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Chapter One

An Exerclse 1In Thought



Introcduction

This is a book of problems not of answers. The reader
is adviéed to approach it not as statement of doctrine but
as a series of exercises In thought. Truth is difficult to
speak, and the pretense of gilving an ultimate statement of
truth deserves to encounter susplcion. The presentation of
these chapters as intellectual exerclises may relieve them of
the burden of appearing to offer a summary of facts. These
essays contaln no 'truth' or 'fact', sclentific or other; a
reader in search of dogma will be disappointed. On the other
hand, thelr appearance as exerclses may Invest these essays
wlth an unexpected effectiveness. The student who becomes
familiar with them learns more than the particular exerclse
before him. If they were musical exercises, the student who
practiced them would be the better prepared to perform many
comparable compositions, Likewise, 1if these exercises fulflll
their promise, they will help to expand the power of thought
on tspics extending far beyond the problems specifically dis-
cussed here. Musical exercises frequently exhibit rhythm and
melody that reappear as the substance of more ambitlous com-
positlons. The essays here presented likewise concern them-
selves with a set of problems that recur in various forms and
combinationa throughout the entlirety of our thought. Perhaps
practice and profilciency In the arguments here outlined will

prove valuable also In investigations further afield. That
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these essays are exercises in thought will justify occaslonal
repetition. An argument that follows accustomed patterns 1s
less likely to be mlsunderstood and requires only a simple

exposition. Ideas that are new and startling must be demon-
strated in different contexts and from numerous angles before

they begin to be credible.

The topics considered are among the most famillar. Indeed,
they are immedlate to our experlence, and largely for this reason an
explicit review of our conclusions concerning them seldom seems worth-
while. It may seem trivial to conslder such questions as the charac-
teristics of self, the nature of reality, the structure of knowledge,
and the qualities of virtue and beauty. We rely greatly upon these
concepts both in thought and in practlce. We presume that our know-
ledge of them 1s sufficient, although we have never really examined
that knowledge. If then, on some unusual occaslion, such as the
reading of these essays may provlde for at least some readers, we
should critically examine these stock items Iin our intellectual
household, we might be surprlised how many of our assumptlons were
unfounded and how poorly they agreed with our experiences. We
might, indeed, derlve much worthwhlle understanding from those
experlences 1f only we would examine them critically. We ask
the reader who would accept our invitation to fix flrmly 1n his
mind the idea that the problems which we lnvestigate are re-
alities of nature, Realities of nature exist independent of
our thought and of our knowledge. Man 1ls what he 1s, and na-

ture 1s herself, regardless of the views that we might happen
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£o hold upon these topliecs. That nature must be independent

of our thought is the 1lnitial and perhaps the most consequential
reflection required of the reader. As the argument unfolds,

he may become confused by a sense of Intellectual gilddiness,
and much as In physiological vertigo, he may ‘imagine the world
about him beginning to turn and tumble. However, in one cir-
cumstance as 1ln the other, the glddiness that makes reality
seem unreal 1s merely the consequence of a temporary readjust-
ment in the organs of sense or of lntellect as the case may be.
Reallty cannot be altered either by our own thought or by that
of anyone else. If change occurs it will be in our ability to
see and to discriminate, and such change presumably would al-

ways be for the better.

With the publlcatlon of these exercises, the intellectual
ownershlp of them passes tc the reader. He must learn to be-
come the Judge of the argument. He must decide whether the
appearances described are true, whether the analogies drawn
are qorrect, whether the conclusions suggested are valid. Yet
the reader will be an unhappy proprietor unless he takes care
that his Judgment 1s guided not by what he wishes to find nor
by any deslre to preserve a particular outlook upon the world
that has become familiar to him. The argument requires a cer-

tain detachment and freedom of mind; it will get nowhere if it
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is constantly pulled short by prejudice or presuppeosition. As
the argument proceeds, the reader will discover that many of
the questlons that are pﬁt to him, though simple in form, are
difficuit to decide. He had always been taught tc refer ob-
scure questions tc an approprlate specialist.” He had thought
that questlons, for example, concerning the human mind should
be the property of the psychologist. Problems about time and
space were assigned to the physlcist to unravel. The historilan
alone seemed to have the right to speak authoritatively con-
cerning the past. And so 1t went with all significant ques-
tions. Therefore, when problems apparently belonging to various
speclallzed disciplines enter into the circle of our exercises,
the reader may begin to feel uncomfortable because he has never
before taken such gquestlons seriously encugh to permit himself
an oplnion in his own behalf. Perhaps he will feel embarrassed
to concern himself personally with problems to which thousands
of studious men have devoted their lives, leaving us the fruit
of their labors 1n the organized disciplines of science. Why
shouid one not turn to science for its knowledge in any of these
difficult topies? The minds of scientists are not accessible
to us for examination. The summaries of their work with which

the textbooks are filled are not science. Nor is the truth of

sclence identical with the apparent meaning of the propositions



9 1-5

that pretend to summarize it. Knowledge cannot be so packaged
or distributed. Probably there is only an occasional reader

who himself could comprehend in 1ts entirety the work of even

a singlé sclentist in a single fleld of endeavor; 1t is meaning-
less to suggest comprehending them all. Yet, as our own thought
becomes cogent, the mere concluslons of sclence, the empty re-~
petltion of phrases with which we console our ignorance, the

vacant shells of thought from which life and meanlng have long

since departed, no longer satisfy.

When one learns to recognize these facts, there 1s no choice
except to broach for oneself questions that have traditionally
been neglected on the assumption that they belonged to some
sclentific or religious discipline which would treat of them
adequately and appropriately. Furthermore, it 1s a pertinent
question to ask whether one man's theory can ever be accepted
or borrowed, used or appropriated by another. A theory is a
way of looking, and you can no more borrow another man's mind
to look at ideas through it than you can borrow his eyes to see
birds or trees wlth them. Your thought 1s your own and your
theory 1s your own; another man's theory is as foreign to you
as is his vision. As you do your own looking you must also do
your own thinking. It is foolish to assume that someone else

should be able to do it for you. It does make a difference
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whether you read in a book some such sentence as "The gray
gcean whose waves break at your feet extends further in all

directions than the eye can see,"

cr whether you yourself do
actuallj stand at its edge and measure l1ts expanse with your
own eyes. And even though your pulde possesged the clearest
vigion and the greatest gift of eloquence, your own standing
in that place confronted with that reality should be infinltely

more valuable, even 1f your eyes were almost blind and you

could hardly see,

We would like to travel to wisdom on borrowed knowledge, .
and we tacltly assume that we may obtain title to wisdom by proxy.
The price that we must pay to stand face to face with reality
is the humiliatlon of learning that we do not possess 1t. We
are not the creators of realify nor its owners, and ocur under-
standing of it is far from sufficlient. Scientific and tech-
nical progress dees greatly enlarge our field of vision. #&ed-
Scienee
entdfie—thought 1s an Intellectual path that leads to great
helghts, but the territory that we see 1is if anything less
accessible to our understanding than the simple objects and
events at the foot of the mountaln of knowliedge that we were
also unable to comprehend. Our scientific conguest of nature

does not alter our baslec intellectual relationship to 1t. Only

in a very superficlal and trivial sense does our knowliedge
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reproduce nature. When we become intoxicated with our sci-
entific achievements we begin to dream that we possess§y® power
over nature, but when we become sober we realize that our dis-
coverles only confirm the imperviousness of nature to our thought.
Therefore nelther embarrassment nor apology for the present in-
quiry 1s in order. Undoubtedly the problems that we are about
to conslder have at one time or another been the concern of
minds keener than ours. If it were possible to graft the an-
swers of the wisest of men upon our own questions, we should

be fortunate indeed, but such grafts would not take. Each man
must see for himself and no one can see for another, and no man

can think ancther's thoughts.

The days in which we live witness such remarkable progress
in our control over nature as recorded history has never seen.
The great sclentific achlevements of our age tend to determine
our views of thought and nature alike. We attribute our success
in manipulating and exploiting nature to knowledge. To know-
1edg$ we credit the abundant livellhood, the ease and the luxury
that we have learned to wring from nature. And it is knowledge
that we thank for our increasing physical security in the na-
tural world. If practice were the proof of theory, we should
indeed have no cause to be dissatisfled with our understanding

of the world and of ourselves. We may be confident in our
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achlevements as such, but not infrequently occasions arise when
the knowledge that has made them possible leaves us dissatisfied.
We are not content with those achlievements; we require of our
knowledée more than successful practical application. We de-
mand that knowledge should become the equivalent of nature in
every detall, to the end that there should be nothing in nature
fhat was not the property of mind as well. Then no element in
nature would remain unexplained or inaccessible to mind. Then,
intellectually, we should truly be masters of the world. Of
course, 80 overbearing a presumption of mind 1s open to criticism
not only from a religious but also from a purely practical point
of view, Our knowledge is so far from complete that total uni-
versal knowledge is still beyond the range of reason. Yet,
rational or not, knowledge itself through its very structure
makes such a claim. By its implicit definition knowledge pre-
sumes to be absolute both in extent and 1n quality. To be sure,
on the frequent occasions that knowledge 1is discovered to fall
short of this presumption we reject what seems inadequate and
1nco£gruous. Then we promptly attempt to repair the apparent
defect and substitute a new set of facts for the diseredited
ones, and we admire these until their inadequacies in turn are

brought to light.
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It 1s particularly significant that the learning of our time
is helpless to explaln the ethlcal valuation that we place upon
our actlons and the esthetic valuatlon with which we regard our
environment. It 1s true that scientific explanations of ethical
and esthetlc experlence are occasionally attempted. Such ex-
planations, however, are invariably haphazard and incomplete;
they fall far short of comprehending that which they seek to
eluclidate. In general, toplics in ethics and esthetics are out-
side the realm of scilentific explanation. Practicallx,such
limitation of sclentiflic knowledge seems relatively unimportant.
We make moral declslions and we design our surroundings without
scientific guldance, relying upon customs and habits long es-
tablished. That our cholce and our determination should remain
unsupported by sclentiflc explanatlon concerns us little. But
the discrepancy that 1s trivial in practice may become intolerable
In theory. The fallure of science to account satisfactorily
for the ethical and esthetic compulsion that plays so large a .
role in human 1ife is one of 1ts most disconcerting faults.

The traditional scheme of knowledge 1s lnadequate to explaln
what we mean by virtue or beauty. To recognize this limitation
of knowledge 1s not to disparage its very impressive accomplish-
ment. Indeed, the contrast between the practical efficacy of
knowledge and its theoretical faults provides a compelling oc-

caslon to review the entire scope of our intellectual activity.
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Inadequacies in one phase or another of our knowledge have
often been recognized, and frequently isolated faults are
successfully corrected. The fallures of knowledge are usually
treated as limited problems; seldom are they recognized as

the reflectlons of a fundamental uncertainty about the ways

of knowlng and the reallity of what is known.

The anomalies of our experience may perhaps be reconciled
threough a new hypothesis of our intellectual relationship to
reality. These essays will seek to expound and to justify
such an hypotheslis. It holds that the world which is exhibited
in our knowledge must be distinguished from the reallty of
nature. The world of our knowledge, according to this hypothe-
sis, consists of a system of concepts and images distinct from
the natural worlid. This system of concepts we call the con-
ceptual world and distinguish it clearly from nature. The
conceptual world has been elaborated in the intellectual so-
clety of mankind throughout the course of many centuries; 1t
1t the content of our education and of our sclentific wisdom.
The conceptual world and nature are separate; the individual
mind 1s medlator between them. At each moment of 1ts conscious
exlstence mind 1s part of and in contact with nature. At each
moment of.its consclous existence also, mind 1s at work on an
intellectual synthesis reflecting both the qualities of nature

and the limitations of mind.
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Evidently the desire 1s strong to ildentify knowledge with
that to which it refers. To unite the conceptual world with
nature is the surreptitious intention of much of our intel-
lectual activity. A eritical view of our experience, however,
suggests that the dlstance between knowledge and nature is
great. Knowledge is Incomplete and falls to live up to its
own presumptions. Knowledge falls to explain our desire to
act worthily, our ethical consciousness. Knowledge ignores
our esthetic consclousness, our concern for the integrity and
beauty of our auﬁggundings. Ethical and esthetic consEious-
ness are not mere extravagances of the imagination. They are

primary expressions of tHe pe tionship between self and nature.

‘Thils fact explains why ethilcal and;esthetic Judgment should
prove to be such unerring monitors of the preten$lons of con-
ceptual knowledge. They are the chlef sources of dissatisfac-
tion with the 1iluslon that the conceptual world and nature
should be one. Ethical and esthetlc consciousness lead us to
a critical review of our knowledge and of the conceptual world

that it has bullt.
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The Conceptual World and the World of Nature

It is a matter of Intellectual custom that the world as
we recognize it should be accepted without questlion as abso-
lutely existent. Its apparent givenness and concreteness
virtually never become problems for deliberate inquiry. The
actuality with whichjﬁorld presents ltself to us demands nei-
ther to be lnvestigated nor to be explained. In all histori-
cal and sclentiflc research, the exlstence and intelligibility
of a reality called world or nature is invariably presupposed.
Against the background of pre-judgments so widely entertailned,
the task that we have set for ourselves appears extraordinarily
difficult. Into this apparent givenness of actuality we must
introduce a distinction: we must separate the world of nature
itself from our conceptual apprehension of it. Here on the
one hand 1s what we know; there on the other 1s nature, reality
itself. Nature, then,shall no longer be consldered necessarily
coincident with the sum of our perceptions, memories, and men-
tal images. Let things in themselves stand apart from the

cognitive actlivity of our minds through which we apprehend them.

While the theoretical consequences of thlis distinction are
very greaty, its practical effects ought not be overestimated.
The distinction that we make 1s nothlng more than the designa-

tion of thought and Jjudgment for what they are. The reality
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of nature remalns unaffected, as does the power of thought
that is Indispensable to our intellectual function. Let it

be recognized that this distinction remalns entirely within
the realm of thought: 1t alters neither nature nor the im-
agined world. Our mental activity is in itself a part of na-
ture. As the growth and flowering of the plant are unaffected

by the sclentific analyses that describe them, likewlse the

#¢,and ratlional functlons of mind are soverelgn to
theoretical conslderations that designate their qualitiles.

4
The analysis that we have undertaken will lead neither to the

extinctlon of knowledge nor to its fulfillment.

The distinction between nature and the conceptual world,
when it 1s first suggested, strikes us as trivial, both be-
cause 1t 1Is so patent and also because it seems so inconse-
quential 1n practice. When we come to think of it, the con-
trast between nature and the conceptual world i1s everywhere
apparent, and we readlly recognize it in the speciflc exampie.
Who would dispute that, for instance, my mental references
and images of the tree in my garden ought in no ultimate sense
to be equated with the tree itself? Nor for that matter, should
the common consent of all men, whether about this tree 1in par-
ticular or about all trees in general, be considered an exhaustive

rationalization of the natural tree in my garden. It 18 true
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that such knowledge invariably refers to natural objects. But
whatever 1 may know about this tree or whatever the knowledge
of all mankind concerning such a tree might bqg-(assuming that
such common knowledge exlsts in a meaningful way ) .y&€t know-
ledge 18 never so complete that there will not be occasions
time and agaln to revisit the obJject and to improve our ideas
of 1t. The distinction between nature and the conceptual world
18 no 1idle fantasy. Does not the scientist himself in each
experiment and in every observation abandon the closed circle
of practiced thought for the open uncertainty of a new~encounter
with nature? Although the discrepancy between thought and re-
ality 1s basic to our most signifilcant intellectual efforts,

we are seldom specifically aware that the world of concept

and of nature fall to coinclde. On the one hand, their dis-
parity is an effective impetus to sclentiflc analysis. On the
other hand, the vigorous and self-confident scientific tech-
nology of our age serves everywhere to mask the antithesis.

It 1s the persistent intention of our intellectual effort to
narrow the gap between the thing in 1tself and our conceptual
image. The more successful such efforts are, the easier it is
for us to lgnore the distinction. This is particularly true
inasmuch as the most effective and consequential of our intel-
lectual encounﬁera with nature occur in a sclentific setting.
Thus the very efforts that we direct toward the intellectual
apprehension of nature serve to conceal the distincéion between
nature 1tself on the one hand and our apprehension of it on the

other.
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Scientific conventions give an alr of assurance to our cog-
nltive processes. Nonetheless, the distinction between concept
and reality would frequently become apparent except for the in-
tellectual conventlons that serve to mitigate and to conceal
the discrepancy. In the first place, we are constantly at work
correcting errors in our knowledge as they appear. Hardly do
we recognize the practical inadequacy of one of our concepts,
before we begin to amend, to revise, and often totally to trans-
form 1t. Furthermore, for the inadequacies of our conceptual
constructions that are not readily improved upon, we h;ve long
since invented plausible excuses. We blame the weakness of
our senses, the falllbillity of our Jjudgment, or the uncertainty
of our memory. The implication is that if only our intellectual
facultles functioned to perfection and were applied with proper
thoroughness, then the inadequacies of our conceptuallizatlions

would vanish.

The distinction between concept and nature may readlly be
polnted out in the concrete instance, but in theory 1t is dir-
ficult to sustaln and is ultimately always denlied. This denial
is the result not so much of a dlisrespect for truth, as of the
awkwardnéss of mind 1n the face of the progressing accomplish-
ments of positive thought. These accomplishments are impressive

not only in the realm of natural science but in the convincing



20 I1-16

conceptual fabric of historical theory as well. Precisely
because of such achievements, on account of the sufficiency

of our thought to 1tself and to our practical activities, the
distinction between concept and nature is very difficult to
maintain. Many thinkers have faced our problem and have begun
to answer it. We may be encouraged by their attempts, but we
cannot borrow thelr answers. We must ask again, because the
answer ls indispensable to our understanding of ourselves and
of our world. From an historical viewpoint one might say that
each cultural epoch has i1ts own heritage and its own aEhieve—
ments; by the same token 1t creates also its own intellectual
problems. The very success of our intellect in controlling
nature has betrayed us into this dilemma of mind. That we
should confuse concept with nature is perhaps an intellectual

problem characteristie 6f our civilization.

~Although evidence for the distinction between nature and
concept 1s well-nigh ubiquitous, the description and analysis
of this distinction are disproportionately difficult: our
intellectual tralning has always been directed toward concealling
the discrepancy and removing 1ts presumptive cause. It is con-
tradictory to assert that we should speak of nature itself as
distinct from our apperception of it. If all our apprehension

1s distincet from nature, then nature itself ought to be wholly
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inscrutable to us. How then should we recognize nature when

we encountered 1t? How can we possibly ever face anythlng other
than our own conceptions of nature? And if we cannot, what
right have we to speak of nature itself? At the core of ocur
argument lies thls apparent contradiction. If we designate

all that we may 'know' about an object as conceptualization,
what other contact with the object do we have? If we postulate
access to a reallty thus defined, must our relationship to it
not become a transcendental communion entirely without the
realm of our rational understanding? This 1s the cont}adiction
that most frequently blocks an Investigation iInto the distinc-

tion between nature and concept.

This contradliction is 1llusory, as more detalled considera-
tion of consciousness, perception, and knowledge will show. It
1s not difficult for us to discrimlnate the physical interaction
of ourselves as animate beings with nature on the one hand, from
the hierarchy of perceptions, rationalizations, and inferences ‘
that we have become accustomed to make, on the other. Logically,
we have ample cause to separate the object perceived from the
perceptlion, the perception from its recognition in consclousness,
the recognition in consciousness from the historical or mythical

Interpretation. Each of these stages of our apprehension of

the obJject represents an interpretation of our encounter with
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1t according to our particular intellectual disposition and

capacity. Whenever we designate an objJect itself as distinct

from these interpretations, we extrapolate toward the reliable

cause 1n nature of the perceptive process. This extrapolation

in itself bears witness to the limitation of our perception.

Such extrapolation may be facilitated by limiting our con-

slderation of the obJect of perception to the moment of con-

sclousness. When we do 80, we are able to exclude
extent the interpretative loglcal elaboration that
accustomed to exercise upon our perceptions. Thus
that nature itself can never enter our imaginative
or our logical designation directly. However, its
the unaveoidable and Indispensable inference of our

and cognitive facultles.

to a large
our mind 1is
it is true
contemplation
existence 1s

perceptive

Initlally the distinction between nature and concept appears

unjJustified and unconvincing; once this distinction is estab-

lished, the dupllelty that 1t seems to create appears redundant.

To separate nature from concept seems to cause superfluous

duplication of the obJect of experience. There will be on the

one hand, the thing in 1itself which our thought cannot fully

comprehend; and on the other hand there wlll be the concept that

dwells 1n our minds but 1s only clrcumstantially related to

reality. Neilther nature nor concept separately, but only the

comblnation of both, will give adequate explanation-of our re-

lationshlip to the natural world.
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We wlll do well to attempt to avold those pitfalls that
have obstructed other attempts to separate concept from na-
ture. Many such attempts have foundered because of the 1in-
advertent tendency of thought to attribute to each of the two
elements of the division the same quality of reality. Sur-
reptitiously the conceptual scheme 1s elevated to a reality
that competes with nature. Then an analysls that began aus-
plciously as a logical elucidation of experience issues al-
together differently in the 1llicit postulate of a double
reality. The error involved lies not, however, in the‘at-
tempted distinction, but in the 1mplicit presumption that our
concepts should be 'real' in the sense that nature 1s real.
It is an error to assume that reality might indeed be estab-
lished through the intentions of our minds. To attribute re-
ality to our concepts 1s a dlsastrous misconstruction of the
power of thought. We cannot overemphasize the fact that re-
ality can never be created by thought. Reality exlsts inde-
pendent of thought; our apprehension of 1t 1s always recogni-
tion rather than construction. Accordingly, none of our logical
distinctions may ever be consldered adequate coples or models
of reallty. At best they are psychologlcal devices. They
are the loglcal tools that enable our minds to sclve the various

ambiguities of experlence.
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Our perceptions and rationallzations occur within a frame-
work whose particular dimensions are characteristic of mind.
The obJect that we are able to perceive depends 1in size, 1In
duration, and in its very structure upon the sensitivity of
the braln and its sensory organs. If, for example, instead
of a fraction of 2 second, the minimum interval perceptible
by us were a month or a year, then we should never be able
to observe leaves falling from thelr branches; within the
twinkllng of an eye as it were, the trees would then become
bare. We would not recognize the alternation of gday ahd night;
we might not even know the cycle of the seasons. Such limi-
tations of our perception are in themselves conducive to the
hypothesis of a reality in nature independent of our mind's
capacity to apprehend it. When these limitations are recog-
nized, the distinction between nature and concept will cease

to be tautologous and will become meaningful.

Nothing will earn more criticism for our theory than the
implicit aspersion that 1t casts upon knowledge and sclience,
upon the theoretical understanding for which we pride ourselves,
and upon the practical Judgments with which we have learned
to control our environment. There 1s no way in which we can
avoid identifylng our knowledge, be 1t technical or sclentific,

with that concéptual world which we propose to distinguish
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from nature. If we must be critical of knowledge, and if our
criticlsm of what now appears so successful multiplies the
difficulties of our task, by the same token it adds to the
conseqguence of and significance of any conclusions at which

we mlight arrive. There are two characteristics of knowledge
that in particular deserve our attention. Our knowledge has
achieved a high degree of relliability not only about familiar
objects and situations but also about remote and inaccessible
ones. If we attribute constancy and reliability to nature,

we may do so without implying that the laws of nature ;re
definltely known to us. There 1s no reason why we shouid not
accept the phenomenon of constancy in nature as a fruit of
empirical knowledge. The achlevements of sclence may be under-
stood as a discovery of the coincident rules of mind and of
nature. To put it differently, the consistency of science

may be taken to represent the successful construction of a
hypothetical necesslty attributable to nature. The laws of
nature, themselves inscrutable to us, must be presumed paral-
lel to the laws of mind. At the same tlme, we should beware
of exaggerating the reliability of our knowledge. In the
first place, the constancy that we attribute to nature is only
inductive; 1t is never absolute., Furthermore, scientific cer-
tainty, such as 1t may be, ls susceptlible to accident and error

no less than other intellectual efforts.
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The second noteworthy characteristic of knowledge is its
ultimate deficiency with respect to nature. No matter how
effective or complete our knowledge may become, it will never
be ultimately exhaustive of nature. In the face of the tech-
nical fecundity and sophlstication of ocur age, 1t is difficult
for us to become fully aware how fragmentary knowledge 1s even
in i1ts totality. No matter how many logical provisions we may
make for completeness and certainty, there is no way in which
knowledge can ever be more than the sum of our present experl-
ence of reality, our memory of past encounters with if, and
the verbal propositions 1n which both present and past encounters
are preserved and communicated. Evidently, this sum of our
'knowledge' of an objJect will always remain but a fraction of
l1ts potential meanling for us. Always we will require time to
become famlliar with an object; our understanding of it will
be progressive. If nothing else suggested the distinction be-
tween the obJect and our knowledge of 1it, these facts them- .
selves would do so. Whatever understanding of an object we
may entertain can be sufficient only to the requirements of
our present relationshlp to that object. The inevitable emen-
dation of our knowledge implles the discrepancy between what

the obJect itself 1s and what we know of 1it.
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It is a puzzling and confusing characteristic of our minds
that we assume that our knowledge, remarkably fragmentary
though it be, should nonetheless encompass the reality and the
'being' of the object. If we were to make rigorous application
of this conviction of ours that knowledge encompasses the re-
ality of the object, we would quickly be caught in the contra-
diction of a relative reality. Our knowledge is demonstrably
imperfect and relative} if knowledge were exhaustive of reallity,
then we should have to postulate that reality also was relative,
a manifest absurdity. Our attituda.howeﬁer, is practiéal: we
are always ready to amend our knowledge whenever momentary

thepretical
experlience confutes 1t. WhateverAClaims we make for its cer-

th prochice

ds we are always prepared to accept the

tainty,

temporary provisional quality of what we know. We may find it
@ifficult to admit that we have become well-adjusted to the
fragmentary and translent qualitlies of knowledge. Knowledge
summarlzes what we have learned about the object in the past; .
1t suggests what we may reasonably expect of 1t for the present;
it never excludes what we will learn about the object in the
future. And how often we are surprised! An unexpected phenomeﬁon
about the obJect startles us; then we attribute the unantici-
pated quality that 1t reveals to us, literally, to a new object.

Then for a moment, we realize the discrepancy between our image
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of the object and what we must call the object itself or nature.
Then there occurs that vital moment of learning, the instant
when we encounter reality with our conceptual thought, the re-
flection that reveals to us that we know nothing. Soon there-
after the pattern of our thought recrudesces to a familiar com-
placent dogmatism. We confuse the knowledge that we possess
with the objJect to which it refers, which in itself 1is so utterly
beyond our comprehension. Our continuing readiness to amend

our lmage of it sustalns the presumption that our knowledge con-
cerns the reality of the object itself. Our image of %he object
always conforms to our most recent experience; we anticipate as
best we can the experience to come. The loglcal inadequacy of
our knowledge 1is suggested by the very openness of mind; our

willingness to learn is the implicit admission of our ignorance.

On the face of them, our efforts to distinguish between
reality and the conceptual world appear meddlesome and vain.
It seems superfluous to describe in such detail what on the
one hand seems self-apparent and on the other seems remote
from practical decisions. That nature and our ideas of nature
are distinct one from another strikes us as self-evident. The
discrepancy seems trivial, particularly since all our intel-
lectual endeavor strives to make our ldeas the equivalents of

nature. The more intense and devoted our scientiflc investigation,
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the less needful the establishment of the contrast will appear.
On the other hand, there will be dlscovered numerous uncer-
talnties and ambiguities of knowledge that receive adequate
explanation only through a theory such as ours. This distinc-
tion that we make seems prerequisite to all cogent theory of
knowledge. Nor may we, in a final analysis, consider the pur-
pose of knowledge to be entirely practical. Our desire to
know recelves gratifications other than those that stem from
our adjustment to the world of nature, from its consequent
domination and exploitation. Besides being an 1nstrum;nt in
our struggle for survival and for:more secure existence, our
knowledge 1s at the same time an indispensable constituent of
our lmage of ourselves as human beings. Our knowledge is one
of the primary ingredients of our consciousness of self. The
self which we designate with the pronoun 'I' implies more than
the conceptual complex that occupies consciousness at that mo-
ment. A valld theory of knowledge will contribute decisively
to the image that we have of the human mind. It cannot but
color our notion of ourselves as human beings. These facts
will become particularly relevant when one considers the depen-
dence of religlous experience and belief upon the pattern of
knowledge. Some knowledge seems to sustain religious belief;
other knowledge appears to compete with it. What soul may or
may not be, and what God may or may not be, are implications of

thought that will not be divorced from the structure of the

theory of knowledge.
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When we trace the sources of our scepticism concerning the
conceptual world, we discover that the most compelling occasions
to doubt 1its validity arise when consciousness is precccupied
with ethical or esthetic phenomena. Whenever my desire for eth-
1cal value constrains me, whenever an obJect of beauty fascinates
me, then I turn to my conceptual schemes in vain for an explana-
tion. Thils inability of conceptualizatlon to account for eth-
ical and esthetic quality is a further Justification for the
distinction between nature and concept. Indeed, many of the
problems that have become classical in our 1ntellectua1 tradi-
tion may well be re-examined in the light of the new criteria.
What is soul? What 1s reality® What is knowledge? What is
virtue? What 1s beauty? Because these concepts have so often
been asserted or denied in trivial formulas, the lnquiry con-
cerning them may look foolish. These questions all take on a
new significance if they in their Intransigence are construed
as monuments to the dlscrepancy between nature and the conceptual
world. Ethical and esthetic consclousness are especlally cogni-
zant of this discrepancy. For this reason ethical and esthetic
consclousness are preeminent sources of criticism of the con-
ceptual world. Thusit is not by accident or by design but by
the very structure of the problem that our argument represents

the intersection of ethical, esthetic, psychological, and
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eplstemological considerations. Here converge investigations
concerning the pleasures of beauty, the lmperatives of virtue,
the impllcations of knowledge, and the structure of mind. Thus
the distinction between reallty and concept opens the gate to
nunerous new paths of thought, some of which we wlll have oc-

caslon to follow in subsequent chapters.



Methods of Inquiry

If the scope and the validity of the problemsare granted,
disagreement may arise about the method by whichtm§ might most
advantageously be pursued. The casual reader will suppose that
the study and the analysis of experience should be the task of
some partlcular science such as anthropology or psychology. Else,
if he recognizes the limltations of all hitherto developed dis-
ciplines, he may assume that this investigation should be the
task of scientific method in a speclalty not yet defined. Scilen-
tifiec procedures, he should like to believe, will be more accurate
and trustworthy than such apparently random considerations as ours.
It is argued that just as sclence has defined the structure of the
physical world, 1 will some day explain the nature of experience,
of self, and of reallty. Once science shall have made sufficient
progress, no question of import need remain closed to its investi-
gatlons. Thils confldence 1n science is based upon a decisive ‘
historical interpretation of what science is and what it has ac-
complished in the past. It 1s our choice not to accept this in-
terpretation; we prefer not to share the faith 1in scientific method
which it implies. The reasons for our choice will become apparent
as we proceed. Sclentific principles may not be presupposed by
us, nor méy scientific methods be employed in our analyses, be-

cause the structure and the implications of science are themselves
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topics to be scrutinized in the context of our study. Various
sclentific disciplines, to be sure, have an interest in the
problems we discuss, but we must deny their Jurisdiction over
our investigation and reject thelr eager offers of help. Closer
lnspection will show that what science can contribute to topics
such as ours contains too many contradictions and inconsistencies.
While these may properly be ignored in the pursuit of purely
technical goals, they would introduce irreparable confusion

into our present undertaking, were we to admit them. However
invincible scientifilc knowledge may be within its own }rame of
reference, from our point of view sclentific method has ir-
retrievable faults. These faults of sclentific thought weaken
1ts foundations, and the weakness of the foundations limits

the dimenslon and the weight of the edifice they can support.

Contrary to the tacit assumption of superficial erudition,
knowledge 1is 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 1t were not sustained by unconsclous habits of
thought. Those presuppositions make us receptive to knowledge;
those hablts enable us to use 1t. Their nurture and transmis-
slon 1s the chief function of education among us. They constitute

the very core of our culture. These structural and functional
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presupposltions of knowledge must be made explicit 1f know-
ledge 1tself is to be understood and if its errors and in-

adequacies are to be explained.

The inadequacies of knowledge, its errors and gaps, are
apparent most of all to the scientist himself, and he has
learned to exploit them as occasions for emending his theory.
It 1s a significant capacity of the scientific method ( in
contrast for example to theology ) that its errors should
systematically become the sources of its revision.z+£i%:1he
more remarkable #s that this revislon far from threatening
should confirm the theoretical basis of science. The self-
correction implicit 1n scientific thought makes it invulner-
able to criticism, all the more so when the errors corrected
are trivial and emendations superficial. Corrections are oc-
casloned by a specific insufficiency and content themselves
with repairing an apparently circumscribed defect. Scientific
theory 1s incapable of initiating or sustaining an investiga-
tion of the scope that we intend, committed as we are to ques-
tioning both the foundation and the structure of scientific
theory. Science is the logical refinement of 'common sense, !
and both are self-satisfled with themselves in their conceptual
world. If we are to be successful in our inquiry we must leave

behind the conventlons of traditional thought.
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The relationship between thought and action is not so in-
timate as 1s usually assumed. The applicatlon of thought is
often remote; the practice that 1t engenders 1s frequently in-
apparent. If the theorles that are proposed in these essays
possess logical priority in any respect, they ought not there-
fore be considered practical prerequisites of any particular
course of actlon. We are too much committed to the fallacy
that what we do follows dilrectly from what we think. It is
not so! WwWhat we do follows from what we are, and what we think
likewise follows from what we are. (Thought is a kind of ac-
tion.) Agreed, that what we are follows in part from what we
do and think over a protracted perlod of time. Yet the causal
relationshlp between thought and action, though 1t be real, is
remote and circumstantial. Natlons are governed, businesses
are 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; they deny them
altogether or presume to do them Justlce with a single dogmatic

assertlon.

To the problems that we ralse belong traditional answers.
On the surface our intellectual tradition encoﬁrages questions;
actually it interdicts all but the trivial ones. The very fact

of inquiry implles doubt of the answers that have been given
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and disrespect to the tradltion that presumes to answer them
fruthfully. A summary of these traditional answers would be
lengthy and involved. They are concealed not only in the tra-
ditional formulas of the textbooks, but they are implicit 1in
patterns of thought and Judgment that are inaccessible to in-
spection. If traditlonal answers discourage us, we must look
elsewhere. We look to experience, reserving for this term a
technical meanling that willl require further explanation. If
experience rather than tradi%ion Is to guide us, we must learn
to ignore the precepts both of deism and of rationaliaﬁ. They
are the two popular metaphyslical theories of our time, which
seem to support the social and the scientific orders respectively.
Their defenders will criticize us. They will aceuse us on the
one hand of being lrrational when we fail to take the logical
scientific catechlsm at face value. On the other hand they will
blame us for belng ungodly, when we find 1t unnecessary to as-
sign to delity his traditional dominating seat at the head of .
the hilerarchy of concepts. Without dlsparaging the cardinal
roles that delsm and rationalism have in our social and intel-
lectual traditions, we may reject their demands upon our loyalty.
Their 1nslistent claims upon our minds are more than inappropriate.
To demand reason where reason cannot apply 1s self-contradictory.
To worship reason is to assert reason irrationally, and to deny

in practice what one affirms in proposition. The reality of
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God, let it be noted, would not need our assent. It is a mockery
to propose a god so frail that his exlistence requires the con-
stant endorsement of loquacious believers, or a god so fickle
that he sulks whenever his name is not graced with flattering

adjectives.

The misunderstandings discussed thus far arise for those
who conslder our questions superfluous, for those who are troubled
that some of our answers might confllct with familiar beliefs.
More disconcerting by far is the confusion created not, by the
unwlliingness but by the inability to follow the argument. The
foremost cause of this inability is probably the uncertainty
about the function of language. Unwittingly one assumes that
language can provide a loglcal image of reality. The structure
and the processes of nature are thought to be exhaustively de-
scribed by language. Conversely it 1s assumed that for all of
the concepts that evolve in our pattern of speech, there ought
somewhere in nature to exist a demonstrable prototype. Though
rarely explicit, both of these assumptions are powerful deter-
minants of our use and interpretation of language. For all
thelr inconsplicuousness, they are sources of much confusion
and obscurity. Therefore it is all the more 1mportant to em-
phasize our conviction to the contrary: that language ought

never be considered a copy of reality and that it 1is never
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succeséfully employed in the descriptive reproduction of nature.
Nor can we condone the inference that our concepts are reflec-
tions of a primary reality from which they derive their meanling.
However precise or sclentific it may become, language must never
be accepted as an equivalent of any phase of nature. At best
language may serve to gulde our minds to an effective under-

standlng of reality.

It is an academic fallacy that induces us to place too much
stock 1n the absolute 'rightness' of our propositions.. The vir-
tue of language lles not wholly in its logical rectitude. The
primary value of language 1s its ability to communicate intel-
lectual experience from cne man to another. Accordingly one
may readlly postulate a structurally impeccable thesis that
fails for its incomprehensibility. Conversely even an imperfect
argument may carry welght because of its peculiar ability to
enter into the functional unity of the listener's pattern of
thought. As a matter of fact, one may reasonably question whether
any of those famous books that are read with such ceremony in our
colleges recelves today exactly that interpretation that its
author intended. Without being cynical, one may realize that
even though sublime, truth is impotent where it is inaccessible.

By the same token, many an error may concelvably make a valid

contribution to the intellectual life of mankind.
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Problems of communlicatlion stand at the beginning of the
argument both as practical and as logical presuppositions.
Traditionally first principles have been sought in the widely
accepted tenets of natural or historical sclence. For example,
most authors presuppose that our world possesses duration in
time and extent in space, that it consists of discrete and
separable events llnked to each other by unalterable bonds
of causallty, that it 1s constituted of obJects in space, each
of which though vislibly changing, must be consldered an entity
distincet from all others. These presuppositions undefiie most
sclentiflic theory and we shall have occaslon to refer to them
again. At this Juncture nothing more need be sald about the
tradltional assumptions of thought; we cannot dlspense wilth
them, but we accept them with reservations. In addition, we
require two fundamental postulates of our own. The first postu-
late concerns communication and represents the practical pre-
supposition of our argument. The second postulate regards ex- -
perience and provides us with a theoretical presupposition. We
must assure ourselves that these assumptlons are understood by
all participants to our dlscussion. If the presuppositions of
the argument were not common to all, then each participant would
actually be speaking about a different matter; then the greater
the detall to_which the argument unfolded, the greater would

be the confusion that the argument created.
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Communication

Much misapprehenslon concerning communication stems from
the deeply rooted belief that language must possess an unam-
biguous existence independent both of the speaker and of the
listener. It 1is commonly assumed that language upon being
uttered and particularly upon belng recorded becomes an entity
of 1tself possessing a single fixed significance. This 11lu-
sion of ldentity arises at least 1n part from the fact that
the word returns to memory as the chlef monument of tipes past.
The written language of legal and political documents seeks
to reconclle the diverslity of remote occasions with a single
purpose. The conventional rigidity of legal definition is
intended teo facllitate that almost lmpossible task. It is
believed that language ought to possess but a single meaning,
uncondltlionally binding upon all who speak and upon all who
hear. Upon this single meaning the ultimate significance of

language 1s thought to depend.

It seems strange, particularly 1in view of the many and
flagrant discrepancles 1n the interpretation of historical
documents and literary texts, that this mechanical construc-
tion of the process of communication should not have been
questioned more Insistently and more often. Inquiries con-

cerning communication have lndeed been instituted from time
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to time. They have largely contented themselves with super-
ficlal analyses of the logical structure of language. I have
found none that faced squarely the frequent occurrence of con-
tradictory interpretation. The history of literary criticism
abounds with examples of such contradictions. They are of

such magnitude that unity of interpretation on any significant
subJect appears not only unlikely, but, in a sufficiently large
frame of reference, virtually inconceivable. In practice, one
of the Interpretations 1is singled out as being correct; the
others are discarded or ignored. The contradiction is‘ascribed
elther to 1lnadequate expression on the part of the author or

to faulty understanding by the reader. The possibility that
conflicting interpretations might each be equally valid, that
'error' might not only be inevitable but even necessary is
never entertalned. Truth and fact are considered commodities,
to be preserved, delivered, and accepted. The better part of
experience confutes thls theory of language.

sl s g oLen be b
if ‘{’1 Jy’:‘l

Language 1s mueh more readily'uﬁ&é;§£;od as a function
rather than a product of mind. Many of the difficulties of
communication willl disappear as soon as we abandon the hypo-
thesis that words possess independent meaning. "It is true that

our ability to remember, to repeat, to record and to read the

written word makes it plausible that language should
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possess independent substance. Yet processes of interpretation
that rely upon this hypothesis invariably lead to insoluble
contradictions. On the other hand, a functional interpretation,
lmprobable as it is on first thought, proves far more tractable
in analysis and productive in its consequences. A functional
interpretation of language is readily illustrated by the common
experience of conversation. The authentic application of lan-
guage is in apeaking to onés fellow man. Understanding language
1s being led by his thought. The author's intention is always
to address his audlence, and to speak convincingly eveh when

the audience 1s potential or anonymous. The original function
of language 1s to obtaln the agreement of two minds concerning
actual or potential experience. It 1s an instrument that causes
men to see and to think allke. Whenever language seems to re-
present what exists or what ought to exist, it has forsaken its
original function. The desire to understand and the effort to
be understood exert a subtle influence on the hearer and on the -
speaker respectlvely. Through thelr communication the two minds
tend to become alike. The coincidence of mental function brings
about an approximation of intellectual structure. The human
mind, even more than the body, 1s determined by what it does.
The way in which mind 1s shaped by its action becomes clearer
when one considers how much the mind 1is able to learn by practice

and how little, actually, the mind can accompllish without it.
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Thought and language are also frults of practice. If language
1s to be understood, it must be judged by its effects upon the
audience, for as an object in itself it remains incomprehensible.
To consider language as the mutual interaction of two minds is
not to imply that 1t 1s altogether unrelated to the natural
world. What each author describes is a reflectlion of his own
experlence of reallity; each reader understands him in the light
of an experience that may approximate but cannot coincide with
the original experience and intention of the author. If the
individual had no relationship of his own to reality, he could

nelther create nor interpret language.

It 1s always easy to make an 1ssue of terminoleogy. In order
to convey his particular meaning, each author must make appro-
priate alterations in the language that he was taught. The lan-
guage grows through such emendations. It only obscures matters,
however, to attempt to define differences in theory as dis-
crepancles 1n terminology. Therefore the reader ought not be
offended 1f cur use of terms does not always colncide with what
he had expected. Let him ignore that false conceptual reality
to which terms are occaslonally thought to belong as fixed and
unalterable components. Our task is not to invent another occult
scheme of terminology, but to communicate patterns of experience

and methods of' thought. The reader's task is to apprehend the
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meanings that the terms are designed to convey. If he 1s dis-
satisflied with what he ﬁnderstands, he ought to object to the
meaning rather than to quarrel with the terms. We do not ex-
pect him to accept our propositions as true; agreement is not
necessarily our goal. Agreement is a rare and precious phenomenon
which must not be demanded prematurely. Our minds being such
as they are, we communlcate most effectively in propositions.
These propositions cannot reflect the tentative, exploratory
quality of our Jjudgment. We are prone to overvalue our state-
ments, and the over-lnterpretation of propositions has become
the bane of systematlc thought. This dilemma 1s precipitated
by the characteristics of language; we extricate ourselves from

it only with deliberate effort.

When one 1s faced with difficulty 1n literary interpreta-
tlon, one usually turns to historlcal considerations for help.
One desires to find precedents; one inquires after causes, in-
fluences, and historical significance. Our judgment and our
imagination have learned to rely upon an historical framework
into which all new experience 1s fitted. The present is systema-
tically reconclled to the past, to be modified and in turn to
modify memory. The same historical awareness makes it customary
for an author himself to attempt to evaluate his own work as

continuation, 'improvement, or correction of a tradition or of
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a predecessor. We shrink from such historical comparison,
from humility and from the convietion that historical con-
siderations are out of place in an essay that must include

the structure and the implications of historical thought with-
in the bounds of 1ts criticism. Thinkers of note, Kant for
example, have often remarked that phillosophy must not be con-
fused with 1ts history. Yet Kant especially, hoping as he

did to become the Copernicus of metaphysics, wanted to sum-
marize the totallty of past thought in order to be able to
revise 1t and to define a pattern for all thought to come.

By these historical pretensions, Kant violated his own maxim,
much to his detriment. The task of an author is not primarily
to append himself to a tradltion, imaginary or real, but by
taking account of all that learned and thoughtful men have
sald upon his subject, and meeting as it were their imagined
obJjections, to accept the limitations imposed upon hls thought
by his historical environment. Then he may attempt to trans-
cend the hazards of history to write a book which will be
meaningful regardless of the year in which it is read.

lips
Language must be understood as it escapes the vedece, that

speak and as it enters the ear that listens. The timeless,
unchanging quality of the established word is compromised both

in the moment bf expression and in the moment of understanding.
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The fact that these moments may indeed be remote one from ancther,
removed as 1s the speaker from the listener or the author from
the audlence, does not alter the circumstances. In the conver-
sation of two minds we recognize the archetype of all communica-
tion, and in terms of thils relationship we must understand the
effectlveness and the meaning of various forms of exposition.

In terms of this primary dialogue we must explain the solitary
entry into a diary no less than the sentence uttered into a
microphone to be broadcast, or composed on the typewriter for
publication in thousands of copies. In all these circhmstances,
the individual speakling exhibits the contents and the facility

of his own mind; in all cases the listener or the reader opens
himself to the foreign message, whether it be specifically ad-
dressed to him by a partner in conversation or whether it reaches

him as the member of a mass audlence.

For the author of language, the spoken or the written word
as the case may be represents an indispensable confirmation of
thought. Quite apart from the reflection that 1s cast upon his
person by a message famous or favorably recelved, the formula-
tion of an idea In language is a manifestation of intellect that
was untll its expression merely potential. Aside from such ex-
presslons of 1ts content, mind should be 1impossible to designate.

For although mind may learn much in silence and although it may
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be susceptlible to many lnapparent influences, yet what 1t has
learned and what it has acquired, indeed the very fact of lits
existence, become evident and tangible only in the process of

expresslion.

The actuality of the reader's mind is likewise determined

by language. From moment to moment the content of the reader's
that he follows with

mind is the sentence,before his eyes. What he reads invarilably
alters and displaces existing mental content. 1In following the
thoughts that impress it, the mind implements them, modifies
them, enlarges upon them, and becomes skilled and proficient
in their expression according to its own qualities and abilities.
Consequently there occurs an approximation between the mind of
the speaker and that of the listener. If the speaker 1s to
make himself intelligible, he must attempt to anticipate the
listener's habit of thought; the listener must attempt to adapt
himself to the speaker's intention. As a result of this contact,

the two minds become significantly similar. To an extent greater

or less a community of thought ensues.

If this interpretation of the process of communication is
correct, 1ts purpose can no longer be considered the establish-
ment of 'facts.' Communication is the transmission of an ability,
of a specific 1ntellectual capacity. Understood in this sense,

communication appears primarily pedagogical. Considering the
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extent to which mind 1s dependent in its existence upon 1ts
functlon, one may fairly say that communlication in effect is
creative of mind. Quite literally the thought of a man who

has Just been engaged in discussion 18 wholly different from
what 1t was before. To the extent that mind exists in thought
alone, mind of new thoughts will be a new mind. If this con-
struction is correct, clearly it will little matter whether

the content of communication shall have been refined to an un-
equivocal logical definiteness. All that will matter is whether
what one man has seen he somehow succeeds in showing tg the

other.

The more radical an innovation in thought, the more dif-
ficult it will be to communicate. The more unexpected a new
idea, the more troublesome it will be to understand. The
source of thls difficulty 1s not far to seek. Our communication
presupposes not only a comparable experlence, but to an extent
quite inapparent, a common conceptual basis as well. To be sure,
we all have seen and heard and felt the same phenomena. Yet in
order to discourse meaningfully about them,it is not sufficient
that we should rely upon comparable faculties of perception.

The conceptual language of which we avail ourseives must also
become a common one. The experience that is determined by ob-

Jects external to us is always generously supplemented by the
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verbal and logical experlence that our minds create, preserve,
and represent to themselves as a conceptual world. Indeed,
purely external experience comprises a relatively small frac-
tion of our mental activity; the significance of external ex-
perience 1s always contingent upon a complex of symbolic thought
that analyzes, expands, and organizes it. A new pattern of
thought 1s difficult to communicate largely because the words
upon which communication must rely are frequently exhausted.

The desired connotations do not exist; the very terms available
conspire against the successful communication of the néw idea.
Connotations deeply engraved in the mind of the reader and, in-
deed, not completely erased from the author's mind, subvert

the thought to be communicated. They make to appear incongruous
if not ridiculous, logical formulas that in the context in which
they were developed were not only meaningful but perhaps even
necessary. It is all too easy to forget that the structure of
language and its implications never limit reality. There are
many things real that we must yet learn to describe; there are
many things for the description of which terminology is yet to
be developed. Conversely there are many problems, hypotheses,
and concepts that arise purely from the structure of language.
They have no equivalent in reality and serve only to distract

the mind from more important tasks.
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The difficulties of communication are all too readlily ig-
nored. Probably 1t is inevitable that an author should under-
estimate the breadth of misunderstanding between the reader and
himself. At least for a working hypothesis, he must assume
that the meaning which he attributes to words is more proper
than any other, and he must ask the reader to recognize it as
such. Thls unavoidable dependence upon the good wlll of the
reader lays every author open to ridicule and criticism. Words
obtaln meaning as we use them; no one is the dlscoverer of their
authentic definition. All appearances to the contrary‘notwith-
standing, concepts are never congruent with an objective reality;
words refer not to the reality of a thing given but to the ex-
perience of a phenomenon recognlized. This understanding of the
relatlionship between propositiohs and phenomena is the threag
that may ultimately lead us out of the labyrinth of our con-
ceptualizations. It 1s not from the refinement of terminology
that we must expect the resclution of mlsunderstandings. On .
the contrary we should cease to align our thoughts according
to word patterns or the logical schemata which word patterns
create. Instead we must look to the experience that is immediate
and native to us all; we must learn to rely upon the bilnding
and compelling qualities of what i1s accessible to every man.

When we have learned to correct our thought by experiences
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that are common and concluslve, we willl have discovered the
transitlion from loglic to life. Then we will have bullt the

bridge that binds thought to experience.

The academlc discipline of psychology is usually expected
to resolve the numerous difficulties of communication and of
understanding. Thls expectation is premature, and the logic
that demands of psychology, or of any other establlished science,
the resclution of such problems 1s circular. The definition
and institution of psychology as eo- discipline already pre-
suppose that these questlons which psychology 1is called upon
to answer have been previously resolved. When such questions
are recognized to be as yet unanswered, the proper sphere and
the appropriate methods of psychology become quite uncertain.
Who is able to define what psychology as a science should in-
vestigate? Who can define the 'soul' of which psychology pre-
sumes to provide the 'logos'? Particularly in the modern
philogophical traditlon, psychology is thought to be logically
prior to other sciences. Ever since Kant suggested that the
form and the order of natural phenomena be considered an ex-
pression of a function of the human mind, solutions of the
most fundamental of problems have been demanded of psychology.
Its putative results have been deslred as bullding blocks to

other disciplines. To be sure, our knowledge of the world
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must be conslidered dependent upon the structure of our minds,
but 1t dces not follow that our knowledge of the structure of
mind 1s in any way explanatcery of our knowledge of the structure
of world. In order to be able to understand the function of
mind in the first place, we must have adeqguate experience of

world as the proper sphere of mental activity.

The quallity of experlience 1s particularly difflcult to
communicate lnasmuch as we are not only dissatisfied with
the common conclusions of thought but are also unwilllpng to
accept many of 1ts presuppositions. It 1s a simple thing to
question concluslions when the premises are granted, but when
both the premises and the ceoncluslon require re-examination,
then agreement willl be difficult. Agreement however ought
not be required at the beginnling of an argument but at 1its
conclusion, and perhaps not even then. When the issues are
of sufficient magnltude and the methods by which they are dis-
cussed are of adequate precision, then agreement 1s often in-
dicative not of the validity of the argument but of 1ts triviality.
Where the argument is valid, agreement often as not implies mis-
understanding. Differences of opinlon are inevitable; they are
not evidence of fallure of communicatlon but cpportunities for
incisive thought. Furthermore, the significance of isclated

differences of opinion is usually overrated. Often contrary
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viewpolnts are foolishly magnified to appear as irreconcilable
conflicts. Constructively interpreted, many contradictlions
will be found to supplement rather than to destroy each other.
Whether words, phrases, or sentences coincide is of 1little
lmport. Time and again our argument must refer to the experi-
ence upon which 1t 1s based. Our concern must not be with the
technical structure of the argument but with the realities to
which 1t refers. Our description and our reasoning are never
reality 1n themselves; at best they are only a reflection of
reality. What we are able to know about reality is alﬁays
qualified and often distorted by the individual mind. The
task of all didactic conversation 1is the improvement and the
correction of these conceptual interpretations of reality.
With their improvement, the mind i1tself will be changed. It
wlll be able to recognize what it had not hitherto seen, and
i1t will be able to design what 1t had until now been unable to

concelive.
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Experience

To ascribe the difficulties of the argument to the inevitable
unrelliability of communication 1s not to resolve our problems but
only to displace them. Traditionally the obscurlity of a specific
proposition was attributed to the inaccurate logical analysls of
an experience whose sufficiency to valid knowledge seemed beyond
questlon. For our part, we are inclined to consider the problems
of loglcal analysis to be relatively trivial, asserting as we do
that language serves not to copy or to exhaust experience, but
merely to demonstrate it. We designate the obscure relationship
of self and nature to be primarily responsible for the difficulties
of knowledge. To us it seems not so serious a problem how mind
communicates what it knows, but more important appear the questions
in what knowledge consists and to what extent it is able to reflect
the encounter of self and world in the first place. We reduce the
multiple contacts between mind and nature to a single phenomenon:
experience. 1Into this relationship of self and world that we call
experience we transpose many of the difficulties that are traditionally
held to belong to the theorles of knowledge and of belng. Experlence
may be defined formally as the relationship between mind and nature,
limited in time to the occasion of consciousness and limited in
space to the area of awareness. Experience, in other words, denotes
my relationshlp to nature here and now; distinect from all that I have
learned in the past to anticipate about this present moment, and dis-

F\"o 149
tinct also!gf'all subsequent reflection and interpretation upon 1it.
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Experlence will be difficult to identify in the specific
instance because each moment of consclousness is so intimately
colored by what mind has learned in the past or what it antici-
pates in the future. Thus the concept experience 1s an ab-
stractlon from the fullness of mental content. This abstrac-
tion is possible because experience remote in time and place
1s, compared with present experience, relatively inaccessible
to our thought. Memory encompasses much: but that to which
1t refers is absolutely different in quality from here and now.
Whatever meaning perception and cognition may have, théy must
possess in the present. Experlence of past situations is for-
ever lnaccesslible except where 1ts vestiges are retained in

memory and reappear 1n the present of consciousness.

Experience 1is both the theoretical and the practical basis
of our investigation. Practical presuppositions are indeed
required by every argument. The mind needs a standard to which
it may refer, upon which 1t grounds its hypotheses, and upon
which it may rely as being constant and accessible to 1ts in-
quirlies. An analysis so radical as ours will necessarily tend
to be obscured by misunderstanding. In order to be able to
reply to the many obJections that we must reasonably anticipate,
in order to provide our discussion itself with a sound and

reliable basis, we require this definition of experience as
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a clear and unequivocal situation to which we may properly
refer all uncertain propositions for confirmation. Experience
fulfills thils need. By the systematic reference to experlence
as the presupposition of our thought, we hope to pursue our

argument to a convincing close.

To deslignate experience as the basis of thought will not
appear to be introducing a radically new argument. Tradition
recognlzes experience as a gource of knowledge rivaling authority,
and much has been made of the distinction between the two. It
1s a matter of historical record that this distinction arose
from the interpretation of the writings of Aristotle. His in-
terests ranged over so wide an area that his authority might
be quoted on almost any topic. One group of scholars believed
that Arlstotle's writings were records of truth, and they be-
lieved that whenever they quoted him, his authority Justified
their position. Opposing schools of thought insisted that
what Aristotle had said di1d not necessarily coinclde with their ‘
own experlence. They belleved that this ‘experience' was more
valld and they asserted that science founded upon such experi-
ence would be more fruitful. Since that time, ‘experience' has
been consldered the spring from which no false knowledge can flow,
The apparéntly declsive resolution of this conflict remains one of

more ?oorl

the most significant, and at the same time one of the

understood events in the intellectual history of Western society.
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The faults of scholastlcelsm, flagrant as they are, were
recognlzed already by contemporary critics. However, even to
the present day the baslic problem which scholasticism presents
has not been completely resolved elther in practice or in the-
ory. Thig problem concerns the valid interpretation of 1lit-
erary texts; 1t 1s not sclived by the fashlcnable emphasis up-
on experience, With the Ilnventicon of printing, literature of
all kinds has played an 1lncreasingly important role in our
Intellectual lives, yet the theoretical question of how a
text should be consirued has been lgnored by all but a‘small
minorlty of eritles. Consegquently the problems of scholas-
ticlism are with us yet, and many misinterpretations current
today, though unrecognized, are possibly as erroneous as those
of the scholagtics. Perhaps the diversity of intellectual
cross-currents in our time makes such errors of interpretation
cancel one another out. The processes by which the spoken
or written language ls accepted, understood, and applied are
too complex to be analyzed here at greater length. Suffice
1t to say, that unless a proposition is merely mechanically
copled, unless no attempt whatsocever 1s made to understand
1t, language cannot avold but enter into experience. Its
value to the individual will depend upon the quality of in-

terpretation.
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Traditional empirical theories fall to deslgnate specifilc
errors of textupal interpretation. Llkewise they fail to pro-
vide an unequivocal characterization of the 'experience' upon
which they profess to rely. Experience as a source of Kknow-
ledge 1s not nearly so unequlvocal as empiriclsts would have
us believe. Implicit in the assertions of empiricism 1s the
assumption that the experience of any indlividual at any given
moment in his l1life is qualitatively 1ndistinguishable from the
totality of his experience as a human being, from individual
experiences of other members of hls generatlon, and fo; that
matter, from the collective experlences of all man:kind. Only
on the basis of such presuppositions does traditional empiri-
cism become meaningful. Implicit in this concept of experience
is the idea that all men are objectively similar and that only
their common experiences are of concern. Furthermore 1t 1s
assumed that there should exist 1n nature a constancy or a
regularity by virtue of which the experience of any one man )
may be considered identical wlth that of any other, no matter
how different the lives they 1lived. It is also presupposed
that experience in one instance should be directly comparable
with experience in another instance, for each man lndividually
and for all men in common. Undoubtedly these postulates contaln

the germs of a highly productive and fruitful view of nature.
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Yet 1t is important to remember that whatever effectiveness

or usefulness such theory might have, it 18 not 'empirically’
given. It is nothing which my immediate encounter with nature
can demonstrate to me, but it 1s an hypothesis through which
thls encounter with nature attains an added slgnificance, a
clearer meaning, and a greater usefulness. Modern sclentific
thought has implemented and explolted this hypothesls to the

utmost.

The postulates of traditional empiricism are complex and
we must analyze them. The notion that the experlences of in-
dividual human beings must be comparable, we have already
stated as our own. To deny this proposition is to condemn
oné% thought to solipsistic isclation. But it is not neces-
sary or even desirable to assume that the experience which I
have today should be equated with experience that I had five
or ten years ago. Whatever theoretical equations may be form-
ulated concerning the relationship of moments in time, for
practical purposes all past experiences are inaccessible to
me, and this present moment 1s incomparable with anything in
the past. It would be more correct to speak of the cumulative
experlence as being always in the present and sﬂmmarizing in
1ts way all events of time past. It is also unjustified to

confuse the subjective quality of experience with some of the
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objective evlidences of its ocgurrence. To be sure, 1ln order

to be able to communicate with my fellow men at all, I must
assume that our experlences are comparable. Yet it is a pa-
tent error to assert that I 'know' what you are thinking or
what you are feeling or seeing as well as if I were seeing

it myself. Flnally, most objectlionable to what we consider
genulne empiricism 1s the view that experience should be under-
stood as the totality of sclentific facts, on the premlise that
each of these facts would correlate with a potential ihstance
of Individual experience. Our knowledge of fact 1s always
already a reflection upon experience. In view of the evident
hypothetical quality of experlence as 1t is postulated by
sclence, the effectiveness of the hypothesis becomes all the

more remarkable,

The popular concept 'experience' is inadequate to the re-
quirements of critical thought. This Insufficiency is reflected
in the ambiguity that pertains to the concept experience 1ltself,
In theory it 1s generally assumed that the dlscrepancy between
the experience of any one indivldual, of his fellows, of any
number of them in a group, or for that matter of all of them
as a community should be negligible. To be sure, for practical
purposes discrepancies of experience are recognized. But these

are considered temporary aberrations; they are attributed to
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misunderstanding or to immaturity. Experience itself is never
considered anything other than an objective scheme of reference
that is potentlally acceptable and convincing to all men. This
sclentliflc 1dea of experlence remains in fact an ldeal, realized
to an appreciable extent only by a minority of human belngs,
and realized totally by none. Such an ideal of experience be-
comes useful and significant primarily where an homogeneous
socliety flourishes. Evlidently this purported common experience
is nothing at which a man can arrive by himself: 1t is the
total of reactions, Judgments, interpretations to which the
educational pressures of his society determine him. As such

it is qualitatively haphazard and accidental no less than are

all the other social pressures to which he conforms.
Experience
i wwaAin this sense may be a useful foundation for sclentific

research; 1t 1s not however an adequate basis for a theory of

knowledge.

In what way this objective 1ldeal of experience exists and
to what extent it might be employed as an effective source of
knowledge Interests us only in passing. Probably there 1s some
Justification 1in postulating such an experience, which would,
however, exist far less by nature and far more by a most funda-
mental kind of social convention than 1ts proponents would have

us believe., From the point of view that we have chosen as our
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own, the impllcit transformation of all individuality of per-
ception and judgment into a common pattern cannot be condoned.
In the study of knowledge there is no Justification for identi-
fying the indlvidual with his community. There is no compel-
ling cause why hls experience should be measured or corrected,
valued or graded, either by comparison with experience of any
one of his fellow men or with any sort of common experience.
Consequently we must define experience in such a way that it
shall remaln an individual phenomenon, significant to the in-
dividual to whom it appllies at the moment of its actuaiity.

It wlll be necessary to dissociate from the concept of experi-
ence all requirements of community. It is proper to assume
that the experience of each individual 1s separable from that
of his soclety and that thls experlence is peculiarly his own.
To be sure, we have reason to expect the experiences of two
human beings to be comparable, but this is the case not be-
cause the experience of each 1s a fragment of a common experi-
ence, but because we recognize that men have many things in
common, not the least of which are their experiences. In other
words, the simllarlty of experiences need be thought no greater
than any of the other bioclogical similarities of human beings
as members of a single specles. The experlences of individuals

depend upon the intellectual and emotlonal society that has
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molded their minds. This relationship 1s variable and uneven.
That two human beings should think so much alike that they
would be able to agree about a complex cognitive Judgment 1s
the exception rather than the rule. Agreement, where 1t takes
place, 18 usually not the result of a primary colncidence of
experlence, but of the creation of what is in fact a unitary
experlence by the simultaneous exposure of two or more minds

to a single object of demonstration.

For the purposes of the present essay a narrower defini-
tion of experlence will be desirable. We 1solate and identify
experience as the lmmedlate and momentary relationship of the
individual to reality. 1In thls definition negative elements
predominate: 1t deprives experience of many of the preconcep-
tions that we have entertained about it. It refers experience
solely to the unlque relationship that I discover between my-
self and reality at this present time. It frees experience
from the burden of accounting for the improprieties, approxi-
mations, and improvisations of memory. Experience is bound
to time past only through the structure of mind which was formed
by the past. Experlence 1s my awareness of the action and the
situation in which I am now involved. The power which the pre-
sence of this experilence exercises over me is greater by far

than all the memorles of the past.
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Accordingly, the method by which we proceed may Justly be
calied empirical, and we may conslder it more authentically
80 than those theories that traditionally claim this name. It
ls often assumed that experience might be summarized in'the
accepted opinions of mankind,' in 'common sense,' in 'the con-
sensus of the marketplace.' But empiricism of this sort is
not what we have in mind. Public opinion 1s not dependent upon
individual experience; the received opinion of mankind is much
more than my own opinion. It is all too easy for empiricism
to become traditional and even dogmatic. As a foundation for
a theory of knowledge our fove narrow definition of experience
1s more meaningful and more productive. To be sure, experience
is In a sense common to all of us; and we must assume that the
experience of each one 1s comparable to that of another. But
the hypothesls of comparable experlence is one thing, and the
derivation from experience consistent criteria of Judgment and
of rellable characterlstics of description is quite another.
In our search for a genulnely empirical basis for thought, we
must beware of accepting that vulgar image of popular reality
that each generation nourishes for itself and bequeathes to 1ts
Successor as a valid model of reality. Our problem is one of
definition: experience 1f we choose might indeed be thus de-

fined. As a broad common denominator it would command the assent
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both of the thoughtful and of the rash, of the articulate and
the awkward, of the vocal and of the dumb. In this sense,
experience is commonly accepted as a fruitful source of Xnow-
ledge. It mirrors the intellectual life of the society to
which 1t pertains. As such a common denominator of Intellect,
experience has 1its functions and it serves them well. But as
there are many facts known and numerous skills developed by
certain individuals that few if any of their contemporaries
share, llikewise there must be patterns and qualities of ex-
N

perlence that only the individual can discover and describe.

The common sense of the town meeting does suffice for many in-

tellectual constructions, but by no means for all. The investi-

gatlion that we have 1n mind requires that we dissociate our-
selves, at least temporarily, from the community of thought
to which we owe allegldnce. Only through such dissoclation
will 1t be possible to clarify our understanding and our in-
tentions. Having galned a more satisfactory comprehension of
the powers and the limitations of our thought, we may then all
the more surely and effectively return to participate in the

common conceptions and in the common intellectual tasks.

Although experience as we have designated it 1is overtly
immedlate to our minds, its great methodological potential

remains unrecognized and unexploited. The explanation for
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this neglect of experlence lles in the extraordinary fruit-
fulness of the famillar conventions of historical and scientific
thought. Experience ln its actuality willl become a significant
criterion of Jjudgment only when 1its relationship to the more
conventlonal patterns of thought becomes clear. In the fol-
lowing chapters the implications of the conventional notions

of self, of reality, and of knowledge will be described. The
Intrinsic limitations of these concepts wlll demonstrate the
propriety, perhaps even the necessity for introducinéi;:: no-
tion of experlence in order to resolve the contradictigns of
traditional bellef. 1In the following chapters we shall analyze
the great concepts of our Intellectual tradition with this

criterion of experience as our chlef investigative tool.
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