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this diffleulty as best we may, we propose to vegln from a note
on linguistic differences and then procesed from more intesrated to
more atomlatic views.

Linguistic differences reduce to the principle that the
part 1ls not the whole. When an Aristotellan denies that prine

matter 1s a thing, he does not mean that prime ratter la mothing;

he means that it 1s & part but only a part of s thing, and that
a part ls not the whole. The same principle has the same consequences,
when knowing ls belleved to have a structure. For on that view '
it 1s not tnis}:m that cognltional activity that is knowlng but

only an aeppropriate combination of cognlticonal activities. there

a cognitional atomist would say that seeldng 18 knowlng, understanding
1s knowing, conicelvimg 1ls knowlng, and judglng 1s knowling,

because on hls atomlstic view knowlng 1s a nane desnoting & comanon
feature found in each and every cognitional activity

Thus, a cégnitional atonlst would have to say that elther comcelving
1s knowing or else it is = not a valld cognitional activity; for

on hils view, the nane, knowlng, denotes a commnon feature found

in each and every coanlilonal sctivity.
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It remalns, then, that the source of structural differences in

cognitional theory has to be sought in the account of cognitional

acts. And while, o8 we have alrsady intlmated, tine nitinate
gource of such difficulties 1ies 1n theorgles of objectivity,
at1ll this fact vill be all the clearer 1f we begln by notleing
other, minor scurces of disagreement. These minor sources are
of two kinds: the first is the dlfficulty of the Lnaulry into
cognit lonal acts; the second is the use of mlstaken methods.

A flrst difficulty Ls xax the psychologleal fallaey.
When a psychologlat deserives, say, an emotion, his deseriptlon
1s conceptual; the psychological fallacy 1s ftc conclude that
emotlioms are concepts or conceptual; they are nothing of the
sort., Sinilarly, when a cognltional theorizst describes
expsrience or comsclousness or Inqulry or understanding or
reflection or grasp of the sufiflelency of the evidence, the
descri ption necessarlily 1s & conceptual; the psychologleal
fallacy is to conclude that these activities are concepiual;
they are nothing of the sort. So it is that people with
merely bookish krowledge of knowledge are apt to think 1t

or mostly

entirely as & matter of concepts.zx When they write books
and trestlses on rational vsychology, the simple and.obvious

facts of ingulry and insight, of reflsction and reflective

understanding, sinply have vanished. Experlencing, andsmstnandbng

thinking, and knowing are, for them, all instances of knowing.
To gee colours and hzar gounds is not Just experiencing; 1t 1is
knowing colours and sounds; thinking is not Jjust thinking, but
1t is knowling what s posslble or else knowlng essences; nor
can they manage to pet straight the difference between

grasping a synthesis, as in propounding an 2 hypothesis or

)
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in reciting another's opinlon without jJudging it and, on the
other hand, positing or rejecting, affirming or denying &
synthesls, wihlch alone is Judgement.

A second difficulty 1s connected with tae first. 7To
evoid the psychological fallacy in reading a psychologist's
description of an emotlon, one has to interpret his concepts
in terms of one's own emotive &xpr experiences; to avold the
psychological fallacy in readling a descriintl.n of colour and
seeing, one has to interpret the concepts employed In the
descrivtion in terms of one's own viskxual experiencesy to avold
the psychologlead fallacy in rending a deseription of insight,
one has to int erpret the concepts empxloyed 1n terns of one's
own experience of understanding. This, of course, %5 easy
when the topic is golour and seeing, for one can protxEure

or banlsh 1t

onesalf the experlence at will Ly the simple business of opening
and closing one's eyes. But it is not easy % when the topie
is understanding: if we take Xrixx instances that habdbltualiy we
unde vstand, then 1t is exXtremely difflcult to notice the act
of understanding and to distinguish 1t from other coneomltant
actss and 1T we take instances that we do not habituelly
understand, then we have to go through the laborzlous process
of learning. By far the simplest course 1ls elther Lo dlsregard
understanding altogether or else to relegate 1t to the limbo
of disputed muestions. In the latter case, understanding,
however interesiing and stimulatixng & tople it may provids,

be cmsldered
at least cannot pravidm a solid basgls for a sane philosophie
positlion, This latter case, however, arises only If ome refuses
to take the trouble to learn something fresh for thne sake

of & clear experience of understanding.
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A third difflenlty rlses on the second, Knowling our knowledge
ig Involved 1n a xkeskrumi species of viclous cirecle. If one
knows that our knowledre 1 a structure of acts of experiencing,
understanding, and judoming, then one easily coneciudes that
to know our cognitional acts one must musk operate, first,
on the level of experience by adverting to different types of
act occurring in consclousness, secondly, on tne level of
intelligence by grasplng and deflining the partlal and esmprs
complementary functlons of the different types and, thirdly,
on the level of ratlonal rsrlection by asking and determining
whether the account of the strucutred whole at which one has
arrived 1a true. However, thls excellent programme can be
outlined, not by an inguirers inte human knowledge, but only by
someone that already knoﬁws veyy precisely wnat human knowing is,
The lnquirer is 1n a very different box. Bscause h: does not
yet know the structure of humen knowins, he wil: be likely to
use the verb, know, indiscrlmi¢e1y. For nim to know hils
cognltional activities, 1t will be gquite enough to exerlence
them more or less distinetly. Since by ex.erlencing them he
kncws them, understanding will not be for him an essential
part of human knowing. BSince he does not have to understand to
know, he will make no effort to grasp the partial and complementary
functions fulfilled within hwan knowing by sense and coneclousness,
by imw Ingniry and insight, by thinking and reflecting, by
grasping the sufficlency of the evidence and judging. ==m
So it is that ignorance of the structure of numan knowledge

blocke the discovery of that structure.
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Begliles these tihree difficultles, there 1s another mlnor
gonrce of difference in cognltional theory. It 1s the use of
mistaken nethods. Just as a blind man by Infsrence and analogy
can arrive st some knowledge of seeing and colour, so a misgulded
men wlll phmm attempt to know his own intelligence and ratlonality
ag though he vere determing the nature of the divine or the
angelic intellect. He proceeds by inference: tacere are universal
terns; therefore there must be unlversal concepts; there are
universal propositions; therefore there must & occur a putting
together of universal concepts; but sense does not know the
universal; therefore there ls an Intellect. He proceeds by
analogy! as sense stands to porticulars, lutellect atands to
universals; as sight sees colours, so intellect analopously may

pe 88.ld to see both universsls and the nexus between x universals.
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