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Chpater XIX : GENERAL TRANSCENDENT XNOWLEDGE .

If there is or If there is to be a higher
Integration of humen living, then it will be known only
through'a knowledge that goes beyond the verious types that
hltherto have engaged our attentlon, But Lf the new know-
ledge 1s to be contlnuous with the old, then 1t will conform
toagzs basic charscterictics with which we have become famillar.

Perhaps the most fundamental of these characteristics
appears In the distlnction between a heurlstic structure and its
deterninatlon. The simple fact that man knows through intelli-
gent Inquiry and rational reflectlon, enables him to determine
in advance certaln general attributes of the object mf under
investligation. 80 the methods of the emplrilcal sclences rest
on the antlelpatlion of gystems of laws, of 1deal frequencies,
of genetlc oWevaidas operators, of dlalectical tq;nsions.
3o the metaphysics of proportionate being has been concelved
ag an ilmplsmentation of the lntegrated heurlstic structures of
enpirical sclence. 8o the pregsent chapter on general transcen-
dent knowledge islconcerned to determine what we cam and do
know about transcendent being prior to the seivteld atbtalnment
ef—understandingamantarsbarding
of an act of understaniing that grasps vhat any transcendent
being ls. To employ the terms thet will be more familiar to
maryy, the present chapter 1ls concerned with the knowledge of
God thaet, according to St. Thomas Aquinas, consists ln knowing
that he is but not what he 1s,




1. The Notion of Transcendsnte,

Commonly transcendence is opposed Lo lmmanence,
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and then the simpleat way to understand the opposifion is to

begin from the suppa ordinary view that knowing consists in f

- looking, For on that view the fact of error 1s somewhat dls-

concerting: either error conslsts In seeing what 1s not there
or elae 1t consists in not seeing what 1s there. But if the
first look 1s erroneous, the second, third, fourth, or nth

may err in the same or in some different fashion. Which 1s

to be trusted? Is any to be trusted? Doss not certitude
require the possibllity of some super-look in which ons can
compars the object to be looked at and thne object as seen?
Would not the super-look be open to exsetly the same difficulty?
0b§10u£ly, it would, and so one 1is brourht to the concluslon
that kmoving is lmmanent not simply in the ontological sense
that koo wing occurs within the Mnower but also in the eplstemological
sense that nothing is known execept the content immanent within
the act of knowing.

A flrst step towards transcendence, then, ls to
ro joct the mistaken supposition that kmowing consists in taking
a look, After all, even the above argument for immanence is i
not a matter of looking but a matter of understanding and
judging, and so anyone thav appeals to the above argument to
affirmm eplstemologlical Immanence mipht better appeal to the
fact that he argues and so be led to reject the major premlss
of the argument, Counter-positions invlite their own reversal.

In & more gen.ral sense, transcendence means
"going beyond." 8o inquiry, insight, and formulation do not

merely reproduce the content of sensible experience but go

. “_.
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beyond it., So reflection, grasp of the uncondltioned, and
judgment are not content with mere objects of supposing,
defining, considering but go beyond them to the universe of
facts, of being, of what truly is affirmed and really 1s.
Moreover, one cen rest content with knowing things as related

to us, or one can go beyond that to join the sclentists in
searching for knowledge of things as related to one another.

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

grasp the dynamle structure of our rationsl knowing and

doling, and then formulave a metaphysics and sn ethlcs.

Finglly, one can ask whether human knowledge 1ls confined to

the universe of prop.rtionate being or can go beyond it to

the realm of transcendent being; and by transcendent belng

one may mean either bﬁg:relatively transcendent, which may

lie heyond man, orrgﬁe sbzolutely tradnscendent, whichﬁtﬁ beyond

everything else and tne ultimate objective in the process of
1
going beyond, |

Wit rahscanderee i thil gehde; the bdadet
bs qrite CamldlariPop it 18 mO ‘more-than a.-particplarsmplicatiok
ofi-the furthe? duesticH

¢learly this process of golng beyond, desplte
the imposing name of transcendence, is the elemenvary matier
of raising further questions. Thﬁs, t..@ present work has been
written from a moving viewpoint., It began from insight as
an interesting event in human consciousnsess, It went on o
insight as a central awak event in the genemis of mathematical
knovwledge. It went beyond mathematics to study the role of
insight in c¢laessical and sbatistical investipations. It went
beyond the reproducible insighta of scientists to the more

complex functlioning of intelligence in common senss, in its
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relavlons to 1ts psychoneural basis, and in its historlcal expansion
in the development of technology, economies, and politles. It
went beyond all such direct end inverse Insights to the reflective
grasp kRx® that grounds judgment, It went beyond all insighis
as actbivitles to consider them as elements in kmowledge. It
went beyond actusl lmowledge to its permanent dynamic structure
to construct an explicit metaphyslecs and add the general form
of an ethics, Tt has found men involved and engaged in developing,
in going beyond wnat he haprens to be, and it has been confronted
both with man's incapacity for sustalned development and with
his need to go beyond his.elemcntary, -Sponbareous,; netured menrad
Ufﬂ%rgﬁngwtorgbbﬁeﬁongh the hitherto considered procedures of
hils endeavort o go beyond.‘

'ranscendence, then, at the present juncture,
means a development in man's lmowledge »ax relavant to a develop-
ment in mants being. Hitherto we have been content km with@

knowledge of proportionate being. But man is in process of
development., Inasmach as he lis 1ntelligen€:f}easonable, freey
and responsible, he has to grasp and affirm, accept and execute
his own developing. But can he? To srasp his own déveloping
1s for man to understand it, to extrapolate from his past through
the present to the alternatlve ranmes of the fubure., It is

to extrapolate mot ouly horizontally bubt also vertically, not
only to future recurrences of past events, bub also to future
higher integrations of contemporary unsystemat ized manifolds,
More fundamwntally, 1t is to grasp the principles tuat govern
pqssible extrapolations; for while possibllities are many and

: To dttrmmi,
‘Atﬁgi;;asenxﬂunﬂ&ri£iahla, principles may be few and ascertalnable.
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Moreover, since finality is an upwardly but indeterminavely
directed dynanism snd since man is free, the real Llssue lles
not in the many possibilitlies but in tbatg;inciplea on whiech
men 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 dealre to know.

A3 1t 1s the origin of all his questions, it 1s the origin
of the radical, further questions tnat take him beyond tne
defined limits of particular issues., Nor is 1t solely the
operator of his cognitilonal development. For itsadetachepant
and disintcrestedness set it 1n opposlition to hislattached
and interested senaitivity amd intersubjectivity; and tne
knowledge it yields demands of his will the endeavor to
develop in willingness and 30 meke his doing consistent with
his knowing.

Still if this tension 1s too manifest for the
reesndeddredor~be oxistence of the pure desire to be doubted,
the claim that it is an unre stbricted desire seems so extravagant
as to cause misgivings even in those that already accept all
lts Implications. Accordingly, it will be well to clarify
once more this point before abttempting to advance further
in our inquiry.

The desire in qeestion, then, 1s 2 desire to
understand correctly. Po offirm that the desire is unrestricted
Is not to affirm that man's wderstanding is unrestricted or
that the correctness of his understanding 1s unrestricted.

For the deslre is prior to undefrstanding and it 1s compatible

with not understanding. were it not, the effort and process of

ST A e '
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inqulry would be Impossible; for inquiry 1s a manifestation of

a desire to understand, and it occurs before one does understand.
Secondly, to affirm that the deslre is unrestricted

is not to affirm that the attainment of understanding will be

unrestricted. For the transitlon from the desire to the attainment

has conditions that are distinet from desiring. It is tgﬁ%ﬁlfill

such conditions tnat sclentific and|phllosorhic methods exlist.

Hence, to affirm an unrestricted desire to understand is to

affirm orilyoné the fulfllment of only one of many conditions

for tne attainment of unrestricted understanding. So far from

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

attempt to determine what the other conditions a»m might be,
'nirdly, to affirm that the desire is unrestricted

1s not to affirm that, in a wisely ordered unilverse, the attainment

of wnderstanding ought to be unrestricted. A?h&$A€0;;;ééiquwou£Ev

follow from the premiss, ' eveydrwielderetilotddtinivdrise bhnd

igvgedesire™~thadb-has In every wisely ordered universe desire

for attalmment entalls exigence for attaimment., But the premiss

1ls obvlously false: a desire to commit murder does not entall

a duty to commit murder, and least of all does 1t do so in a

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

the premiss is correct when the deslre i1s good, natural, spontaneous.

But this contention has its own suprositions. Ybrgwen In a

universe of statie horizontal strata, such as is envisaged

bﬁtﬁgg;?ggzégmysicsf:§;§§¥::?)éhemiﬁtry,:2%?%?;::~21010gy,

and so forth, the sSesires~anany tendencles and desires, natural

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

level; hecause they were confined to thelr own level, they

could andlwould be fulfilled on their owvn level; and because they

could and would be fulfilled on their own level, 1t would be true
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to clalm that in a wlsely regulaved universe of static horilzonial

strata desire for attainment entalled exigence for attainment.

It r%mains to be shown, hovever, that this universe corresponds

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

set of static Hov'ik horizontal strata, 7The fact seems to be

that this universe 18 concrete and that lorlcally unrelated

sciences are related Intelligently by a succession of higher

viewpolnts, Accordingly, besldes the tendenclies and desires

conflned to any given level, there are the fendencies and desires

that gzo beyond eny given level: they are the reality of finality

pdMed conceived as an upwardly but indeterminately directed

dynamism; and f4hediy since this dynamism of finality attains
successlive

1ts swewesswe goals statistically, since probabilitiss decrease

a8 abtainment increeses, the Implication of unrm stricted

atteimment in unrestricted desire 1s neither necessity nor

ai'.rrws’cf
exigence bugAnegligible probability.

If one has to labor to clarify what the unrestricted
desire is mot, 1t is relatively simple to reveal what it is,
Man wants to understand completely. As the desire to underatvand
1s the opposite of mksg total obscurantlism, so the unrestricted
desire to understand 1s the oprosite of any and every partisl
obscurantism no matter how slight. The rejectlon of total
obscurantism 1s the demand that some gﬂgg.questiuns, at least,
are not to be met with an arbitrary exclamation, Let's forget it,
The re jection of any and every partisl obsdurantism is the deam
demand that no guestlon whatever 1s to be met arbitrarlly,
that every questivn 1s to be submitted to tie process of
Intrilinens gragp-ind-tiiticsl-nafivetRon 2
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invelligent grasp and critical reflection. Negatively, then,
the unreatrlctedldesire excludes tne unintelligent and uncritical
1o ject lon of?ﬁﬁestionﬂ, and positively the unrestricted desire
demands the intelligent and eritical handling of every question.,
Yor 1s the existence of thils unrestricted desire
» doubtful. Neitner centuries of inquiry nor enormous libraries
of answers have revealed any tendency for the stream of further
questions to diminish,  FPhilosophies and counter-philosophles
have been multiplied but, whether intellectualist or antiw
intellectualist, whether they proclalm the rule of reason or
advocate thinking with the blood, they ertIudo tetérmivaite
Predy ot thquiey  they do ot exclude any field of Inquiry
without first arguing that vhe effat 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 gpeak in the name of stupidity and sillimess, ?
will aenyone be able to claim thaet some quest.ions, specifiied or
vnspecified, are to be brushed aside though vhere is no reason

whatever for doing so,

Agsdisprapant-ECrom being,bhene—it hrobirkngs
But-being s whabeyan_is to_be_graspad Antel licently-and~effirmed
reesdTiblysAndAngoirymnsiprecede~dntelhlzent. graspy~and-
reflectionmurst-precede ressqoneble mefleoebion— R trmrlion.
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Analysis ylelds the same concluslon, For, apart
from being, there is nothing. The proposition 1s analytic, for
it cannot be denied without internal contradiction, If, tueve
apart from belng, there were something, that something would be;
and if tnat something wewe, 1t wonld be another instance of being
and so not apart from being, Moreover, being is the objective
of the detached and disinterested dezire to know;’for that desire
grounds inqulry and reflection; inquiry leads to understanding,
raeflectlion leads to affirmatlon; end being is whatever canbe
grasped intelllipently snd affirmed reasonably. But being is
unre sbrlcted for, arart from it, there is nothing. Therefore
the objective of the detached and dislnterested desire is
wmrestricted. Bub a desire with an unrestricted cobjective 1s
sn unrestricted desire and so the desire to know ls unrestricted.

Introspectlve reflection brings us once more
1o the same affirmation. For, whatever may be truse about
trie cognitional aspirations of others, misht not my own be
2 radically limited? MNight not my desire to understand correctly
suffer from some immanent and hidden ¥» restrictlon and blas,

30 that tnere couvld be real kkmx things that lay quite beyond
1ts utmost horizon? Might not that be so? Yet if I ask the
questlon, it 1s In wirtue of my desire to know; and as the
question itself reveals, my desire to know concerns itself
with what lies quite beyond a suspected limited horizon.

Evon my desire seems unrestricted,

o




3. The Notion of Trsnscendent Knowledge.

Mants unrestricted desire to know is mated %o
a linmited capacity to attain knowledge. From thls paradox
there follow both a fact and a requirement. The fact 1s that
the range of possible guestlons 18 larpger than the range of
possible answers. The requirement is aacritical survey of

il possible questions. For 1t is only thrgugh guch alcritical
survey tuat man o can provide himself with intelligent and
reasonable grounds both for setting aside the questions that
cannot be answered and for limiting his attentlon to the
quéstions to which ansvers are possible.

This eritical undertaking l1s not as simple as
has been supposed. For while the issue 1s formulaced In terms
of possibility and impossibility, it can be answered only in
terms of fact. In Lthe First place, the auestion of posslbility
is regressive. If any less general Inquiry has to be preceded
vy a criclcal ingquiry on its possibility, then critleal inqulry
has to be preceded by a pre-critical inoulry on the possibility
of mpdkd critical Inquiry, the pre-critical needs a pre-pre-
eritical inquiry, snd so on indefinitely, In the second place,
qusstions of possibility and Impossibility can be settled only

there art
by appealing to judgments of fact. For while, analytic propositlons

anci rtelia CMI—J,
Atan be sstablished gd libitum by postulating syntactical rules
and defining terms subject to the rules, analytic principles
are to be had only by meeting the further g recuirement that

bha,
both ths terms and relations of the analytie propositions occur

in concrete judgments of fact, It -folldws-thab-drcl-oniy
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" the procedure are simple encugh. Belng 1s whatever can be
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The paramount lssue, them, In determining the
posslibility of mowledge 18 always the fast of lkmovledge.

The argument always will be that knowledge is possible If in faoct
Imowledge of that kind oceurs. It follows that the eritical
issue can be tackled only plecemeal. Fscts have To settled

one after another and it is only in the grand) strategy tlat
guldes the seriation of the facts that the answer to the eritical
igsue appears.

In our own procedure four maln stages may be
distinguished., First, we centered attentlion on copgnitlional
activity as activity and ordserva endeavored to grasp the
key occurrences in learning mathematics, advancing sclerce,
developing common sense, and forming judgments In these fields.
Secondly, we turned to cognitilonal activity as cogitional
and began with the particular case of self-affirmation to
Show that self-affirmation occurred, tnat it is kwowledge If
knowing is kmowing being, and that it is objectlwve in certaln
determinable meaninga of ob jectivity, Th*rdly‘; we turned to
the general case of kmowledge of proportlonste belng and,
because self-affirmation was a key act, we were able to set
up a general dlalectical theorem that divided tne f ormulsations
of the discoverlies of human intelligence into positions and
counter-positions snd that showed positions to invite development
and counter-positions to invite reverseal. \xix_m:i n this
basis 1t wgrsi?ggsggbgg to set up a metaphysics of propurilonace

belng and a consequent etnics,

The fourth atape of the argument 1s concermned

vlth human knowledge of transcendent being., The bare bonss of

intelldgety. grasped intellipgently and affirmed ressonably.
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Being 1s proportionate or transcendent according as 1% liles
within/or without the domain of man's outer and inner exys riem e,
The possibility of transcendent knowledge, then, 1s the possi-
bility of grasping intellipently and affirming reasomably

a branscendent being, And the proof of the possibility lles

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 sisniflcance lies, not in the proof
of possibility from fact, but in the strateggiligf;émﬂfébhé
Ededd>urgedn ~sholr sordatdon. and serlation of the facts,

For the moment, then, a2ll that can be sald is that the fourth
stage of the argument will conbtribute to a determination of
the pover and of the limitations of the human mind in the
measure that intelligzent grasp and reasonable affirmatlon of
transcendent being prove to he the inevitable culmination of
our whole account of understanding and of judgment,

Finally, it may not be amiss to note that this
sectlion on the notion of transcendent kmowledge calls for no
comment on the views of positivists and Kantlans., For though
both groups are loud in thelr negations of the possibllity
of transcendent lmowledge, their failure to glve an adequate
account of proportionate knowledge has forced us to mxa
atr 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 & positive
to add to the counter-positions as illustrated by ma’cer:‘Lalism,‘I
empiricism, sensism, phemomenalism, solipsism, pragmatism,

modernism, and existentialism, In contrast, Kantien thought

,,,,, e e e e e et ”o J e ”




ia rich and feritile in the problems 1t ralses. But its tTranscen-

dental assthetic has been maunled by more recent work In geometry

and in physics, and the transcendental logle suffers from an

incoherence that seems 1rremedlable, For the transcendental

dlalectic rests its affirmation of a transcendental illusion

on the ground that the mm#f unconditioned 1s not a constituent

factor in x judgment but simply a regulative ldeal of pure
However,

reason, Wwh the schematism of the categories provides the link

between sense and the pure cavegories of the wnderstandling;

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

judgment as concrete, Finally, while Kant doss not notlce

that the schematism ls simply an application of the virtually

unconditioned (@ez., if there 1s a filling of the empty form

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

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

the unconditioned grounds the schematism and so grounds judghent.

concrete Jjudgment on Kant's own showing.

sensing, pdr of an actfﬁf imagining, nor oﬁ/an act g;/ 1
rceiving, nor of ag/hct of thinking, supposing, considering,
eflning, nor of gfiyof judgment, but mE of an act of under-“//
g%ynding. Thus the positive LnEBFGPS, one, two, three, and
0 forth nay be conceived by defininc acts of thought' E B

relations betueen them my be affirmed or denied- 1nstances of

\theni mey be sensed Ine g i_;;e/d, or p /z‘c:eivad, but the ideg of |
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Preliminaries to
t. /\Qonceiving the Transcendent Jdea.

Knowledge of transcendent being involves both
Intellizent grasp and remsonable affirmatlon, But before we
can affirm reasonably, we must grasp Intelligently; and before
we can grasp transcendent being intelligently, we have to
axtrapolate from proportionate being., The presant\section,
then, 1s comcerned with that extrapolation.

The nabure of the extrapolation may HYe-césitndady
best be illustrated by comraring 1t with mathematics, For the
mehematbeten mathematiclan differs both from the logiclan and
from the scientist. He differs from the lociclan Inasmuch as
he cammob grant all the terms and relatlons he employs to be
mere objects of thought. #e differs from the scientist lnasmuch
as he 1s not bound to repudiate every object of thought that
lacks werificetlon., In somewhat simllar fashlon, the present
effort to conceive the transcendent idea 1s concesrned simply
with concepts, with objects of supposing, defining, conslidering,
and therefore no question of existence or occurrence arises.
None ths less, the extrapolation to the transcendent, though
conceptual, operates from the real kaix basis of proportionate
belng, so that some elements in cthe transcendent idea will be
verifiable just as some of the positive intepers are verliflable,

Phe question that leads to the exXbrapolatilon
hag been ralsed already but not answered, For we have ldentified
the regl with being but we have not ventured to say just what
being is., What, then, 1s being9
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Let us begin by taking our bearings. One may
distinguish Bsbvawnrdtee 1) the pure notlon of being, 2) the
heuristie notion of being, 3) restricted acts of understanding,

I concelving, and affirming beiné::Z) tne unrestricted set of

o) understanding belng,| snd By~the~gbsotube-affirnat jom of betngd

The pure notion of being 1s the detached, &lalnbteresbe
dlsinterested, unrestricted desire to imow. It is prior to

understanding and affirming, but it heads to them for it 1s the
ground of Intelligent inquiry and = eritical reflection.

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

1t heads not unconsciously, as the seed to the plant, nor
sensitively, as hunger for food, but intelllzently and reasonably,
as the radical noeésis Po9 towards every noéns, the basic Qanaée

pengante towards every pensée pensée, the initiating intentlo

In.endens towards every intentlo Intenta.

Secondly, since the pure notion of being unfolds
through understanding and judmment, trerse can be formulatved a
heurlstic novion of being as whatever is to be grasped intelligently

and affirmed reasonably.

Thirdly, though the pure notion is unrestricted

“\1 desire, still it 1s intelligent and reasonable desire. Hence,
i) } 1t is oentwd content to restrict itself provisionaily, to ask
|

one gqueation at a time, to prescind from other guestlons while

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

\‘J_ prescinding, which anticipetes comparative negative judgments
a8 the motion of nature or essence uvr universal anticipates

the content of intelligent definition, there follow restricted

l :
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Inguiries, restricted scts of understanding and conceivalng,xnd
reflectlon on such conceptions, and Judgments about particular

belngs and particular domains of being.)
Fo;rthlyqaﬂbﬁa’Skathe/f%wekoiﬁg/aciimiriba anahigs

standing
S
' Pourtaly, Aone of.bhdsd_Lforese g suesbhos~
Fourthly, none of the foregoing activitieo s enables
one to answer the question, what 18 being? For if one is to
Imow what being is, one must understand it; bubt apart from
being, there is nothing, and so to understand being is to
understand everything, to leave no questlons whatever unanswered.
But the pure notion of being, though it raises all guestlons,
is nut itself the answer to any. The heuristlc notlon of being,
though it envisages all questions and all answers, does not do
so distinctly and determinately and, muweh less, does it answar
all questions, Finally, restricted iInquirles, asts of undersvanding,
conceptlon, reflection, and judement answer only some quesuions,
Hence, to suppose that there 1s an answer to
the questilon, Wwhat 1s being? 1s €o suppose an unrestricted
act of undersvanding., Agaln, if we reserve the name, ides,
for the content of an act of unders.anding, then to supvose
an 1dea of being 1s to suppose the content of an unrestricted

o i . ,
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act of understanding. But an unrestricted act of understanding
lies Heybnki4td beyond the domain of mant's Inner and outer exper-
lence, and so it is at least relatively transcendent, Further,
an unrestricted act of understanding leaves no guestions to be
asked, and so 1t excludes any further "going bveyond"; it is,
then, not only relatively but also absolutely trawmscedhe
transcendent, But 1f the wnrestricted act of understanding

is absolutely transcendent, its content, the idea of being,
also 1is absolutely transcendent. As the pure desire deslres,
80 unrestricted understanding attalns correctiunderstanding

of everythingx about everything. :

We have extrapolated from the questlon, ihat is
belng? to the absolutely transcendent idea of belng and, obviously,
the ceritical questlon arises, Becausgigég desire to know is
unrestricted whilei%ﬁmvcapacity to lmow 18 limlted, one does
not have to be a fool to ask more guestlong than 2 wise man can
answer, Certainly, men ask, What is being? Indeed, ever since
we ldentified the real with being, we have been laboring to
gtave off that question until we could tackle it properly.

But though the question arlses very naturaily, it does mt
follow that man'sg natursl resources suffice to answer 1t.,
Clearly, man cannot answer it by enjoying an unrestricted act
of understanding, for then his capacity to know would mt be
limited and he would have no need for critical investigations,
But 1t seems eaquslly clear that man can answer the questlon
by working out the conclusion that the ldea of being 1s 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 e hishdy general

fashion, may be detvermined in a more detailed fashilom.
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For o1 the one hand we have worked out the outlines of a
metaphysic of proportionaie being and so we have at our command

at least one segment in the total range of the 1dea of belng.

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

work in determining the nature of undsrstanding in mathematics,
In common sense, in the?sciences, snd In philosophy; and so

we have at our disposalia body of evidence that rrovides some
determinations for the notion of an unrestricted act of under-
standings Accordingly, we are led to the conclusion that,
while man c¢annot enjoy an unrestricted act of understandling

and so answer ihe question, what is being? stlll he can

determine a number of features of the answer by proceeding

A

pme&aoﬁﬁon the side of the subject #® from restricted to
unrestricted understanding and on the side of the object from
prepofbiehata the structurs of proportlonate being to the
transcendent 1ldea of heing.

Indeed, such a procedure not only 1is possible
but also Imperative., PFor the pure desire excludes not oniy
the total obscurantism,iﬁizE g4 arbitrarily brushes aslde
every Intellipent and reasonablem question, but also the paritlal
obscurantism, which ara%rarily brushes 884 aside thils or that

part of the range of in.ellizent and reasonable questlons that

admit determinate answers., Just as the mathematicliasn legitimately

and fruitfully extrapolates from the existent to serles of the
non-existent, Jjust as the physicist profits from mathematical

kmowledge and adds such extrapolations of his own as the absolute
zero of temperature, so an exploration of the idea of belng

is necessary if one 1s to measure the povwer and the limikations

of the human nind.
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5, The Jlea of Being.

An 1dea 1s the content of an act of understanding.
As a sonse datum 1s the content of an act of sensing, as anthnage
is thw content of an sct of imagining, as a percept 1s the content
of an act of perceiving, as a concept is the content of an act
of concelving, defining, supposing, considering, as a judgment
is the content of an act of judging, so an ldea is the content
of am act of understanding,

Bedng 1s the objective of the unrestricted desire
to know, Therefore, the ldea of being is the content of an
unrestricted act of understanding.

Again, apart from being there 1s nothing, There-
fore, tne idea of belng is the content of an act of understanding
that lesves nothing to be understood, mo further questions to
be asked, Bub one cannot go beyond an act of understending
that lenves no quescions to be asked, and so the idea of belng
is absolutely transcendent, |

Apgain, being is completely universal and completely
concrete. Therefore, the idea of being is the content of an
act of understanding that grasps everythlng about everything.
Moreover, since that understanding leaves no questions to be
asked, no part of 1ts content can be Implicit or obscure or
indistinet,

Again, being is intrinsically Intelligible,
Therefore, the ldea of being ls the Ldea of the total raﬁge
of intelligibility.

Again, the good is identical with the inbtelligible.
Therefors, the ldea of being 1s the idea of the good.}

Again, the unrestricted act of understanding

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

& ) -
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of acts. If none of these acts was the understanding of everything
about everything, then the denilal of unity would be the denial
of unrestricted understanding, If any of these amcts was the
the understanding of everything about everything, then at least
that unrestricted act would be a single act.

® Agaln, the idea of being is one ldea, For if
i1t were mm maeny, then elther they would be related intelligibly
or not, If they were relsted intellizivly, the alleged many
would be intelligibly one, and so thers would be one idea, If
they were mmr not related intelligibly, then either there would “
not be one act of-underscrhrddng or thg::;t would not be an act
of wnderstanding,

Agaln, the idea of being 1s one but of many.
Similarly, it 1s Immaterlial but of the materlal, non-temporal
but of the temporal, non-spatial but of the spatial. For it
has been snown that the idea 1s one, yet 1t is the content of
an unrestricted act that understands at least the many beings
that there are in all their aSpeEts and detalls, Again, 1t is
the content of an act of understanding, and understanding has
been shown 4o be intriqsically independent of the empirilcal
resldue; but what is Intrinsically independent of the empirlcal
residue can be neither materlal nor temporal nor sr-atial,
for these all depend intrinsically on the empirical residue;
at the same time,|the act of understanding in guestion 1s
unrestricted; it undersvands perfectly sll the beings that
tinere are and some of them, at least, are material, Temporal,
and spabiale

Again, tnere 1s no varadox iIn affirming that
the 1dea of being 1s one, immaterilal, non-temporal, and non-
spabial, yet of the mak many, the material, the temporal, end

L’ 5
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the spatisl, For what is poss®ible In the content of resiricted
acts of understending, 1s 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. Simllarly, it is lmmaterlal, m for it abstracts from
trse empirlecal residue, yet of the material, for it adwances

in undersvanding of this universe, Again, vhils it is involved
In an ordinal time, for it develops, it 1s not Involved in

the continuous time of Iplg local motion, for its development

is not through a sequence of non-countable stages., Pinally,
while it pertains to a spatinlly conditloned subject, it 1s
non-spatial, for it deals with the non-countdble multlpliclty
of smce through invariants that are indep ndent of particular
spatial vievpoirdtsy

Again, In the idea of being a d.istinction l1s

stand~.points.

to be drawn between a primary and a secondary component. For
the one is not ddentical with the many, nor the Immaterial with
the material, nor the non-temporsl with the temporsal, nor the
non-spatial with the spatial. But in the one idea tinere are
to be grasped many belngs; in the immaterial, non-}emporal ’
non«spatial idea tThere are tvo be grasped the material, the
temporal, and the spatisl, ‘There must be, them, a primary
XBERPR component grasped inasmuch as there is a single act

of understanding, and a secoudary component that is understood
inasmuch ss the primary component is grasced. For just as

the infinlte serles of positive Integers 1s undérstood inasmuch
a8 the generative principle of the series is grasped, so the
total range of beings is understood Iinssmuch ag the one idea

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

Theo idea of belng has been defined as the content
of en unrestricted act of nnderstanding; and in that content a
distinction has been established between a primary and a secondary
component, Naturally one asks just what 13 the nrimary component,
and the answer will be that the primary component is identical
with the unrestricted act. It will follow that, as the primary
component conslsts in the unrestricted act!s understanding of
1tself, so the secondary component consists iﬁ the unrestricted
act's understanding of everything else because it understands
ltself.

However, certaln preliminary clarifications are
in order. On the counver-position tuere 1s an ultimate duality
between kmower and known; for objectivity is conceived on the
analogy of extroverslon; and so knowing 1s essentially a looking,
gazing, intuiting, beholding, while the known has!to be something
else that is looked at, gazed upon, intulted, behle. On the
position, such a duaiity 1s re jected; kmowlng is knowing being:
In any glven case the knowing and the Mmown being may be the same
or different; and whethor or not they are the same or different,
is to bs determined by making the relevant correct judgments.

Further, the adjective, inteliigihle, may be
employed in two quite different senses., Ordinarily, it denotes
what 1s or can be understood, and in that sense the content of
overy act of concelving is intellipible, More profoundly, 1t
denotes the vrimary component in an idea; 1t is what is grasped
inasmuch as one is understanding; it is the intellimible ground
or root or key from which results invelligibility 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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1ntelligib1;. For the intelllglble in the ordinary sense can bte
understood without understanding vhat 1t is fo understand; but

the intelligible in the profounder sense 1s ldentical with the
understanding, and so it cannot be understood without understanding
what understanding is,

For example, the positive integers are an Infinite
serles of Intelligibly related terms, Both the terms and the
relations are understood by anyone that can do arithmetle, and
one can do arithmetic without undersvanding vhat it is to under-
stand. But besldes tne terms and their relations there is the
generative principle of the serles: inasmuch|a= that generative
principle is grasped, one grasns the ground of an infinity of
distinct concepts. Still, what 1s the generative principle%

It is intelligible, for it is grasped, understood, But it
cannot be graspet witholit-ghasping~evnedivie concelved without
concelving what an insight ls, for the real generative principle
of the serles 1s the Insight: and only those ready to speak
about insight are capable of asking and answering the question,
How does one know the iInfinite remainder of positive integexs
denoted by the "and so forth!?

There follows a needed clarification of the notlon
of the spiritusl. A distinctlon was drawn between the intelligible
that i1s also intelligent and the Intelligible that was not.
Agaln, a distinction was drawn between what intrinsically is
independent of the empirical residue and what Intrinsically is
not Independent of tne empirical residuss. The spiritual was
identified both with the intelligible that is intelligent and
with what is independent » intrinsically of the empirical
residue. However, a difficulty arises when one asks whether

an essance as conceived 1ls or is not spiritual. For an
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e3sence as concelved is abstracted from the empirical residue,

but it is not intellirent and it does not understand. A solution
ls to be had by appealing to the two meanings of the term,
Intelligible., If tnere is an Intelligible in the profounder sense,
there also 1s an act of understanding with which it 1s identical;
again and then Beb¥ the inpelligible ls spiritual both In the
sense that 1t is identical with understanding;and in the sensse

i
that it 1s intrinslcally independsnt of the empirieasl residue.
On the other hand,

Apum 1f there i1a an intellipgible in the mrdax ordinary sense,

then 1t is not identical with an act of understanding; but 1t

may be abstracted from the emplrical residue inasmuch as 1t
results from a spiribual act; and so essences axewexr a8 concelved
are spiritual $mesmuch-we~tHyy-2rspuolueta QR apirib i nol
Indsmueh~agbhey In the sense that they are products of spirit
but not in the sense thet they are intelligent intelligibles.

With these clarifications, we may return to our
problem. The ®& ldea of being ls the content of ths unrestricted
act of understanding, and that content relentlessly divides into
e primary componsnt, which is one, Ilmmaterlal, non-temporal, and
non-syatlal, and a secondary component, which is many and includes
the material, the temporal, and the spatial, What, then, is the
primary component? It 1s the unrestricted act of understanding,

For if an act of undsrstanding is unrestricted,
it wnderstands undersatanding; 1t understends not only restricted
acts but also the unrestric.ed act; understanding the unresirlcted
act, 1t must understand its content, otherwlise the understandiﬁg
of the wnrestricted act would be restricted; but the zemkamk
content of the unrestricted act is the idea of being, and so
if the unrestricued act understvands itself, it trereby also

understands everything olsse| Now-tho-primery.compenerd lm

o) | e
. N .




It follows that the unrestricted act of understanding
1s itself the primary component in the 1dea of being. For the
primary component 1s the immaterial, non-temporal, non-spatial
unlty sueh that, if 1t is grasped, everything about everything

0lse 1s grasped. Bubt the unrestricted act satisfies this def initlon.
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For 1t 1s one act; it is spiritual, and so it is lmmaterial, mon-

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

.
}

1t is grasped, then sverything about everything else also will
be grasped.,
Accordingly, instead of speaking of primary and

gecondary components in the idea of being, we may distingulsh

between a primary Intelligible snd secondary intelligibles.
The primary intelligible 1s by ldentity the unrestricted act
of undersvanding., It 1s 1ntelliglble in the profounder sense,
for 1t 1s an Intelligible that 1= identical with lntellizence
in act. It is a unigque intelligible, for it is identical with

the unlque met of unrestricted understanding. On the other hand,

the secondary intelligibles are what also is grasped Inasmuch
as the unrestricted act undersvands itself. They are intelligible

§ in the wrdax ordinaxy sense, for they are understood; but they

;#ﬁﬁ are not intelligivle in the profounder sense, for the amrazkix

"

_: unrestricted act is ome understanding of many intelligibles,
@ k

E and only the unlq@ue, primary invelliglble is identical with

£ v% the unrestricted act.}

I |
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Te The Secondary Component in the Idea of Being.

Becanse 1t understands itself, the unrestricted
act of understanding understands in consequence everything about
everything else, But 13 thils consequence possible? After all,
we have found the Qxisting universe of being to include a non-
systematic component, Moreover, at each Ilnstant in the unfolding
of thls unlverse, trwre are a number of probable aliernatives
and a far larger nwumber of possible alternatives., Thra There
is, then, an enormous apggregate of similar, possible universes,
and In each of them tnere would be a similer non-systematie
component, Now the non-systematic is the absence of Intelligible
rule or law; elements are determinate; relations between elements
are determinate; but tnere 1s no possibllity of a single formula
that grispaet.dnevwsa 1s satisfied by the sequence of determinate
relatlons, It seems to follow that the non-systematic component
in the actual uwnivexge and In other possible and even more
probable universes excludes the possibllity of an unrestricted

act that understands everything about sverything.

Such i=s the problem of the secondary zsm lntelllglbles

In the 1dea of being, and our solution will be tmat, from the
viewpoint of unrestricted undersvanding, the non-systematie

vanishes. Bub, first, we must recall how the notlon of the

Ttﬂ7ﬁ&Lwt—@a%ﬁappo3ih;Qnﬁia_znat_ans~hegins"to

uhderstand the data of ‘this universe by determining laws and

/g;mrai enij:i//
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pm non-systematliec arlses, for otherwise its exact implications

cannot be determined.

Our analysis, then, acknowledged the possiblility
of complete lmowledge of sll 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 systematicelly

to one another, for complete lmowledge of all Laws would include

complete lmowledge of all systematle relations. However, it

did not deny the further determinatlions to be related intelliglbly

to one aenother, On the contrary, it aclkmowledzed the existence

of schemes of recurrence in which a happy combinmction of abstré.ct
laws and concrete circumstances makes typlcal, further determinations
recurrent, and so brings them under the dominatlon of intelligence.

Moreover, it acknovwledrced that concrete patterms of diverging

both
R

serles of conditions are intelligidle; granted/the requisite
information and mastery of the systematic laews, it is possible/;

to work from an%’c, Z, &2 through as many prilor stages of
ics diverging and scabtering condlitimas as one pleases; BShe

e Pl rmat oo TEhe Tefiosysbdmatdoarmises and it is this
Intelligibvility of concrete patterns that grounds the conviction
of determinlsts, such as A, Binsteldn, that stabistical laws

fall short of whet tnere is to be lmown.

However, we agree with the indeterminists

In the general case

Inasmach as they den‘y/\the possibllity of dedustion and prediction.

For while each comcreve pattern of diverging conditions is

intelligible, atill itf.v.1 Int elligibility lies not on the level
of the abstract understanding thabt grasps systems of laws but
on the level of the concrete understanding that deals with

particular situations., Moreover, sach concrete patterns fomm
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an enormous manifold that cannot be handled by abstract
Systematizing intelligence for the excellent reason that ig;/
thelr intelliglbility in each case is concrete., There results
the peculgiar type of impossibility that arises from mutual
conditioning. Granted complete information on t&:&totality
of events, one could work out from knowledpge of all laws
the concréte pattern In which the laws related the events in
Tthe totaliby, Again, granted Imowledse of the concrete pattern,
one could use 1t as a gulde to obtain information on a totallity
of relevant events, But the proviso of the flrst statement
is the conclusion of the second; the provise of the second
statement 1s the conclusion of the Ffirst; and so hoth concluslons
are merely theoretical pussibllities, 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 scatltered, and so they can be selected for obser vatlon
and measurement only If the relevant pattern 1s lmown already.
Still, 1f there 1s an unrestricted act of
understanding, then it will understand imxiixai® everything
about everything with no further questions to be asked. But
concerete patterns of diverging series of scabtering conditions
are each inte#ligible, and 30 an unrestricted act will understand

each of them. Moreover, to understand eech concrete paiterm

" entalls knowledge of the totallty of events relevant for

each pattern, for the concrete pattern includes all the determinatioc
and circumstances of each event, Nor doss 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 1tself; it does not attempt the impossible

.
s
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task of relating through an abstract system the concrete patterns
but grasps the lot of them In a single visw inasmach as it
understands 1tself, It does not offer either to dsduce ox to
prodict events, for 1t X% has neither need nor use for deductlon
or prediction since in a single view it n~rasps tne bovallty of
concrete patterns and in each pattern the totality of its relevant
events,

To resume the argument, deduction anrd prediction
in the general case are impossible, They are impossible for
mants limited undersvanding, because k& limited understanding
could master the manifold of concrete patterns of diverging
series of scattering conditions, only if that manifold could
be systematl zed; and it cannot be systematized., On the othwer
hand, though for a different reason, deduction and prediction
are impossible for the unrestricved act of undeygtanding; for
it could deduce only if it advanced in knowledg;?;; transforning
one abstract premiss into ancther or by combining abstract
premisses with concrete information; but unrestricted understanding
doga not advance In knowledge, for it already| nows everything.
Agein, unrestricted understénding could predict only if sore
events were present relative to it and other events were fubure
relatlive to it; but unrestricted understanding is non-tempor-al.;
1t is, so to speak, outside the tovality of temporsl sequences,
for that totality 1ls part of whak the everything about everything
glse that it grasps In undsrsianding itself; and as 1t grasps
everything about everything else in a single view, 80 it zrasps

AMY the totality of temporal sequences In a single view.
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8. Causality,

By asking what being 18, we have been led to
concelve an unrestricted act of understanding. If now we ask
what canselity 1s, we shall be led to affirm that there is kw
such an wnrestricted wdM act.

In genwral, causality denotes the objective and
real counterpart of the questilions and further questions raised
by the detached, disinterested, and umrestricted desire to lnow,
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 tue central and conjugate
potency, form, and aet, wnich already have heen examined,
External causes are efficlent, final, and exemplary, and they
may be conslidered in three manners, namely, in concrete instances,
In prineciple, and in the fulness thet results from applyling
the principles., hus, In some concrete instance, a commun ity
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
deslgn an apprropriate bridge; finally, contractors will assemble
laborers and materials to build it. UThe final cause in thls
case wlll be the use to which the bridge 1s put by the community;
tne efficient cause will be the work of building it; the exemplary
cause will be the design grasped and conceived by the senginesr,
However, one may not assume that the wniverse is just like
a2 bridge, and so if one 1s to affirm efficient, final, and
exemplary causallty as generally valld principles, one must
g0 to the root of these notions and determine whether or not

" of gemeral validity. Finaily, If such general validity

is affarmed, then since efficlent, final, and exemplary ¢auses
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sooner or later
are external, one will be le@p@o conceive and affirm a first

agent, a last end, a primary exemplar of the universe of
proport lonate being, and then the prineiple of causallty
O miditomits andts Conestl
wlll acquire :i;G{;ess that 1t lacked as long as itaaimplicatiqna
had not been ascertalned,

Our first task,Xmam sccordingly, is to investlgate
the tramsltion from familiar but snthropomorphic notions of
external causaliby to their root in a universally applicable
princliple. We assume that exemplary causallty 1s a fact
1llustrated by inventions, that efflcient causality is a’facb
1llustrated by industry, and that final causallty 1s a fach
1llustrated by the nse to which the products of inventlon and
industry are put. We ask whether such faets are iInstances of
a principle capable of bearing human knowledgs from tne
realm of proportlonate being to that of transcendent being,
our answer wlll be afflrmative, and the reasons for 1t run
a3 follows,

In the first place, being is intelligible.

It is nelther beyond nor apart nor different from the intelll-
glble. It 1s what is to be known by Intellliment grasp and
reasvnable affirmatlonm., It is the objective of the detached
and disinterested deslire to iInquire intelllcently and to
roeflect critically; and that desire is unrestricted. On

the other hand, what 1z apart from being is nothing, and so
what 1s apart from intelligibility is nothing, It follows
that to talk about mere matters of fact that admit no explenetlon
ils to talk about nothing. If existence is mere matter of fact,
i1t 1s nothing. If occurrence is mere matter of fact, It 1s
nothing. If it 1s a mere matter of fact that we lkmow and

that tnere are to be Xnown classical and statistical laws,




genetle operators and their dialectical perturbations, explanatory
genora and species, emergentlprobability and upward flnalistic
Gynami am, then both thgakn&m§1and the known are nothing,
This La rude and harsh, and one may be tempted to take fllght
into the counter-positlong, to refuse to identify the real
with.being, confuse objectlvity with extroversion, miscake
mere experiencing for human kmowing, But any such escape is
only‘temporary. Raxx Despite thelr pullulating variety and
poremnlial vitality, the counter-positions bring about thelr
ovn reversal the moment they clalm to be grasped Iintelligently
and afflrmed roasonably., Since the ¢laim cannot be avoided
by an intelligemnt and reaconable subject, the reversal cannot
be avolded; and since the reversal cannot be avoided, ultimately
one wLll be back to affirm that being 1s intelliglble and that
the mere matter of fact without explanatlon is apart from being,

In the second place, one cannot confine human
kmowledge within the domaln of proportiomate being without
condemning it to mere matters of fact without explanation

of lmowlsedgs

and so stripping it/not only of transcendent but also of
proportionate belnges In other words, every positivism is
involved essentially in the counter-positions,

For we do not lmow untll we judge; our
Judgments rest on a grasp of the virtually unconditloned;
and the virtually unconditioned is a conditioned that happens
to have its conditions fulfilled. Thus, every judgment raiges
a further question; it reveals km a conditioned to be virtually
uncond it ioned and by that very stroke it reveals conditions
Tthat happen to be fulfilled; that hapvening 1s a matber of
fact and, If 1t is not to bhe a mere matter of fact without

explanat ion, & further question arises.
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But proportionate being 1s being propoxtionate
to our knowing. As our Jjudpgments rest on a grasp of the
virtually uncondltioned, s0 every proportionate being in its !
overy aspect is a virtually unconditioned, As a metter of faot,
It 1s, and so 1t 13 uncondltioned. But it is unconditiamed,
not foxrmally in the sense that it has nok conditlons whatever,
but only virtuslly in the sense tnat its conditions happen
to be fulfilled. To regard that happening as ultimate %8
i to affirm s mere matter of faet without any explanatlon.

To account for one happening by appwaling to another is to
change tne tople withour meeting the issue, for if the other
happen.ing i3 regarded as?§§: matter of faet without any
eXplanatlon then elither 1t is not being or else belng 13 not
the intelligible,

Such is the nerve of the argument, and 1t can
he given as many distinct applications as there are distinet
features of proportionate being,.

If nothing existed, there would be no one to
ask questlons and nothing to ask questlons about., The most
fundaemental of all questlons, then, asks about existence
yot neither empirical sclence nor g methodically reéestricted
philosophy can have an adequate answer. Statisbticel laws
as8ign the frequencies with which things exist, and the
explanation of statistical laws will account for the respechive
numbers of different kinds of things, But the number of
existents is ons thing, and thelr exlsting is another. Agaln,
in particular cases, the scientilst 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 soes, existonce is
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just a matter of fact, WNor ls the ¥Ix methodlcally w#arrestricted
philosophy betiter off., So far from acecounting for exlstence,

the phllosopher can esstablish that it cannct be accounted for
within the limits of proportionacve being, For every proportionate
being that exlsts, existis conditionalliyjima 1t sxists Inasmuch

as tne eondddd¥ conditions of its existence havren to be fulfilled;
and the contingence of that happening ¢annot be eliminated by
appealing to another haprening tnat equally is contingent.

What 1s true of existence, is no less true of
occurrence, Both questions and answers occur, and so without
occurrences there would be nelther qunestions nor answars.
Stauvistical laws assign the resnective numbsrs of different
kinds of occurrences, but thelr nmmax numbers are one thing
and their occurring is ammkh another. In particular cases,
the scientist can deduce some occurrences from others, bubt tne
others are no less i® conditioned them those that sre deduced.
Without initial premisses, there is no deduction; and without
conditions that happen to be fulfilled, ft:uere are no initlel
premisses. As far as emplrical science poes, occurrence l1a
just a matter of fact, and ﬁ%ﬂ method ically restricted philosophy
can repeat the argument shout existence to show that occurrence
too must be regarded as mere matter of fact as long as one
remaing with-.n the realm of proportionate beinge.

Further, everything that is to be known by
empirical scisnce and by restricited philosophy is penetrated\
by the contingence of existence and occurrence, Claasical
laws are not what must be; they are smpirical; they are what
in fact 1s so. Genetlc ¢perators enjoy bhoth a minor and a
ma jor flexibility, amd so in each concrete case the operator

is what in fact it happens to be. Explanatory genwra and

~
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specles are not avatars of Plato's eternal Ideass they are more
or less successful solubtions to contlngent problems sei by con-
tingent situations, The actual course of generalized emergent
probability 13 dbut one among a larze number of othner probable
cuurses, and the probable courses are a minority among possible
courses; the sctual course, then, 1s what in fact it happens to
be, So far from eliminsting such continience, the sclentist

is restricted by his method to ascertaining what in fact arse

the classical laws and genetic operators, what In fact are the
explanatory genora and specles, what In fact 1ls the astual course
of generalized emsrgent probabllity. Nor can s philosophy
restricted to proportionate belng offer morse than en account

of whet iIn fact the structure of this universe 18, nor can he
bage this anccount on more than what in fact the structure of
humen knowing 1ls,

Our first step was to affirm the 1ntelllgiblliity
of being and the rhexcdmeme nothingness of the mee mere matter
of fact that admitted no eXplanatioh. Qur second step was to
affirm that, if one remained within the 1llmits of prop.rtionate
being, one was confronted at every turn with mere matters of
Pt i no-porniblaoxpiahetida_Tthe eqpoludienAs-thath
Mnsudddge-of_bransesndent seing_camkol be gxpid_axcluded;

ract with no possible explanation. There follows at once tha

negative conclusion that lmoiledge of transcendent| be ing cannot

be excluded, 1f there ls proporticnate being, and belng 1s
inbalidgibler~-And-trerearises tue twofeld quegtiom-ed wist—

£ hoToamisiie DTN ot —bodnemast be SRt
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intelligible. And this conclusion gives rise to the further
question, In what dees our knowledre of transcendent belng
conslst?

In the tnird plesce, then, a transcendent being
relevant to our problem must possess two basle attribubes,
On the one hand, it must not be contingent in any respect,
for iff 1t were, once nmore we would be confronted with the mere
matter of feet that we have to avold, On the other hand,
besides being self-explanatory, the transcendent being muast
be capable of grounding the explanatmion of everything about
everything else; for without this second attribute, the ‘Bremext
oRAGRAt ~06 Ing Wontd Abaydig ~ make . no. contyibut e
transcendent being would leave unsolved 9{{1\/# our problem of
contingence In proportionate being,

The foregoing requirements may be expressed
in another manner, Every proportionate bsing is a conditioned
that happens to hawve its condifions Zuxx fwulfilled, But heling
1ls InCellipgible, and so there is no mere happening, no contingence
that is ultimste. $t11l, proportionate being both exists and
exlsts contingently; thereforse, 1t 1s not ultimate; tnerefore,
some oth.r being is ultimate, and 1t 1ls not contingent.
Moreower, the unulblmete belng not only must be self-explanatory
1ltself but also it must be capable of exwvlalnineg everything
olse; for osherwise proportionate being would remain s conditioned
that merely » happened to have 1ts condltions fulfilled; inm its
every aspect it would be mere matter of fact; and 23 mere matter

of fact ls nothing,| 3t wonld be nothing,




To put the same polnt In stlll ancother Resizds

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

ledged facts of final, §&F oxemplary, and efficlent causality.
For one misses the real polnt to efficlent
causality Af one supposes that 1t consists simply in the
necessliy that conditionsd being becomes virtually unconditioned
only 1f iis conditions are fulfilled., On that formulation,
efficient causallty would be satisfied by an intinite regress
in which each conditioned hss 1ts conditlions fulfilled by =
prior conditioned or, perhaps more realistically, by & circle
illustrated by the scheme of recurrence. However, the resl
requirencnt 18 that, If conditioned being is being, it has to

or exist or occur
be Intelligible; it cannot bef\merely 28 2 matter of fact Lox

vhich no explanatlion ls to be asked or expected, for the non-
incvelligible 1is apart from being, Now hoth the infinite

regress and the g_g circle are mu simply agrrecates of mere

matters of facts they fail to medd‘the-msee¥aity. provids
for the Intelliglbllity of conditioned heing; and so they
do not succeed in assigning an efficient cause for being that

ls intelligible yet conditioned. Nor can an efficieat cause

be assigned, untll one affirms a being that both is itvself

_ without sny condibions and grownde can ground the fulfilment
- % A-[ of conditions for anything else that cam he,

; Again, if there are conditioned beings, there
o) also 1g the fulfilling of their conditions: and If there are

no mere matters of fact that remain ult imetely unexpleined,

then no conditions are fulfilled simply at random. Bub if

no conditions are fulfilled simply at random, then all are

fulfilled in accord with some exemplars and so there must be
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an examplary cause that can ground the intelllgibility of the
pattern in which are or would be fulfilled all conditions that
are or would be fulfilled.

Again, becau e being is intelllgible, 1t also is
good. As potentlally invelligible, it is a manifiold, and this
nanifoeld is good inasmuch as 1t ¢an stand under the formal
good of order. But pogsible 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 correctlon.

If then in any universe there ls one actual a order, if ¥ab

that actual order 1lies within being and so is not xmre mere

matter of fact, then the order must be a value and its selection
due to ravional choice, Similarly, 1f in every possible universe

being is lncvelligible and the intelllgible is good, then the

-e¥efy~passable~&néverme_nnﬂﬂrﬁn:tﬁcﬁﬂﬁ-wéth_ihaf
ossibilify tngf it cog&d be éelected as a’va%ue by a rational
The p;intfmay be;reinforcedfb§ conﬂidering//

alternatives, First, then, efficient and'exemplaryicausélitg/

rdveal a transcenden belng that rounds gverything eyée;

The tyanscendent bedng 1s eithey necessary or ¢ ﬁtiﬁé;nt; but
4

not coéntin nt, for the

50

it would be a conditioned withf

c nhitiona tc be fulfilled gnd 30 in need of efficient and

e emplary cause, Secundly;.in any slven anlvérse of conditiogpd

bpings there is one actual order, ole '
S or\eodtinaeny though”eféy,ether ordprs_aég probable

apd many more are possible, | IE v e actual order

rosults from——some selection




GTX 8, 39

the possibllity of every universe is the possibility of 1its
\ belng selected by an ultimate retlonal choice.,
This may seem too rapid, and so it may be well

to go back over the argoment., Pirat, the univ.rse of proportionate

A T o Ly

being is shot through with concinrence. Secondly, mere contim ence

A is gpart from being, and soi there must be an ulzvlmate ground

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

the necessary ultimaie ground cannot be necessitated in grounding

a contingent universe, and it cannot be gg@' arbitrary in
 grounding an intelligible snd good universe. It cannot be

necessitated, for what follows necessarily from the necessary

15 @qually necessary, It cannot be zzx arbitrary, for what

results arbitrarily from the necessary results as s mak mere

matter of fact without any possible explanation, But vhat 1s

nelther necessary nor erbitrary vet intellirible and a value,

1s what proceeds freely from the reasonable choice of a rational
consclilousness,

The firna} cause, then, is the ground of wvalue,
and & 1s the ultimate cause of causes for it overcomes con-
tingence at its despest level, Being cannot be arbitrary,
and contingent belng cormot be necessary. It follows that
contingent beling must be a reasinably realized vossibility.
Its possibllity is grounded in the exemplary cause, 1ts |
realization in the efficlent cause, but its reasonableness
in the final cause. wibthout that reasonableness, it would
be arbitrary and so it wo::ld be apart from being; but what is

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

cannot be realized,
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Such, then, is the transition from efficient,
exemplary, snd final causality as facts within the domain of
proportionate belng to universal principles that bear our
knowing into the domain of trenscendent being,

The reader, p® perhaps, will feel that the
transition hags falled to::;d these notions of causallcy &£ fmw
thelr anthropomorphic quality, So far from getting away
from man, they lead rather obviously to the affirmation of aw
unconditioned intellipent and rational consclousness that freely
grounds the universe In much the same fashion as the conditioned
intelligent and rational conselousness of man grounds freely
his omn actlons and products. Our answer is twofold. On the
one hand, the specifically human, the anthropomorphic, is not
& pure Iintelligent and rational consciousness but a consciousness
in tension between tne pure desire and other desire., On the
other hand, in so far as ons considers in man solely his
Intelligent and rational conscilousness, one camot but deal
with wvhat is related intimately to the universe and its ultimate
groundi., ¥For what is the universe and its ground but the
objective of man's detached, di.interested, wnrestricted deslre

to know?
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e The Notion of God,

If God 18 a belng, he 1s to be lmown by intelll-
gant grasp and reasonable afflrmation. Aeccordingly, two
mﬁm&&mrmwm%‘nmnm’m
questions arlse, namely, what 1s God and whether God 1s.

But by asking what being is, already we have been led to the
conclusion that the idea of being would be the content of an
unrestricted act of understanding that primarlily understood
itself and consequently grasped every other intelligibllity,
Now, as will apnear, our concept of an unrestricted act of
understanding has a number of implications and ]when they are
worked out it becomes manifest that vﬂere is one and fhe same
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First, then, if there is an unrestrleted act
of understanding, there is by identity a primery Intelliglble.
For the unrestricted act understands 1tself,

Secondly, because the act 1s unrestricted, there
would be no possibility of correctlon, or revision, or improvement,
and so the unrestricted act would be invulnerable as underatanding,
Moreover, since 1t knew 1tself, 1t would know 1t was unrestricted
and so Invulnerable. Accordingly, by identity, it would be
a reflective act of understanding srasping itself as unconditioned
and so correct and true; and so, by ldentity, the primary
Intelligible would be alsc the primary truth,

Thirdly, vhat is lmown by correct and true
understanding is being; so the primary intelligible would be
also the primary being; and the primary being would be splrltual |
in the full sense of the identity of the Intellipent and 1ntelligible.i




Fourthly, the primary being would be without any
deflect or lack or Imperfect lon. For were There any defect or
lack or imperfectlon, at least unrestricted understanding would
gragp what was missing. 3But the conseguent 1s impossible, and
80 the antecedment must be false. For the wwmmesbriebedacb-dt—
identiosl with Che-primeny.bedamycsosbaad primary being is
ldentical with what is gras:ed by the unrestrictediact, and 80
the primary being has all the perfection srasped by the unrestricted
act,

Pifthly, the good is ldentical with intelligible
being, and so the primary intelligible and completely perfect
primary being also 1s the primary good.

Sixthly, as the perfection of the spiritual
requires that the intelligivle also be intelligent, so too 1t
requires that affirmable truth be affirmed and the lovable good
be loved. Buv the primary Intelligible also is the primary
truth and veing and the primary good; and so in a completely
perafect spiritual being the primary intelligible mek“ealy
1z ldentical not only with an unrestricted act of understending
but also with a completely perfect gct of affirming the primary
truth and a completaly porfect sct of loving the primary good,
Moreover, the act of affirmzing is not a second act dlistinct
from the unrestricted act of understanding, nor the act of loving
a third act distinet from the understanding and the afiirming,
For if they were, then the primary bteing would be Incomplets
and imperfect and in need of further acts of affirming and
loving to be completed and perfected, Hence, one and the
same reallty 1s khm at once unrestricted undersbanding and
the primary intelligible, reflective understanding and the

wrcond it ioned, perfect affirming and the primary truth, perfect
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loving the primary good,

Seventhly, the primary intelliglble 1s self-r
explanatory, For if 1. were not, 1t would be incomplete in
intelligibility; and we have alrgady shown any defect or lack
or Imperfection to be Incompatible with unrestricted understanding.

tighthly, the primary being 1s unconditioned,

For the primary being 1s ldentical with the primary 1ntelligi519;
and the primary Intelllglible must be unconditioned, for if it
depended on anyth.ing else, it would not be self-explanatory,
Plnally, it is impossible for the primery intelliigible to be
completely independent and the primary bveing, 1dentlcal with it,
to be devend on something else.

Ninbnly, the primmary being eltner 1s necessary
or lmpossible. For it cannot be contingent, since the contingent
is not self-explanmavory. nence, if it exists, it exists of
necessity and without any conditions; and if 1t does not exist,
then it 1s impossible, for tuere is no condition from which it
could result. But winebher It exists or nww not, 1s a quesvion
that does not pertain to the ides of being or to the notion of
God.

Tenmthly, tnere is only one primary being. For

entla non gunt mult Iplicanda praster necessitatem, and there is

no necessity for more than one. Moreover, 1f there was more

or would not
tuan one primary being, then each would/ve identical with an
unrestricted act of understanding. If not, then the Intelligibles
identical with restricted acts of understanding would not ba
primary beings. If so0, tuere would be seversl primary beings
gimilar in all| respects; for unrestricted acts cannot grasp

different objects without one or more faillng to grasp what

another grasps and so ceasing to be unrestricted acts.
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But there cannot be several primary heings similar in all respects,
for then they would differ merely empirically; and the morely
M-M-M.

empirical is n0%\aom@&eboéyN$nte&1igible. Accordiagly, there
can be only one prlmary being.

In the eieweatly eleventh place, the primary being
1s simple. For the primary being is a single act that at once
i3 wnrestricted understanding and perfect affirming and perfect
loving; and it is identical with tne primary intellirible aud the
primary truth and the primary good.

It does not admlt the compusitemness of central
end conjugate forma. For there are no other belngs of tne same
order with which it could be conjugate; and as Lt is but a single
act, it has nok need of a unifying central form.

Yor doss it admit the compositédnsss of potency

beyond all developament,
and form, For it is a spiritual being/ and povency has been
olther with a capacity to develop or with

identifiQQ\Fﬁ%h the woeedek emplrical residue and gggg,maneriality.

Yor does it acdmit the compositeness of distinct
form and act, For if it exlsts, it exists necessarily. Moreover,
1f the primary intelligidle and vrimary 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, stlll
they are not distinet but| identical.

Tn the twelfth place, the primary belng 1is
timeless, It 1s without continuous time, for 1t is spirgifual
while continuous time presupnoses the empirical residue and

nateriaiity. And it is wichout mmdsr ordinal time, for it does

not shumgmz develop,
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In the thirteenth place, 1f the mrimary beling
exilsts, 1t is eternal, For 1t 1s timeless, and evernity is
Timeless exlistencee.

However, beslides the primary in.elllglble, there
are to be consldered the secondary intellipgibles; for the
unrestricted act of understanding, inasmuch as it understands
itself, also grasps everything about everything ¢lse.

In tne fourteenth place, then, the sew ndary
invelligiblea are conditioned. For they are what is to be
undsrstood, Iif the mimary Inwelligible is undsrstood.

It follows that they are distinct from the
primary Intelligible, for they are conditionsd and 1t 1s uncon-
ditioned.

St1li, though the secondary intelliglbles are

| distinet from the primery, they need not be distinet realities,

For lmowing does not consist 4 in taking a look at something
olse and so, though the gecondary intelligibles are lmown,

they need not be sometining else to be looked a’s.llE Moreover,

the primary belng lis without any lack or defect 61* imperfection;

but it would be imperfect if ¥E wmrestrdes furtuer realitles
were needed for the unrestricted act of under st anding to be
wmrestric ved,

Tinally, the sscondary intsllipgibles may be
mere objects of thought. For they are grasped as dlstinct
from the primary intslligible, yet they need not be distinct
realities. Thus, the infinity of pﬁ positive ¥Addd integers
le grasped by uns in grasping the generative principle of the

geries.
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In the fifteenth place, the primary belng 1s
the omnipotent efficlent cause,sdé~bie—emnlsgient-exenplary.
béuigés For the primary being would be imperfect If 1t could
ground all posaible universes as objects of thuught but not
as realities; similarly, the primary good would be imperlect
if it was good in itself but not the source of other lustances
of the good, But the primsry being and primary good is wik
without any Ssw imperfectlons and so it can ground any
possible universe and originete any other instance of t }» good.,

In the sixteenth place, the primary being is
the B omnisclent exemplary cause. Por 1t 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 snd detail,

In vhe seventeenth place, the primery being
is free, For the secondary intelligibles are contingent:
they need not he distinet realltles; they can be merely objects
of thought; tney are not unconditioned either in intelligibility
or in goodness, and so they are not unﬁénditioned in being,

not apart from
which isp}d@m@iﬁa&xwithrintelligibility and goodness, But
coubingent being as contingent cannot he necessary and as
. e
being cannot be arbibtrary; 1t remalns that, 1g~bhegAQxist,
they exist £ in virtue of the freedom of unrestricted understanding
and perfect affirming and perfect loving.

In the eighquenth place, because man develops,
every additional element of understanding and affirming and
willing 1s a further act end 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
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increment or change in 1lts reality.
There follow a number of ¢onclusions of conslderable
importence. Though often enouph they are suprosed to be extremely

difficult, the only difficulty lies In grasping the differences

Thal. pepanle '

batweon grammanﬁgnd)metaphysics. Grommar 1s concerned with words
and sentences; logic is concerned with concepts and judgments;
but metaphysics 1s concerned with the neve-seEryendshiisedent™
enumeration of the mesti#den necessary and sufficient realities
on the suprosition that judrments sre true.

Phe first corollary is that every contingent
predication concerning God also is an extrinsic denomination.
Tn other words, God 1s intrinsically tue same whether 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 questlomn exlsts; the two
oxistences suffice for the truth of the judgments that God
understands, affirms, wills, effects the universe; for God ls
unlimited in perfection, and wu.at 1s unlimited in p#R perfection
must understand, affirm, will, effect vwhnatever else is. |

The second corollary is that, though the extrinsic
denominetor is temporal, tne contingent predication concerning
God can be eternal., For an eternal act 1s timeless; in 1t all
instants are one and the same instant; and so what 1s true at
any instant is true at every instansmt. Hence, if xz.at eny
instant 1t is true that God understands, affirms, wllls the
existence of Alexander's horse Bucephslus, Ghen the mecaphysical
conditions of the ftruth are the existence of God and the exisvence
of Bucephalus; moreover, though Bucephalus exists only for a
short period, # still God kmews eternally wnderstands, aff'irms,
and wills Bucephalus to e xist for that short period.
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The third corollary 1is divine efficacy, It 1is

Impossible for it to be true that God understands, affirms, wills,

offacts

anything to exist or occur wlthout it being true thnat the thing
exlsts or the event occurs exactly as God understends, = affimres,
or wills it. For one and the seme metaphysical condition is
needed for the truth of both}ﬁ&éﬁb@#&eﬁ& propositions, namely,
the relevant contingent existence or occurrence,

The fourth corollary is Inverse tc the third,
namely, that divine efficacy does not impose necessity upon its
conseq&gnta. In the light of divime Effefficacy i1t is quite
true that if God understands or affirms or wills or offects this
or that to exist or occur, then it is Impossible for the tuls or
that not to exist or not to ocecur. Still, ths exlstence or
gccurrence l1s a mbrphiysd metaphysical conditlon of the truth
of the antecedent, and s¢ the ceaklismes consequente merely
enuntiates the principle of identity, namely, if there Is the
exlatence or occurrence, then trnere is the existence or occurrence.

To recall Aquinas! repeated Lllustration, Socrates, dum sedlt,

necessario gedlt, necessltate tamen non absoluta sed conditlonata.

The fifth corollary 1s the scisntia medls.

Since the divine act of understanding ls unrestricted and true,

it\not onl&}grasy% overy posalible world order btut slso the foregoing

_four corollariss, Hence Independently of any free decision

(in simo antecedente omnem achbum voluntatis) God lmows that

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

realized In every aspect and detall: but & every world order




is a single, intelligible pattern of completely determinate
existents and events; and so qulite apart from any divine declsion,
| God knows exactly what every free will would choose in each
successlve set of circumstances contalned in sach posslible world

50| order.l

The foregoing scientia medla includes Mollne's

noclon of divine wisdom grasping the order of every possible

| universe but 1t does not include Molina's tendency to speak

of the conditioned fuburables as entities at which God looks

for guidance. Again, 1t rests neither on Molina's super-comprehension
unexplained

of the huaman will nor on Suarez'!/objective truth but on Aguinas!

i femillar contentlions on the immutability of God and the conditioned

necessity of what God lmovws or wills or causes. Filnally, it
is r&8& radlcally oprosed to Scotist volundadiem voluntarism

: and to the voluntaristic decreta hypothetice praedeterminantis,

In the nlneteenth place, God would be the creator.
: ' For if God's eofficlent causality presupposed the existence of
aome matter and was limited to fashioning and ordering 1t,

then the existence of this matter would be wnexplained; zmk but

what ultimately ls unezplained, does not pertain to belng:

_ wroyfd—

g and so the alleged nmtterﬂprovqg to be nothing.
© | 1t mey be said that, in fact, there is in this

.é universe & morely empirical residue thaet is unexplained., But

_; one may answer that trie empirical residue of Indlviduwality,

? of the continuum, of particular places and times, and of the
© : non-gystematic divergence of actual frequencies, while unexplalined
\“J? by the particular sciences, partly are understood in cognit.onal

f; tneory amnd mebtaphysics and for-the~west nltimatuly are accounted
for by God's cruative decision, TFor the vrime potency of

individuality is the condition of the possibility of universel
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imowledge and common natures;|the prime powency of the space-time
continuum is the condition oflthe possibllity of abstract and
Inverilant lavs g8 of concrete probabilities, andf:;heir cunulation
into xm a world order of emergent probability; the non-systematle,
finelly, is tronscended by an unrestricted act of understanding.
Moreover, the emplrical raéldue grounds the manifold of the pouentlal
good and, Inasmuch as 1t stands wider world order, it possesses
tue wvalue that sccrues to the contingent thnrough the reasonablensss
of the freedom of axr~wmbimalied o completely wise and good belng.

T the srenttath~pare;. fod would _oansarve.
For “the¢ weellity of efficlent camsallty is the sffecl as~dependent
I te—eauBe—"Nore waplade itly ,~bhe-matraphysieal -couditvon ef
Bhe trubh o the “puepoTisden-that-A_I1s the -efNeient cguge-ef~B
i the ronlity oR\a-relftien of ~de-endeacd Ma-B MLh resrest 4o
A\Eor oRe4e 16ht_ceusallty ls-mot coMsbitTibed—by an-imapinable
“rflwence~proceading Trem-A to-Bi\nor- I8 b wersbisufen-by

- Glenrge -3 X
In theAtmeﬁch»place, God would be the conserver,
His efficlent causality would not produce a universe and then
on AR Lowbrrrcy,
leave it to 1its own devices butb, !;tr/,\would be exercised as long
as the universe or any of its parts existed. For the metaphysical

condltion of the truth of the propositlion that A causes B

is the reslity of o relation of dependence (ut a guo) in B with

respect to B A. Tt 1s not, as the counter-positions vould 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 cesases to cook the potatoes and beeins to cook the steak.
It i3 B as emerping or existing or occurring in Intelligible
dependence on A, But no contingent being 1s self-explanatory,

and so every contingent being, as long as 1t 1s, is In Intelllgible
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dependence on ths sself-explanatory being.!

twenty~seeend gt |

In the;rwentyuéirﬂgAplace, God would be the first
agent of wvhmb-galdeon¥y every event, every development, every
emergent. For every such occurrence is conditioned, and e.ther
the conditions diverge and scatter throughout the universe or
else they form a scheme of recurrence which, however, erwrges
and survives only on conditions that diverre and scatter throughout
the universe, It follows that only the cause of the order of
the universe cen be the sufficlent ground for tre oceurrence of
any event; further, since every development esnd every emergence

depends upon a complex of events, only the ¢ause of the order

of the unlverse can be the sufficient ground for any devslopment

Or emergence.

It follows, further, that God applies every
contingent agent Lo its operation, For the agent operstes
in sccord with the pattern of world order when the conditions
of the operation are fulfilled: but the conditions are fulfilled
when other events occur; asnd God is the flrst agent of each of
those occurrences. Moreover, 1t follows tint every created
agent 13 an Instrumeni 1n executing the Glvine plan; for 1its
operation is the fulfliment of a condicvion for other events;
and g0 it 13 used by a hicher agent for an ulterior end,
Finally, %2 it follows that God by his inteliigence moves all
things to their proper endss for God caus;;:gignt and applies
evary agent and uses every operation inasmuch as he is the cause
of the order of the universe.\

It will be noted that this asccount of divine
control of svents differs from tne account s of both Buibcdnd
Pamez\endlolina_laeanuel o3 dbvestribesndiving contrgldoofl
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Banoz and Molina. For they ascribe divine control of all events
to the fact that God by a peculiar asctivity controls each.
But on the ahove asnalysls 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 vhich/gamh event

depends. Moreuver, though bine-ause Do REBRad our anelysis
is cast in contemporary terms, one has only to replace modern
& trliace.,
by Aristotellan physics to arrive at the thoucht and expressions

of Aquinas. See my article on @racia Op.rans, Theologlcal

Studles,
Yme twopby-second place, 6, God-would be the?
roimate Tindlc the mniyersax uniﬂerae. For in anf

potency 1s for 1its form,

nd-every fomm for its act; every manifold 1s a potenfial good

which hignher unitles and

Y rdersaQan\be«uealiaed4\?very

eallzation of hiﬁher.ﬁpitles and orders 18 for the realizat ion

ﬁhé'tntalLorder, -and -every:. falilure to roalizecorder
even
f the total order' finally, awary men's failures to be

ntelligent and reasonable ge..erate a dialecfdeal tension

hat helghtens the demand for order and zhkes it more secure

when attained. But tle order of the universe is the. object

f Godts necessarily wise and »6asonable choicgs” 1t 1s the

n}ghest of created actu?;/values, conta g within itself

s its parts = all other created valuds; and f£1 y it 18

a \value _
_ In the twenty-second place, God wopdd be tﬁe
ulltimate flnal/cause of the mnivae crea iy -tga
-is-im&%e”‘@wcﬂ\m—of‘&ll_ﬂm@ {

e realized with effective probebllity; .
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In the twenty-second place, God would be the
ultimate £inal cause of any universe, the ground of its value,
_é. and the ultimate objective of all final istic sﬁggﬁvstriving.
= For, as we have seen, the primary intelligible would be Ancomplete
if in it were not to be grasped every otier intelligibles; the
primary being would be imperfect in being if it could not originate
other belngs and the primary good would e lacklng in goodness
if it were sterile and sl could not be the source of other
instences of the good., Inversely, them, the secondary Ilntel liglbles
are intelligible hecause of t1e completeress of the primary;
contingent beings are possible becauss of the perfection of
primary belng; and other instances of the good can arise because
of the excellence of the primary rfood, But what 1s posaible
besaunse of the perfectlon and excellence of another, also will
be sctual because of that perfection and ezxcellence; and sol
God's perfectilon and excellence nmust be the final cause of
everything elsze,

‘/Me-mmfwa‘umﬁm/pmﬁlefw@ﬂ&—oﬁ}é?
ffmwﬂ?ﬁﬁe-pfmfiﬁngmanwr vod-feomit ,
sad-becanrseegtual Perld dedsT Ne~chosdn—by Wil Thng-thay
ﬁﬁt/m@ml—y"m‘s' I\aceord Wth-unrdaiiyie mamﬁt&ﬁg
But~oven -t ione 1w Witk it

Moreover, a value 13 a possible object of

reasonable cholce, and so the ground of value 1s the ground

of possibilllty 1n objects and of reasonableness in choosing.

1 But svery possible world order is grasved in the primary
intelligible and derived from iIt: and any actual world order

1s chosen by a wllling that not merely accords with unrestrdsted
understanding but 1ls identical with ib., Hence God would be

the ground of edf=velwme tne value of any world order and, imdeed,
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a ground that 1s 1dentical wlth the standard of what true value is,
Further, 1t has been sam seen that the immanent
order of this universe ls a compwownd edme conditloned serles
of things and schermes of recurrence reallzed in accord with
successive schedules of probabllitles; and it has dbeen added
that, from tne viewpoint of unrestricted understanding, the
non-systematic vanishes to yleld place to a fully determinate
and absolu.ely efficacious plan and intention., It follows
that £inality is %o be conceived more accurately., Instead of
an upward but Indetermina.ely directed dynamism, there 1s the
intended ordination of each potency for the form it receives,
of each form for the act it receives, of each menifold of =z
lower acts for the hicher unities and integrations under whlch
they are subsumed. So 1t 1s that every tendency and force,
every movement and chanse, every desire and striving are
designed to bring about tre order|of t he universe In the mannsx
in which in fact they contribute to it; and since the order of
the unliverse itself has been shown to be becauss of the perfestion
and excellence of the primary being and good, so all that is for
the order of the mrivesm universe 1s headed ultimately to the
perfection and excellence that is its som» primary source and
ground.
In the twenty-third place, there follows a
$ransformation of metaphysics as we have conceived ii. For
the metaphysics of proportionate belng becomes a subordinate
part of a more general mebtaphysics that envisages the franscendent
idea of being.
In the @ twenby-fourth place, there follows
a transformation of e¥%de the sthics based on restricted

metaphysics. For that ethics was concerned with the cowsistency




of lmowing and dodng within the indivlidual's ravional self-
consclousness, But now 1t 19 clesaxr that true knowledge Adwss-
not only is true tut also is an apprehension of the divinely
@mﬂnﬁ ordained ordexr of the universe, and tnat doing consistent
with knowlng not merely 1s wsdue consistent wivh kmowing but

slso 1s man's coopexation with God in the realization of the
order of the universe. Inversely, error hecomes a davai
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 aald
about evil and sin, For it would seem that, since God 1s the
efficacious cause of everything In the universe, helmust be
the author of all its evils and responsible for all 1its sins,
But before leaping to that conclusion, let us distingulsh between

physical evil, moral evil, and haslc slin,.

By basic sin I shall mean tine failure of freo
wlll to c¢hoose a morally obLlmatory course of action or 1ts
failure toA s morally renrehensible course of action.

Fe-notiSr—ef—btxriz T I Iows Tion the amriyeis—oi-wild

.9_the- capacity-boraygmit—Ta spnoid to

_presentatiern of thé intel
Yhig-redior—ofErit i
Thus, basic sin is the root of the irrational in ment's rational
S¢lf~consclousnesse As Intelligently and rationslly conscious,
man grasps and affirms what he ought to do and what he ought not
to do; but lmowlng is onse thing and doing is anothef; if he
wills, he does wiat he ousht; 1f he wills, he dlverts his
attention from proposals to do what he ousht not; but if he falls

to will, then the &glée obligatory course of action is not executed;
again, if he fails to will, his attentilon remains on illiclt

T e e
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proposals; the incompleteness of their intelligibillity and the

incoherence of their apparent reasonablensess are dis&;egarded;

-' u

and in this contraction of consclounsness, which is the basic
sin, there occurs the wirong actlon, which 1s more consplcuous
but really derivative,

Next, by moral evils T shall measn the consSequences
of basic sins. From the basic sin of not dmim willing what one
ought to will, tnere follow moral evils of omlisslon and a haightening:
of the temptation iIn one=self or others to further basic sins,

setting aside
From the basic sin of not/dmhibitirg 111icit proposals, there
follows tneir execution and a more positive ki helightening
of tersion and temptstion im oneselfjor in one's social milleu.

Finally, by ph= physical evils T shall mean all
the shorbt-comings of a world order that conslsts, in sofar as
we understand it, in a generalized emergent probabillty. For
in such an order the unordered manifold 1s prior to the formal
guod of prder higher unities and higher orders: the undeps
undeveloped is prior to the developeds; tiere are false starts,
break-downs, failures; advance is at the price of risk; security
i3 mated with sterility; and the 1ife of man 1s guided by an
Intelligence that has to develop and W a willingness that has
te be acquired,

s - o sx_dAParence betusqn physlcel
sy s Auniase % t_of fhe_surdiof-kasic-sin sud, on-
Cheo-ciher Rend fmofrl—awlls cpeshprese. b slic Sdn: MOreowsyy.
“NECO-biwe  Thr i tsratdoney

Now it 1s not difficult to grasp tne relevance
of this threefold dlstinction to our problem, For a problem
is a questvlon for intellimence; it defines an intelligibility to
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to e grasped; and c¢learly intellligence cannot lump together
basic slns, moral evlla, and physical evils.

In the first place, 3ll that intelligence can
grasp with respect to basic sins is thet there 1s no intelligibllity
to be grasped, What 1s basic sin? It 1s the Lrrational, Why does
it ococur? If tnere were a reason, it would not be sin, Yhere
nay be excuses: there may be palllatives and extennating clrcum-

gtances; but there cannot be a reason, for =im basic sin consists,

not In yieldlng to reasons and reasonablaemness, but in falling
to yield to them; 1t consists not In Inadvertent fallure but in
advertence and in acknowledgement of ahy obligation that, none
t he less,\is not followed by reasonableX response,

Wow if basic sin is simply irratlonal, if under-
standing 1t consistis In grasping that it has nox intelligibllity,
then clearly 1t cannot be in intelligible dependence on Ang
anything else., But what cannot be in Intellicible devendence
on anything else, @Ad4 cannot have a cause; for cause E 1s
correlative with effect; and an effect 1s what 1s in Intelliglble
dependence on something else, Finally, 1f basle sins cannot
have & canse, God cannot be thelr cause. WNor does this conclusion
combradlicet our earlier affirmation that every event 1s caused by
God. TFor basle sdn is not an events 1t is not something that

positively

// occurs; on the contrary, it consists in a failure of occurrence,
in the sbéede¥ absence in the will of a reesonable response
to an obligatory motilve.

Further, when a problem contains the irrational,
1t can be handled correctly only in a hichly complex and critiecal
feshion, If the methematician attributed to imeginariy 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 o follow
// awelts anyone that falls to draw the distinctions and dFdyl/uy

the rules necessitated by the irrationality of basic sin.

For the familiar disjunction of the principle of az excluded
middle (Elther A or not &) must be replaced X by a trichotomy,
Besides what 1s positively and what simply is not, there 1s
the irrational whimhxmpmidxkaxand constltuted by what counld
end ought to belbut is not. Besides the belng that God causes,
and the non-being that God does not cause, there 1s the lrrational
thab-God ndAthor dausss nor. ienorantly. dlsremzevds bt A perntsys
that God neither causes nor does not cause but vermits others
to perpetrate., BResides the actual zood tnat God wills and the
unrealized good that God does not will, theore are the besic

sins that he nelther wills nor does not will but forblds.

~fokkows—g profound differencs oatween \
thgl evils; for physicel evils are. independently

T basic sinj ®ut moral evilg/are the evils t t result froml

gnasic ain. "Phe two, then,/merit separate

Nowm/
he intelligiblex that it may te’divided into tHe potential
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r actually intelligille,
even

the order of o universe is

-t

hielligibles /\for our regtricted understanding it is an
incredibly brllliant / reent probabilit‘.y; and for unrestﬁiﬁféd 7

Enderetanding it would be stlll more intelligible fort nen-

o

systematlc wcy&d vanish, It is ’brue tnat such an oyfQer because
14 is dynamic, because it a.d,ve.nces from the Xs3y lover to the
hikher, because its ways .a;e those of effe/t;lve prohabllity,
involves much that is only potentlally good, much that is
ingomplete in order and so disorderly, much that is insecure,

oY¥—itmuyk-unitinidshed, we-conirifigd. It also imw
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Clearly, 1t is not evil but good to crests a
belng so excellent that it possesses ratlonal self-comnsclousmness
whence freedom nmaturally follows, It ls not evil but good to
leave thet freedom Intact, to comnand good indeed and to forbid
evil, but to refrain from an interference thwut would reduce
freedom to an illusory % appearance, Consequently, it is not
evil ut good to ol concelve and choose amd effect a vorld
order, iMendvblbendclidasicecihr oven thourh basic sins will
and do occury for it 1= only fallacy to argus that basic sins
olther are entitles or nonentitles and that, if they are entltiles,
they must be due to God!s universal causality, or if they are
aonentitles, they must be due to God's unwillingness to cause
the opposite ewkidw entities,

There remain physical and moral evils. Na»
Now if the criterlon of good and evil are sensltive nleasure
and pain, then clearly physical and moral evils are ultimately
evil., But the proper criterion of the pood is intelllsibility,
and in this universe everything but basic sin can be understood
and so 1s good. For the Imperfection of vhe lower ia the
potent lality for the hisgher; the undeve,loped\is for the developed;
and awEkx even moral evils through the dlalectical tenslon they
gonerate head either to their own elimination or to & reinforcement
of the moral mood, So it is that a gereralized emergent probabllity g
san be Eras ped \br-tridtiivence. ~aven-py-reatricted EntedTifercal
can bte prasped even by our limited understanding as sn

Immanently and highly intelligible order embracing everything

in our universe,
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In the twenty-sixth place, God 1s personal. Though
wo began from the hipghly Impersonal question, What 1s belng,
though we we have heen working out the implications of an
unrestricted sct of understanding in %sx itself and in its
relatlions to the universe, though we have been sreaking of
an object of thought, which if it exists, will be Xnown as an
object of affirmation in the objective domain of being, stilll
the notion at which we have arrived is the notion of a personal
being, A= man, so God 13 a rational self-consclousness, for
men was made in the imars and likeness of God, But what man
1s through unrostricted desire and limited attainament, God is
as unrestricted act. But an unrestricied act of rational self.
consc lousness, however objectively and Impersonally 1t has been
conceived, clearly ix¥ satisfies all that 1s meant by the subject,
the person, the other with an intellisence and & reasonableness
and a willing that is his own.

Moreover, as the l1dea of being 1s the notlon of

implies
a personel God, g0 too 1t impiudas a personalist view of the

order of the universe., TFor that order is not a b1ueprin4 ARANN

such a8 might be drawn up by an archicect for a building, nor is

it a plan such as might be impused by a movermment ziven to social

engingering, but it is an intelligibility that is to be grasped
only by compounding classical and stabisticel, genetic and dialecuicalil
methods, that includes the commands and prohibitions that express
the willing 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 versons, that contains the
apparent anomaly of the trichotomy that roes beyoud the principle
of excluded middle to make place for the surd of basie sin.
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10. The Affirmeation of God.

Qur knowledge of being is by intelligent grasp
and ressonable afflrmatlon, By asking what being 1s, we have
been led to grasp and conceive what (God 1s. Since 1t has baen
shown that being is the core of all meaning, it follows that
our grasp and conceptlon of the notion of God is the most
meeningful of all possible objects of our thought. Still
every object of thought ralses a further question; for once
the activity of intellirent consciousness is completed, the
actlvity of reflective consciousness begina, Is then God gt
o% nmerely an object of thought? Or is God real? Is he an

: Eg! object of reasonable affirmation? Does he exist?

Thegse three further cuestlons are one and the

Same. For the real 1s belng, and apart from being there 1s

nothing, Beilng is not known without reasonable aff%rmation,
and ke oxistence aideder 1is the respect in whicﬂtgzals
known preclsely inasmuch asg it is affirmed reasonably. Hence,
it is one and the same thing to say that God 1s real, that he

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

/qgﬂhn/%bﬁﬁbfifm\tnstkeodu93ists“is‘notfy?*

gsorlbetorhin axistong —an geworf dnAnOde »-Melt-ae i

.};f qhé&?i%élﬁth{M’Exis%anz;LgeworﬁeﬁflnLdarvweitjéa
: Agaln, to affirm tnat God exists is not to
ageribe to him the uwxistenz or geworfen-in-der-ielt-seln
@5?. of exlstentiallst thought. For such existence is the existence
-Ef of man, not as Intellimenily grasped and reasonably affirmed,
-

but as experlencing, inquiring, and reflecting, yet not obbalning
/Cz&: any definitive answers to his questions about himself,
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FPurther, while both the existence of swepre
kﬂgi any proporkionate being and the existence of God are to be

kmnown throhgh a rationally posited "Yes," it does not follow
thet both the existences are the seame, For the meaning of
the "Yes" varies with the question that it answers, If one
asks vibhs vhether a co.tingent beling exists, an affirmative
answer means a conbingent existence. But 1f one asks whebther
a2 self-explanatory being exists, an affirmative answer means
X a self.explanatory exlstence.

Apain, in the self-knowledge of a self-explanatory
belng it would be one and the seme thing for him to know what

he 1s and whether he is, For his knowledge of what he is

would consist In a grasp of the Rowmmi formally unconditioned,
and therinoerdilLlemned as the grasp answers the question, what?
30 the unconditioned anawers the question, Whether?

But it does not follow that the two questions

have a single asnswer in our knowledge. FPFor when we grasp what

God 18, our grasp is not an unrestricted act of understanding
but & restricted understanding that extrapola.es from itself

to an unrestricted act and by asking ever further questions

™ arrives at a list of attributes of the unrestricted act.
o - Accordingly, what 19 grasped is not the unrestrictsd act
) but the extrapelatlon that proceeds from the w operties of
a restricted act to the properties of the wmneshret mbasbin
unrestricted act. Hence, when tins extrapolation is completed,
© ? there remalins the further ¢uestlon whether the unrestrlicted
kﬂ gct is just an objeet of thought or a reality.

It follows thet all forms of the ontolopleal
arpgument are fallaclous. For they argue from the conceptlon of

God to his existence. But our conceptions yleld no more than
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anal yic propositions. And, as has been sesn, one cen ¢ffect
the transltlon from the anelybic proposition to the analytic
principle only inasmuch as tine terms and relations of the
proposition cccur in concrete judgments of fact. Hence, while
tnere is no difficulty in so conceliving God that the dendal of
his existence would be a2 contradiction in terms, still thet
conception ylelds no more than an analytlie proposition; and the
proposition in question can become an analytic wrinciple only
Iff we can affirm % in a conerete judgment of fact tnat God does
exist.

The Anselmian argument, then, ia to be met by

distinguishing the premiss, Deus est quo mseius cogitard mequit.

0ne xexs grants that %% by appropriate definitions and synfactical
rules 1t can bs made into an analybiec proposition, But onre asks
for the evidence trat the terms as defined occur in concrete
judgment s of fact.

The Cgriesian argument seems to be from the concept
idex to the existence of a perfect being, This would be valld
If concelving were looking and looking were knowing. But trat
view iInvolves the counter-positions: and when one shifts tot he
positions, one finds that concentions bhecome knoving only through
hleg reflective grasp of the unconditioned.

The Leibnlzian argument 1z from the posslibility
to the actuality of God., As we have sesn, God ls either necessary
or impossible. But he 1s not Impossible, for the nowvlon of God
1s not a contradiction In terms. Therefore, he exists necessarily,
But the major ls only an arnalytic proposition, and sc the conclusion
¢an be no more than an analybic proposition, Further, the reason
offersd for the minor calls for a distinction, If thers is an

omnipotent God, and if omnipovence consists In the power to

el e e
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produce whatever does not involve an internal contradiction,

then the absence of invernal contradiction pEmp proves possibility.
But if one does not presuppose tihe exBjeng exlstence of divine
omnipotence, then the absence of internal RBLLR&SAIIMcorRtDA
contradiction proves no more than the coherence of an object of
thought,

Howsrery- onanipuwende . yhebhoetined—Ti—a—volié
aramTt E Ton-the~f et o f i uATE s 71 cEed~ae s re~bo—~riterstand’
sorrettly-tovthe~possdbility-ofian Inrdatr dted act--0f Inderacanting

Hovever, If the ontologlcal argumstn srgument
is to be regarded as fallaclous, it may seem that tnere is no
possibility of affirming rabtiorelly the existence of God, For
our distinction between analytic propositions and anslytie
principles is equivalent to the verification principle of the

soema
logical positivists, But there X§ no possibility of verifying

an unrestricted act of understending either in our external or
In our interneal experience. And even If the experlence were
possible, still t:ere would be needed the fact before the
existence df God could be affirmed reasonably.,

This objection, however, rests on an identification
of the notions of verification and of experience. Yet clearly
1f the law of felling bodies is werified, it is not{ experienced.
All that is experienced 13 a large agrregate of con;ents of acts
of observing, It 1s not experience but understanding that
unifie s the xe aggregate imks by referring them to a hypotheticsl
law of falling bodies. It is not ex-erience but eritical reflection
thau asks whether tne data correspond to the law and wnether
the correspondence suffices for an affirmation of the law.
It is not experience but a reflective erasp of the fulfilment

of the conditions for a probable af'firmation t:iat constitutes

I ) . e mae ot e .._.__,,__M_____w”l —e
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the only aet of verifylng that exists for the law of falling
bodies; and similarly it 1s a reflective grasp of the unconditioued
thet grounds every other judprent.

Moreover, tne pornt to the demand for a transition
from analytic propositions to anmalyble judgments primarily is
a distinction between different types of unconditioned and only
secondarily does it invelve a resemblance to the verificetion

Hat Aad)

principle. There is a virtually anconditioned wAth,.1ts condit_ons
fulfilled solely by acts of defining and postulating; such is the
analytic proposition, *o thils virtually unconditioned there can
accrue a further fulfilment Inasmach as what it defines and
what it postulates akxialso prove t£o be wﬁ&tuaﬂ&y virtually
unconditiongd: such 1s the analytiec. principle, This further
fulfilmengzgzgﬁrs In conerete Judrments of fast, such as ocoux
in the process of verification; and so our positiun resembles
tuat of tne logical positivists., Bat resemblance need not
be identity., For unl.ke the lomical positivists, we are
completely disillusioned of tne notlon that knowing the real
ls somehow 'looking at whet is already out tuere now. Unlike

|
them, we have much to say aboui the unconditioned and, indeed,

1t is in the uncondit.omed that we place the whole meaning and

force of verification.

Finaldy, AL weredjgobaliforums—el-theanbotorical
&rgumﬁﬁ%;’iﬁ«wé\dgnyhihﬂt\a—re&snaaﬁ%eﬂaf?érmﬁb&onQefﬁebQJS‘
exdstense prostpresss _an-oualbsy o-—irmer expdnience—si-him,
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On the one hand, then, the ontologlcal argument
13 to be rejected, for concep.lon alone is an insufficient ground
for Jjudgment., On the other hand, what has to be added to nere
conception is, not an experlence of God, but a grasp of the
uncondlitioned. 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
unconiditioned that God is and tnat unrestricted understanding
grasps, but the virtuaslly uncondiltioned that consists in
inferring God's existence from premisses that are true, There
remains but one more preliminary. Already ve have remarked
but again we must repeat.that proof is not some autonatlec
process teat results In a judgment, as taking ;naSpirin 2R
relleves a headache,or as turning on a switch sets the digltal
computer on its wnerring way. All that can bs set down In
these pages is a set of signs. The signs can represent a
rolevant virtually unconditioned., But gresping it and making
the consequent judgment is an immanent act of ratiom 1 consciousness
that each has to perform for himself and no one else can perfom
for him,

The existence of God, then, ls lmown as the
conclusion to an argument and, while such arguments areJmany,
all of them, I believe, are included in the following general
Torm.

If the real is completely intelligible, God
exlists., But tue real is completely intelligible. Therefore,
God exists,

To begin from the minor premiss, one argues thatb
beling is completely intelligible, tiet the real is being, and
that tnerefore the real 1s completsly intelligible.
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Now being is completely intelligible. For being

1s the objective of the debached, disintsrested, unrestricted

desire to lmow; av@ this desire consists in Intelligent Ingquiry

partial
and eritical reflecticon; amd it resaults In/knowledss inasmuch

67

as Intelligent inquiry yields uncersianding and critical reflection

grasps unders.anding to be correct; but 1b reaches its object.ve,

which 1is being, only when every intellisent guestion has been
glven an intellirent answer and that answer has been mm found
to be correct, Being, then, 1s intelligible, for it 1s what
isk to be knoin by correct understanding; and it-is completely

g uldyy

Intelligible, for being is kncngonly when al%Nquestions are

answeredﬂrﬂ"*ﬂy-

..ma ‘i:-oa-].—"is\bo.d.ag’ \@erfm-rgw‘bm-uepu
sitlomd in its own re#éfsal. rItrmay appqg@ cohmrent;

8 longras one dees not state exnl}citly thet 4t is grasped
nteliigently and afflrmed reasonablﬂy. But tnat_QXpllcit_kf

tatement cannot be refused by an Intellicent and reasqnaﬁle

e

piqg; and once 1t 1s mude, the infehenenca_ni_kﬁﬁ_ﬁﬂunﬁamfu
J '
peaTtiensumessiotight\Hop-then

Moreover, the real 1S being. For the real 1s
what ls meant by the name, real. La§:§§l that is meant ls
either a mere object of tnought ox else both an object of
thought and an object of affirmation, The real iz not merely
an object of thought; end so it is both an object|of thought
and B an object of affirmation, Nor is the real merely some
of the objects ogjﬁﬁought and affirmation but all of them,
And similerly being is kka 211 that 1s to be kmown by

Intelligent grasp and reasonable affiymatlon,
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f/lk{ positfons and a rejéction oi‘"{.he"' Eaug.ter-

L)ositiom . But there would be little point in attempting to

’&umari ze here the reasgons for that —Deen --presenied—over
"'Q&M%@@éﬂ&%—wges

If this colincldence of the real and belng presupposes

an acceptance of the positions and a rejection of the counter-

positions, the reader will not expect at thle stage of the

argument any repetition of the basic points that have been made

over and over sgaln in the preceding peges of this work. To
accopt the positions Ls to accept one's own intellipgence and
reasona.bleness aryd to stand by that accept&ance. To reject

the counter-positions is %0 reject the interference of other

deglre vith the mroper functlioning of the detacned, disinterested,

and unrestricted desire to know. Hence, W every
counter-poslilon leads to its own reversal; for 1t is Involved
in Incoherence as soon &g the cleim is made that it 1s zrasped
intelligently and affirm ed reasonably; and an intelligent and
reasonable sub ject cammot avold making that claim.

There remains thwe major premiss, namely, If the

reecl is completely intelligible, then God exists. The argument

may be cast as follovs.
—the—reai-ie-completlely. lntelligible;~then
comptots ITLOLIlglbility 1s real. But complete Intelligibility

ls-the idse ¢f-beling a‘.ﬁd';"" TPrinarily, the Idesa of-being-frvthe
Ifo.tion_oéeo'§

J ¢ Ehe—roddahd-belagr Tresuppo s
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If the real 1s completely intelligible, then
complete intelliglbility exists. If complete intelligibility

exists, the 1dea of belng exists. If the idea of being exlsts,
r '_ then God exista. Therefore, If the real is completely intelll—
| 19 gible, God exista.l

: let us comment on each of the premisses in turna

{ - First, if the real iz completely intelligible,

then complete intelligibility elx exlsts. For Just as the

real could not be intelligible, 1f intellipibility were med
nor~exlstent, so the real could not be completely intelligibls,
If complete intellligibility were n non-exlistent. In other
words, to affirm the complete Intelligibvllity of the real

is to affirm the conmplete Intelligibillity of all that is to

be affirmed. Buf one cannot affirm the complete intelligibl ity

of all that 1s to be afflrmed without affirming complete
Intelllgibillty. And to effirm complete intellidgibllity is T

Xnow its exlstence.

R e ek o s,

Secondly, 1f complete intelligibdlity exists,
the ldea of belng exlsts. For Intelligibility elther is

i
N
{5
}.
%

materlal or splritnal or abstract: 1t is maeterlal in the

c}_l,e,mistrylg objects of physics, céﬁmistry, blology, and sensitive psychology;
~J

1t 1s spiritual when 1t is identleal with understanding; and
it 1ls abstract in concepts of unities, la.ws%i%%%quencies P
geﬁetic operators, dlalectical tenslonzs and conflicts,

But abstract Intelllgibililty necessarily is incompletes,

for it arises only in the self-expression of spiritual

Intelligibility, Agadn, spiritual intelliglibility is incomplets

as long as it can Lnquire. Finally, material imtelligibllity
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necegserily is incomplete, for 1t As contlngent In its existence
and in its occurrences, in ita genera and specles, in 1ts
classlcal and statistlcal laws, in 1ts genetle operators and
the actual course of its emnergent probabillty; moreover, it
includes a merely empirical reslidue of individuality, non-
countable 1nfinities,\ perticular places and times, and for
systematlc knowledge a non-systematic dlvergence. It follows
that the only posgasibility of conplete intelliglbility lles in
a spiritual Intelligiblility that cammot inquire because 1t
understands everything about everything. And such unrestricted
understanding is the ldes of belng.

Thirdly, if the idea of belng exists, God exists.
For Lf the idea of being exists, at least Ats primary component
exlsts. Bubt the rrimary component has beerl shown to possess
all the attributes of God. Therefore, 1f the ildea of being
exlats, God exists.

Sueh, then, 1ls the argument. As a get of slgns
printed In a book, it can do no more than Andicate the materials
for a reflective grasp of the virtuwally unconditioned. To
elicit such an act 1s the vork that the reader has to perform
for himself, Further, lnasmuch as sny reader has been impressed
by the wildely diffused contenporary view that the sxlstence of
God camnmot be proved, he will be vondering just whexre the
fallacy lies, Just when the unlustified step was taken, in the
foregolng endeavor to accompligh the reputedly impossible.

Tet us join him in his reflection.
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Certainly, there would have to be some Lfallacy

in the argument, 1f it di1d not presuppose a complete break

with the various currentes of modsrn thought that lnslst on

athelsm or agnosticlsm. Bub such a complete break doesfexlst

in the rejection, root and branch, of the counter-positlions

and in a complete acceptance of the positions. Grented that

the real is belng, granted that being is known by intelllgent

grasp and reasonable affirmation, itvPerlows.ehd~it wili—fellow
‘;:;:;:God is a reality if he 1s a belng and §§§$:he is a belng

Af intellissnt grasp conceives him and reasonableness alflrns

what intelligence conceives. Agaln, granted the exclusion

of all obscurantism, intellipence is committed to the effort

t0 concelve a notion of God; for if the real 1s being, then

one must w4 face the question, What is being? and as has

been seen, the answer to that questlon includes the ansvwer

10 the question, What is God? But the answer to a questlon

for intelligence necescarlly raises the corresponding questlon

for reflectlon, and the exclusion of obscurantlism once nore

commits us to an effort to answer. If the answer is negative,

atheism is correct, If no answer is farthcoming posslible,

agnosticlan ls correct. If the answer As affirmative, thelsm

ig correct. The only lissue ls to decide which of the three

18 the answer to be given by the unity of empirleal, intelligent,

and rational consciousness that I haprpen to be. Finally, if

I am operating in the intellectual pattern of experilence, 1If

I'am genuine in my'acceptance of tﬁ%.donanation of the detached,

dlsinterested, unrestricted desire to imguire intelllgently

and reflect reasonably, then I have no just grounis for aurpfise
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1f I find myself unable to deny elther that there Ls a reallity
or that the real 1s belng or that belng is completely intelliglble
or that complete intellipgibility ls mm@ unrestricted understanding
or that unrestricted jundorsgtanding is God.
St1ll, a conclusion con contaln no more than
1ts premisses. If at the start one does not know that God
exlists, at least that knowledge must emerge Iin the rocess
if it is to be present at 1ts end. Where, then, In the process
does knowledge of God's existence make ite implicit entry?
It 1s a falr question but to enswer it a distinctlon

ebwoan.-1)_the aflirpmation-of-afi et istence-that

Wrus-out 4o e Godt e and N2y~ z

an_be- linked\with “ohe™ a\tﬂimmé@ef‘eo&kawemmmm
\ghe-atffirastion of\a ddnk-botyeetn el Singg L
hes to be drawn between 1) affirming a llink between other
existence and God's and 2) affirming the other existence that

i1s linked to God's existence. The second element lies in

the afflrmation of some reality: it took place in the chapter

on Self-affirmation, and it was expanded to the universe of
proportlonate being in subsequent chapters. The first element

is the process that firek ldentifies the real with belng, then
ldentifies being with complete Iintelliglbility, and flnally
identifies complete intellipibility 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 1s not Intelllglble is not the objectlive of a

desire to understand, and what i1s mot completely Intelliglible

~
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1z the objective, not of an unrestricted desire to understand
correctly, but of such a desire judlclously blended with an
obscurantist refusal to understand. Once this\expansive moment
is achleved, the rest follows. The real cannot be completely
Intelllgible, 1f complete Intelliglbility is wnmreal. Nor can
complete Intelligibility be real, If the wunrestricted act of
understanding is merely an objlect of thought. For the intelli-
gibllity of the merely conceived 1s not real; the Intelliglbility
of materlal reality is dependent on a merely empirical residue
and so 1t 1s incomplete; the intellipgibility of inquiring and
developing intelllgence is seelingk its own completion and
thereby proclaiming lts incompleteness; and =0 the only possibility
of an Intelllgibility that is at once complete and real is the
unrestricted act of understanding.

Yot who are we to pretend to knowledge of every
possibility? Might not there be some further alternative?
Might not 1ntelliglblility be both real and complete in some
qulte dirferent fashion that lies beyond the narrow confines of
our comrrehension? There might be, 1f we were ready to take
refuge In the counter-positions or to give way to our tendencles

to obscurantlism. Bubt the presupposition is that we are not.

{ grasped by/ﬁgderstanding€/g£imarily,

Jﬁinieﬁfyaﬁai

-
H

dentical with thgxact o)

fhrmulated in scts

%, 1t is not ’completely/j,ntelligime j AT 1t is,

-

spirithal ) 1ubeli gonb_as wold ds Mtdaiiible

. ) . _'.': e . E -wp_ .
o) R

e T B S LN L S SO LLE TR L) M SR

oTE 10, 73




. _g!__ . . R . S I Lo e et i s AR e s L T s R -pid T - ; COUYPLERN TSI N

2 Gtk 10. Th

And if we are not, then the possible 1s possible velng, being is
intrinsically intelllgible, and the intelligible elther 1is

: ldentlical wlth understanding or else related to 1t as something
that could be understood. But intelligibility of the latter
type 18 Incomplete, for it is condltioned in its very Intelll-
glbility by 1its relatlon to something else. Nor s inguiring
and developing understanding complete. S0 there remaing only
. -[3! the]unrestricted act of understending. Nor 1s there sngthing
';E | any paradox In our clalming to envisage all possible alter-

i? natives; for if we can know thagiiuﬁ attalmment is extremely

i limited, we can do so because owr knowledge springs from an
unrestrlcted desire to understand correcily; and so 1t 1s one
and the same unrestricted desire that both reveals to us the
vagtneas of the range of possiblilitles and, by the same stroke,

defines the baglc conditlions that every possibillty must satisfy.

Finally, it may be ob)ected that, for 21l we know,

an mrestiricted zct of wnderstanding may be a contradiction

éﬂ;f _ In terms. Bub at least an unresctricted desire to understand

correctly la not a contradlction, for it is a fact. HNor has

contradiction any other origln but the existence of different

acts of understandlng with respeect to the mame object. Nor

doeg contradiction imply impossibility unless reality is

completely intellliglble. But the wrestricted act of understanding

1s a single act, so that contradlcetion eannot originate from it;

and iﬁdzégbecause the unregtricted act grounds all that 1is
o and would ground all that could be, Is it true that the contra-

'ﬁ_ dictory cammot be.
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11, Comparisons and Contrasts.

It has been argued that our metaphysiecs of
proportionate belng supplies a universal viewpoint, and now

that|that metarhyslics has been transformed to Include trans-

cendent belng, we must ask whether the unlversal viewpoint
remainas.

Flrest, then, our waxsgiinietad conception of
God as the unrestirlcted act of understanding coincldes with

Aristotle's conception of the unmoved mover as vénsis vofisews,

if vOnsls has the same meanlng as voelv in the famous statement

on insight in the De Anima, kal voel '® vofis th efdn or ¢oia

tols vhavitdsmaslv. 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 wlthout
intelligence, but ldentities of Intelliglbility in act with
intelligence in act.

Secondly, the series of attrilbutes we have
found in the unrestricted act of understanding reveal the
ldentity of our conceptlon with Aquincs' conception of God

a8 ipsum intelligére, lpsur esse, summum bonum, the exemplar,

efficient cause, flrst agent, and last end of all twatb else
that 1s or could be. Among Thomists, however, there 1s &

dispute whether ipgum intellirere or Llpsum esse subsistens

ls logleally first among divine attributes. As hes been seen
In the steonwitn sectlon on the notlon of God, all other

divine attributes follow from the notion of an unrestricted

S AR
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act of understanding. Moreover, since we define belng by its
relatlon to intellipence, necesgsarlly our ultimate 1s not belng
but intelligence.\

Thirdly, as Aqulnas, so have we¢ rejected the
ontological argument and every other c¢lalm to immediate knowledge
of God. However, as we have argued medlately from the reality
of creatures to the reallty of God, so we nave made expliclt
the lmplication of thls procedure by dw distingulshing two
levels In metaphysics. For 1f creatures are known by us before
God la known, then there is in our knowledge o metaphysics of

rhicnste being-thet. gereticelly-1is prior to-our-tmdvledge
g:?Z:dandso prescinds from the notions znd theorems; -such as.
mj—nﬁéme ‘and causal ijwi“"dli's,‘t--"f{j'ér't ain-to-the-tegnsitienbo-A

hg fuller metaphysicys

proportionate being that is trie as a matier of fact and as
a matter of fact reveals the ontological structure of the
proportionate universe. Butl mere matters of faet cannot be
ultimate for intellipgence, and so from proportiomate meta-
physics we are led from contingence throughe causallty to
belng as alt once transcendent 1dea and transcendent reality.

Fourthly, the flve ways in which Aquinas proves
the existence of God are so many partlcular cases of the
general statement that the proportionate universe is lncom~
pletely intelligible and that complete Intelliglbility ls
demanded. Thue, there ls an argument from motlon, bhecause
the transition from potency to act is conditiomned and an
unlimited aggregate of ¢onditloned transitions does not add
up to complete intelliglvility. There is an argument from
afficlent causality, for the intelligible dependence of

effect on cause becomes completely intellilgible only 1if

) : Lo :-_p"':r;-.-g.....:_. i -
C | ;' '
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there 1ls a cause that is Intelligible without belng dependent.

There 1s an argument from contingence, for the contingent 1s

as a matier of fact,land the matter of fact 1s not completely
Intelliglble. There is an argunent from the several x levels
of being, for the many can be completely intelligible only by
belng related to the one and unique. There lg an argument from

the order of the universe, for the intelligibility of an order

ls conditioned in 1ts intelliginility by its relation to an
intelllgencs.

Fifthly, besides Aquinas' flve ways, there are
&g many othsr proofs of the exigitence of God zs there ars
agpects of incomplete Intelligihllity in the universe of
proportionate heing. In particular, attention must be drawm
to the eplstemologicel problen. For as nothing in the pro-
portlonate unlverse ls a complete intelligibility, so our
knowling ls not. Inversely, unless we know some rsalliy,
there 1ls no possibllity of deduclng the existence of God.
It follows that first we must establish that as a matter of
Tact we know?f%hat 28 a matter of fact there 13 some proporiions.
reallity propoitionate to our knowing. For only after the facts
are knovn can we iMeldre entertain any hope of reaching an
explanation of the pegsibllity of a correspondence between
our inquiry and understanding, cur reflectlon and Jjudgment,
arid on the other hand_the real as 1t really ls.

Accordingly, we are led to disagree with what
seems 10 have been Schlelermacher's procedure. Correctly

he maintelined that our knowing is possible only 1f ultimately

there 1s an ldentity of Denken and Sein. But it does noi| follow

that in our knowledgs such an identity must be genstically first,

And so it does not follow that the whole of our knowing rests
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on a bellef, prompted by religilous fesllng, Iin the ultinate
ldentlty. As has been seen, our own wnrestrlicted desire to
know defines for us what we must mean when we speak of being;
notion
in the light of thaaAdafﬂfﬂﬂﬁxnrvre can settle by intelllgent
grasp and reasonable affirmation what in fact is and what in
fact 1s nobt; and while this procedure does not explain vhy
every posslble and actual reality must be intelligible, 1t
does gettle what in fact already ls known to be true and,
at the same time, 1t glves rise to the further questiom that
asks for complete explanation and complete intelligibility.
S8ixthly, asthe the metaphysics of proportionate
being rests on the lsomorphism of the proportionate knowm to
the knower, so the transition te the transcendent is effected
by proceeding from the contingent subject's wnrestricted desire
o know to the transcendent subject’s unrestricted act of
understanding. Again, as the structure of proportionate belns
can be deduced from the structure of the contingent subject,
8¢ certaln general properties of any possible universe can

be deduced from the attributes of the transcendent subject.

However, whille the metaphysics of proportionate being can

be developed by apvealing to common sense and to

berelated to-obidh concrete-extstonces-<and- csoirrences threnp
the emplrical sclences, 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.\

{Lntb&i?etualra;f: 1n&é granted the mostfberfect’énstgﬁce
Eof human Tnowledy e,_nwmely, the knowledge of Christ, to-

include all actuality ond g1l that lies In the powcr of

Cf'etuyeﬁ*buVﬂaénla&—tnat\it—inciﬁéea*ﬁTi-%habuliesxiafthe
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There follows & corollary of considerable theo-
logical importance, namely, that our knowledge of possible
wvorlds is, 1n gemeral, no more than an inferemce from our
knovledge of God. Thus, because God ls omnipctent, one can
infer that every non-contradlctory statement would be true
in gome possible world. Becauge divine wisdom equals divine
power, ¥ one can say that every posaible world would be ordered
in accord with infinite wisdom. Because dlvine goodness accords
with dlvine wisdom, one can say thatz any posgible world would
be worthy of Infinite goodness. Bui becasuse ocur understanding
1s not the unrestricted act, we are not in a position to go
into detalls. Briefly, we are committed to the sobriety of

Aguinas in the twenty~fifth question of the Tirst part of

his Summa theoldoglae, and we are led to reject as methodologically

unaound the Scotist view that a questlion beconmes sclentific
wvhen 1t is ralsed with resvect to all possible worlds. The

fact 1s that a question then usually becomes indeterminable,

and to no small extent the #lemddy sterlility of later Scholasticism

seens attributable to 1isg mistaken conceptiong on the nature
0T sclentific knowledge.

_Bewerrbilyy_ouw_aceouni oflissoidenandANe.
?jﬁifm_pionxﬂﬁ.éga fs AT would siig;’exces Yely “complex and
aif;i»( Wlt, -But tué complm{ity and aigefoulty hape their dource,

not in the issue/iﬁﬁelf wh;c?//gally s vgp- aim@le,-but in

the complexity. of man a. polymorphic consciousness and in the

CITTIETEy Gront ol
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Seventhly, If our account of the notlon and the
affirnation of God may be placed wlthin the Aristotelian and
Thomist tradition, It also meets the requlirement of explaining
the existence of other views, For though we have gone beyond
the metaphysles of proportionate belng to the transcendent ldea
and transcerndent resllty of belng, stlll our bame of operatlons
has remalned the sams. Ve raisedéthe auestlon of the notlon of
God by asking what belng Ls. Ve ;nswered the question whether
God exlsts by affirming thet the real Az belng and that belng
is the completely intelligible objective of an unrestricted
deslre to understand correctly. DMNor was 1t obscure at any
decislve point in the process thaetl we were reetivd -t ahswérs
reaching our answers Dy reﬁaining true to the positicns and
by rejecting the counter-positions., But the polymorphlsm of
humen consclousness is not suppressed by the mere fact that
a man ls asking what and whether God 1s, Accordingly, Jjust
as our notlon and affirmation of God regult from the positlons,
80 other views on the divinity may be reached by supsosing
different stages in the development of the positlong and 1ln

he aberration of the counter-positions.

It follows that the universal viswveint of
yroportionate metaphysics has been preserved yeot expanded.

For g visypolnt is universal in the measure that 1) it is one
and coherent, 2) it ralises issues too basic to he dodged, and
F~ttpessesses tho-rasonreos bhad

3) its analysis of the evidence is venetrating enough to

explaln the existence of every other view as well as to estabdlish

its own. Bubt the notiont and afflirmation of God 1s one, for

o )
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God ls one; it 1s coherent, for coherence results from then
ity of a single act of understanding, and God is a slngle,
unrestricted act of understanding. Agein, to ask what beling

is and vhether the real gfw ls belng, ¥ ls to raise questions
that are too basic to be dodged. Finally, as our answer resulis
from the positions at the present stags of their developnent,
8-otneslasibrs(apdry Prop the mystic's affirnatidn of-thel
inefff.ablew‘afnd%ﬂé’hb‘eliavmt-"'é-" ‘affYpaetion -of a dlvine revelatio\ﬁ'~
50 other answers {at least 1T we prescind{ll for the moment from
the mystic's affirmation of the ineffadle and the belisver's
affirmation of a dlvine revelation) can be derived by assigning
different valaes to the variables in man's polymorphic consclous-
ness.,

To illustrate this conclusion briefly, the
positions develop primarily Ynasmucha as sense ls dlstingulshed
from understanding and both sense and understanding from judgnent,
and they develop secondarily inasmuch as the positlions are
distinguished sharply and effectively from the counter-poslitions.
Pythagoras and Parmenides, PIato and Aristotle, Augustine and
Agquines are the great names in the primary process, vhile the
break-down of nedieval Scholasticism arnd the mathodologlical
efforts of modern philloscphy set the problem of the secondary
developrent , mnd the advance of aathemstics and emplrlcal sclence
provide the precise information needed to effect it.

In the measure. that the primary and secondary
developrents haave not oceurred or are not assinilated, huanén
colstitrsShees ot Sonly ¥~ polymorphdcibut-ales
not only 1is human consclousness polymorgphlce but its varlous

components are wnresolved. Man affirms the divine, and Obscurely
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heé knows what he means. As Dest he can, he expresses hls
meaning, bubt hls regources for exypreasion are unequal to the
task. He can give God a name, but there are nany tongues, and
80 there are many names, He can Indlcate dlwine attrlibutes
by analogy, but ne cannot disassoclate the amslogles he enploys
from their impearfections. To make God a cause ls also to
relegate him to the past;| to make him an end is to postpone
him to the future; to lnsist upon his immediacy and relevance
to the world and to human living is¥ to lnvolve him in the
hearth amd the famlly, in the emphoses of patriarchal and
matriarchal arrangements, in the concerns of huntsrs and
fishers;iagriculturalists, craftsmen, and nomads, in the
Interests of property and the state, 1n the oeccupations of
fourfold
peace and of war. Thﬁkbias of the dramatlic and the practical
subject of common sense re-appears in the comception of the
divine and by thls reinforcement and sanctlon it hesds, first,
to an ever [fuller expanglon but, ultirately, to its own
reversal. $50 the emplres of the Medlterranean basin gathered
the gods of thelr peoples into pantheons; syneretists reducsd
thelr nunbers; allegorists gave new meanings to thelr explolts;
and phillosophers discovered and preached the primacy of the

Intelligible andm of the One.

Stlll the emergence of philosophy as a distinet
field of inquiry merely transposss the ilasue. The many godé
give place to the many philesophles. The intellectualism of
a Plato and an Arigtotle is oprosed by the atomism of a

Leucippus and Democritus. Time dilvides the 01&, the Middle,
aRd /A he - Acadomde s ,_~Tha-hyeeuT T s fo- ehhrtral—roveriea,
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and the Now Academies, The Lyceum deserts the fifty odd
unmoved novers of Arlstotellan cosmology to settle down to
enpirical research. Phlliosophy 1tself becomes practical
Xn thep primarily ethical concern of Cynic and Cyrensic,
of Eplcuresn and Stoiec, and the brllliant sreculatlon of
a Plotlnus ends in the more effective oddltiss of a Proclus
and J a.mblichus.)

Agaln, 1f the sustalned monothelsm of the
Hebraie and Christisn troditions and of gome of thelr offshoots
can be argued to exhibit a hilstorlceal singularity, 1t cannot
e gald to have excorcized the polymorphism of human consclousness.
Besldes the true bellevers, there have been the heretles.
The apparently monolithle front of medleval Scholasticism,
on c¢loser Inspectlon, splinteras Into schools sad—dhe~mehoode
and withln each school men disoute about their speclal ortho-
Aoxy. Behind éCcomnan-tsdth the certitudes of a common faith,
there arise the doubts and denials about the independent range
and velue of humon resson. The Carteslan rebirth is followed
by the opmositlon of rationnlism and empirlcism. The Kantian

conpromise ls deserted for ideallism on the one hand and for

1= : (030D
in 4 the name of unacknowledged coupter-posttions
L:s.v_nd. scienc:e counts the earth among the plaheta }aan amoég th /
brutes, God a projlection mf from the psycnological depths, j»"
nd rellglon | | .--'/ (
/not without em/ unacknowledged debt to the covnter-pOBit ong

acj.ence counts the earth among the planéts, man anong the brutes,

&~ projectior from-the-reyrkalogl cal depthsENd Totigion
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lrretlonallan o the other. To fill ths lncreasing vacuum,
sclence becomes sclentism to proclain that as the earth is
Just one of the planets, so man ls Jjust one of the brutes,
God 1s Just a projection from the psychologlcal depths, and
religlon 1s Just a facade for economle and soclal Interests.

Now if the notion and sffirmation of God pertalin
to the pc:sitions, not In any Incldentzl feshion, but as necessary
ansyers to the Anevitable questions a%ot the idea of being and
the 1dentlty of being with the real, it follows that the counter-
positlons, ever sustained by the polymorphism of human consciousness,
will Involve pre-philosophle notions of the divine in the mythical,

wlll generats counter-philosophic miscorweptions, doubts, and

denlals, and will tend to corrupt%ven correct notlons and affirmations

Eﬁgg are unsupported by an effective criticlsm of the influences

that rise from the unconscims‘i Into hwnan sensitivity and =z

Intersubjectivity and that inve:.de the reslnm of truth at the demand

of tribal, national, economic, and political necessity and utility.
I then the procedure of Lhe present chapter

iViorbglving ani a Ll eninp~the ristwre g nd reatity- 08 \God!

in concelving ithe nature and affirming the reality of God

appears to bes excesslvely lavorious, complex, and difficult,

1t te-nettorbeoverlooked yould bhe umfalr to overlook the fact

that our concern has been, not to select Lhe easiest approach

to the notion of God, not to offer the simplest proof of his

exlstence, but =m0 to advance from proyortionate to transcendsnt

helng that the universal viewpoint, attmined in the earlier

stages of the argument, might be preserved as wezl as expanded.
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It 1s an old saylng that verdiss est una et error multiplex,

but even truth changes its appesrance as ¥é-@e’d human under-
gtanding develops, and it 15 not a negligible beneddd advantage
to be able to account from a singgle bage not only for the
chanzing faee of truth, not enly for the multiplicity of error,
hut alzo for the worst of enemiss, the one in a man's own
household, that so spontaneous iy and so naturally tends 1o
ad just and color the truth one knows to the exigences of one's
goclo-cultural millsu and to the hue of one's tempersment.,
Eilghthly, because it 1a difflcult to know what
our knoving is, it also ls &iffflcult to know what our knowledge
of God 1s. But Just as our kmording ls prior to an analysis |
of knovledge and far easier i 1t, so0 too % owr knowledge
of God 1s both earlier and esmler than any |attempt to glve it
formal exvression. For withoat any formulation of the notlon
of being, we use it whenever wie inquire and understand, reflect
and judge. Without any explicit remdlation of obscurantism,
e ask questlionsg and further questions in our search for the
intelligidle and unconditloerwd, But all that ve know and can
know about ourselves and about the world around us, ralses the
same further questlon; for At ls knowm to be just as a matter
of fact through a reflective grasp of the virtually unconditioned;
and the wbilquitous and incessant furthier questlion admits only
one answer, namely, an InteTdldgibility that formally is uncon-
ditioned. So it is that, just as all men understand what they
mean by the "nature of... " though they are at a loss to say
what they mean, aimilarly'\th ey a1l unierstand what they mean
by God @?;y though they are at & losgs when asked to explain

80 baglic and familiar a nmotlon, Agaln, Just as every inguirer
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knovs somethlng when he knows that there ls a nature to be
known though he stlll has to discover what the nature is,
similarly everyone knows gomething when he knows that there 1s
a God even thouzh he entertalng no hope of ever reaching an
unrestricted act of understanding and so knowlng what God ls.
Ag_ain, fust as the notion of neture can he misused by the
gnostic and the megleclian yet, 1f used properly, providesk
dynamic
thqhbase on which thew whole of sclentiflc knowledge 1s erected,
30 too the motion of God cen be corrupted by mythlcal consclous-
ness and distorted by misplaced practicallty yet, 1i used
properly, i1t supclissk the dynamic base on which rises not
only the whole of intellllgent and rational lnowlng but alse the
vhole of intelligent and rotional living. Finally, Justi as
mlsuse of the notlon of nature makes it ridiculous in the eyes
of those most eager to know what is to be knowm by understending,
80 too misconcention and misnge of the notion of God leads to
1ts rejectlon by the very men that are most e Inslatent in
denouncing obscurantisn, in demanding judgments to rest on the
unconditioned , and in c¢alling for consilstency bhetween knowing
and dolng. But Lf one is eager to know what 1ls to be known by
understanding, one can ridicule the notlon of natuie only because
one does not Xnow what The name means; and 1f one is genuine
in denounclng obscurantiiem and in demending the uwnconditioned,
oradoree Godirthouwdt ratdagAtdd  elther one already adores
God without nandng him or else one has not far to go to resch
him. fEfd€ed 2wy speck aith~wie-words ol-Aquings end/
fmplgﬁyﬁhgfnaﬂmywagyp,,t@}daggﬁehgotﬂqp;y«the*?atianai\effEetion
P e Wial-but_p1s0-all-songclons~desire-and a1y DrEonsrleus”
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MNinthly, we have admitted the existence of a
eritlcal problen because man's wrestricted desire aske more
questions than pan's limlted atteinment can z answer) znd we have
contended that & solutlon to the problen must be plecemesal
because questions of possipllity are to be settled only by
appealing to factbs; end we have pointed out that the plecemeal
golution bec ones methodleal in the measure thalt 1t executes a
conprehensive and s effective strategy 1n selecting the facts
to which 1t suceesslively appeals. Earller elsments In the
gtrategy, vhich we have been following, already are famillar
to the resder; bt it‘;remn,ins to be shovm thet the fact that
we can concedve God 8.:3 the trenscendent l1dea and affirm him as
the trenscenclerat reality of being not only is contlnuous with
all tliat has gone before but also is its culminatlon,

Our subject has been the act of insight or
wderstending, ond God is the unrestricted act of understanding,
the ebernal mptuxre glimpsed in every Archlmedezgn cry of Euveka.
Inderstandins meets questions for intelligence and guestions
for reflectlion. The unrestricted act meets all at omce; for
t undergiands wderstanding and 21l the intelligihllity based
on j.t?iﬁit wnder-stands its own understanding as wnrestricted,
invulnerable, true, What ls known by true understanding ls
being, and tlae hea being known by unrestricted understanding's
self-ktnowledse 1s primery belng, self-explanstory, wicondltioned,

without amy lack or defect.
necessar'y,i,\tt‘he good. 1s the intelliglible, and so thie prlaary
being also is the primery good. As intelligibllity wilthout
intelligence iwownld be defectlive, =zo also would truth wlthout

affimming, or thesg good without loving; but God 1s without

defect, not becanse them act of understanding la complemented




by further acts, but by 2 single act that at once 1s undersiand ing
and intelligible, truth and affirming, goodness and loving, belng
and omnipotence.

A Our subject has been understanding in its genesls.
It arises in intelligent and rational consclousnegg but, \f before
it arises, 1t 1s antlcipated, and that anticloatlon is the
gpontaneous ground that, when reflcctlvely enucleated, becones
the methods of sclence and the integral heouristic stinctde UYL
structure implemented in the metarvhysics of proporilonate being.
But the fundamenval anticipstion 1s the detached, dlsinterested,

unrestricted desire to understend correctly; the fundamental

agsumption is that the real ls colncident wlthr the grounded

Ltz e T

intelligibillty to be knevm by correct understending; the funda-

mental reflective enucleation of all intellipent and rationel
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anticlpation and assumption L1s to concelve the jdea of being,
and thereby the nOtiOItl of God, and to affirm that the real Ls
being, and t.hereby/ﬁe’”;e&lity of' God.

Our subject has been the flignt from understanding
in the scotosgls of the dramatic subject, In the threefold blas

of common sense, in the murkliness of mythical conscicusness,

in the aberrations of thie counber-philosophies,
o 1 y e Totand cOrr'ect/by
. Is unre stylcted without su[;r"esting SORneR, ooject lying - boyond
. hant's lfnited norizona and W@vﬁx@ then asking whethel*
here/ls such an object? Could one doubt the desire 40 be
© nyegtricted, unless in fact itw were wnrestricied? Can or(é
: all else that ve mean by
J' all the desire :’Lllusory, when~gdd 1iluslon has ilts root 1n

fhe ob__scurc ntism that does not permit tbe desir-e to dominate}

gan At be he gpirit of inquiry 'bh7tx refuses to raise thef
/ f

/
¥ quegtion of the notion of God? Can it be the critica.l reflectlon
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But it is not the spirlt of inguiry that refuses to ask what
being is, nor critical reflectlion that ignores the gueatlions

whether belng miiacreed.-sh@e and only belng ls the real.

It 1s not flight from understanding that forms the notion of

an unrestricted act of understanding, nor the demand of rational
consclouaness for the unconditioned that draws back In alarm
vhen there arlses a demaend for the formally unconditlioned,

It 19 by the positions that the notion of God is developed

and the afflirmation of God is sustained, and it is by the
qb\ counter-positionas that the lassues are misconceived and confused.
Kant spoke of a transcendental 1llusion and,
1f what he meant has been shown to be a mlstake, the expression
‘ survives to generate distrust. But it 1s not the detached
and dislnterested deslre to ¥ee undersiand correctly that can
be nomed an 11lusion, for it ig interference with that desire
that is at the root of all error, Nor can the unrestricted
desire e maued a transcendental illusion, fof there has to exlst
sfm%wﬂmﬁ 11lusion before it can be elther immenental or tueatwen
transcendental, Nor c¢an one say that the pure desire exlsis,
that it is not Lllusory, vet in fact it is not unrestricued.
but merely mistalken
After all, Kantlans and positivists are not deluded~when they
sndeavor to restrict human inquiry within bounds that everyone
naturallyz and spontansously transcends.
What, then, 1s critical method? It is method
with respect to the ultimate, nmethod applied to the most basgle
issues, Now 1t has Dbesm seen that the method of the emplrical

gelences rests on the heuristic structure of man's desire

and capaclty to understand dats correctly. In simllar fashion

.1. e - ——— o :
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the method of metaphysics conslsted 1n Integrating and implementing
clagsical and statlstical, genetic and dlalectical methods.
Critical method differs from other methods only in its subject-
matter, As they, so it takes iies stand on the detached,
disinterested, unrestricted desire to understand correctly.
Ag they, so 1t grasps and afflrms an object correlative to
the desire. As they, so 1t insigbts both that general statenents
\ can be maede about the object before it actually is understood
q&l and that such gtatements, though valid|and true and usefuly
fall far short ofw what is to be Known 1f understanding 1is
attained., In brief, critical method nelther 1s nor can be
the bland procedure of consigning transcendental lssues to
oblivion., Just as sclentific method does not repudlate the
notlon of nature but makes it expllclt and preclse es ths
“indeterminate functlon to be determined,?ihe ideal frequency
from vhich actual frequencieg cannot diverge systematlically, as
the genetlc operator, as the dlelectical tenslon and opposition
between the pure desire and human sensitivity, so critical
method does not repudlate the notlon of God but formulatss

it as the unrestricted act of understending and works out its

™ general attributes. Just as sclentific method does not confuse
© | knowledge of method with its frults, so critical method does
not confuse our Tormulatlon of unrestricted understending
with a clalm that we understand everythlng about everything.
Just as the sclentist 1ls ready te abandon every sclentifie
© hypothesls and theory without anxz losing confldence In the
\.J correctness of sclentific method, so the metaphysiclan affirms

the reallity of what the scientist seeks to know, and the
eritical thinker does not allow developments in the notion of

God to generate any doubt that 1t ls one and the same being

Q . | | 0 )
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to which all men refer whether they are more or less successful

in concelving him, whether correctly they affirm hls exlstence,

wmﬂaymam or mlstakendy thsy deny it.

~
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