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Ch#%#er XIV: The Dlalectic of Philosophy.
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1. Oudlésns

it is not diffiec:lt to set antitheses agalnsat
the conclusions of the preceding three charters, Against
the objectiviby that 1z based on intellirent Inquiry and
¢riticel reflection, there stands the unguestloning orientation
of extroverted blolorical consciousness and 1ts uncritical
survival not only in dramatie and practical living but also
in much of philosophic thought. Against the concrete universe
of being, of all that can be intellirently rrasped and reasons

ably affirmed, there stands in a prior completeness the world

of sense, In which the » "reel" and the "apparent" are sub-
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divisions within a,w "already out thers
now," Against the self-affirmation of a conaciousness that
at once is empiriecal, intellsctnal, and rational, there stands
the native bewllderment of the existential subject, revolted
by mere animality, unsure of his way through the maze of
philosophies, tryinc to live without a known purpose, @ ffering
desplite an ummobtivated will, thrertened 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 propositlons,

pure angs Sim

They are not,lorlcsl alternatives, of which%}sﬁtrue end the
othéiafalse. But in each case hoth the thesis and the antie
thesis have thelr sround in the concrete unity in tension
that 1s man. For human consciousness is polymorphlic., The
pattern in which it flows may be biological, aesthetlc, artistie,

dramatic, practical, Intellectual, or mystical., These patterns
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alternate; they blend or mlx; they can interfere, confliet,
lose their way, break down. The iIntellectual pattern of
eXperience 1s suprossd and expressed by our account of self-
affirmation, of being, and of objiectivity. But no man is born
in that pattern; no one reaches 1t easily; no one remninsg in
1% permanently; and when some other wmattern is dominant, then {
the self of our self-affirmatlon seems auite different from
one's actual self, the universe of being seems as unreal as
Platots noetle heaven, and objectivity spontaneously becomes

a matter of meeting persons and dealing with things that are

"really out there."”

Not merely nre the antitheses based on the
polynmorphic fact of a protean consclousness, but Initlally
there ia the bewildefing faect without the clear antitheses.
70 reach that sharp formulation, it was necessary for us to
begin from insicht, to study 1ts functicning In methemetlca,
In empirical sclence, ond in common sense, to turn to refledtlve
undersvanding and judment, and thronghout to avoid involvement
in obvicusly pressing problems on the nature of knowledse, of
reality, and of the relatlon between them, ZHven in unfolding
the process that ends In self-alfirmstion, we were unvrepared
to say whether X affimming fthe self was knowine the self.
Affirming the self became kmowing the self inasmuch as knowing
bheing waﬂseen to be affirming it; and mowing being bHecame
objective knowing through Ehwxascank a grasp of the nature
of experientlal, normative, absolute, and the consequent
principal ohjectivity.

If a clear and sharp formulation of the antlitheses

occurs only am at the end of a long and difficult inaulry,
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still that Inquiry today 1s orepared and supported In & manner
unatteinable in earlier centurles, The development of mathe-
mabtics, the maturity of some brenches of empirical sclence,
the investirations of depth psycholoey, the Interest in
historlcal theory, the p evpistemolosrical problems raised

by Descertes, by Hume, and by Kant, the concentration of
modern phllosophy upon cornitional ska analysis, all serve

to facilitabe and to illumine an investisation of the mind

of man. Bub if it is possible for loter ages to reap the
harvest of earlier sowing, still hefore that sowing and during
it there was mo harvest fo 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
vask of philosophy lies In the observation or utterance of
some simple entity by some simple mind., In fact, thgig;%&@r
i1s polymorphic: it has to master its own manifold before 1t
can determine what nsiermmz ubtterance is, or what is uttered,
or what is the relation betieen the twoj and when it does =0,
it findsf&ts own complexity at the root of antithetlical
solutlions, From the welter of conflicting philosophic defini-
tions and from the Babel of endless philosophic arguments,
it has been concluded thet the objiect of phllosorhy either
doss not exlst or cannot be attained. But this conclusion
Biinks disrerards two facts., On the one hand, the philosophers
heve been men of excevtional mmma acumen and profundity, On
the other hand, the many, contradictory, dlsvarate philosophles
can all be contributions %o the clarificatioﬁ of z some basic

but polymorphic fact; because the fact is basic, its Implications
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range over the unlverse; but because it is polymorphic, its

alternative forms ground diverse sets of implications.

Such 18 the visw to he developed In the present
account of the dialectic of philosophy. As in our remarks
on mothematics, on empirieal science, and on common sense,
80 also here the one object of our inguiry is the nature and
fact of insight. prhilosophers and philosophies engare our
attentlon inasmuch ag they are instances ané products of
inqulring intelligence and reflecting reasonableness, It
is from this viewpoint that there emer~es a unity not only
of origin but also of goal 1n their activities; and this
twofold unity is the sround for finding In any given philosophy
a simirficance that can extend beyond the philosopher's horizon

foem
and, In a manner he did not expect, pertain to the permanent

development of the human mind,
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The possibllity of contradictory c¢onbridbutions

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

the reader. Besides the direct iInsishts that grasp the sysiematic,

there are also the inverse lnsinrhts that deal with|/the non-
systematlc. A3 both types of insisht are needed by the
mathematiclian, the empirical scisntist, the depth nsyechologlst,
and the theorist of history, so also hoth trypes are needed by
the philosopher. Morsover, inasmuch as the philosopher
employs both kypas direct nnd imywsz inverse inslchts in his
survey and esuvimate of the vhilosonhic process, his mind
and grasp become the single roal in which contradictory
contributions attaln their complex unity. Finally, the
heuristic structure of that unity asdmits decermination
through the principle that positlons invite development and
counter~positions invite reversal. This primecipaxy principle
we mmsk now must explain,

First, in any philosophy 1t is possible to
distinguish between its comitional theory and, on the other

hand, 1ts pronouncements on metaphrsical, ethical, and theo-

-logical issues, Twet us name the cornit.onal theory the basis,

and the other pronouncements the expansion,

Secondly, there are two aspects to ths basis,

On the one hand, cognitional theory ls determined by an appeal

to the data of conscilousress and Zhm to the historical develop-
mont of human knowlsdge. On the other hand, the formulation
of cognitional theory cannot be complete unless sone stand
1s taken on basie lssues in philosophy.

Thirdly, the #Zmx inevitable philosophie

component, lmmanent in the formulation of comnitional theory,
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will be either a basic position or else a basic counter~-posltion.
It will be a basic position, 1) if the real 1is
the concrete unlverse of heing and not o sub-division of the
"already out there now'; 2) if the subiect becomes known/@hen
it affirms itself intelli~ently and rcasonably and so 1s not
known yet in any prior "existential® state; or 3) if oblectivity
Izyxnabzaxtrovarziong is concelved as a conseausnce of Intelllgent
Inguiry and critical reflection, and not as axX property of vital
anticipation, extroversion, and satisfaction,
On the other hand, it wlll be a basic counter-

position, if 1t contradicts one or more of the basic positions.

/
theolprical promduncements inte line with 1ts ado|t10n ;;’basic
p6%i%;6nE'0m*ﬂaiQQ2?ﬂ&é&Sl#q”ﬁf’b&SiC"b@&ﬁ*ﬁT’pﬁafﬂrﬁﬁ?

Fourthly, any philosonhlie pronouncement on any

c;log"}ﬁf metavhysdCal, ethicgk, and /

eplstemolopgical, mecavhysical, ethrcal, or theolorical iasue
will be named a positlon if it is coherent with?iﬁbasic pogitions
on the real, on knowuing, snd on objectivitys and it will be
named a countar-position if it is coherent with one or more
of the basle counbter-positions.,

Pifthly, all counter-positions invite reversal,
For any lack of coherence prompts the intellirent and reasonable
inguirer %to lntroduce coherence, But counter-positions, though
coherent with one another, thousgh the insertlon of their symbolic
equivalents into an electronic compubter wonld not lead to a
break-down, none the less are inchaaramk incoherent with the
activities of grasplng them Intelli~ently and affirmdng them
reasonably., For these activitles contain the basic positions:

and the basic poslitions are imagkhos incohsrent with any counter-

; : oA
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position. One can grasp and accept, propose and defend a
counbter-position; but that activity commits one to szrasping
and accerting one's grasping and accepting; and thet commitment
involves & grasp and aeccerbance of ithe basic positions.
The orMly coherent way to maintain a eounter-position is that
ef the animal; for animals not only do not speak but/glso do
not offer excuses for thelr silence.

Sixthly, all positions invite development,
For they are c¢oherent not only with one ancther but also with
the activities of ineuiring intellirence and reflective ressonsble-

with existing attainment,/

ness; becnuse these activities are coherent) their exercise is
possible; because ex.sting attalnment is incomrlete, further
development is invited.

A 8limple example will clarify the meaning of
the forezoing abstract statements. Let us say thet @atazixnm

Carteszan dualism conbains both a basic position and a basic

counter-positlon. ‘the basic position is the "cogito, ergo sum"

and, as Descartes dld not endow it with the clarity and precision
that are to be desired, 1ts further development is invited

by such guestions as, what is the self? “hat l1s thinking?

What 1s being? What are the relations between them? On

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

of the res exvensa; it 1s real as a sub-division of the =irzax

Talready out there now"; its objectivity is a matter of
oextroversion; knowinz it is not a matter of inquiry and
reflections This counter-position invites reversel, not

merely in virtue of 1ts conjunction with the other component

in Carteslan thought, but even when posived by itself in anyone's
b T BT PO\ e\ Rrrow Ledme_es. sthply e madiosod
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thought. Thus, Hobbes overcame Cartesian dualism by grantdng

reality to the res cogitans only if it vere another Instance

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

Hume overcame Hobbes by reducing all instances of the "already
out there now real” to manifolds of Impressions linked by mere
hablts and beliefs. The intellicence and/reasonableness of
Hume's criticlzing were obviously ~ulfe different from the

nz kmowledge he so successfully criticized., lMisht ons not
ldentify knowledge with the criticlzing activity rather than
the eriticized materials? If so, Cartesian dualism is sliminated
by another ronte. One 1s back at the thinking subject and,

at the term of this reversal, one!s philosorhy is enriched

not only by a stronger affirmation of the basic position bunk
also by an explicit negatlon of the basle counter-position,

:S the-lirhi—el dhe—dtelsetdo~mhy Al dphikosophic
YorouRe

ide-into positions and counter-posisions

gitions sub-divide into a historical sequence, and latb

pgsitions Are developments ofBarli:r positions., Howewver,

a\ deyelopment of man's wled=e of knowledre and of 1t

plications can beBxr ressed in a counier~podition; one can

meke a sirnifigdnt discovery withont bghig a complete

syccossful philosopher. Accordingky, toere algo is

historical series of mmmriex egroups of counziizpzﬂ f}nns.
Still, this ssries cannot be rezarded as g 80x singie cumulatlve
development, whqt 13 found i3 =2 disaaﬁtinuous geb o initlel

¢ unLer-p03¢tlons, gach of which bverins E//ﬂﬁ}oyin a aghra

coherent Mtﬂmwamm vith-1tg=reversal into
a fro'siif“lon.
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Diadectic of Philosophy

In the 1icht of the dlelectic, then, the historical
series of philosophies wounld he remarded as a sequence of
contributions to s sincle but complex goal., Sienificant
d.gcoveries, because they are not the prerorative of completely
successful philosophers, are expressed elther as positions or
as counfer-positions. But positions Invite development, and
S0 the sequence of discoveries expressed as positions should
form a unified, cumulai;ive sfructure tkat can be enr.ched by
adding the discoveries 1Initially expressed as counter-positions.
On the other hand, since counter-positlons invite reversal,

a free unfoldlnp of hwman thourht sho+ld tend to separate
the discovery from its anthor?s bins In the measure that 1its
presuppesitions wer;:EXaminad and its Impl.cabions tested,

Howaver, The diaslectic 1taelf has a notable
presuppositlon, for it supproses thet cornitional theory

exercliies a fundamental influence in metaphyslcs, in ethies,

and in theolornical pronouncensnts. This nresuprosition merits

Shat we havy
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exploration, In the-prosent chapter, then, an attempt will be
made to define metaphysics, to stave its Eﬁ,method, and to

clarify the method by contrasting it with othsr methodis,

In subsequent chapters, the method will be articulated by
an outbline of metaphysics, a sketch of ethics, and a presentation

of transcendent lnowledne.
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2+ A Definition of Netaphysics.

Just as the notlon of heing underlies and penetrates
and goes beyond all other notlons, so also metaphysics is the
department of human knowledre that underlies, penetrates,
transforms, and unifies?é%her departments,

It uncderlies all other departments, for its

principlds are neither terms nor pronositions, neither concepts

nor judements, but the detached and disintsrested drive of the

pure desire to lnow and its unfolding in the emnirical, intellectual,

and ratlonal consciousness of the self-affirming subject.

From the unfolding of that drive proceed all % guestions, all
Insights, all formulations, all reflections, all judrmments}

and so metaphysics unterlies losic and methematics, the varlous
sciences and the myried instances of cowmrmon sense.

It penetrates all other departments. For other
departments are conscituted by tike same principles as
metaph'sice., They are particnlar departments inasmuch as
they are restricted to some particular viewpoint and field,.

Yot despite the restrictions that malke them particular, all
departments spring from a common source and seek a common
compatiblllty end coherence, and in both these respects
they are penetrated by metavhysics.

It Transforms 211 other departments. For the
conscliousness of man is polymorphie and it ever risks formulating
its discoveries not a&s positions buﬁ a8 counter-positions.
Common sense is subiect to a diramatic hies, an egoistic bias,

a group bias, and a ceneyal blag thet disregeards the complex
theoretical 1ssues, in which it becomes involved, and ¥es, long

term consequences, from which it blindly suffers, Sclentists
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are not just scientists but 2188 a2lso men of common sense; they
share its bias in so far ag thoir specialty does not correct it;
and in so far as thelr specialty runs counter to the bias of
common sense, they £ind themselves divided and et a loas for a
coherent view of the world, HMebaphysics sprincs from the

pure desire to knows it 1s free from the restrictions of particular
viewpoints; it distingulshes positions from counter-positions
in the whole of knowledres it 1s a transforming principle that
urges poslitions to fuller development and, by reversing counter-
positiocns, libe.altes discovories from the shnckles in which, at
first, they were formulated,

It wnifies all other departments., For other
depariments meet particular ranges of questions, but it is the
original, total question 2nd it moves Lo the total aonswer by
prbLIN Y Gousibet sl o oA enseqs
transforming and oottine torether all other answers. Metaphysiles,
then, is the whole in lmowledwe but not the whole of kmouledss.

A whole is not without its parts, nor independent of them, nor

identlcal with them. So 1t is that, while the principles of

metaphyslcs are rrlor to all other knowledre, still the attainment

of metaphysics ds the key-stone that both rests upon the other
nresses
parts ond WAIdF thwm Gorether in the unity of a whole.
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From the forerolns account, 1t would appear thet
metaphysiégﬂz;isqg in three stnres or forms., In its first stage,
it 1s latent., ZEmpirical, invellectual, an?® ratisnal conseisusness
are lmnsnenu and op:rative in all human knowing; from them snfing
both the varions denartments of knowledre and the attemptas that
are made to reverse counter-positions and to attaln coherence
and unlty; but the comron source of 2ll knovled=e 1s not pgrasped
with sufficient clarity and precision; the dirlsctical principle
of tranzformation is not ¢ developed technicues and efforts at
unification are haphazard and srvasmodic. In 1ts second starpe,
mebajzhysics is problematic, The need of a syscemetic effort
for unification is felts stndies of the neturs of knowledre
abound; but these very studies are involved in the dlsarray
of the positions and counier-positinns that res 1t from the
polymorvhic conscicusness of man. In its fthird stace, metaphrsics
ls explicit, 3% Latent metaphysics, which aslways is operatbive,
gucceeds in conceiving itself, in vworking out its Jmplications
and technicues, and in affirming the concertion, the Implleations,
and the technilques.

ihet 1s this explicit metaphysics? It will
simplify matters enormously if, in the rresent chapter, we
prescind from the complicated and disputed question of pessible
the possibility of man's kmowine what lies beyond the limits of
human experience, Accordinnly, we Introcduce the notion of
proport icnase being. In its full sweep, belng is whatever is

to be kmovn by invellicent rrasp and recsonable affirmation,

But being that is proporticnnte to humen knoving nob only is to be
to be

understood and affirmed but also is/exverienced, So proporiionate

being may be defined as whabever is to be lmown by human

experience, intellirent prasp, and reasonable affirmation.
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Now let us say that explicit metaphysics is
the conception, affirmation, and Lmplementatlon of the intepgral
heurlstic structure of prooortlionste being. The meaning and
Implications of this statement hawve now to be explored.

Pirst, what 1s meant by an interral, heuriatic
gtructurs? To begin by assemblinm tlie elemunts of the angwer,
concertual concvents may be rrimitive or derived; the derived
are defined by aprealing to the primltive; tle rrimitive are
fixed iInssmuch as terms and relatins proceed from a sincle

- understanding with bhe relatisons settled b~ the torms and the

| terms settled by the releticns. However, prior toAunderstanding
that issues in enswers, there ar;tzuestisns that antiepx
anbilcipate answersj and as has hsen seen, such anticipaticn
may be employed systematleally in the determination of anéwers
that as yvet are unknown;'for while bLhe contznt of a fubure
cognitional act is unlmown, the g¢eneral chrracteristics of
the act 1Gself not only czn he known but also can supply
a premixg premise that leads to ihe act., A Heuristic notiar,
then, is the notion of an wnlnovn content and it is determined
by antleipatin- the type of act thro:sh vhich the unknown

o ' world become lknown. A heuristic structure is an ordered

set of heuristic notions, Finally, an intemral heuristile

structure is the ordered set of all heuristic notions.

Im illustration, one may voint to the definicion

of proportion:te belng. It is wistever is Lo he Imown by

I hunan experlence, iulellirent grasp, and reasonable affirmatlion,
The definlition does not assisn the eontent of any experlence,
of any unuders.anding, of any affirmetion. Yet it does assim

an ordered set of types of acls, and it implies that every
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proporticnave heing 1s ©o be known throurh such an ordered sote
Accordingly, the definitlon i3 an instsnce of 2 heuristic structure;
but it ia not an instance of an interral heurlstic structure,

for it doesz not exhaust the resources of the humon mind in
anticipating what it 1is to lmow.

Secondly, if the inbter~ral heuristic struemture
of proporticnnte being were concelved, aff'irmed, and impldmented,
then latent metaphysics would become explicilt. For lr%sent
metaph: sics is the dynemic wnity of empirical, inielilectual,
and ravional consciousness as underlying, peneirntine, tra: sforming,
and wnifying obbagedetew the other depertments of mowledpe,

Bub an Integral heuriscic structure of proporticnece being

would perform these offices in an erplicit manner. As heuristic,
1t would underlie other lmowledse, As the Suestlons, which

other lmowledre answers, it would penstrate other fields.

As dialectlcal, it wonld trancform these answers. As interral,
it would contaln in itself the order that hinds other departwents
into a slugle inuelligille whole,

Thirdly, such an explicit wetephysics wonld be
progressive, For heuristiec notians and structares are nob
discovered by some Platonic znammasim recall of a prior state
of contemplative bliss., They result from the resorrcefulness
of human intolligence In operation, They nre to be lmown only
by an analysis of overatlons that have bhecome famlller and as
are submitted to examinatiom, Just as the other departments
of knonledie advance by discovering new methods, so metaphysics
advances by adding these discovariss to its account of the

integral heuristic strueture of prorcrticznate being.
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Fourthly, such an expliclt metaphysics would be
nuahced, Tt would he a whole of meny parts, and different parts
would possess varying desgreses of clarity and precision, of
evidence and Iinevitability. It follows that not all parts
could e affirmed with the same confidence, that some ovould
be regarded as cerbaln, mikzs others as hirhly probable, others
as racommended b the lack of aliernatives, others as doubtful
and in need of further confirmation.

Pifthly, such a mebaphysics would be factual,
Proportionate heing is not the merely possible nor need it be
absolutely necessary. It is what In fact 1s, and the sclence
that views 1t as a whole can he convent to ascertain what in
fact 1s true. Moreover, the vmrious ampirical gclences and tThe
mypiand instances of common sensge alm at no more bthan lknoving
what in fact is soj; but metaphysics 1s their uniflicartion;
iﬁ as a principle, it crecedes them: but as an anbtainment, it
follows upon them, emerves from them, dewnends upon them; and
80, lilke them, it too will be factual,

Sizxthly, the denendence of such a metaphysies
mpon the sclences and upon common sense would be the denpendencs,

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

& z.
but of anv&rghﬂézgh%, transforming, and mmifying principle

i . ;mwa,ﬁq),
upon the meterlals that it forganiess, tranaforms, and unifies.

Metaphyslics does not uvnuertake elithcur to discover or to tesch
science; it does not undertake either to develop or to Impart

conmon sense: it does nobt pretend to know the universe of

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

efforts, it works them iInto coherence by reversing their
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counter-positions, and it knits them into a unity by discerning
In them the concrete prolonsations of the interrel heuristic
Structure which it itself is.

Seventhly, such a metaphysics, once it had
Surmounted its inlitial difficulties, wonld be stable. It
would admit Incilental modificatinns and Iimprovements, but 1%
could not undergo the wevoluilonary chances to which the empirical
sclences are subiect, For a science is open %0 revolutionrary
chanpe insasmuch as it 1s possibdle to reach a hicher viewpoinb
and conseruently to alter the comtent of its vrimitive terms
and relations., But it is possible to reach a hirher viewpoint
only witnin the frame-work of incuiring and critical Intellifence;
there is not, in human lmowledre, any vossible hi-her view-pvoint
that foes beyond that frame-vwork itself and replaces intellivent
Inquiry and eritical reflectlon by some surrosate) and the
viewpolnt of metaphysica is constituted by nothinn less than

inquiring intelllsence and critical reflection, Horeover,

a hirher viewpoint can alter the content of primitive terms

and relations only if that content is determizxis some determinote
_ ohject of thought or affirmation, The Aristotelian, the
‘ﬂﬁ Galilsan, the Neatonianjrghe Dinsbotming Tinsteinlan accounts
@) of the free fall of hesavy bodies ere 21l o -en to revision,
for all are determinate contents, On the other hand, a merely
heuristic account 1s not open to revision. One cannot revise
the heuristic}notion that the natuye of a free fall is what

O | _ gorrectlys; . .
1s to be known wnen the free fall is understood; Tor it 1is

. that heuristic noyion that 1s both antecedent to each determinate
account and, as well, subsequent to each and the vrinciple of

The revision of each, Accordingly, sinece metaphvsics is
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the intersral heuristle structure of proportinnate being, since
it 1s a structure that is coincident with inguiring inbelli-ence
and critiecal reflection, metanhvsics is makablaz not open to
revolutionary ehange.

Elphthly, mevaphysics primerily resards being
as explained, but secondrrily it includes beinz as described.
Primarlly, it recards being as explained, for it is a heuristic
structure, and a heuristic structure looks Ho what is to be
known when one understands, Secondarily, it includes being
as dé@ribed. For explanaticn is of thin~a as related to one
another; deseription Is of things as related to usy and so,
since we are tiinrs, the descriptive relations must be ldentical
with some of the gxpimnatimm explanatory relations,

It is to be noted that the includion of deseriytive
relations in wotaphysics is Implicit, general, mediated, and
Inteliectual, It is implicit, for explicitly rmutephysics
regards things as explained. It is general, for mebaphysics
1s just a heuvristie structure 2nd so only in the most zeneral
fashion can it devermine which explanatory relaticns are Identical
with deseriztive relations. It is mediated, inasmuch as metanhysics
unifies tho sciences and common sense and throurh them it can
determine more precisely whewt which explanatory relations also
are Gescriptive. Finally, the incluslon 1s intellectual,
for it oceurs on the level of intellirence and judrment and not
on the level of sense., Just as thinkine of the thermodynamic
gquations will not make anyone feel warmer or cooler, so the
metaphysica of heat will be incapable of vroducing the experience
of heat as felt., Similarly, no mebaphysics, even if it
regards mathematlcal sclence as superficisl and undertekes

to uphold the distinetive reality of nualiby, will he able bto

6 )
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Impart to a blind man the expsrience of color as seen or to
a deaf man the experience of sound as heard.
Incidentally, once this last point is grasped,
it wonld seem that metaphysical atliemots to uphold the distinctive
sensible
reality of/quality have n:thing to uphold, For if miaphus
metaphysics cannot reosroduce the sensed as sensed, 1t can uphold
sensihle aquality only by assipgning some corresponding intelli-
gibility, But mavhematlcnl science already offers a corres-
vonding intolllsibility and, though the materials of mathe-
matlical Intelliribility are cuantitative or, more accurately,
ordlnable, mathenmatical inbellisivility is not 1tself quantitative.
The difference between a trigonomstric and en exponential
function 1s not a difference in sizej it is a difference in
intellipgible law roverning relations between mrdim continuonsly
ordinable elements.

A corollary of wider interest regards the ten
categories commonly asgcribed to Aristotle, They are descriptive.
A naturallst will assisn the pgenus, species, and Instance
(substance} of an animal, its size and weirht (quantity),
its color, shope, abilities, propmensities {quality), its
8imilaritles to other animals and ics differences from them
{relation), its periormance and suscentibilibles (action and
pagsion), lts habitat and seasonal chen-es (place and time),
1ts mode of motion and rest (posturs), and its possession
of such items as claws, talons, hooves, fur, feathers, horns
(habit). Bubt metaphysics, as it is being conceived, is a
heurlstic structure that rerards being as explained and only
implicitly, nenerally, mediately, and intellectually includes
being as described., It follows that Aristotle's ten categories,

thouph they regard proportionate being, none the less do not
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rertain to the constitutive structure of metaphysics,

Perhaps enourh has been said to clorify what
we mean by metaphvysles, The detached and disintsrested desire
to know and lts unfolding in inqulwy and reflection not only
constitute a notion of being but also impose a normatlve
structure upon man's cornitional acts, Such a structure
provides the relations by which unlmown conients of the acts
can be defined heuristically, This heuristic structure l1s
Inmnanent and operative in all human knowing, bnt initlally
it is Jatent and the vpolymorphism of human consclonsness
makes it problematic as well. None the lesss, 1t can be
conceived, affirmed, and implemented, and from t-at Implementation
there follow® g transformation and?ﬁntegration of the sclences
and of the myrlad lnstances of com—won sense, But knowing 1s
knoiing being. So the dntesral heurlstic structure of pro-
portionate belng, as detsrmined by the sciences and common sSense,
1s kmowledse of the ormanizing straeture of proporiionave hslng,
As has been sald, such a mebaphysics 1s progressive, nuanced,
factual, formally dependent on cognitional theory and macverially
dependent on tﬁe sciences and on comion sense, stable, and
in its ocutlook explanatory.

There remains the ¢larification thet resultis
from a discussion of method, and to this we now turn our

attention,




e o ke e b Al B e e e N 217503 A

Dialectic of Philosovhy 3. 20

S«  Method IiIn Betephysics,

A method is a set of directives that serve to
gnide a process towards a result, The reswlt, at which we are
aimlng, la the explicit metaphvsics outlined in the previous
gection. It would conslst In a symboliec indleation of the Total
ranse of pouzsibls experlence, in o seb of acts of insisht that
unify such expsrience, and in a rrasp of the virtually uncon-
dltloned issuldng in a reasoneble affirmation of the unifled
view,

This result can exist only in the empiriesl,
intellectual, and rational consciousness of the self-affirming
subject. Uetaphvsies, then, is not somethins in a book bubt
gomething in a mind. Horeover, 1t 1z produced not by a bock
but only by the mind iIn which it is. Books can serve to supply
bhe atimulns for a set of rreclse visual experisnces, to
issuve throngh the experiences an invitation to sets of insight,
to lead through the insirnts Lo o rmrasp of the wvirtnally
unconditioned. But books cannot constitute the visuel experiences,
rior necessltates the insights, nor impose the attainment of
the hipgh moment of critical reflsection tiwmt throurh the
unconditioned reaches judement, Further, the subjlect that 1s
envisdged is not some general or transpendental or absolute
subject; from the viewpoint of the writer it is any particulsar
subject that can ezxperience, can ingquire intelli:rently, can
reflect critically; but from the viewpoint of the res@er the
particulasr subjlect iIs the subject that he or she ls., No one
can understand for another or judme for sanother., Such acts
are one's own and only one'ls own, IExplicit nux motaphyslca

is a personal abtiainment,
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Particular subjects are many. Thelr raespective
histories and attainsments are diverse., Thelr ontlooks on the
universe are disparate. Vet despite thelr mult iplicity, thelr
diversity, thelr disparatensss, tusy as they ac tually arve
constitute the starting-point for the process tiwmt leads to

explicit metaphysics. There is no use addressing minds that

Dialectic of Fhilosophy R | 21

could be or should be but in feet are not, 1f ome would encourage

the genesis of expliclt mebaphvsics in the miwnd s that are.
Just as mobophysics can exist Xm only in a mind ond can be
produced only by tle mind in which i%si;? :g’also melaphysics
can besin only in minds that exist and it can proceed only
from tholr actual texture and complexion. Bluntly, the

starting-point of metaphysics 1s people as they are.

Between this d&barting-point and the goal, tirere

1s the process, It is a process from latent throusgh problemetic

to explicit metaphysics., People as they arepomma cannot avold
exporlence, cannot pub off their intellirence, cannot renounce
thelr reasonableness. But they memd may nevexr hinve adverted

to these concrets and factnal inevitabllities. UYhey may be
unable to distln;ulsh between them sharply, ox discern the
Immanent order that binds them tossther, or find/in them the
dynamic structure that has generated all their scientifle
kmowledpe and all thelr common sense, or acknowledne in that
dynamic struckbure a normative rvrinciple that -~overns the outcome

of all inguiry, or discover in themselves other scually dynamic

structires that can interfere with the detached and disintverested

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

of their subjectivity and the unboward effects it c¢an have upon
their offorts to reach a unifisd view of the universe of

proportlonate being.
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The process, then, to expliclt metachysics
l9 primarily a process to self-knowledse, It has to begln
from the polymorphic subject in his native disorientation and
bewilderment, I} cannot apneal to what he knovws for as yet
he has not learnt to distinguish shornly and effectively
between the lmowlnz men share with animals, the knowing
that men =zaksmm alone possess, and the manifold blends and
mixtures of the two that are the disorientation and sround
the bewilderment of pesople as they are, Since an appeal
to disorienuvated lmowledge weould only extend and mx conflrm
the disorientation, the appeal mnst he to the desirs that
ia prior to knowledre, tha: ronerates knowledre, that can
offect the correctlon of miscarrinses In the cornitlonal
process, Still, 1t cannot be talten for saranted tiavc the
gubject knows his ovm degize and its implicntions; were
there such kmovledre, tie disorisntation wonld be remedied
already; and so Jhe Initial appesl 1s to the desire, not as
known, but as existing and opverative, The first directive,
then, 1s To begin from interest, to excibe it, to use 1ts
momentum to carry things along. In other ~rords, the method
of metaphysics primarily is ped@gogiual: it is headed towards
an end that is unlmown and as y-i camot be disclosed; ik
proacapds from the viewpo.int of the pupil 1t procesds by
ga joling or forcing atbention and ﬁot by explaining the

b
intended roal and?inviting an intellirent and reasonable

cooperation, 8o it wss that withoub mentioning metaphysics,
we atudied the fact and the nature of insisht in mothematics,
in the empirical sciences, in common sense, in Judrments on

o g
mathematics, axd the emplrical sclences, and ,bxexfies3ad xe¥
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the/conerete and nparticular ohiects of com~on sense. So too
we examined self-affirmetion and the notionsg of bheing and of
objectivity, 30 btoo we began Ho tslk abont the dialectic of
philosophy. In uhie measure in which .e lieve been succeasful,
the reader will lmow whet is meant b insi~ht, whot is meant
by rzasonableness, how both differ from the intornnl and
external exmerience tiat thay preésaprose, how all three form
a patterned orientaetion thnt differs from otlier orientations
that commonly are move familisr and more freaquent, In the
measure that such self-kmowledrme hns heen renched, 1 1s possible
to leave psdagogy and to disenss methodi and so we find ourselves
discussing method,

A method, ns was remarked, 1s o set of directives
that gulde a nrocess to a result. Bub tlwe resnlt can exist
only in a self-affirming subjeet, and the process can he

produced only by the subieet in which the resnlt is to exist,

It follows that the directives of ithe mathod mist he issued
.

by the self-affilrmins aubject to himself, The initial nedacogical
gtage was 10 enable the subject Lo ismue the proner directivesy
and the present discussion of mothod has to he the subjectls
own Gecvermination of the directives he is to izsue,

The method, then, of m-taphysics is dictated
by the self-affirmins zmEk subject in the lirht of his
pedagorically acquired self-knowled~e., For that sell-knovledge
13 dynanmic, Tt has revealsd the source of digorientation and
bewilderment, Spontaneously it moves towards ithe attainment
of reorienfation and intesration.

'PThe reorientation is to be effected in the
field of cormon sense and of the sciences, On the one hand,

these departments of the subjectts nowledge and oninion
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are not to ve li~uidnted, They sre the products of experience,
intelligence, and reflection, and it 1s only in the name of
experlence, intellirence, and re lection that self-knowledre
lssues any directives., As they are not to he liguidated,
taken amd apart
so they are not to be/dimsagfmd/and reco:structmxed, for the
only method for reaching valid scientifie views is the method
of sciencs, and the only method for nttainins common =ense
is the methud common sense already employs, As mefaphysicians
neither teach scilence nor Impart common sense, 8o they cannd
revise or reconstruct elther sdience or common sense. Nonaxkizax
Xzxy Still, this is not the whole story. For it would be
excessively naive for *he self.kmovinc~ subisct to suprose
that his scienbific knovledrs and his common sense ars purely
and simply the product of excerience, intellirent incuiry,
and critical reflection, The subject knows therx polymorphism
of his own consciousness; he knows how it xzmrmkm cencrates
a dramatic, an egoistic, a group, and a zeneral bias in common
sense; he kunows how it intrudes Into sclence confused notions
on reality, on objectiviby, -nd on knowledge. vhile, then,
science and common sense are to be accepted, the acceptance
is notfbo be uncritical, Phra There are nrecise menners in
whilech common sense can be expected to so wrong; there are
definite issues on which science 1s prone to issue extra-
sclentific opinions; and the reorientation demanded and
effected by the self~lmowledre of the subiect is a steadily
pxerted pressure arainst the common nonsense thet tries to
pass for common sense and against the , peeudedphilososhy that

protends to be a scientlfic conclusion.
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As the subject's advertence to Eix the polymorphism
of his consciousness leads to a transformine reorientation of
his scientific opinions and his common sense, so hls advertence
t0 his detached and disinterested desire to lmow and the
Immanent structvore of its unfolding leads to an Integration
both of what is knovn and of whot is to be known of the universe
of proportion-te belnz. #Z&¥ It 1z in this inberrntion that
metaph~sics becomes exvlicit and, to fcrestall misavpréehension
and misinterpretation, let us attempt to state as clearly as
we can the natvure of the transition from lntent to explicit
metaphysics,

Firat, then, in its ceneral form the transition
13 a deduction. It involves a mejor premlss, a set of minz
primary minor peemes premisses, and 2 set of secondary minor
premisses,

Secondly, the wmajor premigs is the lsoworphlsm
that obtains between the structure of kmowinz end the structure
of the known. If the lkmowing corsiste of a relsted s«t of
acts and the known is the related sef of contents of these
acts, then the pattern of the relations betreen the acts
is pmxm sinilar in form to The nattern of the relotions
betwssn the contents of the acts., This premiss is analytle.

Thirdly, the set of primary miror nremisses
consistes of a serles of affirmations of concrete and recurring
structures in the knowing of the self-affirming subiect.

The slmplest of these structures is thal every instance of
knowdng proportionate Yeing consists of a unification of
expariencing, understanding, and judging, By It follows

from the isomorphism of knouing and kmown that every instance
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of known provortionste being 1s a parallel unification of

a convent of experlence, a co-tent of undersvanding, and a

content of Jjudzment.

Fourthaly, the set of secondary minor rremises

is supnlled by reor_entated science and cormon sense, From
premisses
the major and the primary minor gvemiss Li.ere is obtained

an Invesrating structure; but from the secondary minor premisses
There are obtained the mnterinls to be intesrated. Again,

from the major end the vrimary minor premisses &axs there is
obtained a well~defined and definitive set of queaticns to

be ansvwered; from the secondary minor nreﬁisses t wre 1s

obtalned the fact of ansvers and thelr frequency.

F1fthly, this use of the above premisses effects

a transitlon from a latent to an expliecit m:taphvsics. For

0 i ; a ' s the is}zﬂ pOul/}th that have to be
i rguﬁﬁg to ljfht v
m taphrﬂzCS is 1a E)mf ine smuch as/ggf;ltimpii/9zf€;;:;
onderates uluhln,ﬁgﬁrlutic atructur &
o -
\hdJ in any case cognitional activity operates withlin heuristilc

structuwres tosards roals that are lsomorphic with the
gtructures, If thds basic fesbure of cognitional activiby

is overlooked, metaphysics is latent. If this feabture 1s
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noted, if the structures are devermined, if the princh le of
lsomorphism is srasped, then the lnuent metaphysiecs, to
winich evé%one subseribes without Ymowing he does so, ceases
to be latent and becomes expllcit,
S&x%hiyqhuhiia”%heMMeﬁhodﬂiafneﬂ@ed1ﬁi£~¥aﬁu%ﬁﬂ
ere-bobeohtalmed rapldly )~ precisely, without dynelsyahth
detome sy Tithontthe—armixtu-e v akien eonsitaratdons;
WA hoT M the v iv oo exteasdve tiniing
Sixthly, the metrod is not essential to
obtaining the results, There 1s nothing to prevent an
intellirent and reasonable man from beginning with the
set of secondary minor premisses, from dlacovering in them
the structures that they cannot escope, and from generallzing
examined
from the totality of /instances wevimswenamived to the totaliby
of possibld instances. Im fact, this has been the procedure
of the Aristotellon and fYhomict sechbols ond, as willl aprear,
their results lerwely aﬂuchpﬁue our o0Wn.
Sdbmymﬁhpr\wxw%Aaww\msammndmwﬁV3nb¢~dBfﬁe
Seventhly, hovever, there Is much to be selred
by employing the method. Arisictelian snd Thomist thousht
has tended to be, down the centuries, arraszk & somewhat lonely
island in an ocean of controversy, Becsnse of the polymorphism
of human consclousness, thore X are latent in science and
comron sense not only metaphysics but also the nezation of
metaphysics; and only the %%hodical reorientavion of science
and comion s:Nse putg an end, at least in rrinciple, to this
permanent source of coufusion. IFurther, without The method
it is impossible to assimn vith exactitude the objectives,
the pregupﬂoultlone, and the procedures of metaphvslcs; and

this lack of exactitude will result in ximiny setting one's Oaws
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too high, in resting one's case on 9iien or insecure foundatilons,
in proceeding to one's coal throwrh unnecessary detours,
Finally, the misconce-tions, in wihich m tavhysics thus becomes
involved, rob 1t of its vivalily end of 1is coapacity for
development ; what should provide an intsrration for the science
takes on the apnesrance of
and the common zense of any age Yecemes o murmy tiot prax
vould preserve for a2ll time CGreek science and medieval common
sense,
PO sdbdre~chore o teeloatbd 0T 0w
nithma method miab-ned-be-eonulssenied by necetive seawerant”

0 recapitulate, the ~oal of the mothod 1s

e R
the emercgence of explicit q&aphysics in the minds of particular

men end women, It herins from them as they are, no maiter

what that may be, T irvolves a prelimiraxy stave that can

be methodical only in the sense in which a redagogy 1s

riRoRix methodical, that is, the ~oal and the procedure are
knovn and pursued explicitly br a teacher but not by the pupil.
The preliminary stasze ends vhen the subjiect reaches an
intelliosent and reasonabls self-affirmation., Phewewndern 3
nmcirpetirag Assmed Lty dhe~subiest—te-

Such self-alfirmation ia also self-knowlaedre, IT makes explicit
the pursvibt of the roal that has been implicit in the pure
desire Lo kmow, Prom thet explicit puarsult there follow the
directives, {ivat, of reordientatixng one's sclentific knowledcee
and one's common sense and, secondly, of incecrating vhat one
knows and can know of proportionate being through the known

structures of one's cosniticnal activities,
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4, The Dialectic of Method in Metaphyslcs.,

A method can direct activity to a goal only
by anticipating the general notuire of the roal. But the only
question to be settled In metaphysics 1s the general nature
of the goal of knowledge, for all questlons of detall have
to be met by the sciences and by common sense, Accordingly,
it would seem that every method in metaphysics must be
Involved in vhe fallacy of beszing the nuestion. By the
mere fact of settling upon 2 method, one »resupposes as
settled the very lssue that msiaphysics proposes to resolve,
| This difficulty reveals the sirmificance of
the distinctlion we have drawn between latent and explici%/
metaphysics, For latent metaphysics is an anticipavion of
the goal of knowledge that is present and operative Independently
of any metaphysical inoculry. Inesmuch as metaphysical inquiry
aims at making lovent metaphysics explicit, it procesds not
from arbitrary assumptlons about the pgoal of kmowledge, which
would involve it in the fallacy of besping the question, bub
from matters of fact that any ingquirer can verify in his own
emplrical, Invellirent, and rationel conscicusness.

There is, hovever, a further aspect to the
matbter. DBecause the results obtalned in the emplrical sciences
commonly are far less geneval than the methods they employ,
gclentlsts are not trowbled to any nntable extent by a predeter-
mination of thelr results by their choice of method. In meta-
physics, however, methods and results are of squal zenerality
and tend to be coineldent. It follows that differences In
metaphysical posivions can be studied expedltiously and

compendiously by examining differences In method. Moreover,
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such a study 1s not confined to tabulaving 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/anticipatlons on the snticipations that,
though latent, are present and opsrative In consclcusness.
Finally, besides the. correlations between methods and systems,
bealdes the criticism of methods based on the latent =kx
metaphysics of the humen mind, there 1s the dialectical
unfolding of positions inviting fevelopment and counter-
positions inviting reversal. It i1s to this dialectle of
metaphysical methods that attention now is to be directed,
not of course in the full expansion that would be possible
only in a survey of the whole history of philosophy, but in
the articulation of 1ts basic alternatives and with the modest
purpose of indicating the outlines of a heuristic scheme =%

for historical investigations.
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4,1 Deductive Methods.,

Any metaphysical system eventuslly assumes the
form of a set of propositions. The provositions can be divided
Into primicive and derived, and a lo ical technique can establish
that if the primitive propositlons are accernted, tiaen the
derived must also be accepted. The problem, then, of a
deductive method is to select correctly the primitive pm
propositions,.

A first alternative is to assert that one's
primitlve propositl.ns are universal and necessary truths.
Since they are not deduced, they comronly will be clalmed
to be self-evident. However, a dirlectic of method need
not scrutinize this claim, for the provertles of universal
and necessary fruths tvrn out to he sufficiently sirnificant.

If the primitive propositinns are universal,

then they are abstract. They may refer to existing objects,
bt they do not assert the exlstence of any object, unless
the univer=zal 1s suvpnosed to exist., This conclusion is
confirmed by such keen logicians as Duns Scotus and wWilliam
of Ockham, both of whom felt compelled to complement thelr
abstract systems with the afflirmation of an intuition of
the existdng and present as existing and present,

Further, if the vrimitive propositicns are
necessary, then they hold not merely for this universe but
also for any posalble world, It follows that the metaphysical
system has no particrlar reference to this universe, for it
holds egually for any unlverse. Again, it follows that the
me taphysical gystem does nut aim st interrating the empirical

s¢ lences and common sense; for both the empirical sciences
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and common sense are content to ascertaln what in faet is so;
but the deductive system in question has no interest in any
contingent truth no matter how general or how comprehensive
1t may be.

Let us now In~ulre which truths can be regarded
as universal and necessary. Clearly, all analytic oropositlons
meet the above requirements, For they supnose 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 sither the exlstence of the

terms or the existence of operations in accord with the syntactical

rulea, one can have at one's dlsposal an indefinitely lrrge
group of truths thoet are wnlversal and necessary, that effimm
no exlstent, and thet are e@uallyﬁ%&i@@ﬁn@a@éjgvery possible
worlde On the other hand, the metaphysical sysvem in question
cannot be based on analytlc principles, for the transition
from the analytic proposition to the anslytiec vrinciple is
through a concrete judgrent of fact affirming that the terms,
as defined, occur in a monmem concrefe, existing unlverse.

It follows that the abstract metaphysica of
all possible worlds is emptye Historically, however, this
emptiness was discovered by a different route. For the
medieval theolorians that explored this type of system
acknowledged the oxistence and the omnipotence of God; the
only possible restrictlon upon divine omnipotence and so the
only restriction on the ranre of possible worlds lay in the
principle of contradiction. Thelr metaphysics dealt with
all p= possible worlds and %30 1t dealt simultaneously with

every possible instance of the non-contradictory. Not only

0 } b
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did this object prove extremely tenuous and elusive, but it
goon became @x sp arent that the one operative principle in
thelr thousght was the principle of contradiction. Moreover

Bhx this principle ran counter to thelr affirmation of an
Intuition of the existing and nresent as existing and present.
For it would be contradictory to affirm sncd deny ;iﬁeoccurrence

of the intuition; 1t would be contradictory to affirm end deny

the existence of amomwe object; but theve 18 no apparent contra-

dictlon in affirming the occurrence of the intultion and denying
the existence of its objeet. If no contradietion is Involved,
then in some possible world there would occur intuitions of
the existence of what did not exist; and as Nicolauns of Autre-
coumrt percelved, nelther analytic propositiong nor intuitlons
can assure one that the possibility of illusory intultions

is not realized in this world.
relothyeadeaXromoatiNraeh boubhe

The alternative to the abstract deductlon that
turns out to be empty is, of course, a concrete deduction.

The existent does nct lle outside the deductive system but,
from the start, is Included within it, In_stead of otaaddng
operating vainly with analytic propositions, one proposes to
operate fruitfully with analytic principles whose terms, in
their defined sense, refer to what exists.

Now 1t ia chrracteriastic of a deduction that
conclusions follow necessarily from the premisses, It follows
that im a concrete deductlon is possible onliy if an objective
necessity binds the exlstent thet is concluded to ths exis tent

referred to In vhe premisses, For without this objective
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necessity loglcally impeccable inferences would srrive at possibly
false conclusions.

Hov there are many metaphysical systems that
reveal how this ohjective necessity mirht be contelived., Thus,
a monist would affirm the existence of a single reality with a
sot of necessary attributes aend modes; and clearly enough his
chain of sylloglsms could be apnlied validly to a unlverse
conceived In this fashion., Again, emanatlonish doctrines
begin from a necessary heing from which proceed necessarily
all other beings; the apolicatlon of a sylloglatic chain would
be more difficult in this case but there is no point in hapgling
over the matter, In the third place, one micht suppose that
God exizts necessarily but is bound morally to create ithne best
of 2ll possible worlds; and so In a fashion one would secure
a universe for concrete deductivist thousht.

wayer;\it ig difficult gee

@'s cholce of concrete dedugtion as

for it Ls the function of metaphysics

IP”one cheoses to
d?duct' n, then
t{at/éenermine wnether or/not the existing uniferse i@'locked
(the embrade of a syllgkistic syspém. Nor As 1t cleer,

t first ?{%ht, that the priorseiencd in qi on £an be
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However, 1t 1s one thing to concelve a varlety
of universes; 1t 1s anothsr to Mmow wrether any one of them
exlsts, If one affirms this universe to be monist, because
that skl the conclusion of one's concrete deduction, 1t will
be pointed out throt onsa's cholce of method amounted to berging
the question; for the cholce of concrete deductlon makes 1t
inevitable that one conclude to a monism or an emanationism
or an optimism or a meehmim mechanist determinism; and so
one's argsument could be relevant only to discoverins which
of this limited ranje of alternatives was the most satlsfactory.
Clearly, the real issue 1s to determine, not what follows once
the method of concrete deduction is assumed, but whether or
not that method is to he employed.

Accordangly, if abstract deduction ls empty,
concreve deduction sets a prior question. Moreover, since
the metaphysical question is the ~eneral nature or structure
of the universe, the prior questiun, it seems, must regard
the mind that is to know the universe, In this fashion one
1g led te ask what kind of mind would be needed 1f the universe
1s to be known by conerete deduction, Or, to rive the 1lssue
its more concrete form, what are the constit:tive conditions

of such a concrete deduction as Newton's Mathematical Principles

of Natursl Philosophy,

Since the dmidmzzkim deducing can be performed
satlsfactorily by an electronic computer, the problem may be
limited to the origin of the requisite premlsses. Zhaxre
These premisses, it would seem, must be both synthetlc and
g priori. They must be synthetlic, For Qég analytic propositions
re e,
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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 thay are obtained by studying
the rules of syntax and the meanings of words, and clearly thebt
procedure does not yleld an understancing of this universe.
Again, the required premisses must be a priori. They are not
to be known merely by taking a loock at what is there XxxEpma
to be seen; for what 1s there to be geen 1s particular; and
no' amount of mere looklng endows it with the significance that
oxplains the existing universe. The possibility, then, of a
concrete deductlion, such as Newton's, coilicides with the
possibility of synthetic a priorl »remisses. But this possibliliwy
implies that the mind must be, not a mirror that simply reflects
reality, but a sort of factory in which the materilals supplied
by outer and inner sense are processed into approprlate ayntheses,
Finally, if the mind is s factory of this type, it 1s capadble
of rerforming concrete deductions of the scilentific ftype bub
it does not seem st all capable of performing concrete deductlions
of the metaphysical type.

Various chjectlons have been ralsed apainst
such a deduction of the possibility of conerete deductlon,
bub the most fundamental Seems to be that the probtlem 1s not
envisazed in its full generality. It is not enough to account
for Newton's deduction alone or for Einstein's deductlon alone,
What has to be accounted for is a seriss of concrete deductlons,
none of which are certalin and each of which is the hest avallable
scientific opinion of dits time, The mind ls not just a factory
with a set of fixed processes; ratier it 1ls 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 words, there is not some fixed set of

a priori syntheses. Every insirht is an g priorl synchesis;
insight follows on inzisht to comrnlement and correct 1ts
precedessor; earlier accumulatlons form viewpoints to =ive

place to higher viswpoints; and above the succession of viewpolnts,
there 1is the z2ctivity of critieanl reflection with its demand

for the virtually unconditioned and its capaclty to estimate
aporoximations to 1ts rigorous reauirement.

Now there are those that would nrefer a simpler
solution, and they polnt out that Kant overlooked the medieval
theory of abstractlion. The oversight, hovwever, i3 multiple
For thers were different medieval theorles and at least two
of them merit our attention.

Certalnly 8 D ns Scotus would have re jected the
Kanvlan notion of the a priorl for vhe very o reasonsfi:t
lad him to reject the Ari:tobtelian and Thomist view that
Intellect epprehends the intellirible in the sensible and
grasps the unlversal in the partilcular, After all, what
1s presented bylsense or imaginaclon, 1s not actually
intelligible or actually universal., But oblective knowing
1s a matter of taking o look at -hat actually i1s there to be
sesn. If then in.ellect apprehends the intellirible in the
sensible and the wniversal in the particular, its aprrshsnslon
must be illusory, for 1t sees:ggﬁt is not there to be seen.
None the less, vwe do know whet 1s Intellirible and universal.
To account for this fact without violating his convictions
on extroversion as the model of objectivity, Scotus distinguisied
a geries of steps In the renesls of intellectual knowledge.
The first step was abstraction; it occurs unconsciouslys

it consists in the impression upon intellect of a universal

e
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conceptual content., The second‘step was Intellectlons Intellect
takes a look at the conceptual content. The third step was
a comparison of different contents with the resulb tnat
intellect saw vhich concepvs were sonjoined necessarily and
which were incompatible. There follows the deduction of the
abstract metaphysics of all posslible worlds and to it one adds
an intultion of vhe existirg and »rerent ns existin~ and present
to attain knowledge of the actual world,

Aristotle and Aculnas both nffirmed the f act of
Insight as clearly and effectlively as can be expected. As
they considered the sensible as seen to be only potentially
in the object, so they consldered the intellisible as undersvood
to be only poventially in the Image. Similarly, they considered
both faculvles to operate Infallilbly, but they afiirmed this
infallibility not absolutely but only as a rule (per se).
Eﬂor 1s 1t difficult tqf§§E$¥Eaan what the per se infallibillaty
of Insicht ls., One c¢annot misunderstand whrt one imasines;
misunderstanding is the fault, not of AnkmXIigibiw intellipgencs,
but of imagination vhich mxhibiks can exhihit what is not and
can fall to exhibit 21l that ia: hence, when we attempt to
correct a misunderscanding, we point out what ws think 1s
misrepresen.ed or overlooked by imasination: and when ve
aclnowledse a misunderscanding, we add that we hah not kRamght
adverted to this or thet,| Finally, truth ond eryor lie not
on the level of guestions for intelligence but on the level
of guestions for reflectlion; and prior to the judmment,
which 1s true or false, tnere occurs a scrutiny in which the
proposed judgment 1s reduced to its sources in the data of

sense and the activitiles of Intellect.

)
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Again, Aristotle and Aquines affirmed self-evident
princlples that result necessarily from the definltions of
their terms., But Aquinas, at least, had a further recuire:ent;
it was not enough for wvhe principles to result necessarily

needed
from any terms whatever; khmra the terms themselves/need some
Palldation, and this office was sttribited to the jucicial
habit or virtue named wisdom, Vhat, then, 1z wisdom? In
its higher form Aqulnas considered it a gift of the Holy
Spirit and connected it with mystical experience. In ibs
Iover form Aquinas ldentifled it with Aristotle's first
philosophy defined as the knowledrs of all thinss 1n their
ultimate caunses, Clearly enough, the problem of metaphysical
method demands a third form of wisdom., For the problem is
not to be solved by presupposing a rellglon, a theolosy, or
mystical experlence. Similarly, the problem is not tvo be
solved by presupposing a metaphysics, for what is wented is
the wisdom that pgenerates the prineciples £mEm on which the
metaphysies is to rest, But it does not seem thatv Aquinas
treated explicitly the third type of wisdom. He was concerned
to present the universe from the exvlanatory viewpoirt that
relates thincs to one ancther. From that viewpoint the Awwmaw
subject 1s just one belng among others;:gzéﬁsubject's kmowledge

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

cognitional theory is cast explicitly in metaphysical terms;

'—mﬁtbﬁwrﬂfh§HFWﬁ“aﬁﬁ§ﬁ?uﬂmﬂﬁmimﬂ‘mmmérﬂf“
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and® one cannot be surprised that the Thomist theory of basie
Judgments similarly has metavhysical suppositions. Flnally if,
ag I have argued olasewhere, theri?zxm to e zx pleced tonsther
from Thomlst writings a sufficlent number of indications and

suggestions to form an adeqguate account of wisdom in cornitional

terms, it cannot be deniled that the volymorphism of human
condclousness Interferes with the performance of thils dellcate
operation; after all, G. van Rist neednd G40 pages to outline
the various types of Thomist epistemolosy that have been pub
forvard In the last century and a half,

| Cur consgideration of dednctlive methods In
metaphysles found abstract deduction to be empty and concrete
deduction to stand in need of s prior inauiry, This prior
inquiry was not conducted with sufficient gensrality by Kant,
nor with sufficisnt discrimination by Scotus. Finally, its
possibility was implied by Aquinas, but the varieties of Thomist
interpretation are as much in need of a prior insuiry as anything
else, It would geem, then, that at least one -ositive conclusion
can be drawn, namely, that dedudéive method alone is not enough.
The fascinatlion exerted by this method lies in its apparent
promise of auntomatic results that are inderendent of the whims
o and fancles of the subject. The deducing proceeds in accord
with a rigorous techniaue; the primitive premisses are ~uaranteed
by a self-evidence that claims to exercise a2n obective compulsion
to which the subject must submit if he is not to be guilty of

a lapse iIn intellectual probity., In fachk, however, it 1s not

| 80 easy to leave Lhe subject outside one's caleculaiions, and
80 vwe now must turn to directive methods that aim to gulde the

metaphysical enuexprise by gulding the subject thet undertakes
it.
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4,2 TUniversal Doubte.

In 1its simplest form the method of universal
doubt 1s the precept, Doubt everything that can be doubted.
Let us begln by attempting to determlne the consequences of
following out this precept by applyins rigorously its criterion
of indubitability,

First, all concrete judgments of fact are to
be ezcluQGd. For while they rest on invulnerable insirhts,
8till the linvulnerability amounts to no more than the fact
that further relevant suestions do not arise. A criterion
of Indubltability 13 more exigent, It demends the impossibility
of further relevant questions, and in concrete judgments of
fact such Impossibility neither exlsts ner 1s apprehended,

Secondly, both empirical science end common
senge are excluded. For both aim at ascertaining what in factk
is so, and neither succeeds in reaching the indubitable. .No
doubt, it would be ailly to supnose that trere are further
relevant questions that would lead to the correction of the
insights grounding bare statements of fact or slementary
measurements, But that 1s beside the voint, for the question
is not what certainly is true or false but what indubitably
13 True or false; and Indubitahility recuires not the fact
but the impossibliliby of further relevant cuestions,

Thirdly, the meanlns of all judgments becomes
obscure and unsettled., For the meaning of a jndgment can be
clear and preclise only if one can assipn a clear and -reclse
meaning to svch terma asg reasliby, kmowledpe, objecvivity.

A clear and precise mesning can be assicned to such terms

only 1f one succeeds i{fﬁﬁiZﬁZ&lin@ the polymorphic consclousness
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of man. Such a clarification can be effected by a lengthy,
difficult, and delicate ingquiry inco the facts of human
cognitional activity. But if one excludes sll concrete_
judgments of fzet, one excludes the clariflcation and so

one 1ls bound to regard the meening of evexry judgment as

ohscure and maXg} unsettled.

ugjhly,\anary%iéngrdgpai
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ter vhe ggsﬁtion for r

-uastion“fog reflectin that/arises fro

if I suppose you/Suppose that is B, and I/ask whether
’%eally is BJ/;OH will poinf ocut that yo are merezgxsupposing
k- and-thet Iy guokbion ‘sats R end-~Lo. suppnsing
Fourthly, all mere suprositions satisfy the

criterion of lndubitability. For the mere supposition

excludes the question for reflection, and doubt becomes
pogsible only after the cuestion for reflectlon arises,
Thus, if youn suppose that 4 1s B, and I ask vhether gﬁis
B, whien~add, you are entitled to point out thet you are
merely suppesing A to be B, and that my question triss to
put an end to mere supnosing., On the other hand, thers
is no possibility of doubbing whether or not A is B until

that question arlses, and so all mere suppositions are

- —)
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indubitable, It follows that all analytlc propositions are
Indubitable, Inasmuch as they rest on rules of syntax and on
definitlons of terms, and all such rules and definitlons are
regarded as mere suppositions, On the other hand, analytic
principles are not incdubitable, for they requlire concrote
Judgments ofzxm fact In which occur the defined terms in thelr

dupreasd defined sensey and, as has been seen, all concrete judemunts

of fact are excluded by the criterlon of indubitability,

Fifthly, the existentlal subject anrvives,
for vhe exlstential subject 1s the subject as prior to the
question, Am I? The criterion of indubitebility does not
ellminate the experienced center of experiencing, the intelligent
centor of inkskXimsnk Inquiry, insight, and formulatlons,
the rational center of critvical reflection, scrutiny, hesitation,
doubt, and frustratlion. Indeed, the method of universal doubt
presuppodges the exisvence of this cenver and impo=es frustration
upon 1%, One can argue that before I can doubt, I must exlst,
but what does The concluslion mean? What 1s the "I"? What is
“existing? What is the meaning of affirming? All t-ese questions

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

as the criverion of Indubitablility remalns in force, they cannot
be glven any clear or ureclse answer, for that would suppose
a clarification of the polymorphism of human consciﬁusness.
Sinkhhy , ~osh~aceapbangg of bhe ewldwitw critenien
s dndnbitabiTiEfdves notenerive its application.
Sixthly, nofleven the criterion of indubitability
Is Indubitable., It 1s clear enourh that one makes no mistake
in accepting the indubitable. It is not at all clear that
one makes no mistake in re jecting everything that in fact is

Lrue vy But-aneriserion-that -eem lead-to tistekes id-nobt ant
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Indwhiteble critorion
true, Bub the criberion of indubitability excludes all concrete
judgpents of fact, no matter how true and certain they may be.
Therefore, the criterion of indubitability 1s not itself
Indubitable. It follows that the frustrated exisctential subject
practlising universal doubt cannot console himself with the
the thought that trere is anything rational about his doubting.
Seventhly, every assirmable preason for practising
universal doubt is eliminated by a coherent exercise of the doubt.
Thus, oine might adopt the method of universal doubt in the hope
of being left with premilsses 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 valldity of the rroject of deducing the
universe, for it 1s not Indubitable that the universe can he
deduced. Again, one mirht adopt tlie method of universal doudbt,
because one felt the cisareement of philosophers to reveal
their incompetence and to justify the use of a violent remedy;
but the d¢menice exercise of the doubt leaves nothing for
philosophers to {lsapree about and, as well, it casts suspicion
on the assumptlon that their disacreements stem from thelr
incompetence; for it is concelvable thet philosophic process
is dislectical with positions inviting development and counter-
positions inviting reversal.
et Py she~LoreceDepaeooint of<the moivtguences

is nj;/jndubita 8. TFor if presupposed/our

ceoynt of the /Atructu ¢/of humay knowledre and of the polymorphiam
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Eiéﬁhly, the method of wnilversal doubt 12 a leap
In the dark, If we hive been able to determine a 1list of
rrecise consequences of unlversal doubt, we 2lso have presupposed
our account of the structure of human knowledse and of the
polymorphism that besets 1t. Bub that account is not indubltable.
At most, 1t 1s true 25 a matter of fact., Accordingly, to
accept the criterlon of indubitability 1s to deprive oneself
of the means of ascertalning what precisely that criterion
implies; and to accept a criterion without bein~ able to determine
1ts precise lmplicaztions 1s to make a leap in the dark.

Ninthly, while the conmsecusnces of universal
doubt wlll come to light in the long run, ¥etdr.craxdnibe
the peowat proximate results of the\a!,method will be arbitrary
and illusory., Proximate results will be arbiirary, for the
exact Implicatlons of the method are uvnknown, Moreover, kkay
proximate results will be illusory. For doubting affects, not
the underlying texture and fabrlic of the mind, but only the
explicit judpments thet 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 mentallty,
one's accumnlation of insirhts, one's »repussessions and pre-
judices, one's habitual orlentation in 1life. So one will have
1ittle difficulbty in seelng that the views of others are very
far from being indubitable; séréim-see-tine,—fhearbitrarinese,
b Mot b OwHhAT WrFhlet, ATl PR b Lot Roone! s_oua
eoalat contietions ond’ ot the same time, because the doubt
ls applieiﬁa?bitrarily, one's ovn rooted convictlons wilx
not merelesurvive but also will béf§§2E33$:§ with the illusory
splendor of heving passed unscathed throush an ordeal thatb

the vievs of others could not stend. Accordinsly, it will be
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only In the lonc ran that the full implications of universal
doubt will come to light, when the method has been apnlied
by many persons with quite dlfferent 1Initial convictions,.
However, if I Delleve that universal doubt
was practlsed more successfully by Hume than by Descartes
and, perhaps, more successfully by the sxistentialists and

some of the losmical vositivlats than by Hume, I must also

 recall that my topic has been, nobt the concrete vroposal

sntertalined by Descartes, but the consequences of interpreting

literally and epnlying rigorously the precept, Doubt everything

that can be doudted, Clearly enough the Implicotlons of that
profound orlsinality and enduring

precept fall to reveal the/significance of Descartes, for whom

universal doubt was not a 38ho3x school of skepticism bubt

a philosophic program that aimed to embrace the universe,

Ve rdrilb~ne—-cancesdedonesuproniticty to asslmn a clear

and precise reason for everything, to exclude the influence

of unacknowledped nresuprositions. For tiat program we

have only rralse, but we also believe thet 1t ghonld be

disassoclated bakh from the method of utniversal doubt

vhetner that method 1s internreted risorously or mitigated

In a fashion that canrot avoid meine arbitrary.

Finally, 1t should bhe noted that & rejection
of universal doubt implies & rejection of Lhe excessive
commitment with which it burdens the philOSOphic enterprise,
The only method to rench the conclusions of science 1is the
method of sclence, The only method to reach the conclusions
of common sense is the method of common sense., Universal
doubt leads the philosopher to relect what he is not equipped
to restore. Bubt philosophers that do not practise universal

doubt are not in that predicament, and 1t is only amyx
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a mistaken argument from analogy that misosy “dparmifhew
expects of them a valldatlon of scientific or common sense

views,

4,35 Empiricism.

A second method that offers to gulde the
subject lssues the precept, Observe the significant factse
Unfortunately, what can be observed is merely & datum:
significance accrues to data only throush the occcurrence
of inslights; mnd correct insishis can be reached only at
the term of a prolonged investiratlon that ultimately reaches
the point where no furthsr relevant questions arise; and
without the combinacion of dabta and correct insishts that
together form a virtually unconditiored, there are no facts,
Such, T belileve, is the truth of vhe marter, but it is an
exbreme ly paradoxical tguth, and the labor of all the pages
that preceds can be rersarded as a sustained effort both
to clarify the nature of insisht and judrment and to account
Tor the confusion, so natural to man, between extroversion
and objectivity, For man observes, understands, and judges,
but he fancies that what he knows in judgment is not e
known in judgnent and does not sup-09¢ &an exercise of under-
gtanding but simnly 1s attained by ivaking a cood rokk look
at the "real" that is "already out there now." ZIEmpirlcism,
then, 1s a bundle of blunders, and 1ts history 1s their

success lve clarification,

T
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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. Aupustine _
Was unable to pgrasp that the real could be anything but a body., i;
When with Neo-Platonist ald he gmot beyond that view, his name
for »akix reality was veritas; and for him truth was to be knovn,
not by looking out, nor yet by lookins within, bhut rather by
looking above where In an immutable 1ircht men consult and
contegpmplate the eturnal ressons of things, It is disgputed,
of course, just how literally St. Aumistine intended kha this
inspection of the eternal to be understood, Aquincs insisted
that the Uncreated Lirht grounds the trufh of our judgments,
not because we see that Light, but because our intellects are
created partlcipations of 1t. But if St. Aucustilne's meaning
is doubtful, there 1s less doubt adout a rroup of nilnetesnth
century Catholics, known as ontolorists, who kax believed that
the only way to meet Kant's cleim that the unconditioned is,
not a constitvutive element in judgment, tubt a merely rezulatilve
Ldeal, was t0 lssus tsrsoumteomvededm uncer Ausustinian auspices
the counter-claim t-at the ncuion of being was an obscure
intuition of God.

As there 1s an empiricism on the level of
eritical reflection, so t:oere is an empiricism on the level
of undersvanding., The Scotist theory of abstraction was
outlined above and, as was sald, its second sip step conslsts
in Intellect taking a look at a conceptual content produced

UATN L)

in the intellect by thQNGOOperation of the intellective and
vhe imaginative powers of the soul., Moreover, such intellectual

emplricism reaches far bsyond trne confines of the Scotist school.
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The objective universals of Platonist thourht seem to owe their
orlpgin to the notlon that, as the eye of the body looks upon
colors and shapes, so there 1s a spiritual eye of the soul
that looks at universals or, at least, recalls them, Finelly,
the Aristotellan and Thomist traditions are not without their
ambipguities. Though Aristotle acknowledsed the faet of insight
and Aduinas added to Aristotle a transnosition of Auzustinian
thought on judgment and of Neo-Platonist thourht on participation
probably
and belng, stlll Aristotle's physics/is a study of »® "bodies"
and, until recently, Thomist commentators have tended, almost
universally, to icnore fha Aguinas' affirmetion of insgight and
to take it for pmranted that, while Aguinas obviously differed
from Scotus in the metavhysical analysis of cormnitional
process, still the psycholorical content of his doctrine was
much the seme as that of Scotus.

The confllet hetvween objectivity as extroversicn
and intelligence as lmowledge has provided a fundamental theme
in the unfolding of modern phillosophy. Carbtesian dualism
waes the Juxtaposition of the rational affirmation, '"Cogito,
ergo sum," and of the "already out there now real' stripped
of its secondary qualitiles and of any substantiality distinet
from spatial extension, while Splnoza and Malebranche attempbed
to swallow the dualismp on the rationalist side, Hobbes

reduced thinking to an wprivilezed instance of matter in
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endeavored
motlion, The Cambridge Platonlsts 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 rsality of time, Berklsy
sought the same end by a different route; he rranted secondary
qualities to be mere apnearance, and concluded that primarily
qualitises with stlll nreater certainbty were mere apnearance;
thgrratibies) thony ware o el theagul/mithGod ‘\Producing
ottty and /the s anli e res briny wppearent od

beling then was being perceived, and so reallty shifted from
apparent "bodies" to zubatmngas the cosnitional order.
Finally, Hume brought analysis to bear affectively on the
lssue; our knowing involves not only elements but also

unities and relatlons; the elemenbts conslst in a menifold of
unrelated sense Impressions; the unitles and relations have

no better foundation than our mental habits and bellefsy
whetever may be the practical utility of our knowledme,

at least 1t cannot pretend to philosophic validity.

ke with the ldentification of ject ivity-With
-~ L
sion to the extent that he regafded both ary and

¢ondary qualities as pfenomana and ti aE'he'prongunced the

o L

£ ) ~oL-treTdarrbenrDherht—~Lo~be unlmenatle .

If it 1s merely confuslon E%Eg of thought that
interprets objectlivity in terms of extroversion, Kant's
Copernican revolution was a half-hearted affalr. He pronounced
both rrimary and secondary quallties to be phenomena, He made
absolute space and absolute time g priori forms of imsew-and
outer and inner sense. He regarded the things themselves of

Newtonian thought to be unknowable. Bub he was unable to




. B o T ETI
LRI T e sl i o v el

Dialectic of Philosop:

break cleanly from the basle conviction of animal extroversion
thaet the "veal" is the "already out there now." Though
unknovwable, Newton's things themselves were somehow knovn

to produce impressions on our senses and fTo apa appear.

The category of reality was to he smploysd by understanding
when there occurred some filling in the empty form of time.
The catemory of substance wag identified with the »nermanence

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

a look" could not he valid human kmowing, he devoted his
gnergles to showing how it could ssem to be knoving snd

in what restricted ssnse it conld be rerarded as valild,

Noxr is the anomaly of his posltion surprising, If the

schemat ism of the &u» catesories comes within striking
distance of the virtually unconditioned, gtill Xant failed

to see that the unconditioned is a constyituent component

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

role of a regulative ideal of systematizing rationality.

But once extroversion 1s gquestioned, it 1s only tnrough

man's reflective grasp of the unconditioned that the

ob jectivity and validity of human knoving can be eavablished,
Kent rightly saw thet animal knowlng 1s not human knowing;

but he failed to see what human lmowing 3% 1s, The comblnation
of that truth and that failure is the essence of che |
pranciple of Immanence that was to dominate subsegguent thought,
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Carteslan dualism had been a twofold reallsm,
and both the reallsms were correct; for the realism of the
oxtroverted animal 1s no mistake, and the realism of rational
affirmation 1s no mistake. The trouble was that, unless two
distinct and disvparate types of lmowing were recoﬁ%}zad, the
two reallsms were incompatible., For rational affirmtlon 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 aects is neither
Intelligent nor reasonabls and so 1t cannot be knowledsre of
the type exhibited by science and philosophy. %ﬁeattempt to
fuse disparate forms of knoving 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.

1

d_ i eensciyenecs,
The older materialism and s-nsism were discredited, but there
was room for positivism and rrasmatism to uphold theé;T:EGWpoint
in a more cultured tone, QCerman idealism swune through 1its
worpfRiretPrer marnificent wyrdsare 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 begimning ffg,and
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distinguish two radleally distinet types of lmowing in the
polymorphic consclousness of man,

For I do not think that B. Husserl's phenomenoclogy
does provide a solutlions Sclentific description can be no more
than a preliminary to scientific explanation. But Husserl
begins from relatedness-to-ns, not to zdz advance to/the
relatedness of terms to one another, but to mount to an
absiract looking from which the looker and the looked-at have
bean dropred becauve of their particularity and contingence.
The vitallty of animal extroversion 1s attenucted from
gensitive perception to intuition of universals and from

impalpable
inbuition of universals to the more ferumeus Iinspection of
formal essences (approzimately, Scholastic transcendentals),
As objects increase in generality and purity, subjects shrink
to inventiehel acts. With remarkable acuteness and diserimination
Pwpo+e there are uncovered, described, compared, and classified
the pure forms of noetic experlence terminating in noematic
contents, But the whole enterprise is under the shadow of
the principle of immanence, and it fails to transcend the
erlppling influence of the extroversion thst provides the
model for thep pure ego, In brief, phenomenolory 1s a highly
purified empiricism, and it did not take long for it To fopple
over into an existentialism tihat describes, not the abstract
possibllity of description, but men as they are,

But descrintion is not enough. If it claims
simply to report dita in thelr puriby, one may ask why the
ﬁrid report should he added 1o tﬁgigéme\exnerience. Ir it
pretends to report the significant data, then it 1s decelved,
for significance is not in data but accrues to them from the

occurrence of insipght. If 1t urges that it presents uhe
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Insight s that arise spontaneously, Immedlately, and inevitably
from the data, one must remark that the dava slone are never
the sole determinants of the insiphts that arise in any bubt an
infantile mind and that beyond the level of insight trere is
the level of critical reflection with its criterion of the
virtually unconditioned. If it objects that at least one must

begin by describlng the facts that are accessible to all,

‘one must insist that kmowledge 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 incuiry., Moreover, if
one hones to reach thnis end in an inquiry into knowledge,

then one had better not begin with the assumrtion that

knowing is "something thiere to be looked at and described."
Por knoving is an organically integrated activity: on a flow
of seﬁsitive experlences, inquiry intellirently penerates a
cumulative successlion of insights, and the significance of

the ezperiences varies concomitently with the cumulaticn of
insighta; in membry's store of experiences and in the formulation
of accumulated Insights, reflection grasps aprroximetions
towards the virtually unconditioned and astteinments of it

Bo issue Into probable and certain judgrents of fact. To
concelve knowlng one must understand the dynamic vattern

of experiencing,linnuiring, reflecting, and such understanding
is not to be reached by taking a lock. To affirm knowing

it is useless to peer Inside, for the dynamic mattern is to

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

mathematics, empirical science, common sense, and philosophy;

4in that unfolding must be prasped the pattern of knowing and,

rxisly
if ome feels inclined to doubt that the pettern reallm\isbéﬁuuwh(

then one can try the experiment of attemptimg o escape experilernce,

) L
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to renounce intelligence in inquiry, to desert reasonablensss
in critical reflection.

In brief, empirlclsm ags a method rosts on an
elementary confusion. what is obvious in knowing is, indeed,
looking. Compared to looking, insirht 1s obscure, and grasp
of the unconditioned is doubly obscure., But empiricism amouncs
to the assumption that what is obvious in knowing is what
knowing obviously 1s, That assumption obvicusly is false,
e o-dae ednl G s b abupidtiir and @dld incme-
for if one would learn mathematlcs or scilence or philosophy
or if one sought common sense advice, then one wo:ld go to
a man tnat 1s Intelligent and reasonable rather than to a man

that is stupid and silly.

4.4 Common Sense Eclectiecism,
The third of the methods that would zulde the

philosopher to his goal is common senss eclecticism. If it

rarely 1s adopted by original thinkers, it remains the inertial
-« - center of the philosovhic process. From every excess and
e hapy
)wéféxijfwf’ aberration men swing back to common sense and,Aindegé, bha

Ll e
ir@mxﬂ*l% ngver wandex very far from a set of assumpitilons that are

’ neither formulated nor serutinized.

Huwevts,

As has been se¢en, 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
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Americans 1s not thav of Encglishmen and s8till less that of
Russlans. Roman Catholles have their common sense, Rrakaskaskan
Protegtants theirs, Moslems thelrs, and agnostics a fourtﬁ
variety., Clearly such variations preclude haré and fast
rules, yet general tendencies are nct too difficult to diascern.
For commonly a distinction 1s drawn between the activitles
of theoretical understanding, which not undeservedly are to be
distrusted, and the pronouncements of pre-philosophic reflsction,
which ground humen sanity and humen cooperation and therefore
must be retained,

Theoretical understanding, then, seeks to solve
problems, to erect syntheses, to embrace the universe in a
single view, MNeithsr its sxistence, nor its value, nor the
renote possibility of its success ere denled., Still common
sense is concerned not with remote but with rroximate possibilities.
It lauds the pgreat men of the past, ostensibly to stir one to
emulation, but really to urge cne 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 leaves to be inferred that, unless one 18 a still rreater
genius, then omne had best regard such -roblems as practically
Insoluble, But emphastically it would not discourage any&ne
inclined to philosophy. A recoznitlon of one's limitatlions
need not prevent one from studying philosophy, from teachlng
it, from contributing to reviews, from writing books. One
can become lsarned in the history of philosophy. One c&n
form onets reasoned judsments asbout the views of others.
By taking care &m not to lose the common touch, by malntaining
one's sense .f reality, by cultivating balance and proportlon,

one can reach & philosophic viewpoint that is solidly rellable

0 : ;‘ a ...i!
- J yo : A




and, after all, sufficiently enlirhtened. For opinlons are
legion; theories rise, glow, fascinate, end vanish; but

sound judgment remains., Rdnxwha And what is sound judoment ?
It is to bow to the necessary, to accept the certalin, merely
to entertain the probvaible, to distrust the ¥euf doudtful,

to disregard the merely possible, to lauch at the improbable,
to denounce the Imposzssible, end to believe what Sclence says.
Nor are these precepts empty words, for there are truths that
one cannot reject in practical living, there are others which
it would be silly to doubt, there are claims to trubth that
merit attention and congideration, and each of trese has its
opposites, IList the lot, draw out their implicatlons, and
you will find that you already possess & sound philosophy
that can be set down iIn a series of propositions confirmed
by proofs and fortified br answers to objectlons,

Such, approximstely, is u.he program of common
sense eclscticism, and I must begin by clarifylng which of
its many aspects I shall single out for comment and criticism,
The present topic is the metlod of philoscphy. On common
sense eclecticlsm as a practical attitugg:ﬁs yl;e in
composing text-books, as a Sechnique in discussing issues,

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

that one's method in philosophy prede.ermines what one's
philosophy will be, and now I have to examine what is the
philosophy or lack of philosophy to which one c¢ommits oneself
by adorting common sense eclecticism s o mebhod.

In the first place, abttention must be drawn
to the difference between the forescing eclectlcism and
my own concessions to common sense, In the method outlined

after defining metaphysics, common sense no less than sclence
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were called upon to supply secondary minor premisses in the
argumenty for the alm was to Integrate science and common sense
and an Integration 1s not inderendant of its materials,
However, before being invited to play this subsidiary role,
thars-wie BenerGed e reoTiomisi-hon-bothefwribace-ane—of
ebrkaomneBre® both science and common sense were to be
subjected to a reorienbation wiich they d4ld not control;

in particular, the liability of common sense vo dramatic,
egolistiec, proup, and general blas, had been noted; the
ambiguities of such terms as reality, knovledsre, and objectivity
had been examined; and only a criticized and shestened common
senge was entrusted with no more than a subiidiery philosophic
rolse, The method of common sense eclecticism not only
dlspenses with such criticlsm and reorientation S€somvenrsewmse
but also allows uneritized common sense to settle by 1ts
practicality the aim of phlilosophy and to measure naively

the resources at the ohilosovher's disposal, Let us athempt

to expand these points briefly.

Secondly, then, common sense eclectlcolsm
brushes aside uhe aim of philosophy. For that alm 1s the
integrated unfolding of the detached, disinterested, and
unflestricted desire to know. That alm can be pursued only
by the exercise of theoretical understanding and, indeed,
only by the subtle exercise that understands hoth seclence
and common sense in thelr differences and in their comple-
mentarity. But common sense eclecticism derrecates the
¢ffort to understand. For it, vroblems are xoxka Ilmmutable
features of the mental landscape, and syntheses are To be
effected by somebody else who, when he has finished his

syatem, will provide a neme for merely ancther viewpolnt.
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Thirdly, common sense eclecticlism denles the vital
growth of phllosophy. It restricts sirnificant activity to
men of genlus, and it taes if for grented that theyﬁre very
few and very rare. But »ithin the context of the phillosophic
process, every dlscovery is a sieonificant contributlon to the
ultimate aim, If it 1s formulated as a position, it invites
the development of further coherent discovery. If 1t is formuiated
a8 a counter-position, it Invites the exploration of its
presupposlitions and implicatlons and 1t lesds to 1ts own
reversal to restore the discovery to the cumulative series
of positlons and to enlichten man on the polymorphism of his
consciousness. ‘This activity of discovery, of developing
positions, and of ws¥¢ reversinc counter-pogitions, is not
restricted to the men of genlus of whom common sSense happens
to have heard. It results from all competentxgﬁgaand consclentlous
work and, like nstural erovth, 1t goes forward without abiracting
widespread attention. So far from being the vroduct of genius,
it produces genius, For the genius is simply the man at the
level of his time, when the time is ripe for a new orientation

or a sweeplng reorganization; and it 1s not the menius that

makes the Time ripe, bubt the competent and conscilentious worksrs

that slowly and of'ten unconsciously have been developing positions
and heading towards the reversal of counver-positions. But
common sense eclecticism brushes all this aside with a homily

BR on the ackmowledgement of one's personal limiltations. The
exercise of ftheoretilcal understanding is to be left to men of
gonius, and common sense will see to 1t that no effort 1s made

to prepare thelr way and no comprehension is available to

greet their afPorksy achievements,

RNy~
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Fourthly, while common sense eclecticiam
discourages the effort to understand, if encourases a wilde
exercige of judgment., Bubt this 1s to overlook the fact that
understanding 18 a constitutive component 1n knowledge, that
before one can e pasa judmment on any issue, one has %o
understand it, Nor 1s the requlsite undersvanding to be
estimaged by averapge attalimment, by the convietions of
common sense, by the beliefs of a given mildeu, but =moiay
solely by that absencse of further relevant questions that
leads to
Sonadldond 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 guestions are
relevant or when thelr limit is approached., % Yet eclecticlsm,
while discouramdéng understanding, urces one to paw through
tize display of opinions in the history of philosorhy and to
dlscriminate between the necessayry and the certain, the
probable and the doubtful, the possible, the Improbable, and
the Impossible,

¥
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The fallacy of this procedure 1ls, of course,
that it falls to grasp the limitations of common sense. The
proper domain of common sense is the fileld of particular matters é?
of fact; 1t 1s that field, not as a single whole, but divided
up and parcelled out among the men and women familiar with its
several .parfs; it 1s such a part, not in its bhasic potentislitiles,
nor in 1its underlying necessitiss, nor in its acenrately
formulated actuality, but simply in its imrediste relevancs
to human 1living in the mode and fashion of such living in
each reglon and each age, One c¢an entrast common sense with
the task of a juror; one cannot ask it to formulate the lavs
of a country, to argue cases in its courts, to cdecide on 1ssues
of procedure, and .o pass sentence on criminals., One does not
have to be a scientlat to see the color of litmns paper or
to note the posibtion of a needle on a dlal; b:t one cannct
rely on mere common sense to devise experiments ax or to interpret
their results, Similarly in philosophy, if one presuprosus
an independentlyas estahllshed sel of philosophic concepts
and posltlons, then common sense csn provide the facthal
factual boundary conditions that declde hetween theoretical
alternatives, Bub 1t is vain to ask common sense to provide
the philosophile concepts, to formulate the coherent range of
possible posicions, to set the questions that can he anawered
by an apneal to commonly known facts, By deprecatlng theoretical
understanding and by encouraging o wide exercise of judmment,
comnon sense eclecticism does what it can to make philosophy
obtuse and supsrficial,

Fifthly, common sense eclecticlsm cannot be

critical. Not only i1s common sense a variable but also it

is subject to o dramatic, an egoistle, a group, and a general

0 ._
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blas, Onece the aim of philosophy is brushed asldje, once the
resources of 1ts natural provth are irmnored, once a valn
program of incompetent judgment 18 established, not only
common sense but also 1ts blas are In charpe and they are
there to stay. Distinet philosophles emerpe {BE the changing
tagbes and fashions of racial, economic, recrional, netiunal,
cultural, r»exilionsx reliﬁiousf?gnti—reliqious groups and aven
sub~groups. Spice and driginality arg added by the special
brands of common sense peculilar to psycho-neurotics, mssertive

sgolsta, and aspiring romanticists., And 1if human socilety

tires of muddling throngh one crisis into another, then there arceas

emptation hat TAL

_ only means to attain an effective community of norms and

directives 1s to put the educational system, the press, the

gtame, the radio,igte churches under the supervision of a
paternal govermment, %o call upon social ensineers to

channel thought and condition feeling, and to held in reserve

the implements that disclpline refractory minds and tongues,

For common sense eclecticism is ineapable of criticizing

common sense. It is not by disconraging theoretical understanding
thet the polymorvhism of human consciousness can be grasped,

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

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

and objectivity mraxkm 1s to be reached.

mpeRtent to advarte in the solution of

{ans.
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4,5 Dilalectic.,

Whether one considers the deductlve methods
that offer to function asubomatically or the guiding methods
that rest on the conviction that the subject cannot be ignored,
one is forced to the conclugsion that philosophie method must
concern 1tself with the structure and the sberrations of human
cognitional process. Abhstract dedectlion vields to concrete;
the use of concrete deduc.ion raises the guestion of its gwnw
possibility; and that possibhility is found to lle in the
penesis of a wisdom that is prior to metaphysics. TUniversal
doubt heads for the same emptiness as abstract deducticn;
empiricism seeks the concrete in the obvious manner that precves
miscvaken in almost every respect; and a common sense use of
judgment leaves philosophy obtuse, supsrfiecisl, and dlvided.
Might one not conclude, vhen, that the method of philosonrhy
lles In th.is very process that tnrns positions into their
contradictories only to discover in such reversal a new
position that begets its opposite to bring to birth a na
third position with similar consequences untll through successive
repetitions the totalilty of positicns and oprosltes forms a
dialectical whole? Such, aprrozimetely, was Hepel's Inspiration,
and since I venture to employ his term, dialectic, I feel
constrained to list the differences thset separabte his notion
from my owne.

In the first place, then, Hegelian dialectic
is conceptuallst, closed, necessitawrian, and immanental,

It deals with determlrn te conceptual contents; 1its succesalve
triadic sets of concepts are complete; the relations of
opposition and sublation between comcepts are pronounced

necessary; and the whole dialectic 1s contained within the
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fleld defined by the concepts and thelr necessaxry relations of
oppositlion and sublation., In contrast, our position is
intellectualilst, open, factual; and normative, It deals not
with determinate conceptual contents but with heurlstically
deflned anticipations, So far from fixing the concepts that
wlll meet the anticlpations, it awaits from nature and from
history a successlion of tentafive solutions, Instead of
binding these solutions by necessary relations, it regards them
as products of s cumulastive succession of insights and it
cliaims that the succession follows nelther a uvnigus nor a
necessary pabh; for identical results can te reached oy
different routes, and besides valid developments there are
aberrations, Finally, the appeal to heuristilc structures,
to accumuleting insights, Lo vedddwr verdicts awaited Trom
nature and history, roes outside tne conceptual field to acts
oﬂfunderstanding that rise upon exreriences and are controlled
bﬁ eritical raflection; and so instead of an Immanental
id dislectic that embraces all positions and vhelr oprosites,
ours is a normntive ciaslectic that discriminates hetwsen
advance and aberrstion,

The foreroing differences have a common source,
Hegel endeavors to pauk pour everything into the concept,
while we regard concepts as by-products of the developmsnt
of understanding and place understandine itself Zn an inter-
mediate role between experience and criticenl reflection.
It follows that, what Hegel 1s bound to regard as conceptual,
we can interpret qulbte differently., Thus, Herel's notion
of being 1s a minimum conceprtual content that topnles over

all-inclusive

into nothing, but our notlon of being is the sswmeetriosed
L] L] ; L] »
heuristic ant101pationggian mrestricted desire to know.
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Hegel's dialectical opposition 1s a contradiction within the
conceptual field, but ovr éialectlcal opposition is the couflict
between the pure desire to know and other human deslres,
Hogel!'s sublation 1s through a reconciling t-ird concept,
but our develomment is both the accumulation of insiphts

the that were
moving to higher viewpoints and the reversal of /aberrations//
brought about by the inverference of alien desire., Hegel's
absolute 138 a terminal concept that renerstes no antithesis
to be sublated in 2 hisher synthesls: we recognize a manxfod}
nanlfold of instances of the virtually unconditiocred, and
through them attain knowledre of §r0portionaue being in 1ts
distinctions and relations. Herel's concrete ls an integra.ed
whole of determinnte concep.ual contents, but our concrste
s a prospective tobtality to be known by answering correctly
the totality of questicns for intelligence and for reflection,
Hence it 1s that Hegel's dialectic 1z a universal and undiffer.
entlated tool: it is relevant in vhe same menner within logie,
within nature or science, and within the realm of splrit.
Our dialectic ls a resuricted and differentiatad tool: it is
relevant to human dnowledre and to human activities that
depend upon lmewledse; 1t admlts senarate ap-lication to
psycho-neural problems, Lo the historicsl expansion of
practical common sense, to the diversity of philosophic
methods and systems;??g does not lie within lopgic but rather

regards the movement from one locically formalized position

to another; and it has no relevance to purely natural process.
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Finally, from a genetic standpoint, Hegel's
dialectic has its origins in the Kantian reversal both of

the Cartesian reslism of the res exXtensa and of the Cartesisn

reallsm of the res cogsitans; but where Xant did not break

completely with extroversion as ohbjectivity, inasmuch as he
acknowledged things themaselves that, thounpgh unknowable, caused
sensible Impressions and appeared, Hegel took the more forthright
position that extroverbted conseciousncss was bub an slementary
stage In the coming-to-be of mind; where Kant considered the
demand of reflective ratlonality for the unconditiored to

provide no more than a regulative idesl that, when misunderstood,
generated antinomles, Hepel affirmed an icentification of

the real with a rationality that moved necessarily from theses
through antitlwses to higher syntheses until the movement
exnausted 1tself by embracin- everythings where Kant had
restricted philosophy to a critical tesk, Herel scusht a

new mode, distinct from Cartesian deductivism, thset would

allow philosovhy to take over the functions and aspirations

of unlversal knowledge., In conbrast, we affimm the realism

of the res cogitans for human knowing snd the reallsm of the

res extensa et talls for animal knowing; while the two reExzii

realities as realltles may be tolncident, the two knowlings
must ba distingulshed and kept aparb; and it is failure to
keep them apart that origirates the com-onent of aberration
in our dialectic of philosophy, Hence we dreak completely
from mere extroverted conscilousmess, not because it 1s
11lusory, but because it ls confusing and philosophically
irrelevant. 4% the ssme time, a more thorough and precise
accotnt of human kmowlng snables to eliminate the rigidity

of the Kantian a priori, to uncover a grasp of the unconditiioned
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as esgsential to judgment, to ldentify the notion of being
with the drive of intelligent Injuiry and criticsel reflection,
to define motaphysics by the Integral heuristlc structure

of this drive, and so to conceive philosophy as universal
imoviledpe without infringing upon the antonomy either of
empirical seience or of common sense, Finally, as ma will
appear shortly, this rrocedure yields a metaphysics that
brings to contemcorhry thought the wisdom of the Greeks

and of the medieval School-men, as reached by Arilstotle and
Aguinas, but purped of every trace of savdepadsbte anbiquated
science, formnlated to intecrate not only the science of

the present but also of the futurs, and elsborated in accord
with a method thet makes 1% possible;%o roduce every dispute
in the field of metaphysical sreculation to a guestlon of

concrete psychologicsel fact,
4,6 Scientific Method and Philosophy.

As there is nothineg to prevent a scientlst
from being a man of common sense, so there is nothing to

prevent him from being a philosopher., &m Indeed, the

™ scientist's dedication to truth and his habituation %o the

o intellectual pattern of experience are more than a propaddeutic
| to philosophy; and if every mind by its inner unity demands
ﬁ the dintegratilon of all 1t knows, the mind of the scientlst
; will be impelled =zll the more forcibly to nproceed to that

o integration along a covrse that 1s at once economical and

J effective,
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In the past the philosophic appetite of scientists
Huﬁﬁﬂ@g;;SEEASfied comnonly enourh with a scientific monism.
R The phllosophiles were rersarded as mis—ided efforts to
attain the knowledge that science alone can bestow., Common
gense was considered a mere i-morance that the advance of
sclence and the legal enforcement of universal educatlon
goon would eliminate, In this fashion the integratim of
human knowledge was ildentified with the unification of the
gclences, and that unification was obtained by the simple
device of proclaiming that objiectivity was extroversion,
knowing wes taking a look, and the real was khaxa a sub-division
of the "already out there now." It followed that the universe
congisted of lmasinable elements linked torether in space
and time by navural laws; because the elemonts were lmarinable,
the universe was mechanist; because ths laws wuere necessary,
the mecnanism was determinist. Mecghanics, taen, was the one
sclence, and thermodynamics, electromarnetism, chemlstry,
biology, paychology, economles, politics; and history were
just so many provisional, macroscoplc views of a microscople
reality. Finally, to add a note on metrod, it was unsuspected
that there was involved an extra-scientific supposition in
the pronouncement on the meaning of objlectivity, knovwledse,

and realiby., That was far too obvious to be questioned. It

followsd thet to doubt mechanist determinism was to doubb

oxsefLhaoselancascerenicbelken.
the validity of the sc.ences, and so doubters were summoned
to explaln which of the methods or conclisions of the sciences

they thought to be mistaken.,
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From ths incubus of this Sal&a;immv@&¢ﬁmeaeaag
WM
thghdevelOPment of the sciences has basen sffectling a sslutary
liberation., DNar.in introduced a type of explanation that had
i1ts basis not in necessary laws but in probabilities, Freud,
personal

despite his mimborxia/Iogal loyalty to mecha ist determinism,
established the concept of wnsychogenic disease., Einstein
removed the spmce and times in which the imeginzble elements
wore Imagined to reside, Quantum mechanics removed Xha
from science the relevance of any imace of varticles, or
waves, or coitinuous process, No less than hls predecessors,
the contemporary sclentist can observe and exweriment,
ingulre and understaend, form hypothwses and verify them,
But unlike his predecessors, he hag to think of kmowledge,
not as taking a Jook, but as experiencing, understanding,
and judgling; he hes to think of objectivity, not as mere
extroversion, hut as experiential, normative, and tending
towards an absolube; he has to Ltoink of the real, not as
a part of. the "airendy out there now," but as the verifiable.
Clearly, the Imogined as imarined can be verified only by
actual seelng, and so thers is no verifiable imasge of the
elenents of mechanism, Moreover, what science does verify,
doss not lis in any péutbdenilewwsedred particular affirmatlons,
which are never more than approximate; what sclence verifies
is to be found in general affirmations, on which ranges of ranges
of parficular affirmmations converre Mg uswser st e
adboutiddnglyaneurate with an accuracy that increases
with the precision of measurements and with the elimination

of probable errors.
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85111, this is only one aspect of the matter,
Scientifiec monism not only identified sclence with philosophy
but also concluded that the method of science must he the
method of philosophy. hile this implication cannot be challenged
as long as 1ts premiss stands, the brsak-dovwn of the premiss
cannot be exvected to transform the long-sestablished hablts
of mind that were gzenerated and nourished by the conclusion.
Only throurh a positive accumulotion of new insirhts can
scientists be expected to rrasp the #xffwam differences bveivwesn
the methods of empirical sclience and the method that must De
followed if the detached and disinterested desire vo know is
to attain an integroted view of the universe, Accordingly,
though
Ve most of the present book bears on this issue, it will
not be amiss, I think, to indicate and by and t o explain briefly
the diffsrences of method thiat soderidets cornuondyE Hind\bafPidng
redeiMvily commonly lead scisntiscus to find philosophy
baffling, repellent, or absurd,

The basic difference 1s that scilentific method
is prior to scientific work and independent of particular

gcientific results, but chilosophyic methoed is colncident with

philogsophilec work and so stands or falls with the success or

) geneqic univérsal to'
i : ;
icula??C but the %égeaisyﬁf an ’

a
alll-inclusive view to the attainméj; of an all-inclu;éve view,
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failure of a particular philosovhy. This difference leads the
sclentist to conclude that it 1s 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 underatanding just where differences
lie. At least in a generalized sense, there la a method If
there is an intellinible set of directives that lead from

a stapting-point, that may be assumed, to a geal that is to

be obtained. In this generalized sense, both science and
philosorhy possess method., In a speclalized sense, there 1s a
method if therd™Mevesl the same Intellizible set of directives
will lead to a variety of different soals. In this specialized
sense, sclence has a mbthod 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 inbersratved view of one universs
and so there 1s only one set of dlrectives that lead 3o it.
The second reason for the differsnce is that the scilences

are concerned to assign determinate conce-tual contents to
£111 empty heuristiec structures, so that the same method

leads successively to a2 series of different deverminations;

on the mkamxkx other hand, philosophy obtains its integrated
view of a single universe, not by determining the contents
that £111 heuristic structures, bub by relsting the heuristic
structures to one another., Because of these differences in
their objectives, scienbific method imxm stands to sclentific
conclusions as a penetic universal to sgensralted particulars,
but ph.losovhic method stands to philosophle conclusions

as the genesls to the-attainment of a single all-Inclusive view.
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In the second place, sclentista are repelled by
the failure of philosophers to reach a sinsle, precise, universally
accepted, technical lanmapgs. They point out the simplicity
of this dewvice and the enormous benefits it has conferred on
science, They lament the obtnseness of philosophers in overw
looking s0 ximpk necessary a procedure, and they deplore thelr
wrong~headedness in ¢linging to eauivocal and even literary
usage. rerhaps, however, they will grant that the desired
Yechnical languae of philosophy must be compatible with the
problems of philosophy. It would be absurd to demand thab
modern chemists expreas thelr thoucht in terms of Aristotle's
four elements, and simllerly it would be absurd to nrovide
philosorhers with a languare that was incapable of expressing
their tncught, FPFurther, the polymorphism of human congsclousness
seems relovart to the problems of philosovhy, for philosoph
is concerned with kmowledge, reality, and objectivity, and

conscicusness shifts
these terms Talke on different meanlngs as esrsrioheletutnas
from one patiern or hlend of patterns of exrerience to another.
But the meaning ofm ever;}Egim 2hxfk® chanpes with changes 1n
the meaning of the terms, knowledps, reality, ohjectivity,
for the fumetion of all lanruare is to express presumptive
knowledge of presumptive reality and affirm or deny the
objectivity of the knowledpe. Accordin-ly, the fundamencal
task in working out an appropriaste techmical langus.re Tor
philosophy vwould be to explore the ranse of xxrimbiax
meanings that may be assumed by the basic variabdles, knowledge,

reallty, and objectivity, There would follow the complementary




~ Dialectic of Pnilosophy 46 74

task of selecting the ranpe of £fée different combinat jons
of perticulsr valves of the three basic variables and of
showing how each combination mcdified the meaning of the
remaining terms of philosovyhy. This, of course, would be
a lengthy procedure and allowance wonld have Lo be made for
differences of opinion on the mannsr in which variations in
the basle combinavions modified the m:uaning of the remaining
e ThL Wecab
terms. Finally, tqummnmm points mag‘be mentioned, Therse
would be the problem of discovering what loricians c¢all the
meta~language in which one would express with technical accuracy
just what is meant by the polymowphlam of humsn conscicusness
and by different meanings In the ranres of the basic variables,
There also would he the difficulbty of exvlaining to people
a8 they are before they begin philosophy just vhat is meant
by the terms and symbtax of thils meta-lan-~uage 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 consclousness is the one and only key to philosophy.
It would seem that this preliminary task would have to be

conGucted in literary languapme despite its equivocations;

RO o e D-prQhability a8 dano-es-theroiis axy cuestiewn

aboss—bhe _one apnd-enly-itey Lo shilosgphy psintpirilosophers-
S BRgers frudtRaldy ha-an™NIn S “Nde- praldm Drer-sesit,
gt es-the-PrelifisaT -t ik -Bns—tovh

and as the performance of the preliminary task has to be
adapted continuously to the changing mentélity of successlve
generations, it seems unlikely that a philosophy, which
Integarates the versonal knowledre of living and changing
minds,'will ever be able to wrap itself completely in the

restful cocoon of a technical lanpusce, In brief, while

i
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snormous advantares are tc be derlved from a technleal languare
in exploiting what already 1s lmown, The problems of cort emporary
philosophy 3ixas are not problems of exploitation.,

Insbhe tréd pTate-thovtelerdist N rppaliot
py~bhiomentriNabtttunde of-the prtioseipr.!

A trird difficulty of scientists, when they
turn to philosophic problems, » is vsycholorical., '8 are
accustomed to think of scientists as pz pilonsers in a novel
and daring adventure of exploration, hut the fact la that
modern science has had four centuries in which to develop
8 tradicionalist mentallby. Agaln, there 13 a screening
ambigulby to contemperary usage of the word, bellef. If a
moron reads in his newspaper that enerpy is equal to the
product of the mass by the square of the velocity of light,
we are not inelined to say that his accertance 1s mere belief,
for affer all what Science says 1s not belief but knowledge.
However, if we care Lo be sccurate, the difference belween
knowledre and belief lies not in the object bubt in the attitude

of the subject., Knowing 1s affirming what one correctly

.ﬂhﬁ under stands in one's own experience, Belief 18 accepting
what we are told by others on whom reasonebly we Tely.

© Now every conclusion of sclence is known by several sclentists,
but the vest and cumulative collaboration of the sedexridiec
sc.entlific tradition would be Impessible if every conclusion

o of science hed to be known by every scientist., For each
science is an extensive array of elements of information and

\~) correlation, and the scientific attitude 1ls not to spend

one's life checking over what was settled by one's rredecessors

but to proceed from this basls to further discoveries.
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The theoretical and practical tralning of a scientist alms at
bringing him abreast of nressent kmowledpe and enebling him

to carry on the work., He must understand how information was
acquirsd, what type of evlidence went to the determination of

dafrikimnx definitions, formulae, constants, systems, how he

might test and, if need should aryse, successfully challenge past or |
current views. Bub no effort is made to enable each sclentist
to recapitulate within his own experisnce, understanding, and

reflection the whole development of the science, On the

conbrary, the effort thet 13 made is to convirce hlm how

skenDakeris—forso M Gemirebert tera— a1 Serm work et

#1tR_therisorof\_tha mebhods

reasonsbly he may rely on past resultsi on the one hand, there
are the specimens of scientific method that he witnesses in
¢lass demonsiratio:s and, more intimstely, in his own laboratory
work; and on the other hand there is the reneral arsument that,
whatever 1s wrong 1n any accepted view, will come to lipht sooner
or later, not by relliving the past, bubt by using it as a premise
for further Investigation, Bellef, then, is an essentlal

moment in scientlifiec collaboration. It is varlasble in its
extent, It is provisional., It is subject to cheeking and
control. It 1s quite msasenzkiy reasonable. Bub the reasonablensss
of bellef does not make it kmowledge, anc the extent,to which
¥x belief 1s essentiel iﬁf:cientifiGJ;éggzg disposes and
conditions the minds of scientlsts in a manner that 11l equips

them foxr philosophy.

~
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Por while philosophy has had its traditional
achools from the days, 1t seems, of Pythagoras, still the
schools have proliferated, Instead of z?xhﬂ single tradition
with distbinet departments as in science, philosophy hes been
a cumulative multiplicetlon of distinet and oprosed traditions.
Nor 1s there anything surpriging abont this contrast. For.
in science a single method overates townrds a variety of
different goals, but in philosophy a xixm single all-inclusive goal
1s sought by as many different methods as arise from different
orientations of the historleally developing but polymorphie
consciousness of man, Hence while a sclentlst is reasonable
in entering into the scientific trrdltion and carrying on itas
work, a phidewmopky philosopher cannot be reasonable on the same
terms; he has to become familiar with different traditions;
he has to find gromnds for deciding between them; eand it is
the reasonableness of that decision on which will rest the
reasonableness of his collaboration within any single tradlficn,
It follows that, while the reamsonableness of each sclentist
1s & consequence of the reasonablenesas of all, the philosopher's
reoasonableness xresiy is grounded on 2 nersonal commiiment
and on personal knowledre., Por the Reedsiws issues In philosophy
cannot he settled by looklng up a hand-book, by appealing %o
a set of experiments performed so painstakingly by so-and-so,
by referring to the masterful presentation of cverwhelming
evidence in some famous work., Philosorhle svidence 1s within
the philosopher himself, It is his own Inability to avold
experience, to YW rencunce ix ellirence in ® inqulry,
to desert reasonableness in reflection. It is own detached,
disinterested desire to lmow, It 1s his own adverteme %o

the pXx polymorphism of his own consciousness, It is his
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own Inslsht into the manner in which Inslrhts % accumulate a

in mathematlcs, In the¢ empirical sciences, in the myriad

Instances of common sense., It is his own srssp of the dialectical
unfolding of b§§;53$:6MSire to know in 1its conflict with other
desires that providss the key to his own philosophic development

and reveals his own potentlalities to adopt the stand of any

of the traditicnal or of the new philosophlc schools. Philosophy
is the flowering of the individual's rational consciousness

in its coming to lmow and take possession of itself., To that
event iius tradltional schools, its treatises, and its hilstory
are but contributions; and without that event they are stripped
of real significancea

It ds this aspect of personal development and

personal commitment that the sclentist turning to philosophy

0 1y//he pauses in the course of dev910pment could be repreqenued

e
a symbglically fo*mqllzed lorical suap

—

-

3
is, perhaps, most 1ilkely to overlook. Spontaneously he will
be attrdcted by the rance of recent philoscophlss that rest
on the successive attempts to formulate a symbolic losmic,
for a deductivism offersg the security of an impersonal and
avtomatically expended position., Spontansously he will seek
a new laizewid Integration of the sciences In works written
by individual scientists or by\f commigsions of scientists,
for he 1is accustomed to believing scientists and hopss far

A
a new philosophy taaﬁfw%&é be named not philosophy but sclence.
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In the light of his antecedents, such Lendenciles are explained
easlily enough, but the explanation does not reveal them to be
reasonable. As has been seen, the atiracticns of deductiviam
have been felt before, and abstract deductivism proved tobe
empty, concrete deductivism turned ot tobeg the question,
and transcendental deductivﬁsm reoveeclsd 1tself too crude an

instrument to deal with Jhe comnlexity of Imreddhizent-ddvelopneni
developing intelligence. Nor can any hope be entertained
sciences
that the eYeuwet unification of the seientdsbe will be effected
correctly because it isg the work of scientists, They are not
made of o different clay from mere philosorhers., They are not
exempt from the polymoyphism of humen conscicusness, They are
not to be expected to &&% escape Involvement in the ambiguities
that reside iIn such berms as kn . wledrs, reality, objectivity.
To concliude, phllosophy has been fertilized
repeatedly by scientiflc schievement. But it would seem
a mistake pe se. wpeh-shilosophyg ithepbhe imethsduai”
seflance o to expect that philesorhy should conform
to the method, to the linguistic technique, or to the rroup
mentality of the sclentlst, The cortribution of science and
of scientific method to philosophy lies igﬁﬁhehability to
sipsly Rl losophywith the \setdndary-miner mrenfses vronleoes
Supply philosorhy with instahces of the heuristic structures
which & metavhysics intagrates into an ix a single view of

the conerete unlverse,
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