
hatter XIV: The Dialectic of Philosophy.

1.	 t i(h4 YY
It is not d . iffic' 1t to set antitheses against

the conclusions of the preceding three charters. Against

the objectivity that is based on intelligent inquiry and

critical reflection, there stands the unquestioning orientation

of extroverted biological consciousness and its uncritical

survival not only in dramatic and practical living but also

in much of philosophic thought. Against the concrete universe

of being, of all that can be intelligently grasped and reason-

ably affirmed, there stands in a prior completeness the world

of sense, in which the x "real" and the "apparent" are sub-

divisions within a 	 "already out there

now." Against the self-affirmation of a consciousness that

at once is empirical, intellectual, and rational, there stands

the native bewilderment of the existential subject, revolted

by mere animality, unsure of his way through the maze of

philosophies, trying to live without a known purpose, sz ffer3ng

despite an unmotivated will, threr , tened with inevitable

death and, before death, with disease and even insanity.

The peculiarity of these antitheses is not to

be overlooked. They are not mere conflicting propositions.
pµo.	 ,,rw, sr^+PGj

They are not,,logical alternatives, of which 4is Atrue and the
;s AJAreAle

otherAfalse. But in each case both the thesis and the anti-

thesis have their ground in the concrete unity in tension

that is man. For human consciousness is polymorphic. The

pattern in which it flows may be biological, aesthetic, artistic,

dramatic, practical, intellectual, or mystical. These patterns
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alternate; they blend or mix; they can interfere, conflict,

lose their way, break down. The intellectual pattern of

experience is supposed and expressed by our account of self-

affirmation, of being, and of objectivity. But no man is born

in that pattern; no one reaches it easily; no one remains in

it permanently; and when some other pattern is dominant, then

the self of our self-affirmation seems quite different from

one's actual self, the universe of being seems as unreal as

Plato's noetic heaven, and objectivity spontaneously becomes

a matter of meeting persons and dealing with things that are

"really out there."

Not merely are the antitheses based on the

polymorphic fact of a protean consciousness, but initially

there is the bewildering fact without the clear antitheses.

To reach that sharp formulation, it ::gas necessary for us to

begin from insight, to study its functioning in mathematics,

in empirical science, and in common sense, to turn to refledtive

unclersbanding and judnent, and throughout to avoid involvement

in obviously pressing problems on the netuw e of knowledge, of

reality, and of the relation between them. Even in unfolding

the process that ends in self-affirmation, we were unprepared

to say whether I affirming the self was knowing the self.

Affirming the self became knowing the self inasmuch as knowing

being waslseen to be affirming it; and knowing being became

objective knowing through kiw:ascamt a grasp of the nature

of experiential, normative, absolute, and the consequent

princ ipal objectivity.

If a clear and sharp formulation of the antitheses

occurs only asp at the end of a long and difficult in^uiry,
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still that inquiry today is prepared and supported in a manner

unattainable in earlier centuries. The development of mathe-

matics, the maturity of some branches of empirical science,

the investigations of depth psychology, the interest in

historical theory, the p epistemological problems raised

by Descartes, by,liume, and by Rant, the concentration of

modern philosophy upon co_nitional the analysis, all serve

to facilitate and to illumine an investigation of the mind

of man. But if it is possible for later ages to reap the

harvest of earlier sowing, still before that sowing and during

it there was no harvest to be reared.

It is not too surprising, then, that the philo-

sophies have been many, contradictory, and disparate. For

surprise merely expresses the mistaken assumption that the

task of philosophy lies in the observation or utterance of

some simple entity by some simple mind. In fact, the ll to

is polymorphic; it has to master its own manifold before it

can determine what asternxx utterance is, or whit is uttered,

or what is the relation betc;een th-e two; and when it does so,

it finds nits own complexity at the root of antithetical

solutions. From the welter of conflicting philosophic defini-

tions and from the Babel of endless philosophic arcuments,

it has been concluded that the obect of philoso-hy either

does not exist or cannot be attained. But this conclusion

tfiiikr dis re wards two facts. On the one hand, the philosophers

have been men of exce;'Lional pmt acumen and profundity. On

the other hand, the many, contradictory, disparate philosophies

can all be contributions to the clarification of x some basic

but polymorphic fact; because the fact is basic, its implications
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range over the universe; but because it is polymorphic, its

alternative forms ground diverse sets of implications.

Such is the viev' to be developed in the present

account of the dialectic of philosophy. As in our remarks

on mathematics, on empirical science, and on common sense,

so also here the one object of our inquiry is the nature and

fact of insight. Yhilosophers and philosophies engage our

attention inasmuch as they are instances and products of

inquiring intelligence and reflecting reasonableness. It

is from this viewpoint that there emery-es a unity not only

of origin but also of goal in their activities; and this

twofold unity is the ground for finding in any given philosophy

a significance that can extend beyond the philosopher's horizon

and, f in a manner he did not expect, pertain to the permanent

development of the human mind.

%nr.. 0 oe ^r^,-- ^r a	 1

d1r:c d.: elopmont and by gōmple entary bry nches o

f clarif̂ i^cations of kno^.:led ;: and of its im:^ j	 ions in

he r,e'aims of metaphsrsicp , ethics, and natu. ,1 theoloRy.

T e complementary br̂ nches have a tv:ofoly origin; partly

t iey spring fromAhe incompleteness . the central clarific .tions
s

any motnen1 of human history, a-c. so they appear as e 	 is

f  still further progress; b at the same time nd o a

g ealt r or less extent th are involved in the polymorphi
so	 arc.

o the subject, ande, e orAstrengthening a m taken cause

b; appealing to mtirstaken notions of the elf, of being, o
are.

objectivity, or else \ d° refuting ' ese mistakes u.n

istaken- ibipression that they are refuting all 	 at can b

^^ b- y t^lē s^f!b^* - ciel5T71, or by objectivity.

ndirect prog e s. The central rand consists"a series

at    
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The possibility of contradictory contributions

to a single goal is, in its main lines, already familiar to

the reader. Besides the direct insights that grasp the sys tematic,

there are also the inverse insights that deal with )the non-

systematic. As both types of insight are needed by the

mathematician, the empirical scientist, the depth psychologist,

and the theorist of history, so also both types are needed by

the philosopher. Moreover, inasmuch as the philosopher

employs both typaa direct and imuose inverse insights in his

survey and estimate of the philosophic process, his mind

and grasp become the single goal in which contradictory

contributions attain their complex unity. Finally, the

heuristic structure of that unity admits deg;ermination

through the principle that positions invite development and

counter-positions invite reversal. This prixaipgxa principle

we mast now must explain.

First, in any philosophy it is possible to

distinguish between its cormit .onal theory and, on the other

hand, its pronouncements on metaphysical, ethical, and t_7eo-

• logical issues. Let us name the cognitional theory the basis,

and the other pronouncements the expansion.

Secondly, there are two aspects to the basis.

On the one hand, co nitional theory is determined by an appeal

to the data of consciousness and the( to the historical develop-

ment of human knowledge. On the other hand, the formulation

of cognitional theory cannot be complete unless some stand

is taken on basic issues in philosophy.

Thirdly, the trot inevitable philosop1 ie

component, immanent in the formulation of cognitional theory,
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will be either a basic position or else a basic counter-position.

It will be a basic position, 1) if the real is

the concrete universe of being and not a sub-division of the

"already out there now'"; 2) if the subect becomes known When

it affirms itself intelli ,ently and reasonably and so is not

known yet in any prior "existential" state; or 3) if objectivity

is xnertxsxtamxea.simrs is conceived as a consequence of intelligent

inquiry and critical reflection, and not as as property of vital

anticipation, extroversion, and satisfaction.

On the other hand, it will be a basic counter-

position, if it contradicts one or more of the basic positions.

pis polo i ; motaphy cal, ethic(5.k, and,

•

Fourthly, any philosoehic pronouncement on any

epistemological, metaphysical, ethical, or theological issue
the

will be named a position if it is coherent with i basic positions
on the real, on lmo:A ing, and on objectivity; and it will be

named a counter-position if it is coherent with one or more

of the basic counter-positions.

Fifthly, all counter-positions invite reversal.

For any lack of coherence prompts the intellinent and reasonable

inquirer to introduce coherence. But counter-positions, though

coherent with one another, though the insertion of their symbolic

equivalents into an electronic computer wold not lead to a

break-down, none the less are inahsmsast incoherent with the

activities of grasping them intelli-ently and affirming them

reasonably. For these activities contain the basic positions;

and the basic positions are IschoN incoherent with any counter-
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position. One can grasp and accept, propose and defend a

counter-position; but that activity commits one to grasping

and accepting one's grasping and accepting; and that commitment

involves a grasp and acceptance of uhe basic positions.

The only coherent way to maintain a counter-position is that

of the animal; for animals not only do not speak but also do

not offer excuses for their silence.

Sixthly, all positions invite development.

For they are coherent not only with one another but also with

the activities of inquiring intelligence and reflective reasonable-
with existin attainment,/

ness; because these activities are coherent , their exercise is

possible; because existing attainment is incomplete, further

development is invited.

A simple example will clarify the meaning of

the foregoing abstract statements. Let us say that datosiu

Cartosian dualism contains both a basic position and a basic

counter-position. The basic position is the "cogito, ergo sum s '

and, as Descartes did not endow it with the clarity and precision

that are to be desired, its further development is invited

by such questions as,+hat is the self? '.,'hat is thinking?

What is being? What are the relations between them? On

4	 the other hand, the basic counter-position is the affirmation

of the res exuensa; it is real as a sub-division of the ximoz

"already out there now"; its objectivity is a matter of

extroversion; knowin_r., it is not a matter of inquiry and
0

reflection. This counter-position invites reversal, not

merely in virtue of its conjunction with the other component

in Cartesian th..0 ;ht, but even when pos h ed by itself in anyone's

^^p,re^s^ ō%s^I^^eā^g"^^e33^S`^1^e1 liabs t s^^
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thought. Thus, Hobbes overcame Cartesian dualism by grantang

reality to the res conitans only if it were anotaer instance

of the res extensa, another instance of matter in motion.

Hume overcame Hobbes by reducing all instances of the already

out there now real" to manifolds of impressions linked by mere

habits and beliefs. The intelli{,ence and/reasonableness of

Hume's criticizing were obviously -uite different from the

no knowledge he so successfully criticized. I,tirht one not

identity knowledge with the criticizing activity rather than

the criticized materials? If so, Cartesian dualism is eliminated

by another route. One is back at the thinking subject and,

at the term of this reversal, one's philosophy is enriched

not only by a stronger affirmation of the basic position but

also by an explicit negation of the basic counter-position.

the--lip

de v opment of man's 	 wled?e of knovvled ;e and of it

3a plications can be xriressed in a counter-p• ition; o e can

ma e a si nif Knt discovery without be g a complete

it' ns.

S ill, this s : ries cannot be regarded as a aQ^ sinF-r e cumulative
^ `

d velopment. 	hat , is found is a disc,efitinuous set ō initial

c unter-positions, each of w hich be;:ins byefi,joyin a wham

herent tnt est:ma, ex,z:zna-Luat__aluks-wits-reversal into

a`kos itL-ion. 
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In the 1icht of the dirlectic, then, the historical

series of philosophies would to rerarded as a sequence of

contributions to a s inrg,le but complex goal. Sinif scant

d.L scoveries, because they are not the prerorative of completely

successful philosophers, are expressed either as positions or

as counter-positions. But positions invite development, and

so the sequence of discoveries expressed as positions should

form a unified, cumulative structure that can be enriched by

adding the discoveries initially expressed as counter-positions.

On the other hand, since coup er-po , itions invite reversal,

a free unfolding; of human tho!_zr;ht sho' , 1d tend to separate

the discovery from its author's bias in the measure that its
are,

presuppositions wr ,re,lexamind and its implr .cations tested.

However, the dialectic itself has a notable

presupposition, for it supposes that cognitional theory

exercises a fundamental influence in metaphysics, in ethics,

and in theolor;ical pronouncements. This -Tesupr'osition merits

ks r^.^th-L--,	 T. • 	 anm
^

indicating n a manner .tSiat perhapsis suffic t

esent burp	 s, the r°en- al strategy bj which e can

ōceed fro die cor-nit'- al theor	 hat we hav• been forrtlat
.-

0 a meto .physics	 may claiito possess at$!!!a.^ remart_c; •1
-- '	

/ ;

^i!to1 als'ta l^o ^^^^-^-1^^,^ ^ p^i l^ ^ 	 c	 .

exploration. In the present chapter, then, an attempt viill be

made to define metaphysics, to stae its ,method, and to

clarify the method by contrasting it v:ith other methods.

In subsequent chapters, the method will be articulated by

an outline of metaphysics, a sketch of ethics, and a presentation

of transcendent knowledge.
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2. A Definition of Metaphysics.

Just as the notion of being underlies and penetrates

and goes beyond all other notions, so also metaphysics is the

department of human knowledfe that underlies, penetrates,
all

transforms, and unifies/oti::er departments.

It underlies all other departments, for its

principlds are neither terms nor propositions, neither concepts

nor judgments, but the detached and disinterested drive of the

pure desire to know and its unfolding in the empirical, intellectual

and rational consciousness of the self-affirming subject.

From the unfolding of that drive proceed all 1 questions, all

insights, all formulations, all reflections, all jud7ments;

and so metaphysics unr.erlies lo.*ic and nathematics, the various

sciences and the myriad instances of common sense.

It penetrates all other departments. For other

departments are c onst ituted by the same principles as

metaph •^ sits. They are partic tlar departments inasmuch as
they are restricted to some particular viewpointnt and field.

Yet despite the restrictions that make them particular, all

departments spring from a common source and seek a common

compatibility and coherence, and in both these respects

they are penetrated by metaphysics.

It transforms all other departments. For the

consciousness of man is polymorphic and it ever risks formulating

its discoveries not as positions but as counter-positions.

Common sense is sub'ect to a dramatic bias, an egoistic bias,

a group bias, and a renerlal bias that disregards the complex

theoretical issue s, in which it becomes involved, and 	 long

term consequences, from which it blindly suffers. Scientists

0
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are not just scientists but slay also men of common sense; they

share its bias in so far as their specialty does not correct it;

and in so far as their specialty runs counter to the bias of

common sense, they find themselves divided and at a loss for a

coherent view of the world. Metaphysics sprin-s from the

pure desire to know; it is free from the restrictions of particular

viewpoints; it d.istinruishes positions from counter-positions

in the whole of kno•ele dire; it is a transformingorming principle that

urges positions to fuller development and, by reversing counter-

positions, libe. aces discoveries from the shackles in which, at

first, they were formulated.

It unifies all other departments. For other

departments meet '_)articala .r ranges of questions, but it is the

original, total question and it moves to the total answer by

t'ti v `tOwthe -

`e-'--1,1` .`().4tteirk-AP 	 .ecr

transforming and putting for-ether all other answers. Metaphysics,

then, is the whole in 1mowled •e but not the whole of knowledge.

A whole is not without its parts, nor inc'ependent of them, nor

identical with them. So it is that, while the principles of

metaphysics are prior to all other 1cnowled7e, still the attainment

of metaphysics is the key-stone that both rests upon the of _er
presses

parts and yips ,i thorn together in the unity of a ;:hole.

cs

a= °-	 - -: :• conceive it; ̂,a:h  t : ere see	 ittle profi'-

iscussing •ther ideas at he nioment./?'rZ ther let us d.istinE;ui
.^'o 4.14,

l the explic metaphysics, over which •isputesyi āe.
univs3r6alist	

^.manon
•

atent mētaphysics consists in the/dynamism that is 	 t

etwe- a latent mohysics,	 tendsto to

J



..,.^..........:,^s„ta.;n:.........;,.,.«x^+'nn.-«.^..u:.:i.:ar:^ „k's::e•--e^',e .. -

Dialectic of Philosophy	 2.	 12

From the foregoing account, it ;could appear that
AL-41../

metaphysics existl in three stares or forms. In its first stage,

it is Latent. Empirical, intellectual, and rati), , a1 consciousness

are imna .nent and op.'rative in all human knowing; from them string

both the various departments of knot',ledre and the attempts that

are made to reverse counter-positions and to attain coherence

and unity; but the comr, .on source of all kno•,:led^e is not grasped

with sufficient clarity and precision; the di-lectical principle

of transformation is not a developed technique; and efforts at

unification are haphazard and stasniodic. In its second stage,

metaphysics is problematic. The need of a systematic effort

for unification is felt; studies of the nature of knovledrre

abound; but these very studies are involved in the disarray

of the positions and counter-positi :ms that res , lt from the

polymorphic consciousness of man. In its th_.rd stare, metaphysics

is explicit. it Latent metaphysics, which always is operative,

succeeds in conceiving itself, in working out its implications

and techniques, and in affirming; the conception, the implications,

and the techniques.

'r' /hat is this explicit metaphysics? It will

simplify matters enormously if, in the Present chapter, va

pre sc ind from the complicated and disputed question of pAere9; e

the possibility of man! s 1mowinr what l..es beyond the limits of

human e:;perience. Accordingly, we introduce the notion of

proport ionae being. In its full sweep, being is whatever is

to be known by inGellir ent grasp and reasonable affirmation.

But being that is proportionate to human knowing not only is to be
to be

understood and affirmed but also is/experienced. So proportionate

being may be defined as whatever is to be known by human

experience, intelligent grasp, and reasonable affirmation.
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Now let us say that explicit metaphysics is

the conception, affirmation, and implementation of the integral

heuristic structure of pro Jortion to being. The meaning and

implications of this statement have now to be explored.

First, what is meant by an integral, heuristic

structure? To begin by assemblin€ the eleni nts of the answer,

conce tual consents may be - ,rimitive or derived; the derived

are defined by a p7 coal ing to the primitive; the primitive are

fixed inasmuch as terms and relati ns proceed from a single

understanding %;ith the rel tions settled b the terms and the

terms settled by the relations. too;=sever, _prior to Aunderstanding

that issues in answers, there arequestions that antiapx

anticipate answers; and as has been seen, such anticipation

may be employed systemrtically in the determination of ansYers

that as yet are unknown; for while the content of a future

cognitional act is unknown, the {e nera .l cL racteristics of

the act itself not only con be known but also can supply

a prsnzias premise that leads to the act. A heuristic notion,

then, is the notion of an unkno , .n content and it is determined

by anticipating" , the type of act th.ro': h -:rich the un1mown

would become known. A heuristic structure is an ordered

set of heuristic notions. Finally, an integral heuristic

structure is the ordered set of all heuristic notions.

In illustration, one may point to the definition

of proportionate being. It is whatever  is to be known by

huanan experience, intelli!Tent grasp, and reasonable affirmation.

The definition does not assir .n the content of any experience,

of any undersuanding, of any affirmation. Yet it does assign

an ordered set of types of acts, and it implies that every 

0
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proportionate being is to be known through such an ordered set.

Accordingly, the definition is an instance of a heuristic structure;

but it is not an instance of an inte fc,ral heuristic structure,

for it doesx not exhaust the resources of the human mind in

anticipating what it is to know.

secondly, if the inter-rat heuristic structure

of proportionate being were conceived, affirmed, and impl4mented,

then latent metaphysics would become explicit. For lr.tent

metaphsics is the dymmic unity of empirical, intellectual,

and rational consciousness as underlying, penetrating, tra sforming,

and unifying atdba 	 e e the other departments of knowledge.

But an integral heuristic structure of pr•oportic 	 e being

would perform these offices in an explicit manner. As heuristic,

it would underlie other knovledg;e. As the questions, which

other knowledge answers, it would penetrate other fields.

As dialectical, it would transform these answers. As integral,

it would contain in itself the order that b n.ds othr departments

into a single in,olligible whole.

Thirdly, such an explicit metaphysics would be

progressive. For heuristic notir)ns ancl structures are not

discovered by some Platonic xnamaesis recall of a prior state

of contemplative bliss. They result from the reso!-.rcefulness

of human intelligence in operation. They are to be known only

by an analysis of operations that h<:=. e become familiar and as

are submitted to examination. Just as the other departments

of knowledge advance by discovering new methods, so metaphysics

advances by adding these discoveries to its account of the

integral heuristic structure of prop,:.rtionaLe being.
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Fourthly, such an explicit metaphysics would be

nuanced. It world be a whole of many parts, and different parts

would possess varying degrees of clarity and precision, of

evidence and inevitability. It follows that not all parts

could be affirmed with the same confidence, that some oould

be regarded as certain, mils others as highly probable, others

as recommended b -- the lack of alternatives, others as doubtful

and in need of further confirmation.

Fifthly, such a metaphysics would be factual.

Proportionate being is not the merely Possible nor need it be

absolutely necessary. It is what in fact is, and the science

that views it as a ::hole can be content to ascertain what in

fact is true. Moreover, the vr.rious empirical sciences and the

myriad instances of common sense aim at no more than knowing

what in fact is so; but metaphysics is t_e.r unifcaxtion;

in as a principle, it ;,recedes them; but as an attainment, it

follows upon them, em_eres from them, do;)ends upon them; and

so, lure them, it boo will be factual.

Sixthly, the dependence of such a metaphysics

upon the sciences and upon common sense would be the dependence,

not of a conclusion on premisses nor of an effect upon its cause,

but of aX Z
	

' , transforming, and unifying principle
^^.^^.,,,,,^^,,^^--ate,

upon the materials that itUs14-i,ze.s, transforms, and unifies.

Metaphysics does not un ,:.ertake eithrr• to discover or to teach

science; it does not undertake either to develop or to impart

connon sense; it does not pretend to know the universe of

proportionate being independently of science and common sense;

but it can and does take over the results of such distinct

efforts, it works them into coherence by reversing their
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counter-positions, and it knits them into a unity by discerning

in them the concrete prolongations of the inte*ral heuristic

structure which it itself is.

Seventhly, such a metaphysics, once it had

surmounted its initial difficulties, would be stable. It

would admit inciental modifications and improvements, but it

could not undergo the revolutionary changes to which the empirical

sciences are subject. For a science is open to revolutio.ary

change inasmuch as it is possible to reach a h -_rher viewpoint

and conse r; uently to alter the content of its primitive terms

and relations. But it is possible to reach a hillier viewpoint

only within the frame-work of in( ::uiring and critical intelligence;

there is not, in human kaowledne, any possible hi-her view-point

that goes beyond that frame-work itself and replaces intolli .ent

inquiry and critical reflection by some Burro.rate; and the

viewpoint of metaphysics is constituted by noth .nr; less than

inquiring intolli_,ence and critical reflection. !Ioreover,

a hirrher viewpoint can alter the content of primitive terms

and relations only if that content is deteamimxie some determinate

object of thought or affirmation. The Aristotelian, the
aMd.

Galilean, the Ne:gytoni,3n,,the 	 4'3/ 	 Einsteinian accounts

of the free fall of heavy bodies are all o en to revision,

for all are determinate contents. On the other hand, a merely

heuristic account is not open to revision. One cannot revise

the heuristic )notion that the natuie of a free fall is what
correctly;

is to be known when the free fall is understood/ for it is

that heuristic notion that is both antecedent to each determinate

account and, as dwell, subsequent to each and the urinciple of

the revision of each. Accordingly, singe metaphysics is

l
^.^
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the intenral heuristic structure of proportionate being, since

it is a structure that is coincident with inquiring intellience

and critical reflection, metaphysics is stxbletz not open to

revolutionary change.

Eirhthly, mo r.aphysics primarily regards being

as explained, but secondarily it includes being as described.

Primarily, it reards being as explained, for it is a heuristic

structure, and a heuristic strlctu .re looks to what is to be

known when one understands. Secondarily, it includes being

as dwribed. For explanation is of thincs as related to one

another; description is of things as related to us; and so,

since we are Minns, t'e descriptive relations must be identical

with some of the exx :anItion explanatory relations.

It is to be noted that the inclu.dion of descri ptive

relations in metaphysics is implicit, creneral, mediated, and

intellectual. It is implicit, for explicitly metaphysics

regards things as explained. It is general, for ni taphysics

is just a heuristic structure and so only in the most general

fashion can it determine which explanatory relatio_ls are identical

with doscri .,-.tive relations. It is mediated, inasmuch as metaphysics

unifies the sciences and common sense and throurh them it can

determine more precisely willvt which explanatory relations also

are descriptive. Finally, the inclusion is in,;ellectual,

for it occurs on the level of intellifxence and judrrn.ent and not

on the level of sense. Just as thinking of the thermodynamic

equations will not make anyone feel warmer or cooler, so the

metaphysics of heat will be incapable of producing the experience

of heat as felt. Similarly, no metaphysics, even if it

regards mathematical science as superficial and undertakes

to uphold the distinctive reality of quality, will be able to



     

Dialectic of Philosophy 

impart to a blind man the experience of color as seen or to

a deaf man the experience of sound as heard.

Incidentally, once this last point is grasped,

it would seem that metaphysical at t empts to uphold the distinctive
sensible

reality of/quality have n ,thine, to uphold, For if mitxphxs

metaphysics cannot reproduce the sensed as sensed, it can uphold

sensible quality only by assigning some corresponding intelli-

gibility. But mathematical science already offers a corres-

ponding intelligibility and, though the materials of mathe-

matical intelligibility are quantitative or, more accurately,

ordinable, mathematical intelligibility is not itself quantitative.

The difference between a trigonometric and an exponential

function is not a difference in size; it is a difference in

intelligible law governing relations between or.din continuously

ordinable elements.

A corollary of wider interest regards the ten

categories commonly ascribed to Aristotle. They are descriptive.

A naturalist will assi,r the genus, species, end. instance

(substance) of an animal, its size and weight (quantity),

its color, shape, abilities, propmensities (quality) , its

similarities to other animals and ics differences from them

p

	

	 (relation), its performance and susceptibilities (action and

passion), its habitat and seasonal chanfes (place and time),

its mode of motion and rest (posture), and its possession

of such items as claws, talons, hooves, fur, feathers, horns

(habit). But metaphysics, as it is being conceived, is a

heuristic structure that regards being as explained and only

implicitly, generally, mediately, and intellectually includes

being as described. It follows that Aristotle's ten categories,

though, they regard proportionate being, none the less do not
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pertain to the constitutive structure of metaphysics.

Perhaps enough has been said to clarify what

tive mean by metaphysics. The detached and disinterested desire

to know and its unfolding in inquiry and reflection not only

constitute a notion of being but also impose a normative

structure upon man's conitional acts. Such a structure

provides the relations by which un) -mo1;,n contents of the acts

can be defined heuristically. This heuristic structure is

immanent and operative in all human knowing, but initially

it is latent and the polymorphism of human consciousness

makes it problematic as well. None the less, it can be

conceived, affirmed, and implemented, and from t-at implementation
an

taere follows a trnnoformation and/inter;ration of the sciences

and of the myriad instances of c om e eon sense. But knowing is

kno;ring being. So the integral heuristic structure of pro-

portionate being, as determined by the sciences and common sense,

is knowledge of the organizing structure of proportionate being.

As has been said, such a metaphysics is progressive, nuanced,

factual, formally dependent on commit tonal theory and materially

dependent on the sciences and on conron sense, stable, and

in its outlook explanatory.

There remains the clarification that results

from a discussion of method, and to this we now turn our

attention.

0   
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3.	 Method in īietaphysics.

A method is a set of directives that serve to

guide a process towards a result, The result, at which we are

aiming, is the explicit metaphors is s outlined in the previous

section. It would consist in a symbolic indication of the total

ranrre of possible experience, in a set of acts of insi4lt that

unify such experience, and in a grasp of the virtually uncon-

ditioned issuing in a reasonable affirmation of the unified

view.

This result can exist only in the empirical,

intellectual, and rational consciousness of the self-affirming

subject. inetaphir s is s, then, is not some thi nr_ in a book but

something in a mind. Moreover, it is produced not by a book

but only by the mind in which it is. Books can serve to supply

the stimulus for a set of precise visual experiences, to

issue through tIle experiences an invitation to acts of insIght,

to lead through the insi ;hts to a grasp of the virtually

unconditioned. But books cannot constitute the visual experiences,

nor necessitate the insirrhts, nor impose the attainment of

the high moment of critical reflection that through the

unconditioned reaches judgment. Further, the subject that is

envisaged is not some general or trans,endental or absolute

subject; from the viewpoint of the =.niter it is any particular

subject that can experience, can inquire intelli ently, can

reflect critically; but from the viewpoint of the reader the

particular subject is the subject that he or she is. No one

can understand for another or ,judge for another. Such acts

are one's own and only one's oven, Explicit notx metaphysics

is a personal attainment.

(7,
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Particular subjects are many. Their respective

histories and attainments are diverse. Their outlooks on the

universe are disparate. Yet despite their multiplicity, their

diversity, their disparateness, they as they actually are

constitute the start:;.ng-point for the process that leads to

explicit mutaphJ sits. There is no use addressing minds that

could be or should be but in fact are not, if one would encourage

the genesis of explicit metaphysics in the minds that are.

Just as mytaphysics can exist ix only in a mini and can be
is to he,

produced only by the mind in which it Xi, so also metaphysics
can begin only in minds that exist and it can proceed only

from their actual texture and complexion. Bluntly, the

starting-point of metaphysics is people as they are.

Between this ftarting-point and the goal, ti ere

is the process. It is a process from latent through problematic

to explicit metaphysics. People as they arergnum cannot avoid

experience, cannot _out off their intelli f^ence, cannot renounce

their reasonableness. But they mod may never hove adverted

to these concrete and factual inevitabilities. they may be

unable to distinuish between them sharply, or discern the

immanent order that binds them to ,ether, or find/in them the

dynamic structure that has generated all their scientific

knowledge and all their common sense, or acknowled(„e in that

dynamic structure a normative crinciple that ry ,overns the outcome

of all inquiry, or discover in themselves other equally dynamic

struct,. .res that can in=terfere with the detached and disinterested

unfolding of the pure desire to know, or conclude to the polymorphism

of their subjectivity and the untoward effects d.t can have upon

their efforts to reach a unified view of the universe of

proportionate being.
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The process, then, to explicit metaphysics

is primarily a process to self-knowledge. It has to be gin

from the polymorphic subject in his native disorientation and

betilderment. It cannot appeal to what he knows for as yet

he has not learnt to distinguish shnrnly and effectively

between the know in ^ men share with animals, the knowing

that men alma alone possess, and the manifold blends and

mixtures of the two that are the disorientation and around

the bewilderment of people as they are. Since an appeal

to disorientated knot-.'ledge wo.ild only extend and ox confirm

the disorientation, the appeal must be to the desire that

is prior to knowledr,e, that. r•er)erates know]ed -e, that can

effect the correction of tniscarria-es in tine co7n.i_tional

process. Still, it cannot be taken for (granted that the

subject knows his ovn desire and its implications; were

there such kno .1edr o , t .e disorientation would he remedied

already; and so uhe initial appeal is to the desire, not as

known, but as exist:inF and operative. The first rfwrective,

then, is to begin from interest, to excite it, to use its

momentum to carry things along. In other -::cords, the method

of metaphysics primarily is peda Īgogical: it is headed towards

an end that is unknown and as y ; t cannot be disclosed; it

paosetads from the viewpoint of the pupil it proceeds by

cajoling or forcing attention and not by e ;plaining the
b

intended goal and^inviting; on intelli7ent and reasonable

cooperation. So it was that without mentioning metaphysics,

we studied the fact and the nature of insight in mathematics,

in the empirical sciences, in common sense, in judgments on
ow	 ow

mathematics, ats the empirical sciences, and^tNa:t2seldxs2

__ ...._.. _..._;^.; .__.^..__..,. x._,^,....,^.
t 	t.,
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myriad
the/concrete and ;_,articular ob.7ects of com»on sense. So too

we examined self-affirmation and the notions of being and of

objectivity. So too we began to telk about the dialectic of

philosophy. In :he measure in v.hich .:e h^.ve been successful,

the reader will know v;hat is meant bn ins i -ht, whnt is meant

by rasonableness, how both differ from the intornal and

external ex:,erience that they presunrose, how all three form

a patterned orientation that differs from other orientations

that commonly are more f^miliar and more frequent. In the

measure that such self-knowledrre has been reached, it is possible

to leave pedagogy and to disc: Is s method; and so we find ourselves

discussinr' method.

A method, as was remarked, is a set of directives

that guide a process to a result. But the result can exist

only in a self-affirmin., subject, and the process can be

produced only by the subject in which the result is to exist.

It follows that the directives of 'c.he method must be issued

by the self-affirming. subject to himself. The initial peda7ogical

stage was to enable the subject to issue the prover directives;

and the present discussion of method hss to be the subjectts

own determination of the directives he is to issue.

The method, then, of m_taphysics is dictated

by the self-affirming m k subject in the light of his

pedago,F;ically acquired self-knvIled-e. For that self-knowledge

is dynamic. It has revealed the source of disorientation and

bewilderment. Spontaneously it moves towards the attainment

of reorientation and interrat ion.

The reorientation is to be effected in the

field of common sense and of the sciences. On the one hand,

these departments of the sub ject! s knowledge snd opinion
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are not to be liquidated. They are the products of experience,

intelligence, and reflection, and it is only in the name of

experience, ini,ellisence, and re lection that self-knowledg e

issues any directives. As they are not to be liquidated,
taken =A apart

so they are not to be%.ialismtsd/and reco_ . structmled, for the

only method for reaching; valid scientific views is she method

of science, and the only method for n . t~ ,aininc common sense

is the mehhud common sense alr•en .dy employs. As metaphysicians

neither teach science nor impart common sense, so they cannot

revise or reconstruct either science or common sense. Noxexthaa

āixx Still, this is not the 'hole story. For it would be

excessively naive for `-.he self-knowing subject to suppose

that his scientific kno• ^lednze and his common sense are purely

and simply the product of experience, intellicent inquiry,

and critical reflection. The subject knows thep polymorphism

of his own consciousness; he knows how it xxnxatm "generates

a dramatic, an egoistic, a group, and a general bias in common

sense; he knocks how it intrudes into science confused notions

on reality, on objectivity, ^nd on knoyiledrie. ;hffle , then,

science and common sense are to be accepted, the acceptance

is not /bo be uncritical. This; There are precise manners in

which common sense can be expected to no wrong; there are

definite issues on which science is prone to issue extra-

scientific opinions; and the reorientation demanded and

effected by the self-knowledr°e of the sub ject is a steadily

exerted pressure against the common nonsense that tries to

pass for common sense and, against they u &QAphilo so ohy that

prebends to be a scientific conclusion.

JC
	•
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As the subject's advertence to hi$ the polymorphism

of his consciousness leads to a transforrninr? reorientation of

his scientific opinions and his common sense, so his advertence

to his detached and disinterested desire to know and the

immanent structure of its unfolding leads to an integration

both of what is knov: n and of v;hnt is to be known of the universe

of proportionn: te being. 	 It is in this integration that

metaph' sics becomes explicit and, to forestall misapprehension

and misinterpretation, let us attempt to state as clearly as

we can the nature of the transition from Intent to explicit

metaphysics.

First, then, in its general form the transition

is a deduction. It involves a major premiss, a set of i±n

primary minor Ao'p"premisses, and a set of secondary minor

premisses.

Secondly, the major premiss is the isomorphism

that obtains between the structure of knowing snd the structure

of the Down. If the knowing consists of a related s:t of

acts and the known is the related set of contents of these

acts, then the pattern of the relations bet-Gen the acts

is paxa similar in form to the pattern of the relations

between the contents of the acts. This premiss is analytic.

Thirdly, the set of primary minor premis se s

consists of a series of affirmations of concrete and recurring

structures in the knowing of the self-affirming sub ject.

The simplest of these structures is that ev ,=ry instance of

knowing proportionate being consists of a unification of

experiencing, understanding, and judging. ET It follows

from the isomorphism of kno' ing and known that every instance

J
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of known proportionate being is a parallel unification of

a content of experience, a co-tent of understanding, and a

content of jud ., ;rent.

Fourthly, the set of secondary minor premises

is supplied by reor_eutated science and common sense. From
premisses

the major and the primary minor AemIze there is obtained

an in grating structure; but from the secondary minor premisses

there are obtained the materials to be inte;-rated. Again,

from the major and the primary minor premisses terse there is

obtained a well-defined and def initilve set of que::tims to

be answered; from the secondary minor aiemisses t ;.Fare is

obtained the fact of ansers and their frequency.

Fifthly, this use of l.he above premisses effects

a transition from a latent to an explicit m : taphysics. For

s:nse.^ lxēir reor'=ntation fr^es the frgrn the counter-positions

raiyich the	 ation .f r,letaphy

i 'scion fic %lo . ed7e and

b th/_metaph-r c s and t

eorieri .tion of sc

intent '/

non sense iere are latent

vn of ;°iet..•nysics 	 the

common s se el	 rites - ne

c•unter-posiL- ' lich the	 - a tion •. meta _ys ics is

1-tent aq iit lea' -s the poi; x posit ns th /have to be

in any case co gnitional activity operates within heuristic

structures to,:ards r7oals that are isomorphic with the

structures. If this basic feature of cognitional activity

is overlooked, metaphysics is latent. If this feature is

•



27Dialectic of Philosophy 	 3.

noted, if the structures are determined, if the princt le of

isomorphism is mrasped, then the ln .c;ent metaphysics, to

Which eveyone subscribes ithout knowing he does so, ceases

to be latent and becor^es explicit.

S 	hem	 dew- Nre-s i

'-co fined raisii y; p ecigel3c,. , it^hor,t	 ike.kega3

dē 	 ,	 _	 heiJct } e bi'^i a -eo a^ i^`e^at ors;

Sixthly, the method is not essential to

obtaining the results. There is noth_nu to prevent an

intellinent and reasonable man from beuinning rTith the

set of secondary minor premisses, from discovering in them

the structures that they cannot escape, and from generalizing
examined

from thb totality of/instances lit ,F14-e..3101.194 to the totality

of possibldt instances. In fact, this has been the procedure

of the Aristotelian and Thomist schb.ols snd, as dill appear,

their results lar c-ely anticipate our own.
Izac.ivoeayy

_ . ^

Seventhly, horeve r, there is much to be rained

by employ inc! the method. Aristotelian cnd Thomist thought

has tended to be, down the centuries, s., rock a somewhat lonely

island in an ocean of controversy. Becense of the polymorphism

of human consciousness, there I are latent in science and

common sense not only metal hys is s but also the negation of

metaphysics; and only the mthodical reorientation of science

and common scnse puts an end, at leost in principle, to this

permanent source of confusion. Further, ithout the method

it is impossible to a ssirin + . . 5.th exactitude the objectives,

the presuppositions, and the procedures of rneta .ph -'sics; and

this lack of exactitude will result in Nixing setting one! s aLvw
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too high, in resting one's case on alien or insecure foundations,

in proceeding to one's coal thro"Mh unnecessary detours.

Finally, the misconce ,tions,in r':ich m ta .:)hvsics thus becomes

involved, rob it of its vi t ality and of its capacity for

development; what should provide an in -te=°ration for the science
takes on the appearance of

and the common tense of any are $eQexNa a muT iy that ;rem

would. preserve for all time Greek science and medieval common

sense.

pos' L	^ cr

'	 •i.^	 ted✓ ' 	 ^-	 t.

^ o. e '_. .^^ - i^^ n	 ^'^•.be

To recapitulate, the .Toal of the method is

the emergence of explicit maphysics in the minds of particular

men and rotren. It be :ins from them as they are, no matter

what that may be. It involves a prelilnirary sta -e that can

be methodical only in the sense in which a pedagogy is

retimdis methodical, that is, the r-oal and the procedure are

known and pursued explicitly b - a teacher but not by the pupil.

The preliminary stage ends when the subect reaches an

in6elli ,ent and reasonable self-affirmation.

Such self-affirmation is also self-knot led e. It makes ezplicit

the pursuit of the goal that has been implicit in the pure

desire to know. From that explicit pursuit there follow the

directives, first, of reorientst 2ng one's scientific knowled ,e

and one's common sense and, secondly, of in,er -rating what one

knows and can know of proportion  s to being through the known

structures of one's co' •.nitional activities.
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4. The Dialectic of Method in Metaphysics.

A method can direct activity to a goal only

by anticipating the general nature of the ;:goal. But the only

question to be settled in metaphysics is the general nature

of the goal of knowledge, for all questions of detail have

to be met by the sciences and by common sense. Accordingly,

it would seem that every method in metaphysics must be

involved in the fallacy of be ;g.ing: the ouestion. By the

mere fact of settling upon a method, one presupposes as

settled the very issue that metaphysics proposes to resolve.

This difficulty reveals the sirnifi.cance of

the distinction we have drawn between latent and explicit

metaphysics. For latent metaphysics is an anticipation of

the goal of knowledge that is present and operative independently

of any metaphysical inquiry. Inasmuch as metaphysical inquiry

aims at making la cent metaphysics explicit, it proceeds not

from arbitrary assumptions about the goal of knowledge, which

would involve it in the fallacy of ber- r..ing the question, but

from matters of fact that any inquirer can verify in his own

empirical, incellinent, and rational consciousness.

There is, ho "!ever, a further aspect to the

matter. Because the results obtained in the empirical sciences

commonly are far less general than the methods they employ,

scientists are not troubled to any notable extent by a predeter-

mination of their results by their choice of method. In meta-

physics, however, methods and results are of equal nenerality

and tend to be coincident. It follows that differences in

metaphysical posiuions can be studied expeditiously and

compendiously by examining differences in method. Moreover,

J
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such a study is not confined to tabulating the correlations

that hold between different methods and different metaphysical

systems. For there is only one method that is not arbitrary,
explicit

and it grounds its/anticipations on the anticipations that,

though latent, are present and operative in consciousness.

Finally, besides the. correlations between methods and systems,

besides the criticism of methods based on the latent mix

metaphysics of the human mind, there is the dialectical

unfolding of positions invitini~ development and counter-

positions inviting reversal. It is to this dialectic of

metaphysical methods that attention now is to be directed,

not of course in the full expansion that mould be possible

only in a survey of the whole history of philosophy, but in

the articulation of its basic alternatives and ;.:nth the modest

purpose of indicating the outlines of a heuristic scheme rig

for historical investigations.

mek af; 2) gull n methods, a - 3) compound 'rnetho

utomatic met •ds re f;ard m: aphysical systems 	 expressed.

uch sys :ms consist - sets of propo itio •. The propositions

cin	 divided in conclusions that n be deduced from

other proposi ors in the s , and rinciples/that are

lremis ses • ut not concl ions.	 f the principles are r : garded
as se -evident and he dedl tions are necessary, t• n the

ei;llod is auto ° tic. It • oes not ny the r•elev.s nce of

ubjects t• whom the principles are self-ev' • ent and f

tinhorn t.: conclus %ns are ne :ssary, but 	 s claim	 to exert

objective compulsion at can be a.oided by 	 bjects only

rough a lapse in iellectual pr6bity.
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4.1 Deductive Methods.

Any metaphysical system eventually assumes the

form of a set of propositions. The propositions can be divided

into primitive and derived, and a logical technique can establish

that if the primitive propositions are accepted, t nen the

derived must also be accepted. The problem, then, of a

deductive method is to select correctly the primitive pa

propositions.

A first alternative is to assert tr at one's

primitive propositions are universal and necessary truths.

Since they are not deduced, they commonly will be claimed

to be self-evident. However, a dialectic of method need

not scrutinize this claim, for the properties of universal

and necessary truths turn out to be sufficiently sir-nificant.

If the primitive propositions are universal,

then they are abstract. They may refer to existing objects,

but they do not assert the existence of any object, unless

the universal is supposed to exist. This conclusion is

confirmed by such keen logicians as Duns Scotus and William

of Ockham, both of whom felt compelled to complement their

abstract systems with the affirmation of an intuition of

the existing and present as existing and present.

Further, if the primiti ve propositions are

necessary, then they hold not merely for this universe but

also for any possible world. It follows that the metaphysical

system has no po.rticrzlar reference to this universe, for it

holds equally for any universe. Again, it follows that the

metaphysical system does nut aim at interrating the empirical

sciences and common sense; for both the empirical sciences
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and common sense are content to ascertain what in fact is so;

but the deductive system in question has no interest in any

contingent truth no matter hove general or how comprehensive

it may be.

Let us now inquire which truths can be regarded

as universal and necessary. Clearly, all analytic propositions

meet the above requirements. For they suppose nothing but

the definitions of their terms and the rules of syntax that

govern the coalescence of the terms into the propositions.

Provided that one does not affirm either the existence of the

terms or the existence of operations in accord with the syntactical

rules, one can have at one's disposal an indefinitely l-rge

group of truths that are universal and necessary, that affirm

no existent, and that are a ually,0ua	 ,,every possible

world. On the other hand, the metaphysical system in question

cannot be based on analytic principles, for the transition

from the analytic proposition to the anrlyt is principle is

through a concrete jud ;gent of fact affirming that the terms,

as defined, occur in a zommea concrete, existinr7 universe.

It follows that the abstract metaphysics of

all possible worlds is empty. Historically, however, this

emptiness was discovered by a different route. For the

medieval theologians that explored this type of system

acknowledged the existence and the omnipotence of God; the

only possible restriction upon divine omnipotence and so the

only restriction on the ranee of possible worlds lay in the

principle of contradiction. Their metaphysics dealt with

all pi possible worlds and so it dealt simultaneously with

every possible instance of the non-contradictory. Not only

0-3
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did this object prove extremely tenuous and elusive, but it

soon became ex ap arent that the one operative principle in

their thought was the principle of contradiction. Moreover

ishst this principle ran counter to their affirmation of an

intuition of the existing and present as existing and present.
some

For it would be contradictory to affirm and deny yo occurrence
of the intuition; it would be contradictory to affirm and deny

the existence of some object; but there is no apparent contra-

diction in affirming; the occurrence of the intuition and denying

the existence of its object. If no contradiction is involved,

then in some possible world there would_ occur intuitions of

the existence of what did not exist; and as Nicolaus of Autre-

court perceived, neither analytic propositions nor intuitions

can assure one that the possibility of illusory intuitions

is not realized in this world.

.^ .s	 . • ,^ ^ .

a _41	 ,,._ •

The alternative to the abstract deduction that

turns out to be empty is, of course, a concrete deduction.

The existent does nct lie outside the deductive system but,

from the start, is included within it. In stead of apaoltriAg

p	 operating vainly with analytic propositions, one proposes to

operate fruitfully with analytic principles whose terms, in

their defined sense, refer to what exists.

Now it is chrracteristic of a deduction that

conclusions follow necessarily from the premisses. It follows

that in a concrete deduction is possible only if an objective

necessity binds the existent that is concluded to the existent

referred to in the premisses. For I :lithout this objective
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necessity logically impeccable inferences would arrive at possibly

false conclusions.

Now there are many metaphysical systems that

reveal how this objective necessity mirht be conceived. Thus,

a monist would affirm the existence of a single reality with a

set of necessary attributes and modes; and clearly enough his

chain of syllogisms could be applied validly to a universe

conceived in this fashion. Again, emanationist doctrines

begin from a necessary being from which proceed necessarily

all other beings; the apnlicacion of a syllogistic chain would

be more difficult in this case but there is no point in haggling

over the matter. In the third place, one mirht suppose that

God exists necessarily but is bound morally to create the best

of all possible worlds; and so in a fashion one would secure

a universe for concrete deductivist thouriht.

know one/is to justify • e' s choice of concrete deduc1tion as

he method)6f metap ; sics.	 or it is the function- of metap ysics

ascer in the eneral ture or structure of the unive se.
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However, it is one thing to conceive a variety

of universes; it is another to know w ether any one of them

exists. If one affirms this universe to be monist, because

that isth the conclusion of one's concrete deduction, it will

be pointed out that one's choice of method amounted to begging

the question; for the choice of concrete deduction makes it

inevitable that one conclude to a monism or an emanationism

or an optimism or a meahmin mechanist determinism; and so

one's arEument could be relevant only to d _iscoverinr which

of this limited range of alternatives was the most satisfactory.

Clearly, the real issue is to determine, not what follows once

the method of concrete deduction is assumed, but whether or

not that method is to be employed.

Accordingly, if abstract deduction is empty,

concrete deduction sets a prior question. Moreover, since

the metaphysical question is the =general nature or structure

of the universe, the prior question, it seems, must regard

the mind that is to know the universe. In this fashion one

is led to ask what kind of mind would be needed if the universe

is to be known by concrete deduction. Or, to rive the issue

its more concrete form, what are the constittive conditions

of such a concrete deduction as Newton's Mathematical Principles

of Natural Philosopher.

Since the dedtix deducing can be performed

satisfactorily by an electronic computer, the problem may be

limited to the origin of the requisite premisses. There

These premisses, it would seem, must be both synthetic and

a priori. They must be synthetic. For ti29 analytic propositions

0
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lack both relevance and significance: they lack relevance, for

they regard all possible worlds but are isolated from the actual

world; they lack significance for they are obtv . ined by studying

the rules of syntax and the meanings of words, and clearly that

procedure does not yield an understand ing of this universe.

Again, the required premisses must be a priori. They are not

to be known merely by taking a look at what is there txxisabs

to be seen; for what is there to be seen is particillar; and

nog amount of mere looking endows it with the significance that

explains the existing universe. The possibility, then, of a

concrete deduction, such as Newton's, coi::cides with the

possibility of synthetic a priori premisses. But this possibility

implies that the mind must be, not a mirror that simply reflects

reality, but a sort of factory in *which the materials supplied

by outer and inner sense are processed into appropriate syntheses.

Finally, if the mind is a factory of this type, it is capable

of performing concrete deductions of the scientific type but

it does not seem at all capable of performing concrete deductions

of the metaphysical type.

Various objections have been raised against

such a deduction of the possibility of concrete deduction,

but the most fundamental seems to be that the problem is not

envisaged in its full generality. It is not enough to account

for Newton's deduction alone or for Einstein's deduction alone.

What has to be accounted for is a series of concrete deductions,

none of which are certain and each of which is the best available

scientific opinion of its time. The mind is not just a factory

with a set of fixed processes; rather it is a universal machine

tool that erects all kinds of factories, keeps adjusting and

improving them, and eventually scraps them in favor of radically                  
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new designs. In other s..ords, there is not some fixed set of

a priori syntheses. Every insight is an a priori synthesis;

insight follows on insight to comlement and correct its

precedessor; earlier accumulations form viewpoints to rive

place to higher viewpoints; and above the succession of viewpoints,

there is the activity of critical reflection with its demand

for the virtually unconditioned and its capacity to estimate

aproximations to its rigorous roauirement.

Now there are those that would prefer a simpler

solution, and they point out that Kant overlooked the medieval

theory of abstraction. The oversight, hcrlever, is multiple

for there were different medieval theories and at least two

of them merit our attention.

Certainly 2 D-ns Scotus would have rejected the

Kantian notion of the a triori for the very	 reasons&g

led him to reject the Ari. totelian and Thomist view that

intellect apprehends the intelligible in the sensible and

grasps the universal in the particular. After all, what

is presented by sense or ima ination, is not actually

intelligible or actually universal. But ob,'ective knowing

is a matter of taking a look at :'hat actually is there to be

p 	seen. If then intellect apprehends the intelligible in the

sensible and the universal in the particular, its apprehension

must be illusory, for it sees Athas. is not there to be seen.

None the less, we do know whet is intelligible and universal.

0	 To account for this fact without violating his convictions

on extroversion as the model of objectivity, Scotus distinguished

a series of steps in the genesis of intellectual knowledge.

The first step was abstraction; it occurs unconsciously;

it consists in the impression upon intellect of a universal
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conceptual content. The second step was intellection: intellect

takes a look at the conceptual content. The third step was

a comparison of different contents with the result teat

intellect saw which concepts were conjoined necessarily and

which mere incompatible. There follows the deduction of the

abstract metaphysics of all possible worlds and to it one adds

an intuition of uhe existing and 11,, e7.ent as exintin- and present

to attain knowledge of the actual world.

Aristotle and Acuinas both r.ffirmed the fact of

insight as clearly and effectively as can he expected. As

they considered the sensible as seen to be only potentially

in the object, so they considered the intelligible as undersaood

to be only potentially in the image. Similarly, they considered

both faculties to operate infallibly, but they affirmed this

infallibility not absolutely but only as a rule (per se) .

CNor is it difficult to amovtrAag what the per se infallibility

of insight is. One cannot misunderstand whet one imagines;

misunderstanding is the fault, not of intmilipliD21 intelligence,

but of imagination which .axhibits can exhibit what is not and

can fail to exhibit all that is; hence, when we attempt to

correct a misunderstanding, we point out what we think is

misrepresenued or overlooked by imagination; and when we

ac knowle dae a misund .e rs sanding, we add that we had not tknaght

adverted to this or that Finally, truth and error lie not

on the level of questions for intelligence but on the level

of questions for reflection; and prior to the judgment,

which is true or false, taAre occurs a scrutiny in which the

proposed judgment is reduced to its sources in the data of

sense and the activities of intellect.

0
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Again, Aristotle and Aquinas affirmed self-evident

principles that result necessarily from the definitions of

their terms. But Aquinas, at least, had a further require:aent;

it was not enough for the principles to result necessarily
needed

from any terms whatever; thusre the terms themselves/need some

validation, and this office was a .ttribIted to the judicial

habit or virtue named wisdom. What, then, is wisdom? In

its hi`,her form Aquinas considered it a gift of the Holy

Spirit and connected it with mystical experience. In its

lower form Aquinas identified it with Aristotle t s first

philosophy defined as the knowledge of all things in their

ultimate causes. Clearly enough, the problem of metaphysical

method demands a third form of wisdom. For the problem is

not to be solved by presupposing a religion, a theolorfy, or

mystical experience. Similarly, the problem is not to be

solved by p .esupposing a metaphysics, for what is wnnted is

the wisdom that generates the principles gram on which the

metaphysics is to rest. But it does not seem that Aquinas

treated explicitly the third type of wisdom. He was concerned

to present the universe from the explanatory viewpoint that

`	 relates things to one another. From that viewpoint the

0	 subject is just one being among others; ^ theAsubjectrs knowledge

is a relating of one type of being, to others. So Thomist

cognitional theory is cast explicitly in metaphysical terms;

- w^#t i-^;^ievs	 , cdr^tāin a—sczff ic
r

and suggestions 232 to guide i,lie constrt • 'ion of

n adequate account o the 12, ird an . needed f • ' of wisdom;

b j it seems ho - : ess to expec . that any onstruction will'

b$ accepSad w aily gene -: ily, until the polymorphisin of

human consciousness i- acceptedgenerallyr and thāt acceptance
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andm one cannot be surprised that the Thomist theory of basic

judgments similarly has metaphysical suppositions. Finally if,
is

as I have argued elesewhere, there/all to be pa pieced together

from Thomist writings a sufficient number of indications and

suggestions to form an adequate account of wisdom in cognitional

terms, it cannot be denied that the tiolymorphism of human

consciousness interferes with the perforlance of this delicate

operation; after all, C. van Riet needed 640 paces to o':tline

the various types of Thomist epistemology that have been put

forward in the last century and a half.

Our consideration of deductive methods in

metaphysics found abstract deduction to be empty and concrete

deduction to stancī in need of a prior inquiry. This prior

inquiry was not conducted with sufficient generality by Kant,

nor with sufficient discrimination by Scotus. Finally, its

possibility was implied by Aquinas, but the varieties of Thomist

interpretation are as much in need of a prior inquiry as anything

else. It would seem, then, that at least one positive conclusion

can be drawn, namely, that deductive method alone is not enough.

The fascination exerted by this method lies in its apparent

promise of automatic results that are independent of the whims

and fancies of the subject. The deducing proceeds in accord

with a rigorous technique; the primitive premisses are guaranteed

by a self-evi:'ence that claims to exercise an ob'ective compulsion

to which the subject must submit if he is not to be guilty of

a lapse in intellectual probity. In fact, however, it is not

so easy to leave the subject outside one's calcula uions, and

so we now must turn to directive methods that aim to guide the

metaphysical enuerprise by guiding the subject that undertakes

it .
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4.2 Universal Doubt.

In its simplest form the method of universal

doubt is the precept, Doubt everything that can be doubted.

Let us begin by attempting to determine the consequences of

following out this precept by applying rigorously its criterion

of indubitability.

First, all concrete judgments of fact are to

be excluded. For while they rest on invulnerable insights,

still the invulnerability amounts to no more than the fact

that further relevant questions do not arise. A criterion

of indubitability is more exigent. It demands the impossibility

of further relevant questions, and in concrete judgments of

fact such impossibility neither exists nor is apprehended.

Secondly, both empirical science and common

sense are excluded. For both aim at ascertaining what in fact

is so, and neither succeeds in reaching the indubitable. No

doubt, it would be silly to sup»ose that trere are further

relevant questions that would lead to the correction of the

insights grounding bare statements of fact or elementary

measurements. But that is beside the point, for the question

is not what certainly is true or false but what indubitably

is true or false; and indubitability requires not the fact

but the impossibility of further relevant cuestions.

Thirdly, the meanin' of all judgments becomes

obscure and unsettled. For the meaning of a judgment can be

clear and precise only if one can assign a clear and -,recise

meaning to such terms as reality, knowledge, objectivity.

A clear and precise meaning can be assimed to such terms

only if one succeeds ink the polymorphic consciousness

0
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put an end to mere supnosing. On the other hand, there

is no possibility of doubting whether or not A is B until

that question arises, and so all mere suppositions are
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of man. Such a clarification can be effected by a lengthy,

difficult, and delicate inquiry into the facts of human

cognitional activity. But if one excludes all concrete

judgments of fact, one excludes the clarification and so

one is bound to regard the meaning of every judgment as

obscure and nnmrr unsettled.
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indubitable. It follows that all analytic propositions are

indubitable inasmuch as they rest on rules of syntax and on

definitions of terms, and all such rules and definitions are

regarded as mere suppositions. On the other hand, analytic

principles are not indubitable, for they require concrete

judgments ofas fact in which occur the defined terms in their

defined sense; end, as has been seen, all concrete judnonts

of fact are excluded by the criterion of indubitability.

Fifthly, the existential subject survives,

for the existential subject is the subject as prior to the

question, Am I? The criterion of indubitability does not

eliminate the experienced center of experiencing, the intelligent

center of intel.xgexiE inquiry, insight, and formulations,

the rational center of critical reflection, scrutiny, hesitation,

doubt, and frustration. Indeed, the method of universal doubt

presupposes the existence of this center and imposes frustration

upon it. One can argue that before I can doubt, I must exist,

but what  does the conclusion mean? What is the "In? What is

existing? What is the mear:ing of affirming? All t ese questions

can be given answers that are correct in fact. But as long

as the criterion of indubitability remains in force, they cannot

be given any clear or ,precise answer, for that would suppose

a clarification of the polymorphism of human consciousness.

t:k	 -.ata-.a.ce -e an 	 h x_0414	 rtte el.

not n-s1113W lye	 a.pp,1-iaatiC421.

Sixthly, no1even the criterion of indubitability

is indubitable. It is clear enou gh that one makes no mistake

in accepting the indubitable. It is not at all clear that

one makes no mistake in rejecting everything that in fact is
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true. But the criterion of indubitability excludes all concrete

judgments of fact, no matter how true and certain they may be.

Therefore, the criterion of indubitability is not itself

indubitable. It follows that the frustrated existential subject

practising universal doubt cannot console himself with the

the thought that there is anything rational about his doubting.

Seventhly, every assi,Tnable reason for practising

universal doubt is eliminated by a coherent exercise of the doubt.

Thus, one might adopt the method of universal doubt in the hope

of being left with premisses for a deduction of the universe;

but the exercise of the doubt removes all premisses and leaves

only mere suppositions; moreover, even if it left some premisses,

it would question the validity of the project of deducing the

universe , for it is not indubitable that the universe can be

deduced. Again, one might adopt the method of universal doubt,

because one felt the disagreement of philosophers to reveal

their incompetence and to justify the use of a violent remedy;

but the Oteetzitsk exercise of the doubt leaves nothing for

philosophers to disagree about and, as well, it casts suspicion

on the assumption that their disagreements stem from their

incompetence; for it is conceivable that philosophic process

is dialectical with positions inviting development and counter-

positions inviting reversal.
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Ei4hly, the method of universal doubt is a leap

in the dark. If we have been able to determine a list of

precise consequences of universal doubt, we also have presupposed

our account of the structure of human knowledr7e and of the

S. polymorphism that besets it. But that account is not indubitable.

At most, it is true as a matter of fact. Accordingly, to

accept the criterion of indubitability is to deprive oneself

of the means of ascertaining what precisely that criterion

implies; and to accept a criterion without bein^ able to determine

its precise implications is to make a leap in the dark.

Ninthly, while the conmsequences of universal

doubt will come to light in the long run,

the loos& proximate results of the ack method will be arbitrary

and illusory. Proximate results will be arbitrary, for the

exact implications of the method are unknown. Moreover, their

proximate results will be illusory. For doubting affects, not

the underlying texture and fabric of the mind, but only the

explicit judgments that issue from it. One can profess in all

sincerdty to doubt all that can be doubted, but one cannot

abolish at a stroke the past development of one's mentality,

one's accumulation of insights, one's prepossessions and pre-

judices, one's habitual orientation in life. So one will have

little difficulty in seeing that the viers of others are very

far from being indubitable ; 	 h a 	 ttr ra ise.rtey.

1rett/VdrY3...i'nNoom,ets...etun-
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splendor of having passed unscathed through an ordeal that

the views of others could not stand. Accordingly, it will be
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only in the long run that the full implications of universal

doubt will come to light, ;hen the method has been applied

by many persons with quite different initial convictions.

However, if I believe that universal doubt

was practised more successfully by Hume than by Descartes

and, perhaps, more successfully by the existentialists and

some of the logical positivists then by Hurne, I must also

recall that my topic has been, not the concrete proposal

entertained by Descartes, but the consequences of interpreting

literally and applying rigorously the precept, Doubt everything

that can be doubted. Clearly enough the imnlictions of that
profound originality and enduring

precept fail to reveal the/sic_nificance of Descartes, for whom

universal doubt was n,,t a sshod:i school of skepticism but

a philosophic program that aimed to embrace the universe,

x4,341iickWq to ass inn a clear

and precise reason for everything, to exclude the influence

of unacknowledged presuppositions. For that program we

have only praise, but we also believe that it should be

disassociated both from the method of universal doubt

whetner that method is interpreted rigorously or mitigated

in a fashion that cannot avoid be ink arbitrary.

Finally, it should be noted that a rejection

of universal doubt implies a rejection of +Ahe excessive

commitment with which it burdens the philosophic enterprise.

The only method to reach the conclusions of science is the

method of science. The only method to reach the conclusions

of common sense is the method of common sense. Universal

doubt leads the philosopher to re ject what he is not equipped

to restore. But philosophers that do not practise universal

doubt are not in t::lat predicament, and it is only ate: z
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a mistaken argument from analogy that prr6416`d+aorkt

expects of them a validation of scientific or common sense

views.

4.3 Empiricism.

A second method that offers to guide the

subject issues the precept, Observe the significant facts.

Unfortunately, what can be observed is merely a datum;

significance accrues to data only through the occurrence

of insights; xnd correct insights can be reached only at

the terra of a prolonged investigation that ultimately reaches

the point where no further relevant questions arise; and

without the combinauion of data and correct insi -rhts that

together form a virtually unconditio'ed, there are no facts.

Such, I believe, is the truth of the matter, but it is an

extremely paradoxical truth, and the labor of all the pages

that precede can be re,[;arded as a sustained effort both

to clarify the nature of insight and judr ent and to account

for the confusion, so natural to man, between extroversion

and objectivity. For man observes, understands, and judges,

but he fancies that ,shat he knows in judgment is not 401plin

I 	1.

= a. , ...	 -

known in judgraent and does not suirose an exercise of under-

standing but simply is attained by caking; a rood lokk look

at the "real" that is "already out there now." Empiricism,

then, is a bundle of blunders, and its history is their

successive clarification.
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In its sublimest form, the observation of

significant facts occurs in St. Augustine's contemplation of

the eternal reasons. For years, as he tells us, St. Aurustine

was unable to grasp that the real could be anything but a body.

When with Neo-Platonist aid he riot beyond that view, his name

for as$it reality was veritas ; and for him truth was to be known,

not by looking out, nor yet by lookinr within, but rather by

looking above where in an immutable light men consult and

contemplate the et(Jrnal reasons of things. It is disputed,

of course, just how literally St. Aur;ostine intended t m this

inspection of the eternal to be understood. Aquinas insisted

that the Uncreated Light grounds the truth of our judgments,

not because we see that Light, but because our intellects are

created participations of it. But if St. Au,rustine l s meaning

is doubtful, there is less doubt about a rroup of nineteenth

century Catholics, known as ontologists, who lox believed that

the only may to meet I{ant's claim that t!-J3 unconditioned is,

not a constitutive element in judgment, but a merely regulative

ideal, was to issue fi atunavevAa	 %, un'er Augustinian auspices

the counter-claim t -:.at the nci ion of being was an obscure

intuition of God.

As there is an empiricism on the level of

critical reflection, so t:lere is an empiricism on the level

of understanding. The Scotist theory of abstraction was

outlined above and, as was said, its second slp step consists

in intellect taking a look at a conceptual content produced

in the intellect by thencooperation of the intellective and

6he imaginative powers of the soul. Moreover, such intellectual

empiricism reaches far beyond tree confines of the Scotist school.
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The objective universals of Platonist thought seem to owe their

origin to the notion that, as the eye of the body looks upon

colors and shapes, so there is a spiritual eye of the soul

that looks at universals or, at least, recalls them. Finally,

the Aristotelian and Thomist traditions are not without their

ambiguities. Though Aristotle acknowledged the fact of insight

and Aquinas added to Aristotle a transposition of Augustinian

thought on judgment and of Neo- Platonist thour*ht on participation
probably

and being, still Aristotle's physics/is a study of Jos "bodies"

and, until recently, Thomist commentators have tended, almost

universally, to isnore the Aquinas' affirmation of insight and

to take it for granted that, while Aquinas obviously differed

from Scotus in the metaphysical analysis of cognitional

process, still the psycholo-ical content of his doctrine was

much the same as that of Scotus.

The conflict between objectivity as extroversion

and intelligence as knowledge has provided a fundamental theme

in the unfolding of modern philosophy. Cartesian dualism

was the juxtaposition of the rational affirmation, "Cogito,

ergo sum," and of the "already out there now real" stripped

of its secondary qualities and of any substantiality distinct

from spatial extension. ahile Spinoza and Malebranche attempted

to swallow the dualism. on the rationalist side, Hobbes

reduced thinking to an unprivile,ed instance of matter in

motti	 a
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endeavored
motion. The Cambridge Platonists attempted to accept Hobbes'

to
conception of the real as "out there now" and yet affirm

God as supremely real because his omnipresence was the reality

of space and his eternity was the reality of time. Berkley

sought the same end by a different route; he granted secondary

qualities to be mere appearance, and concluded that primari,+,y

qualities with still greater certainty were mere appearance;

t k-utA+til-1xie13 ,	 &II-akra. 16,}zeAscux3/ dth 	 ` Q 	in'g

e '142 Ii 3V	 to	 ,e	 "aperwxC s4

being then was being perceived, and so reality shifted from

apparent "bodies" to znbstnnrses the connitional order.

Finally, Hume brought analysis to bear effectively on the

issue; our knowing involves not only elements but also

unities and relations; the elements consist in a manifold of

unrelated sense impressions; the unities and relations have

no better foundation than our mental habits and beliefs;

whatever may be the practical utility of our knowledge,

at least it cannot pretend to philosophic validity.

ke with the identification of
i
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xtrov sion to the extent that he rer: ded both primary and

dondary qualities as phenomena and that he pronounced the

r : •

If it is merely confusion 	 of thought that

interprets objectivity in terms of extroversion, Kant's

Copernican revolution was a half-hearted affair. He pronounced

bothrimary and secondary qualities to be phenomena. He made

absolute space and absolute time a priori forms of iridse aad,

outer and inner sense. He regarded the things themselves of

Newtonian thought to be unknowable. But he was unable to
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break cleanly from the basic conviction of animal extroversion

that the "real" is the "already out there now." Though

unknowable, Newton's things themselves were somehow known

to produce impressions on our senses and to acpa appear.

The category of reality was to be employed by understanding

when there occurred some filling in the empty form of time.

The category of substance was identified with the permanence

of reality in time. However convinced Kant was that "taking

.	 vila t.	 • -

a look" could not be valid human knowing, he devoted his

energies to showing how it could seem to be kno'.'ing and

in what restricted sense it could be rerarded as valid.

Nor is the anomaly of his position surprising. If the

schematism of the oar categories comes within striking

distance of the virtually unconditioned, still Kant failed

to see that the unconditioned is a const3,ituent component

in the genesis of judgment and so he relegated it to the

role of a regulative ideal of systematizing rationality.

But once extroversion is questioned, it is only t!irough

man's reflective grasp of the unconditioned that the

objectivity and validity of human knowing can be established.

Kant rightly saw that animal knowing is not human knowing;

but he failed to see what human knowing #may is. The combination

of that truth and that failure is the essence of the

principle of immanence that was to dominate subsequent thought.

r e1o%
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Cartesian dualism had been a twofold realism,

and both the realisms :^Jere correct; for the realism of the

extroverted animal is no mistake, and the realism of rational

affirmation is no mistake. The trouble was that, unless two
gn

distinct and disparate types of knowing were reco) ized, the

two realisms were incompatible. For rational affirmation is

not an instance of extroversion, and so it cannot be objective

in the manner proper to the "already out there now." On the

other hand, the flow of sensible contents and acts is neither

intelligent nor reasonable and so it cannot be knowledrre of
The

the type exhibited by science and philosophy. TY attempt to
fuse disparate forms of knowing into a single whole ended in

the destruction of each by the other: and the destruction of

both forms implied the rejection of both types of realism.

s lc,x- -Af--s$141e-tAlat -i-Ate--.1-tr eir.Qity
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The older materialism and s , :3nsism were discredited, but there
Sae►w

was room for positivism and "ragTria .tism to uphold thelY viewpoint

in a more cultured tone. German idealism swung through its

m	 magnificent erd4arc of dazzling systems to come

to terms with reality in relativism and Neo-Kantian analysis.

But if a century and a half have brought forth no solution,

it would seem necessary to revert to the beginning win and

^^.
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distinguish two radically distinct types of knowing in the

polymorphic consciousness of man.

For I do not think that E. HusserlIs phenomenology

does provide a solution. Scientific description can be no more

than a preliminary to scientific explanation. But Husserl

begins from relatedness-to-us, not to sax advance to/the

relatedness of terms to one another, but to mount to an

abstract looking from which the looker and the looked-at have

been dropped because of their particularity and contingence.

The vitality of animal extroversion is attenuated from

sensitive perception to intuition of universals and from
impalpable

intuition of universals to the more /WASH& inspection of

formal essences (appro:;imately, Scholastic transcendentals).

As objects increase in generality and purity, subjects shrink

to intentieftal acts. With remarkable acuteness and discrimination

tr4weAst there are uncovered, described, compared, and classified

the pure forms of noetic experience terminating in noematic

contents. But the ::hole enterprise is under the shadow of

the principle of immanence, and it fails to transcend the

crippling influence of the extroversion that provides the

model for thee pure ego. In brief, phenomenology is a highly

purified empiricism, and it did not take long for it to topple

over into an existentialism that describes, not the abstract

possibility of description, but men as they are.

But description is not enough. If it claims

simply to report data in their purity, one may ask why the

arid report should be added to the y ne experience. If it

pretends to report the significant data, then it is deceived,

for significance is not in data but accrues to them from the

occurrence of insight. If it urges that it presents he

J
..^".,.,....^„
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insights that arise spontaneously, immediately, and inevitably

from the data, one must remark that the data alone are never

the sole determinants of the insights that arise in any but an

infantile mind and that beyond the level of ins ight there is

the level of critical reflection with its criterion of the

virtually unconditioned. If it objects that at least one must

begin by describing; the facts tl-.at are accessible to all,

one must insist that knowledge of fact rests on a grasp of

the unconditioned and that a grasp of the unconditioned is

not the starting-point but the end of inquiry. Moreover, if

one hopes to reach tr..is end in an inquiry into knowledge,

then one had better not begin with the a ssumntion that

knowing is "something there to be looked at and described.'

For knowing is an organically integrated activity; on a flow

of sensitive experiences, inquiry intelligently generates a

cumulative succession of insights, and the s icr_if icance of

the experiences varies concomitantly with the cumulation of

insights; in memory's store of experiences and in the formulation

of accumulated insights, reflection grasps apr'rox imations

towards,the virtually unconditioned and attainments of it

to issue into probable and certain judgments of fact. To

conceive knowing one must understand the dynamic pattern

of experiencing, inquiring, reflecting, and such understanding

is not to be reached by taking a look. To affirm knowing

it is useless to peer inside, for the dynamic pattern is to

be found not in this or that act but in the unfolding of

mathematics, empirical science, common sense, and philosophy;

in that unfolding must be grasped the pattern of knowing and,
^x^ st

if one feels inclined to doubt that the pattern really

then one can try the experiment of attemmting to escape experience,
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to renounce intelligence in inquiry, to desert reasonableness

in critical reflection.

In brief, empiricism as a method rests on an

elementary confusion. :chat is obvious in knowing is, indeed,

looking. Compared to looking, insight is obscure, and grasp

of the unconditioned is doubly obscure. But empiricism amounts

to the assumption that what is obvious in knowing is what

knowing obviously is. That assumption obviously is false,

f 410thes' LecinaltesitttrATLaiel,Leil-f 1449134P-

for if one •:,ould learn mathematics or science or philosophy

or if one sought corn on sense advice, then one titiogld go to

a man treat is intelligent and reasonable rather than to a man

that is stupid and silly.

4.4 Common Sense Eclecticism.

The third of the methods that would guide the

philosopher to his goal is common sense eclecticism. If it

rarely is adopted by original th2nkers, it remains the inertial

center of the philoso phic process. From every excess and

aberration men swing back to common sense and ^f+e4, t
'e'" dam"	 sttU r	 of students and professors, of critics and historians,AWt
1 	 ,

never wander very far from a set of assumptions that are

neither formulated nor scrutinized.

As has been seen, common sense is a variable.

The common sense of one age is not that of another; the common

sense of Germans is not that of Frenchmen; the common sense of

a
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Americans is not that; of Englishmen and still less that of

Russians. Roman Catholics have their common sense, Rr111es0E31aa

Protestants theirs, Moslems theirs, and agnostics a fourth

variety. Clearly such variations preclude hard and fast

rules, yet general tendencies are not too difficult to discern.

For commonly a distinction is drawn between the activities

of theoretical understanding, which not undeservedly are to be

distrusted, and the pronouncements of pre-philosophic reflection,

which ground human sanity and human cooperation and therefore

must be retained.

Theoretical understanding, then, seeks to solve

problems, to erect syntheses, to embrace the universe in a

single view. Neither its existence, nor its value, nor the

remote possibility of its success are denied. Still common

sense is concerned not with remote but with oroxirnate possibilities.

It lauds the great men of the past, ostensibly to stir one to

emulation, but really to urge one to modesty. It remarks that,

if there are unsolved problems and, no doubt, there are,

at least men of undoubted genius have failed to solve them.

It loaves to be inferred that, unless one is a still ;greater

genius, then one had best regard such •roblem.s as practically

insoluble. But emphatically it would not discourage anyone

inclined to philosophy. A reco °nition of one's limitations

need not prevent one from studying philosophy, from teaching

it, from contributing to reviews, from writing books. One

can become learned in the history of philosophy. One can

form one's reasoned judgments about the views of others.

By taking care iss not to lose the common touch, by maintaining

one's sense f reality, by cultivating balance and proportion,

one can reach a philosophic viewpoint that is solidly reliable

J



Dialectic of Philosophy
. _..?-	 e!. lyrn- }+F++L+^.^I..t,. .	 ....

4.4	 58

and, after all, sufficiently enli-'htened. For opinions are

legion; theories rise, glow, fascinate, and vanish; but

sound judgment remains. Admxwks And what is sound judgment?

It is to bow to the necessary, to accept the certain, merely

to entertain the probable, to distrust the lie doubtful,

to disregard the merely 'possible, to laugh at the improbable,

to denounce the impossible, and to believe what Science says.

Nor are these precepts empty words, for there are truths that

one cannot reject in practical living, there are otters which

it would be silly to doubt, there are claims to truth that

merit attention and consideration, and each of these has its

opposites. List the lot, draw out their implications, and

you will find that you already possess a sound philosophy

that can be set down in a series of propositions confirmed

by proofs and fortified b7 answers to objections.

Such, approximately, is uhe program of common

sense eclecticism, and I must begin by clarifying which of

its many aspects I shall single out for comment and criticism.

The present topic is the method of philosophy. On common
ciy a- /2441e

sense eclecticism as a practical attitude,^ 	'^as a "s yle in

composing text-books, as a technique in discussing issues,

I have no remarks to make. But I began by pointing out

that one's method in philosophy predeuermines what one's

philosophy will be, and now I have to examine what is the

philosophy or lack of philosophy to which one commits oneself

by adopting common sense eclecticism as a method.

In the first place, attention must be drawn

to the difference between the foPeoing eclecticism and

my own concessions to common sense. In the method outlined

after defining metaphysics, common sense no less than science
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were called upon to supply secondary minor premisses in the

argument; for the aim was to integrate science and common senso

and an integration is not independent of its materials.

Ho':,ever, before being invited to play this subsidiary role,

 '. 	 :	 . •	 •	 ' _	 ' 	 .	 . . 	 :

bu	 both science and common sense were to be

subjected to a reorientation which they did not control;

in particular, the liability of common sense to dramatic,

egoistic, croup, and general bias, had been noted; the

ambiguities of such terms as reality, lmo .;lecge, and objectivity

had been examined; and only a criticized and chastened common

sense was entrusted with no more than a subsidiary philosonhl.c

role. The method of common sense eclecticism not only

dispenses with such criticism and reorientation

but also allows uncritized common sense to settle by its

practicality the aim of philosophy and to measure naively

the resources at the philosopher's disposal. Let us attempt

to expand these points briefly.

Secondly, then, common sense eclecticism

brushes aside uno aim of philosophy. For that aim is the

integrated unfolding of the detached, disinterested, and

unfestricted desire to know. That aim can be pursued only

by the exercise of theoretical understanding and, indeed,

only by the subtle exercise that understands both science

and common sense in their differences and in their comple-

mentarity. But common sense eclecticism deprecates the

effort to understand. For it, problems are 2®l•ioa immutable

features of the mental landscape, and syntheses are to be

effected by somebody else who, when he has finished his

system, will provide a name for merely another viewpoint.
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Thirdly, common sense eclecticism denies the vital

growth of philosophy. It restricts sinnificant activity to

men of genius, and it tol -es it for granted that theyiare very

few and very rare. But vithin the conte: t of the philosophic

process, every discovery is a sic"nificant contribution to the

ultimate aim. If it is formulated as a position, it invites

the development of further coherent discovery. If it is formulated

as a counter-position, it invites the exploration of its

presuppositions and implications and it leads to its own

reversal to restore the discovery to the cumulative series

of positions and to enli hten man on the polymorphism of his

consciousness. This activity of discovery, of developing

positions, and of	 reversing, counter-positions, is not

restricted to the men of genius of whom common sense happens

to have heard. It results from all competent d40 and conscientious

work and, like natural gro:: th, it goes forward without attracting

widespread attention. So far from beinc the product of genius,

it produces genius. For the genius in simply the man at the

level of his time, when the time is ripe for a new orientation

or a sweeping reorganization; and it is not the genius that

makes the time ripe, but the competent and conscientious workers

that slowly and often unconsciously have been developing positions

and heading towards the reversal of counter-positions. But

common sense eclecticism brushes all this aside with a homily

of on the acknowledgement of one's personal limitations. The

exercise of theoretical understan r'. ink; is to be left to men of

genius, and common sense will see to it that no effort is made

to prepare their way and no comprehension is available to

greet their effoxtxx achievements.
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Fourthly, while common sense eclecticism

discourages the effort to understand, it encourages a slide

exercise of judgment. But this is to overlook the fact that

understanding is a constitutive com'onent in knowledge, that

before one can yago pass judgment on any issue, one has to

understand it. Nor is the requisite understanding to be

estimated by average attainment, b7 the convictions of

common sense, by the beliefs of a given milieu, but s©iey

solely by that absence of further relevant questions that
leads to
miota4ttotta a reflective grasp of the virtually unconditioned.

Unless one endeavors to understand with all one's heart

and all one's mind, one will not know what questions are

relevant or when their limit is approached. I Yet eclecticism,

while discouraging understanding, urges one to paw through

t_e display of opinions in the history of phllosonhy and to

discriminate between the necessary and the certain, the

probable and the doubtful, the possible, the improbable, and

the Impossible.

r: ached b modestly lisclaimin , any effort to understand

m: them ics, sc':nce, comro- sense, and philosophy a•• by

p )oceeding t•. erect int9 sound philosophy a lis of the
/7
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The fallacy of this procedure is, of course,

that it fails to grasp the limitations of common sense. The

proper domain of common sense is the field of particular matters

of fact; it is that field, not as a sin.cle whole, but divided

up and parcelled out among the men and .vornen familiar with its

several.parts; it is such a part, not in its basic potentialities,

nor in its underlying necessities, nor in its accurately

formulated actuality, but simply in its immediate relevance

to human living in the mode and fashion of such living in

each region and each age. One can entr;st common sense with

the task of a juror; one cannot ask it to formulate the laws

of a country, to argue cases in its courts, to decide on issues

of procedure, and o pass sentence on criminals. One does not

have to be a scientist to see the color of litmus paper or

to note the position of a needle on a dial; b:,t one cannot

rely on mere common sense to devise experiments xx or to interpret

their results. Similarly in philosophy, if one presup,osQs

an independently= established set of philosophic concepts

and positions, then common sense can provide the factual

factual boundary conditions that decide between theoretical

alternatives. But it is vain to ask common sense to provide

the philosophic concepts, to formulate the coherent range of

possible positions, to set the questions that can be answered

by an appeal to commonly known facts. By deprecating theoretical

understanding and by encouraging a wide exercise of judgment,

common sense eclecticism does what it can to make philosophy

obtuse and superficial.

Fifthly, common sense eclecticism cannot be

critical. Not only is common sense a variable but also it

is subject to a dramatic, an egoistic, a group, and a general
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bias. Once the aim of philosophy is brushed aside, once the

resources of its natural gro'~th are ignored, once a vain

program of incompetent judgment is established, not only

common sense but also its bias are in charge and they are

there to stay. Distinct philosophies emerge for the changing

tastes and fashions of racial, economic, regional, national,
and

cultural, regilions religious,/anti-religious groups and even

sub-groups. Spice and originality are added by the special

brands of common sense peculiar to psycho-neurotics, assertive

egoists, and aspiring romanticists. And if human society

tires of muddling through one crisis into another, then there
4t āw -clyf-too.

only means to attain an effective community of norms and

directives is to put the educational system, the press, the
ontac,

stage, the radio, Athe churches, under the supervision of a

paternal government, to call upon social engineers to

channel thought and condition feeling, and to hold in reserve

the implements that discipline refractory minds and tongues.

For common sense eclecticism is incapable of criticizing

common sense. It is not by discouraging theoretical understanding

that the polymorphism of human consciousness can be grasped,

and it is not by appealing to what common sense finds obvious

that the correct meaning of such terms as reality, knowledge,

and objectivity mrexto is to be reached.

-:)
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4.5 Dialectic.

Whether one considers the deductive methods

that offer to function automatically or the guiding methods

that rest on the conviction that the subject cannot be ignored,

one is forced to the conclusion that philosophic method must

concern itself with the structure and the aberrations of human

cognitional process. Abstract deduction yields to concrete;

the use of concrete deduction raises the question of its Q FP

possibility; and that possibility is found to lie in the

genesis of a wisdom that is prior to metaphysics. Universal

doubt heads for the same emptiness as abstract deduction;

empiricism seeks the concrete in the obvious manner that proves

mistaken in almost every respect; and a common sense use of

judgment leaves philosophy obtuse, superficial, and divided.

Might one not conclude, Alen, that the method of philosophy

lies in this very process that turns positions into their

contradictories only to discover in such reversal a new

position that begets its opposite to bring to birth a ne

third position with similar consequences until through successive

repetitions the totality of positions and opposites forms a

dialectical whole? Such, approlini tely, was Hegel+ s inspiration,

and since I venture to employ his term, dialectic, I feel

constrained to list the rifferences that separate his notion

from my own.

In the first place, then, Hegelian dialectic

is conceptualist, closed, necessitarian, and immanental.

It deals with determinate conceptual contents; its successive

triadic sets of concepts are complete; the relations of

opposition and sublation between concepts are pronounced

necessary; and the :;thole dialectic is contained within the
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field defined by the concepts and their necessary relations of

opposition and sublation. In contrast, our position is

intellectualist, open, factual, and normative. It deals not

with determinate conceptual contents but with heuristically

defined anticipations. So far from fixing the concepts that

will meet the anticipations, it awaits from nature and from

history a succession of tentative solutions. Instead of

binding these solutions by necessary relations, it regards them

as products of a cumulative succession of insights and it

claims that the succession follows neither a unique nor a

necessary path; for identical results can be reached by

different routes, and besides valid developments there are

aberrations. Finally, the appeal to heuristic structures,

to accumulating insimhts, to vahr verdicts awaited from

nature and history, noes outside the conceptual field to acts

of/ understanding that rise upon ex-eriences and are controlled

by critical reflection; and so instead of an immanental

id dialectic that embraces all positions and thAir opposites,

ours is a normative rialectic that discriminates between

advance and aberration.

The fore'oing differences have a common source.

p	 Hegel endeavors to pout pour everything into the concept,

while we regard concepts as by-products of the development

of understanding and place understand.inr itself in an inter-

mediate role between experience and critical reflection.
C^

It follows that, what Hegel is bound to regard as conceptual,

we can interpret quite differently. Thus, HeRrel's notion

of being is a minimum conceptual content that tonrles over
all-inclusive

into nothing, bat our notion of being is theAmoi6eireel.

heuristic anticipatio t an unrestricted desire to know.
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Hegel's dialectical opposition is a contradiction within the

conceptual field, but our dialectical opposition is the col,flict

between the pare desire to know and other human desires.

Heel's sablat ion is through a reconciling t , ird concept,

but our development is both the accumulPtion of insights
the	 that were

moving to higher viewpoints and the reversal of/aberrations//

brought about by the i uerference of alien desire. Hegel's

absolute is a terminal concept that venerates no antithesis

to be sublated in a higher synthesis: we recognize a manigodi

manifold of instances of the virtually unconditioned, and

through them attain knowledge of proportionate being in its

distinctions and relations. Her;elts concrete is an integraAd

whole of determinate concep,,ual contents, but our concrete

is a prospective totality to be known by answering correctly

the totality of questions for intelligence and for reflection.

Hence it is that Hegel' s dialectic is a universal and unciffer-

entiated tool: it is relevant in uhe same manner within logic,

within nature or science, and within the realm of spirit.

Our dialectic is a resuricted and differentiated tool: it is

relevant to human knowledrre and to huilan activities that

depend upon knowledge; it admits se?,arAte apT,lication to

o 	psycho-neural problems, to the historical expansion of

practical common sense, to the diversity of philosophic
but

methods and systems;/it does not lie within logic but rather

regards the movement from one loically formalized position

0	 to another; and it has no relevance to purely natural process.     

0 
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Finally, from a genetic standpoint, Hegel's

dialectic has its origins in the Kantian reversal both of

the Cartesian realism of the res extensor and of the Cartesian

realism of the res coitans; but whore Kant did not break

completely with extroversion as objectivity, inasmuch as he

acknowledged things themselves that, though unknowable, caused

sensible impressions and appeared, Hegel took the more forthright

position that extroverted consciousness was but an elementary

stage in the coming-to-be of mind; where Kant considered the

demand of reflective rationality- for the unconditioned to

provide no more than a regulative ideal that, when misunderstood,

generated antinomies, Hegel affirmed an identification of

the real with a rationality that'moved necessarily from theses

through antitheses to hir*ther syntheses until the movement

exhausted itself by embracing everything; where Kant had

restricted philosophy to a critical task, Hegel sought a

new mode, distinct from Cartesian deductivism, that would

allow phi losohy to take over the functions and aspirations

of universal knowledge. In contrast, 770 affirm the realism

of the res cogitans for human knowing and the realism of the

res extensa et talcs for animal knowing; while the two aeasii

realities as realities may be coincident, the two knowings

must be distinguished and kept apart; and it is failure to

keep them apart that oriairates the com-onent of aberration

in our dialectic of philosophy. Hence we break completely

from mere extroverted consciousness, not because it is

illusory, but because it is confusing and philosophically

irrelevant. At the same time, a more thorough and precise

account of human knowing enables to eliminate the rigidity

of the Kantian a Priori, to uncover a grasp of the unconditioned

o^
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as essential to judgment, to identify the notion of being

with the drive of intelligent inquiry and critical reflection,

to define motaphysics by the integral heuristic structure

of this drive, and so to conceive philosophy as universal

knowledge without infringing upon the autonomy either of

empirical science or of common sense. Finally, as arc will

appear shortly, this procedure yields a metaphysics that

brings to cortemi orary thought the wisdom of the Greeks

and of the medieval School-man, as reached by Aristotle and

Aquinas, but purf;ed of every trace of adneeNpAsita , antiqun .ted

science, formulated to ir_te7rate not only the science of

the present but also of the future, and elaborated in accord

with a method that makes it possible 'to reduce every dispute

in the fluid of metaphysical speculation to a question of

concrete psychological fact.

4.6 Scientific Method and Philosophy.

As there is nothincr to prevent a scientist

from being a man of common sense, so there is nothing to

prevent him from being a philosopher. On Indeed, the

scientist's dedication to truth and his habituation to the

intellectual pattern of experience are more than a propaadeutic

to philosophy; and if every mind by its inner unity demands

the integration of all it knows, the mind of the scientist

will be impelled all the more forcibly to proceed to that

integration along a coirse that is at once economical and

effective.

^a • : ••	 • -.
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In the past the philosophic appetite of scientists
was
4iJsat sfied commonly enouc•h with a scientific monism.

R The philosophies were rewarded as mis - !- ided efforts to

attain the lmow:ledge that science alone can bestow. Common

sense was considered a mere i-norance that the advance of

science and the legal enforcerient of universal education

soon would eliminate. In this fashion the integration of

human knowledge was identified with the unification of the

sciences, and that unification was obtained b-- the simple

device of proclaiming that objectivity was extroversion,

knowing was taking a look, and the real was thexi a sub-division

of the "already out there now." It followed that the universe

consisted of imaginable  elements linked to+ ether in space

and time by natural laws; because the elenients were imaginable,

the universe was mechanist; because the laws : : ere necessary,

the mecnanism was determinist. Neexhanics, then, was the one

science, and thermodynamics, electroma-netism, chemistry,

biology, psychology, economics, politics, and history were

just so many provisional, macroscopic views of a microscopic

reality. Finally, to add a note on method, it was unsuspected

that there was involved an extra-scientific supposition in

the pronouncement on the meaning of ob , lectivity, knowledge,

and reality. That was far too obvious to be questioned. It

followed that to doubt mechanist determinism was to doubt

the validity of the sc .. ences, and so doubters were summoned

to explain which of the methods or conclusions of the sciences

they thought to be mistaken.
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From the incubus of this 'lacio.eas-vtseaam , s^,
maw w44...t

the development of the sciences has been effecting a salutary

liberation. Dar: . in introduced a type of explanation that had

its basis not in necessary laws but in probabilities. Freud,
personal

despite his mlaboxata/loyal loyalty to mecha::ist determinism,

established the concept of psychogenic disease. Einstein

removed the space and time in which the imaginable elements

were imagined to reside. Quantum mechanics removed tha

from science the relevance of any image of particles, or

waves, or co;:tinuous process. No less than his predecessors,

the contemporary scientist can observe and experiment,

inquire and understand, form hypotheses and verify them.

But unlike his predecessors, he has to think of knowledge,

not as taking a look, but as experiencing, understanding,

and judging; he has to think of objectivity, not as mere

extroversion, but as experiential, normative, and tending

towards an absolute; he has to t`,ink of the real, not as

a part of `the "already out there now," but as the verifiable.

Clearly, the imagined as imagined can be verified only by

actual seeing, and so there is no verifiable image of the

elements of mechanism. Moreover, what science does verify,

does not lie in any t is v&I-atpAmis-i particular affirmations,

which are never more than approximate; what science verifies

is to be found in general affirmations, on which ranges of ranges

of particular affirmations convorge

mtte, with an accuracy that increases

with the precision of measurements and with the elimination

of probable errors.

C
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Still, this is only one aspect of the matter.

Scientific monism not only identified science with philosophy

but also concluded that the method of science must be the

method of philosophy. While this implication cannot be challenged

as long as its premiss stands, the brak-down of the premiss

cannot 'be expected to transform the long-established habits

of mind that were ^enerated and nourished by the conclusion.

Only through a positive accumulation of new insir-hts can

scientists be expected to grasp the Aifiaen differences between

the methods of empirical science and the method that must be

followed if the detached and disinterested desire to know is

to attain an integrated view of the universe. Accordingly,
though
Ai"iti' most of the present book bears on this issue, it will

not be amiss, I think, to ind . ic ; to and hr and to explain briefly

the diff : rences of method that 	 rnodV4f4:

repiailierigl commonly lead scientists to find philosophy

baffling, repellent, or absurd.

The basic difference is that scientific method

is prior to scientific work and independent of particular

scientific results, but philosoohxic method is coincident with

philosoohic work and so stands or falls with the success or

goner•. ity th n any s ientifi• theory so -Lla	 ame

neV. od can ead sue - essit1el to an ndefin e sex, es of
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failure of a particular philosophy. This difference leads the

scientist to conclude that it is nonsense to talk about a

philosophic method and that the plain fact is that philosophy

has no method at all. Now there is no use disputing about

names, but there is a point to understanding just where differences

lie. At least in a generalized sense, there is a method if

there is an intelligible set of directives that lead from

a statiting-point, that may be assumed, to a goal that is to

be obtained. In this generalized sense, both science and

philosophy possess method. In a specialized sense, there is a

method if _	 the same intelligible set of directives

will lead to a variety of different goals. In this specialized

sense, science has a method and philosophy has not. The

first reason for this difference is that there  are many

particular sciences and each of them deals with a variety of

objects, but there is only one integrated view of one universe

and so the; e is only one set of directives that lead to it.

The second reason for the difference is that the sciences

are concerned to assign determinate conceptual contents to

fill empty heuristic structures, so that the same method

leads successively to a series of different de 'erminations;

on the othaxcac other hand, philosophy obtains its integrated

view of a single universe, not by determining the contents

that fill heuristic structures, but by relating the heuristic

structures to one another. Because of these differences in

their objectives, scientific method āsrx stands to scientific

conclusions as a genetic universal to generated particulars,

but philosophic method stands to philosophic conclusions

as the genesis to the/attainment of a single all-inclusive view.

0
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In the second place, scientists are repelled by

the failure of philosophers to reach a sinn1e, precise, universally

accepted, technical language. They point out the simplicity

of this device and the enormous benefits it has conferred on

science. They lament the obtuseness of philosophers in over-

looking so silpi necessary a procedure, and they deplore their

wrong-headedness in clinging to equivocal and even literary

usage. Perhaps, ho7ever, they will grant that the desired

technical languaTe of philosophy must be compatible :with the

problems of philosophy. It would be absurd to demand that

modern chemists express their thought in terms of Aristotle's

four elements, and similarly it wo ild be absurd to provide

philosophers with a language that was incapable of expressing

their taught. Further, the polymorphism of human conzsciousness

seems relevant to the -Droblems of philosophy, for philosophy

is concerned with knowledge, reality, and objectivity, and
consci;usness shifts

these terns take on different meanings as os.v1449tusattb444

from one pattern or blend of patterns of ex- ,erience to another.
other

But the meaning ofla every/term ahIfts changes zith changes in

the meaning of the terms, knowledge, reality, ob ;!ectivity,

for the function of all lanrruar;e is to express presumptive

knowledge of presumptive reality and affirm or deny the

objectivity of the knoledge. Accordingly, the fundamental

task in working out an appropriate technical language for

philosophy would be to explore the range of muntixbisa

meanings that may be assumed by the basic variables, knowledge,

reality, and objectivity. There would follow the complementary

0
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task of selecting the range of dea different combinations

of particular values of the three basic variables and of

shoving how each combination modified the meaning of the

remaining terms of philosophy. This, of course, would be

a lengthy procedure and allowance would have to be ,Wade for

differences of opinion on the manner in which variations in

the basic combinations modified the m F aning of the remaining
m

terms. Finally, two / ludo:or points m y 4 be mentioned. There

would be the problem of discovering what logicians call the

meta-language in ::which one would express with technical accuracy

just what is meant by the polymorphism of human consciousness

and by different meanings in the ram-es of the basic variables.

There also would be the difficulty of explaining to people

as they are before they begin philosophy just ..hat is meant

by the terms and syntax of this meta-language and, at the same

time, of convincing them, as well as those with philosophic

opinions of a different color and shade, that the polymorphism

of human consciousness is the one and only key to philosophy.

It would seem that this preliminary task would have to be

conducted in literary language despite its equivocations;

bliy se—t e - a _que. at ism

c i^Q^.gZgē^f,^u3t%ua^ y %a.ni 	 =t'ae- prellani 	 .

and as the performance of the preliminary task has to be

adapted continuously to the changing mentality of successive

generations, it seems unlikely that a philosophy, which

intemrates the personal knowledr_re of living and changing

minds, will ever be able to wrap itself completely in the

restful cocoon of a technical language. In brief, while
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enormous advantages are tc be derived from a technical language

in exploiting what already is known, the problems of tort emporary

philosophy no are not problems of exploitation.

J

A t?Iird difficulty of scientists, v'hen they

turn to philosophic problems,	 is psychological. 7.e are

accustomed to think of scientists as pot pioneers in a novel

and daring adventure of exploration, but the fact is that

modern science has had four centuries in which to develop

a tra.dibionalist mentality. Again, t'-ere is a screening

ambiguity to contemporary usage of the word, belief. If a

moron reads in his newspaper that energy is equal to the

product of the mass by the square of the velocity of light,

we are not inclined to say that his acce„tance is mere belief,

for after all what Science says is not belief but knowledge.

However, if we care to be accurate, the difference between

kno ledr:e and belief lies not in the object but in the attitude

of the subject. Kno .^ ink; is affirming what one correctly

understands in one's own experience. Belief is accepting

what we are told by others on whom reasonably we rely.

Now every conclusion of science is known by' several scientists,

but the vast and cumulative collaboration of the 	 _	 o

sc...entific tradition would be impossible if every conclusion

of science hid to be known by every scientist. For each

science is an extensive array of elements of information and

correlation, and the scientific attitude is not to spend

one's life checking over what was settled by one's predecessors

but to proceed from this basis to further discoveries.

4.6 75
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The theoretical and practical training of a scientist aims at

bringing him abreast of present knowledge and enabling him

to carry on the work. He must understand how information was

acquired, what type of evidence went to the determination of

defmitionx definitions, formulae, constants, systems, how he

might test and,

current views.

to recapitulate

if need should arise, successfully challenge past

But no effort is made to enable each scientist

within his own experience, understanding, and

or

reflection the whole development of 'che science. On the

contrary, the effort that is made is to convince him how

• - ^ :.•. ^

%1.fi'"i 3831 —'kei7'`C.^Et:iY16ir•gt4..an4R.e"b, t3'4 -iTi s ,	 Nkii -t-tg

reasonably he may roly on past results; on the one hand, there

are the specimens of scientific method that he witnesses in

class demonstratio is and, more intimately, in his own laboratory

work; and on the other hand there is the general ar?ument that,

whatever is wrong in any accepted view, vill come to light sooner

or later, not by reliving the past, but by using it as a premise

for further investigation. Belief, then, is an essential

moment in scientific collaboration. It is variable in its

extent. It is provisional. It is s! .ibject to checking and

control. It is quite aeasenuhly reaso ,sable. But the reasonableness

of belief does not make it knowledge, and the extent to which
to. old

ix belief is essential in^ scientific wedak4d disposes and
conditions the minds of scientists in a manner that ill equips

them for philosophy.
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For while philosophy has had its traditional

schools from the days, it seems, of Pythagoras, still the
a

schools have proliferated. Instead of x/tip single tradition

with distinct departments as in science, philosophy has been

a cumulative multiplication of distinct and opposed traditions.

Nor is there anything surprising about this contrast. For.

in science a single method ooerntes towards a variety of

different goals, but in philosophy a :inn single all-inclusive goal

is sought by as many different methods as arise from different

orientations of the historically developing but polymorphic

consciousness of man. Hence while a scientist is reasonable

in entering into the scIentific tradition and carrying on its

work, a 21.11a4mopity philosopher cannot be reasonable on the same

terms; he has to become familiar with different traditions;

he has to find grounds for deciding between them; and it is

the reasonableness of that decision on which will rest the

reasonableness of his collaboration within any single tradition.

It follows that, while the reasonableness of each scientist

is a consequence of the reasonableness of all, the philosopher's

reasonableness rests is grounded on a personal commitment

and on personal knoledge. For the 61. 10aAs4qe issues in philosophy

cannot be settled by looking up a hand-book, by appealing to

a set of experiments performed so painstakingly by so- and-so,

by referring to the masterful presentation of overwhelming

evidence in some famous work. Philosophic evidence is within

the philosopher himself. It is his own inability to avoid

experience, to tNEOUA06 renounce in ellir°ence in 34 inquiry,

to desert reasonableness in reflection. It is own detached,

disinterested desire to know. It is his own advertence to

the pi polymorphism of his own consciousness. It is his
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own insight into the manner in which insirthts # accumulate a

in mathematics, in the empirical sciences, in the myriad

instances of common sense. It is his own rrasp of the dialectical
his o vn

unfolding of t`o	 desire to know in its conflict with other

desires that provides the key to his own philosophic development

and reveals his own potentialities to adopt the stand of any

of the traditional or of the new philosophic schools. Philosophy

is the flowering of the individual? s rational consciousness

in its coming to know and take possession of itself. To that

event ics traditional schools, its treatises, and its history

are but contributions; and without that event they are stripped

of real significance.

It is this aspect of personal development and

personal commitment that the scientist turning to philosophy

ly t);aē pauses in the course Qf development c,:uld be represented

b, a symborlically formalized logical sia

is, perhaps, most likely to overlook. Spontaneously he will

be attricted by the ranne of recent philosophies that rest

on the successive attempts to formulate a symbolic logic,

for a deductivism offers, the security of an impersonal and

automatically expanded position. Spontaneously he will seek

a new SOPMVPVtl. integration of the sciences in works written

by individual scientists or by a commissions of scientists,

for he is accustomed to believing scientists and hopes for
,cam

a new philosophy t_iatA 	be named not philosophy but science.

_..
G'^,_,

0
	

0



Dialectic of Philosophy	 4.6	 79

In the light of his antecedents, such tendencies are explained

easily enough, but the explanation does not reveal them to be

reasonable. As has been seen, the attractions of deductivism

have been felt before, and abstract deductivism proved to be

empty, concrete deductivism turned out to beg the question,

and transcendental ded'i.ctiv.sm revealed itself too crude an

instrument to deal :':pith the complexity of - - I.- 	•	 •	 •

developing intelligence. Nor can any hope be entertained
sciences

that the e.at unification of the 
A
sia	 ae will be effected

correctly because it is the •.ork of scientists. They are not

made of a different clay from mere philosorhers. They are not

exempt from the polymorphism of human consciousness. They are

not to be expected to Kft escape involvement in the ambiguities

that reside in such terms as kn ::iled7,e, reality, objectivity.

To conclude, philosophy has been fertilized

repeatedly by scientific achievement. But it tivoqld seem

a mistake	 et: ,aison-I i1,o	 hy-e_ith ē 	 t4 .,oflt"

siOeirizeAokr	 to expect that philosophy should conform

to the method, to the linguistic technique, or to the group

mentality of the scientist. The contribution of science and

of scientific method to philosophy lies in,Ai4	 lity to

ssayA lA s 6phh\-rTith the \sec lay 	 --"9x e riv-

supply philosophy with instances of the heuristic structures

which a metaphysics integrates into an Ix a single view of

the concrete universe.
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