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Chpater XIX : GENERAL TRANSCENDENT KNOWLEDGE .

If there is or if there is to be a higher

integration of human living, then it will be known only

through a knowledge that goes beyond the various types that

hitherto have engaged our attention. But if the new know-

ledge is to be continuous with the old, then it will conform
the

to#tv basic characteristics with which we have become familiar.

Perhaps the most fundamental of these characteristics

appears in the distinction between a heuristic structure and its

determination. The simple fact that man knows through intelli-

gent inquiry and rational reflection, enables him to determine

in advance certain general attributes of the object ash under

investigation. So the methods of the empirical sciences rest

on the anticipation of systems of laws, of ideal frequencies,

of genetic ,4,16101/4.4ais operators, of dialectical te!►nsions.

So the metaphysics of proportionate being has been conceived

as an implementation of the integrated heuristic structures of

empirical science. So the present chapter on general transcen-

dent knowledge isjconcerned to determine what we can and do

know about transcendent being prior to the midal attainment

of an act of understanding that grasps what any transcendent

being is. To employ the terms that will be more familiar to

many, the present chapter is concerned with the knowledge of

God that, according to St. Thomas Aquinas, consists in knowing

that he is but not what he is.
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1. The Notion of Transcendence.

Commonly transcendence is opposed to immanence,

and then the simplest way to understand the opposition is to

begin from the manta ordinary view that knowing consists in

looking. For on that view the fact of error is somewhat dis-

concerting: either error consists in seeing what is not there

or else it consists in not seeing what is there. But if the

first look is erroneous, the second, third, fourth, or nth

may err in the same or in some different fashion. Which is

to be trusted? Is any to be trusted? Does not certitude

require the possibility of some super-look in which one can

compare the object to be looked at and the object as seen?

Would not the super-look be open to exactly the same difficulty?

Obviously, it would, and so one is brought to the conclusion

that knowing is immanent not simply in the ontological sense

that knowing occurs within the knower but also in the epistemological

sense that nothing is known except the content immanent within

the act of knowing. j

A first step towards transcendence, then, is to

reject the mistaken supposition that knowing consists in taking

a look. After all, even the above argument for immanence is

not a matter of looking but a matter of understanding and

judging, and so anyone that appeals to the above argument to

affirm epistemological immanence might better appeal to the

fact that he argues and so be led to reject the major premiss

of the argument. Counter-positions invite their own reversal.

In a more gemral sense, transcendence means

"going beyond." So inquiry, insight, and formulation do not

merely reproduce the content of sensible experience but go

f.i	 .
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beyond it,, So reflection, grasp of the unconditioned, and

judgment are not content with mere objects of supposing,

defining, considering i but go beyond them to the universe of

facts, of being, of what truly is affirmed and really is.

Moreover, one can rest content with knowing things as related

to us, or one can go beyond that to join the scientists in

searching for knowledge of things as related to one another.

One can go beyond both common sense and present science, to

grasp the dynamic structure of our rational knowing and

doing, and then formula -Le a metaphysics and an ethics.

Finally, one can ask whether human knowledge is confined to

the universe of proportionate being or can go beyond it to

the realm of transcendent being; and by transcendent being

one may mean either $ f relatively transcendent, which may
lVry

lie beyond man, ore absolutely traenscend.ent, which /As beyond

everything else and the ultimate objective in the process of

going beyond.

liVi-tht āh ce.ndenizte`tlini trh	 t sē hie -i._/1aidv a&is r

'Mann .l ar f Or' it is rrō \mire-than' ai--pārt'4 -gar. FYkica ioie

ofvf126.-f urt'he '- quest  o^I
Clearly this process of going beyond, despite

the imposing name of transcendence, is the elementary matter

of raising further questions. Thus, tile present work has been

written from a moving viewpoint. It began from insight as

an interesting event in human consciousness. It went on to

insight as a central atria event in the geneeis of mathematical

knowledge. It went beyond mathematics to study the role of

insight in classical and statistical investigations. It went

beyond the reproducible insights of scientists to the more

complex functioning of intelligence in common sense, in its

. .. . . .. . ..	
V ^ .^.......
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relations to its psychoneural basis, and in its historical expansion

in the development of technology, economies, and polities. It

went beyond all such direct and inverse insights to the reflective

grasp Mar that grounds judgment. It went beyond all insights

as activities to consider them as elements in knowledge. It

went beyond actual knowledge to its permanent dynamic structure

to construct an explicit metaphysics and add the general form

of an ethics. It has found man involved and engaged in developing,

in going beyond what he happens to be, and it has been confronted

both with man's incapacity for sustained development and with

his need to go beyond is ,^^,em nt āry^f sua^dniyārteo^; n§attuve L a^

	

o'fr3^ing-Ito ,-gb—bey	 the hitherto considered procedures of

his endeavor two go beyond. I

Transcendence, then, at the present juncture,

means a development in man's lmowledge xer relevant to a develop-

ment in man's being. Hitherto we have been content to withl

knowledge of proportionate being. But man is in process of

development. Inasmuch as he is intelligent^ reasonable, free,,

and responsible, he has to grasp and affirm, accept and execute

his own developing. But can he? To c*rasp his own developing

is for man to understand it, to extrapolate from his past through

the present to the alternative ranges of the future. It is

to extrapolate not oilly horizontally but also vertically, not

only to future recurrences of past events, but also to future

higher integrat ions of contemporary unsystemat ized manifolds.

More fundamentally, it is to grasp the principles teat govern

possible extrapolations; for while possibilities are many and
t:0	 ...,

es•ent..-unne-L4la-b1e., principles may be few and ascertainable.
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Moreover, since finality is an upwardly but indeterminately

directed dynamism and since man is free, the real issue lies
Iod

not in the many possibilities but in the principles on which

man may rely in working out his destiny.

2. The Immanent Source of Transcendence.

The immanent source of transcendence in man is

his detached, disinterested, unrestricted desire to know.

As it is the origin of all his questions, it is the origin

of the radical, further questions t r_at take him beyond the

defined limits of particular issues. Nor is it solely the

operator of his cognitional development. For its'detachement

and disinterestedness set it in opposition to his attached

and interested sensitivity and intersub jectivity; and the

knowledge it yields demands of his will the endeavor to

develop in willingness and so make his doing consistent with

his knowing.

Still if this tension is too manifest for the

Lie•-to."'be existence of the pure desire to be doubted,

the claim that it is an unrestricted desire seems so extravagant

as to cause misgivings even in those that already accept all

its implications. Accordingly, it will be well to clarify

once more this point before attempting to advance further

in our inquiry.

The desire in question, then, is a desire to

understand correctly. To affirm that the

is not to affirm that man ► s understanding

that the correctness of his understanding

For the desire is prior to unde8rstand3ng

with not understanding. were it not, the

desire is unrestricted

is unrestricted or

is unrestricted.

and it is compatible

effort and process of

0
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inquiry would be impossible; for inquiry is a manifestation of

a desire to understand, and it occurs before one does understand.

Secondly, to affirm that the desire is unrestricted

is not to affirm that the attainment of understanding will be

unrestricted. Tor the transition from the desire to the attainment
help

has conditions that are distinct from desiring. It is to/fulfill

such conditions that scientific andl philosophic methods exist.

Hence, to affirm an unrestricted desire to understand is to

affirm drilykA-enti. the fulfilment of only one of many conditions

for the attainment of unrestricted understanding. So far from

stating that the other conditions will be fulfilled, it does not

attempt to determine what she other conditions lam might be.

Thirdly, to affirm that the desire is unrestricted

is not to affirm that, in a wisely ordered universe, the attainment

;aof understanding ought to be unrestricted. 	
a.r.

'	 d

follow from the premiss, TAV lip4rIeek-thltt

i$- o Jdeuslrē Ag -k & In every wisely ordered universe desire

for attainment entails exigence for attainment. But the premiss

is obviously false: a desire to commit murder does not entail

a duty to commit murder, and least of all does it do so in a

wisely ordered universe. It may be contended, however, that

the premiss is correct when the desire is good, natural, spontaneous.

But this contention has its own suppositions. Ulkev,oala In a

universe of static horizontal strata, such as is envisaged

bŷ abstract physics, ,abstract chemistry, ^abstract biology,
and so forth, the d9^ i a-anuaay tendencies and desires, natural

and spontaneous on any level, would have to be confined to that

level; because they were confined to their own level, they

could and would be fulfilled on their own level; and because they

could and would be fulfilled on their own level, it would be true
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to claim that in a wisely regulated universe of static horizontal

strata desire for attainment entailed exigence for attainment.

It remains to be shown, however, that this universe corresponds

to a set of abstract, unrelated sciences and so consists in a

set of static 'ho	 horizontal strata. The fact seems to be

that this universe is concrete and that logically unrelated

sciences are related intelligently by a succession of higher

viewpoints. Accordingly, besides the tendencies and desires

confined to any given level, there are the tendencies and desires

that go beyond any given level; they are the reality of finality

i conceived as an upwardly but indeterminately directed

dynamism; and ftlta 	 t since this dynamism of finality attains
successive

its wilectems4re goals statistically, since probabilities decrease

as attainment increases, the implication of unr stricted

attainment in unrestricted desire is neither necessity nor

exigence butnnegligible probability.

If one has to labor to clarify what the unrestricted

desire is not, it is relatively simple to reveal what it is.

Man wants to understand completely. As the desire to understand

is the opposite of also total obscurantism, so the unrestricted

desire to understand is the opposite of any and every partial

obscurantism no matter how slight. The rejection of total

obscurantism is the demand that some	 questions, at least,

are not to be met with an arbitrary exclamation, Let's forget it.

The rejection of any and every partial obsdurantism is the damn

demand that no question whatever is to be met arbitrarily,

that every question is to be submitted to tie process of
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of/LceeYR,s-e;-/t'ratt(	 \a pejoe,.,-t,'āc►--kl.ed.Ahd-racr,invinate l,g y

untiY^e .-].-igezrtli;ttheieri`l-1ti

intelligent grasp and critical reflection. Negatively, then,

the unrestr īctedl desire excludes tree unintelligent and uncritical
an

rejection of/question*, and positively the unrestricted desire

demands the intelligent and critical handling of every question.

Nor is the existence of this unrestricted desire

Jo doubtful. Neither centuries of inquiry nor enormous libraries

of answers have revealed any tendency for the stream of further

questions to diminish. Philosophies and counter-philosophies

have been multiplied but, whether intellectualist or anti-

intellectualist, whether they proclaim the rule of reason or

advocate thinking with the blood,

f'fliVINTY`oitrilackul.vm they do rot exclude any field of inquiry

without first arguing that the effa t is useless or enervating

or misleading or illusory. And in this respect we may be

confident that the future will resemble the past for,

some one comes forth to speak in the name of stupidity and silliness,

will̂ angrie be able to claim that some que.t ions, specified or

unspecified, are to be brushed aside though where is no reason

whatever for doing so. 

re-f-lec#r3.oar,must-•g-re.c.sste.--r    

O   0
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Analysis yields the same conclusion. For, apart

from being, there is nothing. The proposition is analytic, for

it cannot be denied without internal contradiction. 11 1 1 a

apart from being, there were something, that something would be;

and if that something mere, it would be another instance of being

and so not apart from being. Moreover, being is the objective

of the detached and disinterested desire to know;1for that desire

grounds inquiry and reflection; inquiry leads to understanding,

reflection leads to affirmation; and being is whatever can be

grasped intelligently and affirmed reasonably. But being is

unrestricted for, a„art from it, there is nothing. Therefore

trio objective of the detached and disinterested desire is

unrestricted. But a desire with an unrestricted objective is

an unrestricted desire and so the desire to know is unrestricted.

Introspective reflection brings us once more

to the same affirmation. For, whatever may be true about

ttie cognitional aspirations of others, might not my own be

a radically limited? Might not my desire to understand correctly

suffer from some immanent and hidden tx restriction and bias,

so that tnere could be real tig things that lay quite beyond

its utmost horizon? Mig)it not that be so? Yet if I ask the

question, it is in virtue of my desire to know; and as the

question itself reveals, my desire to know concerns itself

with wrist lies quite beyond a suspected limited horizon.

Even my desire seems unrestricted.

3
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3. The Notion of Transcendent Knowledge.

Man's unrestricted desire to know is mated to

a limited capacity to attain knowledge. From this paradox

there follow both a fact and a requirement. The fact is that

the range of possible questions is larger than the range of

possible answers. The requirement is a critical survey of

possible questions. For it is only through such al critical

survey teat man as can provide himself with intelligent and

reasonable grounds both for setting aside the questions that

cannot be answered. and for limiting his attention to the

questions to which answers are possible.

Tilts critical undertaking is not as simple as

has been supposed. For while the issue is formulated in terms

of possibility and impossibility, it can be answered only in

terms of fact. In the first place, the question of possibility

is regressive. If any less general inquiry has to be preceded

by a critical inquiry on its possibility, then critical inquiry

has to be preceded by a pre-critical inquiry on the possibility

of amitd critical inquiry, the pre-critical needs a pre-pre-

critical inquiry, and so on indefinitely. In the second place,

questions of possibility and impossibility can be settled only
an -c'

by appealing to judgments of fact. For while analytic propositions
at -

,s can be established ad libitum by postulating. syntactical rules

and defining terms subject to the rules, analytic principles

are to be had only by meeting the further requirement that

both the terms and drerelations of the analytic propositions occur

in concrete judgments of fact.	 t f02.days^-Ci"6-h^^i

^t^^r^ōlird. (Lis\_1314Aū itikjnpicalJ^

154:0-t-ime -^aenoed-%111v it-u'?-aalatir3: ^nāb

3
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The paramount issue, then, in determining the

possibility of knowledge is always the fact of knowledge.

The argument always will be that knowledge is possible if in fact

knowledge of that kind occurs. It follows that the critical

issue can be tackled only piecemeal. Facts have to settled

one after another and it is only in the grand strategy that

guides the seriation of the facts that the answer to the critical

issue appears.

In our own procedure four main stages may be

distinguished. First, we centered attention on cognitional

activity as activity and o4AdatAtea endeavored to grasp the

key occurrences in learning mathematics, advancing science,

developing common sense, and formincr judgments in these fields.

Secondly, we turned to cognitional activity as cognitional

and began with the particular case of self-affirmation to	 ";4 t

snow that self- affirmation occurred, that it is knowledge if

knowing is knowing being, and that it is objective in certain

determinable meanings of objectivity. Th.rdly we turned to

the general case of knowledge of proportionate being and,

because self-affirmation was a key act, we were able to set

up a general dialectical theorem that divided the formulations

of the discoveries of human intelligence into positions and

counter-positions and that showed positions to invite development

and counter-positions to invite reversal. qL,axlx1 On this
sriown to be

basis it was possible to set up a metaphysics of proportionate

being and a consequent etnics.

The fourth stage of the argument is concerned

with human knowledge of transcendent being. The bare bones of

the procedure are simple enough. Being is whatever can be

ititerYNi-ge'it - grasped intelligently and affirmed- reasonably.
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Being is proportionate or transcendent according as it lies

within or without the domain of man! s outer and inner expo rieic e.

The possibility of transcendent knowledge, then, is the possi-

bility of grasping intelligently and affirming reasonably

a transcendent being. And the proof of the possibility lies

in the fact that i such intelligent grasp and reasonable

affirmation occur.

But, as has been observed, so general an outline

cannot reveal whether or not the procedure possesses critical

significance. For such significance lies, not in the proof
choice

of possibility from fact, but in the strategic^oes trhe

e =littd in-∎t2 ei-r••^seri atq:on, and seriation of the f acts.

For the moment, tnen, all that can be said is that the fourth

stage of the argument will contribute to a determination of

the power and of the limitations of the human mind in the

measure tnat intelligent grasp and reasonable affirmation of

transcendent being prove to be the inevitable culmination of

our whole account of understanding and of judgment.

Finally, it may not be amiss to note that this

section on the notion of transcendent knowledge calls for no

comment on the views of positivists and Kant ians . For though

both groups are loud in their negations of the possibility

of transcendent knowledge, their failure to give an adequate

account of proportionate knowledge has forced us to

teett register our differences at a more elementary stage of

the argument. Unless one considers Comte's mythic religion

of humanity to be positive, positivism has nothing k positive

to add to the counter-positions as illustrated by materialism,

empiricism, sensism, phenomenalism, solipsism, pragmatism,

modernism, and existentialism. In contrast, Kantian thought

  5	 ,r., . ._ .^

^^.^
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is rich and fertile in the problems it raises. But its transcen-

dental aesthetic has been mauled by more recent work in geometry

and in physics, and the transcendental logic suffers from an

incoherence that seems irremediable. For the transcendental

dialectic rests its affirmation of a transcendental illusion

on the ground that the lad unconditioned is not a constituent

factor in g judgment but simply a regulative ideal of pure
However,

reason. 90 the schemat ism of the categories provides the link

between sense and the pure categories of the understanding;

such a link is prior to judgment and a constituent factor in

judgment as concrete. Finally, while Xant does not notice

that the schematism is simply an application of the virtually

unconditioned (e.g., if there is a filling of the empty form

of Time, there is an instance of the Real; the filling occurs;

hence, there is an instance of the Real) , the fact remains that

the unconditioned grounds the schematism and so grounds 5.4elit

concrete judgment on Kant' s own showing.  

137/6;r-JA-91 e^-^	 l e^^ ^	 ^:^r,^^.^ ^^o^

sensing , per of an ac“sf imagining, nor o;/an act ofj'

= rceiving, nor of ai iact of thinking, supposing, considering,

of ining, nor of i, of judgment, but ax of an act of under ,/

t nding. Thus, the positive integers, one, two, three , and

o forth, may be conceived by defining acts of thought;	 /

'relations between,-'them may be/affirmed, or denied; - instances' of

heri may be sensed, imagipēd, or p5iceived,	 idea'the ide of = .
U	 '	 • '__. ,
the-pōsitive -integers is-t^hē con^-ett_ of the ā̂ct o^"ūnderstanding
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Preliminaries to
4. ^Conceiving the Transcendent Idea.

Knowledge of transcendent being involves both

intelligent grasp and reasonable affirmation. But before we

can affirm reasonably, we must grasp intelligently; and before

we can grasp transcendent being intelligently, we have to

extrapolate from proportionate being. The presentlsection,

then, is concerned with tnat extrapolation.

The nature of the extrapolation may 	t

best be illustrated by con aring it with mathematics. For the

mathematician differs both from the logician and

from the scientist. He differs from the logician inasmuch as

he cannot grant all the terms and relations he employs to be

mere objects of thought. He differs from the scientist inasmuch

as he is not bound to repudiate every object of thought that

lacks verification. In somewhat similar fashion, the present

effort to conceive the transcendent idea is concerned simply

with concepts, with objects of supposing, defining, considering,

and therefore no question of existence or occurrence arises.

None the less, the extrapolation to the transcendent, though

conceptual, operates from the real Isxās basis of proportionate

being, so that some elements in the transcendent idea will be

verifiable just as some of the positive integers are verifiable.

The question that leads to the extrapolation

has been raised already but not answered. For vie have identified

the real with being but we have not ventured to say just what

being is. What, tnen, is being/

^^....rn e.^_..•.^ ^

	 10)
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Let us begin by taking our bearings. One may

distinguish	 Itmty use 1) the pure notion of being, 2) the

heuristic notion of being, 3) restricted acts of understanding,
amk

conceiving, and affirming being, , 4) the unrestricted act of

understanding being,) and `M^-the bs-o±ute'-aff 	 tiooar-of''tbtr rgst.

The pure notion of being is the detached, dlaIntetaatai

disinterested, unrestricted desire to know. It is prior to

understanding and affirming, but it heads to them for it is the

ground of intelligent inquiry and a critical reflection.

Moreover, this heading towards knowing is itself a notion, for

it heads not unconsciously, as the seed to the plant, nor

sensitively, as hunger for food, but intellii ently and reasonably,

as the radical noēsis Pat towards every no ēma, the basic pens ē e 

pensante towards every pens ēe pensēe, the initiating intentio

inAndens towards every intentio intenta.

Secondly, since the pure notion of being unfolds

through understanding and judgment, tnere can be fornulaced a

heuristic notion of being as whatever is to be grazped intelligently

and affirmed reasonably.

Thirdly, though the pure notion is unrestricted

desire, still it is intelligent and reasonable desire. Hence,

it is cent el content to restrict itself provisionally, to ask

one question at a time, to prescind from other questions while

working towards the solution of the issue in hand. From such

prescinding, vihlch anticipates comparative negative judgments

as the notion of nature or essence Ur universal anticipates

the content of intelligent definition, there follow restricted
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inquiries, restricted acts of understanding and conceivming,asld

reflection on such conceptions, and judgnints about particular

beings and particular domains of being.)

Pōgr'thlyti e o ti f re -iritg—ac vtiti4-a enals

questiQz 'Mist is Being? F.or a question for

telliŪe e can be /pfts,v„red onl in virt d e of an -ct of	 ,

ttandAr1S; -o -neither	 a pure .tibn of .ein'g.-nor thl

uilist>io= n ► ion nor`t N-undersi: ding-of some b= gs - eari-t110

ist'ak fbr an ---uhd rstandiof \be

derstandt, and only an unrestricted act

sv r a p..re sent cl st ion

Foul, tia-I _I - done , o	 61, - —fo'tue.s of	 ?ix@ isri%-

Fourthly, none of the foregoing activities enables

one to answer the question, ,what is being? For if one is to

know what being is, one must understand it ; but apart from

being, there is nothing, and so to understand being is to

understand everything, to leave no questions wnatever unanswered.

Bat the pure notion of being, though it raises all questions,

is nut itself the answer to any. The heuristic notion of being,

though it envisages all questions and all answers, does not do

so distinctly and determinately and, much less, does it answer

all questions. Finally, restricted inquiries, acts of understanding,

conception, reflection, and jud c;ment answer only some que 3 c ions.

Hence, to suppose that there is an answer to

the question, What is being? is to suppose an unrestricted

act of unders uanding. Again, if we reserve the name, idea,

for the content of an act of underst,anding, then to suppose

an idea of being is to suppose the content of an unrestricted
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act of understanding. But an unrestricted act of understanding

lies 146ythWt It beyond the domain of manes inner and outer exper-

ience, and so it is at least relatively transcendent. Further,

an unrestricted act of understanding leaves no questions to be

asked, and so it excludes any further "going beyond"; it is,

then, not only relatively but also absolutely t ralftsc d

transcendent. But if the unrestricted act of understanding

is absolutely transcendent, its content, the idea of being,

also is absolutely transcendent. As the pure desire desires,

so unrestricted understanding attains correct understanding

of everything about everything.

We have extrapolated from the question, that is

being? to the absolutely transcendent idea of being and, obviously,
manes

the critical question arises. Because ts aw desire to know is
his

unrestricted while ,,,oa capacity to know is limited, one does

not have to be a fool to ask more questions than a wise man can

answer. Certainly, men ask, What is being? Indeed, ever since

we identified the real with being, we have been laboring to

stave off that question until we could tackle it properly.

But though the question arises very naturally, it does m t

follow that man's natural resources suffice to answer it.

Clearly, man cannot answer it by enjoying an unrestricted act

of understanding, for then his capacity to know would m t be

limited and he would have no need for critical investigations.

But it seems equally clear that man can answer the question

by working oat the conclusion that the idea of being is the

content of an unrestricted act of understanding; for fact

proves possibility; and we have reached that conclusion.

Moreover, what we have determined already in a highly general

fashion, may be determined in a more detailed fashion.
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For on the one hand we have worked out the outlines of a

metaphysic of pr oport ionai, a being and so we have at our command

at least one segment in the total range of the idea of being.

On the other hand, we have been engaged throughout the present

work in determining the nature of understanding in mathematics,
I

in common sense, in the sciences, and in philosophy; and so

we have at our disposal a body of evidence that provides some

determinations for the notion of an unrestricted act of under-

standing. Accordingly, we are led to the conclusion that,

while man cannot enjoy an unrestricted act of understanding

and so answer uhe question, vvhat is being? still he can
determine a number of features of the answer by proceeding

p+ooeee .j\on the side of the subject to from restricted to

unrestricted understanding and on the side of the object from

prqoalletetettA the structure of proportionate being to the

transcendent idea of being.

Indeed, such a procedure not only is possible

imperative. For the
which

the total obscurantism lAtMAt Wm4t1614 arbitrarily brushes aside

every intelligent and reasonablem question, but also the partial

obscurantism, which ar4 racily brushes Wit aside this or that

part of the range of in„elli;ent and reasonable questions that

admit determinate answers. Just as the mathematician legitimately

and fruitfully extrapolates from the existent to series of the

non-existent, just as the physicist profits from mathematical

knowledge and adds such extrapolations of his own as the absolute

zero of temperature, so an exploration of the idea of being

is necessary if one is to measure the power and the limitations

of the human mind.

IqI

but also pure desire excludes not only
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5, The Idea of Be ing.

An idea is the content of an act of understanding.

As a sense datum is the content of an act of sensing, as an(image

is the content of an act of imagining, as a percept is the content

of an act of perceiving, as a concept is the content of an act

of conceiving, defining, supposing, considering, as a judgment

is the content of an act of judging, so an idea is the content

of an act of understanding.

Being is the objective of the unrestricted desire

to know. Therefore, the idea of being is the content of an

unrestricted act of understanding.

Again, apart from being there is nothing. There-

fore, the idea of being is the content of an act of understanding

tnat leaves nothing to be understood, no further que stions to

be asked. But one cannot go beyond an act of understanding

that leaves no questions to be asked, and so the idea of being

is absolutely transcendent,

Again, being is completely universal and completely

concrete. Therefore, the idea of being is the content of an

act of understanding that grasps everything about everything.

Moreover, since that understanding loaves no questions to be

asked, no part of its content can be implicit or obscure or

indistinct.

Again, being is intrinsically intelligible.

Therefore, the idea of being is the idea of the total range

of intelligibility.

Again, the good is identical with the intelligible.

Therefore, the idea of being is the idea of the good.)

Again, the unrestricted act of understanding

is one act. Otherwise, it would be an aggregate or a succession

0 •J
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of acts. If none of these acts was the understanding of everything

about everything, then the denial of unity would be the denial

of unrestricted understanding. If any of these acts was the

the understanding of everything about everything, then at least

that unrestricted act would be a single act.

`E Again, the idea of being is one idea. For if

it were ma many, then either they would be related intelligibly

or not. If they were related intelligibly, the alleged many

would be intelligibly one, and so there would be one idea. If

they were nma not related intelligibly, then either there would

not be one act eV-andel.tt'kld g , or theAact would not be an act

of understanding.

Again, the idea of being is one but of many.

Similarly, it is immaterial but of the material, non-temporal

but of the temporal, non-spatial but of the spatial. For it

has been shown that the idea is one, yet it is the content of

an unrestricted act that understands at least the many beings

that tnere are in all their aspects and details. Again, it is

the content of an act of understanding, and understanding has

been shown to be intrinsically independent of the empirical

residue; but what is intrinsically independent of the empirical

residue can be neither material nor temporal nor spatial,

for these all depend intrinsically on the empirical residue;

at the same time, +the act of understanding in question is

unrestricted; it understands perfectly all the beings that

there are and some of them, at least, are material, temporal,.

and spatial.

Again; tnere is no paradox in affirming that

the idea, of being is one, immaterial, non-temporal, and non-

spatial, yet of the mat many, the material, the temporal, and.
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the spatial. For what is possible in the content of restricted

acts of understanding, is not beyond the attainment of unrestricted

understanding. But our understanding is one yet of many, for

in a single act we understand the whole series of positive

integers. Similarly, it is immaterial, x for it abstracts from

tue empirical residue, yet of the material, for it advances

in understanding of this universe. Again, while it is involved

in an ordinal time, for it develops, it is not involved in

the continuous time of Me local motion, for its development

is not through a sequence of non-countable stages. Finally,

while it pertains to a spatially conditioned subject, it is

non-spatial, for it deals with the non-countable multiplicity

of space through invariants that are indele ndent of particular

spatial v @ pro t44 stand-points.

Again, in the idea of being a distinction is

to be drawn between a primary and a secondary component. For

the one is not identical with the many, nor the immaterial with

the material, nor the non- temporal with the temporal, nor the

non-spatial with the spatial. But in the one idea there are

to be grasped many beings; in the immaterial, non- )ernporal,

non-spatial idea there are to be grasped the material, the

temporal, and the spatial. There must be, then, a primary

zazn component grasped inasmuch as there is a single act

of understanding, and a secondary component that is understood

inasmuch as the primary component is grasped. For just as

the infinite series of positive integers is understood inasmuch

as the generative principle of the series is grasped, so the

total range of beings is understood inadmu.ch as the one idea

of being is grasped.
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6. The Primary Component in the Idea of Being.

The idea of being has been defined as the content

of an unrestricted act of understanding; and in that content a

distinction has been established between a primary and a secondary

component. Naturally one asks just what is the primary component,

and the answer will be that the primary component is identical

with the unrestricted act. It will follow that, as the primary

component consists in the unrestricted act's understanding of

itself, so the secondary component consists in the unrestricted

act's understanding of everything else because it understands

itself.

However, certain preliminary clarifications are

in order. On the counter-position tnere is an ultimate duality

between knower and known; for objectivity is conceived on the

analogy of extroversion; and so knowing is essentially a looking,

gazing, intuiting, beholding, while the known has/to be something

else that is looked at, gazed upon, intuited, beheld. On the

position, such a duality is rejected; knowing is knowing being;

in any given case the knowing and the known being may be the same

or different; and whether or not they are the same or different,

is to be determined by making the relevant correct judgments.

Further, the adjective, intelligible, may- be

employed in two quite different senses. Ordinarily, it denotes

what is or can be understood, and in that sense the content of

every act of conceiving is intelligible. More profoundly, it

denotes the primary component in an idea; it is what is grasped

inasmuch as one is understanding; it is the intelligible ground

or root or key from which results intelligibility in the ordinary

sense. Moreover, there is a simple test for distinguishing

between the ordinary and the profounder meaning of the name,

^,.
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r
intelligible. For the intelligible in the ordinary sense can be

understood without understanding what it is to understand; but

the intelligible in the profounder sense is identical with the

understanding, and so it cannot be understood without understanding

what understanding is.

For example, the positive integers are an infinite

series of intelligibly related terms. Both the terms and the

relations are understood by anyone that can do arithmetic, and

one can do arithmetic without understanding what it is to under-

stand. But besides the terms and their relations there is the  

generative principle of the series; inasmuch as that generative  

principle is grasped, one grasps the ground of an infinity of

distinct concepts. Still, what is the generative principle/

It is intelligible, for it is grasped, understood, But it

cannot be graspedi-wttholit-NgM,aptpreetreconceived without

conceiving what an insight is, for the real generative principle

of the series is the insight; and only those ready to speak

about insight are capable of asking and answering the question,

How does one know the infinite remainder of positive integers

denoted by the "and so forth"?

There follows a needed clarification of the notion

of the spiritual. A distinction was drawn between the intelligible

that is also intelligent and the intelligible that was not.

Again, a distinction was drawn between what intrinsically is

independent of the empirical residue and what intrinsically is

not independent of the empirical residue. The spiritual was

identified both with the intelligible that is intelligent and

with what is independent n intrinsically of the empirical

residue. However, a difficulty arises when one asks whither

an essence as conceived is or is not spiritual. For an
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essence as conceived is abstracted from the empirical residue,

but it is not intelligent and it does not understand. A solution

is to be had by appealing to the two meanings of the term,

intelligible. If tnere is an intelligible in the profounder sense,

there also is an act of understanding with which it is identical;

again and then bed the intelligible is spiritual both in the

sense that it is identical with understanding; and in the sense

that it is intrinsically independent of the empirical residue.
On the other hand,
, Bti4I if there is an intelligible in the order ordinary sense,

than it is not identical with an act of understanding; but it

may be abstracted from the empirical residue inasmuch as it

results from a spiritual act; and so essences	 as conceived

are spiritual a4rEtttoh-ivs"t^.^r a'' -r ^ • ! i

if smue "a : • : ' in the sense that they are products of spirit

but not in the sense that they are intelligent intelligibles.

With these clarifications, we may return to our

problem.. The d idea of being is the content of the unrestricted

act of understanding, and that content relentlessly divides into

a primary component, which is one, immaterial, non-temporal, and

non-spatial, and a secondary component, which is many and includes

the material, the temporal, and the spatial. What, then, is the

primary component? It is the unrestricted act of understanding.

For if an act of understanding is unrestricted,

it understands understanding; it understands not only restricted

acts but also the unrestricted act; understanding the unrestricted

act, it must understand its content, otherwise the understanding

of the unrestricted act would be restricted; but the geaIat

content of the unrestricted act is the idea of being, and so

if the unrestricted act understands itself, it thereby also

understands everything else.	 l ow-at e,_pr-i ry-.ar penerfir"

•

0
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i It follows that the unrestricted act of understanding

is itself the primary component in the idea of being. For the

primary component is the immaterial, non- temporal, non-spatial

unity such that, if it is grasped, everything about everything

else is grasped. But the unrestricted act satisfies this definition.

For it is one act; it is spiritual, and. so it is immaterial, non-

temporal, and non-spatial; and it has just been shown that, if

it is grasped, then everything about everything else also will

be grasped.              

Accordingly, instead of speaking of primary and

secondary components in the idea of being, :.e may distinguish

between a primary intelligible and secondary intelligibles.

The primary intelligible is by identity the unrestricted act

of understanding. It is intelligible in the profounder sense,

for it is an intelligible that is identical with intelligence

in act. It is a unique intelligible, for it is identical with

the unique act of unrestricted understanding. On the other hand,

the secondary intelligibles are what also is grasped inasmuch

as the unrestricted act understands itself. They are intelligible

in the 'aroma ordinary sense, for they are understood; but they

are not intelligible in the profounder sense, for the tanxerstiz

unrestricted act is one understanding of many intelligibles,

and only the unique, primary intelligible is identical with

the unrestricted act,
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7. The Secondary Component in the Idea of Being.ry$

Because it understands itself, the unrestricted

act of understanding understands in consequence everything about

everything else. But is this consequence possible? After all,

we have found the existing universe of being to include a non-

systematic component. Moreover, at each instant in the unfolding

of this universe, there are a number of probable alternatives

and a far larger number of possible alternatives. Tae There

is, then, an enormous aggregate of similar, possible universes,

and in each of them there would be a similar non-systematic

component. Novo the non-systematic is the absence of intelligible

rule or law; elements are determinate; relations between elements

are determinate; but tnere is no possibility of a single formula

that gr p3tig--'sa is satisfied by the sequence of determinate

relations. It seems to follow that the non-systematic component

in the actual universe and in other possible and even more

probable universes excludes the possibility of an unrestricted

act that understands everything about everything.

Such is the problem of the secondary rem intelligibles

in the idea of being, and our solution will be that, from the

viewpoint of unrestricted understanding, the non-systematic

vanishes. But, first, we must recall how the notion of the

derstand the data of 'this universe by determining laws and

developing systems. Secondly/one ma : s the discovery t _ t

s ch La s and systems are •stract; further determine ons are

C"---""'ap
C	 0  
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mm non-systematic arises, for otherwise its exact implications

cannot be determined.

Our analysis, then, acknowledged the possibility

of complete knowledge of all systems of laws but held such systems

to be abstract and so to be in need of further determinations

if they were to be applied to the concrete. It inferred that

such further determinations could not be related systematically

to one another, for complete knowledge of all laws would include

complete lmowledge of all systematic relations. However, it

did not deny the furtner determinations to be related intelligibly

to one another. On the contrary, it acknowledged the existence

of schemes of recurrence in which a happy combination of abstract

laws and concrete circumstances make s typical, further determinat ions

recurrent, and so brings them under the domination of intelligence.

Moreover, it acknowledged that concrete patterns of diverging
both

series of conditions are intelligible; granted/the requisite :a"'
vri

information and mastery of the systematic laws, it is possible ,;

to work from aniricitiit, Z, to through as many prior stages of

its diverging and scattering conditions as one pleases; file

a imna,c o°i-n	 -	 ` tib nige^ and it is this

intelligibility of concrete patterns that grounds the conviction

of determinists, such as A. Einstein, that statistical laws

fall short of what t ne re is to be known.

However, we agree with the indeterminists
in the general case

inasmuch as they deny the possibility of deduction and prediction.

For while each concrete pat tern of diverging conditions is

intelligible, still itsI intelligibility lies not on the level

of the abstract understanding that grasps systems of laws but

on the level of the concrete understanding that deals with

particular situations. Moreover, such concrete patterns form
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an enormous manifold that cannot be handled by abstract

systematizing intelligence for the excellent reason that

their intelligibility in ea ch case is concrete. There results

the peculgar type of impossibility that arises from mutual
a

conditioning. Granted complete information on tiveftotality

of events, one could work out from knowledge of all laws

the concrete pattern in which the laws related the events in

the totality. Again, granted knowledge of the concrete pattern,

one could use it as a guide to obtain information on a totality

of relevant events. But the proviso of the first statement

is the conclusion of the second; the proviso of the second

statement is the conclusion of the first; and so both conclusions

are merely theoretical possibilities. For the concrete patterns

form a non-systematic aggregate, and so it is only by appealing

to the totality of relevant events that one can select the

correct pattern; on the other hand, the relevant totality of

events are scattered, and so they can be selected for observation

and measurement only if the relevant pattern is known already.

Still, if there is an unrestricted act of

understanding, then it will understand tmx#tsmi2 everything

about everything with no further questions co be asked. But

concrete patterns of diverging series of scattering conditions

are each intelligible, and so an unrestricted act will understand

each of them. Moreover, to understand each concrete pattern

entails knowledge of the totality of events relevant for

each pattern, for the concrete pattern includes all the determinat iog4

and circumstances of each event. Nor does this conclusion contra-

dict our prior conclusion. For the unrestricted act of under-

standing proceeds, not from a grasp of abstract systems of laws,

but from a grasp of itself; it does not attempt the impossible
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task of relating through an abstract system the concrete patterns

but grasps the lot of them in a single view inasmuch as it

understands itself. It does not offer either to deduce or to

predict events, for it Is has neither need nor use for deduction

or prediction since in a single view it grasps the totality of

concrete patterns and in each pattern the totality of its relevant

events.

To resume the argument, deduction and prediction

in the general case are impossible. They are impossible for

man's limited understanding, because k limited understanding

could master the manifold of concrete patterns of diverging

series of scattering conditions, only if that manifold could

be systematized; and it cannot be systematized. On the other

hand, though for a different reason, deduction and prediction

are impossible for the unrestricted act of understanding; for

it could deduce only if it advanced in knowledge l,by transforming

one abstract premiss into another or by combining abstract

premisses with concrete information; but unrestricted understanding

does not advance in knowledge, for it already) kiwis everything.

Again, unrestricted understanding could predict only if some

events were present relative to it and other events were future

relative to it; but unrestricted understanding is non-temporal;

it is, so to speak, outside the totality of temporal sequences,

for that totality is part of whack the everything about everything

else that it grasps in undersanding itself; and as it grasps

everything about everything else in a single view, so it grasps

*IA the totality of temporal sequences in a single view.
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8.	 Causality.

By asking what being is, we have been led to

conceive an unrestricted act of understanding. If now we ask

what causality is, we shall be led to affirm that there is kw

such an unrestricted Kb fact.

In general, causality denotes the objective and

real counterpart of the questions and further questions raised

by the detached, disinterested, and unrestricted desire to know.

As such questions are of various kinds, distinctions are to be

drawn between different types of causes.

The basic division is between external and

internal causes. Internal causes are the central and conjugate

potency, form, and act, wnich already have been examined.

External causes are efficient, final, and exemplary, and they

may be considered in three manners, namely, in concrete instances,

in principle, and in the fulness that results from applying

the principles. Thus, in some concrete instance, a community

may be divided by a river and see in a bridge the solution to

many of its problems; an engineer will examine the site and

design an appropriate bridge; finally, contractors will assemble

laborers and materials to build it. The final cause in this

case will be the use to which the bridge is put by the community;

tree efficient cause will be the work of building it; the exemplary

cause will be the design grasped and conceived by the engineer.

However, one may not assume that the universe is just like

a bridge, and so if one is to affirm efficient, final, and

exemplary causality as generally valid principles, one must

go to the root of these notions and determine whetner or not

.1

	

	 of general validity. Finally, if such general validity

is affirmed, then since efficient, final, and exemplary causes
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sooner or later
are external, one will be ledAo conceive and affirm a first

agent, a last end, a primary exemplar of the universe of

proportionate being, and then the principle of causality
;4,	 co.K.u, ar.a-	 Cc,,<,K.r¢.

will acquire fulness that it lacked as long as itsA implications

had not been ascertained.

Our first task,tluz accordingly, is to investigate

the transition from familiar but anthropomorphic notions of

external causality to their root in a universally applicable

principle. We assume that exemplary causality is a fact

illustrated by inventions, that efficient causality is a fact

illustrated by industry, and that final causality is a fct

illustrated by the use to which the products of invention and

industry are put. We ask whether such facts are instances of

a principle capable of bearing human knowledge from the

realm of proportionate being to that of transcendent being.

Our answer will be affirmative, and the reasons for it run

as follows.

In the first place, being is intelligible.

It is neither beyond nor apart nor different from the intelli-

gible. It is what is to be known by intelligent grasp and

reasunable affirmation*. It is the objective of the detached

and disinterested desire to inquire intelliently and to

reflect critically; and that desire is unrestricted. On

the other hand, what is apart from being is nothing, and so

what is apart from intelligibility is nothing. It follows

that to talk about mere matters of fact that admit no explanation

is to talk about nothing. If existence is mere matter of fact,

it is nothing. If occurrence is mere matter of fact, it is

nothing. If it is a mere mat ter of fact that we know and

that there are to be .known classical and statistical laws,
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genetic operators and their dialectical perturbations, explanatory

genera and species, emergent probability and upward finalistic

dynamism, then both theA lmoati and the known are nothing.

This is rude and harsh, and one may be tempted to take flight

Into the counter-positions, to refuse to identify the real

with being, confuse objectivity with extroversion, mistake

mere experiencing for human knowing. But any such escape is

only\ t empo racy. Bela Despite their pullulating variety and

perennial vitality, the counter-positions bring about their

own reversal the morndnt they claim to be grasped intelligently

and affirmed reasonably. Since the claim cannot be avoided

by an intelligent and reasonable subject, the reversal cannot

be avoided; and since the reversal cannot be avoided, ultimately

one will be back to affirm that being is intelligible and that

the mere matter of fact without explanation is apart from being.

In the second place, one cannot confine human

knowledge within the domain of proportionate being without

condemning it to mere matters of fact without explanation
of knowledge

and so stripping it/not only of transcendent but also of

proportionate being. In other words, every positivism is

involved essentially in the counter-positions.

For we do not ?plow until we judge; our

judgments rest on a grasp of the virtually unconditioned;

and the virtually unconditioned is a conditioned that happens

to have its conditions fulfilled. Thus, every judgment raises

a further question; it reveals tm a conditioned to be virtually

unconditioned and by that very stroke it reveals conditions

that happen to be fulfilled; that happening is a matter of

fact and, if it is not to be a mere matter of fact without

explanation, a further question arises.
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But proportionate being is being proportionate

to our knowing. As our judgments rest on a grasp of the

	 )virtually unconditioned, so every proportionate being in its 1

every aspect is a virtually unconditioned. As a matter of fact,

it is, and so it is unconditioned. But it is unconditioned,

not formally in the sense that it has no conditions whatever,

but only virtually in the sense t:iat its conditions happen

to be fulfilled. To regard that happening as ultimate to

is to affirm a mere matter of fact without any explanation.

To account for one happening by appealing to another is to

change the topic without meeting the issue, for if the other
mere

happening is regarded as/mg.i matter of fact without any

explanation then either it is not being or else being is not

the intelligible.

Such is the nerve of the argument, and it can

be given as many distinct applications as there are distinct

features of proportionate being.

If nothing existed, there would be no one to

ask questions and nothing to ask questions about. The most

fundamental of all questions, then, asks about existence

yet neither empirical science nor a methodically restricted

philosophy can have an adequate answer. Statistical laws

assign the frequencies with which things exist, and the

explanation of statistical laws will account for the respective

numbers of different kinds of things. But the number of

existents is one thing, and their existing is another. Again,

in particular cases, tine scientist can deduce one existent

from others, but not even in particular cases can he account

for the existence of the others to which he appeals for his

premisses. As far as empirical science goes, existence is
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just a matter of fact. Nor is the 	 0 methodically	 restricted

philosophy better off. So far from accounting for existence,

the philosopher can establish that it cannot be accounted for

within the limits of proportiona ue being. For every proportionate

being that exists, exists conditionally;±Auc it exists inasmuch

as tie	 d4. dif conditions of its existence happen to be fulfilled;

and the contingence of that happening cannot be eliminated by

appealing to another happening tnat equally is contingent,

What is true of existence, is no less true of

occurrence. Both questions and answers occur, and so without

occurrences there would be neither questions nor answers.

Stauistical laws assign the respective numbers of different

kinds of occurrences, but their mum numbers are one thing

and their occurring is anth another. Tn particular cases,

the scientist can deduce some occurrences from others, but the

others are no less ix conditioned than those that are deduced.

Without initial premis se s, there is no deduction; and without

conditions that happen to be fulfilled, tLlere are no initial

premisses. As far as empirical science goes, occurrence is
a

just a matter of fact, and X& methodically restricted philosophy

can repeat the argument about existence to show that occurrence

too must be regarded as mere matter of fact as long as one

remains withLn the realm of proportionate being.

Further, everything that is to be imo+vn by

empirical science and by restricted philosophy is penetrated

by the contingence of existence and occurrence. Cli ssical

laws are not what must be; they are empirical; they are what

in fact is so. Genetic operators enjoy both a minor and a

major flexibility, and so in each concrete case the operator

is what in fact it happens to be. Explanatory genera and
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species are not avatars of Plato's eternal Ideas; the7 are more

or less successful solutions to contingent problems set by con-

tingent situations. The actual course of generalized emergent

probability is but one among a largo number of other probable

courses, and the probable  courses are a minority among possible

courses; the actual course, then, is what in fact it happens to

be. So far from eliminating such contin:once, the scientist

is restricted by his method to ascertaining mhat in fact are

the classical laws and genetic operators, what in fact are the

explanatory genora and species, what in fact is the actual course

of generalized emergent probability, Nor can a philosophy

restricted to proportionate being offer more than an account

of what in fact the structure of this universe is, nor can he

base this account on more than what in fact the structure of

human knowing is.

Our first step was to affirm the intelligibility

of being and the itighalg4wIfte nothingness of the tare mere matter

of fact that admitted no explanation. Our second step was to

affirm that, if one remained within the limits of proportionate

being, one was confronted at every turn with mere matters of

^e.. e-x13^a^ 4-t-ibla-r-‘..2-	 iat%

knoi a ,-o r sekendeaat Nosh-n

fact with no possible explanation. There follows at once the

negative conclusion that knovaedge of transcendent being cannot

be excluded, if there is proportionate being, and being is

inballig-Iola 	 td— 1 a ‘ as.:is12 at^ :e t w of-o ld cx e.ai.0 -efA*tra`—

t he....Eactizksit:e -
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intelligible. And this conclusion gives rise to the further

question, In what does our knowledge of transcendent being

consist?

Bathe third place, then, a transcendent being

relevant to our problem must possess two basic attributes.

On the one hand, it must not be contingent in any respect,

for if it were, once more we would be confronted with the mere

matter of fact that wo have to avoid. On the other hand,

besides being self—explanatory, the transcendent being must

be capable of grounding the explanation of everything about

everything else; for without this second attribute, the

a	 nibēing-r o^a1-ā.it	 0 se- Sys ,,nctiaoritali iiit`tl

transcendent being ~Mould leave unsolved eft our problem of

contingence in proportionate being.

The foregoing requirements may be expressed

in another manner. Every proportionate being is a conditioned

that happens to have its condit ions Intl fulfilled, But being

is intelligible, and so there is no more happening, no contingence

that is ultimate. Still, proportionate being both exists and

exists contingently; t.norefore, it is not ultimate; therefore,

some oth.,r being is ultimate, and it is not contingent.

Moreover, the ultimate being not only must be self-explanatory

itself but also it must be capable of explaining everything

else; for otherwise proportionate being would remain a conditioned

that merely a happened to have its conditions fulfilled; in its

every aspect it would be mere matter of fact; and as mere mattsvr

of fact is nothing, it would be nothing.  
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To put the same point in still another i	 St

fashion, one has only to formulate correctly the already acimow-

lodged facts of final, dAte exemplary, and efficient causality.

For one misses the real point to efficient

causality if one supposes that it consists simply in the

necessitztthat conditioned being becomes virtually unconditioned

only if its conditions are fulfilled. On that formulation,

efficient causality would be satisfied by an infinite regress

in which each conditioned has its conditions fulfilled by a

prior conditioned or, perhaps more realistically, by a circle

illustrated by the scheme of recurrence. however, the real

requirement is that, if conditioned being is being, it has to
or exist or occur

be intelligible; it cannot be merely as a matter of fact for

which no explanation is to be asked or expected, for the non-

incelligible is apart from being. Now both the infinite

regress and the his circle are, simply agr*re fates of mere

matters of fact; they fail to m4-the Beet-si-ty. provide

for the intelligibility of conditioned being; and so they

do not succeed in assigning an efficient cause for being that

is intelligible yet conditioned. Nor can an efficient cause

be assigned, until one affirms a being that both is itself

without any conditions and rOOltialei can ground the fulfilment

of conditions for anything else that can be. 1

Again, if there are conditioned beings, there

also is the fulfilling of their conditions; and if there are

no mere matters of fact that remain ultimately unexplained,

than no conditions are fulfilled simply at random. But if

no conditions are fulfilled simply at random, than all are

fulfilled in accord with some exemplar; and so there must be

Irl
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an examplary cause that can ground the intelligibility of the

pattern in which are or would be fulfilled all conditions that

are or would be fulfilled.

Again, becau e being is intelligible, it also is

good. As potentially intelligible, it is a manifold, and this

manifold is good inasmuch as it can stand under the formal

good of order. But possible orders are many; they include

incompatible alternatives; they develop but do so flexibly

in a variety of manners; they can fail at any stage in many

different ways to bring forth their dialectical correction.

If then in any universe there is one actual a order, if i+illst

that actual order lies within being and so is not X2B mere

matter of fact, then the order must be a value and its selection

due to rai;ional choice. Similarly, if in every possible universe

being is intelligible and the intelligible is good, then the

a^-^eas ible it 1 -	 • 11 . :

ossibility that it cou`ld be selected as a value by a rational

oice.

The point -may be reinforced ;by considering

a ternatives. First,	 en, efficient and exemplary, causality,/

r..veal ,a transcenden being that ,Srounds everything; e7/se.

T e t ansce 7 ent being is eithe necessary or c¢nti 'gent; but
/

not cbntin ent, for the it would be a c'on 4tioned with/

c ' ►nditions to be fulfilled and so in need of : • efficient and

e emplary cause. Secondly, in any given universe of conditio.ed

d many more are possible. It e actual order

resu "t-s--from--some -selection

't..^..1;
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the possibility of every universe is the possibility of its

being selected by an ultimate rational choice.

This may seem too rapid, and so it may be well

to go back over the argument. First, the universe of proportionate

being is shot through with con,inrence. Secondly, mere contingence

is apart from being, and soithere must be an ul -cimate ground

for the universe, and that ground cannot be contingent. Thirdly,

the necessary ultimate ground cannot be necessitated in grounding

a contingent universe, and it cannot be 419' arbitrary in

grounding an intelligible and good universe. It cannot be

necessitated, for what follows necessarily from the necessary

is equally necessary, It cannot be axi arbitrary, for what

results arbitrarily from the necessary results as a mat mere

matter of fact without any possible explanation. But what is

neither necessary nor arbitrary yet intelligible and a value,

is what proceeds freely from the reasonable choice of a rational

consciou sness.

The final cause, then, is the ground of value,

and it is the ultimate cause of causes for it overcomes con-

tingence at its deepest level. Being cannot be arbitrary,

and contingent being cannot be necessary. It follows  that

contingent being must be a reasonably realized possibility.

Its possibility is grounded in the exemplary cause, its

realization in the efficient cause, but its reasonableness

in the final cause. Oithout that reasonableness, it would

be arbitrary and so it -iou?.ld be apart from being; but what is

apart from being, is not possible; and what is not possible,

cannot be realized.
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Such, then, is the transition from efficient,

exemplary, and final causality as facts within the domain of

proportionate being to universal principles that bear our

knowing into the domain of transcendent being.

The reader, pm perhaps, will feel that the

transition has failed to 
A
tlt these notions of causalicya. ^ro ►+c^

their anthropomorphic quality, So far fron getting away

from man, they lead rather obviously to the affirmation of a ,

unconditioned intelligent and rational consciousness that freely

grounds the universe in much the same fashion as the conditioned

intelligent and rational consciousness of man grounds freely

his own actions and products. Our answer is twofold. On the

one hand, the specifically human, the anthropomorphic, is not

a pure intelligent and rational consciousness but a consciousness

In tension between the pure desire and other desire. On the

other hand, in so far as one considers in man solely his

intelligent and rational consciousness, one cannot but deal

with what is related intimately to the universe and its ultimate

ground. For what is the universe and its ground but the

objective of man's detached, disinterested, unrestricted desire

to knovr?
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9. The Notion of God.

If God is a being, he is to be lmown by intelli,

gent grasp and reasonable affirmation. Accordingly, two

c	 i	 -4ri.se ;	 a	 `s-?t

questions arise, namely, what is God and whether God is.

But by asking what being is, already we have been led to the

conclusion that the idea of being vo uld be the content of an

unrestricted act of understanding that primarily understood

itself and consequently grasped every other intelligibility.

Now, as will appear, our concept of an unrestricted act of

understanding has a number of implications and,' when they are
{ 

worked out, it becomes manifest that ire is one and the same
	,,, 	 ^o -c ^-^dc.frt-%c,,pC.;  .►- ►̂v/^	 ' , „A:4) a,.^.rG -C	 ^t vwcV.rw^w^.°t-

n,t4- -t ie---tm o	 gat i0
,z4-l0-X" ^'ie d., r,^.

First, then, if there is an unrestricted act

of understanding, there is by identity a primary intelligible.

For the unrestricted act understands itself.

Secondly, because the act is unrestricted, there

would be no possibility of correction, or revision, or improvement,

and so the unrestricted act would be invulnerable as understanding.

Moreover, since it knew itself, it would know it was unrestricted

and so invulnerable. Accordingly, by identity, it would be

a reflective act of understanding grasping itself as unconditioned

and so correct and true; and so, by identity, the primary

intelligible would be also the primary truth.

Thirdly, what is known by correct and true

understanding is being; so the primary intelligible would be

also the primary being; and the primary being would be spiritual

in the full sense of the identity of the intelligent and intelligible.

^_^
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Fourthly, the primary being would be without any

defect or lack or imperfection. For were tnere any defect or

lack or imperfection, at least unrestricted understanding would 	 f;-

grasp what was missing. But the consequent is impossible, and

so the antecediaent must be false. For the

id`efhtrlea - with 	 4 primary being is

identical with what is gras ed by the unre stricted l act , and so

the primary being has all the perfection grasped by the unrestricted

act.

Fifthly, the good is identical with intelligible

being, and so the primary intelligible and completely perfect

primary being also is the primary good.

Sixthly, as the perfection of the spiritual

requires that the intelligible also be intelligent, so too it

requires that affirmable truth be affirmed and the lovable good

be loved. Buu the primary intelligible also is the primary

truth and being and the primary good; and so in a completely

pernfect spiritual being the primary intelligible reettly

is identical not only with an unrestricted act of understanding

but also with a completely perfect act of affirming the primary

truth and a completely perfect act of loving the primary good,

Moreover, the act of affirmzing is not a second act distinct

from the unrestricted act of understanding, nor the act of loving

a third act distinct from the understanding and the affirming.

For if they were, then the primary being would be incomplete

and imperfect and in need of further acts of affirming and

loving to be completed and perfected. Hence, one and the

same reality is Min at once unrestricted understanding and

the primary intelligible, reflective understanding and the

unconditioned, perfect affirming and the primary truth, perfect
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loving the primary good..

Seventhly, the primary intelligible is self-f

explanatory. For if it, were not, it would be incomplete in

intelligibility; and me have already shown any defect or lack

or imperfection to be incompatible with unrestricted understanding.

_;i ghthly, the primary being is unconditioned.

For the primary being is identical with the primary intelligible;

and the primary intelligible must be unconditioned, for if it

depended on anything else, it would not be self-explanatory.

Finally, it is impossible for the primary intelligible to be

completely independent and the primary being, identical with it,

to be depend on something else.

Ninthly, the primary being eitner is necessary

or impossible. For it cannot be contingent, since the contingent

is not self-explanatory. Bence, if it exists, it exists of

necessity and without any conditions; and if it does not exist,

tnen it is impossible, for tnere is no condition from which it

could result. But mnether it exists or nog not, is a quesoion

that does not pertain to the idea of being or to the notion of

God.

Tenthly, there is only one primary being. For

entia non sunt mu.ltiplicanda praeter necessitatem, and there is

no necessity for more than one. Moreover, if there was more
or would not

than one primary being, then each would/be identical with an

unrestricted act of understanding. If not, then the incelligibles

identical with restricted acts of understanding would not be

primary beings. If so, tt!ere would be several primary beings

similar in all respects; for unrestricted acts cannot grasp

different objects without one or more failing to grasp what

another grasps and so ceasing to be unrestricted acts.

0
^ .	 ` ^ -:..•-._ .^ _ _.
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But there cannot be several primary beings similar in all respects,

for then they would differ merely empirically; and the merely

empirical is note pletvlar ealig-ible. Accordingly, there

can be only one primary being.

In the d01.4weAtly eleventh place, the primary being

is simple. For the primary being is a single act that at once

is unrestricted understanding and perfect affirming and perfect

loving; and it is identical with the primary intelligible alld the

primary truth and the primary good.

It does not admit the compusiteness of central

and conjugate forms. For there are no other beings of the same

order with which it could be conjugate; and as it is but a single

act, it has no need of a unifying central form.

Nor does it admit the composit4ness of potency
beyond all developement,

and form. For it is a spiritual being and potency has been
either with a capacity to develop or with

identifiedAlMh the^t-a'is empirical residue and vitil maoeriality.

Nor does it admit the compositeness of distinct

form and act. For if it exists, it exists necessarily. Moreover,

if the primary intelligible and primary being and primary good

are named form or essence, and the unr stricted act of understanding,

affirming, loving are named act or existence or occurrence, still

they are not distinct butt identical.

In the twelfth place, the primary being is

timeless. It is without continuous time, for it is spiritual

while continuous time presup -noses the empirical residue and

materiality. And it is without order ordinal time, for it does

not mesa goz develop.
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In the thirteenth place, if the primary being

exists, it is eternal, For it is timeless, and eternity is

timeless existence.

however, besides the primary intelligible, there

are to be considered the secondary intelligibLes; for the

unrestricted act of understanding, inasmuch as it understands

itself, also grasps everything; about everything else.

In the fourteenth place, then, the secondary

intelligibles are conditioned. For they are what is to be

understood, if the iri2nary intelligible is understood.

It follows that they are distinct from the

primary intelligible, for they are conditioned and it is uncon-

ditioned.

Still, though the secondary intelligibles are

distinct from the primary, they need not be distinct realities.

For knowing does not consist '-in taking a look at something

else and so, though the secondary intelligibles are known,
I

they need not be something else to be looked at Moreover,

the primary being is without any lack or defect or imperfection;

but it would be imperfect if	 f urtuer realities

were needed for the unrestricted act of understanding to be

unrestric wed.

Finall', the secondary intelligibles nay be

mere objects of thought. For they are grasped as distinct

from the primary intelligible, yet they need not be distinct

realities. Thus, the infinity of Vt0i positive	 integers

is grasped by us in grasping the generative principle of the

series.

t
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In the fifteenth place, the primary being is

the omnipotent efficient cause.

bti For the primary being would be imperfect if it could

ground all possible universes as objects of thought but not

as realities; similarly, the primary good would be imperfect

if it was good in itself but not the source of other instances

of the good. But the primary being and primary good is xidk

without any	 imperfection; and so it can ground any

possible universe and originate any other instance of tie good.

In the sixteenth place, the primary being is

the a omniscient exemplary cause. For it is the idea of

being, and in itself it grasps the intelligible order of

every possible universe of beings in their every component

and aspect and detail.

In the seventeenth place, the primary being

is free. For the secondary intelligibles are contingent:I

tney need not be distinct realities; they can be merely objects

of thought; tney are not unconditioned either in intelligibility

or in goodness, and so they are not uxc ditioned in being,
not apart from

which isprviatiktbe intelligibility and goodness. But

contingent being as contingent cannot be necessary and as

being cannot be arbitrary; it remains that, i tha^ tex i st,

they exist f in virtue of the freedom of unrestricted understanding

and perfect affirming and perfect loving.

In the eighteenth place, because man develops,

every additional element of understanding and affirming and

willing is a further act and reality in him. But the perfect

primary being does not develop, for it is without defect or

lack or imperfection; and so the unrestricted act understands

and affirms and wills contingent beings to be without any      

0  
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increment or change in its reality.

There follow a number of conclusions of considerable

importance. Though often enough they are supposed to be extremely

difficult, the only difficulty lies in grasping the differences
tka

b^et^^+	 rg amInax a d'metaphysics. Granmiar is concerned with wordsn
and sentences; logic is concerned with concerts and judgments;

but metaphysics is concerned with the t`

enumeration of the Delki.ettes necessary and sufficient realities

on the supposition that judgments are true.

The first corollary is that every contingent

predication concerning God also is an extrinsic denomination.I

In other words, God is intrinsically the sane vrhether or not he

understands, affirms, wills, causes this or that universe to be.

If he does not, then God exists and nothing else exists. If he

does, God exists and the universe in question exists; the two

existences suffice for the truth of the judgments that God

understands, affirms, wills, effects the universe; for God is

unlimited in perfection, and wilat is unlimited in Of perfection

must understand, affirm, will, effect whatever else is.

The second corollary is that, though the extrinsic

denominator is temporal, the contingent predication concerning

God can be eternal. For an eternal act is timeless; in it all

instants are one and the same instant; and so what is true at

any instant is true at every instant. Hence, if,y.,at any

instant it is true tnat God understands, affirms, wills the

existence of Alexander's horse Bucephalus, then the rne..aphysical

conditions of the truth are the existence of God and the existence

of Bucephalus; moreover, though Bucephalus exists only for a

short period, # still God knows eternally understands, affirms,

and wills Bucephalus to exist for that short period.
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The third corollary is divine efficacy. It is

impossible for it to be true that God understands, affirms, wills,
effects

anything to exist or occur without it being true that the thing

exists or the event occurs exactly as God understands, affirms,

or wills it. For one and the same metaphysical condition is

needed for the truth of both	 propositions, namely,

the relevant contingent existence or occurrence.

The fourth corollary is inverse to the third,

namely, that divine efficacy does not impose necessity upon its

consegajnts. In the light of divine la efficacy it Is quite

true that if God understands or affirms or wills or effects this

or that to exist or occur, then it is impossible for the this or

that not to exist or not to occur. Still, the existence or

occurrence is a Ribtirh	 meta.physical condition of the truth

of the antecedent, and so the 	 consequence merely

enuntiates the principle of identity, namely, if there is the

existence or occurrence, then there is the existence or occurrence.

To recall Aquinast repeated illustration, Socrates, dun sedit,

necessario sedit, necessitate tamen non absoluta sed conditionata.

The fifth corollary is the scientia media.

Since the divine act of understanding is unrestricted and true,

it not only grasps every possible world order but also the foregoing

four corollaries. Hence independently of any free decision

(in silo antecedente oninem actum voluntatis) God knows that

if he were to will any world order, then that order would be

realized in every aspect and detail: but a every world order

-41• 1 =	 .	 i. _ 	 _ . .. •._ _
P►, 1̂°..^^4 911 J' â,d1er^ o^=
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is a single, intelligible pattern of completely determinate

existents and events; and so quite apart from any divine decision,

God knows exactly what every free will would choose in each

successive set of circumstances contained in each possible world

VD	 order.
I

The foregoing scientia media includes Molina's

notion of divine wisdom grasping; the order of every possible

universe but it does not include Molina's tendency to speak

of the conditioned futurables as entities at which God looks

for guidance. Again, it rests neither on Molina's super-comprehension
unexplained

of the human will nor on Suarez'/objective truth but on Aquinas'

familiar contentions on the immutability of God and the conditioned

necessity-of what God 1mors or wills or causes. Finally, it

is tUdd radically opposed to Scotist valdiat.VALitat voluntarism

and to the voluntaristic decreta hypothetice praedeterminant ia.

In the nineteenth place, God would be the creator.

For if God's efficient causality presupposed the existence of

some matter and was limited to fashioning and ordering it,

then the existence of this matter would be unexplained; ami but

what ultimately is unexplained, does not pertain to being;

and so the alleged matter Aproves to be nothing.

It may be said that, in fact, there is in this

universe a merely empirical residue that is unexplained. But

one may answer that the empirical residue of individuality,

of the continuum, of particular places and times, and of the

non-systematic divergence of actual frequencies, while unexplained

by the particular sciences, partly are understood in cognitional

theory and metaphysics and f-or-h®^ywes`b' ultimately are accounted

for by God's creative decision. For the prime potency of

individuality is the condition of the possibility of universal

E 0	 0
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knowledge and conanon natures; )the prime pouency of the space-time

continuum is the condition of the possibility of abstract and

invariant laws 	 of concrete probabilities/ and their cumulation

into at a world order of emergent probability; the non-systematic,

finally, is transcended by an unrestricted act of understanding.

Moreover, the empirical residue grounds the manifold of the pouential

good and, inasmuch as it stands under world order, it possesses

tue value that accrues to the contingent through the reasonableness

of the freedom of	 a completely 1 ise and good being.

,the- trxent4a.th 3ace, _God. v^a id_ocknsetITA.

flos`-the . ea-lity_ ofefficient ca aalit i.s the	 a	 as-'dape -ent

drr"tnb--en'ū30: '11bre expla d..t.ly , --t4e-rnetNapb.ys	 cZ -it1ian -et

therth ^theaepodenhat -his tie,-efi^ic-fie t u -B

3s' tie ire r]. y o	 -re l	 n of —encl ce -B Iftth"3ta-e-pelst-%o

A:\.10-r	 ie saua ity_is-sat coma it 	 by" ā -- rā abler'

"fnfl c e-u ro c ēadin g sera A --to -B ;Naar-  ts..it-r^e.ont tit ē2i-fig,

a-thiange•-in kA
	4444

In theA aa#^-iet	 lace , God would be the conserver.

His efficient causality would not produce a universe and then
v-s, Aka. ^e a ► 	 f .

leave it to its own devices but, ttrrwo uld be exercised as long

as the universe or any of its parts existed. For the metaphysical

condition of the truth of the proposition that A causes B

is the reality of a relation of dependence (ut a nuo) in B with

respect to 8 A. It is not, as the counter-positions would have it,

an imaginable "influence" occupying the space intermediate between

A and B. It is not a change in A, for the fire does not change

when it ceases to cook the potatoes and begins to cook the steak.

It is B as emerging or existing or occurring in intelligible

dependence on A. But no contingent being is self-explanatory,

and so every contingent being, as long as it is, is in intelligible
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sal dependence on the self-explanatory being,t
twenty- see'e 	 j

Lnthe/ \t	 -irst̂ place, Gad would be the first

agent of eas ^ 4.itattk, , every event, every development, every

emergent. For every such occurrence is conditioned, and ether

the conditions diverge and scatter throughout the universe or

else they forma scheme of recurrence which, however, emerges

and survives only on conditions that diverge and scatter throughout

the universe. It follows that only the came of the order of

the universe can be the sufficient ground for the occurrence of

any event; further, since every development and every emergence

depends upon a complex of events, only the cause of the order

of the universe can be the sufficient ground for any development

or emergence.

Jt follows, further, that God applies every

contingent agent to its operation. For the agent operates

in accord with the pattern of world order when the conditions

of the operation are fulfilled; but the conditions are fulfilled

when other events occur; and God is the first agent of each of

those occurrences. Moreover, it follows that every created

agent is an instrument in executing the divine plan; for its

operation is the fulfilment of a condition for other events;

and so it is used by a higher agent for an ulterior end..

Finally, if it follows that God by his intelligence moves all

things to their proper ends; for God causesA event and applies

every agent and uses every operation inasmuch as he is the cause

of the order of the universe.

It will be noted that this account of divine

control of events differs from the accounts of both adatixe6666

_	 I 	,_	 ^.	 ;_.Baste-z        

C4 0  
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Banez and Molina. For they ascribe divine control of all events

to the fact that God by a peculiar activity controls each.

But on the above analysis God controls each event because

he controls all, and he controls all because he alone can
every

be the cause of the order of the universe on which/ftamk event

depends. Moreover, though- our analysis

is cast in contemporary terms, one has only to replace modern

by Aristotelian physics to arrive, at the thought and expressions

of Aquinas. See my article on Gratis Opdrans, Theoloical

Studies,

n the twonty-see^o^iāplace , God would be the?

•l-tine to finaI7b. use ,5f the, jorsa1 universe. For in an i

telligently e red universe, ever potency is for its form,

nd%every form for its act; eve manifold is a potential good
e realized with effective probability;

which bigger unitie s and/drders ^ eali ,every

eālization of hither unities and orders ):s for the realization
i"

thd-yt aloader, ,_ ānd ev ry".failur /to realizec,orddr'
even

f the total order; finally, away men's failures o be

telligunt and reasonable ge::erate a dialec cal tension

hat. heightens the demand for order and - . kes it more secure

waen attained. But the order of t universe is the object

f God's necessarily wise and =asonable choic= , it is the

ghighest of created actual alues , contai

as its parts s all other created vs

a\v4ue

within itself

it ises: and fi

In the twien y-second place, God wo	 be the

u timate final /Cause  of the minima crea	 strImnā-tdie
.-,64;41a4eo	 it
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In the twenty-second place, God would be the

ultimate final cause of any universe, the ground of its value,

and the ultimate objective of all finalistic Orp,i striving,

For, as we have seen, the primary intelligible rr ou;1d be incomplete

if in it were not to be grasped every other intelligible; the

primary being would be imperfect in being, if it could not originate

other being; and the primary good would be lacking in goodness

if it were sterile and 4404 could not be the source of other

instances of the good. Inversely, then, the secondary intelligibles

are intelligible because of the completeness of the primary;

contingent beings are possible because of the perfection of

primary being; and other instances of the good can arise because

of the excellence of the primary good, Mat what is possible

because of the perfection and excellence of another, also vill

be actual because of that perfection and excellence; and so I

God's perfect ion and excellence must be the final cause of

everything else.

sag	 tin ri $-in 1-igikl .,ar „deri 4-i 

rd--be.aaase	 u.al rlc1 cite r %a-chi oArr--by	 ri1f, n ^--tl

ri►et me^nel^ ` āe. - s iii\azeordN4th-Unilicb4d,andbatittst

t3t,

Moreover, a value is a possible object of

reasonable choice, and so the ground of value is the ground

of possibility in objects and of reasonableness in choosing.

But every possible world order is grasped in the primary

intelligible and derived from it; and any actual world order

is chosen by a willing that not merely accords with unrestricted

understanding but is identical with it hence God would be

the ground of rAi=mari— the value of any world order and, indeed,
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a ground that is identical with the standard of what true value is.

Further, it has been sail seen that the immanent

order of this universe is a compound Tdrpo conditioned series

of things and schemes of recurrence realized in accord with

successive schedules of probabilities; and it has been added

that, from the viewpoint of unrestricted understanding, the

non-systematic vanishes to yield. place to a fully determinate

and absoluuely efficacious plan and intention. It follows

that finality is to be conceived more accurately. Instead of

an upward but indeterminaue ly directed dynamism, there is the

intended ordination of each potency for the form it receives,

of each form for the act it receives, of each manifold of sac

lower acts for the higher unities and integrations under which

they are subsumed. So it is that every tendency and force,

every movement and change, every desire and striving are

designed to bring about tree order of t he universe in the manner  

in which in fact they contribute to It; and since the order of

Lhe universe itself has been shown to be because of the perfection

and excellence of the primary being and good, so all that is for

the order of the nnirmse universe is headed ultimately to the

perfection and excellence that is its sox primary source and

ground.

In the twenty-third place, there follows a

transformation of metaphysics as we have conceived it. For

the metaphysics of proportionate being becomes a subordinate

part of a more general metaphysics that envisages the transcendent

idea of being.

In the 414 twenty-fourth place, there follows

a transformation of eteitA4 the ethics based on restricted

metaphysics. For that ethics was concerned with the col,sistency  

0 0
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of knowing and doing within the individual's rational self-

consciousness. But now it is clear that true knowledge NNW

not only is true but also is an apprehension of the divinely

doliaallf ordained order of the universe, and that doing consistent

with knowing not merely is Mow consistent with knowing but

also is man' s cooperation with God in the realization of the

order of the universe. Inversely, error becomes a Yai

deviation not only from truth but also from God, and wrong-doing

takes on the character of sin against God.

In the twenty-fifth place, something must be said

about evil and sin. For it 'would seem that, since God is the

efficacious cause of everything in the universe, he\must be

the author of all its evils and responsible for all its sins.

But before Leaping to that conclusion, let us distinguish between

physical evil, moral evil, and basic sin.

By basic sin I shall mean tile failure of free

will to choose a morally obLigatory course of action or its

failure to	 14 a morally reprehensible course of action.

-i-s--not iōir--oi'- bra i^""^ .Ti7 ōZ:l't^^ f	 e -ac?ra e $-ei' l-]

rIs
_the aapae ity to- rairrgai-re s?ooni%-''liō

e..sentation of the -1773-1

Thus , basic sin is the root of the irrational in man's rational

self-consciousness. As intelligently and rationally conscious,

man grasps and affirms what he ought to do and what he ought not

to do; but knowing is one thing and doing is another; if he

wills, he does what he ought; if he wills, he diverts his

attention from proposals to do what he ought not; but if he fails

to will, then the 641 obligatory course of action is not executed;

again, if he fails to will, his attention remains on illicit
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proposals; the incompleteness of their intelligibility and the

incoherence of their apparent reasonableness are disegarded;

and in this contraction of consciousness, which is the basic

sin, there occurs the irong action, which is more conspicuous

but re ally derivative •

Next, by moral evils I shall mean the consequences

of basic sins. From the basic sin of not dzixz willing what one

ought to will, there follow moral evils of omission and a heightening

of the temptation in oneself or others to further basic sins.
setting aside

From the basic sin of not/1 .11;itiig illicit pr oposals, there

follows tu .zeir execution and a more positive init heightening

of tension and temptation in oneself,or in one! s social milieu.

Finally, by jolts physical evils I shall mean all

the short-comings of a world order that consists, in so f ar as

we understand it, in a generalized emergent probability. For

in such an order the unordered manifold is prior to the formal

good of erdem higher unities and higher orders: the trade e

undeveloped is prior to the developed; tLere are false starts,

breakdowns, failures; advance is at the price of risk; security

is mated with sterility; and the life of man is guided by an

intelligence that has to develop and ix a willingness that has

to be acquired.

1

eat-.i.s	 t-Naaxe	 eat zdant_ of._the surd - asic-siL.e r.Nan

`tlaetirahar "4aad `-mo r'i-9*.ti.].-s...filar s	 e	 '

-alaacla-;b6NA-e-111T-i-ff•-ari-ltt-err2-3.

Now it is not difficult to grasp the relevance

of this threefold distinction to our problem. For a problem

is a ques -cion for intelligence; it defines an intelligibility to
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to be grasped; and clearly intelligence cannot lump together

basic sins, moral evils, and physical evils.

In the first place, all that intelligence can

grasp with respect to basic sins is that there is no intelligibility

to be grasped. What is basic sin? It is tie irrational. Why does

it occur? If there were a reason, it would not be sin. There

may be excuses; there may be palliatives and extenuating circum-

stances; but there cannot be a reason, for six basic sin consists,

not in yielding to reasons and reasonableness, but in failing

to yield to them; it consists not in inadvertent failure but in

advertence and in acknowledgement of ®b$ obligation that, none

the less,\ is not followed by reasonablex response.

Now if basic sin is simply irrational, if under-

standing it consists in grasping that it has not intelligibility,

then clearly it cannot be in intelligible dependence on ant

anything else. But what cannot be in intelligible dependence

on anything else, Okla/ cannot have a cause; for cause x is

correlative with effect; and an effect is what is in intelligible

dependence on something else. Finally, if basic sins cannot

have a cause, God cannot be their cause. Nor does this conclusion

contradict our earlier affirmation that every event is caused by

God. For basic sin is not an event; it is not something that
positively
// occurs; on the contrary, it consists in a failure of occurrence,

in the 6.4b44-44 absence in the will of a reasonable response

to an obligatory motive.

Further, when a problem contains the irrational,

it can be handled correctly only in a hi t_hly complex and critical

fashion, If the mathematician attributed to imaginary numbers

exactly the same properties as he finds in real numbers, then

certainly he would blunder. A graver but no less inevitable
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blunder	 follow
// awaita anyone that fails to draw the distinctions and 0/4

the rules necessitated by the irrationality of basic sin.

For the familiar disjunction of the principle of as excluded

middle (Either A or not A) must be replaced a by a trichotomy.

Besides what is positively and what simply is not, there is

the irrational xhishmmichkammmok constituted by what could

and ought to belbut is not. Besides the being that God causes,

and the non-being that God does not cause, there is the irrational

t	 ofd,,a6i-timr_:'causkTs_ -nors__ figora ly.. ,disre gam, ^b plea ste>

that God neither causes nor does not cause but permits others

to perpetrate.	 Besides the actual good that God wills and the

unrealized good that God does not will, there are the basic

sins that he neither wills nor doe s not viill but forbids.

- -f-e rlors	 rofo -dT ferēnc-ē ētween `^

. 1 evils; for physical evils are independently

f basic sin; •ut moral evils are the evils t t result from
((

basic sin. The two, then
/

 merit separate onsideration. /%

Now it
ii

'as been seen al ads. that the Ood is

intelligiblexadd' that it may b divided into t) potential,

formal, and actual good accords as it is pote sally, formally,

actually inteliigi'tle. B the order of a universe is
even

iatelligible:nfor our re rioted understanding it is an
ncredibly brilliant	 ergent probability; and for unresttip-ted

derstanding it would be still more intelligible fort 	 non-
;

systematic woui'd vanish. It is true tnat such an o er because

it is dynamic, because it a4vnces from the deaa' lower to the

hiker, because its ways .are those of effect ve probability,

involves much that is only potentially good, much that is

omplete in order and so disorderly, much that is insecure,
_

--^^s^--^^.-^ehed ,	 . It also 3.s ē t^i t-ttel

in
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Clearly, it is not evil but good to create a

being so excellent that it possesses rational self-consciousness

whence freedom naturally follows. It is not evil but good to

leave that freedom intact, to comr_and good indeed and. t o forbid

evil, but to refrain from an interference that would reduce

freedom to an illusory i appearance. Consequently, it is not

evil but good to isk conceive and choose and effect a world

order,	 ''	 even though basic sins will

and do occur; for it is only fallacy to argue that basic sins

either are entities or nonentities and that, if they are entities,

they must be due to God's universal causality, or if they are

nonentities, they must be due to God's unwillin gness to cause

the opposite ec entities.

There remain physical and moral evils. Nae

Now if the criterion of good and evil are sensitive pleasure

and pain, tnen clearly physical and moral evils are ultimately

evil. But the proper criterion of the good is intelligibility,

and in this universe everything but basic sin can be understood

and so is good. For the imperfection of uhe loer is the

potentiality for the higher; the undeve.lope4is for the developed;

and Ent even moral evils through the dialectical tension they

generate head either to their own elimination or to a reinforcement

of the moral good. So it is that a generalized emergent probability

vra -' ie^6aā 1Jed gib=	 ē .- i fiance.- -even.-.by-re-stricted -1-nteal-iten tea(

can be grasped even by our limited understanding as an

immanently and highly intelligible order embracing everything

in our universe.
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In the twenty-sixth place, God is personal. Though

we began from the highly impersonal question, vihat is being,

though we we have been working out the implications of an

unrestricted act of understanding in ise itself and in its

relations to the universe, though we have been sreaking of

an object of thought, which if it exists, will be known as an

object of affirmation in the objective domain of being, still

the not ion at ;which we have arrived is the notion of a personal

being, As man, so God is a rational self-consciousness, for

man was made in the image and likeness of God. But what man

is through unrestricted desire and limited attainrament, God is

as unrestricted act. But an unrestricted act of rational self-

consciousness, however objectively and impersonally it has been

conceived, clearly is satisfies all that is meant by the subject,

the person, the other with an intelligence and a reasonableness

and a willing that is his own.

Moreover, as the idea of being is the notion of
implies

a personal God, so too it i dudes a personalist view of the

order of the universe. For that order is not a blueprint daiog

such as might be drawn up by an architect for a building, nor is

it a plan such as might be imposed by a government given to social

engineering, but it is an intelligibility that is to be grasped

only by compounding classical and statistical, genetic and dialeci.ical

methods, that includes the commands and prohibitions that express

the Ivilling of one about the willing of others, that has room

for the forebearance with which even omnipotent will refuses to

interfere with the will of other persons, that contains the

apparent anomaly of the trichotomy that goes beyond the principle

of excluded middle to make place for the surd of basic sin.
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10. The Affirmation of God.

Our knowledge of being is by intelligent grasp

and reasonable affirmation. By asking what being is, we have

been led to grasp and conceive what God is. Since it has been

shown that being is the core of all meaning, it follows that

our grasp and conception of the notion of God is the most

meaningful of all possible objects of our thought. Still

every object of thought raises a further question; for once

the activity of intelligent consciousness is compldted, the

activity of reflective consciousness begins. Is then God ef*

o+ merely an object of thought? Or is God real? Is he an

object of reasonable affirmation? Does he exist? I

These three further ruestions are one and the

same. For the real is being, and apart from being there is

nothing. Being is not known without reasonable affirmation,

and tie, existence aft is the respect in which ^ is
known precisely inasmuch as it is affirmed reasonably. Hence,

it is one and the same thing to say that God is real, that he

is an object of reasonable affirmation, and that he exists.

2-n /to`-a1)±-irm ti-rat \mod ,-exists -is' not-.t?

sod e e^h i 	^ t  , —gar worfōn i^0d	 it- "Se `

44itri%e` ō-h vlat s .ens \.geworferi/ in 1efy,,ate1't'setii
/

Again, to affirm that God exists is not to

ascribe to him the .t xistenz or geworfen-in-der-Vielt-sein

of existentialist thought. For such existence is the existence

of man, not as intelligently grasped and reasonably affirmed,

but as experiencing, inquiring, and reflecting, yet no obtaining

any definitive answers to his questions about himself.



GTR 10 62

Further, while both the existence of roefAvr-

any proportionate being and the existence of God are to be
I

known through a rationally posited "Yes," it does not follow

that both the existences are the same. For the meaning of

the "Yes" varies with the question that it answers. If one

asks W i^b whethdr a contingent being exists, an affirmative

answer means a contingent existence. But if one asks whether

a self-explanatory being exists, an affirmative answer means

ng a self-explanatory existence.

Again, in the self-knowledge of a self-explanatory

being it would be one and the same thing for him to know what

he is and whether he is. For his knowledge of what he is

would consist in a grasp of the feammd formally unconditioned,

and titie"-urolatitlith.,ieried as the grasp answers the question, What?

so the unconditioned answers the question, Whether?

But it does not follow that the two questions

have a single answer in our knowledge. For when we grasp what

God is, our grasp is not an unrestricted act of understanding

but a restricted understanding that extrapolaues from itself

to an unrestricted act and by asking ever further questions

arrives at a list of attributes of the unrestricted act.

Accordingly, what is grasped is not the unrestricted act

but the extrapolation that proceeds from the properties of

a restricted act to the properties of the tanwatzE ittthelctiak

unrestricted act. thence, when tine extrapolation is completed,

there remains the further question whether the unrestricted

act is just an object of thought or a rnality.

It follows that all forms of the ontological

argument are fallacious. For they argue from the conception of

God to his existence. But our conceptions yield no more than  

J
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analytic propositions. And, as has been seen, one can effect

the transition from the analytic proposition to the analytic

principle only inasmuch as the terms and relations of the

proposition occur in concrete judgments of fact. Hence, while

there is no difficulty in so conc e iving God that the denial of

his existence would be a contradiction in terms, still that

conception yields no more than an analytic proposition; and the

proposition in question can become an analytic principle only

if Sve can affirm t in a concrete judgment of fact tnat God does

exist.

The Anselmian argument, then, is to be met by

distinguishing the premiss, Deus est quo mains cogitari nequit.

One pax grants that it by appropriate definitions and syntactical

rules it can be made into an analytic proposition. But one asks

for the evidence tnat the terms as defined occur in concrete

judgments of fact.

The Cartesian argument seems to be from the concept

idest to the existence of a perfect being. This would be valid

if conceiving were looking and looking were knowing. But tnat

view involves the counter-positions; and when one shifts tot he

positions, one finds that conceptions become knowing only through

tim reflective grasp of the unconditioned.

The Leibnizian argument is from the possibility(

to the actuality of God. As we have seen, God is either necessary

or impossible. But he is not imposible, for the notion of God

is not a contradiction in terms. Therefore, he exists necessarily.

But the major is only an analytic proposition, and so the conclusion

can be no more than an analytic proposition. Further, the reason

offered for the minor calls for a distinction. If there is an

omnipotent God, and if omnipotence conhists in the power to
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produce whatever does not involve an internal contradiction,

then the absence of intiernal contradictionpan; proves possibility.

But if one does not presuppose the eikg existence of divine

omnipotence, then the absence of internal

contradiction proves no more than the coherence of an object of

thought.

=	 _	 ,..
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however, if the ontological ar .1m 	 argument

is to be regarded as fallacious, it may seem that there is no

possibility of affirming rationally the existence of God. For

our distinction between analytic propositions and analytic

principles is equivalent to the verification principle of the
seems

logical positivists. But there /0 no possibility of verifying

an unrestricted act of understanding either in our external or

in our internal experience. And even if the experience were

possible, still t: !e re would be needed the fact before the

existence of God could be affirmed reasonably.

This objection, however, rests on an identification

of the notions of verification and of experience. Yet clearly

if the law of falling bodies is verified, it is not experienced.

All that is experienced is a lame aggregate of contents of acts

of observing. It is not experience but understanding that

unifies the xz aggregate vita by referring them to a hypothetical

law of falling bodies. It is not experience but critical reflection

that1 asks whether the data correspond to the law and whether

the correspondence suffices for an affirmation of the law.

It is not experience but a reflective grasp of the fulfilment

of the conditions  for a probable affirmation teat constitutes

` 

0
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the only act of verifying that exists for the law of falling

bodies; and similarly it is a reflective grasp of the unconditioued

that grounds every other judgment.

Moreover, the potent to the demand for a transition

from analytic propositions to maalytic judgments primarily is

a distinction between different types of unconditioned and only

secondarily does it involve a resemblance to the verification
fita naa%

principle. There is a virtually unconditioned 	 ,,its conditions

fulfilled solely by acts of defining and postulating; such is the

analytic proposition. '.i'o this virtually unconditioned there can

accrue a further fulfillment inasmuch as. what it defines and

what it postulates skialso prove to be vivittvetalv virtually

unconditioned; such is the analytic. principle. This further
a,i-w

fulfilmentareDars in concrete ju.dr ents of fact, such as occur

in the process of verification; and so our position resembles

tat of tae logical pos it ivists. Bat resemblance need not

be identity. For unlike the logical positivists, we are

completely disillusioned of the notion that knowing the real

is somehow looking at what is already out there now. Unlike

them, we have much to say about the unconditioned and, indeed,

it is in the uncond it :coned that we place the whole meaning and

force of verification.

F4nel^yy--i^®^^.^,a^.^.-•,few	 ^icel

a-rg ri ; "" i --wr cleny 	 at ire - 	abl-e—afi-i-rmat#onnef Gtel s'

exiat -eana.e --- oc as-upgs.e a„..al —n ut o-r  o — rrn	 e x p	 3^s ;
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On the one hand, then, the ontological argument

is to be rejected, for conception alone is an insufficient ground

for judgment. On the other hand, what has to be added to mere

conception is, not an experience of God, but a grasp of the

unconditioned. Affirming is an intrinsically rational act;

it proceeds with rational necessity from grasp of the unconditioned;

and the unconditioned to be grasped is, not the formally

unconditioned that God is and tr_at unrestricted understanding

grasps, but the virtually unconditioned that consists in

inferring God's existence from premisses that are true. There

remains but one more preliminary. Already we have remarked

but again we must repeat that proof is not some automatic
an

process tilat results in a jud .nenti as taking	 aspirin ma

relieves a headache, or as turning on a switch sets the digital

computer on its unerring way. All that can be set down in

these pages is a set of signs. The signs can represent a

relevant virtually unconditioned. But grasping it and making

the consequent judgment is an immanent act of ratios 1 consciousness

that each has to perform for himself and no one else can perform

for him.

The existence of God, then, is known as the

conclusion to an argument and, while such arguments are J many,

all of them, I believe, are included in the following general

form.

If the real is completely intelligible, God

exists. But tine real is completely intelligible. Therefore,

God exists.

To begin from the minor premiss, one argues that

being is completely intelligible, that the real is being, and

that therefore the real is completely intelligible.
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Now being is completely intelligible. For being

is the objective of the detached, disinterested, unrestricted

desire to know; 6114 this desire consists in intelligent inquiry
partial

and critical reflection; and it results in/knowledge inasmuch

as intelligent inquiry yields understanding and critical reflection

grasps under uanding to be correct; but it reaches its objectLve,

which is being, only 'when every intelligent question has been

given an intelligent answer and that answer has been so found

to be correct. Being, then, is intelligible, for it is what

ist to be known by correct understanding; and it is completely

intelligible, for being is known̂ 	 when ally qu stions are

answered..t;c	 .

^tze^`^3 i^^aa3.ng : ^r—ē^y

in its own reVērsal . ,lt may appep:v` coh®renti

s long as one cl,ies not state explitditly that it is grasped

ntelligently and affirmed reae,onabley. But that explicit

tatement cannot be refused by an intellir:ent and reasonable

!in .; and once it is made, tl,ia in 	 4  4..Q.tintasf---^

1-bt,—fir— ^,}aa

Moreover, the real is being. For the real is
13.E

what is meant by tb.e name, real. A ,all that is meant is

either a mere object of thought or else both an object of

thought and an object of affirmation. The real is not merely

an object of thought; and so it is both an object[of thought

and a an object of affirmation. Eo r is the real merely some

of the objects ofAthoucht and affirmation but all of them.

And similarly being is this all that is to be know by

intelligent grasp and reasonable affirmation.
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eAand-lx rpr48-cippo-srs
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mmari ze here the reacs)ns - Aftp that h e_been	 sa
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If this coincidence of the real and being presupposes

an acceptance of the positions and a rejection of the counter-

positions, the reader will not expect at this stage of the

argument any repetition of the basic points that have been made

over and over again in the preceding pages of this work. To

accept the positions is to accept one' s own intelligence and

reasonableness and to stand by that acceptance. To reject

the counter-positions is to reject the interference of other

desire with the ?roper functioning of the detached, disinterested,

and unrestricted desire to know. Hence, 	 -i-s-:thai every

counter-position leads to its own reversal; for it is involved

in incoherence as soon as the claim is made that it is grasped

intelligently and affirmed reasonably; and an intelligent and

reasonable subject cannot avoid making that claim.

There remains the major premiss, namely, If the

real is completely intelligible, then God exists. The argument

may be cast as follows.

--t-ht-re -1 1-6 GO	 t?^y i nt______a'1 1 i gibl.e ---than

c	 st1T- EuLlIrg1bility is real. But cōmplete intelligibility

ia-the idea 
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 and; primarily, tTh idēa of being-± the.
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If the real is completely intelligible, then

complete intelligibility exists. If complete intelligibility

exists, the idea of being exists. If the idea of being exists,

then God exists. Therefore, if the real is completely intelli-

gible, God exists. )

Let us comment on each of the premisses in turn.

First, if the real is completely intelligible,

then complete intelligibility 8,,y exists. For just as the

real could not be intelligible, if intelligibility were-

non-existent, so the real could not be completely intelligible,

if complete intelligibility were n non-existent. In other

words, to affirm the complete intelligibility of the real

is to affirm the complete intelligibility of all that is to

be affirmed. But one cannot affirm the complete intelligibility

of all that is to be affirmed without affirming complete

intelligibility. And to affirm complete intelligibility is

know its existence.

Secondly, if complete intelligibility exists,

the idea of being exists. For intelligibility either is

material or spiritual or abstract: it is material in the

cmistryl,	 objects of physics, cfmistry, biology, and sensitive psychology;
N

it is spiritual when it is identical with understanding; ancl

it is abstract in concepts of unities, laws ,1irequencies,

genetic operators, dialectical tensions and conflicts.

But abstract intelligibility necessarily is incomplete,

for it arises only in the self-expression of spiritual

intelligibility. Again, spiritual intelligibility is incomplete

as long as it can inquire. Finally, material intelligibility

0
E•--'L.;,,...._ a_._ ._.
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necessarily is incomplete, for it is contingent in its existence

and in its occurrences, in its genera and species, in its

classical and statistical laws, in its genetic operators and

the actual course of its emergent probability; moreover, it

includes a merely empirical residue of individuality, non-

countable infinities,\ particular places and times, and for

systematic knowledge a non-systematic divergence. It follows

that the only possibility of complete intelligibility lies in

a spiritual intelligibility that cannot inquire because it

understands everything about everything. And such unrestricted

understanding is the idea of being.

Thirdly, if' the idea of being exists, God exists.

For if the idea of being exists, at least its primary component

exists. But the primary component has been shown to possess

all the attributes of God. Therefore, if the idea of being

exists, God exists.

Such, then, is the argument. As a set of signs

printed in a book, it can do no more than indicate the materials

for a reflective grasp of the virtually unconditioned. To

elicit such an act is the work that the reader has to perform

for himself. Further, inasmuch as any reader has been impressed

by the widely diffused contemporary view that the existence of

God cannot be proved, he will be wondering just where the

fallacy lies, just when the unjustified step was taken, in the

foregoing endeavor to accomplish the reputedly impossible.

Let us join him in his reflection.
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Certainly, there would ha-ve to be some fallacy

in the argument, if it did not presuppose a complete break

with the various currents of modern tho g t that insist on

atheism or agnosticism. But such a complete break doeslexist

in the rejection, root and branch, of th_e counter-positions

and in a complete acceptance of the positions. Granted that

the real is being, granted that being is known by intelligent

grasp and reasonable affirmation, i4t. a lows%.ectiel--tt'wi -11— el-low

A
that

`
 God is a reality if he is a being and tMh, he is a being

if intelligent grasp conceives him and reasonableness affirms

what intelligence conceives. Again, granted the exclusion

of all obscurantism, intelligence is committed to the effort

to conceive a notion of God; for if the real is being, then

one must t0t face the question, What is being? and as has

been seen, the answer to that question includes the answer

to the question, What is God? But the answer to a question

for intelligence necesrarily raises the corresponding question

for reflection, and the exclusion of obscurantism once more

commits us to an effort to answer. If the answer is negative,

atheism is correct. If no answer is f4rtheomInt possible,

agnosticism is correct. If the answer is affirmative, theism

is correct. The only issue is to decide which of the three

is the answer to be given by the unity of empirical, intelligent,

and rational consciousness that I hapren to be. Finally, if

I am operating in the intellectual pattern of experience, if

I am genuine in my acceptance of tie domination of the detached,

disinterested, unrestricted desire to iflquire intelligently

and reflect reasonably, then I have no just grounds for surprise

0
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if I find myself unable to deny either that there is a reality

or that the real is being or that being is completely intelligible

or that complete intelligibility is 	 unrestricted understanding

or that unrestrictedlundorstanding is God.

Still, a conclusion can contain no more than

its premisses. If at the start one does not know that God

exists, at least that knowledge must emerge in the process

if it is to be present at its end. Where, then, in the process

does knowledge of God's existence make its implicit entry?

It is a fair question but to answer it a distinction

ektmee.n.-l.L.trhe...arf f	 ie-terrce-ttha't

ū%ns-moo to .1a^-God1 ^.and4'^^.-

anjya,l e dew h `the'Nfe.1-rrnatJi. oz%eff -GoeY` s-- e5t do c`e-ā .-2

4he^Z%fi raa#.i-on.el\a..1-Ink.-betreeil•-altirrag

has to be drawn between 1) affirming a link between other

existence and God's and 2) affirming the other existence that

is linked to God's existence. The second element lies in

the affirmation of some reality: it took place in the chapter

on Self-affirmation, and it was expanded to the universe of

proportionate being in subsequent chapters. The first element

is the process that kind identifies the real with being, then

identifies being with complete intelligibility, and finally

identifies complete intelligibility with the unrestricted act

of understanding that possesses the properties of God and

accounts for everything else. In this process the expansive

moment is the first: for if the real is being, the real is the

objective of an unrestricted desire to understand correctly;

to be such an objective, the real has to be completely intelli-

gible, for what is not intelligible is not the objective of a

desire to understand, and what is not completely intelligible

GTK
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it is not completely intelligible; if it is, ,^].^ is

is the objective, not of an unrestricted desire to understand

correctly, but of such a desire judiciously blended with an

obscurantist refusal to understand. Once thislexpansive moment

is achieved, the rest follows. The real cannot be completely

intelligible, if complete intelligibility is unreal. Nor can

complete intelligibility be real, if the unrestricted act of

understanding is merely an object of thought. For the intelli-

gibility of the merely conceived is not real; the intelligibility

of material reality is dependent on a merely empirical residue

and so it is incomplete; the intelligibility of inquiring and

developing intelligence is seekingt its own completion and

thereby proclaiming its incompleteness; and so the only possibility

of an intelligibility that is at once complete and real is the

unrestricted act of understanding.

Yet who are we to pretend to knowledge of every

possibility? Might not there be some further alternative?

Might not intelligibility be both real and complete in some

quite different fashion that lies beyond the narrow confines of

our comprehension? There might be, if we were ready to take

refuge in the counter-positions or to give way to our tendencies

to obscurantism. But the presupposition is that we are not.

s. It i ^e,t : grasped by^derstandin^ imarily,,i 't is

dent' al with the/act o unders ndi secondaril , it is

f rmulated in acts o supposi-fig, nsidering, 	 fining; thir

i is grasped a	 conditioner; fourthly, 	 is affirme• fifthly,

,its is w:t the affirn	 is. But the affirmed e

not
 

tninsically,. 'ndependent of the material :residue;^'ì  it

er is or

^

0
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And if we are not, then the possible is possible being, being is

intrinsically intelligible, and the intelligible either is

identical with understanding or else related to it as something

that could be understood. But intelligibility of the latter

type is incomplete, for it is conditioned in its very intelli-

gibility by its relation to something else. Nor 3,s inquiring

and developing understanding complete. So there remains only

thelunrestricted act of understanding. Nor is there arthi tt,

any paradox in our claiming to envisage all possible alter-
our

natives; for if we can know thatout attainment is extremely

limited, we can do so because our knowledge springs from an

unrestricted desire to understand correctly; and so it is one

and the same unrestricted desire that both reveals to us the

vastness of the range of possibilities and, by the same stroke,

defines the basic conditions that every possibility must satisfy.

Finally, it may be objected that, for all we know,

an unrestricted act of understanding may be a contradiction

in terms. But at least an unrestricted desire to understand

correctly is not a contradiction, for it is a fact. Nor has

contradiction any other origin but the existence of different

acts of understanding with respect to the same object. Nor

does contradiction imply impossibility unless reality is

completely intelligible. But the unrestricted act of understanding

is a single act, so that contradiction cannot originate from it;

and- because the unrestricted act grounds all that is

and would ground all that could be, is it true that the contra-

dictory cannot be.
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11. Comparisons and Contrasts. 

It has been argued that our metaphysics of

proportionate being supplies a universal viewpoint, and now

that that metaphysics has been transformed to include trans-

cendent being, we must ask whether the universal viewpoint

remains.

First, then, our uwa0441triotid conception of

God as the unrestricted act of understanding coincides with

Aristotle's conception of the unmoved mover as v6nsis vonsews,

if vōnsis has the same meaning as voeiv in the famous statement

on insight in the De Anima, kai voe1 'b voila tā eidn ev tool*

toss phavtāsmasiv. Nor is there anything fanciful about

such an interpretation. As Aristotle's metaphysics of matter

and form corresponds to a psychology of sense and insight, so

Aristotle's separate forms are, not Platonic Ideas without

intelligence, but identities of intelligibility in act with

intelligence in act.

Secondly, the series of attributes we have

found in the unrestricted act of understanding reveal the

identity of our conception with Aquinas' conception of God

as ipsum intelli;ere, ipsum esse, summum bonum, the exemplar,

efficient cause, first agent, and last end of all tinat else

that is or could be. Among Thomists, however, there is a

dispute whether ipsum intell.ip;ere or ipsum esse subsistens 

is logically first among divine attributes. As has been seen

in the sleco`nti&! section on the notion of God, all other

divine attributes follow from the notion of an unrestricted
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act of understanding. Moreover, since we define being by its

relation to intelligence, necessarily our ultimate is not being

but intelligence.\

Thirdly, as Aquinas, so have we rejected the

ontological argument and every other claim to immediate knowledge

of God. However, as we have argued mediately from the reality

of creatures to the re ality of God, so we have made explicit

So

the implication of this procedure by 419 distinguishing two

levels in metaphysics. For if creatures are known by us before

God is known, then there is in our knowledge a metaphysics of

"Ptio-n^'tē bdi-ng-	 t.. _ eneticad ly-4 S prior- to--otrr kenriedge ,

'NGod and so prescinds from the notions and theorems ;-•-suci 'as.

Tītingence and caūs .J:3 thy;`-tl t-'Pertāin-to---the~-t +;ri§'itie'ri ,-too--{

ie fuller-Metaphysics'

proportionate being that is true as a matter of fact and as

a matter of fact reveals the ontological structure of the

proportionate universe. But mere matters of fact cannot be

ultimate for intelligence, and so from proportionate meta-

physics we are led from contingence throughm causality to

being as at once transcendent idea and transcendent reality.

Fourthly, the five ways in which Aquinas proves

the existence of God are so many particular cases of the

general stftement that the proportionate universe is incom-

pletely intelligible and that complete intelligibility is

demanded. Thus, there is an argument from motion, because

the transition from potency to act is conditioned and an

unlimited aggregate of conditioned transitions does not add

up to complete intelligibility. There is an argument from

efficient causality, for the intelligible dependence of

effect on cause becomes completely intelligible only if

o,
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there is a cause that is intelligible without being dependent.

There is an argument from contingence, for the contingent is

as a mater of fact, I and the matter of fact is not completely

intelligible. There is an argument from the several c levels

of being, for the many can be completely intelligible only by

being related to the one and unique. There is an argument from

the order of the universe, for the intelligibility of an order

is conditioned in its intelligibility by its relation to an

intelligence.

Fifthly, besides Aquinas' five ways, there are

as many other proofs of the existence of God as there are

aspects of incomplete intelligibility in the universe of

proportionate being. In particular, attention must be drawn

to the epistemological problem. For as nothing in the pro-

portionate universe is a complete intelligibility, so our

knowing is not. Inversely, unless we know some reality,

there is no possibility of deducing the existence of God.

It follows that first we must establish that as a matter of
and

fact we know that as a matter of fact there is some } oilor-ti.e2

reality proportionate to our knowing. For only after the facts

are known can we i^flgtltme entertain any hope of reaching an

explanation of the possibility of a correspondence between

our inquiry and understanding, our reflection and judgment,

and on the other hand the real as it really is.

Accordingly, we are led to disagree with what

seems to have been Schleiermacher's procedure. Correctly

he maintained that our knowing is possible only if ultimately

there is an identity of Denken and Sein. But it does not,follow

that in our knowledge such an identity must be genetically first.

And so it does not follow that the whole of our knowing rests
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on a belief, prompted by religious feeling, in the ultimate

identity. As has been seen, our own unrestricted desire to

know defines for us what we must mean when we speak of being;
notion

in the light of thatAde t- et cre can settle by intelligent

grasp and reasonable affirmation what in fact is and what in

fact is not; and while this procedure does not explain why

every possible and actual reality must be intelligible, it

does settle what in fact already is known to be true and,

at the same time, it gives rise to the further question that

asks for complete explanation and complete intelligibility.

Sixthly, astam the metaphysics of proportionate

being rests on the isomorphism of the proportionate known to

the knower, so the transition to the transcendent is effected

by proceeding from the contingent subject's unrestricted desire

to know to the transcendent subject's unrestricted act of

understanding. Again, as the structure of proportionate being

can be deduced from the structure of the contingent subject,

so certain general properties of any possible universe can

be deduced from the attributes of the transcendent subject.

However, while the metaphysics of proportionate being can
be developed by apPealing to common sense and to

l	 lat d t'o: : ;ems+=-00D.o ete,: xi s-t~ense_ and ,'o sot rre cza-A-'arou h4

the empirical sciences, the general properties of any possible

universe are bound to remain generalities in our knowledge

for we have no empirical knowledge of other universes than

the one in which we exist.\

^
9x3t^lset'aa.a^.-s^ quin^s, grānt.e&'t ne most %perf^ēct^^insta^nce/

of.human knowledge, namely, the knowledge of Christ, to'

include all actuality and all that lies in the power of

OYEZ tuizes—biztrclēii	 hat Ziac	 ā 	 --t-he
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There follows a corollary of considerable theo-

logical importance, namely, that our knowledge of possible

worlds is, in general, no more than an inference from our

knowledge of God. Thus, because God is omnipotent, one can

infer that every non-contradictory statement would be true

in some possible world. Because divine wisdom equals divine

power, x one can say that every possible world would be ordered

in accord with infinite wisdom. Because divine goodness accords

with divine wisdom, one can say thata any possible world would

be worthy of infinite goodness. But because our understanding

is not the unrestricted act, we are not in a position to go

into details. Briefly, we are committed to the sobriety of

Aquinas in the twenty-fifth question of the first part of

his Summa theolop;iae, and we are led to reject as methodologically

unsound. the Scotist view that a question becomes scientific

when it is raised with respect to all possible worlds. The

fact is that a question then usually becomes indeterminable,

and to no small extent the gteP130 sterility of later Scholasticism

seems attributable to its mistaken conceptions on the nature

of scientific knowledge.

.fr eTrtth13N 	c ou 	 i csa--a	 ' le

:Ymation,.o^f Orcis' it would see ,--excess vely - com•lex. and

die ult.BUt d,the complexity and di ' culty ha - their urce,

not in the issuef wh h 	 vely s 

aif 1i cu t̂ y rated

the complexity of man's, polymorphic consciousness and in the
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Seventhly, if our account of the notion and the

affirmation of God may be placed within the Aristotelian and

Thomist tradition, it also meets the requirement of explaining

the existence of other views. For though we have gone beyond

the metaphysics of proportionate being to the transcendent idea

and transcendent reality of being, still our base of operations

has remained the same. Ire raised the question of the notion of

God by asking what being is. We answered the question whether

God exists by affirming that the real is being and that being

is the completely intelligible objective of an unrestricted

desire to understand correctly. Nor was it obscure at any

decisive point in the process that we were reaeb ld t t	 Wets
m

reaching our answers by reaining true to the positions and

by rejecting the counter-positions. But the polymorphism of

human consciousness is not suppressed by the mere fact that

a man is asking what and. whether God is, Accordingly, just

as our notion and affirmation of God result from the positions,

so other views on the divinity may be reached by sup.osing

different stages in the development of the positions and in

the aberration of the col inter-positions.

It follows that the universal viewpoint of

proportionate metaphysics has been preserved yet expanded.

For a viewpoint is universal in the measure that 1) it is one

and coherent, 2) it raises issues too basic to be dodged, and

-31- --pezze-s	 mr_oesJ\t hat ao

3) its analysis of the evidence is penetrating enough to

explain the existence of every other view as well as to establish

its own. But the notion and affirmation of God is one, for
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God is one; it is coherent, for coherence results from then

unity of a single act of understanding, and God is a single,

unrestricted act of understanding. Again, to ask what being

is and whether the real	 `J. is being, \f is to raise questions

that are too basic to be dodged. Finally, as our answer results

fron the positions at the present stage of their development,

0 t ē14\ 44tiri- 	 ap'ā' ctd ''f/%4b0 the , mystic,'s affirmatidn'cit -°b1'',

frekble-,badA--the"-..believertI'6' 'af lilma-tio.n of a divine reveaa ticp

so other answers (at least if we prescind ) for the moment from

the mystic's a.fi irma.tion of the ineffable and the believer' s

affirmation of a, divine revelation) can be derived by assigning

different values to the variables in man's polymorphic conscious-

ness.

To illustrate this conclusion briefly, the

positions develop primarily inasmucha as sense is distinguished

from understanding and both sense and understanding from judgment,

and they develop secondarily inasmuch as the positions are

distinguished sharply and effectively from the counter-Positions.

Pythagoras and Parenenides, Plato and Aristotle, Augustine and

Aquinas are the great names in the primary process, while the

break-down of :Medieval Scholasticism and the methodological

efforts of modern philosophy set the problem of the secondary

development, and the advance of mathematics and empirical science

provide the precise information needed to effect it.

In the measure that the primary and secondary

developments have not occurred or are not assimilated, hugft

eDtnaatuu--ht-s not/ `only '1'S- ^^o paop,pMto-bout -aLea

not only is human consciousness polymorphic but its various

components are unresolved. Man affirms the divine, and obscurely 

0
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h4 knows :that he means. As best he can, he eopresses his

meaning, but his resources for expression are -unequal to the

task. He can give God a name, but there are many tongues, and

so there are many names. He can indicate divine attributes

by analogy, but he cannot disassociate the analogies he employs

from their imperfections. To make God a cause is also to

relegate him to the past; to make him an end is to postpone  

him to the future; to insist upon his immediacy and relevance

to the world and to human living is' to involve him in the

hearth and the family, in the emphases of patriarchal and

matriarchal arrangements, in the concerns of hunters and
of

fishers,Aagriculturalists, craftsmen, and nomads, in the

interests of property and the state, in the occupations of
fourfold

peace and of war. Thekbias of the dramatic and the practical

subject of common sense re-appears in the conception of the

divine and by this reinforcement and sanction it heads, first,

to an ever fuller expansion but, ulti :nately, to its own

reversal. So the empires of the Mediterranean basin gathered.

the gods of their peoples into pantheons; syncretists reduced

their numbers; allegorists gave new meanings to their exploits;

and philosophers discovered and preached the primacy of the

Intelligible andm of the One.

Still the emergence of philosophy as a distinct

field of inquiry merely transposes the issue. The many gods

give place to the many philosophies. The intellectualism of

a Plato and an Aristotle is opposed by the atonism of a

Leucippus and Democritus. Time divides the 01d, the Middle,

aiad./6he^	 18=es.de	 i ---Th	 is	 e
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and the New Academies. The Lyceum deserts the fifty odd

unmoved movers of Aristotelian cosmology to settle down to

empirical research. Philosophy itself becomes practical

īn thep primarily ethical concern of Cynic and Cyrenaic,

of Epicurean and Stoic, and the brilliant speculation of

a Plotinus ends in the more effective oddities of a Proclus

and Jambl1chus. )

Again, if the sustained monotheism of the

Hebraic and Christian traditions and of some of their offshoots

can be argued to exhibit a historical singularity, it cannot

be said to have exorcized the polymorphism of human consciousness.

Besides the true believers, there have been the heretics.

Me apparently monolithic front of medieval Scholasticism,

on closer inspection, splinters into schools a da , 003•a

a.nd within each school men dispute about their special ortho-

doxy. Behind ge-CometmIth the certitudes of a common faith,

there arise the doubts and denials about the independent range

a.nd value of human reason. The Cartesian rebirth is followed

by the opposition of rationalism and empiricism. The Kantian

compromise is deserted for idealism on the one hand and for

sop
in the name of u.nacknowlpdged counter-potions

(.,nd, science: counts the earth among. the planets,/ an amq'ng th

\brutes, God a projection of from the psychological depths, /,%
/ 1

nd religion

nd nōt without	 unacknowledged debt to the counter-p ōsitons
/

c,ence counts 'them he earth among the planets, man among' the b utes,

/	 I
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irrationalism on the other. To fill the increasing vacuum,

science becomes scientism to proclaim that as the earth is

just one of the planets, so man is just one of the brutes,

God is just a projection from the psychological depths, and

religion is just a façade for economic and social interests.

Now if the notion and affirmation of God pertain

to the positions, not in any incidental fashion, but as necessary

answers to the Inevitable questions abo , Yt the idea of being and

the identity of being with the real, it follows that the counter-

positions, ever sustained by the polymorphism of human consciousness,

will involve pre-philosophic notions of the divine in the mythical,

will generate counter- philosophic misconceptions, doubts, and

denials, and will tend to corrup4ven correct notions and affirmations
if they

A t s are unsupported by an effective criticism of the influences

that rise from the unconscious \ into hiunan sensitivity and a

intersubjectivity and that invade the realm of truth at the demand

of tribal, national, economic, and political necessity and utility.

If then the procedure of the present chapter

ixi .a	 iTing.immd._af.= .r int- -,1	 n'a&vme xia- fi 14,5r-,,o - ads

in conceiving the nature and affirming the reality of God

appears to be excessively laborious, conhpLex, and difficult,

it iss- e- \.4 e.• -ave'r1-o fie ' would be unfair to overlook the fact

that our concern has been, not to select the easiest approach

to the notion of God, not to offer the simplest proof of his

existence, but so to advance from proTortionate to transcendent

being that the universal viewpoint, attained in the earlier

stages of the argument, might be preserved_ as well as expanded.
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It is an old saying that verttas est una et error multiplex,

but even truth changes its a -opearance as	 human under-

standing develops, and it is act a negligible b44 advantage

to be able to account from a a in ;̂le base not only for the

chancing face of truth, not only for the multiplicity of error,

but also for the worst of er-ernies, the one in a man' own

household, that so spontaneous 1y and so naturally tends to

adjust and color the truth are knows to the exigences of one's

so cio-cultural milieu and to the hue o f one's temperament.

Eighthly, because it is difficult to know what

our knowing is, it also is &if f i cult to know what our knowledge

of God is. But just as our knowing is prior to an analysis

of knowledge and far easier than it, so too	 our knowledge

of God is both earlier and easier than any latternpt to give it

formal expression. For without any formulation of the notion

of being, we use it whenever we inquire and understand, reflect

and judge. Without any ecp1 icit repudiation of obscurantism,

we ask questions and furt iler questions in our search for the

intelligible and unconditioned. But all that we know and can

know about ourselves and about the world around us, raises the

same further question; for 3t is known to be just as a matter

of fact through a reflective grasp of the virtually unconditioned.;

and the ubiquitous and incessant further question admits only

one answer, namely, an intelligibility that formally is uncon-

ditioned. So it is that, just as all men understand what they

mean by the "nature of... ° bough they are at a loss to say

what they mean, similarlyit1 ey all understand what they mean

by God sthyv though they are at a loss when asked to explain

B 0 basic and familiar a notion. Again, just as every inquirer



GTK	 11.	 86

knows something when he knows that there is a nature to be

known though he still has to discover what the nature is,

similarly everyone knows so-lething when he knows that there is

a God even though he entertains no hope of ever reaching an

unrestricted act of understanding and so knowing what God is.

Again, just as the notion of nature can be misused by the

gnostic and the magician yet, if used properly, providesk
dynamic
the baseon which they¢ whole of scientific knowledge is erected,

so too the notion of God can be corrupted by mythical conscious-

ness and distorted by misplaced practicality yet, if used)

properly, it suppliest the dynamic base on which rises not

only the whole of intel.igent and rational knowing but also the

whole of intelliEent and rational living. Finally, just as

misuse of the notion of nature makes it ridiculous in the eyes

of those most eager to know what is to be known by understc.,iding,

so too misconception and misuse of the notion of God leads to

its rejection by the very men that are most kte,insistent in

denouncing obsc -urantism, in demanding judgments to rest on the

unconditioned, and in calling for consistency between knowing

and doing. But if one is eager to know what is to be known by

understanding, one can ridicule the notion of nature only because

one does not lmow what the name means; and if one is genuine

in denouncing obscurantism and in demanding the unconditioned,

otat.-arleale-si-GrtArlathingnitft either one already adores

God without naming him or else one has not far to go to reach

him. iter lēlzar	 may,„spe^ . .-ti---thē-vknds- f--2 q^xrcl^

repkoy, 31 1 e -ramp,-- hove,,; too dam ote_nat--only-the-rati 	 f fe etio

` &th e-"'ail ._but_ ,ls - a11.-- -o .on c i,aus- aare--anccl'al 	 con erg'"
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Ninthly, we have admitted the existence of a

critical problem because man's unrestricted desire asks more

questions than man's limited attainment can r answer; and we have

contended th_at a solution to the problem must be piecemeal

because questions of possibility are to be settled only by

appealing to facts; and we have pointed out that the piecemeal

solution bee owes methodical in the measure that it executes a

comprehensive and SO effective strategy in selectinc the facts

to which it successively appeals. Earlier elements in the

strategy, whi.c'n 47e have been following, already are familiar

to the readez; but it\ remains to be shown that the fact that

we can conceive God as the transcendent idea and affirm him as

the transcendent reality of being not only is continuous with

all that has gone before but also is its culmination.

Our subject has been the act of insight or

understandin6, and God is the unrestricted act of understanding,

the eternal rapture glimpsed in every Archimedeasn cry of Eureka.

Understandi.nB rseets questions for intelligence and questions

for reflection. The unrestricted act meets all at once; for

it understands understanding and all the intelligibility based
and.

on it; ,.it understands its own understanding as unrestricted,

invulnerable,. true. What is known by true understanding is

being, and the ter being known by unrestricted understanding's

self -lino :•rledse is primary being, self-explanatory, unc onditioned,
without a y lack or defect.

necessary, ,\Zhe good is the intelligible, and so the primary

being also is.t'le primary good. As intelligibility without

intelligence wo and be defective, ^o also would truth without

affirming, or tlneg good without loving; but God is without

defect, not because them act of understanding is complemented
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by further acts, but by a single act that at once is understanding

and intelligible, truth and affirming, goodness and loving, being

and omnipotence.

Our subject has been understanding in its genesis.

It arises in intelligent and rational consciousness but,1f before

it arises, it is anticipated, and that anticipation is the

spontaneous ground that, when reflectively enucleated, becomes

the methods of science and the integral heuristic s%.i ` 9'Z

structure implemented in the metaphysics of proportionate being.

But the fundamental anticipation is the detached:, disinterested,

unrestricted desire to understand correctly; the fundamental

assumption is that the real is coincident with the grounded

intelligibility to be known by correct understanding; the funda-

mental reflective enucleation of all intelligent and rational

anticipation and assumption is to conceive the idea of bein6,

and thereby the notion of God, and to affirm that the real is

being, and thereby^the reality of God.
Our subject has been the flight from understanding

in the scotosis of the dramatic subject, in the threefold bias

of common sense, in the murkiness of mythical consciousness,

La the aberrations of the counter-philosophies. 	ei

or . •ubtin ^ 	 stand cp rect]^y
/

cted without suggesting soins ob ject lying /beyond:

an t s 1 ni'Led horizons and tirmireby-Tigorits then asking whether

here is such an object? Could one doubt the desire tō be
n estricted, unless in fact its¢ were unrestricted? Can ozie

all else that we mean_ by
all the ,desire illusory, when.=K25 illusion has its root, in

he obscurantism that does not permit the desire to dominate

n t be the spirit of inquiry that refuses to raise the'
/'	 ; /	 /	 ,

x question of the notion of God? Can it be the critical /reflection



GTK
	

11: 	89

But it is not the spirit of inquiry that refuses to ask what

being is, nor critical reflection that ignores the auestionx

whether being i' t t 	 'a3-a dot and only being is the real.

It is not flight from understanding that forms the notion of

an unrestricted act of understanding, nor the demand of rational

consciousness for the unconditioned that draws back in alarm

when there arises a demand for the formally unconditioned.

It is by the positions that the notion of God is developed

and the affirmation of God is sus tained, and it is by the

counter-positions that the issues are misconceived and confused.)

Kant spoke of a transcendental illusion and,

if what he meant has been shown to be a mistake, the expression

survives to generate distrust. But it is not the detached

and disinterested desire to kke understand correctly that can

be named an illusion, for it is interference with that desire

that is at the root of all error. Nor can the unrestricted

desire be na.aed a transcendental illusion, for there has to exist
some
Ah4 illusion before it can be either imna.nental or •'

transcendental. Nor can one say that the pure desire exists,

that it is not illusory, yet in fact it is not unrestricted.
but merely mistaken

After all, Kantians and positivists are not deluded-when they

endeavor to restrict human inquiry within bounds that everyone

naturallya and spontaneously transcends.

What, then, is critical method? It is method

with respect to the ultimate, method applied to the most basic

issues. Now it has been seen that the method of the empirical

sciences rests on the heuristic structure of man's desire

and capacity to understand data correctly. In similar fashion
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the method of metaphysics consisted in integrating and implementing

classical and statistical, genetic and dialectical methods.

Critical method differs from other methods only in its subject-

matter. As they, so it takes its stand on the detached,

disinterested, unrestricted desire to understand correctly.

As they, so it grasps and affirms an object correlative to

the desire. As they, so it insists both that general statements

can be made about the object before it actually is understood

and that such statements, though valid1and true and useful;

fall far short ofx what is to be known if understanding is

attained. In brief, critical method neither is nor can be

the bland procedure of consigning transcendental issues to

oblivion. Just as scientific method does not repudiate the

notion of nature but makes it explicit and precise as the
as

indeterminate function to be determined,'.the ideal frequency

from which actual frequencies cannot diverge systematically, as

the genetic operator, as the dialectical tension and opposition

between the pure desire and human sensitivity, so critical

method does not repudiate the notion of God but formulates

it as the unrestricted act of understanding and works out its

general attributes. Just as scientific method does not confuse

knowledge of method with its fruits, BO critical method does

not confuse our formulation of unrestricted understanding

with a claim that we understand everything about everything.

Just as the scientist is ready to abandon every scientific

hypothesis and theory without immx losing confidence in the

correctness of scientific method, so the metaphysician affirms

the reality of what the scientist seeks to know, and the

critical thinker does not allow developments in the notion of

God to generate any doubt that it is one and the same being

C'	 O
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to which all men refer whether they are more or less successful

in conceiving him, whether correctly they affirm his existence,

=.	 ::•	 or mistakenly they deny it.
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