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The Notion of Being,

If the main llnes of cognitional process have
been set down, it remains that certain fundamental and rervasive
netlons be clarifled. Among them, in the first place, 1s the
notlon of being., It 13 a tricky topic ond, perhaps, the riost
sitisfactory procedure will bs fo bezin from a definitlon,

Being, then, 1s the coh'ective of the pure desire
to know,

By the desire to know is meont the dynamic orlen-
tation manifested in questions for intellirence and for reflection.
It 1s not the verbal utiterance of £k -vestions, It is not the
coneeptual formulatlon of ¢uestions. It is not any ind cht or
thought. It is not any reflective erasp or judgment. It is
the prior and enveloping drive that carrles cogritional process
from sense and imagina lon to unders anding, from understanding
to judpgment, from judement to the complete conkext of correct
Judgments that is named Mnowlsdre, The desire to know, then,
ls simply the inguiring and ecritical spirit of man. By moving
hin to seek understanding, it ~revents him from being content
with the mere flow of outer and inner experience. By demending
adequete understanding, it involves man iIn the self-correcting
process of learning in which further questions vleld furi
complementary Insichbs., By moving man to reflect, to sesk the
unconditioned, to ;mrant unqunlified assent only to the unconditloned,
1t prevents mmm him from beinr con’ent wilth hearsay and lspgend,
with unverifled hypotreses and untested theoriss. Finally, by
ralsing stlll further questions for Intelll ence and reflectiom,

1% excludes complacent inertla; for if tre cuestlions go unanswerdd,
man camot be complacent; and if ansvers ore sonsht, men 1s not
inert,
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Because 1t differs radically from other desire,
this desire has been named pure., It is to be knoun,
not by the misleadine annlony of other deslire, but by riving
free rein to intellirent and ratlomal consciousness. I 1ls,
indeed, impal,able bt alsc it is poverful., It pulls man out
of the solid routine of percertinn and constlon, instinct and
habit, doing and enjoving. It holds him with the fascinastion
of problems. It engapges him in the quest of aclutions. It makes
him aloof to what is not established., It compels assent to the
uncond.tioned. It 18 the cool shrewdness of common sense, the
disinterestedness of science, the detachment of philosophy.

It is the absorpticn of investiration, the Jjoy of discovery,

the agsurance of judgment, the modesty of 1imited kmowledge.

It s the relentless serenity, the unhurried de¢ ermination, the
Imperturbable drive of questlon following apvositely on question
in the genesis of ®truth,

This pure desire has an obtjective. It 1la a desire
to know, A3 mere desire, it is for the satisfactlion of acts of
Imowing, for the satisfaction of understanding, of understanding
fully, of understanding correctly. But as pure deslre, as cool,
disknterested, detached, it is not for cornitional acts, and the
satlsfaction they give their gubjieet, hut for copnitional cort ents,
for vhat is to be lmown. The satisfactlon of mis taken understandiing,
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provided one does not know it as mistsken, can equal the satis-
factlon of correct understanding., Yet the pure desire scorns

the former and prizes the latter; it prizes 1t, then, as dlssimilar
to the former; it prizes 1t not becouse it ylelds satisfaction

but because its content isz correct.

The objective of the pure desire is the content of
knowingd St1ll, the desire is nct itself a knowing, and so ibs
renge 1s not the same as the ranre of knowing. Inltially in sach
individual the p-re desire is a drnomic orientation to a totally
3 unknown. As knowledse develops, the objiective becomes less and
less unlmoin, more and moe known. At any time the objlective
includes both all that is kmown and all that remains unlmoin,
for it 1s the lmmonent dynomism of cornitional process that both

underlies actusl attainment and hends beyond it with ever friler
questions,

What is this objective?
Is it one or mony? Tg it moterdol or 1deal? Is it phenomenal
or real? Iz it an immanent content or a transcendsnt ob’ect?
Is 1t a realm of exverience, or of thought, of essences, or of
exlstents? Toxikssa Answers to these and to any other questions
have but a single source. They cannot be hed without the functlioning
of the rure dosire., They cannct be had from the nure desire alone.
They are to be had inasmuch as the r~ure desire Initiates and sustains §
copnitional process, Thus, if it 1s true tiwt A i3, that A 1is ons,
and that there is only A, then the objective of the pure desire
is one. But if it i1s true that A is, that B is, that A is not B,
then the objective is many. Vhich, yon ask, is true? The fact tat
you ask, resuits from the nure desire. But to reach the answer,
desiring iz not encugh; answers come only from inquiring and
reflecting.

Is 1t limited or unlimited?

Now our definitlon was that being is the objective
of the pure deslre to know, Being, then, is 1) all thet 1s known
and 2) all that rexains to be known. Agaln, since a complete
Increment of knowing occcurs onlv in judgment, bheing is what is
to be Imown by the totaliby of true judsments. What, one may ask,
1a that totality? It is the complete set of answers to the compzlete
set of juestions. hat fthe answers are, remalns to be seen.

What the gquestions are, awalts the:r emsrgence. Meaningless or
incoherent or illegltimete cuestlions may be possible, but how
they are to be defined, is n f:rtier question. The affirmaliion
In hand is that there exists a pure desire to kmow, an ingulring
and critlical spirit, that follows up grestions with furti'er quesiicns,
that heads for some objectlive which has heen nimasd belng.

Cur definition of being, then, is of the second
Other definitions determine vhat is meant. But this
definition is more remote for 1t asslyms, not what 1s meant by
being, but how that meaning is to be determined, It asserts that
1f you kmow, then you know heing: it asserts that if you wish
to know, then you wish to know heing; but it does not settle
whether you ImoW or what you know, whetiar your wish will be
fulfilled or want yow will know when it 1s fulifilled.

Still, though our definition is of the second order,
1t 1s not simply Indeterminate. For mikhax neither the desirs
to know nor kmoving itself are indeterminate. Inam uch as kxwwing
is determinate, we could say that beine is what is to be known by
true judgrents. Inasmuch as the desire to lmow ever goes beyond
actual lmowledge, we could say that being is what 1s_to be known
by the totality of true judements. Hence, beingrEEFTEEEﬁLgﬁijone
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characteristie: 1t 1s 2ll-ineclusive. He&cegjgpnrt from being,
there 1s nothing. Again, being is comnletely concrete and com-
vletely universal. It ls completely concrete; over and above tie
being of anything any thing, thers 1s nothing more of that thing.
It ls completely universal; apart from t's realm of being, there
ls simply nothing.

ﬂ One may worder just how all-inclusive being is.

ThatwonCer may be formulated in a varlety of manners. Butb no
mabter how 1t is formulated, no matter whetier 1t can be formulated,
1t can serve only to show hov all-inclusive being is. For the
wonder 1s Iinquiry. It 1s the desire to know. Anything 1t can
discover or invent, by that very fset is Included in the notion
of being. Hence, tie effort Lo establish tnat heing 1s not all-
Inclusive must be self-defeating; for ab the root of all that
canbe afflrmed, at the root of all trat can he concelved, 1z Tthe
pure desire to knovw; and it 1z the pure desire, unferlyine all
Judgment and formulaticn, underlying all gquestloning and 21l deaire .
to wuestlon, that defires its 2ll-Inclusive oblective.
None the lesa, 1t may not be amiss to lilistrate
this principle concretely. It will bhe said that tlere is much
we do not lmow, WNo doubt, o:r lvnorance is -raat, but we kmow thata
by radsing cuestlonsqve do n-t anawer: and veing 1ls defined not only
by the answWers we give but ®y also by the auestions we ask.
Next, it will be said that theve is much 1t would bs futile for
ug to try to lsarn. No doubt, the £ nroximntely frultful fleld
of inquiry is rcstricted. But we know thataby distingnishing
between tie questions we can hone scon to answer and th.ese tlhat,
a8 yet we are not prennred to tackle: and heing is deflined, not
only by the questions we can hops to ansver, h1t also by tne
questlons wiose ansuer we have to postrons. et Ta
ara ave guestisng tint are maa s 1ncoherent 11N
or becazse of thelr false presupn o°1tions 1llegitimate, No don
such gleations may occur, But being is defined by the inmellicse
and fational decire to lmow that intelllirently and rationally
pan discerm-the difference betwesen the mlstaken -ues Lions, that
are mere-aberrations of its own unfolding, and the valld inestion
hat head for kn-wledre of heinge
Jblels “ueetions,may oceur, . But the pure desire, as it 1s anter.o
}C all answeLs, 80 also it is anbsrior to all formuTnted juestl
ds 1t is the intellirent ond rational basls from which we-Tistiysz
between correct and mistalen ansvers, so also iz 1t the hasls fyom
hich e distinguish bo/wedn nqE® questins that are valid s
resfions that are nu Now being is gefined no¥ as the

aAf " formulated questitng but gs the sctive of the pur
2ind Tzﬁ;;y/gEag/a’%nestio S mi atﬁ%f;, 1g/t69§:; tr
I

wad $or that 6bjective,Tat it f0es no¥ resord ©
s 18 a mere miscarr’ag ;
st tons—$tnab-cpe nuly.
on the othor hand, it may be objected that our
definltlon ofF being i3 too broqd. There are meaningless questi
incoheren queﬁtlons, i}¥egitimate g estions, ill*sorv auestvions.
lthey dosfot lead to imd: ledne of anything, Yet thew are/the spoducts
off the” pure desire, Now one may doubt that they qrgzﬁhe DU @
opocducts of the ,are derire Tor, I they nere/éggw'could Lney be

lmbwn to be mgehingless or inc rerent or 1llegibfmate or 11lusory;
{or it is opdy properly conducted inquiry ang-feflection thet ¢

#leld sugd a conclusion, and that implles that the opro8ite conclpsion §
aYearRon impyoneply condhdtad e onyefdgo W&n’y"ﬁase, '
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Thirdly, it will be objected by many that they have no desive
to know everything about everything. But how do they lmow that
They do not already know everythir; abont everything? It 1s because
80 many questlons can be asked., ¥hy do they not effectively will
to know everyth.ns about everything? Boecnuze 1t 18 so troublesome
Lo reach sven a fow answers that Lheoy are completely dlsheartened
by the prespect of answerlng all the guestions they could ask.

The atbtack may be made from the oprosite flank.
The trouble iz tlat *he definition of being is too inclusive.
Questions can be meaninesless, illusory, incoherent, i1lleritimate,.
Trying to answer bthem doesg not lead to knowledre of anything.
Row, no doubt, there are mistalen nvestions that lead novwhere.
But mistalken questions are formulsted guestions. Beinp has been
defined, not az the objiective of formulatzd -uestions, but as the
objective of the pure desire to lmow. Just as that desire 1is
prilor to any angswer and it itself is not an answer, som too it
is prlor to any formuimted auestion and it itself is not & formu-
iatlon, MNoreover, judt as the pre desire Is the intellizent
and rational basis from which we discern hatween correct and
incorrect answer 8, so also it is the intelli-ent and rati nal
basls from which we discern between valld and mistalten questions.
In brief, the purs desire to lmow, whoss oh'sctlive ig belng,
is the source not only of answers but rlso of their crilterls,
and not only of questlons but also of the rrounds on vhich they
are screened. For it 1s intelligent in uiry and reasonable
raflection that Just as much yields the risht cuestions as bhe
rirsht answers,
<&gﬁ$nraitﬂmgg_be’nnjee%eg_taQﬁMthgireaQ;y,rag
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Hore fundamental misrivines may arise, If one
pleases, one may define besiwg ns what 1s Lo be lmon throurh the
t:Pality of true judecments, But is being really that? Micht

it not be something entirely different? The ‘nestions arise,
They may be valid or misteken, If they are mictaken, they are to
be ignored. If they are valid, then our misrivings are without
f-undatlon. For the being that might be totally different, turns
out to be exactly what we are tallkinz about. Hor we aslk vhether
1t micht be; and the being ve are tallzins abo &, is the beins ve

aslk about,
mlnoiasietoIf~-tiare

it/;?at unkn able.
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Agaln, mizht there not be an unlmowable? If the
question i1s invalid, it is to be irnored., 1If the -uestion is valid,
the answer may be Yes or No. But the answer, Yes, would be

iﬁﬂla”ﬂ incoherent, for then one would Le kmowing tiiat the unlmowable is;
Kaod A and the answer, Ko, would leave everythiwgﬁwithin the range of
being. '

Other doubts may oriss, but Instesd of chasing
after them one by one, it will be better to revert to our initisl
theorem. Every doubt that the pure desire is unrestricted serves
only to prove that it is unrestricted. If you ask whether X
might not lie beyond its ranre, the faet that you ask proves that
X lies within its renge. Ox else, if the -usstlon 1s meaningless,
incoherent, iliusory, illeg:timete, then X turns oub to be the
mere nothing that results from =berration in cormitional process,

Not only, then, is judgment absolute, not only
does 1t rest upon a grasp of the meconditisned, not only does
reflection set the dichotomy, Is it or 1s it not? Bubt al the
root of cognitional process there is a cool, debtached, disinterested

anything and/ desire to know ond its range 1s unrestricted. Being is the/everything
that 13 the objective of that desire,

If we have explained what we mean by being, we must
now ask what the notlon of beling is.

In the first place a dictlnetion has to be drawn
between the sSpontansously opesrative notion =and, on the other hand,
theoretical accounts of 1ts cenesls and content. The svontancorsly
operative noticn is invarianty it is comuon to all men: 1t functions
in the aagme manner no matter what theorstical account of it a man
may come to accept. On the other hand, theoretical accounts of
the content and 2enesis of the notion are numerons; they wvary with
philosophic contexta, with the completensess of a thinker's obser-
vationg, with the thoroughnass of his analysis, First, we shall
glve our account of the sport anecusly onerative notion, and then
we shall add a few notes on othar thsovretical accounts of it.

On the supprosition of our analysis of cocnitisnal
process, it 18 easy enouzh to conclude thet the spontaneously
operative noticn of being has to be placed in the pure desire
to know. For, first of 211, men are apt to agree that thinrss
are whether or not we !mow them snd, moreover, that there are many
things thet we lmow only incompletely ox even not at all. The
notion of being, then, extends bewond the known., Secondly, helns
ls kno'n in judgment, It is in juidoment thet we affirm or deny
and, until we are re-~dy to affirm or deny, we do not yet know
whether or not any X happens to be. Sti1ll, thouzh being 1s known
only in judging, the notion of neins is »rior to judglng. For
prior to any judement tihere 1s reflection, and reflection is
formulated in the question, Is 1t%? That questlon suproses some
nctlon of being and, strangely enouwrh, it 1s prior to each instance
of our knowlng bsing., Kot only then does the notion of being

eXxbend beyond the lmown but also it is prior to the finasl component
© of knowing when beirg 1s acbtunlly known. Thirdly, there are
objects of thought., I ¢on think of 3 horse and, no lesa, I can
\_} think of a centaur, I can think of the best avallable scientific
opinion on any sub’ect and, no less, T can think of all the
vrevious opinilons that in their day were the bect available on the
same sub 'ect. In one sense, they are all ecuivalent, for as long
as one is merely thinking, merely considering, merely suprosing,
one deals(w1th the| merelyiconditioned and it makes no difference
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“1s for the purpose of debermlning whotiwer or not what Ls thought
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whether or nod its condlitlons are fulfllled. Thinking, then,
prescinds from exlsting, Buit 1f it prescinds from exlsting, does
1t prescind from beings and if it -rescimds from being, dgasxik

n w31 todpkd ngfabeu%\nathzﬁgﬂ “Alksrnativelyy il ,bhinJing

zﬁn} L}Ei frofi being, then dg‘snﬁs belrg prescAd fpo 1n>
1st thoiible “ith this archment (s tlat tnlnﬁ}ng {
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is not all thinking about nothing? The trouble with this arguient
ls that thinking also prescinds from not existing. If I think
of a centaur or of nhlomiston, I prescind from the fact that they
do not &k exist; hence if vrescinding from sxistence is rescinding
from being, “rescind’nq from non-exi= Eence is v eseinding from
net being; if presclndinm from heinr proves thet I am thinking
of nothing, then prescindinc froz not belng proves that I am
thinking of somethinge. Now thisg trpe of consideration has led
many thinkers to suprose that beinn is one thing and existing
is another, thet horses and centaurs, electrons end phloglston
equally mxizk are, but horses and elsctrons exist while centaurs
and phlociston do not exist. Stlll that conelusion coes noid
seblgfy the facts, for %k apart from the ofddity of asserting
that the non-existent is, tlere ls the oversicht of the dynamism
of coznitional rrocess. In a sense thinking prescirds from existing
and not ezisting, for it is not thinkine but Jjudring that determines
whether or mt anything exists. In ancther sense thinking does
not prescind from existing and not existing, for Lhinking 1s
pupposiva; we think to ~et our concepts stiralrht; we wish to get
our concerts straipght that we mey be able Lo Judge; so far from
prescinding from existing and not existing, thinking izbsndsx

zisby Jasb-ra theMellemof bedng -is both prior to judament
?) and pegs beyond jud ment (Bor being includ
ixxrrzarktgnzﬂ apkion ¢pes Deyond
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does exiut. It follows tnut tae notion of being goes beyond

the merely tlought, for we ask wheter or not the merely thought
U existas. No less t follows that the notion of being 1s

prior to thinking, foiwere it not, then thinking could not be

for the purpose of judpging, for the purpose of ditermining

whether or nct the merely thourht exists. The notion of being,
then, is prior to conception and goes beyond it; and 1t is prior

to Judgment and goes beyond 1t, That notlion must be the Immament,
dynamic orlentation of cornitional process., It nmust be the

detached and unrestricted desire to know as operative in cozmitional
process. Desiring to lknow is fdesiring %o know being; bubk 1t is
merely the desire and not yet the knowing, Thinking 1s thinking
being; it is not thinking nothing: but thlnkinf being is nct

yeb knowing it. Judging le a complete increment in knowing; If corre
it is a Jmowins of being; but it is not yeb knowing belng, for
that is attained only throurh the tolality of correct judgments.
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St111, how can an orlentation or a desire be
nared a notion. Afomkxz A foetal eye ls orientated towards seeing;
but a foetal eye does not see and it hrs no notion of seelng;

a notion arises only in so far as understanding discerns future
functlion in present structure, Hunzer is orientated touards

food and eating: 1t 1z a Aesire; it lies within empiricel conscivuld~
ness; but a not om arises only inmm so0 far as the ordentaticn of
huncer la understaod., Purnrosive human sction ls oriensated

towards some end or product; comnitional elements provide the

rule and g-ide of such actions but ths conitional elersnts are
prior to the action; they are constit: ted, mot by the actlon 1tself,
but by the planning that -recedes it,

It remains that none of these instances is exactly
parallel to ths relati:n between the decire to knov and cognitaional
process, For the desire to know is not unconscious, ag 1s the
foetal eye, nor empirically conscizus, as 1ls huncer, nor a conse-
quence of intellesctual Ymowledre, ag/is purposiva deliberation
and choice., The desire to know is conscinus intellirently and 3
ratlonally; it 1is inquirings intellirence and reflecting recsconablenessi
S3imply as desire, it 1s crient-tion without, as ret, involving !
any cognitional content or notirn, Still intelll ence, as ctversse,
looks for the intellirible, as reverse. IHeasconablenseas BR, as
obverse, looks for the grounded, as reverse, HMore fundamentally,
the looking for, the desiring, bthe inguiring-and-reflecting 1s
xbxpkssrnvaxak an obverse that imtelli-ently and ratlonally
hends for an unrestricted objlective newmed being. Were that
heading uncousclousmass, tlere would be an ordéntation towards
being bubt there would be no desire to lmow bheing and no netlon
of being. iere thel heading emwnirleally consciocus, there would
be an orienbtation towards beig and a/desire to kmow being, bub
there would be no notion of bveing. In fact, the heading 1s
intellirent and rational, and go there is not only an orlentaticn
towards being, not only a pure desire to kmow belng, but also a
notion of being.

Let us to try to cateh this notion, this intention
of beling, in the aect, We speak of abstraction, and comaonly e
mezn a directlion of attention to some asrects of the given with
a concomitant neglect of cther mgnects. The reometer considers
the cirels as a pline firzre oheyin~ a4 certain rule: he disrecards
the size, the color, the mxxabignda:ofzihiz Inexactitude of the
figure he draws oy i-aginesg; still more so <2oes he disregard
other and mare loosely connected aspects of the siven. But tlat
is not all. Ile disversards all other questions in peometry, all
other departments o mothematiecs, all other fields of science,
all other human cccupations to which he could t:rn his hand.

Ho considers only tlie circle, He abstiracts from everything elsa,
He does so intellisently, for tho-gh the objiective of his desire
is unrestricted, still he can move towaris it only by concentrating
ofl one element at a time. Again, as intellli ence abstracts so
reflecticn prescinds, If T am to judge whf-er or wt® this is a
tvpewriter, I have to nres=clnd from all that.is not relevant %o
that lissue. T have to knew all that 1s relevant. If I were a
relativlist, I would have to lmow the wniverss to lnow all that

1s relevant to bthat s ngle juderrent, Even though I am not a
relativist, even though I find thafl man;y conditioned propositions
become virtually unconditioned on the fulfilment of a monageable
number of condiftions, stlll this restriction of the relevant is
accompanied by an acknowledrement of a universe of irrelevancies.
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Plnally, =28 Intelli~enco concentrates on the sirnificant to abstract
from all else, as reflection concentratos on the relevant bo
prescind from all else, so further gquestions and further issues
arise neither a® a surprise nor as a nsw besiming. The abstracting
and the rrescinding ware provisional; ther vere only moments in

oh)y-uerq guch -auccegsive merents agts ofy
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a larger process, Nor ls that lnrmer process meresly the object
of introspective analysis, Immonent within it and operative of

18 lies an intellirent end rational conscicusness that unrestrictedly
intends a correspondingly unre stricted objective nomed being, or
the all, or everything about everything, or the concrete universe.
Just as the no-ion of the intellirible is involved in the actual
fonctioning of intelligence, just as the notion of the grounded

is involved in the actual functioninr of reasonablensss, so the
the notion of being is involved iIn the unrestricted drive of
Inquiring intellissnce and ﬁsP&Qc@iumn'reflectinﬁ?easonableness.

Hence it 18 that the notlon of belng is allapervasive.
It under-plna 21l cognitional conbtents., It penetrates them all.
It constitubes them 228 cornitionel.

It under-pins 211 comitlonal coxtents, Without
the pure desire %o lnow, sensitive living wonld remain in its
routine of rerceptivn and conation, instincet and habit, emotion
end action, What breaks thet e¢ircalt and releases intellectual
activlty 1lsk the wonder Aristoile described as the begimiing of
all sclence and philosophy. But that wonder 1s intelligent
inguiry. It selects’/data for insirht snd by that selecting it
unaer-pins even the amplrical component in our knowing.xa
Still more obviously all 1dess and all concepts are responses
to The degsire Lo understand, and all judrmants are responses
to the demand for the unconditvloned.

Secondly, the notion of being penetrabtes all
cognitlonal contents. It is the supreme heuristic notlon.
Prior to every content, it 1s the notion of the to-hes-known
through that content. As each con-ent emerpes, the "to-bo-lmown
throuch that content™ passes without residue Into the "known through
that cortent." Some blank in universal anticipeticn is filled
in, not merely to end that elemant of anticlpation, but also fo
make the filler/part of the anticinated. Herse;—~when-sli~atestiend™
- Rse 3 g wi , sqQpe frotharcotrbenbbuf At rke
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Hence, pricr to all answers, the notion of being 1s the notilen
of the totality to be kwown through all answers., But, once all
angers are reached, the noticn of beinm becomes the notlon of
the totality lmown throuwh all answers,

Thirdly, the notion of being constitutes zll

conbents as coznitlional, Exrzeriencing is only the first level
of knowing; it presents the matter to be lmown., TUnderstanding
is only the second level of Imowing; it defines the matter to
be lmown, Xnowing beam reaches a complels increment only with
judgment, only when the merely exnerienced haﬂbeen thousht and
the merely thought has beon affirmed. But the increment of knowing
1s alwoys completed in the same fashion. ZExperlence is a kalel-
dosconic flow, biects of thonght are as various as the inventivenessf
of human intelligence. But ile contribution of judgment to our 3
knowing is ever a mere Yes or Mo, a mere "is" or "is not."
Experience 1s for Inruirdng into beling. Intelligence 1s for
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thinking out belng. But by Jjudement bsing is lmown, and in judguent
what 1s knovn s known as being. Hence kmowing is knowing being,
yet the known ls never mere being, just =s judmuent 1s never a

mere Yes apart from any questlon that Yes answers,

As the notlon of being ranzbrzkesxzx under-pins
all contsnts, and penetrates them, and corstltutes them as comi-
tional, so also 1t 1s the core of meaninr.

Distinguish 1) sources of meaning, 2) acts of

Cﬂfe‘ meaning, 3) terms of meaning, and &) tho, meaming of meaning.

A Any elenent of dmniledre may serve as a source of
meaning. EHence, sonrces of meanins include data and images,
ldeas and comcepts, tle srasp of the unconditioned ond judgment
and, no less, the detached and nnrsstricted fecsire to know.

Acts of meaning mf are of three kinds. They are
1) formal, 2) full, 3) instrumental. The formal act of meaning
1s an act of concelving, thinking, consid ring, defining, supposing,
formulatling, The 21l act of wmeaning 18 an act of judsing. The
instrumental act of meaning Is the implesmentaticn of a formal or
of a full act by the use of words or symbols in a spoken, written,
or merely dmazined utterance.

Terms of neaning ere whnt 1s meant. They arse
formal or Full., PFormal tzrms of meaning are what is conceivad,
thought, considered, defined, supposed, formulated. Full terme
of meaning are what lg affirmed or deniad,

Thre—srematae rertrire—te. L ad;

FRETICENCLI0N ot only prrvades formal and full acts of neaning,
bt 1t so pervades them that it can be contrasted with them.
’ The formal term of meaning is, of itself, mersl
an objfect oﬁ/fﬁought./’As I, can think of-tnicorns as well as o
are equdlly valid as oblegts of thopht. 8Still
] Y3 but one moment in the unfolding of the pure dosire
Jo knowy the thowrht is bHut a tentative debtormination of the
ntentdon of being. That intentidn is imrwenent in formal acts
df mganing; it headq/beyond the/formal term that is formally
egtits In $0 far af I mevely /am thinking, unicorns are as goo0
¥ horses..” But, fact, I,90 not A
nd so thé unicophs are idly thiysht, .
K raln, the' full #6; afiing claims to be bel
gr a part or sbpsct of beinge. Thus, the false jud ment offirms
.hag/gs not xmR or dpfiles whAt is.
Ty

£ It'is a jdagment that-Aronld

e it ivé cont hdictory,/éf weg%/gie Tacts tie oprosite
¢f what tder are.’ But the false judgment means ke oppoaite

y af what-1t, that 1s not 1ts Artention., It intends and it ch i
or IV T—-gaetrytted— I affinming whot da dAd NG S i

ho e s W

=Ll - —t

he core of meanimg is the intention of being.

IF may be Ggfected by contrasting true and false judgments and,
tp a less/éxtent, by contrgating existential and non-extenblal
formal terms. - -

S In a tyde judgment intenticn and meaning coincide.
One Intends bto alffirfi what is or to deny what is not: and in the
frug” judegment thig Intention is carvded out: what 1t means by
difirming is, gfd what it means hy denying is nob.

But in the falsg-judgment in'ention and meaning

onflict. Jhen one judpges sely, one doeg-not Intend to do so;
bnie Intends to affirm w@gh/%gior to deny what 13 not. Bl

1
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Now the gll-inclusive term of meaning is belng,
for apart from being there is nothing. Inversely, the core o
all acts of weaning is the Intention of bveing.

Thus, any given judsment nertains to a corb ext
of judgments, and it 1s from the context that ths meaning of
the given judgment 13 determined. But why is the meanilng of
the given Jjudgment a function of a conkext of other judgments?
Because any judgment is hut an increment in a wihole named know=-
ledge; hecouse the meaning of the jud-ment is but an element in
the determination of the universal intention of being,

pain;—a&éamsn#ﬁ“m&yube-tmueﬂnr_Ialma*_Jnn_aaK
b a—judementdisg true 1s to affirm the harmony that exists

hetween what the judrments means ans what by jucdring is intenfled,
:;égudgment meang that some X is that some Y is nokj it
t.

nds to jiudge in accord with ct° and,~in fact, X 1s or ¥ [is
But/uo sdy that a. “judzrg lséji" not to say tm't it
s meanihgless. Were it meaninqle one conld not say-that 1

: 51884 For judﬁmenﬁs are feolo @ 1nqsmucn as teré is conflict
what mneﬁ/the Judmment means and-what by Judging 1s

dod, Thu , in the false ﬂ*aﬂmegt”One ices not ;rtend t

: neé}dtends affﬁ what 1s, or tﬂ’deny is
irtends il -at is no%- what 6ne doe T r
jud,ﬂ t megns whna vould be e, vere” it m

t ot
means, ndt what nor yhat 1s,m6£ bgﬁﬁ
o114 b97~were*itmnnﬁ“fa%sbé%&tikﬁu

&"ain, judpgments may he true or falie., The true
judpgment affirms vhat 1z and denies what is not. In the true
judgment there 1s harmony betwesn what is Intendsd and what is
meant. But In the false judgment tmers is conflict between
Intention and meaning. The false judement as a judzuwent Irk erds
being; 1t intends to affirm what ia ~nd to deny what is not,
But the false Judgment as false ls a fallure to carry out 1ts
Intention as a judement., It affirms what is not and denies what
3. It means not what is but only what would be, were 1t not
false but true; again, in 1ts nagative form, 1t meansg, not what
is not bat what would not be, were it not false bhub true.

Parliaps it ig thLS inbsrnal conflict that has led
some to the conclusion that a false judrment is msaninaless,
But such a conclusion seems astoundingly fels e, Viere the false
judement Bzlzm meanlnglegs, there would he nothing ¢ be false.
The false Judnment is false “reclsely bacaunse it means a state
of affdirs thet is the opnosite of the state one intendsikm, affirm,
namely, the state tHhat trely is. A

On the level of concertion there is a similar
but legs conspicuous contrast between meaning and 1ts core, which
is the"intention of being, Horses and unicorns, electrons and
phlogliston, may be e ually falid as formal terms of meaning.
One can suprose them,; conslider them,,define them, and that is
all that Is re ulred ol the fovmal fterm of =meaning. Still,
horses and clectrons seem vreferable as kaxmm formil terms to
unlcorns and vphlogiston. Absolubely, one can think of the latter,
but there 13 something idle, something superfluous, something
futlle about such thinking. The reason for this Is that thinking
is a moment In the unfolding of the vure desire to kmow; though
the thought as thought 1s merely a formal term of meaning, though
the unicorn ls just as valid a formal term as is the horss, still
we do not merely think, Our thinking is purpocsive., It is a

o) -
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tentative determination of the all-inclusive notion of belrg.

It not merely thinks the obisct of thought but also anticipates

the chject of judrment. It not mersly means ths formal! erm of
meaning but also looks nhesd to the full term. Beccuse the unicorn
and phlogiston are known to bhe unsuccesafn) determinations of belng,
they are formal terms in which the core of meaning, the intention
of belng, hag become uninterested.

i\ 5 nabpoment
agt S0 rennIng .- OTdL ary 8 ‘olten or wribten words or synbols
offer no dlff¢calty. They Implement formal or full acts of mefning.
hey refer to formal or full tsrms of meaning., Nor la there
eqmired any S ec1al theory to cover the use of ~sstures or of
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lemomstrative proniums and adjectives, All that is nseded 1s %
Araw the relevant distinctions, In every case the «est re is an
{instrumental act of meaning drawing upon coeniltional sources on
tfhe level of sense, on the lovelaof 1nt2111~ence, and commonly
bn the level of reflection. In every crse the "enture Is oreragive
43 an instpimental act of meaning inasmuch as it directs another
Notentlom to o sensible soirce of meaning. Finally, among empi
the gg#ture hag a tird as-ects for smpiricists consider that
fplid terms of me aning and the senslble manifeld are idsntical
ence for them the “csture ind cntes not only a sohurce of mean
Jut also a term of meaning., Bub;-sS-is-eleary-a-5hecry-eL£-manning
fence it is t_at an empirilecist theory of meanirmg nakes a great
deal of ostgnsive acts, for sich acts reveal with maximum clarity
not merely-a senzible source of maaning hut also the-only vali
Pull topfls of weaning, However, until waxkavagzanzidwzad emplricist
doek o hasbeen proposed end examined, it cam nhardly be made the
bas¥s of a theory of = ﬁing, and 80 1“or' the resent we must
ontbent with oud mg;e’?gnnral the ory hﬁiﬁaanf%nslu&a_ampiriniat

i
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Finally, in visw of the rrevalence of empiricist
theories of meaning, a few words mey be added on instruzental actas.
Ordinary instrumental acte,mra such as snoken or written words or
symbols, offer no special intzrest, But the empiricist emphasizes
ostensive acts, such as demonstratlive nronouns and adjectives and,
noxirsxy of course, resbures., 'the resson for this smphasls may
be readily pgrasped if onc distingulshes between the funetion of
gestures in any theory of meaning and the funetion restwes ac-juire
in virtue of emplricist affirmations., In any theory of meaning
an ostengive act 13 an instruaental act of .mwaning; 1t presupooses
formal or full acts of meaninzg, Inasmuch as one lamws what one
means; and it refers to formnl or full terms of meaning, innsmuch
a8 all meaning refirs to a meant. Again, in any th ory of meaning
the ostensive act is operative inasmuch as it succeeds in drawing
ancther's attention to o sernsible sorree of meaning, so that by
drawing on that source, by understanding, and by reflscting he may
reach the aprrorriate formel or full term of meaning thatx is meant,
But in empiricist opinion the ostensive act has a third funciion;
for the empiricist ifentifles the valid fleld of full termsm of
meaning, with the ranze of sensible presentations; hence, for the
empirlelst, the ostensive act not merely indicrtes a source of
meaning but also a full term of meaning, Wnhebthsr or not this
empiricist modificaticn of the theory of wmeaning is correct, will
depend on the ¢:estion vhathwer or not the sst of propositioms
nat enuntiste emplricism are to be pronoiunced true or false.
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- Before rolng on to consider other accounts ofx
the notion of being, it will be well to deal with a series of
puzzles that seem to have a common root. Just as other concepts,
the notlon of being is renresented by instrumentel acts that
are the name, heing, and the verb, to be. By mistaken analogy
it 1s inferred that the ncotion of belng resemhles concerts in
their other aspects, But, %8 in fact, the notion of being is
unigue; for % it is the cors of 21l acts of =meaning: and it
under~pins, penetrates, and roes beyond 2ll other ecosnitional
oontents.t(ﬁence, to supnose that the notlon of balng is subiect
to the rules and laws of concerts in reneral will result in some
contradiction or Incoherence
to the opdinary rules or laws of concetion
contentsS’] Hence, 1t is idle to charact:rize the notlion of being
by appealing to the ordinary rules or laws of conception. what
has to be grasped, is its diverrence Trom such rules and laws
and, to descend to detalls, a series of -uestions will be briefly
consldered.

First, coes the notion of bvelnr resnlt from the
exrression or formulation of an act of understanding?

Oflher concepts result from some insicht either
into the uwse of their names, or into thinss-for-us, or into
things~themselves., The notion of being renetrates all other
contents, ond so it is present in the formuletion of every concent.
But the notlon of belng has ~uite a ¢ifferent orlicin., It cannot
result from an Insight inte beine, for such an insight would be
an understanding of everything about everything, and such under-
standing we have not abtained., It 1s, as hes been said, the
orientation of intellicent and rational conscionaness towsrds
an unrestricted ohlective.

Secondly, has the nctlon of heing an essence, or
1s 1t an essence?

As other concepts res:-1t from acts of understanding,
as pkharxeoancapis acts of understanding consist In grasring what,
from scme viewpoint, is essential, other concepts are essences.
Moreover, as other concepts are comnlete prior to the gquestion
for reflection that asks whether or not any such ®nr essence 1s,
other mrmskizn concepts am merely essences and nrescind from
existence or actuality. But the notion of being does not result
from sn wnderstanding of being: it does not xxr3p rest on the
grasp of what from some vieupo nt 1s essential:; and so the notion
of being is not the notion of soms escence. Further, the notion
of helng remalns incomplete on the 1-vel of intelli-ence; it
moves conception forvard to -uestions for reflection: it moves
beyond single judgsments to the totality of correct judrments;
and so 1t does not preseind from sxistence and actuality.

Thirdly, can the notion of being be defined?

It cannot be defined in any ordinary manner, fao
1t under~pins and »enstrates and roes beyond ths comtent of every i
definlitlon. However, 1t dces possess certain definite characteristicsg
For it rep-rds the unrestricted obiective of our lknowing, the
concrete universe, the totality of all tat is. Moreover, it is
determinate inasmuch as the stroct :ve of owur Mmoving is determinate
and so 1t cen be defined, 2t a secord remwove, by seying that it
refers to all that can be known by intelli-ent srasp and reasonable
affirmation. On the other hand, such definition does not settile
which gnestlions are appropriate to our knowing or which answers
are correct, 1t leaves the materialist free to ¢k im that %o be

3
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is to be material, Equally, it allows the emplricist to ¢leim
That %k to be is to be experienced, the idealist to insist that
to be 1ls to be thousht, the “hanomenaliat to explain that to be
1s to appear, and so forth.

Fourthly, how can one notion have such dlverse
msanings?

Because it is determinate only ot o second renove.
The notlon of belng 1s the notion of what 1s to be determined
by correct Judwments. If the strategilc correct judemments are
that matter exlsts and nothing but matter exists, then the
meterlalist is rights If the stratesic correct Jjudsments are
that there ils‘appearance and not:ine but arnearance, then the
phenorenalist is rirht. SiImilarly, if the rprocositicns enuntiating
other positions are correct, then telng 1s as such positions
declare, The notion of Je'h doss not determine which position
is correct; it merely de! -ermines that the intellic cently grasped
and reasonaoly affirmed is moxxuxk being,

Firthly, nas the noticn of bhelng any presup-osltions
or propertleg?

Other concepts ave determinate es=sences and so
they have presup:ositions and implicationg., If X is not an animal,
then X is not a man. If X 1s a men, then X is mortal. But the
notion of being is not the notin of some essence. It becomes
determined only as correct judmments are made, and It reaches
its full determination only when the totality of correct judgments
are made. However, the malcing of judrments i3 a determinate
process, and one Gres not hove to make all infyments to mrasp
the natwre of that process. It 1s this fact that fives cognlti nal
theory a hase of operations for the determination of the general
structure of the concrete unlverse.

Sixthly, 1s the no*lon of being univocal or
analogous?

Concepts are said to be univoczl when they have
the same meaning ln all applications, and they are szid to be
analogous when thelr meaning varies systemntlically as one moves
from one field of application to annther. The notion of being
may bs named unlvocal in-smuch as it under-pins all other contents;
for in that respect it is the one desire to know and it repards
one unrestrictedeb jective that is the ceoncrete universe, Again,
the notion of being may be named analorous Inasmuch es 1t penetrates
all other contents; in this fashion it is said that esse viventium
e3t vivere; the belnp of living things 1s being allive, Filnally,
the notion of belng may be saild to be neither univocal nor analogous,
for this distinction rerards concents, wirille the notion of beling
both under-pins and zoes beyond ziX otler contents. It may be
noted, hywever, that what freq ently enouth is nmeant by the analogy
of being 1s preclisely what we mean by =aying that the noti:n of
be ing under=--ins, penetrates, and zoes beyond other contents,

Seventhly, is the notion of being abstract?

Por s notion to be abstract it must poasess a
determinate content and abst act from other contents., The notien

of being abztracts from nothing whqtever. It Ls all-inclusive,
CE) Y 2

o510 76 cun speale.of being &s,bniwg. Ordinarily tb¢s _
. 6Terything abett ever'thiag but anything in so fa y
uuon“bly affifuable. In-other words, being as bei iv
erse f;;;;wcf'as knbuledre of it is cor ituted

. ts being c;gfpd taken as tié min
T ST under piﬂﬁ'q’l other conteritsy it is bidnk ant nation
1ity with none of the blanks filled in. eithﬁr manner

aff to
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Its content 1s determined by the totality of correct judgments.
However, there 13 2 still larssr totality of
]possible Judgmantsy within 1t theve are strategle asets that
‘serve to deflne the -enersl character of the concrete universe
fin accord with the varying vicwpoinbts of different philosophiles.
|Such strategic sets have already been illustrated, e.g., there is
jmatter and nothing but matter, or tihere 1is appearance and notiing
but appearance, or there is thoucht and nothine but thousht. or
|the structure of our knowing is determinote and so the structwre
lof being proporbionate to our krowing 1s debterminate.
Now in viziue of s:ch strateric sets of judgments
it 1s possible to distnrmish between tha reneral character of
the concrete universe and, on the other hand, the concrets universe
In all its detalls. Clearly enough, a deternminatl:n off the
eneral characier of Lhe concrete un-verse 1s an abstract view of
beling, for it considers not the whole of heing as a whole but the
whole of being as fixed by some stratecic part or asrpect.
In this fashion one reaches a reneral meaning for
he phrase, heling as belng. But to determine what being as being
is in any particular vhlloso-hy, one has to examine the strateszic
judmments of that philosorhy; and to determine what is the correct
meaning of belng as being, one hns to examine the strategic judgments
of the cor+set phllosophy.
Elghthly, i1s the notion of being & genus or spscles

or difference?

Inosmuelh as the notion of being is prior to all
cther cognitional contents, it 1s like n «eonus awsiting division
by theaddltion of differences. But innasmuch as the notlon of
being antlcipates, ponetrates, and includes 211 othsr contents,
it i@ differs from the genus which 1s a determinate content quite
Alstinct from the content of 1ts differences., Thus, being can
be divided Into red, green, snd blue heings; and color can be
divided into red, creen, and blue colovrs. But the concept of
red hoa a conbent or element of content absent in the concept of
color, and =o it differentliates tie renus by adding to it from
withouts On the other hand, the concept of red has no content
and no element of content absent in the notion of being; it cannot
differentiste be ng by adding te it from w=ithont Tfor, without beling,
apart from being, There 1s simply nothing. PFinally, ths notlon
of belng not only under-pins and renetrates all otler contents
but also comploments them inasmuch 2s the "Yes" of judsment constil-
tutes them as actually cognitional an? so endows them with an
actual ohjective reference.

Ninthly, when one thinks without as yet judging,
elther one is thin'-aing of Aemething or of nothing., If one is
thinklng of being, then one does not need to judge in order to
know being., II one is thinkine of nothlng, then all thousht must
be ldentical, for it always deals with the same nothing.

When one thihks, concelves, considers, supposes,
or defines, one doss so with resuect to being. Hence we accept
the first alternative. What one fthinks of,is being., Still, to
think of being 1s one thing: to know being is another, To think
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of being 1s to operate on the second level of cosnitional
process; it is to be on ithe way towards a complete Increment

of knowlng; but it is not to »m have reached anything more than
a partial Increment that can hﬂ be comnleted only by judging.

srich Jacig 13nt uooa n“u reonng - the concrete;
sract wpd universad, and it naed not rq/ard thépr
—far pat_every-fnelytis o¥o 5
Penthly, the notisn of beins is the notion of the
concrete universs, But wniversal promosltionsg ave absiract
and, none the less, they may be affirmed in indement., Eithrer,
then, judzient is not about being, or else heing is not corcrete.
The notinn of being is bthe notisn of the concre.e
in tize some manner as it ig of the universe., It is of the universe
because questions snd only when there ls nothing more To be aglked.

It 1s of the concrete, becauss until the concrete 1is reﬂcﬂed,
tiere rempin further cuestions, Herce, it I1s not the single

the concrete universe thnt is beinn.

,-b_g-_.
e

: bhree c ses of bLiwe anﬂlytlc ﬁvondsit Olle
x@sition is 1) a esonditioned, 2) linked %o iis
the laws rovernir the, coalescencg of the partigl

meﬁnAngs of worls into “tTe conrlete instruwmental
Eﬁntenee ﬂﬁd 3)._Jvlrc lts cnnoﬂficra fulfille

b
olved, } it mav be rn*tﬁ’tmnt 6y occur in conerete
judpments foct, 6 2) it may be yatmown whether © /p “not the
ogeur in judgmen Pget’, or 3) it may be known thpt
ey r in q}y/ygﬂcrgxgggutfmenu of fat,
'] ﬁ/ﬁ’is the anslytig nprineiples It
: in sorie lmovn ipstancss. On th fquil;ent
o] ondltitng it ra;aTds thée concrefe” in an Indgfinite
¢ #Fetigud-lrsianegsy ol et nossihle” instances.
The-Becond cage nay.-te re "rded as a tentatilve
pirst, Analjtic pfbp031t 3 _sme aon cted—in
B IIUDE Ol PeEacihrins—eie

The uvoblem of tpe univarsal prowosition may be
met by distingnishine between the formal and the material aspects.
of the analytic proposition. TFormally an analytie proposition is
1) a conditioned, 2) linked to its conditions by the laws zoverning
the coalescence of the partinl instrumental meanings of words
1nto the complete instrumenial meaninc of the sentence, and 3)

hoving its conditions fulfilled by the mean.ngs or definitions

Of the words it emnloys. Materially analytic propositions differ
inasmuch as the torms and relations ewployed 1) may be known to
ocour in concrete judpments of faet, 2) msy not be lkmowm to occur
in concrete judrments of [esct, ox 35 may be known not to oceur
in concrets judaments of Tacte

Formally every analytic proposition rerards the
conerete universe inasmuch as sthacticql lawg are factual aspects
of the coalescence of partial into complete instrumental meanings.
Materially some analytic propositions rerard the concrete universe
eibhor in fact, as in the first case, or tentatively, as In the
second.
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A distinctlon haska been drawn between the spontan-
aonusly operative notlon of Leing, common to all men, and theoreticel
accounts of that notion, that differ from one nh loso-hy to anothere
Our own thooreticsal account has %een ~iven., It remains that
further clarification be sonzht by contrasting 1t with some of
the views that hove been =ro-osed by cthers,

For qumenides, Beine was one, without origin or
end, homogsenecus and individible, immovahle and unchanseable,
f211 and spherical. [See F. M. Gorn¢ovd Plato and Permenides,
London 1939, ppe 28 {f.]

The renesis of thls position would seem to be
as follows., Parmenldes elimincted the slbernavive of blank
negstion, ond so was left with "he alternative of afllrming.
Affirmetlon may be rensonably prounded, and then it is the iay
of Truth, or it may lack reascrable grounds, end ‘hen it 1s the
Way of Seeming. Parmenides arrived ot his hotion of belng by
following the oy of Truth.

What dces the choice of reanona*le affirmatlon
imply being to be? If one accerts any affirmatlon, one has also
to accert the correct sin®ement of the meaning, surrositlons, and
consequences of that affirmation, Every judsment stands in need
of a context, and without affimine the comtext t'e sffirmation of
the initlel judzcment loses its meaning. Thus, ressonable &leTLRtLOH
has to he the affirmetion of a set of iudevents, which form a sincle
whole, and so the affirmed ig a8 corwes onﬁlnr SLu?lG whole.,

Aos e _ a—wihete—ie—-the~eoneret

) 'efnrmine m'wt the concreue universe is, one
) 1nq L \, ingipht end formulation, reflection and
armeni‘es %ook a shorter r rte, He made the n o oo
qlnﬁ thrt thﬁ slns le whole, th t" the concretg-fniverse,
vork, bug
exqm1n1n5 the meqnln sunho 1tions, 1nd iwnljcn 1ons of the
terms, =ingle wiole. His rrocedure vould have en correct enongh
1f the notiop6f being were - rallel to suc@/ Ancert s as Mmn" or
circWQé;//ﬁﬁ; the notlon 0P heling adwitﬂ more the definition
{ econd order* one. 1

. . : 'MT; ang reLlaa
:&mt is tnls smngle whole thrt l1s affirmed %o be?
The wroper anaver lg Ho seb to work In-uirins and reflectinz with
respect Lo the vhole of exverience., The vhole to he lknown
corresponds to the totallty of correct judsuents. DBubt Parmenides
took a shorter route. He did nnt advert to thef act thot TAirg
admits no more than a dsfinition of the second order. He treated
the nobion of being as tiourh 1t were a concept like "man or
"ocircle.," He supmosed that it was a debermincte essencs with
deterninate supn»ositions and determinate consequercss, Because
being is, it cannot be not-belng, nor bvecoming, ncr ceasing to ove.
Inversely, neilier not-beins nor hecoming nor ceasing to he are
being, =nd so thoy rust he nothing., Asain, beling camnot be
differentiated; vhet differs from being, 1is not Leinq, and vhat
is not being, is nothing. Arain, since tlere are no differences
within being, tiere can be no motion or change within helng.
Finally, smptiness, the voild, is nothing: being is not nothing,
and 30 1t cannot be om-tiness; thevefore it is full. Efe.
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Platot's Forms vere nrogections Into a mretic
heaven of whot ¥ transcenéds ordinary, sensitive experlence.

The Forma, then, are the ideal orwectives of 1) mesthetic
experlence, 2) the insirhts of the matheretician and the physicist, 3
3) the unconditioned of reflective understanding, 4) moral consclonco 2
and 5) intelll ently end reasonably purposive iiving, They core <
2 confused bag and, as it seems, the Parmenldes marks the tu*nlnr
point In which the necessity of draving cistirctions and setiing
up a move corrprehenslve thwory becomes evident,

In the Sophistes ths vhilosophrr 1s described
as heading thro gh rational dlscorrse for the Idea of Being (254 a).
It is acknowledred thnt the isolatinn of each Form from all the
others would eliminste ihe mozsibility of ddsccurse which lies
in the conjunction of distinet Forns or catemories (250 o).

There ls, then, a commingling or particination among the Forms
(259 a) and tlere 15'a Form of Not~being just as much as of
the Great or the Fair (258 o).

The Incderuney of this position lies in its failure
to distinpuish between the level of intellirsnce and the level of
reflectlon. Without that distinction, the unconditioned of
judement ls surreptitionsly attributed to mere objectas of tho-ght
to tranasform them into eternnl Forms and, inve rgely, the "igh
and "is not" by which judrment vosits the nnecondidd oned can
have a meaning only 1f they too nre surrosed to he Forms.

There results an agrrecste of Forms, euch radically and eternally
distinet from all fhe others. Still they are Lo be reached orly
through rational dis¢ourse, and if d sco rse is Lo rafer to them,
then there must be 2 comminrsling on their ~art %o correspond
to the synthetic element in discosrse, Whet is this commingling
of distinet Forms? It world seem hetter, before tr:ing to answer
go difficult a question, to determine wh-theror not the -uestion
really arises., In fact, we would nroue, 1t does not. TUntil
judgrent 1s roached, the increment of lmowing is inconmlete.
Before judrient is reﬁched the srnthetic elenent is already
present In knowing., All that judemnt adds to the ‘uestion for
reflection 1s the "Yes" ox "No," the "is" or "is not." Vhat is
afTirmed or denied may be a sin~le pro-osition or the whole set
of propogitiona corstitutive of n bynolnnsis, for either may
be rezarded asg ¢-nditioned and either mav he crnsped as v1rtually
uneonditioned, Judmgment, then, is not a synthesis of terms but
the unconditioned DOJltiDﬁ of gsuch a svnthesis., Correspcnding
1o Judgment tlere is not a synthesls of Forms but the absolubte
of fact. Platonism 1s Lqrnlficent in 1ts devotion to the pure
desire to know. Bubt itg frilure to e¢rasp the nature of judmment

resulied in a deviation from the concrete universe of faet to
an iceal hoaven.

Ari=totle clung to the Platonist definltion of
Jjuégrent as & synthesls (Sophistes 263; De Anima ITI 6 430a 26).
S5till, he dis t‘ngulshed sherply between cuestions for intellicence
(What 1g it? Vhy is it 30?) and questions for reflection (Is 1t?
Is it s0?) [Post. Anal,, IT 1 89b 2:ff] with the result that he
12d a sane and clensr-headed resvect for fect ithout resching
its exnct dmplicotions. He would not heve arreed with the
empiricist tiat places fret, not in the virtually unconditioned,
but in the sensible fulfllment throuch which the conditioned
becomes grasred as unconditioned, Bub you would put him a
question he had not adequately considered, if you asked him
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whether the virtually unconditioned wss a thirdeomponent in our
knowing or, on the other hand, merely = rubber-stamp of approval
attached to the comncepbual uniffication of its sensible snd Intelll.
gible components.

This unresolved =°mbi~ulty anpears both in his
methodology and in his meterhysics. For him the supreme question
was the qrestion of existence. Still It was a questlon that was
already answered in descriptive knowlng: that answer h:d to be
presupposed 1ln the sesrch for explanation; ant th: funciion of
oXplanatlon was siwply to determine wh-t thinrss are and why they
have the pronerties they possess. The Intrinsically hypothebical
character of explanation and its nesd of a further, verifying
judgment of exlstence were overlooked. Amain, Aristotle asks
vhat be’ng is2., That gues:lon ex-resses the demaend for underd anding
for knowledse of the cause., Ouite naturally Aristotle answers that
the cause of being is its immenent form (Met Z 17). Primarily,
being ls what 1s constituted by a substantial form or, on second
thoughts, by the conbination of substantial form and matter.
Secondarily, beinz 1s what is constituted by accidental forms;
Twhito," "heﬁt " Mstrenzth" are not nothing tho gh they are not
simply what is weant by being., Ageln, being is the collecticn
of existing subst nces with thelr rroperties and incidental modifi.
cations; but thoush heins dsmotss the factually existent, still
exlsting is no more than the reality of substantlsl forms along
with their/immnent suprositions and consecnences. (See S Mansion,
Le jugement d'existence chez Aristote, Louvain-Parls 1946; J Owens,
The Doctrine of Being in Ariatotle's Weta“hysics, Toronto PINS 1951)

Quite plalnly this position is roing to glve rise
to a problem of the unity of the notion of being. Aristotle
broke with his Parmenidean and Plaoténist sntecedents by identifying
being with the concrete universe as, in fact, it is lmown to be.
But Aristotle did not break with thelr supnrosition that the notion
of heing wns a conteptunl content. He asked whet being is. In
other words he demania® suprosed trat being is some concert ual
content and he demanded what =e¢t of undersiandirg occnrred prior
to the formulaticn of thet content. Bub, as we have seen, beling
can be defined by us only indirectly, and so Aristotls was unable
to assign any sieciflc act of understanding thet resulted in the
concertual content of being. However, the consplcuous type of
acts of understancing is the skmx inaiiht that prasps intelll ible
form emergent in sensible dﬁta nnd s0 Aristotle assirnad a&A%Pe~

] {2 i y "l\ 2 0
the ontoloﬂical priﬂclnle, form, as the ﬁronnd of belnn in t;inﬂs
and the coznitional act of rresting form os the in51fht fyom wrich
originates the conce tual coutent, being.

In this fashion mediseval Scholasticlsm inhorited N
a. problem. Is the notlon of being one or 18 it many? If it is
one, 13 its unity the unity of a siagle content or is it the
unlty of a functlon of ¥Yariable contents?

Henry of Guhent xays seems to have hseld that the
ity of heing is merely the unity of a2 name. God iz and I anm.
In both cases belng is affirmed., But the realities affirmed are
sinply disyarate.

Duns Scotus coubended that, besides the unity of
the neme, there 1s also a unity of content. If no part or aspect
of you 1s by ldentliy a part or asnect of me, stlll nelther of us

(:ra!¢.-ﬁ

_.6._ij) S m;“;j:jZi;i:“h




that/
™
iz knowm to
o /
|
G |

The thi({n_ o Being_ o . - e e 19

13 nothing. There 13, then, some minimal concertual content
Bhat positively constitutes whet is expressed negatively by the
negatlon of nothing. What it is, esnnot be declared by appealing
to other posltive contents, for it is one of the ultimate atoms
of thought; it ls sluply silmple. Still one can aprnroach it by
noting that Socrates suvsposes man, man suvroges animal, animal
Supposes living snmbskmne® materlal subsfance, and substance
Suppoges a sometihing that is8-no-less-~vepifled-in-aceidsnts-thah-
in-gabskARe 68y that 1s cven less eterminate and lass exclisive.
The concept o»f being is the concept with lenrt wevimbdvihiwwidr
commobation and sreatest denotatlon., Horsover, 1t 1s essentially
abstract. Wh.t 1t denotes, 1ls never judt belnr, Lut either the
infirl fe or some finite mode of helng, were the mode 1s to be
viewed not as some further and distinet contsnt but rat'er ag an
Intrinsic variatlon of basic, Indeterminnte content. {See A,B.Wolter, |
The Transcendentals and thedr Function In the iletguhysics of Duns '
Scotus, Yashincbon: CUA 1946; A Marc, L'Idée de 1ftre cher saint
Thomas et dans la scholastijue posterleure, Arch de Fhil X 1933 31-49j
Thowrs de Vio Caletanus wng mot~zsakink no more '
satisiled with the Scotist view, than Scotus himself had been
satviafied with {that of Henry of Ghent., If a single name withoub
a single meaning will not do, nelther will a singl: meaning that
as ginzle zanxmeyar:by enplayedyoblantixsixy seems regstricted to
the order of thousht. Accordingly Caletan worlzed oub hlatheory
of the unity of a functlion of veriable contents., Just as "double"
dends es ind.fferently the relation of 2 to 1, 4 to 2, 6 to 3,
ané so forth, so ® "being" denotes indifferently the proportion
of essence %o exlstence or, as weo might say, the proportion between
what 1ls formulated by thought and whet Is added to it by jJudsment.
On this position the notion of belng always fempkasxsa Iincludes
sorte condeptuanl conbent but 1t may inciude any; asain, being in
act will never be known withont some affirmatlve judgment, but
the affirmation 1s nsver mere affirmation nor the affimmtion of
an indeterminate content; it 1s always the affirmation of some
deberminate content, ant any affirmable, determinate conient will
do. In hrief, Cajetan can srant/atomic conceptual cormt ents are
meny and disparfibe; he cen denv the Scotist view that there is
some common Tactor, some positive countarp2-t of "not nothing,"”
of absolutely universal denobation; and wet hy his theory of the
unity of a function of variable conbents he can possess not only
a gingle name, belng, and a single notion of be ng, but also
a single notlon thatt is ap-licahle %o anythine that in feet/sxistz,
(A, Marc., Ihid Op cit 50-06). -
It is to be moted that, if Scotus stands for the
Parmenldean and Platonist supnositions from which Aristotle did
not free himself, Oajeton stands for the main orientation of
Aristotelian thought but suceceeds in doing so only by poling heyond
ite If conceptual contents s=re products of acts of understanding
that grasp forms Xm emer~ent in sensible presentations, one may
well expect such contents to he a disparate multipllcity., Hence,
Aristotle ansvered the question, What is belng? not by assirndng
a concerbual content but assienins the ~round of being in the
seneral object of nnderstanding, form. Since forms are many,
it follows that the sround of belng 1s a vsriable; further, it
follows that 1f the notion of being is to be one, then its unity
will have to be the unity of a function of variable contants,.
What, then, are the varlables within the single function? One
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of them is form. At first sight, the obwious candidate for the
Other is matter. Still, 1f it were selected, it would follow
that Aristotle's immaterial snbgtance wo-ld not bhalong to the
universe of belng. To mnintain the Aristotelian position in its
integrity, it wns necesanry to moke the second variable the
virtuelly unconditioned srasied by reflective understanding and
affirmed in judgment; this In the ~eneral case is existence,
actuality, fact, that combines with pure form or the compound of
form and matter to constitute a being in aet,

Brilllant as it is, Cajietan's pocition has its
short-comings, It wxXaxs envisares an 2~ re-ote of concrete baings
each of which 18 constitnted of essence and existence, It offers
as the unlty of the notion of belng the relation or proportion
of what 1s conceived to its beins affirmed. But it does not
elucidate how that relation cuerses in onr lmovled«e as a single
notlons and 1t givesno clue to account for the fact that by
"being" we mean, not only thils nnd that being, but everything,
totallty, the universe, In brlef, Cajletan ssems to have been
more Interested in explrinins the unity of the nobtion of bheing
than the noblon itself.

To complste Cajetan's position, it is nscessary
to go back to his mauber, St. Thomrs Aguinas, For A ulnas, as

for Aristotle, hwmen—intellscht 1s o poieniiel—ommi~otetres—a—
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iIn a mahner that Would hnve sthrtled Arilstoile.

Firast, he recoimlized an unrdstricted fesire tb
lkngw. As doon as wq learn of\Gnd's existerice, we wish to unferstand
higd nature.| To schilve snch unferstanding {s beyond lthe pouwdr of
AgER our napural caphelty, vetl in such achieverent lips our ducn-
Canpously désired bejtitnde, ¥ 12 1 £f; I-IT 3 8; 5 §.
Secoendly, the uprestrictedneds native fo intellect
zroginds the laffirmation that tHe oblesct of intellect Hes to bd
beipg. Bacrquse Intellect is patens ormie fieri, its obiect 1
ensy 179 % e, Beldg and everfgthing are eqiivalont ndtiong.
Thirdly, for thel same reason,| an intellqet fullf
in gct must pe infinibe and uncteated aet., |Any created intellbet
must in some| manner Ye potential, and our idtellects sthrd frof
a z¢ro of pofentrality. I 79 2le, CCG II 98,
Fourthly, none tihe less, heinlz 1s per se land
netyrally kmpwn to us (CG IT 83 (§31), and i%| cannot be unlmnown
Go s (De Vel 11 1 3m)., Avicenna had interpheted Aristofle's
agent intellsct as some separatel immeterisl Bobstance. Jquined
fourd it Immenent vl thin us: thel| lisht of intellirence, fhich ik
in s, perfoims the functions Arlistotle abtributed to asdnt
intellect and, moreovpr, Aristotle comvared f-ent intelldet to p
lighps CG I1 77 §5. | Augustine Wad advanced|that our imd lodze

= b D_CIlqirns cad 0O Cre P D3 ¥R Ia— St L 177

I3 1]
——in

afiff_maisio

s o i = T, &
- 4 =, "y - =W aya e A=t = a b

= ¥ e rEs ¥ hom 5 » s A -

+ Frawae

grounds and norms of things, Aquinasg explained that we consult
the eternal rrounds and norms, not by tnkins a look at them,
but by havins within us a lirht of intellirence that is a creanted
participation of the etemmal ond uncreated licht, I 84 5 c.
Fifthly, thourh belng 1s n«turally dnown, though
our intellects are created participations of uncreated light,
still there is no valid ontological arcunent for the existence of
God.y God's knowledre of being is a priori; he is the act of 4
understanding that grasps everything abont everything; butw e advance g
Lowards knowledge by zks asking the explanatory question, Quid site
and the factual quesilon, An sit?
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In such positions it 1s easy to <lscern nor only
the justification of Cajetan's theory of analory but also the
elements which that theory tendsto overlook. Prior to conce:tion
and to judgment, there iz the dynamiec orientation of intelll-ent
and rabtlonal conscizusness with its unvestricted objective. This
orisntation 18 man's ca-sciby to ralse questions and thereby ronerate
knowledge. Immanent within man, it is a spark of the divine.

Cognate to God, still 1t is knowinv not in act but in sheer potency.
As 1t 1s the common woot of intelli-snt grasp and resssnable
jndgment, 8o also 1t 1s the root of the relation or mroportion
bgtileen the concelv:d ersence and the aff™ivued existence. 4s its
objective 1s unrestricted, so 1t re'mrds not only si-gle componnds
of essgence and existence but also the univsrse, totqlity, infiniuy.

It has been noted hew Cajetan saves tle melin orienta-
tion of Arlstotelian thought by roinz bveyond it and, though thas
involves s%ill more metavhwyailes, it mey be added now Aquinas does
50, Aristotle asked what belng is. But "Vhat?" is just a disguised
"Why?" What the question really asks for is the ground of oeing,
and 80 Aristotle answered by indicating suvbhshantlisl form as the
Immanent cause of each helng, bt since his substantial form
ﬂas not some unique and sevarate Pla'onic Idea, his answer :2vVe

se to the L,.oblem of the urity of the nobion of being. ¥ow if
AQuinas were to ask the same gquestion, his answer would bhe that
God 1s the ground of belng; God's own being 1s self-explanztory
and necessary; by the Aristotelian theorem of the identity of
knower and Imown, God's being is 1dentical with God's understanding;
by that sinnle act of understanding (od understands himself, and
so he understunds his cwn povwer, and so he uvnderstandis all that
by thet power co 1d be produced. God, then, is Tthe act of
underatanding that zresps everytinlae ahout eqefything The cort ent
of the d¢v1ne act of intellect iz the idea of being and so, precisely
bacauge our intellects are protential, they can define belng only
at a second wemove as wnatever is to be ¥mo.n by intelligent srasy
and reasonable affirmation,

Arain, both the position of Cajetan and the position
of Scotus stand within the field aceessihle to the lo-ician. By
coing nehind that field to its dynamle basis, one can find the
ground not only of Cajetan's p oportion hut also of Scotus!
minimal content, What is it that is common to every conceptual

= content? It 1s that all are under-pinned and nenetrated by the
pure desirets intention of 1ts unrestricted objctive. The
Scotist notion of being Is recched hy distinguishing between the
o penetrating 1ntentlon of bheing and the penetrated concevtual
gontent; from iInstance to instance the conceptual content Aiff:rsg;
but in every incstance there is the anticlpating, enveloning,
nenebtrating in*ention, and thet is 3 T
what the Scotilst alle"ns to be a commion fsctor in all cortents,
orron-faefor-$o-e_ddentified
s Lunctional unity? To prswer that

agt-'half of Cajetan’
&t is neceosqpy’to

for it is ‘n"it
radﬂcq‘ly aifrér. ngmtqn
. He would i
»da dieditur
or him to
: ) o 138 exlatenc
ans that, as such, could not exist,
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C — . — — ) W




o

The Notion of Being | | 22 |

S$111 if the Intentlon of Being is a common factor
In all conceptual cortents, it also 1s a dynamic factor tht
goegbeyond them. To set aside this dynamism 1s to nullfy not
only what lies beyond the conceptual contents hat elso the ik entlon
of heing iteelf. TIn a famous 1littlas tre-tise Aquinas had remarked,
"Essentia dicitur secundum quod ner sam 6%t in on ens haobet esse,”
Itls in snd throush essence that heing has existencs., Hemnce,
belng apart from essence is being apart from the poasibility of
oxls tence; it 1s belng thot cannot exlist; but what cannot exist
1s nothing, nnd so the notion of %eing apart from esseonee 1s &
not lon of nothing. '

I% will be worth crasping why Scotus felt he could
ascape This conclusion while Hepel felt that he could not avoild it,
Scotus felt he could avoid it because he conceived knowing, not
as process thnt reaches a complste incrament only in jud—ent,
but as taking a look., Whean Sestus serarated his notlon of being
from other conceptual contents, ha also senarated that notizn from
the possgibility of judgment. Sti1l thet separation did not imply
for 5S¢ tus a separation from the vossibility of lmowing, for he
viewed Imowing, not as ultimately constituted by judzing, but as
eszentially a mntter of looklng., He wosld grant that there was
no look in :hich the seen was solely the common content that he
namned being., But he would lnaist thet that common contsnt was
1ncluded in avaryxinteilask the obvlect of every intellectual
intuitlion, ands still more woild he insist that a look mm at
nothing, an intuition of nothing, was absurd. In brdef, for
the Scotist, bsing 1s an aspect of the real at which intellect
looks; the theory of modes and the distinction hetween -uildditative
and denomlnative being arse efforts to blow tilis asnect up to the
dimensions ofXk the whols, For the Thomist, on the otherk hand,
belng 1s the whole of what intelligence anticipates; 1t is the
oblective of an unrestrieted, dynsmie orlentablcn: it is whatever
intellisent grasp and remsonable afiirmation will determine;
and so the notlon of heing is oven to tha all the incom-lste and
—artial moments from which co-nitional nrocess suffers withoab
ever renocuncing 1lts all-inclusive ronl.

APFEve hundred years separate Hegel from Scotus.
As will appear from our discussion of the notion of objectivity,
Chat notable interval of time was ler-ely dewoted to workinz oub
in a variety of menners the possibillities of the assumption that
kmowing consists in takine a2 look,, The ultimate conclusion was
thet it did mt and could not. Iffthe resder coas not himself
accopt that conclamlon as definltive, certainly Hepel did and so
Ror Hegsel could not take advantare of the Secotist sscaps from the
identification of the n-tion of hainc with the notion of nothing.
But Hegel was noxed on the obther slde as well. He effectively
acknowledred a pure desire with an unrestricted objective. But
he ceuld not identifyy that oblective with a universe of beirg,
withh 2 realm of factual existents and occurrences. For being as
fact can be reashed only in so far as the virtually unconditioned
18 reached; and as Xant had ignored that constitntive comnonent
of judgment, =0 Hegel neither rediscovered nor re-ostablished it,
The only objective Hecel can offer the pi—-e desire 13 a universe
of all-inclusive concrsteness that 1s devold of the exs tential,
the factual, the virtually unconditlened. There is no rhyme or
reason why such an abjective should be named Being. It is, os
Hegel named 1%, an Absolute Tdea. It is the all-inclusive summit
of the vure desire!'s im-anent dialecticel process from position
through oprosition to sublation that sields a new position %o
recommence the triadic process until the Absolute Idea ls reached.
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The Notion of Belng . _ . . e NWIQS'

NWow if the Intentiom that 18 the pure desire has neltls r a Scobist
realiby, on which it can look back, nor a Thomist universe of
existents, to which i1t can look forward, nons the less In nsycholog-
ical fact it under<plns =nd penetrates all concevntual cortt ents.

It conatiiubes then a common factor in all concevtual contents:

1t can be dlsting:ished from them, for it is ldentienlax»mmx with
none of them; yet, as distinculshed from them, it becomes indls-
tinguishable from the notlon of nothing; for the only sround of

the latter distingtion wo1ld be thet 1t looked back or forward to
something.

It 1s inberesting to note that, if the forerolng
succeeds in fixing fundomental fesbures of Hepel's thought, by
that very fact 1t shows that on Hegelilan criteria kha Herellanlam
is mis taken. Tegel!'s System 1s not afraild of facts: it exylains
any fact allered arainst it by showing it to be a manifestation of
ah incomplete viewyoint ineluded within the System. Hegel's g
System is not afraid of contrad:ictions: 1t explains any corm radiction g
alleged against it by ¥mewimx revenling wh+t opnosed and Incomnlete ;
viewpoints, accounted for by the System, yleld the alleged cort ra-
dietory terma. The only th'nz the System has to feab 1s that it
1tself should he no more than some Incomplete viewpont aund, in
faect, thot is whst it is, He el slmed at rehubilitating tThe
spaculative rsason that Kant hed dethroned. But the baasls of The
Kantlan attack was that the nncondlitioned is not a constitutive
componsnt of judzment., A complete reheb:lltaflion of human
rational consclousness will show thet the unconditioned 1s a
congtitutive compmonent of judgment. This Hegel did not do.

His viewpoint 1s egssentially the vlswpoint of a tninker who does
not and camnnot regaxd the factual ag uncondlitioned, who cannot
aclmowledre any Tactually fixed -oints of reference, who cannot
advance by disbinguishing the Emrtminm defl-itively certaln, the
more or less probable, and the unmown., Herel!s ranse of vision
1s enormous: ihdeed, it 1s unrestricted in extent. But 1t is
alwagys restricted in content, for it views everything as it wonld
be if there were no fasts., It is o restricted viewpoint that
can topple oubwards into the factualness of Harx or inwards into
the factualness of Xierkecaard. It 1s a viewpoint that is frans-
cended aubtomaticelly by anyone that, in any instence, nrasps the
virtually unconditioned and affirms it. '

For this reason we nlaced the discussion of Self-
affirmation prior to the discussion of the Notion of Being. %
Self-affirmation is the affirmation of the Ymower conscicus empirlcalljg
it elli ently retionally. The pure desire to kmw know ls a consti~ &
tuent element hoth of the affirming and of the self that is afflrmed.
But “he pure desire to w w 1s the notion of veing as it 1s
spontaneously operative in comitional »rocess and heing ltselfl
is the to-be-known towards which that process heads. '
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