the recital of a nyntical exnerisnce, tere is a marived
difference, h~t the mratle ex eriences, I do not know., But,
though T never enjioyed so »emerkable an insirht es Archimedss,
at11) I do know whait it is to wmiss the point =nd Ho ~et the noint,
hot to zhx heve 2 c¢lue nnd then to sstMen cotch on, ©o sese thiungs
in a new lisht, to srssp how they heng topether, to come to kmow
whw, the reason, the explansztion, the canse. After Archimedes
shouted "I've rot it," he mi b well he nuzzled by the question
whather he was consclous of an Insirht. OSt111 tlere canbe no
doubt that he was conscious of an incremert of knowledre, an
increment that he hed wanted very much, Did ha want the king's
fawgr? Did he want $0 enhnnce hiz roevutation? Perhaps, but ab

a deeper ond more snontnneons lavel, hae vrmlaedim to imow how To

cr o ¢tk

stands his consciongnoss was on tha second level whewe 1t seeks
the intelli~ible snd follows up portial insichts with Turther
questions until tlure comes the final crovning lasicht thet ends
guestioning and sat.slles intelli -ent eonsciocnansssg.

In the fonrbh plece, thwre sre unities of counsciousancasy
Bes:des cornitionnl ¢onbents thare are cornitional actsy differ.nt
kinds of acts h-ve different kinds of awareness, empirical,
intellient, vationnl. Bub the contenis cuaulete into unities:
what 18 norcaived is what 18 in~uived abont; what is ingulred
about Is what is unierstood; what is unferctood 1s what 1is
formulated:; what is formulabed is wheot is reflected on: what 1s
reflected on is whot is rrasped as wnconditioned: what is mram ed
as unconditioned ig what lg =ffli-med. Now, just as trere a®
unities on the side of the obiect, 50 thwere are unit.cs on vie
gide of the sunject. Conscious acts are not so many isoiated,
random atoms of lnowing, bul many scts coalesce inte a single
knowing. Not only is thoere a similarity between my seelng and
your hearing, lnssmuch as hoth acts are cowscions) there also 1is
an identity Involved when my seeirs and my hearing or your seeing
and your hearing are compared. MHoveuver, this identity extends
a2ll along the line. Wot only ia the percept inguired about,
mderatood, formmulated, reflected on, rrasped as uncondliioned,
and affirmed, bub olso thore 13 an iientity Involwed in perceiving,
inguiring, understanding, formulebtdne, vellectiug, grasping the
uncondcbioned, and affirying. Indeed, consciousness IS ruch more
obviously of this wnity in diverse actg than of the diverse acts,
for it 1s within the unil:y that the asets are fowd and distingu.shed,
and it is to the unity thet we apneal when we a2y talk abouf a
single Field of consciousness and draw o disbinetion botween maks
conscious acts occurring within she field and unconsci-us acts
ocenrring cutside it.

One mizht go furtiter and argus tiob, were the
mmity of consclousness not given, then it would have to be pos-
tulated., Tor many convents on diverse levels cumula e into a
ainrle lmown. But how can that ocenr? How can images he derived
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from sensations? How can lnguiry be about percepts? How can
Insischt be into ima~es? How can definition draw upon both
Ivages and the ideas prasped in inslsht? How can reflectimg
be abhont Tormulniions? How can the ~rasp of the uncenditiloned
be ohbbtalined by combining the conditioned thst 1s thou~ht and
the fulfliment thet 13 sensed? How can each jud—ment omoxrze
In a context of other judmments that detierrine its meaning,
somplerient 1t, qualify it, defend 1t, wikh so thet it i3 but
a gingle increment within a far wsster knowins? I cannot inguire
into vour exrerience or reflect on voor Liwncrhig, Bub if thore
were no "I," how could thewe he a "my exrerience” with respect
to which a "my ingniry" occurred, or ax¥myxrafisxiion
"my thouphta" with rasnect to vhich "my reflection” occurred?
If there were nol one consci:usnsss, ot once amsirical, Intelli~ent,
and ®eflective rctl~nal, how could raiioral judr-ment proceed
from an uncondit.oned rrasped in the cowbination of tho.ght and
gensible ezperience?

Sti1ll, if the unity of consciousness wonld have
to be postulnted on the hrvothesis thnt 1t were not miven, it
remaing that it is ~iven. By ihis, of murse, I do not mean
that it is the objiect of some Inward look. hotkx is meant
is thet a sin-le rront i3 involwved in many ncts, that it is
an abstraction to spsak of the nets ns conscions, that concrevely
consciongness pertaing Lo Lhe acting arent, Seeing and hearing
differ inasmuch ag one i3 an awareness of color and the cther
an awarencss of sound, Se~ing and hearing are simllar Inasmuch
ag hakhkzamr oach is sn avareness, But the =similsribty between
my seeins and v ur hearing is an abstract Indicavion of conscliousness
which, as 1t is givdn, is primarily an identity mndting my seelng
and my hearing or your seeins and rour henring,

do hrove heen en~ar~ed in de’ermining whot precisely
is meant by conscicusness. we n-ve contenfled that it is not some
inverd look but 2 gunlity of coonitlonal acts, a quality that
differs on the diff'erent levels of cornitlonal process, a quality
that coneretely is the identity 4 -mansnt in the diversity and
the multinlicity of the process. However, one connot inslst too
strongly that such an account ofz consclnusness is not ibself
consciousness, The acecouhh supmoses conscinusness ag lts data
for inguiry, for iInsiszht, for formmulation, for reflection, for
giving/ sprasp of the weonditioned, for jud~»ent, But/the account ihsaif
_ is the formuiating and the indging, while rhe anccount itself is
o, want is formulatsd and offirmed. Consciousness as glven 1s
' neither formulatednor affirmed, Conscionsness is given indenendently
of itah being formilated or affirmed. To formulate it does not
. malke one more consclous, for the effect of formulation 1s to
{f. 2dd to one's eoncents. To aBfirm,does mt mrke one more conscious,

! A for the effect of affirmation 1s to ndd to one's judrrents.
: Finally, ns consc.ousness 1z ix not increased by dffirming it,
G so it 1s not diminished by denying 1t, for the effect of denying
iz to add to the list of one's judrments and not to subtract Y&
from the nrounds on which jndpsents may be hased.
Phis remark brin~s us to our second toplec. Ve

proposed o say what was meant and not meant by conscicusme ss.
exrericrtial/ We also propesed to say whot was meant and not meant by they
ST A fulfilment of conditions for the affiramiion of the conditloned.
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By such experientinl fulfilment, then, one does not mean the
conditioned, nor the link hetween the conditioned and its
cond.tliona, nor the conlit.ong as formulated 1ot =2lone as
affirmed. One dnes mean that the conditions, which are formulated,
nlso are to be found in a more rudimenuary ctase within cornislonal
process. Just ag Ingairy brincs about the advance from the
rercelvad and not undersiood to the nerceived and understood,
so there is a reverse =hift hy which one moves from the -erceived
and understood to the merely perceived. It is thuis reverse shilt
that commonly is meant by verific“‘ion. £ from a more ~ensral
Theory I =btaln the formula, PV = 64, tnen I can infer thoet
wien P is 2, 4, 8, 16, 32, V will heve theoretically the values
52, % 16, 8, 4, 2. By setting up suitable ap aratus and securing
apnropr¢ote condit iong defined by the theory, I can advance from
theoreticsl inference to/exnerllentnl check, The resulgs of
the experiment may be exnressed in a series of propositions,
such as the statement that, when P was approximately 2, V was
aporoximately 32, but 1ch a series of staiements, how ever
accurate, is not what wns siven by the exneriment, The statements
renresent judesments of fact; ths ludeorents rest on ragping the
uncondit.oned; the -rasp rests on formulations and visual
axnericences. The exverigment clves not statements nor judgments
nor reflective undersinncding nor formulstions but only visual
ex-eriences, The exveriment sives n-t visual exzveriences as
deseribed but visnal ex-eriences on the level of merely seeling.
That P is 2 when the needle on s dial steands ot o certain place,
isy¢kesey, That V is 32 when certain dimensions of an ob ject
cozncide with certain dimensions of a measurins rod, I1sjmoxe-
tegany, All thet 1s seen, is the neadls in a position on the
dlal and dimensions of an obiect sisnding in coineidence with
numberad units on 2 rod. Nor is it thisz descrivticn that is
seen, bubt only what is =m0 deseribed, In brief, verification
is an aprropricte nattern of acts of checkingy acts of checking
are reversals from formulations of what would be -ercelved to
the corrosponding bnt more rndim.ntary corniitional contents
of acts of nerceivinz, In the fo:mulavicon there always arve
-lements dorived from inguiry, insirht, conce¢ving. But in virtue
of the checking one can say that the formmlation is not max

‘pure theory, thot it is not merely suprozed or merely postuloted

or msrely inferred, thot 1its sensihle comronznt iz glven.

Wow Just =28 trere is reverssl to what 1s siven
sensibly, so there is reversal to whov 1s riven consclously.
Just as the former reversal is avway from the understood as
understood, the formulsced as formuleted, the affirmed as affirmed,
and to the merely sensed, so also the latter reversal ig from
the vnderst:od, formulated, affivmed as such to the merely ~lven.
Hence, in the gelf-sffirmntl on ofk the lmower, the conditioned
15 the statement, I am & krower. The 1ink botween the conditloned
and its conditions 15 cast in the rroposition, I am a knouver 1if
I am a unity perforning certnln kindgofr acts, The conditions
ag formulated are the unity-identity-whole to he ~rasped in
dota as ind.ividual and the kinds of acts to he rrasped in data
a8 similar., But the fulfllment of the conditions in consclousness
is to be had by reverting from such formula-ions to the more
rudimentary state of the formulated where there 1s mo formulatlon
bt nerely exnerience,
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‘are themselves the suffleient resson for the zmuwaprz offirmntive
anawer,

Self-affirmation 8 1;

From preliminary clarifications, we turn to
the issues, Am I a knover? ¥Each hes to 2sk the guszilon of
himself. Bubt anyone who asks it, is 4mbtellissntly-conssicss 5
rationally conscious. Tor the gqusstion iz o guestion for weriection,t@
a questlon to be met with a Yes or No; and asking the ggestion 3
does mot mean re-eabing tiew ordag bab ewierlas the dynaanle sinte
in which digseabuisfrcetion with more theory manifasts itself 1n
a demand for fact, for whet 13 30, Further, the guestlon is
not any gquestion. If I ark it, I know what it means, vhaudm 3
do I mean by i? The answer is diffucult to formnlate but, stran-ely 8
in some obscure inshion I Jmow wveory well whot it eans wathout 3
formulation, wmd hy Ttht ohscure -of Tamiller awareness I find
fanlt vith various formuletions of wheb is meant by WI,' In
other wordsg, "I' has a rudinmantary meanine from conscis .sness
and 1t envuisamss, not the multipliclty nor the diversity of
cork ents and conaci:ns acts hub ratler the unity tint rmoes
along with them. Bt if "I" has zome sueh rndiment ary meaning
from consclousness, then conscionsnens sup-lies the fnlfilnment
of one element in the conditions for alfirminc thet I am a lmouwry,
Does conscl wsness sup-ly the Tulfilment for the obher conditiona?
Do T ses, or sm I blind? Do I hear, or sm I deaf? Do I try to
understend or is the distinetion hatween irtelli-ence ond stu -idity
guite-irapwiiossle no more apnlicohle to me tiinn to a stone?

Have I any exwerlence of insi~hbt, or isthes the story of Archimedas
as sirance to me as the account of Plotbinus! vizion of Gmd

the One? Do I conecelve, think, consider, supnose, deiine, fTurmu~
labe, or ls wy talking like the tellkins of a parrot? I reflect
for I ask whether I am a knower, Do I #ra+p the unconditioned,
if mot In ovhier Instances, then in this one? If I erasped the
uncondrv .i1ed, would I not he under the rational comnulsion of
allirmine that I am and gso, either affirm 1t, or else find some
looplole, sowe wenlness, some incoheremce in thig aceount of

the penesgis of self-affirmation? As each hos to ank these
auestions of himself, so too he hacto answer them for himself.
But the Tnct of the asking and the possibillty of the snaswering

The forvepolng accouhh of8 self~affirmation siresses
its positive asmect, It is o jndrment of fact and so it rests
heavily uron ths exnariantinl component in lmowing. Still it
18 a sinpolar tyne of jndemont for 1t possesses s variety of
overtones, I misht not be, yet if I am, T am. I misht e
other than I am yet, in fack, T am whet I am, The onriibiox
conbingsent, Iir you mupnose it oz a fecht, hecomes conditionally
necesasary, snd this plece of olemeninarr loriec pleces the
merely foetual self-=fTirmation in a cotext of necessity.

An I a lmovwer? The ansver, Yes, 1is cohrrent,
for if T am a lmwower, I eon kmow that fact, But the answer, No,
is incoherent, for if T am not o kmouer, how could the questlion
be raised and answered by me? Wo less, the hedr~ins amswer, I
do not lmow, 1z Incohsrent, For if I know that I do not lmow,
Ghen I am an Jmower; and 1f I cdo not know that I do not mow,
then I should not answer,

An T a ¥mower? If I am not, then I know nothing,
My only course ls s&lence. My only course lz not the ezcused
and explained silence of the skentlec n-t the complete silence
of the animal thnt offers neither axcis e nor exunlanation for
his complacent absorntlon In mevely sernsivive roviines. For if
I lmow nothing, I do not know excuses for net mowing, If I
know nothing, then I cannot know the exnlanction of my imtornrnce.
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Tt 1z this conditional necessity of contin-ant
fact thet involves the tallkivnr skentic In contyrndickion., IT
I enthusiasm for the rchlewement of Frevd were to lead me to
affirm that all thourht andx o«ffirmetion 1s just a by-product

be/of the 1lib:do, then, since I have admitted no excepuions,
have to/ this very sssertion of mine Af mere assertion from a susrect
source, If secornd thourhtas lead me to ncknewledrs an exception,
they lead me to aclnowledr~e the necessary presuprositions of
the excenrtion. By the time that list hns heen drawn up fnd
accepbod, I ¢m no lonzer o skeptic.

Still the Ar.stotelism prescription of retting
The skepntic to Talk derives its el'fleney not only from the
corditionnl necessity of contin-ent Tact hut =lso from the
natvre, the natural ﬂﬁortqne tles and natvral inevitabilities,
that ro with that fact., Vhy 1s it that the talking skentic
does not talk sitberish? Why is 1t thef one can counmt on his
being nonplussed by self-conbradiction? It is because he is
conscions, enmwricnlly intellirently, end rationally. It 1s
bocause he has no chelce 1n the matter., It is becanse extreme
Inrenuity is needed for Liim not to bebray his real natire.

It is becmnse, woere hiz invenuity successful, the only reanlt
would be Liat he had revenled him.elf sn idiot and lost =1l
cloim to e heard.

This ospect of the mebter deservas further
attention. Cornitional rrocess does not lie ontzide the realm
of natiwral Isw, Nobt merely do I posseas the vower wo elleclt
coerbain types of acte when certain condltions are fulfilled,
but also with statistical rerularity the conditisne sre fulfilled
and the acts occur, I csnnot escrpe sensa, percents, Imnges,

All tliree keep cccurrine durings my waking honrs, snd the images
bften contlnue during my sleep. HWo doubt, T can exercise a
selective control over whet T sense, nerceive, imarine., Butb

the cholce I cannot make effnctlve 1s to sense nothing, percelve
nothing, imasine nothing, ¥ot only 2re che contents of these
acts g dmposed vpon nme, tut =lso Hre-ebrasicianeas-ot dhenods.
conscrtisness in some derree 18 inseprrable from the acts.

Nor is that consecionsness merely on ornrercte of isolatsd

atoms; it is a mity.

If T cannot escepe nresentniblons and represeniatlons,
neither con I be content with them, Spontaneovsly I fall a victim
to that wonder thet Aristoile named the hegzinning of all science
and philosophy, I try to understand. I enter, withont questiomning,
the dynamic state that is revenled in questions for intsallicence.
Theorebically there is a c¢iajunction hetween "being intellir~ent™
and "not veing intellirent." But the theo:etical disjunction ig
not a practical choice for me., I can dejrecale Intellirvence:

I can ridicule its aspdrationsy I can reduce its use To a minimum;
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but it does not follow that I can eliminnte 1k, I ean guestion
everything elase, bub to question quesiionning 1s self-destructive.
I misht call upon inteliirence for the conce-tion of a plan to
escare Intellimence, but the effort to escape woald only reveal
my present 1nvolvemont and, strancely enough, I would want to
go about the husinsszs intelll_ijlJ tnd T uOHld went o cialm
that eserping wns the intellirent tninq to dos

As I cannot be content with the cinenatographic
flow of. rresentotions and vevresentatlions, so I cennot be content
with Inguiry, uwnderstanding, an? formulntilon, I may say I want
not the cuarry but the chase, tuk I am careful to restrict my
chagsing to fieclds where tiww quarry lies, If, above all, I
want to understand, still I want to understand the facts.
Inevitably, the nchievement of understandins, however, beidlimnblsy
cotwrent, only ~iveg risze to the furiligr qras Lion, Is it so0?
Inevitably, the prorress of underscvsnding ia interrupted by
the check of judgment, Intellirence may he a thorourhbred
exXultirg in the race; but tiere Ls = rider on 1ts back; and,
without the rider, the bost of horses 1z s poor bet. The
insiztence that modern sc once envisares xxfeixres an indefinute
future of repented revisions doss not imoly an indiffemw nce to
fact. On the cortrary, it i1s faet that will foree the revisions,
that will %oss into the wnskte-basket the hrillisnt threcries of
previons uniersvanding, that will meke ench new theory bebter
because it 1s closer to the facts, But whet 1s fact? Uhat is
that clenr, precise, deflinitive, irrewocable, dominaht sormething
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Am I conselous empiricslly, Intellirently, rationally?

If T am, I can oricirate stntements thaet sre feetusl, Intellinible,
rroundeds If I am mot, then I am no more the origin of such
statements than 1s the venirilloquist's dummy., If I am not empirlcall;
coensclious, my Intelli—ence o5 no wnterisale for Inguiry, no dota
Tor Inslshbs, nothineg unified or Bax related to frrmulrbe; and

no less my remsoneblenass hrs no exrerience kaxw in vhich' it can
Tind the fulfilwent of conditions for jud-ments of faet, If I
ant net intellicently consciocus, then I do not Iniuire or zésk
Inzzchts or enjoy them, Not only 1s my vworld The Humean world of
Juxtaosed and sueccesdine impwrssions
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thet e nomo fret? The questlon isk too lorse to he zettled here.
Each philosophy hos ibs own view on what fect 1s snd 1ts conseruent
theory on the prec.ae nature of our Jmowledre of fact, ALl theat

can be atiermpted now 1s to stace whebt we hanren to mean by knowing
fact, Clsarly, then, fact 13 concrete as is zense or conscicusSnosse.
Arain, fact 15 intell ~ible: if it is i»derendent of all doubtful
theory, it 1s not inuerencent of The mocdest Inslsht anc formulation
necessary to pive 1t its vrecision and 1ts accuracy., Finally,

fact is virbuslly unconditiored: it mi~ht n-t heve been; it rirht
have beon other than xt wasy but »s thin-s suend, iv possesses
conditioral neceasity, nnd n thine can possihly nlier it now,

Fact, then, combines the concrstensss of exerience, the deter-
min~tenass of accurate intellivence, ond the 2bsoluteness of
Judymank ratioval judsment, It is the natural objisetlve of human
coenitional vroceas, It 19 the anticipated unity to which sensation,
vercestion, imacinntisn, Inondry, insi-ht, formmls lon, roflection,
grasp of che uncondi.loned, and judrment male thelr several, cOm=
plementary contrihntions., hen Newton lmew that the water in his
hucket was robating, he kmew a fact, thowh he thourht he knew
absolu.e space. Fhen cuantus mechanics and relativity rosit the
mimeginabie in o four~dirensionnl manifold, they bring to lisrhi

the not too surprisine Pact that scientific intellli ence and
dudgmant verifyin: iudrment <o beyond the realm of irmnoinetcion to

the rsalm of fack. Just what thet realm lg, as has been sald,

is a difficult and corpliented problem. Our rresent concern is

thet we are committed %o it., e are commlited, not by lmowlng

what it 1n an® thnt 1% 1is worch while, bt by @n inenility to

avoad exnerience, by tie subtle conquest in us of the Eros that
would understandim, by che inev.table aftermath of thet aweed
adventure when a robtlonallity identical with us demsnds the

absolute, refuses unresarved assent to less than the unconditloned
and, vhen tint is attained, lrnoses upon us a cormibtment zakErnnzE

in which we bow to an Irtmanent Anagle, Confronted wich uhe

scands+d of vhe uncond.tioned, the skeptic despairs. Sed Delawre

it, the produc.s of human mndersterding are ashomed., Great

are the achicvenments of modern sclsnce; by for nre they to be
preferred to enrlier nuess-work; yet rntionel consciausness finds Tl
they approzimnte indeed to the unconditioned gak hnt do not attain
1ty znd so it nanirns tl.em the modest strbus of rrohahility.
sti11, if resional consclonsnsus con critleire the senlevement of
seience, it ecamnot criticire ibself. The crivieal splrit can
weipgh 2l else in the balance, onlr on condiilon that it does

not criticize itself. t is a self-asgsertive spontaneity that
dewmande sufficient rerson for =131 else but offers no Jjust.lication
for its deranding.kmbiiherindtxeexofzthaydazand It arises, fact-lllwe,
to zonerate knowledge of fact, to vesh the coenltlonal ~rocess

from the conditioned sir.c nu-es of intelli-ence vo/she-uneend-ticxed
affirmetion of the wncond.tioned., It occurs. It will recur
whenever the cond . ulons for rellection sre fulfilled, ith
suat.sticcl regulerity those conditions keep baine fuifilled.

Nor is that all, for I am involved, enuased, cormiited. The
disjunction between rationnlity and non-ratviorality is an ahgtract
alternavive bt not a conerete ch-ice., Rebtlorality is, e dlanity,
osneusedd, and so closely to it doesswe madPAcling, that T

would went the best of ressons fer abandonins it, TIndeed, T om

so much one with my reasonshleness that, Fhewck L lapse from its
hich standerds, I am compelled either to rensnt my folly or to
rationnlive il
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Self-affirmntion has basn considered as a
concrete Jjudsrment of fact, The contradiction of self-negation
has been Indicated., Behind that contreciction tiere have bheen
discerned natural inevitabilities and spontsneities that coan-
stitute the posgsinility of knowing, not by demonstreting that
one can kmow, but vragmatlcally by enmagine one In the process,
Nor in the last regort can one rench n daener foundatlon than
that rragmtic encegement., Even to sask it involves a ® viclous
circle; For 1f one seeks auch n [oundavnion, one employs one's
coﬁnluionql process; and the foundatin to he reachnd will be
no more secure or solld then the inoniry uwtilired to reach 1T.
As I might not he, as I micht be other than I am, so ny lnoving
misht not be and it mi~ht be obh~r than it 1s, The ultlmate
basis of oor kmowing is not neceszaity bui continsent fact,
and the fact is estabnlished, not prior {o our enrarement in
knowing, but simulionecus lv wich it, The skentie, then, is
not Involved in a conflict with absoluie neceusity. e mi ho
not bes he micht not he a Ymower., COCentredictlon arises when
he utilires comitional nrocess te deny 1t,

Thare is a farther agpect to the matter. Is
the self-affirmstion thet has been outlined degeriptive of the
thing-for-ua or sxnlanatory of the thine-itself? e have spoken
of natural Inevitehiliti-s and gpontenelitiss, But did we speak
of these 15 thoy are theusslves or ns thev are Tor us?
Unfortuntsely, there 1s a prior guestlon. The
distinttion that was drowngbetwoeen descriptli n and axpinfidcieEn
explanation was couched in terms thnt suff.cod to cover the
difference in the fislds of positive ampirieni sclence. But
human science containg an elsement not %o be found in other
departmenta. Both the sitndy ofx men and ths study of nature
Bastween berin from in.ulry and insi-hi inbto sens.ble daba,
Bothh the study of man and the study of nature can advance
Poietr i Ve e Jres
from the descviptive relalions of the objiect to the inquirer
to che explanatory reliatilong tihnt ohtain lmmediately botween
obiects. Justc as the rhys.cist msasures, correlates measw: g ments,
and Implicivly defines corvelatives by the correlations, so
too the hmwan-ssxentast sbtndent of human nature can forsale

the liserary apiroach to cehermine sconomic,/sociolorical, cultural,

historical correlations. But the study of men enly-snjeys

alzo enjoys throt<h conaclonsness on immedin.e access to man,
and this access ¢an he vsed in two manners. The initial use

is descrintive, In this Paghion we beren from an pccount of

an event named insirht, ./ pointed out thaf it was satlisfying,
that 1t.bax unexrectedly, that its emerwrence vas conditioned
move Wy a dynemic inner stave of Incuiyy than by external exrcum-
stance, thinat while the Fivst eqersence wos duffienlt, re-eated
occurrenca was easy and ssontaneons, that sinsle acts of Insicht
accunulate into clnsbers bearing on a ainrle toprie, thﬁﬁ such
clusters may rer ainhwm&dyuw&maﬁkor may be worked out intoa
srstematic doctrines. Neburally enoush, this/deserittion of
ingirht was presupnosed anc nbilized when we came to examine

it mo -2 clooely' and this clozer examination wasg in vorn
presupposed in our account of explanatory anstraction amd
explanatory system and iIn our stady of omplrlcal ma thod.,
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In brief, beconse mmn is a knower, because he is
conselcus empirieally, intelWLMQntlv, and ratloually, it follows
aﬂst atements, procseding from hig lmowl=ad~e, claim to be
factu*l inue11i~¢nle r=nd ”rﬂnnned The cortrndictlon in
of”

which tne thkinv skentlc is involved lies inwavdly in the
nge of copricional process to deny thﬂt process and oubwardly
in the use of speech, which renresen:s knowledrs, To deny that
higs apeech rensesents anythineg,
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Horeover, salnce data, nercents, and ima~es nre prior to inaniry,

Insizht, and fommulation, =nd since nll definition is subsequent

to inmuiry and insirht, it wns neceasnyy to define dabta, vercerts,

and imases aa the meierinls wresuprosed and complemented by

inquiry and ingsicht and, further, 1t wes neceszney to disuvingnish

between them by contrasting ths oymulna lons of emnirical science

with those of mathaemontics an” ithe fowmulsations of uoth of these

with the formulations of cownon gense, Flnally, the analySis

of judrment <nd the account of reflective underastanding coneslisted

in rgikinx reletinc these acts to ench ot' ey, and to the fsrmuintions

of ungerstanding, and to ~he fulfilment vrovifed by sX or.ence.

Mevy As the render will discern, the inltiel nrocadure of deseripblon

gradunlly vieldad bo Aefinluion by relationt and She fefinung

relrtions obtained immodintely hetween Aifferent kinds of cosmitional

state or aect. Bub definmition by this uy-e of relation is exnlanatory,

and =o cdescriptive onrocedure wog surerseded by exnlannitory.
Thers »re, then, two Troes of deseriotion and two

starts/ synes of oxplanation. If one ﬁeni“s from vhe data «f sense, one
starts/ _ beging by desceribing bnt moes on to axvlain. Again, if one fssans

from the datn of GonSCiuUuﬂQSS one bamins by descriping and cces
on to explain. Still, thers is an im~ovrtant difference batwesn
the tvo cywes od e:r¢1ln¢ng. vor exnlannilon onn Lhe basis of
genss carndwal reduce the elewent of hyrothesis to a minirum but 1T
cannot eliminate 1t entirely, But exrlanatlon on the »nsws of
consciciancss can eacapd entlively the merely sun-osed, the merely
pogiulated, the meely inferved.

Filrst, exnlanation on e hrgls of sengs ¢nn »aduce
hypothesis to a minimm, Thls, of course, 1s the point of the

princinle of relevance. Gnlileols lew of £allins hodues does
merely/ not/quﬁnoﬂe or nagtnlate mlv ;ance or btime or the measurements of
e voly/ Lther. It <oes n: 't/sunpose or nosbulate tihe corveletion between

thMNWﬁwaﬂJMLwﬂﬂ&mJWWMWAm‘W&\
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digtence and times; for qam,@rms there 13 some relntion hetween

a/ the tvwo in-swuch as/fo_llnr hod » falls Ta-ther in a lonzer time;
and the netusl wneasvremenbts ~roomd a nu-orical defermination of
that relation. Morsover, whrt holds for the law of falling bodles,
nolds for uthe cthwer laws of wechanics, I one :lenses, one may
contend that e use of inquiry, insicht, formuls.lon, and conse-
quent menaralizmaticn, Is w=.e suprosition or wmsre vostulaviong
but at least it is not the v e of more suprosition thet the
empirical seientist svs ernvleally svoilds or that he ser.susly
Tears will be clfmfnoted in soms more intelligent method of
inquiry to be devined and accented in the fubure. ‘o reach tlre
¢leuent of mere suprositlon Lthat =inlms any systoem of mechanics
subject to fub. re revision, one must shift a.tention from sinsle
laws to t«e uet of primitive terms ond relations which the s+ slem
employs in mulating 21l wts lavs, In ocher words, one has
to dlstlnaulﬂh netwnon say, mass o8 dafined by correla.ions
between magses and, on the other hand, mass a8 enjoyint the posivliony
of an wltimnie mnchﬂracnl concert. Anv future system of mechanics
will have To satvisfy the data thet n;u ave 32% covered By the notion

mechanlics will have to satisiy the same date by employing our

A concent of wmags, Purther develomments mirht 12ad to she intro=
ductlon of o different set of nltimete corce ts, to o consernent
roformulation of all laws, 2nd s0 to a dethronement of the n:tlon
of moss from ifs present position as an ultirmate of rechan.csl
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system. Hence while emplirlcal method ¢an reduce the hypothetical
to a minimum, it cannot eliminate it entirely. Its concepts as
concepts are not hypothetlcal, for they are defined imnlicitly
by empiricallye stablished correlations. WNone the less, ita con-
copts as systemntically sisnificant, as ultimste or derived, as
preferred to other concepts that misht be emnirically reached,
do involve an element of mere sup-osition., For the selection of
certain concents as ultimate occurs in the work of systemstization,
and that work 1s provisional, At any time a system 1s accepted
because 1t provides the simnlest account of all the lmown facks.,
But at the smme time 1t is aclmovledged that there may be unknown
yet relevant facts, that they micht sive rise to further questions
that would lead to further insichts, and that the further ins.ghts
might involve a radical revislon of the nceepted system.
secondly, explanstion on the basis of consciouzness
can escape this limitatlon. I do not mean, of course, that such
explanation 1is not to be reached thro:7h the series of revisilons
Involved in the self-correcting orocess of learning. Nor do I mean
nat, once ex-lana“ion is renched, there remaing no possibllity
of the minor revisions that leave basic 1lnes intect but attain
a greater exactitudey and a greater fulness of detall. M s
T Fe-bho-radTralFevViTion-thet —involves oshifb-4n the
undamental terms ond relations of the explanations
The sourc;/bf this peculiarity of ctognitional theory
ould seem to be a coinecfdence of the t"irg-for<us that it begins
y describing with the thing-itself that 1t ends by explalning.
en physies ov chemlgbry thrns fyom things-for-us to things-themselves,
here ocenrs a step tnto the merely hyvothefical. But when cozni-
tional thory turns/from its thing-for-us to its thingwitself,
there ogcurs no mgfé then a ehyn~e in peys8pective. One describes
spngsation, perceptlon, Ima-~ination, inqulry, insisht, fommulation,
rleflegtion, grasp of the ungonditicned; and jud-ment, inasmuch
8 ofe states that each of /these kindd of act are like acts
epdormed and 4éxmerienced uncer descyibed conditlons., Similarly,
describeg’ the relatipns between /these acts by polnting to
ynamlc stabies, such as/inquiry leading from presentations to
insight ang formulation, or reflgttion leading from formulations
Lo grasp of the uncondlitioned and judrment; asglin, one describes
relationd by pointing to the coalescence of thé conients of !
differedt acts; thus, insizht s Into/data; formulation 1g of ~
a, srasped In insight, with wint 1is egsantlal to the idea
vresentation; the unconditloned is a combinatlon of & conditiond
lation with the fulfilment of 1ts conditlons; judsuent adds
s or No to a questlon derived from other rertial contents.
New the transitlion from such descriptlon.to explanation lnvolves
N 0 new terms or relatlons. It retains fhe same terms and the
same relations and effects merely a chshre of pexspective,
Insight ceases to be what is similar 0 a certaln event In conscirusness]
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tpresentations, formulations, other ifsichts, reflection, and judpgment.
In llke menner each of these other terms becomeﬂfixed by its relatlons

to the rest. Ixplanatory exposition takes as fundamental the

and becomes wnat stands in certain rglations to inquiry, dakay i
3

S ; y{Vidaped sbet, S {/
the/exrerlentlally validated dypamic states of /inguiry and rejlection,
These states are relational., They both distingiish and connget

o three levels of kmowing. /Agaln, they aré dynammic; th
or further acts in which i?/éhe g econd lepél adds to the ' firat
and the ti:ird level adds t¢ the second and 2) the addi
\Chexa second level to the first is combined with the f
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Agaln, I do not mean that human nature and so human knowledee
are Ilmmutable, that there could not arise a new nature and a
new knowledse to which present theory would ot be applicabls.
Brk Vhat is excluded is the radical revision that involves a
st:ift in the fundarental terms and relations of the exrlenatory
acccunt of RummnxkmowRadzs the human knowledre unrferlying
axisting common sense, mathematics, and empirlcal sclence.

The inmposslibility of such revision appenrs from
the very notion of revision, A revision arpesls to data.
It contends that rrevious theory does not satisfactorily account
for all the data. Tt clalms to have recched complementary insights
that lead to more accurate statements. It shows that these new
statements elther are unconditlioned or more c¢losely approximate
to the unconditicned than previous statements. Now If in fact
revision is as described, then it vresuproses that cognltional
process falls on the three levels of presentation, intellisencs,
and reflectlon; it presupposes that insirhts are cumulative and
complementary; 1t rresuproses that they head towards a 1imit
nxns® described by the adjective, satisfoctory: it rresupnoses
a reflective grapsp of the unconditi-red or of whnt approximetes
to the unconditloned. Clearly, revisicn cannot revise 1ts own
vresuppositions. 4 revissr cannot avreal to data to deny data,
to his new insl chts to deny lnsights, to his new formulatlon to
deny formulation, to his reflectivdmrasp to deny reflective
£raap.

The samé point may be put in another manner.
Popular relativism is rrone to arzue that empirical science 1s
the most reliable form of human knowledne; but emprirical sciemnce
is subject to indefinite revisions; therefore all human kmowvledge
1s equally sublect to indefinite revision. Now such argu-ent

must defini~ is necessarily faliamclous. One Aes-$e know invariant feztures

tively/ of human knowledrge before one san assert that emplirzcal sclence
1s asubject o indefinite revision; and if one,lmows Invarient

, WHbe featumes of human knoledre, then one knows what is nct subject
5?“ to revision. Moreover, as is obvlous, such knowledgme efthe

Iovrapdomb surpasses empirical science at least in the respect thet
it is n t sub’ect to revision.
The same conclusion may be reached by setting
forth the a wriori conditions of any possible judement of fact,
- For any such judgment can be represented by a Yes or No In m swer
H“j to a questlon, Is 1t s0? The answer will be rational, that is,
it will b rest on known sufficient reason., Moreover, the answer
5 w11l be absolubte; Yes utterly excludes No; and No utterly excludes
kmown,/ Yes. Hence, since the amiy/sufficient reason for an absolute
| answer must itself be absolute and kmown, the Yes or No must rest
on some ap:rehensicn or grasp of the unconditioned, Now the
Jjudgment of fact is not to the Bffect that something must be so
or could net be otherwlse; 1t merely states that something is so;
hence the uncondltioned that crounds it will be not formally but
o only virtually uncondlitioned. The first condition, then, of any
possible judgment of Tact 1s the grasp of 1) a conditloned, 2}
a link between the conditioned and 1its conditions, and 3) the

} fulfilment of the eonditions. It is such a grasp that eoffects
the transition from the questlion, Is it s0? to a rational, absolute
answer,

But this first requirement nresupsoses other
requirements, The "it" of the judsment of fact is not a bare“it.”
On the conbrary, it 1s the conditioned known as condltloned that

s
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of/ be a lovel/activity that yields the conditioned as conditloned,
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through the fulfilment of its condiblons is grasped as virtually
unconditionad. Prilor to the questlon for reflectlon, there must

the condltioned as linked to itam conditlons, But this ls a level
of intelligence, of positing avstematlc unltiles and systematic
relationa. Mo*eover, 1t will be a freely developlng level.
' 26— orels vould be always -as—some—fixed . lavels;
. rield some permanent stock of systematie

it woald offer a linited rang

Irlent
qu:
For .ithout frea developﬂent Wuestions of fact would not arise.

The only instances of the conditioned that would be envisnged

would be instances with the condibions fulfilled. In that

ease the answer would always be an automatlc Yes; and if the

answer were always an automatle Yes, there would he no need to
ralse any guestlong of fact. 8till, thrugh there 1s fres develop-

ment of systematle unities and relations, such development cannot

occur In some pure isolation from the fulfilling conditlons,

Were there such ilsolation, it would be impossible to tell whethex
or not conditions were fulfilled; and if that were Impossibdle,

then judmments of fact co-1d not occur. This wlelds the second
condition of judsrents of fact, It is a level of intellizmagectual

activity that poaits srystematic wnibties and relatlons 1} with

some independence of a risld of fulfillins conditions and 2)

with reference to such a rield.

b 8aQ:iirement_p S

“Ehe nield of fulfilling condItIons. Gontinuous
vith this eld, thoush with some Independence, there must be

i Y develaainv process of rositing systematlc unlties

relatiens that yleld the conditioned as conditioned. Finally,

onfpAnuous with both, there must be the third level that comblhes

condi tonsd as conoltioqed with the fulfilling conditions.

jor 1s "conginvous” the exact epithet, Raher, thore must be

A single ceherete unity .and identity in which the fulfilling

donditlons emerge, the process of freely ﬁeveloPing systemat ration

The third riguirement of a concrete unity ca
or a modiflcatlon of the fmikind starting—point. -The ini

fLrmar)

But this second recui ement PresSuUpposSes a third.
There must be a fleld of fulfllling O“GitiOPS. More exactly,
since conditions are simultaneous with vhat they condition,
there must be a prior figld containing what can become fulfilling
conditions. Of themselves, they will be neitlsr conditisning
nor conditioned; they will be merely given.
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Flnally, possibility 1s concrete. Lorlcians
may say that a "mountain of gold" Is possible if there is no
Intrinsic contradiction Involved In supnosing such a mountailn.
But in fact a mountain of gold is possible only if ¥reme-dw

A Dxmzka/&«mounﬁﬂinvanzx;¢~$hQﬂgﬁ
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the means are available for acguiring enoughk gold to make a
mountain, for transporting it to a singles place, for heaping 1t
up in the fashion of a mountain, and for keevines it there long
enouzh for the nolden mountailn to exlst for some minimum interval
of time. Similarly, any possible Judgment of fact would be
some concrebe judrment., The conditions of its posslibvility
Include the conditions of bringing together its div-rse components.
There must be, then, a concrete unity-ldentity-whole that
ex eriences the given, that Ingulrss about the given to generate
the free deelorment of systematlc unities and relations, that
reflects upon such developments and demends the virtnally
uneconditioned as 1ts pround for snswerine Yes or No, It is
this concrete unity that asks, Is 1t so? It is thils concrete unity
thot Inltiates the free development by asking ebout the given,
What is this? Why is 1t? How often does 1t exlist or hapren?
It 1s this conerete unity that sgrasns and formulates the conditioned
as condltioned and that appeanls to the mlven to grasp the virtually
unconditionsed and to affirm it rationally and absolutely.

There remains a corollary. Judgments of fact may
be not only possible. They may actuelly occur, But if any Judgment
of fact occurs, there must be as well the occurrence of its
conditions. Hence, if there is any j:dgment of fact, no matter
what 1tz content, there also 1s a concrete unity-identlty whole
that experiences "4 so.e civen, that ing:ires, understands, and
formulatea, that reflects, craaps the unconditioned, and so affirms
or denles. Finally, such a concrote unity-identity-whole is
a thing-itself, for it 1s defined by an internally related set
of operations, and the relations mma may be exrerientially validated
in the consclous and dynamic states,of inquiry leading from
the given to insight,. of insight lsading to formulation,sof
rafkagtik of reflection leading from formulation to grasgp of
the unconditioned, and,of that grasp leading to affirmation or
denial,

From the corollary there results our contention,
There cannot occur a revision without the oceurrence of some
judgment of fact, Bub if tiere occurs any j-7gment of fact,
there occur the dymamic states in whleh may be validated ex“eri-
entially the relations that define the conjuzate terms by wvhich
$he thing~ltself that lmows 1s differentiated.

#hat 1s the sourcee of thils -scullarity of cognliionzl
theory? It is that other theory reaches 1ts thing-itgelf by
turning away from the thing as related to us by sense or by
consciousness, but cognitionsl theory reaches its thing-Iitself
by understﬂndipg itself xx and affirming 1tself as concrete
unity in a process that is consci-us emnir*cally, intellizently,
and rationally. Noreover, since every other known becomes
known through this vrocess, ff could aet impum the process
without slmultaneously impuening its own stabus as a known.
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We have performed something similar to whnt
a Kantlan would name a transcendental deduction. Accordingly,
we wiix shall be asked to explain the fact that our deduction
vields different regults from Kant!s.

A first difference 1s that e#6té@ Kant asked the
a prlorl condltlons of the possiblllty of experience in the senae
of kmowing an object. We have distlneuished two issues: there 13
the problem of objectivity, and from this we have carefully
prescinded not only in the rresent sectlon bzt alaso 1In all earlier
sectlons; there also is the -:rior problem of determining just
what activities are Involved in kmowing, and to this nrior
problem we have 30 far confined our afforts, Hence we aslked,
not for the conditions of knovwing an objisct, but for the conditions
of the possible ocecurrence of a julgwent of fact. We have asked
for the conditions of an absclute and rational Yes or ¥o vlewed
simply as an act. We have not aslked on what conditiona there
woull be some fact that corresponded to the Yes. We have not
even asled what meaning such a %% corres-—ondence mizht have.

A second difference lles in the dlstinction between
thing~Bor-usg and thing-itself, Kant distincuished these as
phencmenon and noumenon. Jusht what he meant 1s a wmatter of dlspute
but, at least, 1t 1z clsar that the Aistinction rortained to his
formulatlon of a theory of objectivity, Moreover, 1t seesms To
me to be probable snoush that the historieal orisin of the Kantian
dlstinetion 13 to be sought in the Renaissance distinetion of
primary and secondary cualitlses where the former pertalrned to
the real and ob jectlve things themselves while the latter pertained
to the subject's apprehension of them. In any case our distinctlon
is neither the Renalssance nor the Kanftian distinctlion. It 13
9imply a distinction bstween dezcription and exrlanation, between
the kind of cognitional activities that fix contents by Indicating
what they reseomble and, on the other hand, the “ind that fix
contents by assisming thelr exrerientially validated relations.

A thing 1s a conerete unity-identity-whole csrasyped in data as
individual. Describe 1t, and it is a thinpg-for-us, Exovlain l1t,
and it is a thing-itself., Is it resl? Is it odblective? Is it
anything more than the imwanent determination of the cognitional
86t7? These are all nlte reasonable cuesztions. But as ret we
answer nelther ¥Yeos nor No. For the moment ocur answer is sinply
that objectivity iz a hichly complex 1ssue and that e shall hendle
i1t catisfactorily only if we besin by determining what presisely
cognitional process 1s. No doubt, there are objections that may

be urzed against this procsdurs: b 't the oblectlions too will de
handled satisfactorlly only after the nrrior questions are #m answered,

A third difference resards universal and necessary
Judgments. They stand in the forefront of the Kantian crlthue
which was largely enserped in fhe problem of Lranseending Hume's
exceriential atomism, But in our analysis they aaszu» play a
miner role. A universal and necessary judgnent may be axmers
merely the affirmation of an analytle propositlon, and such analytic
propositions may be mere abstract possgibilities without relevance
to the central context of judmments that ve name knowledge.

Our emphasis falls on the judgment of fact that itself is an
increment of knowledge and, as well, contribntes to the transition
from the analytlc proposition to the analytie -rinciple, that 1s,
to the universal and necessary judgment whose terms and relations
are exlstential In the sense thaet they occur in judgments of fact.
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A fonrth difference regards the Immediate zround
of Judgment., Kant formulated this eround by setting forth his
schematism of the categorles. There Is a prorer use of the
category, Real, 1f there cccurs a fdlling of the empty form of
Time. There ia a prorer use of the category,m Substance, If there
s a Deruanence of the Real in Tlme., However, Kant's schematlsm
1s no% regarded as one of his hapviest Inventions, What he was
trying to ret hold of was the reflactlve nrocess of checking, of
verifying, of beinging the merely conceived and the merely given
into unity. 1In fact, thnt process is far mpre complicated and
far more versatlile than Kantlion analysis wonld lead one o suspect.
Verifying sup-oses a vast array of hypothetical propositions that
state what would be experienced under -recisely defined condltions.
Verifying conslsts in having those exrerisnces, all of them, and
none but them, under the defined conditlons, Moreover, what l1s
vorified, 1s what 1s conceived, formulated, supposed. It need
have no Imnginable counterpart, and so ons crn speak of verifying
the theory of relativity or the affirmations of suantum mechanics.
Indeed, as we have shown at length, there la 2 single formula
that covers the immediste sround of all our judmments; 1t is the
grasp of the virtually unconditioned. So far 3 was Kant from
positing the utnconditioned as the immedlate ~round of avery jud-ment,
that he described 1t an Ideal of Pure Reason, an ideal that Dbecomes
operative in our lmowing, not orior to judmment and s a condition
of judmnent, but subsequently inssmuch as each juimment rests
on an Infinite vemsrcsss of prosyllogisms. As the reader, familiar
with Kant, will note, our agsertion of a demand for the uncondltloned
as a plior ground for judrment not =erely Implies that the Kantian
nnqutic is xraweiy seriously incomplete but also involves in utter
ruin the XKantian dinlectic, For the dianlectic hias but a single
premise, namely, that since the demand for the unconditioned ls
not g necessary ground for judrment, therefore it is a transcendental
11lusion; in other words, since the meonditioned 1s not constitutlve
of lmowing an object in the sense of maklinr a judement, therefore
it has a nurely regulqt1ve funetion in onr ko wing. On our showlng,
the unconditioned is wnrlor and constitutives to affirm a fact is
to afflrm ﬁaﬂunconditloned.
difference has to do _with conscigninessy
Want acknowledeed an inner §&nSe. Roushly ome may say that xa
he acknowledged #ft we have ter/gd*emjiriQ?l conscionsness,
that 15, the affareness that accefipanies seeing, hearing hmaginlng,
ig;félng, cearing, and,tne 13¥e. On tHe ,theq/thd Kanb
Aere vag no avwareness of tHe meneretive prim¢iples ol the-catezorles
71d be jxferred from thelf ocecuyrénce in jud;ments.
ey of ind;irv nor of ingirht nor of reflection
he did, fiot speak of intellir~ent
he lefﬁ/a vacumn into uhich

lbillt 28 of iﬁtelliﬂent inquiby

simple.facts, o
pa from-Kant in ouy- conclusions, thEn,
our %;ﬁﬁﬁ tions. Lhe issue -hetween us is

questi,n of fac , Tor o 1f- affipmation, des-ite- its overtones
of neceSsity, id fundapehtally an sffirmation’of fadt, M the
Kantlen objsots gg/gnfmgt rid on fatt as a_mare psycho rimn, our
answer hag Already been ~iven. . There ;;/an emplrl quiryg that
g|scare e merely hypothatical that can claim. ;ﬁ;n
£ Tadical revision. It is cognikional tqeory.

R
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A fifth difference has to do with consclousness.
Kant acknowledpged an immer sense that corresponds roughly to
what we have named emplrical conscioursness, nawmely, the awareness
that 1s Dmmanent in acts of sensing, perceivi 8, Imegining,
desirlng, fearing, and the like, Besides thils acknowledgement
0of Immer sense Kant deduced or postulsted an orisinal synthetic
unity of apperception as the a priori condition of the "I think
accompanying all cognitlonal acts, On the other hand, Kantian
theory has no room for a conscilousness ofk the generative principles
of tho categorles; the caterories may he inferred from tiwe judzments
in which they occur; hut it 1s lmpossible to reach hehind the

aspect of/ catesories to their source. It is precisely this/elemsnt-in
Kantian thought that gives the entezories their inflexibility
and their irreducible mysteriousness. It 1s the same aspect
that crovided Fichte and Herel with their op-ortunity to march
into the unoccuvied terrority of Intelli:ent and rational consclous-
nesg. The dynamic states named inqulry and reflection do occur.
Ingulry 18 generative of all undesrstanding, and understanding
ls generntive xiX of 21l concerts and sy=tems, Reflection 1s
generative of all reflective grasp of the uncondit:oned, and that
gragp 1ls genarative ef all judement. If the Kauntian proscribes
consideration of intuiry and reflection, he lays him:elf open
10 the charse of obsecurantlam, If he admlts such consideration,
if he prailses intelligent curicsity and the eritical spirit,
then he 1s on his way to aclmorledgins the ~enerative principles
both of the categories Kant knew and of the cateporiles Kant did
not know,

The foresoing list of differences account for the
divergence between Kantfs conclusion and our own. They are
differences in the problem under congider-tlon, in the viewpoing
from vhich it 1s considered, in vhe method by which it is solved.
More fundamentally there are ¢lffe ences ahout questlons of fant,
for our self-affirmation 1s, as we have insisted and may be
pardoned for repezting, primarily and ultimately a judgment of fact.
The orthodox Kentian would refer to our stand as meve psychologlam,
as an ap:eal to the empirical that cen yield no more than a
provisional probability. But our retort is simple enough.

Without judgrments of fact one cannot zet beyond mere analytic
propositions. TFurtier, thoush self- affirmation 1s no more

than a judguent of more fact, still 1t is a crivileved Judguent.
Self-negatlon is incoherent. One has only to inquire and reflect,
to find oneself cought in the sponteneities and inevitebllities
that suprly the evidence for self-aflirmation. One has only to
make a single judgnent of fact, no matter what 1ts content, to
involve oneself in a necessary self-affirmation., PFilnally,
cognitional theory differs from other theexys for other tleory
reacies explanation only by vent.ring into the mersly suprosed;
but cognitional theory reaches ex»lanation without any such
venture; and sirce 1t cont ins no merely hypothetical element,
it 13 not subject . to rai:cal revision,

ay .(}Descar représents the enitry-into philosophy
naive Renaissance views on objectivity., Tt was ﬁgpt's e r.k
1wt h challenggi/gacﬁfﬁiéws. XY was his” misfortuns tnatfﬁb
succeed i disengagil\ hlmsqff tomplet 1y “Prom them.
ther _or rper firn g/res coritans and :
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From Eantian we turn to relativist thought. The
initial gnestion In the present section was whether ccorreck
jucgments oceur. Our account of self-affirmation directly contra-
diets the relativist contention that correct judpments do not
oceur. Thoush the armuments for our position have been glven,
1t will not be amiss to indilcate whore the relatlvist would disagree
and why.,

First, relativist thought 1z larcely devoted 1o
a refutation of empiricism. Correctly it Insists that human
moving cannot be acecounted for by the level of presentations
alone. There is, as well, the level of intelli-ence, of grasring
and formulating Intelllsivle unities ard systematie relations.
Without this second lovel of activitles there 1s, indeed, a given
but there 1g no possibility of saying what 1Is glven.

Secondly, just as the relatlviat insists on the
level of intelligence against the empiricist, so we insist on the
level of reflection against the relativist., Human knowing is not
merely theory abo it the given; there are also facts: and the
relativist hos not and cannot establish that there are no facts,

othoxr/ £ortwdm the absence of any/facts would itself be a
act.

Thirdly, just as the empririclist could have nothing
to say if, in fact, he 4id not utilize operations on the level of
Intellirence, so also the relativist does not corfine himself
strictly to the levels of presenbation and of intelllrence. He
i1s quite famililar with the notionm of the unconditioned. He regards
the unconditioned as the 1ldeal towards which human knowing tends.
Bat he supvoses that this ideal 35 {to be reached throush under-
gtanding., If the unlverse in iis every nart and acspect vere
thoroughly understood, there could be no further juestions;
everything would be concelved exactly as 1t ousht to be; on evary
possibvle topic a man co:ld say just what he msant and mean just
whet he said. On the other hand, short of this comprehensive
ccherence, there con be no sure footling. 'There 1ls understanding,
but 1t is partial; it is joined wwith incomprehension; it is open
to revision when present incomprehension yields to fubure under-
standing; and so intimately are all things related thet Mnowledge
of anything can be definitive only vhen everything is knowmn.

Foarthly, the relativist is able to follow up this

= general view by facling concrete dAssues. Is this a trpewriter?
' Probably, Yes. For practical puxposes, Yes. Absolutely? The
relativist would prefer to bhe clear about the precise meaning
o of the name, tysewriter; he would like to be told just vhat is
meant by the dumonstrative, this; he would be pgrateful for an
; explanation of the meaning ofk the corula, ig. Your simple
question is met by three further questions: and if your enswer
these three, your answers will zilve rise to many more. If you
i are quick and see that you are starting on en“infinite series,
you may confront the relativist with a rounded system., Bub
o the relativist is also a gmert fellow. He w11l polint out that
i ordinery people, guite cert-in tZat thisz is a t-rewrlter, kmow
nothing of the system on which y-u base thear knowledre. Nor 1s
~\_) tnis all., For humen mowledge 1s limited; systems have theilr
weak points; and the relativist will pounce uron the very issues
on which a defender of the system wonld prefer to profess ignorance.
Fifthly, not only villl the relativist make 1t plain
that there are further -uestions until everything is kmown, but
also he will expiain why this is so. A relation is named iInternal
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to an object when, without the relation, the oblect wo-1d4 Ba

differ radicaTIy. Thus, we have spoken of inquiry and insight.

But by inguiry we have not meant some pure wonder; we have meant

a wonder about something, Simlliarly by insicht we have not meant

& pure unferstanding but an undsrsta-ding of something. Ingulry

and insight, then, are related in“ernally to materlals about which

one Ingulres and into which one galns insizht, Now, If one supposes

that the whole universs is a nﬂtfern of internal relmtiona, cleoarly

1t follows that no »art and no nsrect of the universe can be

mown in isolation from any oiner :art or as-ect; for every item

i1g related iInternally to every other; and to prescind from such

relatlons is to »rescind from thinrs as they are and to substitite

in thelr place other Imasinory obiects that slmply nre nob,

If, then, one asks the velativist to ex lain why questions run

off to inzlnity, he has a 3%mrX ready answer. The universe to

be knomn by answering cusstlons 18 a tlssue of Internal relations,
Sixthly, if the foreroing falrly represents the

relatlvist nosition, it also reveals its overslghts, Questions

are of two lLinds. There are questlons for intelllgence asking

what this la, what that means, why this is so, how fre uently it

occurs or exists, There also are guestions for reflectlon &t .at

ask wheter answers to the former tyv-e of question are correct,

Wext, the unconcitlon=d that is reg:ired for judguent 1s not the

comrrehensive cohorence that 1s the 1deal of understanding, that

grounds answers to all -uestions of the first tyre. On the

contrary, it is a virtually unconditioned that results from the

combinatlion of a conditicned with the fulfilment of its conditicns.

Further, a judgrent 1s a limited commitment; so Tar from rosting

on knowledge of the universe, it 1s to the effect that, no matter

whatthe resat of the universe may prove to he, at least this is

80, I may not be able to settle border-line instances inx which ¥

one mlzht dlsvute whether the nome, typswriter, would be appropriate.

But at least I can settls definiXtively that thils ia a trpewriter,

I may not e able to clarify the meanlng of is, but it 1ls sufiiclent

for present purposes to know the difference between i3 and 1is not,

and that T lmow, I am not very articulate when it comss Lo

explalning the meaning of this; but if you -refer to use Lhat,

it will make no aiffemence proviaed we both see what we are

Talking about. You varn me that I have made mistakes in the past.

But your warmning is meanincless, if I am making s further mistake

in recognizing a —ast mistale as a mistake. And in any case

the sole present issue is whether or not I am mistaken in affirming

this to be a typmewriter. You explaln to me that my noticn of

a typewriter would be very different, if I understood the chemistry

of the materials, the mechanics of le w nstruction, the paychology

of the typist's skill the effect on waidirg-d

sentence structure resaltinn from the use of a machine 1n composing

the economic and sociologlcal vewercissions of the invention, 1ts

#h@ relation to commercial and nolitical bureaucracy, and so forth.

But may I not explain to you that all these further items, however

interesting and sifnlficwnt are to be known thrcugh further

jndgments, that such further judgments, so far from shifting me

Trom my vresent conviction that this is a typewriter, will only

confirm me In 1B, that to make those further jud.ments wo.ld

be rather difflcult 1If, at the stert, I conld not be certain

whether or not this is a typewriter?
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Sixthly, however, the questions that are answered
by a pattern of intermal relations are only cuestions that aszk
for explanatory system, Bub besides things-themsslves and prior :
to them in oir knowing, there arve things- for-ns, things as described., 3
Moreover, the existents and occar?ences,in which explanatory svstems j
are verified, diverie non-systematically from the 1deal frequencles
that ideally would be deduced from the explanatory systems.

Again, the activity of verifying Involves the use of description
a8 an Intermediary between the system defined by internal relatlons
and, on the other hand, the presentations of sense that are the
fulfilling conditions, Finally, it wonld be a mlstaks to suppose
Chat explanation 13 the one true knowledrme: not only does XEkxyask
its verification rest on descrkiption bt also tre relaticns of
things to us are just m as much ob'scts of kmowledze as are the
relations of things among themselveas.

Seventhly, the relativist Invents for himself a
universe that consists merely of exnlanatory syatem because he
concetves the unconditioned as the ideal of understanding, as the
comprehensive coherence towards which underst-néing tends by asking
what and why But 23 we have seen, the criterion of judgment ls
the virtuelly uncondibioned. Each judzment is a limited cosmitment.
So far from r~ronouncing on the universe, it is content to affirm
some single conditioned that has a inite number of eonditions
which, in fact, are fulfilled, No doubt, were the universe slmply
a vast explanatory system, knowledre of the conditions of any
conditioned would be ldentical with knowledge of the universe.

But, In fact, the universe ls not simnly exwnlanatory system;

its existents and 1lts occurrences diverre non-systematically

from pure intelli~ibllity; it exhibits an empirical redldue of the
individual, the incidental, the continuo s, the merely juxtaposed,
and the merely successive; it is a universe of facts and exrlanatory
gystem has valldity in the measire that it conforms to dascriptive
facts.

Elghthly, the relativiat arsument from unending
further questions is more impressive than conclusive. Human
knowing does not begin from previous knowing but from natw al
spontaneities and inevitabilities., Its basic terms are not
deflned for it in some knowing prior to Imowing; they are fixed
by the 3 dynamic struetire of cognitional rrocess itself, The
relativist asks what is weant by the copula, is, and the demonstra-
tive, this. But nelther he nor anyone else 1is given to confusing
is with is not or this with not this; and that basic clarity 1is
all that is relevant to the meaning of the affirmation, This is
a typewriter. A cognitional thsorist would be callsd upon to
explain such ele1en1nry terms; he would do so by saying that 1s
represents the Yes that occurs in judgrent and that is anticitated
by such questions as, Is 1t? What is 1t? Similarly, a theorist
would explain thls as the return from tie fleld of conception to
the empirical residue in the fileld of presentrtions. But -uestions
relevant to B cognitional theory are not relevant to every instance
ofk knowing, They are not universally relevant because, in fact,
there 1s no operational obscurlty aboubt the meanings that cognitional
theory eluclifiates., Agaln, they are not universally relevant,
becaugse such elementary meanings are fixed, in a manner that
surpasges determinatlion by definitlon, with the natlive Immutabllity
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Ninthly, as human mowing begins from natural
gspontaneity, so its initlal developments are inartioculate.
As 1t asks what and why without being given the reason for 1ts
Inquiry, so also it sets off on the self-correcting process of
learning without the explicit formulations that rightly would
in// ba required gf an explamatory system. Single insights are nartial.
Spontaneonsly they g:ive rise to the further questions that elicit
complementary insights. Were the univ-rse purely an explanatory
system, the minor cluaters of insichts resched by whot is called
common sense would not head for a limiting position of familiarity
and mastery in which evidently it is sllly to doudt wret'er or
not this is a typewriter. Bubt, in faect, the unlvarse to be known
by ansvering questilons 1s not pure explanatory svstem. In fact,
insights do head for limiting positions of famlliarity and mastery.
In fact, as everyone knows very well, 1t is silly to doubt whether
or not this is a typewriter. The relativist would beg me to
advert to the enormous difference in my notion of the ty-ewriter,
were I to understand fully the chemlstry of its materlals, the
mochanica of its constructlon, the psycholosy of the typlst's
aklll, the twist given literary style by composlng on a typewriter,
the effect of lts Inventlon on the development of commericidlx
and polltical bursaucracy, and so Torth. But <ranted such an
enrichment of my lmowledre 0 be possible and desirable, none the
less it 1is further 8x knowledpe to be ottained by further Judguents;
and since the enrichment 13 exrlanatory, since explanatory knowledge
rests on descriptive Imowledre, not only must I begin by lknowing
that this 1s a typewriter, not only must I advance by learning
how gimilar othur machines must be If they are to be named Ltype-
writers, but also I can atiain valid explanation only in so far
a8 my descrintions are exact,
Tenthly, 1t is quite true thet I can be mistaken.
But that truth presupnoses that I am not making a further mistake
in aclnowledrsine a past mlstake as a misteke, HNore zenerally,
Judgments of faet are correct or incorrect, not of necessity,
but merely in faet, If this 1is something, still 1t might be
nothing at all. If it 1s o tyrewrlter, still it might be something
else, Similarly, If I am correct in 2ffirmine it to be s typewriter,
it is not a pure necesgity but merely o fact that I am correct.
Correct Judgment of fact is a matter of being correct Iln fact.
To ask for the evidence that excludes the possibillity of my belng
mlastaken in fx affirming this to be a typewrliter, 18 to ask too
much. Such ev:dence is not availsble, for 1f I am correct, that
is merely fact, But if that evidence is not avallable, stlll less
is there the ovidence that will exclude the vossibdility of srror
in all judsments of faect. Errors are just as much facts as are
correct Judgments. But the relativist is in confllet with both
categories of fact, For him nothing is simply true, for that 1ls
possible only when comprshensive coherence is reached; for him,
nothing is slmply wrong, for every sta*ement invelves some under
] standing and so some part of what he names truth, In the last
analysis, just as the empiricist triss to banish intelligence, so
the relatlivist tries to banish faet and, with 1bt, what everyone
@lse names truth, |
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