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Chapter XVI: MNetaphysics as Science,

Because we admitted insicht to be a fack, we
were confronted with a problem of objectivity. Because we grd, were
not content o% to affirm that the fact of insicht is merely

compatible with objectivity, we have been enramed 1n showiing

that our analysis of knowledre implies a method of metaphysics

and grounds a deduction of the six metaphysical elewents of
proportionate being. It remains that the deduced elementa aive
rise to a series of guestions, and it will serve both to test
the method and to reveal its nover, 1if those aquestions are glven
answers, Accordlngly, the precent chapter deals 1) with the
notilon of distlaction and ibts different kinds, 2) with the notion of
%Eg,relation end tie basle problems it senarates, 3) wuith the
nature of the metaphysical elements, tielr reality, theip
relation to the elements of a lorie or grammar, and their
technical significance in a unified Mmowledre, 4) with the notion
of unibty as apevlied to the universe of vroportionate being,
to a single conorete heing, and to the humen compound of matter
and spirit, and 5) with the concept of metaphysics as a rinorous
department of kmo.ledne.

Thou~h the foregeing issues commonly are treated
In manuels of mevaphyrsics, one 1s not to infer %o an idensity
of scope and alm, OQur puarpose is not to write a treatise on
metaphysics but o reveal in concre.e Fashion the existence
and the powsr of a method, If the method is both valid and
powerful, the treatise will follow in due course. It remains
that the treatise is a future event and not a present frect,
that the present fact 1s an exploratilon of method, and that
tue fubure event will follow, not as a coneclusion deduced by -

reasonablene ss.
an electronic computer, but as a vroduct of intellirence and
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1, Distinctlons, and Redetdans,

In general, any P and Q are distinct, if if is
true that P i1s not @, However, this proposition is interpreted
differently in accord with different views omn reality, knowledre,
and objectivity, On the position, knowledre of the distinction
between P and Q is constituted by the negative comparative
Judgment, On the counter-position, the nepative comparatlve
Judgment merely expresses pieviously acoculred kmowledge of
the distinetion, On the posltion, the real is heing and, as
being is kmown by affirmetive judements, so distinetions in
being are known by nepgative judgments, On the counter-position,
the real has to be known before one cen make a judgment; it 1s
known by an ccular or a fictitlous intellectuel look; and so
distinctions are known tirourh the occurrence of different
acts of looking that cannot be referred to the game object,

We contend, of course, that the counter-positlon is to be
rejected. It is true that prior to judsment tnere are other
components in imowledge; but it 1s not true that Ymowtedpe“iy
sofiphetevas~indiiddedprior Vo judhkiénk the components of
lmowledpe prior tec judgment are comnlets as knowledss; before
one denles that P is Q, one must have evidence for denylng;
buf having the evidence is one thing; crasping its sufficienéy
lg another; and assenting to the denial 1s a third. Only In
the act of judgment 1ltself does one ﬁiﬁ;h the absolute; only
13A§;:§§353 the absolute does one lmow helng.

However, whan 1t 18 true that P 1is not Q,
1t may or may not be true that P la real and it may or may not
be true thet 9 is real. Hence, distinctions may be divided

into notional, problematic, resl, and mixed,
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A distinction is notional, if 1t is true that
1) P is not 4, 2) P is merely an object of thought, and 3) Q is
merely an object of thought. For example, a centaur is not
o unicorn,

A distinction is problematic, 1f it 1s true that
1) P is not Q, 2) either P or Q or both hsve not been explained
definitlvely, and 3) tnere 1s the possibility that, vhen definitive
explanation ls reached, tcen P or 9 or both may turn out to
be mere objects of thought, or else P and Q may prove to refer
%o the same reality,

A dlstinction is real, if 1%t is trus that
1) P is not Q, 2) P 1s real, and 3) § 1s real,

A distinction is mixed, if it is true that
1) P is not Q, 2) one of P and 2 is real, and 3) the other is
merely notional.

Real distinctions are divided into major and
mlnor; and major real distinctions are sub-divided inbo
nunmerical, specifie, and genesrie, MNinor real distinctlons are
between the elsments or constituents of provortionate beirg,
that 1s, between central and conjurate potency, form, and act,
Ma jor real distinctions are between things, which may pertain
to different genera or to different species of the same genus
or, finally, may be different individuals of the same species.

Again, real distinctions are divided into
adequate and inadeguate., There is an adeqguate real distir tion
between Peter and Paul, bet-een Peterts richt hand and his left

hand; but there is an inedoquate real distinctlon between Peter

and his hands,
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In conclusion, it may be noted that the Scotist
formal distinction on the side of the object 1) presuproses
the counter-position on objectivity and 2) finds 1ts strongest
argument iIn the fisld of trinitablan theory. God the Father
is supposed to intuit himself as both God and Pather; the object
a8 prior to the intuition cannot exhibit both aagpects as
completely identical, for otherwise the Son could not be God
without also being Father. The fundarental answer 1is, Ex falso
geguitur guodlibet; and the suprosition of the intuition rasts

Scotlst
on a mistaken cornitional theory. The history of this,distinctlon

A\
has been investizated by B. Jansen, Beltrame zur geschichtlichen

Entwicklung der Distinetio Pormalls, Zeit. f, kath, Theol.,
53(1929), 317-44, 517-44,

2. Relations,

In any palr of correlatives one may distinguish
between a relation, R, lts base, P, 1ts term, Q, the opposite
relation, R!', the opposite base, R, and the oprosite term, P,
Phus, 1if the relation, father, has Abraham as its base and
Isaae as 1ivs term, the opnosite relatlon, son, has Iggac as

opposite base and Abrahem as oprosite term.

As distinctions, so relations may be notlonal,
probiematic, real, or mixed, They are notlonal if they are
merely supposed, merely objects of thounsht, They are problematic

if their affirmation occurs in a description or in a provisional

would survive
explanation. They are real if theilr affirmationg&qua in a

gxplanatory account of this wniverse.
defin tivi&emp&mnn@$eﬁu They are mixed if one correlatlive

is real and the other notional.
Whetl B b rate- o rte M Ard\poa )1y Bid iActy
relarhans\betiesm\ then-maPbe ﬁbréi}~ﬁﬁbpe§éd/andxﬁoxnot1gnb1£
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The foregoing division has a ground and a
consequent., Its sround lies in our view that metaphysics
regards proportionate being as explained. Its consequent
i1s the gm problem of determining w-ich relations survive
in a definitive explanation and so pertain to a metaphysical
account of reality.

‘ To meet this problem, it i3 necessary to distlngulsh
in concrete relations between two components, namely, a primary
reletivity and other secordary de.erminations. Thus, If it
is btrue that the size of A is just twice the size of B, then
the primary relativity ls = pronortion and the secondary
determinations are the nunsrical ratio, twice, and the two
observable gsizes., MNow "size" is a descriptive notlon thet
may be defined as an aspect of things standing in cextain
relations to our senses, and so it vanishes from an explanatory
account of reality. Agnin, the numerical ratio, twice,
specifies the proportion beveen A and B, bub it :;;;ga S0
only at nXx a given time umder given conditlons: morsover,
this ratio may change, and %he chanra will occur in accord
with probabilitles: but while probabilities will explain
why objects like A and B every so often have sizes in the
ratio of two to one, they will not explain why A and B axe
in fact in that relstion here and now; and so the nuzerical
ratio, twice, iswziggﬁiiﬂgwnﬁ element in the relation,

However, if we ask what a proportion 13, we necessarily
introduce the abstrach notlon of quantity and we make the
discovery that guantities and proportiors are terms and
relations such that the ieras fix the relations and the
relabions—£ix. fhe~bemms I L Blenn_enonek_thebt -gne-cennet~
speak-of a~prodertionyithout supresind-bhevnavion-of quanblvy-
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the notlon of
relations fix the terms. For/quentity is not to be confused

with a sensitive or Imarinative $wewe~ofusdze apprehension of
a slze; a quantity ls anything thst can serve as a term In

g numerical ratio; and inversely a proportion, in the present
context, 1s a numerically definable ratioc between ouantities.

The point, then, to our distinctlion between
the primery relativity of a relavlon and its secondary deter-

' Aﬁ;ﬁ;;ﬁi; ] awnsmflbmaﬁL.
minations is that it separates the, and the, centingent.,
If A and B are things of delerminate kinds, then they must be
quancitative; and if they are quantitative, there must be sorme
proportion between their quantities., Bub Just what that
proporticon will be at any riven time, will depend on the
manifold of foctors that form the non-systematic pattern of
a diverging series of condltions, and so trere is within the
limits of humen science no dax ultlin~te and fully determinate
explanation of why A happens to be just tiwwice B at a gilven moment.

There i3 a further poﬁnt to our distinction.

As it separates theﬁgaxkf;ﬂry anc the aontggggbm 30 also

it separates the relatlive from its absolute determinations.
All that is relative in the notion, twice, is also found

In the notlon, proportion; the difference betwesn them is
that "twice" 1s a proportion spacifadt s-ecified bysgm;air
of cuantities such as one and two, ox two and four, etc.;
and such pairs of quantities, simply as pairs of quantities,
prescind from the relations of one to the other.

In thls fashion we are broupght to concelving
relatilons as involving two compoments: one component contalns
all the relatlivity of the relation, and it is necessary and
permanent Inasmuch as 1t 1s Inseparable from its base in a

thing of a determinate kind; the other component, however, 1is
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contingent; it 1s subject Lo variation in accord with the
successive scnecules of pgropors probabilitles in world nrocess;
but these variations change, not the primary component, but only
the secondary determinationss they modify not the relative but
the absolute.

Moreover, this analysis possesses a remarkable
generality, For we have found it possible to conceive tlue
universe of proportiorate being in terms of central and conjugate
potencies, forms, and acts. But conjurate forms are defined
implicitly by their explanatory and empirically verlfied relatlions
to one another, Still, such relations are generél laws ; they
hold in any number of Instances; they admit application to the
concrete only through the addition of further determinations,
and such further determi-ations Rmrmxepxs pertain te & non~
systematic menifold. There 3s, then, a primary relativity that
gt is contained in the general lawi it 1s Inseparable from
its base in the conjugate foxm which implicitly 1t definss;

trat holds

and to reach the concrete relation/at a given place and time,
it is not enough to think about the general law; one has o
add further determinations t:.at are continwent from the very
fact that they have to be obiained from a non-systematic manifold.

vhat holds for the relations of scientif'ic
oxplanation, also holds for thes relations of metachysical
oxplanation. As conjurate forms are defined by thelr relations
to one another, so central forms are unities differsntiated
by their conjugate forms; and central and conjugate povency and
act stand to central and con jurate forms, as exrerience and
judgment stand to understanding, The hole structure is relational:

one cannot conceive the tewns without the relatiocns nor the relations

. e
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without the terms., Both terms and relations constitute a basic
frame-work to be filled out, first, b> the advance of the sciences
and, secordly, by full information on concrete situatilons.,
Moreover, as we have arrned metaphysics to be immune from
revolutionary chanme, that frame-work in its fundawental lines
lets us know now the types of relations that would survive in
a definitive explanatory account of this unlverse,.

Aceordingly, our first probiem seems solved.
Because we conceived metaphysics as the Implementation of
integral heuristic structure, we had to affirm that It regorded
proportionate being a3 explained and so we had also to affirm
that real relstions are relations thet wonld still be affirmed
In & definitive explanatory account of this universe. By
distinguishing in concrete relations betwesn thelr primary
relativity and thelr secondary determinations, it was possible
to locate the relative component of the concrete relation
entirely within the list of metavhysical elements. Scientific
laws and systems are successive approximations to the relstions
between conjugete forms, Scientific probabilities are approxl-

mations to tThe relations between forms and acts of exlstence

_aa% and occurrence, Finally, the emergent processes investigaved

o ; by genetic and dialectlcal method contain the reletions of
successive levels of conjurate forms and the sequences of
relations between successive stapes in the development of
conjugate forms,

© Moreover, there follows a clarification of the

\,J problem of internal and external relations, Relations are

said to be internal when the concept of the relation is intrinsic
o the concept of its base; theyxrm are external wren the base

romainsg essentlally the same whether or not the relatlon accrues

L__‘k_,.‘_' o
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to 1t, Thus, if "mass™ 1s concelved as a quantity of matter
and matter 1s conceived ag whetever satisfles the Kantlan

sz scheme of providinz a fillings for the empty form of time,
then the law of inverse squares 1s externzl to the notion of
mass. On the otier hand, If masses are concelved as Implicitly
defined by their relations to one another and the law of
Inverse squares 1s the most fundamental of those relatlons,
then the law 1s an internal relatlon, far the denial of the

law would involve a chanpe in the concept of wmass,

Wow at first sight 1t would seem that on a
definitive explanatory account of the universe, sll relations
would have to be incernsl., For an exXnls atory account proceeds
from insirhts 1t consists basicelly of terms and rolatlons
with the terms flxing the relations and Tre reletions fixing
vhe terms; and clearly such relations are 1Internal to the terms.
Bub while this is true of the sygcems to be reached by classical
method, it is not the whole truth., Because classical systems
are absatract, because they can be applied to the concrete only
by appealing to a non-systemetic manifold of further determinations,
there also are stabistical method and statistical laws, It
follows thet classlcel method reveals ariy the primary relativity
»d without the secondary debterminmmtions of concrete relations,
that it provides an abstract relational field, say, forthe
pesitions and momenta of masses, but it leaves to observation
and, in the penersl case, to probabllitles the determinatlon
of how many masses with what momenta are at what positions.
Agein, 1t 1s true thet statistlecal laws can be Xm»nx turned
to explanatory asccount when they are coupled with larsge numbers
or with long perieds of time; but this explanafion does not

pin down particulars, Tt makes 1t intellirible that things




like A and B every szo offen should be found in the ratio of

two to one; but it leaves as mere empirical fact tne determination
that here and now A and B are in the ziven ratioc. Fimlly,
because that determination is were empiricsl fact, A and B

remailn BAbYHe subject to the same classical laws vwhether they

are found in the ratio of two to one or in tre ratlo of three

to ons,

Aedotrdingly ;- weere Ledto the. conclusion whatV
iﬁldeﬁhye%e”rélhtiaﬂsmbhokcnmpbnent\pﬂwﬁkimamushalatiﬂitﬁwﬁi
14/ 4dRed- b okl

Accordingly, while .e must grant that the shift
from deseriptlon to explanation Involves s shift from external
to internal reletions, still we also contend that the internal
relations constitute no more than the component of primary
vedativiby mucorcretel retdtdons andysinte
relativity and, since in concrete relations there is also a

continrent
component of/secondary determinations, external welations
also survive in a defl . itive explonatory account of our universe.

This issue has an older and sliphtly different
form. Avistotle had szdvanced that chanrce 41d not occur
primarily In the category of relation, and Asulnas undertook
to resolve the consequent paradox that, when ¥t o change in
the slize of Q makes it egual te P, then 1) no reallty accrues
to P and vet 2) P becomes tie subject of a real relation of
equality to Q. Apparently knmrm these two propositions ars
contradictory, but there is no doubt tHhat Aquinas affirmed
beth-evenblrsurh his_comuentatorsarewumullling to Lake—his
dpaterokti gy he-ridde théms 3311 y-how_com B-dequire a-
veal -relatidn of—gy us}ii’ty\aﬁd\not\.aaqaim. any--fnewArealibylec
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both, Nor did he lack a reason. P cen ac~uire a real relation

of equality without acquiring any new realify, because all

along P has possessed the renlity of the real relstlon so

that the change in 3 merely provided it with 1ts external

term, 8ee In V Phys., lect. 3, §§7, 8; ed, Leon., II, 237.
Hovever, i1f one 1s to agree with Aguinas on

the matter, one has to push his analysis further than he did

himsslf. what is the reality of the real relation that is

found in P before Q bheomes 1s chanred to an equal slze?

If it 1s absolube, then the real relatlon of P to § is the

nothing that comes to P when Q is changed. If it 1s relative,

then what 13 its term? BSuch considerations heve led the

commentaters to deny one of the pyowdsgd propositions that

Aquinas undertook to reconcile and then to invent distinetlions

to reconcile thelr explanation with the text they ;;;eexplaining.

Bub the present anslysis leads f® us to the oprosite rrocedure

of pushing Aéuinas! thourt further on the line he has chosen,.

The reality of the real relation is in P prior to the change

in Qs that reality is relative; it 1s the primary relativity

inseparable from pmx quantity; it Involves everybhing quantitétive

in some relation of proportion to everythinr else that 1s

quantitative; but it does not determine just what is the

proport ion between P and Q or P and R or P and §, ekc.

To settle just whet the proportlion is in any case, one has.

to apreal to the secondary determinations, such as the size

of P and the size of Q3 and beceause the secondary determinations

spefounfrnotoniy—in-Rbat-also—in—Q, the detemminato preportiea.

o LA
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are found not only in P but also in @, becnuse variations in

P and Q are not functionelly related, the determinate proportion
of P to O can change without any chance in P.

In other words, concrete relations such as
equality and similarity lle in the field of descriptive knowledge.
Thelr metaphysicel analysis supposes thelr transference to the
explanatory field, Through such transference it appears that
such relations are not simple entitles but composite. They
involve a component of primary relativity and a component of
secondary determinations. The primary relativity is inseparable
from its base and for thot reason all chanse is change in the
base and only inecidentally and consequently chanpe in the
relativity., The secondary determinations are constitubive
nelther of the »anX relstion nor of 1ts reality as relatilon
but gimply of the differentiastion of concrete relations; and
becaunse that differsentisticn depends, not on the base alone
but on the base and term torether, 1t can W vary without
variation in the base.

There remeins a finasl nuestion, Is the reality
of a real relation distinet from the veallby of its base?

It is one thing to conceive the absoluley it 1is another to
conceive the relative: but l1s fhere one reality grounding both
concepts, or are there two really distinct realities? To
handle this question exreditiously, let us conbtrast counter-
positions with the position,

On the basic counter-position tnere 1s simply
no meaning to talk about real relations. The real is a sub-division
of the "already out where now," That is gimply civen. AXL

~relavions arise only through the activities of our understanding.
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Therefore no relations are "already out there now” and so none
are real,

Besides the forsgolng counter-position, there is
1ts transposition, Besldes the looking that is perfomed with
the eyes, there 1s also a spiritual looking, It looks at the
content of acts of concelving, thinking, supposing, defining,
considering, Such contents are or can be rezl, But it is
one thing to take a epteibaw splrituel look at an sbzolute
convent and it is guite another to take a &piritual look at
g relative content. The tvwo are irreducible, Therefors the
reallty of the absolute bhase and the reality of the relabion
must be two really distinct entities.

On the position, the real is beingy it 1ls vhatever
1s to be grasped inﬁéplligently and affirmed reasonably. Now
within the limlts of proportionate being, whabever is grasped

intelligently 18 never a term without relations or a relk tion

without terms, To express an insight, one needs several terms

and relations with the terms fixing the relations and the
relations fixing the terms. ‘o suppose that trere are any
terms without relatlons or any relations without terms Is

to suppose an oversirht, Descriptive terms are no exception,
for they express things as relatied to us. HMetaphysical terms
are no exception, for they zxe come at least in palrs, suach
as substance and accident, matter snd form, pobency and act,
esgence and existence, On scientific terms we have heen

guf ficiently abundant already., Bubk-iftermdendyekatXons<
oot e -conchived lagpakateTy  But what cannot be affirmed,
cannot be. what cannot be conceived, cannot be affimed.
g@§'3ut there is no intelligent conceptlon of terms apart

from relations or relations zpart from terms, and s0 bLihsxe
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18 no possibility of their being apart,

It will ve snid that P snd 4 can be inseparable
and yet be really distinct, But such inseparabllity would seem
to be merely physical. The inseparability in auestlon is nob
merely physical, It is essential, The basic terms of the
sclences and the six elsments of meta,hysics are defined by

respective
their/relations to one other. To distinguish between the
defining relation and the defined term can be no more than
a notional operation; and even tihen it cannot e carrled
through, for if one prnete prescinds from the defining relatlon,
one no longer isF thinlking of the term as defined but of some
other term that is mistakenly sunposed to be absolute.
Finally, while trere are Q@%ﬁprrelations othner than such
defining relations, still they are not adequately distinct from
thems for these other relations are concfete; their primary
relativity consists In the defininc relatilonsy and their
socondary determinaciors are neither relatlons nor the reallity
of relations but the contingent concrete detéw differentiations
of the primary relativities.

However, while we¢ maintain that the reallty
of proporticnace being is embraced in its entirety by central
and conjugate potencies, forms, and acts, =0 that there is
no further really distinct elerment named relation, it is to
be born in mind that ve are envisaging proportionate being as
explained, From a descriptive viewpolnt, Aristotlefs ten
categories retain their obvious validlty and, among them,

the catepgory of relation maintains its #iki dlstinct place.

-
_ e




S+ The Meaning of the Metaphysical Elements.

3¢l  What are the metaghysical elements?
devharo dnatinruished- convraland eonjusabe

potdae s Yoty lehd Laety I considevable spaes. hasvbsen devoted:
If co..siderable space has heon devoted to the
notlon and method of metaphysics and to the derilvation of
the metaphysicel elements, 1t 1s still possible to be puzzled
and to ask just what, efter ell, sre central and conjugate
povency, form, and act. In general, one may ansver thabt they
are the as yet unspecified U, V, W, and X, ¥, Z that are to He
’7 specified if proportioc.ate beling is to be explained. Agzain,
one may say that they are elements in the articulaticn of the
integral heuristic structure of provortionate being. In all
probabllity, however, more Is desired than such a reiteratvion
of an already familiar theme and so, since the direct answer
does not méetr satisfy, various indirect answers must be triled.
First, then, 1t will not be out of place to
recall the conditions of the lezitimacy of the question, what
i3 it? One can put the auestion with rerard to data, and the
answar will be aCHingweyww to neme a thing or & provertys
Ny one can repeat the guestion about the thins or the property
| and learn that the thing is a unibty differentiated by certain
properties and binat the properties are defined by their relatlons
to one another: one can ralse the gquestlon once more asbout the
process of @@ explaining deta and of defining things and
o properties, and the answer will tell what knowing is elther

in concrete instances or In its peneral structure; finally,

~JJ one cun make the discovery that this structure soverns not
only the knowing bub also the known, and then one can ask
what the structure is % under the latter aspect. So we arrive

at the question, What are the metaphysical elements? Clearly,

—— e
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that initisves and controls their respective inquiries and,

the answer has to be that the elements do not possess any
@3gence, any "what is 1t?" of their own, On the contrary,
they express the structure in which one knows what proportio:rate
being 1s3; they outline the mould in which an understanding
of pronortilonate being mecessarily will flow; they arlse from
understanding understanding and they resard vproportionate
being, not as understood, but only as to be understood.

There follows an important corollary. If one
335352; wants to know just what forms are, the propsr procedure
1s to give up metaphysics and turn to the sciences; for forms
ars become known inasmnch as the sc.ences approximnte tovards
thelr ideal of complete explanation; and there ig nb method ,
apart from sclientific method, b~ which one can reach such

sapscialized

explanation. Hosever, tesides theApambésaéav acts of under-
standing in which particular htypes of forms are -~rasped in
their actual intellimibility, there also exist the more zeneral
acts of understanding inm vhich one grasps the relations het.een

ex ~erience, unders.anding, and judrment, and the lsomorphlsm

of these activitles with the cons.ifuents of\vhaté,is to be lmown,
If the metaphyslcian must leeve Lo the physicist the understanding
of physics and to the chemist the understanding of chemistry,
he has the task of vorking out for the physicist and chemist,

for the blolosgist and the psycholomist, the dynamic structure

no less, the gen.ral characteristies of the posl towards which
they head.
In other words, the mk task of explaining

proportionate belng leads to a division of labor., Different

domains of phamgm data fall to different departments of sclence,

and from any given department one is to expect explanation only




of the data of its fleld, Bub among the data are those that arise

from the sclentiflc process itself, from the fact of inquilry,

from the division of the undertaking, g from the procedures

enployed, from tne results ohtained, Such conseruvent data also

admlt explanntion, and the mm explanation resards not only

investigations and their procedures but also the content of

thelir results. It is on this second level tiat the cosnitional

theorist and metaphysiclan operate, and the content of their

results is the general structure of the contents of other results.
The existence of this divisicn of labor means

that, while further gquestions must always bhe met, still they

are not always o be met within a ziven field of inguirye.

Because the m.taphysicisn can asaion the general characterisvics

of progortiomte heing as explained, 1t does noﬁ follow that

he can glve detaie}ed answers, On the contrary, he must refer

Ho- bidtiod Yar  dakag A dartae 1b 4, of_ invest Vitablon!

gussticns of detall to particular departments: and he falls

to grasp the limltations of his own subject if, in his hope

to meet lssues fully, he offers to explain just what various
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forms are. Inversely, scientists in their warisax several
flelds can give detailed answers to appropriete cuestions;

but their competence in their own field is conjolned with a
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fgilure to grasp 1ts limitations if they attempt to anawer
the further questions that rermard other particular Tields or
the universe as a whole,

3.2 Cognitional or Ontological Hlements®
Secondly, it may be asked wihet.er the mefaphysical

elements constitute an extrinsic or an intrinsic stiructure of

in which proportionave bheing is lmown? Or are they the structure

immanent in the reality of proportionate beling? To put the

WA




issue in ifs traditional form, are the metaphysical elements
notlonally distinct or rvally distinet?

The % question has to pe do with the relatlon
between knowing and realibty. Por central and conjumate potency,
form, and act have been defined heuristlecally in Germs of
cognitional acts; if there were more or fgzzzAco?nitional
acts, trere would e more or fewer metaphysical elementa.

S0, as far as thelr definitions go, the diffsrences of the
metaphysical elements are differences in the process of lmoving
and, unless further evidence ls forthcoming, they are not
differences in the being to be lknown, Still, one may expect

the furt.er evidence to be available, for che slmplest reason

why our knowing has its peculiar structnre would be that

proportiocnate being hasé a parallel structurs.

1s<ﬁha%“iﬁ whq/ever is to he graspelt intellirently and affirmed
' S_ng s T bhal Sresedefinttions aroextainssc,
fhat they regﬁfggt on knoyledre of being but on anticipations
afpout 1t. Eut while .

is content is true, it is not the

wHole truth. For AT baing did have an intelliribility of

u

,/

pope of lmovwledge. For ong“does not possess two notioﬁé of

ceing, first, a nntionfﬁf whatever 1is to be graSped inbelligently
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A first point, then, 1s that intelligibility 1s
not extringic but inbtrinsic to being. By intelligibility is
meant what is to be known by understanding. By the intrinsic
Intellisibility of veing is meant that beinps is precisely what
is so lmown or, in negative terms, that beinp is neither beyond
the Intelligible nor aport from it nor different from it.

Now if by being one means the objectlive of the
pare desire to know, the goal of intellirent in-uiry and critical
reflect ion, the object of intellizent rrasp and reasorable
alfirmatlon, then one must affirm the Intrinsic Intelli-~ibility
of being., For one defines being by its Intellinibilibty; one
¢laims that heing is precisely what is knom by uwnderstanding
correctly; one denies that being is anything atart from the
intellipible or beyond it or different from it, for one's
definition implies that being 18 known complebtely when tiexve
are no furcher questions to be answered.

Purtner clarif ication will result from contrast.
0rie might c¢laim tnat the real is a sub-division in the "already
out there now" or, if one nleasss, in the "already in here now."
0n that view, intellipent ingulry and rma cerltical reflectlon,
hovever usseful & or pralseworthy they may be, pecessa?ily are
gxtrinsic te knoving reallty, for extroversg;nhof consciousness
18 prior to asklng questions and indeendent of answers to
qus stions, Accordingly, by Ceserting the position of Dbeing
and reverting to the counter-position, one can form a notion
of the real to which mm Intellirgibility is extrinsic, Moreover,
s Ince such desertion and reversion can take place inadwerbently
by a mere shift In the pattern of a one's experience, it
canihappen easily enough that the intrinsic intellicibiliby

of being will seem a egp puzzling or a preposuerous view.
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But once all this is admitted, it ?Efff?ﬁ becomes still clearer
that, 1f the counter-position ia rejected in principle, then
In principle be.ng must bo intrinsically intel}irible and, 1f
(Eﬁg\igﬁigggjis in the In.sllectual pa.tern of axperience, then
in fact this intrinsic intellirsibility sheds its obscurity.
Ho'ever, a further difficulty can arise, After
all, as lnbtelligxkence, so intelligibility is Intrinsic to human
cognitioral activity. Since by that activity beling is fo be
known, it follows that 1ntellizibility will be Intrinsic to belng
a8 known., However, the knowing 1s extrinsic to the being, for
the kmowing is one thing and the heing another, Thsrefore,
what 18 Iintrinsic te being as lmown, may be extrinsic to being
It self, to being aﬁg being.
Now At s\ apnumeninAs A T E o EDeL6 e -k
Now if by being one means an "already ont tnere
now,"m 1% is quite possible to arpue that knowing is extrinsie
to being., Agein, once one has positied an appropriate set
of judgments, one again can cloim trat knowing is eztrainsle
to cerbain beings; for example, one 11l judwe that there is
& knowing ema there is a knowg}ang?ihe krowing is not the knovn;
clearly, when the knowing 1s not the known, it is exirinsic to
the knmown. However, this distinetvion between knoving and known
is within belng, and it mresuproses the intrinsic intelligibility
of heing; for without that In.rinsic intelliribllity, ourx
invelligent activities would glve us knowledme of the Intelligible
but not of beling, and the distinctlion betwesn knowinpg and lnowvn
B would be g distinetlion withln the field of the intelligible

but not a distinetion of two belngs.
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Our first point, then, though it has its complexities,_
et Least cuts deeply. It affirms the Intrinsic intelligibility
of being, end it identifies this affirmation with the affirmptlon
of the possibility of knovledgze.

Our second point is that intellisibility 1s, not
all of a plece, but of different kinds. There is the Intelllgibllity f
that is known inasmuch as one is unserstanding; it is the formal |
intelligibilit§ tinat is the content of t.8 insicht and the
dominant element in the consequent set of concepts, Bub our
understanding results from inquiry, and as inauiry presupposss
something into which ve ingulire, so our undemsbanding presupposes
some presentation of what is to be understood. Such presentations
are in some senss intellinible; as materials for inquiry, they
axe what is to be understood: and rhen in-uiry reaches its
ﬁernh they become underscood, Still, this intellicribility of
the presentations ls not formel bubt potentialy 1t is not the
intelliglibility of the 1Gea, of what is grasped insamuch as
one is understanding; it is the intelli~ibillty of the maveriels
in which the ldea 18 emerrsent, which the idea unifies and relates.
Finally, bhesides formal and potential intelliribility, there 1is
a third type. It is what is known inssmuch as one grasps the
virtually unconditioned: it is the inbelliribility of the factual.
while the pouventially intellirible is what can be understood,
and the formally intellisible is what way or may not be, the
actually invelligible is restricted to what in fact is.

Now as incelliribility is intrinsic to being,
30 also the differences of intelli~ibility are intrinsic to
being. In particular, proportionate being is what 1s to be
known by exverience, in ellirent grasp, and reasonable affirmation.

Tt is not whot is known by experience alone, for such kmowing
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falls short of humsn knowing, It is not whet is known by
experience and understanding without judrment, for without
judgment there 1s not knowinr~ but merely ruess-work. Nor

can tiere be Jjudgment without prior undersvaending, nor under-

standing without exwerience. The nroportionate oblect of ﬁf;
human knowing not only is Intrinsically intellirible but alse

is necessarily a compound of trree distinct types of 1ntelliglbility.

It follows that povency,x, form, and act not merely
ass8irn the structure in which beines ls kmown but also the structure

lmmanent in the very ¥4lwi realiby of being. For intelliglbility

is inbrinsic to that reality, and the intrinslc Intelligibllity
ls of three different kinds, MNor are these the only differentiationaf
immanent In being. For tnere are different formal intelligibilitles;.
conjugave Torms are of different kinds: central forms sre
def ined differently from conjurnte forms end they differ from
one another by che different conjusates tliey wnite; and po.encles
and acts share the defini.ions of the forms with which they Rarm
constitute unities. For every difference/in Intellipibility
there is a difference Intrinsic to the remlity of knoun pro;or;
tionate being.

30 we are swung back to our account of real
distinetions, P and Q are rsally diatinet if it Is true
that P is, Q is, and P is not Q. when P ds a thing.and Q 1is
a thing, the o real distinction is major., then P and Q are
mebtaphysicel elements of a thing, the real distinctlon is
minor, then P 1s a tining and 0 is one of its metaphysical
alements, the real distinction i3 inndequate,

Finally, we may note the correciness of our
sxpectity expectation, Why does our knowledre bezin with

presentations, mount to inquiry, understanding, and formulation,
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to end with critical reflectlon and judement? It 1s because
the proportionate object of our knowine 1s constituted by
comblning different tyres of iIntelliribvility. In so far as
that object is only potentially intelligibéi;ﬁ:ap, it ettribwo

is to be knowm by mere experiences; in so far as it is formally

intellisible, it is to be kmown by dnasmuch ms we are understanding;

in so far as it is actuslly intelligible, it Is to be known
inasmuch as we posit the virtually wnconditioned "Yes,'

Again, experience is of thinvs as potentially intelli~ible,

but throurh experience alone we do not know what the things are.
Understanding is of things as formally intellimible, but chrough
understanding we do not know whetier .hings are wiat e under-
svend them to be, Judpgment ls of thinrs as actually Intellligible
but through judgment alone we would not Imovw viasl-Adeds.

either the nature nor the merely empirical differences of what
we ai\ﬂ’ﬂwim aff irm to be. Egquivalence.

v ni-dnatiegge The §atiire of Metaphysical/
L .‘mve boen endeavoring to ¢lorify from different

viewpoints the meaning of the metaphrsical elements, First,
we considered the question, what are ce -tral snd conjugate
po.ency, form, and asct. Secondly, we a=zked whether they were
merely the structure in which bhexng is knovm or also the structure
in shich being is. As a third topic we may ask about the
relation betweeﬁ the metaphysleal 2l:ments on the one hand
and, on the cther, t.e objects of ftrus propositions,

| In the Tirst place, then, thsye is a2 reneral
community of reference. The oblect of tre twue prompélia
proposition 1s being, for being is what Is lonowm by incelligpent
grasp and reasonable affirmation; and as we Iliave just seen,

the metaphysical slements are components intrxinsic to being.
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In the second place, true propositiona may be
analyzed, Grammarians distinguish nouns and verbs, adjectives
and adverbs, ete., ILoricians distinsulsh subject, copula, and
predicate, terms and realations. 1In both ceases the analysis

15 based on a conaideratiocn of the end-products of cognitional

process, of the definitions formed in conception, of the affirmations

and negations uttered by roflection. On tre other hand, metaphyslcal

analysis has a qulte different onsis., It takes its stand, nob
on the end-products, but on the dynamic structure of comnitional
process. For it, the sirniflcont division has nothing to do
with yehe nouns and verbs, =aubjects and predicates, /or even
terms cnd relationsy it concentrates on the merely empirical
residue from which all uqder&%amdinv w311l abstrsct, on the
content of the act of und@fgtanding itself, on the virtually
unconditioned grasped in the act that srounds and leads to
judgment,

TALrSATy e adede e Barkyaioal snalmyaia_has
a.padloatiyl diffekennsts\Lron~wpammat kagInend logléal-andlyedds-
ong mustAnet efseci_aiy-dne=do=dng eortwdpondehoe \vebwren
aerbaphraicad _eTomeRts dnTyruemiioiah ge~loetsad s londrits,

Thirdly, since mebtaphvsical elements and true
Wrapombdf propositions both refer to being, there must be some
corre spondence bhetireen them. On the other hand, sirce metaphysical
analysis has e quite different basis from grammetical or logical
analysis, one must not expect any one-to-one correspondence

between metaphysical elements and gpéammatical or logleal elements,
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Fourthly, while the foresoing conclusion B

seems too manifest to be worth mentloning, once one concelves
precisely the nature and method of metaphysics, still peis»
oauch dxeds coneeptidn until such exact conceptlon is reached,
metaphysics is apt to lanculsh in a morass of pssudo-problems
that have no basis apart from a confusion of the metaphysical
with the logical and grammaticel. Accordingly, even though
wbwoannoi- 0L ot wm euhrughbivbrd it Mg
we do not attem:t to offer an exhaustive 1list of precepts,
1t may be worth while to set down at least @ a few obvious rules.

1) The concepts and names of the metaphysical
elements are gensral:"potency” can denote any instance of
povency. Still this gereddsm generality does not involve
them in abstractness, for thers 1s nothing to a thing apart
from its potencles, forms, and acts, The ground of this
generality.without abstractness is that the metaphysical
glements are defined heurilstically; the definition of form
does not refer imuediately to reallty, as does the definition
of man or of hydropen; its immediate reference 1s to a type
vE~gdgnmlidonal

of copnitional activity and only throuch the occurrence,

which 1s usually hypothetical, of such activity does 1t refer
to being; finally, since the envisaged hypothetical activity
®3X1 is to be full and complete, necessarily it will ba
pertain to knowledge of tihe concrete.

Accordingly, while “"potency", "form," and "act"
are general concepts and nemes, thelr reference is exclusively
to concrete potencles, forms, and acts. On the otrer hand,
true propositions may be abstract in their mesening; and then

to assign their metaphysical eauivelent, they have to be
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transposed into concrete vropositlons. Such transposition may

Eg easy or difficult bubt, in so far as 1t 1is found difficult,
aTe

$/21s0 will be found that some measure of irmorance is taking

cover under the abstract expression. It is not the metaphysiclan's
business $o remove that isnorance. He fulflls his functlon by
assligning the egulvalent metaphysical elewments correspord ing
to true propositions wicse conerete meaning is known,

This first principle may be named the rule of
concreteness and its aprlication yields a solubion to the
problem of individuation. For, in the first place, since
po.encies, forms, and acts are all concrete, they are all
individunal, and so there 1s no problem of their individuation,
Secondly, since the problem does not recard the egj/individuality
of the metaph:-sical elements, it has to rerard the individuallty
of kk® beings as referred to in prammeticsl or logical propositions.,
Thirdly, the problem does not rerard any kind of Indlividuality
but solely the individuality that consists Iin merely emplrical
difference. Thus, conslder two points, A and B, and ask why they
are different. One will appeal, perhaps, to the distance between
them. Construct, then, an equilateral triangle, ABC, and
ask why the dlstances, AB, BC, CA differ from one another.
It is not bhecause they are unegual, for they are am equal.
Nor can one s2y t-ab it is becaunse of their different positions,
for then one will be explaining the difference of the distances
by the difference of vhe points and vice versa the difference
of the pounts by the difference of the distences. The only
solutlon is to answer from the start that the points, A and B,
differ from one another not intelllgibvly bubt materlally, not
for an sewd intrinsically assignable reason but as a pure maiter

of fact. Such is the meaning of # merely empirical difference.

o ) | |
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It is the object of the problem of individuation., Uhy 1s this
pea different from that, this Ford from that? Even though tne
two peasm, or the two Fords mirht not be similar in every respect,
still they could be Qf?@absoluuely alike and yet different.

Such difference would not be grounded in any assirnmable reason,
in anything to he known by a direct act of understanding. It 1is
grounded .n what is to be kmown merely empirically. In other
words, 1ts metaphysical ground is potency. Just as the afflirmation
of the existence of a thing ls groundrd in central act, just as
the afflrmation of 1ts unity is grounded in central form, just

as the affirmation of its mazs is grounded in = conjurate form,
just as thﬁaffirmation of i1ts momentum is grounded in & conjugace
act, so the affirmetion of 1ts merely emplriczl indlviduality

ls grounded in xkx potency.

2) Agelin, the metaphysical elements are deflned
through the antici~ation of explanatory knovwledge. They regard
things, not as related to us, not as related to our senses, nct
as represented in our Imapinations, bubt as understocd In thelr
relations to one another. Now trus propositlons mey be merely
descriptive; to assipn their metaphysical eguivalents, they must
be transpoged into an explanatory forms and untii that transposition
is effected, formally or virtuelly, i1t is useless to attempt
to assign the meta-hysical {grounds of their truth, Accordingly,
besldes the rule of concretensss, there also 1s a rule of
oxplanatory formulation,

It is a rule of extreme importance, for the fallure
%0 observe 1t results in the substitubion of & pseundo-metaphysical
myth-making for scientific Inquiry. One takes the deseriptive
conception of senslble contents and, without any effort %o

understand them, one asks for thelr metaphysical equivalents.

: g
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One by-passes the sclentific theory of eolor or sound, for after
all it is merely a theory and, et best, probable; one ingists

on the evidence of red, preen, snd blus, of sharp and flat;

and one leaps to a set of obiective forms without reallzing

that the meaning of form 1s what will be knowm when the informed

oblect 1s understood,

' ; ;o
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e observed i1k Scilgpes has zggpﬁggftﬁe -
,/’/b :;; - *”néi// , r
oo N1 gheriquena. AT doidotton

Such blind leaping ami 1s inimical not only to
sclence but also to philosophy. The scientiflic effort to
underatand is blocked by a pretence that one undsrstands already
and, indeed, in the deep, metaphysical fashion, But philosophy
suffers far more, for the absence of at least a virtual trans-
position from the &2 descriptive to the eolypaded oxXplam tory
commonly iz accompanied by counter-posiiions on reality,
kmowledra, and objectiivity. 4hen one 1s endeavoring to ezplain,
one is orilentated to the universe of being; one la setting

distimet
up distinctions within being; one is relating/beinss to one
anotherg and one is relegating sll the msrely descriptive
6lements In knovledrs to particular instances of the case
that arlises when some belng with senses and Imegination 1s
related through his senses and Imagination to other belngs.
But while explenatory knowledre includes deseripbive, descriptive
knowledge is a part that is prone to fall under the illusion
of being the whole, It is a fact that explanatory knowledge
1s an unatbtained 1dezl and that the explanations we have
reached are comrmonly mere opinions, It also is £ a fact that

metaphysics takes its stand on the present existence and
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functioning of the dynamic structure of explanatory knowledge.
But the first fact 1s far more accessible than the second.
There arises a demand for a mebtaphysles that iIs grounded, nobt
in the p lmpalpable potenbiality of explanation, but in the
manifest trubh of deseription. Thgragﬁg rround of metaphysics
18 rejected and instzad there is erected a pseudo-metaphrsics
whose elements stand
Wéﬁh«e%em&nﬁfkin a happy, i1f ultimntely incoherent, conjunction
with sonsdid sensitive presentations and imacinative revpresentatlons.
Then the real is the "already out trere now," lmowing it 1s taking
. the ohviousness of

a good look, and . objectivity hegins frogASxtroversion to end
in the despair of solipsism,

3) Even vhen true propositions have been transposed
Into a conerete and virtually explanatory formulation, there
remaln structural differences betﬁeen lorsical and metaphysical
analysis, True propossdeme propositions convalin affirmatlons
el pibgdebey and negations sbout subjects. M Thelr
metaphrsical equivalents are positions, distinetlons, and
relations in the univirse of beinge. If 1t is true that
A is similar to B, then "simllarity to BW is rredicated truly
of ths subject, A« But it does not follow that "similarity
to B" 13 some one of the metaphysical comnonents constibutive
of A. For B is not a constitutive component of A yet, without
B, fthere is no similarity of A £o Bs The rule of structural
transpositlon requires a LHransition from the logleal subject,
4, to two belngs, A and B. The predicate, simllarity, has its
mebaphysical ground in the factA%he difference bhetween the
at least one constitutive component of A and one constibtutive
component: of B is merely numariza} emplrical,

Prelpibifaiio sround oflé calogiadriciurat &
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The forepgoing point misht have been mi made
in a different manner, for the metaphysical equivalent of
a true proposition is also the metarhysiecal esulvalent for
all the necessary implicatlons of the true proposition.

Since A camnot be similar to B without B being simllar to
A, one and the same metaphysical equlvalent has to provide
the ground for both propositions.

Those familiar wlth traditlional metaphyslcas
w1lll recall in this connectlon the distinctlons bhetween
Intrinsic and extrinsic denomination and hetween formal cause
and formal effect. Intrinsic and extrinsic denomination 1s
artiEPesrie b I Propog IE ions ) aid e \disfdrense. anliega
a difference 1n propositions. Denominagtion or vredicatlon
is intrinsic to a subject, P, when the mebtaphysical eguivelent
of the name or predicate 1s a constituent of the being, P.

On the other hand, denomination 1s extrinsiec Lo a sublect, P,
when the metaphysical equivemklent of the name or predicate

i3 not a constituent or not entirely a constituent of the

being, P» Agaln, the relation between formal cause and formal
effect iﬁziess goneral case of the relation we have named
metaphysical equivalence, The formal cause 1s the metaphysical
gaunivalent in the particular case when that equivalent 1s a form.
The formal sffects are the ranpe of objiects of true propositlons
grounded by the formal czuse., Pormal effects are primary or
secondary, absolute or hipcbhébieel conditioned, Intrinsic or
extrinsic, according%@g-as the true pronositisns grounded by

the formal cause are premisses or conclusions, necessary or
conditioned conclusions, conclusions abont the constituted

subject or about other subjects. Thus, if Socrates has a

human central form (formal cause), he will be a man (primary formal
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offect), be capable of understanding (necessary, secondary,
intrinsic formal effect), occasionally understand (e ondit ioned,
secondary, intrinsic formal effect}, have a father {extrinsic

forml effect).

A

¢4 The Sipgnificance of Mebaphysical Equivalence.
The sipgnificance of msitaphysical equivalence
l1s twofold, On the one hand,‘it provides a critical technique
for the precise control of meaning., On the other hand, it is
an implenent for the developmunt of mebtaphysics.
Miaan what you say, and say whet you mean,” is
an excellent precept. Obviously it has %o be observed 1f human
cormanication is to be successful on any but superfickal levels.
Yot it is a common exnerience thet, as the bhasic issues in any
field are aprroached, it becomes Increasingly difficnldt To pin
down exactly what others or, for thet matter. whats one cneself
means, Nor can that fact e survrising to the reader famlliaxr
with the distinc%f%etween different natterns of human expsrience,
tre albternative positions and counter-positions in whach may
be #¥ee oxpressed what one discovers or learns, and the protean
charafeter of thgomggﬂﬂnw_notion of being that turns out to
mean whatever is/grasped intellirently and affirmed reasonably.
Now just as the study of human experlence, of
the philosophies, of the notion of being, enables one to grasp
in &k a general fashion the ranpe of the possibilitles of msaning,
30 the use of metaphysical eguivalence as a technicue enables
those thet possess such s grasp of vossibilities to assign
with precision vhich of possible meanings is their actual meaning.

Discussion of this universe is discussion of propertionate being.

«Y‘ftw.‘n RAomsy

W1 one or many, 1f it 1s true that there are a P, a Q, an R,e.e

and P 1s or ia not Q, P is or is not R, O is or 13 not R,eses
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Any single bsing 1s existent by 1ts central aet, onae by 1its
central form, Individual by its central potency, differentiated
from other beings and related to them br its conjugate potvencies,
forma, and acts, Thore are generic differences IMT¥mtiw/
inasmuch as enmw conjuzate forms emerss on successive hirher
levels, and there are srecific differences lnasmueh as different
unities are differengpiated oy different sets of conjurates.

The objects of the several scliences are not an unrelated set

of indefinables, such as energy, life, conseiousness, intelllrence,
but a systematically related set of differences in the tobtal
object of human inquiry. Hor ;;ﬁ% this basic unity, this
systemat ic differentiation, to be bousht at the wnrice of
pre-~judging scientific issues, It 1s to he had by recosnizing
tiat sclentlsts already are committed to in- uiring intellipently
and reflecting reasonably, that that commitment has impllcatlons,
that the implications are coincident with the suppositions of
scientiflc method iIn its classical, statistical, senetic, and
dialectical forms, that it is through that colncidence that
metaphysics containg virbually and stmcturally what the sciences
Aﬁﬂ are To discover formally and in detall. :gg;gilg, vhat is et
issue, is not merely the luxury of unified science, of distinct
and autonomous sclences dealing with a com-on object in

g rolated yeb distinct and autonomous flelds. There also is at

| issue the liberation of the sclences from the whiriigig of

philosophiec dlalectice; for the counaer-positions,in whieh

_) philesophy is involved throush the polymorphism of humen
consciousness, subtomatically spread to the field of scientific
thought when, indeed, they do not oricinate, as Cartesian
dualism in Galileo and Kantian criticlsm in Newton, from

scientific fallure Ho reach an adecuate sccount of its
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assumptlons and presuprositions, Finally, while contemporary
g4 scientufic interest in lomic constitutes a recognition of
bhis need, 1t is not a2 sufficient remedy for the infection.
For logle 1s statie, but scilence is dmamle, Logic will bring
to 1light the eternal prusuppositions and the e.ernal implications
of an absoluitely precise account of any positimm. But the
sclentist never possesses an absolutely preclse amz account
of his present positions for his positlon is sratem on the move,
It inereases in procision inaasmuch as it keeps moving from one
Loglcal position to another., Its real presuppositions are
not a set of propositions but the dynamlc structure of the
human mind, and 1lts need of liberatlon arises, nct from
gentencesy,

Incautiously formulated/pwesesitiens, but from the polymorphism
of human eonsciousness,

Mebaphysical eguivalence possesses a specilal
significence in the human sc¢isnces., For b man 1s the being
in whom the highest level of Interration is, not a static
gystem, nor some dynamic system, bubt a variable manifold of
dynamic systems., For the successlve systems that express
the developmmient of human understanding are systems that
regard the universe of being in all its departments. To
tnat development the human orranism and the human Ejzgpag have
to find aporopriate adaptatlons. In consequence of taatb
development, the\hmmew. {andd-f, the ra Ln7e of Egﬂ?n skills a?d
techniques, of economies and.polities,ﬂof cultnres and relisions
is diversified. Only the broadest possible set of concepts
can provids the initial basis and the field of differences

that mam will be adecuabe to dealing with a variable set of

moving systems that regard the universe of being.
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Only a criticanl metaphysics that envisases at once positions
and counter~ypositlions can hope to &@ present successfully
the complex alternatives that arlse in the pursult of the
human scilences in which both the men under In~uiry and the
men that are inauiring may or may not be Involved in the
over possible and ever varied aberratlions of polymorphic
consciousne gs.

Finally, there 1ls the inverse aspect of meba-
physical eiulvalence, If the sciences of nature and of man
can derive from metnphysics as a techninrue s common yet
gystematvically and critically differentlated object, so
Inversely metaphysics derives from the sciences tie cort ent
and enrichment that actual activity brinss to a dynamic structure.
In human knowledre metaphrsics is the initially latent structure
that comes to lizht only tarourh developments in particular

becomes

fields, It Z# the explicitly transforming and unifying structure
that possesses a content in so far as it has materials to
transfomym and Watby unify., In theory, it is possible for
™ metaphyslica to rest solely on the known striacture of the human
mind, In practlce, it is necessary for .the metaphyasiclan
aver Lo bear in mind thet scientific viuws are subject to
revision. But neither the theoretical possibiliiy nor the
practical restralnt add up to the coneclusion that the metaphysician

does well to lose contact with the sciencez; for that loss

‘J of contact not only means that mexbnphysics ceases to play
1ts integrating role in the unlty of the human mind but also
exposes the metaphysician to the ever recurrent danger of
discoursing on qulddities without suspecting that quiddity

meané what is to be kmown throush scigntific understanding.

L
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Accordingly, just as the scientlst has to raisze ultimate guestions
and seek thelr answers from e metaphysics, so the metaphysicisn

has to ralse proximste guestions aﬁgjzheir answers from sclentists,
In either case the tool to be employed is metavhysical eculvalence
which assigns to true propositions their srounds in the constituents

of proportionate being and thereby reveals both what exactly

the propositions seetely menn and what the constituents are.

4, Unity in Proposrtionate Being,

The unity of proportionate being ralses three
guestions, for tviwere 1s the general questlon of the unity of
this universe, there 1s the particular guestion of the unity
of any concrete being with its muddsiple manifold of metaphysical
glements sroundins its manifold of predicates, and there 1s the
special question of the unity of man in whom both materiallty

and its Oppgﬁite seent combined,
oS i Uit

Vady, 5|
| The ‘“tﬁy\ The unity of the universe of proportionate being

1s threefold: potentilal, formal, and actual., Its actual unity
1s mrapediididie an immanent invellisible order, which we have
found reason to 1ldentify with a neneralized ewmerrent probabllity.
Its formal unity is comstituted by 1ts successive levels of

conjusate forms which set up snccessive, intelligible fields,

-
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Its potential unity is Bhla rrounded in conjugate prime potency,
in the merely empirical conjunctions and successions thet
constitute the Inexhaustible »ang manifold of the merely
colncidental for successive levels of forms snd schemes to
bring under the intellirible control of system. Thus, the
merely coincidental bscomes space~time tiirourh the inter-
relations of rravitation and electro~marsnetic theory. ¥ ts
to the level of physical evenus, where 1t 1s overcome
by the hisher unitles of the clemlcal elements and their
There follows 1ts
affinities., X¥F dilsplacement to the level of chemical processes
vwhere it is overcome b: the hirher system of the cell and by
the ontosenetic and phylorenetic seguences of the orpenism
®i In which each stage l1s el.h:r adapting to enviTOnﬂﬁét or
circumvenkting it. On the psychic level, Inter-relations are
transformed into lmmspeveyndedt the developing conjusates
governing incrensing perceptiveness and sad ever mors nuanced
apgressive and affective responses, Finally, on the level
of intelligence man's relations to the universe are settled
by his grasp of the relations of the universe and his ratlonal
choiee of his relation fo the universe., The unibty ofk the
universe then is 1) the poasibility and the problem of
intellipivle relations set by the coincicental, 2} the successive

transpositions of the problem to hirher levels where it 1s met

by ever more adjustable and more comprehensive modes of unification,
and 3) %tie realization In accord with successive schedules of
probabilities of the compound conditionsd series of concretely

possible solutions,
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Secondly, there i1s the unlty of any concrete being,
and here we meet vith a host of difficultiss. A first set of
difficulties arise vhen we atterpt to imngine not only the
concrete being but also its constituent metaphysical elements,
These are no sooner overcome than another set arises because
we attempt toigéziég not only of the conerete being as existing
and c¢hanging, but also of the metaphysical constitvuents as
existing and changing, Finally, trere are the resl difficulties
implicit in the fact that the concrete heing is one and its
metcaphysical constituents are many,

Let us berin from the real difficulties, HFirst,
then, potency, form, and act are distinet, for intelligibility
1s Intrinsic to being, and potentlel intelligibllity 1s not
formal nor actuval, nor is formal intellipmibiliby actual.

Sti1l, though they are three, they also are one: for po.ency is
potency to form, and form is thes form of zet; in other words,
potency is cepacity to come under law and form is being under
law and act 1s according to law; arain, Jjust as one and the
éame real ity is lmown by experience, understanding, and judgment,
g0 one and the same reality is constituted by potency, form,
and act. Nor is there any need for any glue to make potency

O one with form or form one with act. For 1f there vere any
such need, why should it not recur? ;;;twould unite the mim
glue with the potency? Its stickiness? Some relativity of
function? Bu@A%h&é is already present In potency, form, and

act, which are defined by their relationsk to one another and

y by the fact that they constitube a single reality, e can
and must dispense, then, with the Suarezilan modes; and the
arcument that potency without form differs from potency as

informed 1s to be met with the distirction between intrinsic

U e e e e e ¥
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and extrinsic denomination,

Secondly, central form dlffers from conjugate
forms Both are intrinsic to the real and nelther 1s the other.
But as they differ, so also they are related., They are to he
known inasmuch as the same data are understood 1) as individual
and 2) as gsimilar to othur data. dhen they are yndarvetdode
grasped by understanding, the central form proves to be a
principle of unity that is $o he differentiated by further
inguiry, and the conjura.e forms prove to be nrinciples of
differentiation of unitimes to be determined by furiher inquiry.
Just as pocency, form, and act are the many components of a
single reality, so central and conjurate forms equally are the
many components of a singls reality.,

Let us now turn to problems of predication.

The objects of ordinary dis¢ourse are concrete belngs, men

and women, horses and dogs, hwydro~en and oxyren, They exist

a8 individuals with a natural mnity. They are differentiated

by their capacities for comins under laws, belng under laws,

acting In accord with laws, The truth of such statements

cen be assigned its ground in the mert metaplhirsical constlitnents

of the concrete beings, for example, that their exlsting

involves a central act, their natural unity a central form,

their méo rely empirical indivxd;ag?a central potency, and their

potential, habibtual, and sctual behavior conjucate potencies,

forms, and acts, But gsxaXzy as ordinary discourse speaks

of men and women, honses ancé dors, hydrogen and oxjgen, 80

mébidg mebaphysicisng aspeak of central and conjumate potency,
Nod  Thass clamustas

form, and act. @E%Aif gggg are real, they exist, Presumadly

they are unitles. In some sensge they are individual, Since

they can be defined, some laws are relsvent to them. Therefore,

A
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it would seem to follow that, just as corcrete being 1s composed
of central and c¢onjugate potsncies, forms, and acts, so each
of these elements 1s so composed; and if the arpument works once,
then it will work repeatedly, so that not only each element
1s composite but also the constigtuents of the elements are
composite In turn, and so on indefinitely.

The fallacy, h.wever, in thils procedure is
apparent. Potency, form, and act are constltuents of what
is known by experience, understanding, and judrment, where
potency corresponds to the experiencing, form to the uncderstanding,
and act to the judging. Qulte clearly, thnen, potency itself
1s not lmowvm by experience, undersvending, and judrment, and so
1t is not composed of a further £ votency, form, and act.
But if this is so, then ngf%%fﬁ%@ﬂ there is a profound
difference between discourse about horses and dogs and discourse
about potency,® form, and act; for from the former throush the
ruless of metaphysical equivalence one arrives at constibuent
potencies, forms, and acts; but from the latter one cannot
legitimately proceed to a repetition of the analysis with respect
to the elements thiemselves, It is this difference that 1s
expressed in traditional mevsphysics when 1t is affirmed
that, while horses and dops exist and change, potency, form,
end act are, not whai Qﬁgﬁb exists or changes, but that by
which are constituted the beings that exist or change.

~ranTh LR difNend the—im

‘//ihasmuch as they are belng imarined, they’are not beiﬁé

xplainng/for explexationdaggéfds Eﬁipgé'xh in thgif relations
e

Pty




K..,,__b._‘\
i)

There remainy the difficultles of the Imagination.

As we employ sensible nemes such as potency and form and act,

VIt andymo. tens it e ImmaneAin e Oust THen !

80 too we are helped by imaginins these constituents of concrete

being; and as the imnres represent the obiects, so they glve

rise to problems about the objects; but it is essential €o

grasp tnat such lmages are merely symbolic and that such

problems commonly are to be met by denyinz thelr supvositions,

For on the one hand, potency, form, and act are not the explanation

of anything but the general Rerm structure in whiech occurs the

explanation of any proporvionate being., On the other hand, and

this is the more fundamenval point, explainine and explained

do not l1lie within the field of the imaginzble, bubt Imasinabie

and imagining lle within the field of expiaining and sxulained,
This is but another statement of thw basic

ant ithesis betwsen positions and counter-positions, A man,

who underastood everybhing, me.rht proceed from his grasp of

mabaphysical analysis throurh its determination in approprlate

sciences to the nature and occurrence of his own sensablons and

a¢ts of imagining. Still that all-inclusive act of understanding

would accouﬂt no less for past and future sensations and imapges |

than for the experiences of the present: and dnasmuch as it

accounted for present ezperlences, 1t would be indenendent

of the experiencing znd for 1t would conslist in assigning

laws and probabilities to ingtances labelled vwith the ultimaté

concoptual determinations named “"here" and "now.®™ In brief,

the relations of things to our senses and imar~inations are

Incivded within the far broasder sweep of the relations of

things to one another; but they are not included as senged nor

—
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as Imarined nor as described but as explained. MNoreover, such
oxplanation is twofold, For there ls the dymamle structure
of explanatory knovledse, and there Is the sctuation or fllling
of That structure throurh the development of the several
departments of science, Only the latter, detalled explalning
proximately includes acts of sensing and Imecining. Yet the
metaphysician is concerned smXaXy directly only with the
general dynamiec structure and so it 1s only in an extremely
remove and general fashion that he can include his own sensitive
acts within his explanatory wiew,

A parallel but complementary point must be made.
S g rie oxpoastaof “sensiinare. Laghuged pAbdn\har
Just as the metaphysician includes his own capaclties and habits
and actsa of sensing and ima~ining under the swesping rubric
of conjusabe potencies, forms, and acts, 80 too he includes
daongohotN\uyiAbARe under the same catepories the space and
time that, from the viewpoint of sensitive extroversion,
contain both the totality of asensibls o jects and the totality
of senses and sensitlive acta. This reversel of roles, in

which the sensible contalner becomes the dntellectually

N
contained, has already been noted. “To be" cannot mean
0 ' "o be in space" or "to be in time," If that ere seo, and
( gspace is or btime is, then space wonld be in space and tims
| would be In time. The furbher svace and time, if real, would
] drmamdd
also be, and so wowldAp@amo a stlll further space and time.
¢
The argument could be repeated Indefinitely to yield pf
h,J an infinity of spaces and times., "Po be" then is just "to be,"

Space and btlme, if real, are deberminations within belng:;
and 1f they are determinations within being, then they are

not the containers but t.e contained, To put the issue
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more concretely, there are extenslons and durations, juxtapositlons
and successions, Still such affirmstions are descriptive., They
have to be transposed into explanatory statements, before one

ask legitimately for their metaphnysical esulvalents; and when
that transposition t skes place, then from the reneral naturs of
explanatidn 1t follows that the metaphysical equivalenis will

be the conjugate pobencies, forms, and acts that <round the
truth of spatio-temporal laws and frequencies, So it comes aboub
that the extrovertsd subject visualizing sxtension and experiencing
duration gives place to the sub’ect orientated to the objectilve

of the unrestricted desire to know and affirming belngs differ-
entlated by certain conjucate poiencies, forms, and acts grounding
coertain laws and frecuencies. Bok It is this shift that gives
rise to the antithesis of positions and counter-positions. It

is through}ggknowledgement of the fact of this shift that a
philosophy or metaphysics is critical, It 153%;YQ rigorous
confinement of the metaphysician to the intellectual pattern

of experience and of metaphysical objiects to the universe of
being as explained, that tnis basic enterprise of human/
intelligence can free itself from the mopass of pseudo-problems
that otherwi se besst it,

0 The foregoing position must not be confused

wiih any type of Platonism. For if it distinguishes éensible

and int elligible, aesthetlec and noetiec, still it dees not
distinguﬁ}sh them as being and mot-being nor relate them by

somg theory of particlpation. One and the same universe of

S being 1s sensed, described, understood, affirmed. The same
real things are related both to us and to one another, But
as affirmed, they just are; as related to one anothex, they

aye subject to laws and fr:.gnencies; wWd trese relatlons of

_ A
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things to one another include identically all the relations of
things to us; bub as so included, the relatlons of things to
08 are not sensed nor described hut explsined., It is one
thing to experience the sensible manifold of juxtapositionsg
and successlons, of extensions and durations., It is guilte

another to dﬁﬂi&@fﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬂhﬁﬂ@&ﬁx wnderstand its laws and

frequencles and to postulate as conditlons of their possibility

non-countable multiplicities of merely emplrical differencas.
1s performed by
For neither the understanding nor the postulation/imeivées
gensitlve activities.
This brings us to our third, special ouestion
of unity, for man is one yet both material and spiritual,
Men ls one. No less than electrons and atoms, plants and animals,
man 1s individual by his central potency, one in nature by his
central form, existent by his central act, HNoreover, this
basic unity extends to the distinctive conjusates of human
intellectual activity, The conjuzate forms of the atom
constitute the hipher system of the atoms's owvn sub-atomic
events, The conjugate forms of the orranism constitute the
higher gystem of the organism’'s own chemical processes, The
conjug?te‘forms of the psyche constitute the hirher syatem of
thﬁAgggziéib own organic vrocesses., In like manner, the
conjwzate forme of humen Intellectual activity constitute
the higher system of man's sensitive living, In each case
an otherwise coinclidental manifold of lower conjusate acts
is rendered systematic by conjumate forms on 2 hicher level,
Still, if we ask in what manner precisely
the conjugate forms of human Intellectual activity constitute
the higher sysiem of man's samgkbi senslitive living, ve are

confronted not with a single but with a twofold array of facts,

e e - R R
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For human intellectual activity provides the hicher system for
genslitive living both unconscicusly and consciously. It doos
8o unconsciously Inasmuch as it ~rounds the pattern in which
sensltive experience occurs, and In thls respect 1t is a higher
system to sensitive living as sensitive living i1s a higher systenm
to organic living. But there also is a;bonscious intellectual
control of one's sensitive living, and éhis differs from the
former enormously. For conscious intellisence 1s engaged
primarily in graspiag the intelligible systems relevant, not

to one's garsip)sensitive living, but to the contents of one's
8ensitive experience, By this shift from subjective acts to
objective contents, it iz headed to:.zrds the systematizatlon,
not of the gffﬁgi particular animal that I am, but of the whole
universe of belng, 4nd gw It is within its knowledre of the
universe that lmowledre of gka} 1ltself is attained, kmowrledse
of its function in the universe 13 acquired, and the ~rounds
for wllling the execution of that functlon vrovided., Finally,
it is through willing tiat conscious intellectunal convrol of

gensitive living is effected.

--9 [~ . . al Ore
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Now 1f we o to the root of this duality of
control over sensltive living, we are broucht to the concrast
between the Intelligible and the intellirent. As has been

seen, Intellipibility is Intrinsic to being. There i3 in

the wniverse of proportionate being a pobential intellicribility

that makes experience a necessary component of our knowing,

a formal intelligibil ty that makes undersvanding a necessary
Component, and an actual intelliribility that makes judgment
a ¥ necessary component. But ve too are., Besides the

potential intellipinllity of empirical objects, tuere 1s the

po.ential intellisence of the disinterested, detached, unrestricted

degire to know. Besldes the formal iIntellisidility of the
unity and the laws of things, trere is the formal intelligence
that consists in insights and rrounds concertlons, Besides

tne actual intellipibiliby of existences and occurrences,

there is the actual inkikX intelligence theat grasps the unconditioned éi

and posits being as known. Finally, we not only are but also

inow ourselves. A8 known to ourselves, we are intellipgible
80

as every other lmown. But the intellipgibility that is ¥ known

1s also intelligence and knowing, It hos to be distinguished

from the intelligibility that cen be lmown but is not invelligent

and does not attaln to knowledse In the proper human sense of

that term. Let us say tiat intelligibility tioat is not intelligent

1s materlial, and that invelligibllity that is 1Intellirent is

spirituals ©Dhen, inasmuch as we are material, we are constituted

otheriilse Qo=
b%A?oincidental manifolds of conjurate acts thaEAspontaneously

are reduced to system by hicher conjurate forms., But inasmuch
as we are spiritual, we are orientated towards the universe

of being, knov ourselves as parts within that universe, and

gulde our living by that knowledre.

45
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Further, Inasmucha s the material universe can
be understood correctly, there can be a correspondence between
the material Intelligibility thet 1s understood and the spiritual
intellimibillty timab is understanding, But besides this
correspondence, which wonld scem to consist in some type of
8imilarity for dnd M6 the latter ¥ term is kno ledre of the
former, tnere also is diffurence for the whiMbats latter 1s
spiritual and the former 1s materisl. HMoreover, it seems
possible to pin dovn the preclse nature of this difference,
For our direct understanding abstracts from the empirical
residue. As was noted early in this study, innsmuch as we
"~ are undersianding, vie are graspins the universal apart from
its instances, the limit apart from the continuum, the invariant
apart from pariicular places and times, the ildeal freguency
apart from the non-gystemetic divergence of actusl freguencies.
But just as splritual intelli-ibility is apart from the
emplrical residue, so moterial Intelliribility is not without
it., The universal can betiggﬁﬁtbut cannot be withouf the instance;
the 1limit can be thought but casnot be without the continuum;
the invarisnt can he considered but does not exist apart from
partlcular places and times; ideal fregquencies can be formulated
but cannot be verified apart from actual freguencies. The
empiricael residue, then, 1s at once whét splritual InéXelllgibility
excludes and what material intellisibility ineludes.

Now the mestaphrsicol souivalent of the emplirical
residue has been found to be prime potency. But since the
empirical residue is the pround of materielity, prime potency

also is prime matter. There follows the possibility of
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explaining what matter is and whet the material i1s. Nor 1s
this superfluous. The materlalist thinks T pMAKKUIFGuMold
the nature of matter ;erfectly obvious: matter is the real,
and the resl is o sub-division in the “"already out there mow.'
But we are committed to the view that the resl is being and
that beling is whatever is to be pras;ed intelligently and
affirmed reasonably, So if we are to say that matter is real,
we have flrat to pgrasp its neture and then find sufficilent
grounds for our affimmation., Bubt there exist in this universe
sub-gbomic entities, chemicol slements and compounds, plants
and animals. A brief consiceration of their functloning
reveals not merely that it does not occur but even that it
could not cccur apart from the empirical residue, from ma.ifolds
of instances in a space-time continuum in actual freguencies
that non-systematiecally diverre from ideal freguenciles,

Accordingly, the materiel can be defined as whatever 1s

constituted by the empiricel residue or is conditioned intrinsically

by that reslidue. It follows that conjurate potenciles, forms,
and acts on the physical, chemlcal, organic, anc psychic B vels
are material, Further, since contral forms are differentiated
by their conjugates, it follows tihat the corresponding central
forms are materlal. Finally, since act shares the definition
of the form, whiogsﬁ;ich it constlitntes a unity, it follows
that the corresponding central acts are material,

If our definitilon of the material 1s correct,

then it must be possible to say that the spiriftual neither

is constituted nor is conditioned intrinsically by the

eI ITat-1esididy— Clearly,. R inguipyydrisivhb onception,
crigieal rorloetiva; aresp ef-tid-uneonditioned; \end “judsmens-

—anyt—

scetrred-Tnih/acbusd freguent Y4 partiti ter-phacesnand tines,.




empirical residue, Certainly, it is not constituted by the
empirical residue: for Imismuch as we are undsrstanding, we

are abstracting from that residue; and Inasmuch 2 we are

graspling the unconditloned, we are atiaining the lueld,
fully rational factualness thet #dé™¥ conbrosts so violently
with the brute factualiness with vhich instances similar in

all respects still are different irstainces,amg vwith which
the multiplicity of the continuum is mon-countable because
non~ordinable, xk with which actumal frequencies diverse from
ideal frequenciss in any p memner vrovided it is non-syatematic,
But if insicht and grasp of the unconditioned are/constituted
~ulte differently from the emplirical resicue, so also are
the iInquiry and critical reflection that lead %o them and the
conceptlion and judrment that result from themx end ex ress them,
Further, our cefinition requires that the
spiritual is not conditloned intrinsically by the emplrical
resldue. Ouite obviously, there is some conditioning. Our
inguiry and Iinsight demend smmething apart from themselves
into which we inculre and attain insight; initielly and commonly
chat other is sensible experisnce, and in 1t 1s found the
empirical residue. But if sensible experience and so the
emplrlical residue concdition Inquiry and insichi, it is nok
less plain that that conditionins is extrainsie, Sesing is
seelng color, and color is spatial, so that seelng is
conditioned irtrinsically by the spatial continuum. But
dnsight is an act of understanding, and so far from being
conditioned intrinsically by the empirical residue, understanding
abstracts from it., Again, to grasp the uncondit ioned there is
a prerequisite of a lmown fulfilment of conditlons; commonly

this fulfilment lies in sensible experience; still the fulfilment

e N
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la anything but unconditioned; and it is the unconditioned that
Intrinsically conditions a rrasp of rhe unconditioned,

g have been attemptine to define evplanatorily
the material and the spiritwal. Barlier it was shown that bm
intellligibility is intrinsic to being. This Intellipibility
we have found to be of two kinds, material and spiritusl, Im
the first instance, we distinguished between the two by saying
that spiritual intellisibility also was intellirent while
material Intelli~ihility was not. In the second place, we moved
beyond this deseriptive different iation nnd determined that
material intelligibility either is constitnted or is conditioned F
intrinsically by the empirical residue while spiritual intellisibllityg

neither is constituted nor ls conditiocned intrinsically by the

empirical residue, ith these clarifications we may now advance

a Turther step in our stndy of wme-nt's nature,

iﬁu&,ﬂ;hen,ﬂJJL4yyﬁLHid&alm&m4$zt&f6hn%na?>ixﬂunﬂsr;

physieal, chemical, orgenic, sensitive, ands

iffe;igyiated by
ntellectuzl cp c

“ Bubt while his otlier conjugzatbes are

abits and acts spontansously and unconsciously prov;fgxa

r/ ’
(gher’ system for otherwise coinfcidental w#ohs mpfiifolds

'éensitiva/écts. But the primzry concernz end ohjective

e
I
intellectual ?gﬁivities are centrad, not in one's own

sensitive acts, but In the contents of those acts,
nd not in those contents as one's own, but in thém as the

-

aterials from which intelligence geﬁerates kno:ledme of tThe
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Man, the concrele being, 1s both materisl and

gplritual; he is material by his physical, chemical, organic
and sensgitive conjurates; he is spiritual by his intellectual

conjugates, Still, man is not just an assemblaze of conjurates;

he is intellipgibly one, and that unity has its metaphysical ground
Im higgart Nt > 117 A Lherd - ~

T

“Egirfbm;ULr4h~ihﬂb&ﬁiénfim_étﬁnaétﬁbnﬁ

in hile central form. As was seen 1in the Chapter on Self-affimmatlon,

a single knower must be conscious empirically, intelligently,
and rationally. Not only is there a unity on the side of the
object, inasmuch ns the expverienced 1s also understood, and
the understood is algo affirmed. There akse 1s needed the

prior unity on tie side of the subject, inasmuch as thwe one

e umierstoiaddy that incuires and understands must be identical
with the one that experiences, and the one that reflects amd
grasps the unconditioned must be identical with the ome that hboth

gxseriences and understands, Now 1t is central 2z form

that constitutes the metaphysical ground of the truth of
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affimming that unity., But are we to say that man's central

form 1s material or spiritual?
The question regards the Intelligmibllity that ;i

ls the intrinsic constituent of mants heing, Such inbelliglbility .

may be materlal or spiritusl. As long as the slternatives

are merely described, it is possible to straddle tihe issue.

Por spiribual Intelli-ivility is Intelli-ent, while materlal

intelli~inility is not; and man's central form se=ms to be
the polnt of transition from the materlal to the spiritual.
As the center of sensitive ex:ierience, 1t is matexlaly as
the center of the transformation of sensitive experience
by the Imposition of an intellectual vattern, and as the
origin and ground of inquiry and insight, reflection and
grasp of the unconditicned, 1t emerces as spirit,

However, our explanatory definitions of the
material and s¥ib¥w spiritualikeé are not so accomodating,

The metaphysical ground of the emplricel vedf residue 1s
prime potency. The materlal i1s wiat 1s constituted by

prime potency or wnat is conditioned by it intrinsically,

The spiritual is what neibther is so constituted nor is g0
conditioned. No central form 1s constitnied hr prime potency.
But is or is not man's central form conditioned intrinslecelly
by prime potency? Can man exist as a unity wilthout prime
potency?

The question 1s one of possibility. In fact,
insight is into sensitive vresentations and Imepinative
representat jons, but it i3 no less a fact that vhet is grasped
by insight 1s not the empirical residue but what 1s absiracted
from the empirical residue, and so insi:sht 1s not condltioned
intrinaically by the empirical residue, In fact, sgrasp of

the unconditioned presupnoses a fulfilment of conditions

(‘iEQ
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that commonly 1s obtained by the occurrence of appropriate
sensitive experience; still that occurrence 13 noE?gnconditioned
that ls grasped unless, perhaps, one is deciding vhether otetdé
there is occurring a sensitive eXperisnce; and trere are judgments
in.which the fulfilment consilsts, at lesst proximetely, not

In any sensitive expeorlence, but in such acts as Insight and
reflective understanding, Similarly, in fact man exists

and functions physically, chemically, organically, and sensis i

tively, But the guestlon ls whetier the break-dowvn of his

organic and sensitive living necessarily is the end of his
identical exlstence. For if his central form 1s materlal,
then it is conditioned incrinsicslly witgythe prime potency
that in turn is bound up with his physical, chemical, organic
being., Bub if his cenbral form is splritwal, then it is not
conditioned intrinsically by orime potency: and then, absolutely
gpeaking, his central form could be sevarated from prime potency
without ceasing to ground an existing unity and identity.

A solubtion seems to result from a simple
principle, namely, that material reallty cannot perform the
rale or function of spiritual reality but apiritual reality
can perform the role and function of material reallty. .ere
man's central form a meterial intelliribility, then it could
not be intelllrent and so could not be the center and ground
of man's inquiry and insight, reflection and judgment. Inversely,
though man's central form vere a spiritual razxiiky intelligdibllity,
it could be the rround and center of hils physical, chemlecal,
organic, and sensitive conjugates; for the spiritual is compre-
hensive; what can embrace the whole universe through knowledge,
can provide the center and ground of unity in the material

conjugates of a singls man.
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We have been exploring the traditional metaphysical |

theme of being and unity. The middle term of our comparison has
been intellizibility, for intellisibility i1s intrinsic Lo bdeing
and, at the sams time, 1t is the essence of unity. Pouvential
intelligibility is pouency; it is the multiplicity of the empirical
residue with the orientation to unity of finallty, Formal

intellipgibility is form; 1t is the unity of umiyx wification
or of correlation., Actual intellimibility is act; 1t 1s the
un ity of identity and non-contradiction which are the basie
principles of rational conseinusness and judgment, Though

potency, form, and act are distinet and three, still they axe

the distinet components of the same reality., Similarly, though
central and conjusate forms are distinet, they too are the
distinct components of the same reanliby; for while 1t is true
teat an imapginable whole does not differ imarcinably from the
sum of 1ts imaginable parts, it also is true that understanding

and affirming a central form is qui.e different from grasning ‘

and affirming #A4YMY§ an acrresate of conjusate forms, Finally,

intelligibility may be materlal or gpiritual: material intelligibility:

olther consista in merely empiriecal multiplicity ard differences
of prime potency or else is conditioned intrinsically by it; in
contrast, spiritual Intelligibility 1s comprehensive; Lts resch
iz the universe of heing; and it is in virtue of thet reach

not only thaet man can know the universe hnt also that the
universe can sbtAdutis bring forth its own unity iIn the

JrdbRipanl

Q&ﬁéﬂé@ concentrated form of a single,view,
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5. Metaphysics as Sclence,

: v} *
Our study oﬁkﬁwaggﬁarevealed the necessity

of distinguishing sharply between ordinary concepts, that

express and vesult from insi-hts, and the notion of being,
tliat has to have guite a different orisin and ground., For
1f the notilon of being expressed and resnulted from an insight, 1

that insizht would have to be an understanding sf~bre-wiaole

not merely of the whole of the actual universe but also of
the total range of possible universes. Such an understand ing

would be identical with Acuinast actus totius entis, tuat is,

Pror—
with God (Sum, theol,, I, q. 79, a. 2 ¢.}. Since,we possesssd
Y,
a notion of being yet, falls to satisfy Aculnas'! coucept of

God, gssjnoticn cannot result from an act of understanding.
Accordingly, we were led to the dlscoviry that ea;igbtion
of beinp has ivs origin and ground in ougtanticipative desire
to understanding, in oqg:capacity to inqhiire and reflect.
Further, we wers led to concelive metaphysics, which Yretiddon
tracitionally isg tiwe science of being, as an implementation
of the integral heurlistic structure of the realm of belng
that coincides with the field of possible experilence,
™ From this conceptlon of metaphysics t-ere followed a formulation
of a method of mutaphysics, and to test this method we have
devoted two chaﬂters to the Elements s Doeneninfgof

| 5%Metaphys;gs¢bwa4 *«%iigﬂqgfff A 35“““““

i éhile we have attempted no more then a test,

C still the test has been, I think, sufficiently basic and

extensive to establish the possibility of construeting a

complete metaphvsical treatise in accord with the method
Hhal Aas Lreers
R wakha#qluorked out. Horeover, it ils not difficult %o

predict the pertpbM general choracter of such a cemplts complete
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Witheut

‘Athem.neither science nor common sense 1s possible; without them

the sub ject

of belng (whichfnow is identified with matter and now with ldea,
' P’

treatise for, desplte differences in detalla, the results of é
applying eﬁé?;éthod bear an astounding similarlty to the ;
doctrines of the Aristotellan and Thomist tradition, There is ;
the contrnst between the ten caterories mnd the metaphysical
elements of potency, form, and act in central (or substantial)
and conjuzave (or accidental) orders; t ere 18 a haerarchy

of grades of beirg in an objectively ordered universe; there

are matter and splrit with spirit inderencent in existence

andfgperationﬁof matter an@j%he empirical resicdue {the conditiones
materiae); there are distinctions and relations, the Immunilty
of relations from direct caance, intrinsic and extrinsic
denominqtion formal cause and formal effect, i
St1ll there is a basic neddcwaosey noveltly, 1
for tiese results are obtained ¥ not by strokes of penius .
but by method. They are obtained withowt any apreal bo
authorities, They are obtained wibthout deductionf from ;
principles tiat claim Lo bhe self-evident yet, in fact, are i
not self-svident to everybody, They rest on a strategy
of break-through, encirclement, and confinement. Inquiry
and insight, formulation and critiesl reflsction, ~rasp of

NLLldipr Ma»; st ’CW“?/ .
then unconditioned and judement are found ég e, faﬂksﬁzzﬁdauwm

no p revision of any view 1s possible; without them the
nor o
subject ¢an be neivher in.ellifent g¥ reasonable and, ¥ fact,
%@&nnagArenounce his irtellirence and inguire,
oqArepudlate his reasonableness and reflect, but alsgﬁhas
e posifive and effective inclinastion beth to inquire intelllrently

and reflect® reasonably. From this break-through there results

encirclement, for despite the protean character of the notlen
as)

© ::> R
- o -.;..-.'.., e e I\"‘x'.,:’—- ............:...,.
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now with phenomena and now with essence, now with a transcendent

unknowable and now with the thinrs thet exist), there 1s latent

and operative, prior to all such determinations, the obiective

of the detached and dlsinterested dosire to know, the objective

to be reached through Intelligent grasp and ressonable affirmation.
Belng in this sense is a notilon that cennot be cont roverted;

it is assumed in 21l inquiry and reflectlon, in all thousrht

and doubt; iis ackmo.ledrement is imelicit in the break-through;
and since 1t embraces all views amd tizeir objects, 1ts ackmowledge-
ment is an encirclement. 8Still if the heuristlec notion of being
cannct be conbtroverted, 1t need not he identified with the real;

If bedng is what 1s to be knovn by intelli~ent grasp and ;
reagonable affirmation, then the xeal may be what is lmown
unquestioningly because it is lkmown before any gquestions are
asked. Bub at least the anbiflesis is shorp; it results in
the division of philosorhic statsments into the two classes

of positions and counter-positions; it implies that statements
of counter-positions cannot be hoth completely coherent and
gither intellimentAaﬁé reasonable ; it grounds the account of j
the dialectical process in which positions invite development E
and counter-posltions invite reversaly and once the subject
graaps bhat, unless he identifies the ffé real with belng,

his stavements are bound to be counter-positlons that eventually
are due for reversal, confinement has set in, i_

Nor are the attractions of f{he method limlted

to securing a solid foundetion for the metaphysicsl strusture.
For the very process that erects the foundation also builds
eomeodOhe Mabiai commet Ave it \srdos SRl amid RIS  fmhbha

~,
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upon it. As was noted in examining the methods of natural

scisence, there 1s a scissors-like actlon that selects the
mathematical expression of vhysical laws by orerating simuitaneously
fromﬁuppequifferential eguations and froqkloqegﬁmeaSurements

and empirical correlations. But this rrocedure vins employed

In its pure form in reaching the self-affirmaticn of the knover,
when the inev.itability of experlence, of iIntelli~ent inauiry,

of’ critiéal reflection, and of thelr unity combined with the
subject's awareness of his own subjection to such inevitability

to lssue Into his §dMhaffirmetion of himself as an individualg
eXxisting unity differentiated by caracities to experiencs, to
injuire, and to reflect. Now thils affirmotion of g oneself

a3 a knower also 1s an effirmation of the reneral structure of

any prorvortionate WHied object of knovledre. Furbler investigation
of the process of knoving can determine in rreater detaill the
structure of the proportionste m lmovm., This upper blade of

thie scissors i#matched by the lower blade of common sense and
scilentific pronouncements, :hich the philosorher can criticize

but cannot ®zf replace, for any attemnt at reploacement would be

to desert the method vprorer to philosoyphy and&employ the methods
proper to sclence or the vrocedures proper Lo common sense.
Finglly, to close the scissors, there 1s operative the detached
and disinterested desire to kmow, reinforced by the expl&}cit

re jectlon 0@5 all obscurantism, and zuided by the critical
dlalectic that discriminates between positions and counter~positlons
in the formulation of tine resnlts of common sense, of science,

and of mebaphysics,

W, ? s . S i i BT Ve in 1 e TR R Pt i T e e 0y
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If the immediately preceding prracraphs ¥eéed
sharpen the outline of our sccount of methed in metaphysics,
this and the '

A?EHMQMm&&awuﬁﬁv;neceding chapterd show that the methed can
be aprlied and thabt it 1sy at once powerful, expediticus, and
decizsive, PFor the lssues we have ralsed are neilther simple
nor secondary nor undiaputed. If the answers we have resched
are essentially traditional, they have been pulled neatly and
effectively out of the compromising orbit of Arlstotle's
physics and they have been endowed with new 1li'e and vigor
by thelr @afold intimate conjunction with cornitional theory,
with the results of possible sclence, and with the pronouncemsnts
of common sense. The survrising dispateh, with wiich the slements
of central and conjurate vohency, form, ond sct were esteblished,
conld be followed by an ™we# invasion of the new fterritcry
of explanatory penzra and sneciles and of processes of development.
The intricacles of distinctions and relatlons, of the rrecise
meaning of the metaphysical elewments and thelr function in
total auman knowledge,?E% the unity of the universs, of the single
concrete being, of the humen compound of spirit and matter,
could be thrown into a basic perspective with a minimum
expend iture of effort.
his

No doubt, every readrr will have/furtaer questions,
for (ha 6ur oexcursion inbto metsphysics haqhimed solely at
illustrating and testing the concrete possibility of a method.
For t.at reason 1t would be missing the point entirely to

C | put the further questions to me insterd of endeavoring to

work out the answers oneself. Ny purpcose has heen to reveal

the nature of insicht as knovledse by shoving in & concrete
fashion t..at metaphysics cen be a scisence with a shapply

defined objective, with strictly imposed limits, and with a
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and unify tie scattered knoilsdge of comron sense and the sclences.
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criterion that is effective in excluding mere disputation.

But the clear-cut proof of possibility is the fact., Accord.ingly,
I huve not heen content to define msta-hysics as the im
concertion and implerentation of the interral hsuristiec structnre

of our knowing in an endeavor %o rround, penstrate, trensform,

I also have quggy@ggg.tried to indileate just how that integral
housistic structure conld be repched and applied to the task in
the stracture of

hand. I have no%t been content to limit metaphysilcs to/proportionate
being as explained, but rereaiedly I have illustrated the meaning
and the implications of that limitation. I have not been conbent
to show that the discoverdes of humsn intellirence may be
formulated zs positions or as counter-positlons, bubt also I
have illustrated how that cardinal principle of critical dialectic
cuts 1like a ¥nife through disnrutes on the niture of the real, of
the objective, of development, of distinetlons, of reletions,
of' the metaphysical elements, of matter and splrit.

However, the main point is that the method puts
an end to mere disputation. E@ffh%fﬁhnﬁ/mﬁtﬂﬁﬂgmiﬁéibashémhﬁonw
F%%ﬁ&her%ianﬂmahwub/pﬂopmpti%ﬁ&&gzﬁgiﬁﬁbasf It divides the
field of possible knowledge of vrovortiona.e being into knowledre
of things as relabed to us and Unovledre of things as related
to one another, Tt divides the latter fisld into science that
eXplains and metaphysics taunt antlcivates the meneral structwre §
of proportiona.e being as explained, It divides such antil-
siretions—Thic\ethePorb—Pas N Lo A bkt -aderit-deval opmers,
gt dasghorenB coimber-posidiend, thab invite\ reversal, ~
and enptPaceemsldng /
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cipati9qid}nto grounded assertions, that possess a factual premiss
in thgdstructure of our lmowing, and empby assertlons, that lack
such a premiss, Finally, 1t divides rrounded sssertions into
@Wﬁw@nﬂm@ coherent positifons, that admit development, and
Incoherent cowb er-pozitions, that Invite reversal. Now

every dipputant has something to say. But what he says either
refers to proportionate being or not, eilther to proportlonate
beings in their relations to one another or not, either to meusk
uﬂ@ﬂvPﬂgpﬂntﬂomo$4«he¢ngdw@°tbﬂb*n,ﬂnxigi;atgﬁ~gbmuﬂ£umg
Aorthonde—tdiar hs—-exDetnel-of ot FToteovSr;—the |
ﬁanenc&fbaﬂthahanbégipatedﬁsxrﬁbiuyd\e4£hé@uhas—&fﬁaetaéiH

wissln- Mo l\abructher "\eurhknnwiﬁef0?~ﬁ3#7fhnﬁ&ed%heﬁé€fj
Ao Rortnt a0 ke ,
the anticinated structure of proportionste being as explained
or not. If the disputant's statement falls wunder the negatlve
member of any of these dichotomies, then it is not a metaphysical
statement and it is to be disre-~arded in metaphysics, But if
it i3 a metaphysical gtgtemenﬁ, then elther it possesses a
factual premiss in'%hq4structure of our knowing or 1t deces notg
and if it does not, then it is an empty assertion., Finally,
If it 1s a grounded assertlon, then eithwr it is a positicn
that admits development or else it 1is notj and if 1t 1s not,

a counter-posit ion
then it is/to be reversed by the simple tecnnicue of making it
cohsrent with the statemont thet it is stated intelli~ently and
reasonably.

The first three disjunctions separate metaphysical
assertlons from the assertions of common sense, of science, and
of theoglogy. The last two disjunctions separate valid metaphysical
s gdentiona Lroaremphypsace bt isns aud~covbeecponit e ~—The
diabutnat-maydeny thab Bhese \disjurnctionsgerve e el tuo Ly
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statements from empty assertlions and from counter<positions,
Together they serve to define what questions are me.aphyslcal,
how correct answers are to be determlned, and how they are to
be formulated. Moreover, correct answers and correct formulations
are selected, not by asking furthur gggg@,metaphysical aueatlons,
but by zskimg Investirating lssues that pertain to the field
of cosnitional theory and ultimstely prove to be quite 3impia
determinate questions of concrete commitional fact, For the
metaphysical gtrucﬁure of proportionate beinr as expinindd
definitiv;igkis an objiect of our knowledre, not throush present
soientific explanation of the universe, nor tirourh any alleged
inspectlon of the esgence of the tmniversge, but through its
lsottorphiam with the utilized structure of our kmowlng., ‘hat
the structure of our knowing is, sebts a auestilon to be answered
by investigation of our cormmiblonal sctivities., Again, the
utilization of that structure sets another guestion of fact;
for the question arises Inssmuch as our knowing admits different
ot Qombistge iimiatives ad the cugiion oo v
sectled by an apiueal to th$mproadest certainties of dilalectically
Transformed sclence and common sense. Finally, correct answers
need correct formulatlons; bub the possibllity of mistaken
formulati.ns has its ~sround in the polymorphnism of human
consclousness; and the selsctilon of correct formmlations can
be effected Iinasmuch as the Incoherence of counter-positions
invites their reversal.

Now such & procedure eliminates mere disputation
and bestows upon metaphysics the statns of a science. I do
not mean that it secures auntomatilc solutions for metaphysical
lssues, or that it annihilates the obscurantist, the obtusa,

or the mind fixed in a habitual routine. On the contrary,
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Vitevautonahde “solusion
I regard the automatic solution as & mere myth that springs from
a non-rational hankerines after a non-rational security, for
Ao be fo Lo
every solutlon iiAdiscovered by Intellirence and is,acce:ted
by reasonableness, and neither the 4¢kdride bf exercise of &

intelligence nor the exercise of reasonableness is automatic.

Again, like the poor of the Gospel, the obscurantist, the obtuse,

and the merely routine mind may bhe exznected always to be with us.
But however exasperating tkey may be in the short runm, In the

§r are more thgn'the inertia%/ébefficient off"l

f1ality they pesist

"u

mgirk ain, and with the unfamiliar, ¢ hich They strive

Agcordingly, since jha“qugmiliar"BBcva&—féﬁiliaa_;ﬁiﬁkx&m -

long run they are negligible; they can block but they cannot
initiate; they can manipulute pressuares but they cannot lead;

and if they dencunce you as a fodl in your life-time, their

sons will mistake you for a gk genins when you are dead,

For they are indifferent to truth and falsity; they are concerned
only with the familiar, vhich they strive to maintaln, and with
the unfamiliar, which they strive to opnose; but thﬁﬂxnere

pa.sage of time melkes the unfamillar famillar, and pecple

—
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tle suddenness of
that cannot be »ersuaded bysintellicence and reason, are easlly

convinced by the slow but inevitable rradualnass of time.

So 1t 1s in the sciences., For sc:ertific mgh m.thod does not
succeed in teaching old doss new triecks, As Max Planck testifled,
a new scientific position sains meneral acceptance, not by making
opponents change their minds, bub by holding its orm until old

age has retired them from their professorial chairs (M., Planck,

Scientlfic Autoblography and Other Papsrs; Z.T7. by F.\E,Gaynor;
New York, 1949, p. 33 f.).
| ‘Wﬂ—m—oﬁmmwwdmmﬁé
ﬂmiﬁﬂﬁg*iéﬂjhe naturel'sciedess | f :: /

. Jusg 28 the function of mwthod in the nestur
q;égces %i/to s?ﬁure a{firmwprientdtion_ﬁnd a téndﬁnéy’ﬁﬁaﬁ/in
OHE-Pun—Le @fTitde Tons;—sorvd ks I metephysdgs ~ -

As In tie natural sclences, so also in metapnhysics
the function of ®fk method is to secore 2 firm orientation and
a tendency that 1n the long run is efficacious., As in the
natural scisnces this roal is attained by reguiring a fulfilment
in the data of ekgspibhaes observationg and experiment, so that
there will exlist a possible transitli-on from the conditioned
supposition of thought to the virtually unconditioned affirmation
of judgment, so too in m:taphysics a similar goal is to be
attained by requiring a fulfllment In the utilized structure
of our imowledge, s¢ %that thers will sxist a possible transition
from metaphysical speculstlon to metaphysical affirmation.
Finally, as in the natural sciences, so also In metaphysies,
an understanding of the method, its accurate formulation,
its accentance, and its proper usefgg;gg;gliggjautomatically
aciieved nor automatically efficacious. They are operations

of Intelli-ence and reasonablensss. They result only from

>
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gustained inguiry and sustnined reflection, Thelr power is nb
more than the power of intellirence and reasonabvleness and,
while thiat power 1¢ rreat indeed, 1t 1s not exercised after
the fashion of the sisam-roller that crnshes opnosition but
through a mounting dialectical tenslon that makes absurdity
ever more evidently absurd until man eith: r reiects 1t or
destroys himself by clinging to 1t.
| The apt 1ilustratlion of this point lles, of course,
in the dlalectical demand for method in metaphysics, for it is
that demand that kaokvikx rose in the p#f. medileval univeriétiqs,
that has remained the baslc preoccupation of subsequengﬁthggﬁgzgl
that is responsible, since it has not besn m.t falrly and squarely,
both for the GIS?Pute into which mebtaphysics has fallen and
for the Invellectual, moral. and social consequences that in
our day so evidently flow from disdain for metaphysics.

The derand for method in metaphysics rose out of

medleval theology. The Maelke twelfth century was oppressed

?,;aa,rc«- ,M.:.sm 91‘\W
,A with the n909531ty of distinr~uishing between divine grace and

e ot
human freedom and, at the same time, &k 3

concelivei elther term without im-lyinc the other, In the
first third of the thirteenth century t ere gradually was
evolved the noticn of two entitatlve orders so that grace
stood abuve na.ure, folth above reason, and chariiy above
vt _newmisht-ievut'bainglse natural human excellence.

Vith Incressing thorourhness thhis distinction between a
natural order and a supervening rratultous order was carried

through by successive theologians to receive after the middle

¢ j:} _ é;h-r -
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of the century its complete formalation snd 1ts full theologlcal

aprlication in the writiness of 8t, Thom=s Aguinms, Filnally,
Thibadiﬂki@;b&bﬂ,bebqggnﬂuaaamn,anﬂ\ta1tbﬁmit5\&f§~émplTvﬁ%iﬁy7

etweii/ggi&ﬁggﬁhy/aﬂfﬂ%tmoloaylgﬁé;ﬁith 1 @“’
shite fC D1y rievot” MN\Jeth_tarkdion;

despite the condemnations of Aguinas at Paris and 0xford,

desplte the aridity of fourteenth centuxy nominalism and
The sterility of its scepticlsm, despite MyfuPhatien.convémpd
worldly
the/eontempt of the Renalssance for the School-men and the pldus
contempt of the Reforratisn for carnal kmo ledge, desplte
the seml-rationallsm of a Herues, a Gunther, a Frohschammer,
techmically formulated
and the armosticism of modernists, the/distinction between
reason and falth has only crovm in impoxtm=nce Iin the Catholic
. Church since its basic formulatlion in tke thirteenth century.
Adquinas did his work well,
A A
Still a distinctlon betweem reason and faith
is a distinction within theolegy. It pertains to the theologian's
delimitation of his own field and t¢ the elaborXation of his
own methodology. But 1t possesses impl ie=iions ocutside the

theolorical domain., Its meanine is not conflned to the

erection %

jr%mé' of ph¢loso“h“ and of sclence, Ratbher it is an’
{nifé;t‘-n {/ hum n Bgéson C “nﬁ‘ ig/éorayjbuyﬁgs,/(;/f;/

n tiﬁﬁfﬁg/’ ™ 7O
»' of distinet and subordinste departments of philosophy

and sclence within theological schools and for the furtherance
of theological purposes, For once reason 13 acknowledmed to
be distinct from faith, there is issued gm invitatlon to

reason to srow in conscl.usness of its native power, to claim




o
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ilts proper field of inquiry, to work out its departments of
Investigation, to determinqﬂigsd;:;ethods, to operate on the
basis of 1ts own principles and precerts. Such was the
underlying simificance of~sha-t5c tavad-dircotery-0fE o
mahﬂiwgw of the discovery of Aristotle by the medieval age
of falth., Such too was the open sirniflecance of Renalssance
humanism, Renalssance philosophr, and Renalssance sclence.

In Descartes ons finds the problem of philosophle
method exrlicitly envisapmed and vigorously explored, But if
he 44 could talke for rranted the lesitlmacy of pursulng
philosophy without bringing his relirious fa2ith to bear dirgetly
on the issue, he was comuletely innocent of the notion that
science could be pursued with a similar inderendence of philasophy.
For him 1t was plain that one man had one mind ¥ and to his
synthetlec grasp it seemed simpler to mester the whole of human
knowledwe than to disentancle one rart from the rest and
attempt to learn it thorou~hly. 8o, as he dedaced the exirstence
of God from the in:tial certitude of his Corito, he also
deduced the conservatlon of momentum from the lmmutabllity of God.
Clearly the distinctlion between reason and falth had to be
followed by a distinction betveen science and philosophye.

Ak L/
A8 the eleventh century brilllance of an Anselnaw%armistaken
WA in offering nocessary reasons for the i mysieries of feith,
30 the seventeenth century brilliance of Descartes was mistaken
~

in offering phnilosophic reasong for @ﬂbﬁtheory of mechanlecs.,
yl-f as’

A@m%tneology had-ﬁg’been able Lo work out its method oy by

distinmuishing itself from philosophy and thereby rmerwvrating
a challenge to its pre-eminence, so philosonhy could not
formulate its nature and method without distinpuishing itself

from science and thereby calling forth a challenge to 1ts
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ambition to rule. 4And as the challense to theology emphasized
the distinet existence of philosophy, so the challenge to
philosophy emphasifized the distinet existence of sciexce.

The course of the dlalectic 1s clear encugh.
48 there is a post-Cartesian affirmation of philosophy that
rules theology out of court, so there is a post-Kantian afflirmatlon
of science that tosses overboard even Kent's modest claims for
philosophy, and there is a still later totalitarian violence
that with equal imiartiallty brushes aside tleolory and philosoihy
and science., But at that empiy conclusion to the ssquence
of ever less comprehensive swyntheses, man 3till exists and man
st1ll is called upon to decide, Archaists urme him to Imagine
that he lives in an age of libsralism, or raticnalism, or faith.
Futurlasts paint for him a utopia that cannot dispuiss its own
mythical featursas. But the plain fact is that the world lies
in pleces before him and pleads to be put ftogether again,
to be put together not as it stood befors on the careleas
foundation of assumptions that hapvened to be unguest icned
but on the strong ground of the possibility ofx questioning
and with full awareness of the ranse of possible answers.

Such, I vould submlt, is the simnificance for
our time of method in metaphysics, For if I am concerned to

meet Kant'!'s demands uvpon any fubure mataphysiiﬁ, if T am

o pressed
éanuingad/@ﬂmﬁhﬁgﬁw by Hume's arzument that the central

sclence 1s the,science of man, if I respind to Descartes'
aspiration for bold yet methodical initiative, these themes
from a past that is over are but overtones in the problem that
La Wmes dpud b onUin wdohlyay dx b snd T s adt, L

{a\efln Az i abehtia 1 Eb 6100, And Fetrg no Tegs thaflriine,/

o KA e




W%};ﬁw that ~gurroiqds. us st ke -mebwith-o

uman attekgance of tbe transforminty uord Tet there be l:.ght.

et the d.omind./n of the detached and disintarestad desire ’i,/o
W be ac)sacmdpem/zé%«m”uﬁ:—@amv B«:,tmuea\i;g

is our existential situation. If its confusion 1s to M;;EL-UJ

e intelligible order and its violenc:ac/’\‘@e‘ reasonable affirmation,
then the nucleus from vhich this vrocess can berin must include

an acknowledgement of destached in-uiry snd disinterested reflectlon,
a rigorous unfolding ofx the implications of that acknowledsement,
an accepbance ¥ not only of the metaphysics that constitutes

that unfolding but also of the method that peolechks guides it
between the Charybdis of asserting too 1little and the Seylla

of asgerting too much.
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