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of fact abont particular individuals or groups. That is
the task of historlans and field-workers. Ours 1s the prior ;
methodological concern. What are the questlons to be asked? J
What precisely do these questiﬂona mean? Are these questions
related
so»f!&t@ﬁ that the several answers, i3l whether poslitive or
negative, will come together to form a single, coherent,
interconnected gSALHR4N picture?

The basis from which we derive our questlons wlll be, of
course, transcendental method. It appé:gla to our lntentlonal
consclouaness as structurs and content, as open, dynamie,
normative, Considering it in itself and in human sltuatlons

baslc
generally, one ls led to thgﬂmuestiona that occur to men and,

as answered one way or another, determlne thelr horlzons.

Self-transcandence

One can live in a world, have & horizon, Just 1n the
measure that one 1s not locked up within oneself. A flrst
step 1n this llberatlon 1s the sensfltlvity we share with
the higher animals. But whlle they are confined to a habltat, we
1ive within a unlverse becausse, beyond sensltlvity, we questlon
and our auestioning is unrestrlcted. Flrst, there are questlons
for intelllgence; we ask what and why and how and how often;
and our answers unify and relate, classify and construct,
serialize and generalize. From the narrow strip of space-time open

to immediate experience we move towards the constructlon
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of a world-view nnd towards the exploration »f what we

On auestlions for intelligence follow
ourgelves coiuld be and do. Sn-e.gscondkewred aesths
questlons

uagAfor reflectlon; we move beyond lmagi@nation and guessg=work,
L

1dea and hypothesls, theory and system, to ask whether or
really really

not thisA}a 80 or thaEAcould be. Now self-transcengdence

takes on & new meanlng. It not merely poes beyond the

gubject but alse seeks what 1s independent of the subjlect.

For a judgement that this or that really is so reports,

not what appears to me, not what I lmaglne, not what I think,

not what 1 would be inclined to say, not what seems to be so,

but what 1s so. B8t1ll such self-transcendence is only

Intentlonal; it 1s in the order not of doing but only of

final
knowing.{l It 1s on the ,tiebed level of guestlons for
dellberatlion that self-transcendence becomes real., For

when we ask whether this or that ls worth while, whether

1t 18 not Just apparently but truly good, then we are

b i o )
¢ deg¥fe or w nf'it, neiher t/plea €8 18 9r our
wha{/pﬁégiile arm nignt 0399/6§i;3*/hﬁ€9 efh r
82Tl ' a

Inoulring, not about pleasure or paln, not about comfort
or 111 ease, not about senslitive spontaneity, but about
objective %@Bﬁ value, Because we can ask such questions,
and answer them, and live by the answers, we can efiect
In onr living a real self-transcendence. That real
gelf~-tranacendence 1ls the possibllity of benevolence and
beneficence, of collaboration and true love, of swinging

completely out of the hablitat of an anlmal and of becoming
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a genuline psrson in a human socielty.

I have spoken of value and,bindeed, of objective value.
I have dis!tlnguiahed between what truly 1s good and, on the
other hang: what only apparently ls good. But the basic fact
is the sub)ective fact of muhtem self-transcendence, and the
basic distinctlon 1s between achleving self-transcendence
and falling to do so. The true good, the objectlve value, is
what 18 Judged to be good by a person achleving self-transcendence,
and the merely apparent good is t#m what is judged to bz good
by a person falllng to transc&end himself,

This may be thought to\;e 8 subjective rather than an
obJective view of value. But subjectivlity and objectivity
are themsselves qulte amblguous terms, and the solutlon of the
ambigulty once more i&eﬁn&ﬁ is to be found by reverting to
the basle fact and the basic § distinction, There is a
gub jectivity to be blamed bec:use it falls to transcend 1tself,
and a sublectivlity to be pralsed bhecause 1t does transcend itself.
There is an objectivity to be repudlated, becauss 1t whabshe

1s the objectivity of those that
/\pponauncsdxnbdeoﬂivavbgh%hoa&mth&t fall in self-transcendence;
accepted

and there 1s an objectivity to beﬁgeegetad and respected,
and it 1ls that achleved by the sself-transcending sublect.

——

See Inslight, chapter 13. C(Collection, pp. 227 ff.

Our positlion, then, parallels that of the exlstentlallists,
inasmuch as it can conceive man's mere exlsting as hls capacity
for exlatlng authentlcally or unauthentically. But 1t differs
inasmuch as 1t discerns in self-transcendence both genuine

subjectlvity and the principle of genulne objectivity. {niaxur
Ejth@pt@eisuﬁhsdiwtherazﬁﬁa'ﬁo*dnnflicusfﬁe%w@an bt eTlieChiAivy
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However,

B&h the objectivity it affirms is not the objecttivlty of

» which exlstentialists“deplore, but
poaitlvista and pragmatist5A?9waotad,hpfthQbonbialiataxbuy\
the objJectivity of intentional self-transcendence, to which
exlstentlallists have falled to advert. Agaln, the subjectivity
it affirms, so far from belng opposed to genuine ob)ectivity,
is its prolongation, for it consists in moving on from intentional
to real self-transcendence. Filnally, the contlnulty of

, in princlple,

intentional and resal self-~transcendence isﬁthe reconclliation
of truth and value, and so of science as concern for truth

&,with religion as concern for value,

Value as Tranescendental Notlon

I have concelved value as what truly is good, what really
1s worth while, and I have placed the ultimate criterion of
these in the self-transcending subjlect. \t, Clearly, however,
the matter c¢alls for further elucidation. If there is no
difficulty ln seelng that actlons khbh{ shonld accord with
declelons, and decislons with Judgements of value, there 1s

no little obmscurity about the emergence of Judgements of value.

But that

LW} \1ssue we are not yet prepared to tackle. butianiy s
Ciret datel{ Our present concern ls with a prlo'r step,

N
with the elucldatlion of the transcendental notion of value.

.
"t

I distingulsh transcendental notions from concepts.
Concepts are objectifications. They result from the
self-expression of intelligence, juet as }udgements result
from the self-expression of reasonableness. Transcendental
notlons are at the opposlte pole. They# are principles of
objectifylng. Where concepts are 1ntenged, they 4o the
intending. While thils intending Lltself may be objectiffied

to yield concepts of the intellligible, the true, the resal,

o )




the good, s8till the mere concepts lack the dynamic properties
of the transcendental notlons and so may be misinterpreted
as lacking thelr concreteneses.

The transcendental notione are dynamic in varloua waye.
They promote the subject from lower to higher levels of conscious-
ness, from the experlentlal to the intellectual, from the
intellectual to the rational, from the rational to the exilstential.
Again, they are intentlonal. They are ‘ dynanic 1ntermediarles
between lgnorance and knowledge. The transcendental notlion
of intelliglbility is % not knowledge of intelligibility
but a strlving for such knowledge. The transcendental notion
of truth 1s not knowledge of truth but a striving for truth.
The transcendental notion of value is not knowledge of value

both _ of valueand for

but a strivin%hfor Bdth knowledgﬁﬂamehphe accompllishment of
valune In oneself and in one's world. Finally, the transcendental
notlons not only promote the subject and direct him to hia
goals but 2lso provide the criterla that reveal wnether the
goals have been reached. The drive to understand ls satisfled

when understanding 1s reached bnut dlssatisfied by every

incomplete 3 attainment and so the source of ever further

’ﬁm? efforts. The drive to truth withholds assent when evidence

18 insufflclient and compels rationality to assent when evldence
guccess 1n
is sufficient. The drive to value reward%Aaelf-transcendence
gaddens
wlth a happy consclence and pasécnﬁhfailures tnegedte

()

trauscendensd with an unhappy consclence.
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AB transcendental notlons are dynamlc, so too they
are concrete. For the concrete 1s the real tmmmdd not under
thle or that aspect but under 1ts every aspect. BE::phe
transcendental notlons are the fount not only of initial
questions but also of further questlons. Though the further
questlons come only one at a time, still they keep coming.

Turther

There are ever morejquestlons for intelligence pushing us
towards a better understanding and ever more further doubts
urging us towards & fuller truth. The only limit to the

proceas 1s at the polnt where no further questions arise,

would be only
and that poinEAﬁi reached,when we correctly undarstgpd
only

everything about everythlng,.rhen we knnw reality in 1tse
every aspect.
Simllarly dhedrihecondemal hotdda-o1 the
7
A\ Y :iﬁlngﬁqf;guestiqgg,fo%wﬁ?i1beraff357\‘it“
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eyery-finite achievement;~the-stalfiNln -every- flawsd
(ectiom—the Jrony—~of soaring~aspiration and falte
wekAa-—executlonr—lt tntFoduees—us to\the helght and

ddpth _and-breadth-of "Tove-—but—tt dlse keeps us-—
ho-nuch dur—ltoving fatle—short af its a
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There 1s something simlilar to the transcendental notion

of the good. As the notlons of the intelligible, ‘%
the true,

A

In

the real, head for complete Intelligibility, all tzqu truth,
reality 1in its every aspect, s¢ the transcendental nction of
the good heads for a goodness that 18 beyond criticlem.
For the transcendental notlon of the good la our ralsing of
questions for dellberation. ﬁhP@Vpﬂdctaeayd 1t 1s our belng
stopped with the dlsenchantment that asks whether what we are
doling is worth while. That dlsenchantment brings to light
the limitatione in every flnite achievement, the stain in
every flawed perfectlon, the irony of sg# socaring aspiratlon
and faltering achievement. It Lgigggggngiu:;;: the helght

N
and depth and breadth of love but 1t also keeps us aware
of how much our 16v1ng falls short of its aim. ¥4 4L 44

brief,
hhaﬁAFhe trans*cen‘dental notlon of the good so invites,

e M
presses, harrles us, that we could rest only in an encounter

with a goodness completely beyond 1ts powers of pehdieating

erlticlam,
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