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Doubt 1is a habit of mind. What doubt 'is' can no more
be def}ned than what vision 'is' or what thought 'is'., If I
am to explain what I mean by doubt, I will not succeed by in-
venting a definlition. Instead I must demonstrate its function.
On thils premise communlcation becomes the teaching of skills
rather than the transmission of propositions. Learning 1s not
the committing to memory of propositlonal knowledge; it 1s the
endeavor to follow the progression of thought. As thought is
imitated it becomes familiar. The mind dwells on familiar
thoughts and exercises itself in repeating them, varying them,
testing, and applying them. Through such exercise the mind ac-
quires facility, the foreign concept 1s naturalized, and know-

ledge 1s established.

It is my experience that the world most Immediate to me
is a world of ldeas, to be exact: a world within a world, a
private world within a public world, a world of ldeas wlthin
a world of nature. Far be it from me to deny or even to dis-
parage the consistency and power of what is popularly called
the physical world. How well I am aware of 1ts presence! All
I contend is that the physical world is far less adequately
comprehended by us than we think. When our thought nalvely
intends the natural world, it all too often finds not what 1t

seeks. Instead of the natural world, 1t encounters only the




conceptual world interposed. Doubt is the intellectual vir-

tuosity that has learned to distinguish between the two,

Once the distinction between the natural and the conceptual
worlds suégests 1tself, I am obliged to investigate the contrast
between them, if only to preserve the rectitude of my knowledge.

The more familliar the distinction becomes, the more I become con-
vinced that however concrete the natural world may be 1n its own
right, all that I can ever comprehend of it will be a certain
constellation of images and a progression of Judgments in my own
mind. These images and these Jjudgments I call interpretation.

Both In thelr genesis and in their evolution they are immediately
dependent upon the natural world that they reflect; at the same

time they undenlably remain the unique exhibition of my own mental
function. It appears possible tc postulate without contradiction

a natural world of utter reality peopled by sensitive and rational
human beings like myself. By incessant interaction with that reality
we may derive a conceptual image, unsubstantial yet eminently useful,
of the natural world. Communication among us consists of the ela-
boratién, dlssemlinatlon, and interpretation of an intricate pattern
of conceptual imagery. Such 1s the understanding of ourselves as
rational belngs, of our intellectual relationship to each other

and to our common world in which my inquiry 1s grounded.




As I trace the origln of my scepticlsm concerning the cbn-
ceptual world, I find that the most compelling occasions for
doubt arise when consciousness ig preoccupied with ethlcal or
esthetic phenomena. Thus the distinction between the natural
and the conceptual world sheds light not only on my own experi-
ence, but it facillitates a reexamination of the problems that have
become classical in our intellectual tradition: What 1s soul?
What 1s reallty? What is knowledge? What is virtue? What 1s
beauty? The trivial formulas in which these concepts have often
been asserted or denied tend to make inquiry concerning them seem
ridiculous and vain. These questions take on a new significance
once they are understood as monuments to the discrepancy between
the natural and the conceptual worid. Ethical and esthetlic con-
sclousness are especlally cognlizant of this discrepancy. For
this reason, ethical and esthetic consciousness are preemlinent
sources of doubt about the conceptual world. This proposition
defines the intersection of ethical, esthetic, and psychological
studies. It summarizes Investigations into the pleasures of
beauty, the imperatives of virtue, the implications of knowledge,
and the structure of mind. As such a summary it represents the
concluslon, not the premise of my argument. If this thesils sounds
unllkely, my task 1s to make 1t plausible, perhaps inescapabile,
1f only the reader will agree that the tople is deserving of
thought.

The argument should begin not with the assertion of its con-

clusions but with the definition of its presuppositions:



Let 1t be granted that we live in an identical world of nature,
that our minds are comparable, and likewlse the conceptual worlds
they fashion. Then let us use the term 'experience' to denote
the unqualified relationshlip of the individual mind to the frag-
ment of the natural world of which 1t 1s momentarily aware.
Experience 1s the fundamental bond between mind and reality; my
own encounter with the natural world must be comﬁarable with that
of other men. My thought will be meaningful to the reader only
in so far as there is between us a community of experlence; my
argument will be comprehensible only to the extent to which my
conception of that experience is both adequate and communicable.
Though reality be identlcal, though men and their conceptlons
be comparable, the common experience which I postulate as the
basis of communication is elusive. Experience 1is universally
accepted as a standard of reference; the description of experl-
ence by contrast is lnvariably distorted, superficially by the
intellectual fashions of the day, basically by experience's
incapacity of entering into objective formulas. Experience 1is
the' most authentic of all the functions of mind. It 1is prior
both to conceptual thought and to language. Because of its
primacy, experience ig all the more difficult to demonstrate
in its immedlacy and purity. If we succeed in that demonstration,
we may then use experience as a standard for measuring the

many rationalizations that dominate our thought.



It may appear paradoxlcal that the definition of experience
as the nalive, primary disposition of mind in the natural world
should be obscure. Everyone is ready to assume that hls ex-
perience 1is self-explanatory, and almost no one 1s prepared
to reflect seriously on 1t. The capacity té reflect upon ex-
perience dlvides men into two sorts, those who continue to
insist that 1t 1s self-explanatory and unworthy of further
thought, and those others in whom the reflection on experience
kindles the flame of doubt. The history of thought 1s replete
with examples of the opposition of these two intellectual atti-
tudes. There are always men to whom the most difficult of
problems, the nature of 1light, the constellatlon of the stars,
the structure of matter, the power of deity, for example, are
self-evident; and the confident ones have always outnumbered
those who were puzzled and uncertain. Psychologically the
acqulescence to what is given betrays the self-satisfaction
of consclousness. Loglcally it implies acceptance of formulas
whigh will prove to be vapid or tautologous. Our essay how-
ever must make 1ts appeal to the mind that is puzzled.

When the valldity of the problem is granted, disagreement
wlll arise about the method by which it 1s to be investigated.
The casual reader will suppose that the study and analysis of
experlence should be the task of some particular science such
as anthropology or psychology. Or, if he recognizes the limi-
tations of all hitherto developed dlsciplines, he may assume

that this Investigation should be the task of scientific method
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in a specialty not yet defined. Scientiflc methods, he should
like to belleve, will be more accurate and trustworthy than
such apparently random cogltatlons as ours. It 1is argued that
just as science has defined the structure of the physical world,
it will someday explain the nature of selfl gnd of experience.
Once science shall have made sufficient progress, no guestion
of import need remain closed to its investigations. Thils con-
fidence 1n sclilence is based on a specific historical interpreta-
tion of what science 1s and of what it has accomplished in the
past. It is our cholce not to accept thls interpretation;

we prefer not to share the falth in scientlific method which

it implies. The reasons for our choice will become apparent

as we proceed.

Selentific principles may not be presupposed by us, scien-
tific methods may not be employed in our analyses, because the
structure and implications of sclence are themselves topics
to be scrutinized in the context of our study. Various scien-
tific disciplines, to be sure, have an interest in the problems
we ‘discuss, but we must deny their Jurisdictlion over our in-
vestigation and reject their eager offers of help. Closer
inspection will show that what sclence can contribute to top-
ics such as ours contains too many contradictions and inconsis-
tencies. Whlle these may properly be lgnored in the pursuit
of purely technical goals, they would lntroduce irreparable
confusion into our present undertaking, were we to admit them.

However invincible sclentlfic loglc may be within l1ts own frame



of reference, from our polnt of view scientific method has
lrretrievable faults. These faults of sclentific thought
weaken its foundations, and the weakness of the foundations
limits, the dimension and the weight of the edifilce they can
support.

Contrary to the tacit assumptions of superficial erudition,
knowledge 1s not self-explanatory and its limitations are not
self-evident. All knowledge would be unintelligible, except
in the context of inapparent presuppositions. It would be in-
effective 1f it were not sustained by unconscious habits of
thought. Those presuppositions make us receptive for knowledge;
those hablits enable us to use i1t. Theilr nurture and transmis-
sion is the chilef function of education among us. They consti-
tute the very core of our culture. These structural and funct-
lonal presuppositlons of knowledge must be made explicit if
knowledge itself is to be understood and if its errors and

inadequacles are to be explalned.

The 1nadequaclies of knowledge, 1ts errors and gaps, are
appgrent most of all to the sclentist himself, and he has
learned to explolt them as occasions for emending his theory.
It 1s a significant capacity of scientific method (in contrast
for example to theology) that its errors should systematically
be made sources of its revision. All the more remarkable is
that this revision far from threatening, should confirm its
theoretical basis. The self-correction implicit in scientific

thought makes it invulnerable to criticism, largely because



the errors corrected are trivial and the emendatlions superficial.
Corrections are motivated by a speciflc insufflcliency and con-
tent themselves with repairing an apparently circumscribed de-
fect. Scientific theory is incapable of initiating or sustain-
ing an investigation such as ours, committed as we are to ques- -
tioning both the foundation and the structure of sclentific
theory. Science is the logical refinement of 'common sense',

and both are self-satisfled in thelr conceptual worlds. What

15 needful for us is a radical transition Into a different reaim

of thought.

The value of thought 1s commonly measured by 1its applica-
bility to practice. We note that the application of thought
often seems remote, and the practice which 1t promotes is some-
times inapparent. By the same token let it be suggested that
no theory, however telling 1ts logical priority, ought ever
be considered a practical prerequisite to any particular course
of action. We are too much committed to the fallacy that what
we Qo follows directly from what we think. It is not so!

What we do follows from what we are, and what we think like-
wise follows from what we are. {Thought is a kind of action.)
Agreed that what we are follows in part from what we do and
think over a protracted perlod of time. Yet{ the causal re-
lationship between thought and action, though 1t be real, 1s
remote and circumstantlal. Natlons are governed, businesses

promoted, wars are fought, fortunes are made and lost, even



the secrets of nature are discovered and demonstrated by men
who have no time for problems such as ours; who deny them al-
together, or who presume to do them Jjustice with a single dog-

matie éssertion.

To the problems which we have ralsed belong traditional
answers. On the surface our intellectual tradition encourages
questions; actually 1t Interdicts all but the trivial ones.

The very formulatlon of our problem implies doubt of the an-
swers that have been given, and disrespect to the tradition
that presumes to answer them concluslvely. It would be futile
to attempt a summary of those answers. They are concealed not
only In tradlitional formulas which are accessible, but even
more potently in Judgments which are lnaccessible to inspection,
except in the instant of thought which they govern. In my
unqualified recourse to experlence, I have had to i1gnore the
precepts both of delsm and of rationalism. They are the two
popular metaphysical theories of our time which seem to support
the+soclial and the sclentific orders respectlvely. Thelr de-
fenders will criticlse me although I intend them no harm. They
wlll accuse me on the one hand of beilng irrational, because I
fail to take the loglical-scientific catechism at face value.

On the other hand they will blame me for being ungodly, because
I find it unnecessary to assign to delty hils traditional place
at the head of the hlerarchy of concepts. Without disparaging

the cardinal roles which deism and ratlonalism have in our
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soclal and Intellectual existence, we may reject thelr demands
upon our loyalty. Their insistent claims upon our minds are
more than lnappropriate. To demand reason where reason can-

not apply is self-contradictory. To worshlp reason is to assert
reason irrationally, and to deny in practice what one affirms

in proposition. The reality of God, let 1t be noted, would

not need our assent. It is a mockery to propose a god so frail
that his existence requires the constant endorsement of logqua-
clons believers, or a god so fickle that he sulks whenever

his name 18 not graced with the customary adjectives.

The misunderstandings discussed thus far arise for those
who consider our questions superfluous, for those who are
troubled that some of our answers might conflict with familiar
beliefs. More disconcerting by far is the confusion created
not by the unwillingness but by the inabllity to follow the
argument. The foremost cause of confusion is probably un-
certainty about the function of language. Unwlittingly one as-
sumes that language can provlde a logical image of reallty.
The constitution and the processes of nature are thought to
be exhaustively described by language. Conversely, 1t 1s as-
sumed that for all the concepts that evolve from our pattern
of speech, there ought somewhere in nature to exist a demon-
strable prototypé. Though rarely explicit, both of these as-
sumptlions are powerful determinants to our use and interpretation

of language. For all thelr inconsplcuousness, they are sources
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of much confusion and obscurity. Therefore it is all the more
important to emphasize our convictions to the contrary, that
language ought never be considered a copy of reality nor em-
ployed.in a programmatic description of 1t. Nor can we condone
the inference that our concepts are reflections of a primary
reality from which they derive their meaning. However precise
or sclentiflic it may become, language must never be accepted

as an equivalent of any phase of nature, nor ought language
ever be presumed to guide our minds to a definitive under-

standing of reallty.

The interpretation of language which will avoid these
pitfalls most effectively is a functional one. Such an under-
standing of language is readily illustrated by the common ex-
perience of conversation. The authentic application of language
18 speaking to someone; understanding language 1is being led
by anothers thought. The author's intention 1is always to speak
to an audience, and to speak convincingly, even though the
audibnce be potential or anonymous. The origlnal function of
language 1s to seek and to posit an intersubjective agreement
about the implications of the natural world. Whenever language
appears normative or declarative, 1t has forsaken its origlinal
function as the meeting ground of two minds. The desire to
understand and the effort to be understood exert a subtle in-

fluence both on the speaker and the hearer. Through their
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communication they tend to become alike. The colncidence of
mental function predisposes to the approximation of intellectual
structure. The human mind, even more than the body, 1s deter-
mineﬁ by what 1t does in a way and to a degree that are not
readlly apparent. If language 1s to be uﬁderstood, it must

be Judged by 1ts effects on its audience, for it is incompre-
hensible as an object in itselr. Language is meaningful only

as the mutual interaction of two minds. These considerations
are not to imply that language is unrelated to the natural
world. What each author describes is a reflection of his own
experience of reality; each reader understands him in the light
of an experience that may approximate but does not colncide
with the original experience and intention of the author. Nor
18 any description of experience meaningful except as the reader
evaluates 1t. (It goes without saying, that when an author
reads what he himself has written, he becomes his own audience.
The implications of this fact, though of interest, need not

be amplified here.) If the individual had no relationship of
hfﬁ own to reality, he could neither create nor interpret lan-

guage.

It is easy, yet very misleading to make an issue of term-
inoclogy. 1In order to convey his particular meaning each author
must amend the loglcal schemata which he has been taught. It
obscures the issue to attempt to define differences in inter-

pretatlon as discrepancies in terminology. The reader ought
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not be offended 1f my use of terms does not always colncide
with what he had expected. I ask him to ignore that false
conceptual reallty to which terms are occasionally thought

to belong as fixed and unalterable components. My task 1s

not to invent another occult scheme of terminoclogy, but to
communicate methods of thought. The reader's task is to appre-
hend the meaning which the terms are designed to convey. If

he 1s dissatlsfied with what he understands, he ought to object
to the meaning, not to quarrel with the terms. I do not ex-
pect him to accept my propositions as true. Agreement is not
my goal. Agreement is a rare and precious phenomenon which
must not be demanded prematurely. Our minds being such as

they are, we communicate most effectively in propositions.
These propositions cannot reflect the tentative exploratory
quality of our Judgments. The over-interpretation of pro-
posltions has become the bane of systematic thought. The

very qualities of language precipitate this dilemma from which

we can extricate ourselves only by delilberate effort.

»

The attempt to understand opens the gate to a multitude
of historical considerations. One desires to find a precedent;
one lnquires after causes, influences, and hlstorical signif-
icance. Our Judgment and our imagination cherish an historical
framework into which all new experience must fit. The present

must always be reconclled to the past, to be modified and in

turn to modify it. The same historical awareness makes 1t



14

customary for an author himself to attempt to evaluate his
work as continuation, improvement, or correction of a tradi-
tion o} of a predecessor. I myself shrink from such historical
comparison, from humlllty and from the conviction that histor-
ical considerations are out of place in an essay which must
include the structure and the implicatlion of historical thought
within the bounds of 1its eriticism. Thinkers of note, Kant
for example, have often remarked that philosophy must not be
confused with 1ts history. Yet Kant especlally, hoping as he
did to become the Copernicus of metaphysics, wanted to summa-
rize the totallity of past thought in order to be able to re-
vige it and to define a pattern for all thought to come. With
his historical pretenslons, Kant violated his own maxim, I
think much to his detriment. The task of an author 1s not
primarily to append himself to a tradition, lmaglnary or real,
but by taking account of all that learned and thoughtful men
haye sald upon his sublject, and meeting as it were theilr imag-
ined obJections, to accept the limitations imposed on his
thought by his historical environment. Then he may attempt

to transcend the hazards of hilstory to write a book which will

be meaningful regardless of the year in which 1t is read.

The most controversial proposition, the one most readily
misunderstood and at the same time the most fundamental one,
is the thesls which distingulshes between the real world and

the world of our knowledge. The former may also be referred
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to as the natural world, the latter as the conceptual or the
interpreted world. The problem of distinguishing between them
1s complicated by theories, numerous and complex, which have
been invented upon this topic in the past. Without disparaging,
defending, or rehabllitating any of those theories of idealism,
we shall attempt to take Into account the obJections that have

been leveled against them.

It is difficult to become fully aware how fragmentary our
knowledge is. All that we know about an object may be expressed
as the sum of the experlence which we have of it in the present,
our memory of past encounters with it, and the verbal propositlions
in which both present and past encounters are preserved. This
sum of our 'knowledge' of the object is evidently but a fraction
of its potential reality for us. We require time to become
familiar with an object; our understanding of it 1s progressive.
These facts themselves suggest a distinction between the ob-
Ject and our knowledge. By definition our understanding is
sufficient to the requirements of our present relationship to
the object, yet its inevitable emendation lmplies the discrep-
ancy between what the object 1s and what we know of it. Our
knowledge of obJects is demonstrably fragmentary; nonetheless,
we are accustomed to assume that what we are able to know about
an object encompasses its reality, its ‘being.' In theory
this notion is untenable because it would lead to the absurd-

ity of a relative reallity. It should be untenable in practice
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as well, except for our readiness to amend our knowledge when-
ever momentary experience confutes it. Knowledge is very much
temporary and fragmentary; it indicates what we have learned
and what we may reasonably expect of an object, but 1t can
never predict what we will learn about this objJect In the fu-
ture. Our knowledge of an obJject is logical information only
about 1ts present function with regard to us. Any unexpected
phenomenon of the object startles us. We attribute any unan-
ticipated quality that it may reveal to us llferally to a new
object. Then for a moment we recognize the discrepancy be-
tween our image of the object and what we muct call the object
or thing itself. Then there occurs that vital moment of learn-
ing, the instant in which we encounter reality with our con-
ceptual thought, the reflection that reveals to us that we know
nothing. Soon the pattern of our thought recrudesces into its
familiar complacent dogmatism. We confuse the knowledge that
we possess with the object that is so utterly beyond our appre-
hension. Qur contlinulng readiness to amend our image of 1t
sustains the presumption that our knowledge concerns the re-
ality of the object itself. The image conforms to our most
recent experience; we antlcipate as best we can the experlence
to come. The logilcal inadequacy of our knowledge 1s obscured
by the very openness of mind; our willingness to learn 1s the

impliclt admission of our ignorance.
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Although we systematically conceal from ourselves the
absolute inadequacies of our interpretations of reality, the
dwareness of this 1nsufficiency i1s not wholly Suppressed.
This awareness we may call doubt, and we must consider it g
fundamental intellectual virtue. The sensitive mind is trou-
bled by the perpetual failings of its knowledge, by the in-
congruence between itg eonceptual anticipations ang the momen-
tary encounter with reality. The consclentious mind 1is con-
cerned by the everp unsolved riddles or ethics and esthetics,
The consistent mind is disconcerted by the unjustified sepa-
ration of ethical, esthetic, ang cognitive theory. These

lnadequacies of our intellectual COo8mos are the Justifications
of doubt.

To many the term doubt will conjJure the Spectre of a demonic
negativism, of moral pessimism, and of cognitive nihilism,
Doubt appears the opposlte of that comforting and redeeming
falth so hopefully preacheg by all the sects of Christendom.
Haﬂever, the doubt whose Sources we shall try to trace is deep-
er than the naive denial of dogma that disturbs the theologians.
The doubt with which we are concerned is the original reapprais-
al of our existence as persons, the reevaluation of our re-
lation to the natural world. Perhaps, far from being irrelig-
lous, this doubt 1s in fact an authentic religious experience.

Doubt does not presume to substitute ga new set of assertions

for the old ones, nor does it particularly desire to refute
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the propositions that are traditional obJects of belief. It
does not distingulsh the strikingly extravagant conceptual-
izatlons of religlous experience from the more prosalic and
much more convincing rationalizations of secular intelligence.
Doubt seeks only to make apparent and vivid. the limltations
of all our conceptions. It appears therefore primarily as a
negative tendency, as an attitude that shrinks from assertion
wlthout denying or disparaging the fruitfulness of reason.
Doubt is the ability to discriminate between real and unreal.
It is the intellectual skill that rids mind of its tyranny
over itself. Doubt is the ability to think and act consonant
with the limitations of knowledge and experience. It is the

authentic quality of reason.

The essay 1s dlvided into the analysis of five familiar
concepts: self, reality, knowledge, ethics, and esthetics.
The analyses of these toplcs were carried out independently;
they may be Judged without reference one to another. It
app?ars all the more remarkable that the various analyses
should colncide on significant points. Like Independent ex-
cavations which break through into each other iln the depths
of a mountain, like independent trails that Intersect in the
heart of an obscure forest, the ethical and esthetic conclus-
ions have coincided with the epistemological ones. Their in-
tersection serves to define the nature of self and of reality.
This discovery and its implications, which 1lluminate much ob-
scurity and resolve many difficulties, are described in these

pages.
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The problems of knowledge, of ethics, and of esthetics
have common roots in the nature of the human spirit; to it
they may all be referred as to a common denominator. Our
epistemological, ethical, and esthetic concerns are dlrected
toward one and the same phenomenon. Always 1t is one and
the same mind that knows, acts, and makes judgments of value.
But custom prescribes that ethical and esthetic considerations
be employed on a different plane from epistemological ones,
as if the object of valuation were radically different from
the object of cognition, as if the individual in need of know-
ledge were distinct from him who sought to act Justly or from
him who searched for beauty. It has always seemed impractical
to measure knowledge with ethical or esthetic criteria; know-
ledge is presumed to be autonomous. The fact, as the fruit
of knowing, 1s thought to be self-sufficient in 1ts criterion
of verity; the truth of facts 1s considered distinct from
virtue and beauty. Conversely, all attempts to understand
etQics or esthetics from a scientific polnt of vliew have fal-
tered. The more intensively anthropology, psychology, the
history of fine arts and the history of civillzations concern
themselves with ethical or esthetic phenomena, the more in-
scrutable the basls of ethical or esthetlc valuation becomes,
the more questlonable its Justification. Every child who 1s
well brought up knows that there are actlons which are good,

and that there are obJects whose beauty makes them sources of
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incomparable Jjoy. These facts of a common experience con-
stitute the preface to all ethics and to all esthetlcs, a
preamble which no scientific investigation has even begun

to explain.

Ethlcs penetrates into every phase of private and public
life. 1Its source remains unknown but much has been written
about the many problems that arise on its periphery. Morality
1s a favorlte topic of dissertation. It raises a multitude
of ethical and pseudoethical problems which tend to hide the
radical question: Are men compelled to specific actions? If
they are not, then why the apparent compunction? And if they
are, then who compels them? And to what are they compelled?
Is the content of ethical activity the accomplishment of a
specific task, the performance of a given actlon, or the ex-
presslion of a necessary intention? These questlions are pre-
supposed in all ethical discussion. The core of the ethical
problem 1s that the lndividual strives to act virtuously and
that the event in which hé participates presents to him the
apgearance of value. Both the action and the event imply a
quality of necesslty, irrespective of the specific formulation
of the lmperative and of the particular context of the action.
This quality of necessity 1s a source of much theoreticsal cone-
fusion in the analysis of ethics. On the one hand it is easy
enough to supply words or phrases to designate 1t: absolute,

innate, inspired, divine, transcendental, any of them will do.
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None of these terms, however,

1s able to give a consistent

explanation of empirical data; none of them can reconcile

the discrepancies between the ldeals of virtue of different

individuals under different soclal circumstances. Conversely
>

it 1s simple enough to postulate morality to be accldental

a matter of convenlence, of habit, of social adaptation per-
haps. All such explanation, however, ignores the individual's

conviction, latent or expressed, that he acts of necessity.

Attempts to define the problems of ethics invariably im-
pinge upon an internal contradictlon which may be called the
ethical antihomy. The resclution of thils antinomy, if it were
possible, would not only unravel some of the traditional prob-
lems of ethics, it would likewise faclilltate a reconciliation
between ethics and other disciplines. The thesls of the an-
tinomy inslsts upon the necessity for virtuous action; it im-
plies that in any specific situation, ethical values are al-
ways unmistakably to be recognized. The antithesis of the
etQical antinomy rejoins that ethical imperatives are products
not of necessity but of chance, neither innate nor inspired,
but results of training and adaptation. Ethlcs 1s an effec-
tive disguise for useful rules which fortuitously promote the
welfare of soclety; in no sense, however, are they necessary,
abgolute, or immutable. In the antitheslis of the antinomy
the indeterminacy of virtue, so glaringly apparent in any
conscientious study of actual problems, receives its most

general formulation. This antinomy summarizes the enigma of
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all ethical problems. It is incomprehensible that the direc- -
tives of my consclence, inescapable as they seem to me, should
not be meaningful and binding on all individuals under all
circumstances. Yet I cannot deny or ignore the evidence indi-
cating that even I myself, not to speak of my fellow men, might
in a strange country and In a different age have cherished
different and even contradictory ideals. However sincere my
convictions, I cannot avoid the admission that my own valua-
tions are haphazard and accidental. Nor 1s 1t conceilvable

that precepts so obviously subject to the vagarles of circum-
stance should be universally compulsive. One and the same value
cannot be both absolute and relative. A contradiction stands

at the beginning of all ethical discusslon.

The thesis of the antinomy describes an ethical attitude
popularly known as ideallsm. In deference to the more correct
epistemological use of the term ldealism, we prefer to call
it ethlcal absolutism. Its precepts derive their authority
from ? progression of values that links each individual in-
stance through maxlms, rules, and laws with a single unlversal
1deal of virtue. This ideal--it may have many names or remain
nameless--is often called the good or the divine. Transgression
of any specification of the ethical code becomes an infraction
of dlvine law. This relationship of ethics to the divine pro-
vides the sanctlon of much written and unwritten moral legis-

lation. A second noteworthy quality of ethical absolutism is
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1ts universal applicability. This characteristic implles that
all specific ethical laws should be culturally universal.

They cannot be limited by the particular hablts or education
of the individual to whom they are presumed to apply. The
suggestlion 1s that these rules are elther known by all men

or can be learned by them; no situation 1s so obscure that

the all-embracing ethical prescription should not apply to

1it. Ethical absocolutism presupposes the homogenelty of men.

As a matter of fact sensitivity to the moral law has often
been proclaimed as the very criterion of humanness. Those
belngs unable to heed the volice of virtue have often been con-
sidered to be inhuman or subhuman, on account of thlis inabll-
ity. The ideal of absolute virtue that I presume to follow
and to which, I am convinced, my neighbor also owes alleglance,
must be valid potentlally for all men. Although among the
pressures of day to day exlistence, I may temporarily lose
sight of thls 1deal, yet 1t remains. Though the will to
virtue may on occasion falter, 1t is never extingulshed.
Reflecting upon my peculiar gituation, I become aware that I
as anyone of human kind, from the least to the most worthy,
need only dlligently search myself to dlscover both an ideal
of the good, and specifilc directions toward its implementation
in the c¢ircumstances in which I find myself. Ethical absolut-
ism has far-reaching implications. Through his participation

in virtue, the individual becomes an integral element in a



conceptual framework that encompasses not only the totallty of
human society but that is ultimately extended to the very struc-
ture of nature itself. Not only 1s my goodness identical with
the goodness motivating all men everywhere, but 1t is a com;
plement to the excellence of nature and to all physlcal objJects
in their perfection. The bonds which bind the virtuous man to
nature are usually expressed through the concept of divinlty.
My own virtue, the virtue of other men, and the virtue of na-
ture are all reflections of the divine. The values represented
by any one individual become part of universal valuation to
which all men owe alleglance. This valuation 18 reflected not
only in the many actions of individual virtue, but 1n the di-
vlnely guided course of history, and 1n the divinely sustalned

being of all substance in its perfection.

The subjectlve experiences of ethlcal valuatlon becomes
the dominant cohesive and controlling influence in the individ-
ual's view of the world. Thlnkers since Plato have polnted
out that it is impossible to concelve of society not ruled by
so&e formula of virtue. However Inferior such an ethic might
be to that virtue which we claim as our own, yet both would
share absolutism as thelir most essential quality. Par from
being an unnatural invention imposed upon the mind, ethical
absolutism appears spontaneously wherever the mind is left to
meditate upon its own intentions; it 1s expressive of a pro-

clivity of man himself. Both state and church imbue the purely

formal imperatives with specific interpretation. Ethlcal ab-
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solutism must be recognized as the chief expression of the
Christian ethic and as the most formidable bulwark of the
soclety that this ethic has built. The compulsion which the
state exercises In the enforcement of its laws becomes ldenti-
fied with and symbolic of our inward desire . to be guided by
necessity. Indeed it must be the task of those who make the
laws, and especlally of those who enforce them, to nourish
this identification. The philosophical ideal of virtue is
vague and idenfinite; it 1s supplemented by the awe-inspiring
hypothesls of divine ordinance and the concrete injunctions of

secular law.

Ethical absolutism presupposes both a unity of virtue and
a unanimity of opinion among men. The fact in itself that such
unity never exists and that such unamimlity can nowhere be
found is the refutation of all these theories. In practice
one observes that ethical absolutism finds 1ts most complete
expression within a small and isolated group of men who share
common prejudices about virtue and who make common cause in
defending them. The logical 1lnadequacy of ethical absolut-
ism becomes apparent 1n practice both on a large scale and in
miniature. It 1s pitiful and tragic to consider to what
brutality and violence men wlll resort in order to promote
their concepts of truth and right. None of the concrete the-
orles of absolute virtue will tolerate loglcal analysis. When

faced with specific declsions, the advocates of an absolute
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ethic elther resort superstitiously to the injunctions of
dogma, or they begln disputing among themselves. The ideal cf
virtue 1s strongest where it is undefined; perhaps that is why

the geod 1s so often referred to as ineffable.

The antithesls to the ethical antinomy is summarized in
theories which we call relativistic or empirical. These avoid
the difficulties and contradictions of ethical absolutism. They
derive their Jjustification from the divergence between the eth-
ical ideals of different ages and countries. No specific eth-
ical 1deal wlll satisfy any two individuals even though they
belong to the same community; 1t will not even satlisfy the same
individual at different occaslons in his life. Even under the
most favorable of clrcumstances ethical theory is difficult to
apply. <Seldom will a course of action appear as inevitable or
uncondltlonal as the thesis of the antinomy would suggest.
Though th: 1lmperative of any ethical experience derives suquc-
tively from the 1ndividual, the content and quality of the eth-
ical ldeal which he applies are demonstrably reflectlions of his
experlences and evidently rooted in the environment which nour-
ished hils ldeas. Absolute ethics is sustained by the compulsion
of the individual to virtuous action. When the determination
of the 1ndividual is ignored, when instead the definition of
ethics 1s based upon the observed actlons of all mankind, then
absolutism in ethics no longer requires refutation. The very

facts of observation will disprove it.
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The signal advantage of empirical ethics is its capacity
to integrate into its theoretical framework the most diverse
of ethical phenomena. Thus 1t is never embarrassed by beilng
confronted with an ethical value which it had previously ig-
nored. Yet precisely this unprejudiced tolerance makes rel-
ativistic ethics unable to account for the compulsive quality
which 1s the core of ethics. The collapse of theories of eth-
lcal absolutism leaves a vacuum which any other theory that
1s to take its place is bound to fill. Explanation is required
not only for the multiplicity of ethical convlietions, but also
for the orientation and intensity of ethical aspirations.
Justification 1s needed for the sanctity with which individuals
and socliety both invest not only the achievements of an entire
11fe, but for the significance which they on occasion attribute
to the decisions of each moment. Empirical ethics 1is unable
to provide such explanation partly because it fails to recog-
nize the phenomenon to be explained. The various biological,
sociologlical, and anthropological theories with which relativism
wouid explain ethical compulsion are as a rule but thinly veil-
ed denials of the reality of that compulsion. This denial of
the subjective necessity of ethical determination is the common
characteristic of all relativistic ethics. With this denial,
these theories refute themselves. The ethically conscious in-
dividual who is befpre us 1s no stranger, no third person, no
sultable candidate for psychological or soclological study, no

abstract person whose subjectivity might for scientific purposes
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be ignored. But it is I, always and only I, who living 1in an
ethical present am forced to significant action and to mean-
ingful decision. The concern of ethlics is not primarily about
the objective world; it is the concern about the question what
must I do. The actlons of others concern me and I can inter-
pret them only as if I myself had performed them, 'putting my-
self in their place', so to speak. This subjective concern is
implicit in all my ethical Judgmentis. It seems that although
relativistic ethics looks favorably upon the ethical experlences
of all men it is genulnely explanatory of none of them. In
this light, relativism proves to be a travesty upon the ethical
necessity of the subJective self. The universal applicability
of its theories on which it prides itself becomes a transparent

banality.

The proponents of relativistic ethics deny the validity

of subjective valuation. In so doing they involve themselves

in a paradox: what they deny 1s an experlence of mind which

they being human themselves cannot escape. The weakness of thelr
argument was noted already by Plato. Their very humanness 1is

the irrefutable refutation of their own superficial theorizing.
Plato remarked that the representatives of relativism contra-
dict themselves in their own actions. When they say, for ex-
ample, that all things may be equally true or that all actions
may be similarly good, they Ilmplicitly deny the value of what

they themselves are attempting to assert. They dlsparage the
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presumed excellence of their own thought; they deny the sub-
jective necessity which 1s the impetus to all constructive and
critical human activity. Whlle absolute ethics glves adequate
expreséion to subjective determination, 1t errs in 1ts attempt
to Justify and corroborate its tenets in thé objectlive history
of indlviduals or socletles. In 80 doling It tends to bestow
the semblance of necessity on all varlety of haphazard events.
The transference of subjective necesslty into the objective
world leads to those contradictions by which 1t is inevitably
refuted. Relativism on the contrary presumes to give explana-
tion for all ethical phenomena. In order to do so it must
deny the sole premise on which any ethilcs can rest. With tris
denial it compromises 1ts abllity to account for the direction

and purpose of even a slngle human act.

The theoretical inadequacies of both absolute and empirical
theorles have become evident. Nelther may be relied upon to
give the needed and desired prescriptlon for the direction of
action in the specific circumstance. While absoclute ethics may
adequately comprehend the dependence of the acting subject upon
the action to be performed, i1t has no valid reference to the
objective world. It will often as not 1induce the individual
to perform actlions which he may recognize tc be wrong and which
he will subsequently regret. Conversely, empirical ethics,
though it may be able to give technical advice concerning the

most effectlve means for attaining a particular goal, 18 handi-



capped by its inability to comprehend the compulsive determina-
tion that is the quality of the true ethical action. Perhaps
it is fortunate that our theoretical problems seldom have thelr
practical equivalents. In practlice, ethical absolutism or eth-
ical rélativism are seldom found in anything approaching a
pure form. Most individuals who discover themselves acting
according to absolute injunctions are inclined to view these
injunctions as directives toward constructive personal and so-
cial conduct. Likewlse, the purely emplrical determination

of human action is of'ten impelled toward constructive goals

by non-empirical considerations. It was Plato's discovery

that even empirical determination must rely upon the conscious-
ness of the individual for its impetus and execution. Refer-
ence to an intrinsic value of the goal always represents a com-
promlse of the rigidly empirical position. In any case the
practical consequences of the two ethlcal theories are indis-

tinguishable.

If in practice among noble and educated men there 1s no
difference between the consequences of absolute and emplrical
theories of ethics that fact itself suggests the lnadequacy
of both theorles. We shall attempt to describe a purely the-
oretical resolution to this contradiction. From all that has
been sald, it 1s apparent that in the strict sense none of our
actions deserve the name of virtue, nor do laws gulding these

acts deserve thls appellation. One cannot be blind to the con-
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tradicting values of different indlviduals at different times
and one cannot ignore the fact that even those values which
gulde our actions from day to day have no consistency except
that consistency which derives from the awareness that the val-
ues are values for some one, that they are hls values, and that
he 1s absolutely dependent upon them at the ilnstant of his action.
There is then no reason to deny the discrepancy between the
achlevements of each day and the apparently unattainable 1deals
which they presume to match. Nor ought one deny the difference
between a particular act and ones own exaggerated expectatlons
and pretensions. If one is to remaln loyal to ones ideal of
virtue, one must repudiate all of its specific realizations and
embodiments. One may be satisfied neilther with the value which
18 realized in ones own actions nor with that which is tangible

in the obJective world.

Probably it 1s inevitable that the conscientious individual
abandon the attempt to examine the value of his own deeds. It
is npt to imply that he should henceforth be indifferent to the
worth of hls action; he cannot avoid this concern, although he
recognizes the ethical goal of each action to be unattainable,
to be objectlvely speakling, a deceptlion. That he must attempt
to win unattalnable value 1s an ironic fact which engenders
tolerance, humllity, and resignation. Nor 1s he frightened to
observe how often his actions precede the theory that is to

guide them.



Consequently, the diligent search for virtue leads not
to some formula practlical or dogmatic but to a theoretical
paradox and to the slimple awareness of the limltation of ones
knowledge and ones power. The attempt to press beyond this
limiting polnt produces pretense in action and nonsense in
language. Then the concepts with which we converse so freely
contain not answers to the problem but merely serve to conceal
the absence of a solution. Fortunately habits and customs
are not inhibited by lack of loglical foundation. We continue
to act deliberately and decisively because such action is to
us an unavoidable necessity. We need to aim toward specific
goals. Simultaneously wlth our disililusionment about our own
actions, we become aware that the deeds of other individuals,
societies, churches, states, that as a matter of fact even the
Judgments of the Justest of Jjudges should not be called good
in an unqualified sense. No circumstances of experlence can

satisfy the c¢riteria of unqualified goodness.

The knowledge that virtue in an unqualified sense is un-
atthainable, the knowledge that all judgments about virtue are
relative and will not stand the test of time, does not diminish
our desire for meaningful action. O0f all things whilch he does
deliberately man demands that they have significance, purpose
and structure. As each action becomes conscious, it 1s seen
to be motivated by a compulsion whose goal, spelled out or im-

plicit, is an unattainable virtue. Yet if the emphasis has
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hitherto rested solely on the potential attalnability of the
goal, our concern may shift to the act itself and to the 1in-
stant of time which 1ls determined by 1t. It 1s characteristic
of thé ethical attitude that the act and the moment of action
coalesce, and that all time becomes nothling but a series of
opporfunitlies for virtuous action. As the objective signifi-
cance of the act 1s reduced, its deflinltion shrinks, until the
only meaningful interpretation remaining 1s that the act is

the subjective fulflllment of time 1tself. Quite in accordance
with this definition the ethically consacious individual exper-
iences the present as a continuing, indeed a well-nigh intol-
erable, challenge to action. The thought of the many moments
of life that have been lost to ldleness afflicts the consclen-
tious mind with melancholy. The desire to fulfill the oppor-
tunity of each moment grows untll it supplants all other ethical
aspirations. It is a simple realizatlon that yesterday's acts
and yesterday's creations are no longer meaningful today. Our
attention must be focused and refocused upon the present. 1In
1ts ethical meaning all that was done yesterday is estranged
and equivocal, remote from us as are the actions of others.

The deeds of tomorrow remain even on the eve of their fulfill-
ment valn and empty pretensions. It 1Is only this moment, it
1s only now, only the thought that presently occupies the mindg,
only the object that presently weighs upon our hands that can
matter, All reality 1s in the present and all ethical purpose

must be exhausted in the fulfillment of momentary opportunity.
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Under the acid of a critical analysis all that remains of the
moral enthusiasm of youth 1s this awareness, this need, this
overpowering conscilousness of the present. We shall call it

ethical consciousness.

The critical distinction between experieﬁce and its concep-
tual Interpretations has demonstrated much cherished myth to
be untenable. Reluctantly we have had to part with much of the
treasure of traditional morallty; no less reluctantly we have
had to reject the ambitious moral schemata of a highly artic-
ulate psychology and sociology. Without belittling this loss
we point to the discovery of a powerful, original awareness of
our subjJective Integrity. If traditional morality 1s deprived
of its dogmatic foundation, it recelves a much broader and firm-

er basis in the individual consciousness of self.

A modern analytical approach tends to obscure the funda-
mental simllarity of ethics and esthetics. The anclents were
better aware of their relationship; they often named the good
and %he beautiful in a single phrase. It requires but little
reflection to identify the experlence which is common to them
both. That experlience 1is valuation. Depending upon the signif-
icance which one attaches to it one will consilder ethics and
esthetics to be related or dlisparate. Ethics concerns itself
with the valuation Qf events or of actions. Esthetics is the
valuation of objects or appearances. That we should value ob-

Jects in the world about us and become attached to them will
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appear as fundamental a trait of our natures as our valuation

of our own actions and of events that concern us.

Certaln differences between ethics and esthetics should
be pointed out. Ethics has a far larger megsure of applicabil-
ity to our social and political institutions than does esthetics:
the ethical behavior of individuals is one of the foundations
upon which SOciety 1s bullt. The practical functions of es-
thetics by contrast are far less salient. Esthetic problems
have been obscured by the arbltrary limitation of that term to
apply to art and to its history. As all meaningful actions and
events belong to the realm of ethics, so esthetic considerations
are applicable in all circumstances where an object 1n its ap-
pearance is capable of giving us pleasure or paln. We live in
a complex realm of vulgar ethics. It is a pseudoethical rela-
tionshlp that compels us to obey for example the rules of traffic,
the numerous ordinances with which our governments attempt to
rule our lives, the petty regulations of the many institutions
that, flourish among us. Likewise, we live in a realm of vulgar
esthetics. Questions for example of apparel, of decoration,
the styling of vehicles, the design of appllances and tools,
the structure of commercial bulldings, all these may involve
truly esthetic consideratlons which are compromised by vulgar
considerations of financial profit or popular approval. In
their elaboration and executlon, genulne esthetic value is gen-

erally disparaged and neglected. The difficulty of fulfillling
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true esthetlc functions has made it inevitable that fine arts
should be the sole representatives of esthetic eXperience. The
exclusive limitation of esthetics to fine arts, however, makes
valuation of objects appear esoteric. However, valuation of
obJects 1s as inescapable as the valuation of events or actions.
Just as any event in which we are involved must appear to us
good or bad, 80 any object in our environment that concerns us

takes on the qualities of beauty or, by default, of ugliness.

The search for beauty has much in common with the desire
for virtue. It is no less difficult for us to delineate the
qualities of beauty in a particular object than to enumerate
the elements of virtue in a particular event. In one case as
in the other 1t is impossible to isolate that which 1s valued.
It is not difficult to understand that the antinomy of ethlcs
has 1ts counterpart in an esthetic antinomy: The thesls of the
esthetic antlinomy insists that there is an absolute quality of
beauty which is the common bond between all beautiful objects.
It }mplies that an object which is beautiful to one beholder
must be potentially or actually beautiful to all, and that the
barriers to the recognition of beauty are mere limitations of
human nature. Absolutism in esthetics implies that the beauty
which seems haphazardly and evanescently distributed in the
physical world, far from being accidental, 1s a necessary con-
stituent of reality itself and of our experience of it. To

say that beauty is absolute 1s to assert that as it appears in
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each object it 1s the reflection of an ideal quality. This
ideal quality belongs in some measure to all objects but in
whole measure only to the ideal. Each man, so it 1s said,
carrieé in him knowledge of this ideal of beauty, applying it
like a template to all phenomena that he encounters and dis-
covering its image in all objects that resemble the 1ldeal.
Physical limitations and sensual distortions may obscure the
ideal but they can never extinguish 1t. Even the dullest and
leagt sensitive of men possesses a knowledge of beauty and the
abllity to recognize it when it appears in a favorable light.
The sensitive mind in search of a beauty discovers a paradox
which is no less striking than the paradox of ethlcal consclous-
ness. It is when I am faced with a particular experience of
beauty, when I am confronted with the objects that are esthetlc-
ally valuable to me, then I am puzzled to remind myself that
values which I can only consider eternal and divine appear to
alter from place to place and from time to time. Under aif-
ferent clrcumstances, were I but older or younger, had I been
ec;ucated differently, my evaluations should have been radical-
ly different or even contradlctory. The painting which only
yesterday reflected eternal beauty today seems nothing but a
partially successful representation; what strikes me as unre-
markable today may be tomorrow's unexpected source of inspira-
tion. That is why the reallst disputes all contentlons about
the absolute quality of beauty. He belleves that the ldeal has

no objective existence; he considers 1t a source of deception.
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The sense of beauty, he avers, is acquired not innate. It is
no manifestation of the divine but a form of cultural expression
of society. The realist denies the subJective feeling of ne-
cessit& in the wvaluation of beauty not because he has never ex-
perienced 1t but because, belng falthful to sclentific dis-
ciplines, he is determined to deny subjective feeling in favor
of objective demonstrability. Time and again the varlety of
exthetic 1ideals repudiates all assertions that the sense of
beauty should be universal. Among different races, among dif-
ferent nations, and even for one and the same individual at
different times there are many ideals of beauty. Who 1s com-
petent to Judge between the ideals, each one of which demands
that 1t be absolute? Since all of them claim perfection, no
order, no hierarchy, ls possible among them. DBy their very
insistence upon the absolute, they contradict themselves.

Should they be more than dream or deceptlon?

A solution to this problem becomes apparent that as soon
as vone divests oneself of the prejudice that esthetically val-
uable obJjects must have an historical individuality. The illu-
sion that esthetlec valuation depends upon historical uniqueness
1s the chief barrier to the correct interpretation of esthetlc
value. As soon as one recognizes that there 1s no fundamental
distinction between esthetlc pleasures derived from objects of
art and from the simple objects of everyday experience, the
difficulties of esthetics begin to resolve themseives. The

inapparent obJjects with which we are in daily contact can pro-
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vide the mature mind with pleasures which, though they may be
less intense, are nonetheless in thelr kind indistinguishable
from the great esthetic dellights. A vase of roses on my desk,
the clean copy of a manuscript, the neat binding of a valued
book, these and thelr kind, trivial though they be, are familiar,
dependable, and essentlal objects of esthetic experience. Hard-
ly an objJect may be imagined which by virtue of its purity,
wholeness, or durabllity does not already have or might not
readlly acquire esthetic value. Each object that surrounds us
contributes to our consclousness at the present moment. We
value the esthetic obJect to the extent that 1t certifies to

us our reality in space. If the totality of the obJects that
surrcund him determines the consciousness of man, then in a
sense his being 1In space depends upon them. Only in his re-
latlonship with esthetlcally valuable obJjects does the self

become spatially real.

The consequences of our considerations may now be summarized.
The esthetlic relationship ls the bond between self and the ob-
Ject in space. The ethical relationshlp 1s the attitude of the
self to the events of the present, of real time, - i1.e. the
present as opposed to the past or future as imagined time, -
and to the action by which thls present time 1ls determined.
Esthetlc valuation 1s evidence of the realization of the self
in space. Ethlical valuation is the reallzation of the self in
time. These proposltions we call the axlioms of consciousness.

They represent the significant results of our investigation of
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ethics and esthetlics. They wlll obtain corroboration and
amplification from an inquiry into the pattern of consciousness
1tself. The derivation of the axioms of consclousness did not
require psychological considerations. Simple scrutiny of eth-
ical and esthetic experience shows the dependence of the self
on its valuation of obJjects and upon its valuation of events.
The greater the herolsm of the action, the more intense the
experience of beauty, the more readily demonstrable this de-
pendence will be. If the axioms of consclousness are correct,
then their truth should be corrcborated by an examination of
the structure of the self, whose sufflciency they so seriously

impune.

With what Justification do we speak of self as an objJect,
demonstrable as an entity and physically discrete? Does each
man's awareness of himself assure him at all moments the Integ-
rity of this nucleus of his person? Does he properly attribute
to himself an existence independent of the world? Does he
re§sonably assume that this self should be the independent au-
thor of all his thoughts? The axioms of consclousness dispar-
age the integrity of self; they give occaslon for an analysis

of its substance.

The extraordinary esteem 1n which scientific methods are
held in our day leads us to turn first of all to science 1n
our inqulry about nature of self. Blology, anthropoiogy, psy-

chology, soclology, each of these disciplines has some know-
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ledge about the human belng. All of them are concerned with
the human being as obJect elther as an individual or as a
member of a group. Thelr scientifilc function demands that in
so far as possible they ignore all subjectivg characteristics,
and that they attempt to explain that subjective experience
which they cannot ignore in terms of obJective phenomena.

They must translate the question, who am I? into the altogether
different question, who 18 he? or what is man? This unwarrant-
ed transference of the question from a subjective into an oOb-
jective sphere conceals the reason for the all too apparent
insufficiency of these sclences. Even psychology which comes
closest to the disclpline we requlre falls on this score. All
objective knowledge of the human being leaves the enigma of
the self untouched. If I were face to face with my twin bro-
ther, if all his characteristics were described to me and 1if
they also happened to be milne, still my own self would in no
way be comprehended in that description. It would be compre-
hended in that description no more than in the description of
a person altogether forelgn to me. Therefore my quest for the
specific nature of my self turns to the circumstances of my
own physical and intellectual exlstence. Initially and not
unnaturally I attempt to discover in my body as the physical

prerequlsite of my 1life the essential quallities of self.

Naturalistic thinkers would like to presume the identity
of self and body as an indisputable fact. However, in spite

of the coincidence of the limits of sensation and the bound-
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identity is problematic. Only slight reflection will suggest
that the body is but one of the objects wlith which the self
identifies itself and even this identification must be learned.
It is not innate; it may be observed to be absent in certain
types of mental illness. Furthermore, the ldentification is
qualified; 1t is neither exclusive nor final. One may identify
with the sélf numerocus inanimate objects of which we may say
that they belong to us, for example, articles of clothing,
possessions of greater or lesser value, whose loss demonstra-
bly InJures the self. Aside from physical goods, there are

the much more valuable human beings: friends, parents, wlves,
and children. Often 1In them we possess and wlith them we may
lose a valuable portion of the self. One may easily elaborate
a hierarchy of experiences 1n which the self may be reallzed.
There should then be no obJject, however obscure, which might
not by some circumstance become essentlal. Nor would there be
any obJect however dominant that could not become negligible

to «the consclousness of self. At best the relationship between
self and the physical obJects of its experlence is ambiguocus

and varlable.

This ambiguity and variability is nowhere more clearly
demonstrable than in the critical relatlonshp of self and body.
Consclousness 1s utterly and immediately dependent on the
physlologic integrity of the body. We have every reason to as-

sume that with the death of the body, thlis consclousness rep-
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resenting all that we know shall also be extinguished, no less
than 1n a deep sleep. These facts summarize the unrefuted
arguments for the ldentity of self and body. Whatever merits
this argument may or may not have, it is summarily vetoed by
consclousness. Consciousness derives its 1§ent1ty with the
body, and to thls denial must be adJudged no mean loglcal val-
idity. The mind will not be lidentified with the body, and so
long as mihd exists 1t remains true to thls determination in
all its Judgments. I concelve of myself as 1rrevocably inde-
pendent of the physical functions of the body. The nerves which
tell of warmth or cold, of pain or of the delight of touch,

may be temporarily or permanently paralyzed. The eye may grow
blind and the ear may grow deaf, yet I concelive of my 'self'

as remaining unimpalred, my losses notwithstanding. And what

is true from a functional point of view 1s even more evident
from a topoclogical one. Nothing which constitutes itself as

an obJect as a part of my body, not limbs, bones, muscles,
slnews, vessels or nerves; nor organs, nelther llver nor spleen,
kldneys, stomach or lungs, not even heart or braln 1s accepted
by mind as logilcal prerequisite for its existence or function.
For this reason the comtemplation of the human body in its parts,

as is required for
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example in the study of anatomy, 1s a frightening task to the
unadapted mind. So long as there 1ls consclousness, so long as
there 1s knowledge, Judgment, invention, speech and sensation,
so long mind exists, all 1ts losses notwithstanding. 1Its not
being, its annihilation by the destruction ¢of physiologic func-
tion is so utterly lncomprehensible to it that mind will promise
itselfl immqrtality as an indefinite, unending extension of its
mortal experience. Consclousness knows but itself. It knows
the world only as a function of itself, and it postulates, con-
sclously or unconsciously, its own existence as a prerequlsite
to all of 1ts ideas and all of 1ts knowledge. That is why,
although mind understands and anticipates its physical demise,
it cannot accept the corollary of its own limitations. When
death inevitably occurs, when the weakness of the body wanes

to the point where l1life can no longer be sustained, and con-
sciousness 18 lost, then there occurs no gradual dissolution
of the self, but mind experiences in faithful anticipation of
a celestlal lmmortality a sudden metamorphosis into the unknown
and’ unknowable.

Its proud assertions of transcendental being notwlthstanding,
mind 1s dependent on the very obJects with which 1t refuses ul-
timate 1dentiflication. All references to mind as pure subjec-
tivity are elllptical. There 18 no 'pure'! consciousness. Con-
sclousness is always consciousness of some situation in space
or of some action in time. The degree of our dependence upon

the natural world become most apparent when we consider our-
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selves deprived of it. Without sound, without light, without
verbal stimuli, without the ability to feel and without the
ability to act, the mind disintegrates. Under such circum-
stances, the mind perishes like a flame deprived of ailr, al-
though the body may live on. The precise rglationship between
consciousness and the body is i1lluminated by the analysis of a
single funqtion of sense, for example, of vision. My knowledge
that the eye is the organ of sight is not concomitant with the
process of vision. As I see, I am not conscious of my eye;
neither am I consclous of the other anatomic structures in-
volved in vision. Only when I have learned from repeated ex-
perience that occlusion of the eye will blind me, that injury
to the eye will distort or destroy vision, only then willl my
idea of the eye and my experience of vision become identified.
In a manner quite comparable, 1 observe the brain to be the
organ of thought. From observation of my own or of others ex-
perience, I learn that brain injury 1s accompanied by intellec-
tual deficit. My own thinking is never accompanied by a con-
scibusness of the cerebral cortex. The awareness of my eye no
more accompanies vision than for example the awareness of the
retina, of the optic nerve or chiasm, of the optlc tract, or
of the cerebral cortex. Indeed, in contemplation of the phys-
fcal structures that subserve vision, vision itself becomes
incomprehensible as a process of experience. Llkewlise, speech
becomes inexpllicable purely in terms of nerve and muscle func-

tion. Our motions and our sensations are self-apparent as
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life 1tself. Whatever the study of physlology accomplishes,

it does not make them more comprehensible. At its logical
extreme physiology deprives our motions and our sensatlions of
all imaginative and intultive elements, leaving them ultimately

meaningless and impossible to understand.

Although the ldentificatlion of self with the body is a
logical pattern of great practical value,.it is by no means
an intrinsic characteristic éf consciousness. The anclents!'
belief 1in transmlgration of souls, irrational and unsupported
by empirical evidence that 1t is, suggests how indefinite and
ambiguous the bond between mind and body may under circumstances
appear. When we identify the eye with vislion, the ear with
hearing, the bralin with thought, we are no longer asserting a
physiological concomltant of the action itself, we are already
expressing a Jjudgment, the synthetlic quality of whieh is in-
apparent because of its famlllarity. Our whole image of our-
selves 1s a result of a series of such judgments which we have
unobtrusively learned to make since infancy and which we are
no longer aﬁle to question save at the expense of sanity it-
self, We develop a mental image of ourselves that is compar-
able to the mental image which we have of other human belngs
and similar to that which they have of us. This mental lmage
is an integral part of our developlng personality. It 1ls cen-
tered about the immediate present but it also extends far into
the past and projects into the future. Memories grow about it

and anticipations are nourished by 1t. These memories and an-
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ticipations open a new field of investigation about the self
and its relation to the person, an area which loglcally be-
longs to the province of history, but which we must discuss

in this context because 1t is historical considerations that

make the lmpressions of the present plausible and convincing.

Memory preserves the feellings and thoughts of times past
and weaves them into the complex image which I have of myself
as a person. Whoever reflects upon himself,- and the more ed-
ucated an individual is, the more he does so,- creates half-
consciously with more or less care and cunnling the history of
his life. Whether this history 1is expressed and explicit, whe-
ther it is phrased in speech or even commlitted to writing, or
whether it silently occuples the mind, perhaps even only on the
threshold of consciocusness, i1t nonetheless Influences thought
and action, however unobtrusively 1t may do so. It is note-
worthy that this historical 1lmage remalns fragmentary. It must
remain logically insufflicient because loglcal sufficlency would
prefuppose a degree of completeness that l1s unattalnable. At
every moment the hilstory of the past 1s revised from the view-
point of the present, not only because the presgent 1is contin-
uously contributing new facts, but because even events long
since past obtain new structure and substance from the changling
present. The image which I had of myself only last week, no
longer satisfies today's requirements. Diligently yet unaware,
I consume my hours and my days wlth the construction of the

history not only of the world but also of myself.
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The notion of self as an historical concept centers arcund
my name and 1s identiflied with my body as with a symbol. The
more purposeful my life is, the more specific will the blography
which my mind cherishes become. I am ready at a moments notice
not only to summarise the events of my life but also to Justify
them. If such a history lacked nothing in authenticity and
completeness, 1t might be assumed to render an exhaustlve ex-
planation of the self and might be thought to represent its

logical equivalent.

That such is not the case, that in splte of 1ts intricacy
the image of myself which I construct must remain a deceptive
pretence of thought, will become dramatlcally apparent if I
should happen to find an old letter or a forgotten entry into
a diary. Then I would reallze how little the self of my imag-
ination coincldes with that historical self lost in past time
which was responsible for the letter or the notation. Assume
that 1 possessed a continuous documentation of my life from the
moment of birth to the present. Such documentatlon is concelv-
able with the ald of clnemaphotography and electrical tape re-
cording. Assume that all that had ever impressed my senses,
that every word that I had uttered and heard, that every motion
of my body and every vision my eyes had ever seen, were immedi-
ately available to me as a record for comparlson. If in this
way I were fettered to the actuality of my past 1llfe, how help-
lessly should I not face that strange deceased yet documented
self that technology was able to conJure into my presence! Not

only does each day's new point of view contribute to my image
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of my self, but each day's measure of oblivion also subtracts

from 1it.

The distinction between the individual and society is com-
plex. Not only 1s he molded by his relationships with other
human beings, with his parents in particular, but from child-
hood to maturity he identifies himself with his associates.
Soclety, which forms him to be what he 1s, continues to partic-
ipate in the subjective experiences to an extent which is dif-
ficult to define and impossible to overestimate. To a large
measure a man 1s himself only a member of the group of which
he has grown to be a part. He desires to belong, to merge his
own 1lndividuality with that of others. He derives securlty
from being led, and on occasion, power from leading. The con-
sclousness of ones ldentity may be transferred from the self
to the group, from the citizen to the state, from the bellever
to the congregation, from the soldier to the army. Beyond the
community of mortals 1s the hypothetical association of immortals.
He whose intellectual poverty and physical weakness is not suf-
ficiently compensated by his society on earth, finds a heavenly
soclety to receive him and to complement his infirmities.
Little that a man is or does comes of himself; in his contact
with other men he learns to think, to feel and to speak. His
Intellect can be comprehended only as the reflection and ex-

pansion of a common intellectual wealth.
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Its obJective interrelationship with society notwithstanding,
the mind by virtue of its subjectivity ultimately disengages
1tself from the community which nourished 1it. Ultimately the
communal consciousness does not satisfy. Perhaps 1t is the re-
flection of man's concern with hils own body, and expression of
blological necessity that in the end turns his thought toward
his inward self. Patriotism, the loyalties to neighbors, even
the love of family, prove to be a form of self-assertion. 1In
the final analysils, I discover myself caring only for my own
soul. Much honest and dishonest altruism all too often ignores
this point. A magnificent egotlism arises: the concern about
individual salvation. It shatters the fragile conventions of
community, and diverts all inventiveness, all power of know-
ledge, all craft and skill of mind from the multifarious pre-
occupations of worldly business. They all are enlisted in the

urgent exchatological concern of individual salvation,.

With relentless compulsion, man's consciousness domlnates
hip. While he boasts of his power, he surmises the frailty
of his own self. Whatever he has been at any tlme in the past,
he 18 now no more, and what is at any present time, he would
desire always to remain. The essence of this belng 1s compres-
sed in a single work, full of anticlpation and hope, yet heavy
with despair: soul. That this soul should be real, as real as
the stars, the sun, the mountains and the sea, is the purpose

of hls prayer. That the soul should be real 1s the surreptitious

intention of his invention of deity. Yet nowhere in the world
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evanescence of his consclousness does he find 1ts vestlge.

Sooner even than we fear the proud prowess of our actions
falters and the favorite images of of ourselves fade away.
We become aware of the limitatlons of self as an obJject that
stays or as a power that acts. We may then dispose of the
chlildish conception of soul as an object in nature. No longer
deceiving ourselves with the fantasies of the soul's concealed
integrity or infinlte dﬁration, we consider the frallty of
consciousness! How dim our vislon, how short our memory, how
vacillating our Judgement, how near at all times we are to sleep,
death and oblivion. Conscliousness, when it attempts only a
slight progression beyond 1tself, becomes fragmentary, indis-
tinct, awkward and faltering. Where among physical objects,
where in the endless chain of events can we find the self pre-
served? Is not man's very determination to assert himself the
undeniable symptom of hls weakness? Become what you are, he
admonishes himself, know yourself, improve, perfect yourself,
becbme real, repent, turn back to make a new beginning. Then,
when his own energy falls him, he implores heaven for purifica-
tion and redemption. Would all that be necessary, 1if man were
in sure possession of his vaunted self? Except ln the throes
of religious ecstasy, except in the pangs of emotional depres-
sion, it 1s difficult for him to realize what he 1s and what
he is not, how evanescent, how shadowlike his being. Except

for the presence of familiar things, except for the habit which
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absorbs him, would man be anything at all?_ Our question is
reagonable and necessary. It grows not from the mystical med-
itation on intuitions; it springs from a rigld and rational
analygls of universally demonstrable experlience. Our ansgwer:
the compulsion of ethical and esthetic experience is the nec-

essary complement to the failure of the self,.

The question, who, when, what am I? becomes the source of
great anxlety. It engenders a fear assuaged by no sclentific
description of man, relieved by no considerations of individual
or community hlstory, however vivid or detailed they might be.
Nor 1s this fear removed by reference to the incomprehensible
dependence of consclousness on the body. The polgnancy of the
question may be concealed; but the emptiness, the fear which
it brings 1s not dispelled. Time and again the suspicion of
their insignifance leads men to assert themselves herolcally
as in war, or with skill and craft as in art, to prove them-

selves and to confirm their reality.

+ The enigma remains. The time and place of pure conscious-
ness are mysterious. No interval in time belongs to 1t except
the transient moment of awareness, no place in sSpace except
perhaps the limited dimensions of the animal body, that all
too fragile and temporary accomodation to which it clings.

How then shall consciousness become real, how shall it assert
1tself? The answer whlch I propose is as follows: the valu-

ation which consclousness requires for itself, it bestows upon
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things in space and events in time. This wvaluation is esthetic
and ethical, and the faculty of the self which 1s capable of
asserting this value is ethical and esthetic consciousness.

Let this argument be referred to as the psychologlcal deriva-

tion of esthetlic and ethical wvalue.

This psychological derivation suggests a dual characteristic
of ethlcal and esthetic values. As an echo of traditional dis-
tinction we call them a priori and a posteriori. The form of
ethical and esthetic experience, that quality of abscluteness,
which appears to cling to all our Jjudgments with irrational
tenaclty, must be dlstinguished from the characteristics of
the particular thing or episode that is valued. Thils conclu-
sion was already strongly suggested by the two antinomies. The
a priorl quality of beauty and virtue is the projection by eth-
ical and esthetic consciousness of absolute value into experi-
ence. Tha a posteriori characteristic on the other hand, 1is
that quality of the object which, distinguishing 1t from other
comparable objects of its group predisposes to its becoming

the extraordlinary vehicle of ethical and esthetic value.

To explaln the a priorl characteristics of ethical and
esthetlc experlience is the task of psychology, if we use this
term to denote our understanding of the subjectivity of man.
By this definition psychology should describe the self as the
agent that evaluates. Ethlical actlon and esthetic contempla-
tion would appear in thelr purity unencumbered by the acciden-

tal clrcumstances under which they become apparent. It must



be shown how the exigencies of ethical and esthetic experilence
serve both to fructlfy and to paralyze our 1lntellectual efforts,
how, for example, ethical and esthetlic consclousness may be the

sources of doubt about an interpreted world.

The study of values a posteriori leads 4in very different
directions. It will determine under what circumstances and
to what extent any particular act deserves valuation. Here
belong questions concerning personal conduct, obedience, custom,
law, as well as retrospective Jjudgments about historical Justice
or injustice. As values a posteriori must also be consldered
the 1deals of beauty which are exemplified for instance by the
human body, by landscapes and by obJects of beauty as we en-
counter them in nature and in the fine arts. In every case
such investigation must begin with examples. It must every-
where be concerned with the elaboration of specific instances.
The study of values a posteriori is the proper concern of nu-

merous individual disciplines.

+ It is usually ignored that there is an obvious relation-
ship between things as objects of valuation and things as ob-
Jects of knowledge. From a nalve point of view, the two ob-
Jects might be assumed to be identical. Valuation and inter-
pretation might be considered only twoldifferent intellectual
approaches to the same obJect. This Jjudgment would suffice,
but for the fact that 1t presupposes much more than we may

safely assume or assert. The thing 1tself is distinct from
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the object interpreted: 1t is distinct also from the object
valued. Accordingly there 1s no reason to assume that the
object interpreted and the object valued are necessarily iden-
tical: 1In this context it must be noted that valuation causes
a transformation in the interpretation of the obJect. The pro-
cess of valuation 1s 1in itself a method of selection of objects
suitable for interpretation. Apart from prior and concomitant
valuation, interpretation itself should become meaningless. A
synergism between valuation and interpretation is not difficult
to demonstrate; upon further consideration an antagonism be-
tween the two also becomes apparent. What is valued is prized
for its own sake and is magnified in its substance through val-
uation. What 1s interpreted is understocod in relation toc other
obJects, in relation to its past and to its future. In many
instances interpretation appears to detract from the value of

the obJect interpreted.

The object of esthetic valuation is self-sufficient. We
assume that beyond its appearances which we see, 1t leads an
unobtrusive, perfect existence; it reposes in a reality of its
own. Independent and superior to us who admire it, the esthet-
lcally valuable object reflects upon us the dignity of its belng.
Our desire 1is that the esthetic object should be, should exist
in fullness, and that 1t should remaln without end. We with
that 1t should reign as a touchstone of value and reality over

the haphazardness and changeableness of our exlstence. As soon
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as we exert our power over 1t, as soon as we deslre to analyse,
to create or to control it, as soon as we deny 1ts hegemony
over our spirit, the esthetic value is extinguished, beauty
becomes grotesque, our delight is replaced by chagrin, and

anticipation makes way for disappointment.

Interpretation of the objJect is the reflection of its re-
ality to our minds. It is inevitable that this reflection should
color and distort, and 1t is the paradox of our knowledge that
this distortion of actuality is our only access to it. In the
process of our knowing a significant quality of reality 1s lost.
The object that enters into the scheme of reason leads an ex-
istence that 1s real only so far as it is comprehended by our
knowledge. It exists not for itself, but for an example. It
is a means whose value 1s derived from the conceptual entirety
in which it takes its place. Our attlitude toward the ratlonal-
1zed object 1s an imperative one, in contrast to our attitude
toward the esthetic object which we face with astonishment and
rev?rence. To determine the quality of the interpreted object
1s the prerogative of mind. It gives the pleasure of possession
and the satisfaction of power. The object of interpretation
exlsts dependent and possessed. It is determined by a loglecal

definition and its lifespan is the moment of our attention.

Ethical valuation and interpretation are in conflict. Val-
uation is always intent on the present; inevitably it contra-
dicts our sense of history and it disrupts our rationalization

of time. Ethical awareness directs all of man's attention to



the moment immediately before him: ethical consciousness de-
mands the devaluation of memories of the past and of dreams

of the future. All that memory and the written word make vivid
to the imaglination 1s condemned by ethical awareness as Jjejune
phantaéy, valuable only in so far as it mlght facilitate action
or enhance 1ts effectiveness. For our ethical consclousness

a deed 1s measured not by its causes nor by 1lts consequences.
Even the inslgnificant and trivial action may obtaln dignity;
the symbolic action--ineffective of 1tself--1s the expression
of ethical conscliousness par excellence. What is trivial may
become significant, and what is significant derives meaning not
from its causes or consequences but from its immediate, ex-
clusive accessiblility to the self. The ethically valuable act
is incomparable with the future and unrelated to the past. It
is only attalnable fulfillment of the immediate present. That
1s why ethical consclousness elevates the present moment to
highest dignity and condenses the meaning of time past and

future intc this one noble precious instant.

‘Historical rationalization knows nothing of the spontaneity
and freedom of the immediacy of the present. All historical
moments, however significant they be, are washed over by the
streams of time. 'Now' 1s only the summary of past events or
the preface to future cones. The reality of things in the pres-
ent 1s dlsparaged to the advantage of past and future. Con-

versely, history 1s Impotent to grasp this present moment and
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its overwhelming reallty. It is lost in the span of time which
is measured and calculated. But the measurement of that time
1s a travesty when its beginning and its end are equally in-
accessible to our intellect. The notion of present floats be-
tween past and future, a vacuous boundary dgvoid of context,
substance, and consistency. All wvalue, 2ll purpose ls extin-
guished by the boundless extent of past and future time. That
is why, coﬁsistently consldered, history admits no ultimate
values. The moment which appears to endure has deceived you.
Before your very eyes while you observe it, it crumbles to ob-

scurity.

The conflict between Interpretation and value is everywhere
encountered. Unconscliously we accept its paradox. Not every
mind 1s capable of comprehendlng the dialectic of the two op-
posltes, accepting and uniting them. Wherever an object appears
beautiful, wherever an action strikes us as good, a schism ap-
pears in the schematic uniformity of the rational world. Duy
aftfr day beauty and virtue kindle the sparks of doubt in the
minds of uncounted men. It does not impede the effectlveness
of doubt that they should not recognize it in its origin and
that they should not trace out all its consequences. Wherever
doubt flourishes, 1t instigates unrest and dissatisfaction
with well-known 1images, it nourishes criticism of the well-
worn, famillar catechism of concepts. Wherever doubt thrives,

it searches for new vistas and it finds new reality. Doubt is
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the instrument of the perpetual rejuvenation of the mind. Con-
sciously or unconsciously doubt, or by whatever name it may
be called, 1s the most fruitful spring of true knowledge and

of real intellectual attainments.



