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Chapter Four

Knowledge and the Conceptual World
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Theory of Knowledge

The quest for knowledge is unending and when this search
matures it turns from a stlll fragmentary view of world to an
examination of the processes through whilch this view develops.
Unnumbered phenomena may be examined wlthout regard to the ways
of knowling, and most of the monumental accomplishments of mind
are attained without speclific refliectlion upon the intellectual
processes by which they were achleved. Indeed, the mind that
ig intensively pursuing a particular problem 1s likeiwn to find
that to reflect upon methods of thought 1s a hindrance and a
distractlion from 1ts task. Responsible and intelligent thinkers
often dlsdaln the Inqulry concerning knowledge. Such distrust
of epistemology seems to have reached a new helght in our own
day when even men who profess to be phllosophers and who claim
the theory of knowledge to be theilr proper business abandon it
as a poor cause and advise the asplring student to devote his
time to more useful enterprises. Yet to the uncommitted mind,
neglecting the theory of knowledge will stllil seem incongruous

if not downrlight irresponsible when virtually all our intel-

lectual activity that knowledge should be valid. Con-
sldering what importance both public and private knowledge hold
for the life of the mind, can we consclentiously refuse to ex-

amine knowledge? May we blithely endorse it for what it appears?
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The clrcumstances of historical development have raised the
problem of knowledge to a new piteh of difficulty. The tech-
nological revolutlon whose beginning coincides with the in-
ventlion of the printlng press has vastly multiplied the treasury
of factual knowledge accessible to every individual. Before
our own eyes, more advanced inventlons sueh as that of micro-
rhotography and electronle computation. have served to increase
both the amount and the avallabllity of knowledge. The very
profusion of facts and their impressive technical usefulness
appear to warrant thelr truth. The pragmatic value og factual
Informatlon has created an atmosphere of opinlon in which it
seemg trivial to ask about the meaning of knowledge. At the
same time the accumulation of lnnumerable facts iIn many diverse
flelds of study has made the general inguiry into thelr meaning
all the more difficult. Yei{ when new facts are discovered,

new problems appear with them, and as facts multiply, so do
their uncertainties. The growth of knowledge 1tself creates
the ever more urgent need for a theory of knowledge. BEpistemology®
1s not on the agenda of contemporary research because the rules
for applylng new knowledge arise out of the circumstances in

which this knowledge 1s discovered. ZEpistemological problems

are seldom stated explicltly because they are everywhere adludl-

cated by practical necessity, by convehtion and custom. When

* This term 1s used Interchangeably with theory of knowledge.
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our interest in knowledge demands more than 1ts technical use-
fulness, eplstemologlcal problems that had been lgnored in
practice become explieclt 1ln theory. The indlvidual for whom
knowledge ig more than An Instrument will sooner or later ar-
rive at the polnt where eplstemology lg not only no longer ir-

relevant but becomes indispensable to further understanding.

Inasmuch ag knowledge seems to exist in the organization,
Integration, and application of facts, a theory of knowledge
that proceeds from experience might be expected to examine
directly the facts themselves. Indeed, most theories of know-
ledge that have been developed appear to be oriented toward the
supposed facts of some sclentific szystem with which the investi-
gator conslders himself more or less familliar. In our day
krnowledge of a sclentiflec sort is commonplace, and 1t is elab-
orately 1f not always convinelngly demonstrated in the multitude
of textbooks. However, the rellance upon facts is not so safe X
as it seems: Invarlably facts are defined only in the context
In which they are presented. The fleld of knowledge to which
a presumed fact belongs is never entirely or consistently mapped
out. A given fact is inevitably qualified and oceasionally
negated by other facts no less valld but only less apparent.

The very multitude of facts serves only to puzzle us. In thelr

totality, facis are Ilncomprehensible; In 1solatlion they lose

-4
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thelr force. We understand the partleular fact as & congruent
particle in an Inclusive scheme. Its signlificance depends pri-
marily upon the framework within which 1t appears. Factg only
become meaninglful within a frame of reference which as a rule

1s hypothetlical and undefined. Our acceptance ol the background
agalnst which facts become meaningful 1s & disgulsed prejudgment

of their validity.

The discrete facts that are thought to be the bullding
blocks of selence are elusive. When such a '"fact', arbitrariliy
isoiated, 1e subjected to closer scrutliny, its meaning is found
to be gquite inseparable from the logical scheme to which it
belongs and from the hablits of thought by which it is usually
evaluated. That facts should exist in 1sclatlion 1s an amateurish
notion, unconvinelng to anyone who has ever studled thelr origin
and thelr meaning. Statementes of fact that may impress the
casual reader will hardly satisfy the sciesntist. Por him the
fact 1s not a self-sufficlent propesition, but an instrument
with which he works, a tool that 1s itgelf invented, utilized,
and ultimately superceded. Therefore 1t is incongrucus 1n an
epistemologlcal investigation to refer to facts as examples of

knowledge,
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The eluslveness of facts and the lmpropriety of relying
upon remote and hypothetical knowledge lead us to a very dif-
ferent approach to the theory of knowledge. Evidently know-
ledge involves two factors: mind which knows and nature
which 18 known. Traditionally epistemology has looked to
knowledge for an image or model of nature. In contrast to
this accepted approach, we shall attempt to describe the func-
tion that knowledge, whatever it may be, fulfllls for the in-
quiring mind. The theory of knowledge must also be framed
with a view to conaciousness, for it 1s consclousness ehat
will be gratified with valld knowledge safely possessed or
dislllusioned by the evanescence of spurious knowledge, however
the case may be. An obvious point for beginning is the well-known
discrepancy between knowledge desired and knowledge in fact
possessed. The dlsappointment entalled in every serious at-
tempt to acquire and to preserve knowledge is familiar to all
conscientlious students. The progress of science has never .
relieved the despalr of Doctor Paust. The search for know-
ledge brings with 1t disiliusionment; the awareness of the
1imitations of knowledge is a sultable beginning for investi-
gating 1t. Resentful disappointment no less than a deep and
enduring love of knowledge provides a perslistent motive for
epistemology. One 18 llkely to forget that knowledge 1s very

precious to mind. Not only 1s it an instrument for improving
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and controlling onés environment, 1t 1s also an Indispensable
constituent of each man's personality. To a larger measure
than one 1s usually aware, the mind itself is both manifested

and limited by what 1t knows.

The dependence of mind upon knowledge is obseured by the
wide disseminatlon and the intensive practical application of
knowledge that are characteristlc of our modern scientifie
world. We benefit from much knowledge that we do not poOBSess,
Knowledge which leaves us materlal wealth may yet be uhable to
allay our intellectual poverty. Each one of us 1is beneficiary
to a treagury of knowledge that he himself cannot comprenend and
of the exlistence of which he may not even be aware. In daily
life we constantly rely upon instruments and appilances whose
construction requires skill and knowledge that only few individuals
possess. Even fewer are capable of the invention and discovery
that makes such instruments possible. Although foreign knowledge
possesses value, it will hardly satiasfy the mind's need for its
own private knowledge. Our intellectual poverty is usually
obscured by the benefits that we derive from borrowed knowledge.
Our educatlion does little to help us; more often than not it
trains us to be speclallzed technicians as if what little know-
ledge we finally came to possess were merely ocurs to hold in

trust for the beneflt of soclety. Easch techniclan seesn only
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hig own part of knowledge; his view of the entlrety 1ls hazy
and hypothetlcal, for him a matter of falth not of experience.
This soclety of technlclans has puzgzling conventions. It mat-
ters only that some particle of knowledge should be known by
someone, be he a teacher 1In a university, a technician in a
laboratory, a physiclan or a lawyer whose skills are for hire.
The mere existence of such allen knowledge seems to bring it
within the eompass of individual possession. In this way the
admlinlatrators of Industry and government utlllze such know-
ledge as they have virtually borrowed from the scientgsts whom
they employ. Even the scientist himself comes to rely heavily
on the knowledge and skills of others iIn all fields that are
not specifically his. His own proficiency wlll be limited to
a very narrow reglon of the hypothetical totallty of knowledge,
Ag his pecullar abllltles beneflt other members of soclety,

s0 he himself profits from the speclalized knowledge that they
possess. The usefulness of foreign knowledge persuades us to
endorse 1t as true. The eguatlon betwesn technlical value and
truth is plsusible, perhaps lnescapable. However, there 1is
another sense 1n which we magfgpply the criterlon of truth mest
to knowledge remote from us, but only to that knowledge which

1s now hefore the mind. These two dlifferent kinds of truth

must be distingulshed.
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That knowledge should become benefleclial to many indlviduals
who do not possess 1t 1s one of the unrecognized virtues of
soclety. Yet the beneflts of borrowed knowledge must not be
confused with the value of possession ltself. Ultlmately, know-
ledge 1s the functlon of each 1ndividual mind; no matter how
useful anothers knowledge may become to me, 1t can never sub-
stitute for what I know myself. Therefore to the consclentlous
mind knowledge ultimately always becomes an Indlvidual problem,
The problem about knowledge concerns not what other men know
or what may ultimately be known by the human race or w%at might
be Intelligible in another world. The guestion about knowledge
is simply: "Wnat do I know?" This guestlon is in the present
tense; 1t ought not be confused with the questlon about know-
ledpe in past or in the future. What must matter is only what
I know at this moment. When this question 1s asked with the
urgency that is 1ts due, 1t will penetrate professional nre -
tenglons and shatter the conventlons of higher learning. To
ilnguire searchingly, "What do I know?" is to recognize an old
problem In a new llght. The purpose of the present chapber is
to present the question aboult knowledge in thls new way and to

pursue some of 1ts answers to thelr radical implications.

To transform the question "What ig knowledge?" to the query
"What do I know?" is a more difficult undertaking than might be

supposed. Knowledge has become strikingly public id the
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contemporary world. The free exchange of information, the

ease of publlcation, the almost unlimited dlssemination of
scholarly and ftechnical books, have made the Iintellectusl cul-
ture of our time a truly common one. Rach day thils universality
of knowledge seems to bear new frults of success. This unltary
conceptual world in which we all trust is an awesome accomplish-
ment of the human mind, and we must hesitate to disparage what

we cannot bubt admlre in amazement. Dependent as we are upon

this conceptual world for the support of all intellectusl activity
and for many practical advantages of life, we may ﬁpp@gr to have
embarked upon an insincere if not nefarious undertakling when we
presume to draw into questlon even a2 single aspect of this common
achievement. Yet reluctance to accept the common concephual
world as adequate to the regqulrements of the indlvidusl mind

1s not without precedent 1n our intellectual tradition. From
time to time this conceptual world has been eritically Stested
and its sufficliency to indlvidual thought has been rigorously
examined. This sort of ingulry Socrates practiced uporn the
Athenians. Descartes' rhetorical decision to suspend hils ac-
ceptance of all knowledge remote from consclousness suggests a
similar concern. The 'Epoche' of modern phenomenclogy 1s a con-
temporary -attempt to establlsh a comparable attitude. The in-
dividual’s desire for knowledge i= Prequently assuaged by the

rationalization that something which ig ‘lmown! might be lmown
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by me also except for the aceldental limitations of time and
place. The illuglon 1s rife that 1f only the Individual had
adequate opportunity he might appropriate all knowledge to him-
self. In practice 1t happens that a man devotes himself to some
particular segment of knowledge in which he becones proficlient.
Then his magtery in a limited fleld gilves him the gaymbolic gatis.
faction of controiling the whole. On frequent agﬁasﬁmng,hQW®veg
that sdaptation fails and the Individual mind ecan no longer
acguleszce in the limitations of 1ts knowledge. Then beging a

N
restless search for new knowledge which sepves to mitigate the
dlssatlsfactlon with what has already been dlscovered. The dig.
Illusionment with @ue% own knowledge 1ls not g0 rare ag we might
think. I we but look beneatn the surface of zscademlie conventlon,
we will see many men of intelligence yearning for knowledge that

they cannot have and disszatisfied with that which they possess.

From an uncritical polnt of view, knowledge appears as a
reflection only of the natural world, quite independent of the
knower. Ag such, knowledge presents itself as the partially
successful attempt of mind to comprehend the reality of nature,
The characteristics of nature are presumed to be the sole deter-
minant of the content of knowledge, to which the quality of self
Is thought to be quite irrelevant. Parsdoxically, such absoclute

negleet of self In constructing an explanation of knowledge ilmpllies
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the abgolute presupposltlion of guallties of gelf unrecognized
and undefined. If knowledge is an actlvity of mind, then the
exclusion of mind from the analysis of knowledge lmplies that
mind was taken for granted. Potentially or actually kniowledge
must always be known by myself or someone like me. Therefore
self, whatever 1t may be, is essential to knowledge. VWhatever
is essentlal to the srgument and is yet excluded from it, is
implicitly posited as absolute to the argument. If the quali-
tleeg of self affect knowledge and are nonetheless omitted from
its analysle, then such analysis presupposes amdefineé‘guﬁlitias
of self. This fact escapes those ambitious thinkers whe ad-
vocate exeluding all non-obJective elements from knowledge.

They are trapped in a methodologleal error that leads them by

a back door intc the very same metaphysiecal asylunm from whleh
they were trylng so desperately to escape, Knowledge will in-
evlitably be distorted unless it be interpreted in conjunction
with the mind that knows. To regard knowledge without reference
to self 1s no less incongrucus than to consider it apart fronm

lte obJject in nature.

Knowledge 1s a relatlonship between mind and nature the
speclifiec qualities of which remain to be defined. Whatever
knowledge may prove to be, we may expect 1t to reflect charac-

teristics both of self and of world. Is it possible to explain
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knowledge without flrst obtalning an adeguate apprehension of

1ts subjJect, mind, and of 1ts object, world? Is the analysis

of knowledge to become the source of certalnty concernling both
mind and nature? The history of modern phllosophy 1s the ac-
count of repeated attempis to found our understanding both of
self and of world upon the analysis of knowledge. Therefore

the theory mf knowledge 1s usually presumed to criticize and to
correct other intellectual endeavors. Probably such presumptions
are responslble for the signifilcance attached to the theory of

for N

knowledge on the one hand andf§he contempt that 1t so Trequently
evokes on the other. Consistent with its critical pregumptlions,
the theory of knowledge has asked: "How do we know?" and "How
18 knowledge possible?” Kant phrased these gquestlons in his

Critique of Pure Reason and many thinkers have followed him 1n

his formulation of the problem. They all assume that the valild
existence of knowledge was besyond inqulry. The fact and the
extent of our knowledge seem: 80 evident as to admlt no doubt
and to require no explanation. Insight into the structure of

knowledge 1s thought to lead to 1ts refinement and correction,

From our point of view, the traditional theory of knowledge
is at once too credulcus and too presumptuous. On the one hand,
we congider 1t lmprudent to assume that we possess knowledge at

all in the con%entignal sense of the term. The term knowledge
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1s burdened with many vague connotatlions. We must clearly keep
1n mind what the conventlonal use of the term knowledge implies,
and these implicatlions we must compare wlith the content of
knowledge actually accessible to us. It may then appear elther
that we possess no knowledge at all, or if we wish to preserve
the term knowledge to apply to what we possess, that the definl-
tion of knowledge should be radlcally revised. On the other
hand, we recognlze that the processesz of knowledge, whatever
they be, have been the practical concern of the most intelligent
of men 1in all branches of learning. One will surely méke him-
self rldiculous by presuming to invent a logical ladder to 1ift
him above the practical concerns of learning. Knowledge 1s real,
tangible, and will not permit itself to be deprecated. If the
theory of knowledge must not reascnably be expected to contri-
bute to the lmprovement of practical knowledge except indirectly,
perhaps 1t willl prove to have other benefits. If the theory of
knowledge 1s to be meaningful, 1t must be consistent; and 1f it °
is to be conslstent, It must begln at the very beginning. It
may not assume that we know. I+ must ask whether we know. In-
1tially it must draw into questlon the very fact of knowing.
Subsequently the theory of knowledge might proceed more confi-
dently to examine what we know, if anything, and then, how we

know it,



303 IV-14

We ought never rely on the theory of knowledge to improve
the content of knowledge. The abtempt to employ theory of know-
ledge to correct our notions of self and world is redundant;
1t represents a loglcal circle. To understand the Drocesses
of knowledge, we must flrst understand both ourselves and our
world. All attempts to explain the nature of knowledge which
presume uncritically the reallty of self or of world are pre-
destined to fallure. Before we can say what knowledge is, we
must determine what we, who know, are, and what the world 1s,
which 1s known. If there were an error in ocur knowledée of world
or ln our appllcation of that knowledge, then that error would

never be revealed by the study of knowledge but only by the

study of world ltself.

It 1s wise to keep our minds open to the posslibility that
knowledge might not be at all what it appears. Problems of
theory of knowledge seem to be at the root of the modern philo—_
sophical dilemma; to speak more accurately, they are in fact at
1ts surface and they prevent our penetrating to more significant
problems. Questions about knowledge are at the surface igsgfar
as they presume that we 'know' what in fact we do not know.

So long as We rely on the bellef that #se Wnowledge such as

1t is taught in schools and colleges is valid as it represents

itself, we become trapped 1In numerous problems that are 1lnsoluble
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merely because the premiszes on whieh they rest are false.

Our prejudlces concerning knowledge derlve tenuous and insecure
protectlon from our belief that the functional validlty of
knowledge assures the conceptual correctness of our ldeas both

about self and about world.

Historlcal circumstance has shaped the problem of knowledge,
We have witnessed a revolution in our relatiocnshlp to nature,
and we have not yet invented patterns of thought to give con-
sistent explanation to the new order. For better or for worse,
thls revelution has been brought about in the name of knowledge,
although 'knowledge' perhaps is not so huch its cause as its
consequence. Experimentally established methods have glven us
Incredible power for exploiting and manipulating nature. The
very effectivenegs of this utilization of nature induces us to
assume that the knowledge instrumental to our efforts is valig
in all 1ts pretenses. However 1t 1s conceivable that knowledge
should be functionally effectlve, yet coﬁbeptually incomplete,
It 1s possible to do the right thing for the wrong reason. Un-
less effectiveness and truth were to be equated, knowledge might
well be effective without being true. When the structure and
function of knowledge are rigorously analyzed, the concept

truth may find more cogent applications.
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Knowledge ag Function

Our hablts of speech themselves suggest the distinction
between knowlng how and knowling that. Knowing how refers to
functlonal knowledge; knowlng that implies conceptual know-
ledge. In practice functional and conceptual knowledge are
usually sc mingled that they are difficult to separate. Our
collogulal use of the term knowledge refers indlscrimlnately
to them both. Knowledge as 1t 1s preserved ln textbooks would
seem Lo be primarily conceptual, but we shall show that even
conceptual knowledge 1s cogent only where 1t is functional, 1i.e.
capable of Influencing other thought or action. The reverse 1is
not the case. Functlonal knowledge 1ls not depesndent upon con-
cept; 1t is self-sufficient; 1t 1s practical quite apart from
conceptual formulatlon. Functional knowledge is the gxpresgsion
of our abllity to learn, to fit our skills to a problem, to ap-
ply ourselves to a purpose. We may iearn how to do something
wlthout ever translating our knowledge into logical definition.
Thus functional knowledge appears as an original faculty of
mind, comparable to the faculty of speech or of vision, com-
parable agaln to the faculty of conceptual thought. Because
functional knowledge is found to some degree in many c¢lreum-
stances where concept cannot possibly apply, we consider it
prior to cencehtual knowledge. Functlonal knowledge is a faculty
essential for human life; among the animals we recognize abilities

analogous to 1t.



Functlonal knowledge 1s impliclt in al1 activity to which
the phrase 'knowing how' ig applicable. The bird knows how to
Fly, how to sing, and how to builld his nest. It wlll be argued
that these abilitles require only instinet and that the term
knowledge is applied to them only metaphorically. Yet the line
between instinet and funcetional knowledge would be hard to draw.
The new-born child, for example, knows how to suck, how %o breathe,
and how to cry. He knows ‘how! long before he knows 'that! he
ls crying. We eall these abilities Instincetive, and p&?hags we
conslder them related to knowledge at all only because we happen
to use the word 'know'! to deseribe them. More likely the distine-
tlon between Instinet and knowledge 1s arbltrary. It may nct be
possible to distingulsh generlcally between knowlng how to cry
and knowling how to aing, between knoewing how to mutter gounds of
emotion and knowing how to talk, between knowlng how to move @n§a
arms or legs, and knowlng how to walk or dance. The more primitive
of such functions appear to be acquired by the individual even .
without Instruction; others must be taught and inculcated by
practlice. The child who igs delibe?aﬁiy taught learns to speal
more readlly than he who is left to learn sclely by imitation.
The child who 1is totally 1solated will never learn Lo speak at
all., Functional knowledge 1s acquired when natural abllity and
environmental nurture reinforce each other. Perhaps in studying

man's nature we have traditionally made too rigid a distinction
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between him and hipg environment. Probably we should congider
the natural and soeclal world no less a part of human nature
than the physical endowment through whilch heredity is glpressed
and upon whilch the enviromment acts. The funetionally meaning-
ful Interaction between man and his environment must be under-

gtood ag an integral part of human 1ife.

Functlonal knowledge is ingiinctiv& only In part; much of
1t is acquired by learning, dellberate or unconsclous as the
case might be. The beginnling of the learning process 1s the
propensity to Imltate. We unconsclously ldentify ourselves with
the individual whose activity we observe. We desire that his
dolng should become our dolng alsc. Then we imitate nhim and
his activity becomes our activity, and we, incidentally, become
tilke him. This abllity to imitate explalns our need of tezchers
in all areas of endeavor. The many manual skills with which we
are familiar, the ability to play upon musical Instruments, the .
use of native and of foreign language, are examples of funetional
knowledge acquired by imitation. Probably the larger part of im-
1tatlon 1s unconscious. The child imitates the facial expression
of hils parents, thelr hablts, their posture, and their language.
The student imitates hls teacher's thought and style. Imitations
of expresslon, of feellng, of physical motion, of thougnht and of

speech may be %ec@gnized. Such imitation is so common as to be
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taken for granted. At the same time 1t is one of the primary
characteristics of human nature. In view of 1ts fundamental im-
portance, 1t ls strange that the mechanism of imltation should

not have been more thoroughly studied.

The action that is initially acqulired by imitation is con-
flrmed by repetition. To repeat an actlon that we have once
performed 1s literally to imltate ourselves. Our action then
will no longer be dependent upon the particular circumstances
In which we first learn. Henceforth our activity will*proceed
as it were from wiithin ourselves. We then say that we possess
ablllity; we have acqulired funectional unowledge. This process of
learning we take for granted and we fail to credit 1% with the
vast importance 1in shaping our lives that belongs to 1t. This
abliity to learn must be understood as one of the most fundamental
of blologlical characteristics, comparable to the capaclity of per-
ception and to the power of locomotlon. The psychologists or the
blologlats may analyze the power of imitatlive learning further.

For us 1t is sufflcient merely to recognize lts existence.

Our capaclty to imitate and to repeat, to learn and to
remember, soon ereates numerous situations where mowledge
once acquired is strengthened by other knowledge. Ability
fosters ablllity until we have become masters of a complex

hierarchy of skills. A1l such ablliities are examples of
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functional knowledge. To list them 1s to make a catalogue

of the actlons thalt comprise our lives. In our own abllitlies
we then become representatives of that knowledge which we may
transmit To others by example and by Instructlon. We recognlze
cvurgelves to he the helrs, the guardlans and teschers of a
large and varled treasury of functional knowledge. We learn

to use and to transmit this knowledge, frequently unaware of

the value of what we receive and what we glve.

The origlins of functional knowledge must be soughttin the
blological adaptablllity of the organism, ln its capaclty to
profit from trial and error. The scone and effectivenesss of
functional knowledge 18 much enhanced by our abllity tHo acqulre
it at second hand. We do not always need to lesrn from our
own mistakes; we may imltate the examples set by a teacher or
we may follow his verbal instructlions. Our abllity to derive
functional knowledge from the spoken word and from the written
document makes 1t possible for us to proflt from the knowledge
of powerful minds far rem@ve@ from us in space and time. In
thisg way knowledge that hag been gleansd under the most diverse
cilrcumstances accrues to him who 1s able to read. Once lan-
guage 1s established, the large number of skills that are ac-
gqulred by experlience may be more readlly dlsseninated. Trang-

mitted from generation to generation, they enable one century
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to bulld upon the fourdation laild by the previous one. The
ability to form toncepts and to express them in language glves
a new dimension to functional knowledge . Language makes pos-
glble the dissemination, preservation, and communication of
functional knowledge in an extraordlinarily effective way. So
efficlent is language in this respect that knowledge has be-
come closely ldentified with it. When we refer to knowledge,
we usually mean the totality of the lingulstie traditlon that
1y Instrumental to our acgulring and pregerving such fgmations.
requently we forget that knowledge also has 1ts non-linguistic
components. The knowledge that is expressed In language (and in
the gymbols of mathematics) possesses sush great significance.
that 1t must be studied 1in its own right., We shall eall it O -
ceptual knowledge, thereby distingulishing it from the more in-

clusive term.

That part of functional wnowledge which we call concéeptual
we recognize to be an unusually effective phase of our fune -
tilonal capacity. Conceptual knowledge arises from the partleular
affinity of language and mind for one arnother; it is the con-
sequence of the unique role of gpeech In ocur intellectual life.
The spoken and the written word have the capacity to replace
the objects of world as stimuli to action and as images of re-

allity. This remarkable sltuation determines the pattern of ocur
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Intellectual existence. We must accept the function of lane
guage as a natural characteristic of our minds. When we re-
flect upon the remarkable facts of language, we realize that

we had underestimated 1ts power. Not only are we able to

talk to one another; we continuously speak to curselves as
well. The same mind produces and understands language, spin-
ning for itself a delicate and intricate web of concepts where
1t will then be thoroughly at home, attention rushing from one
filament to another like a splder upon sllken thr&ads.‘ Qur
words represent for us simultaneously both action and percep-
tion. VWords are the decisive Ingtruments by whiech the ming

is committed to actlon. Whether they linger in our menory or
whether we are presented with them as a written record, our
words return tc our minds as distinct and separate entities
from ourselves, Conversely the language of others entering into
the sphere of our own understanding can become more intimately
assoclated with us and with our activities than virtually any
other expression of ocur fellow men. Language f111s consciousness
and ccecuples mind; it distracts [rom the physical reallty which
would otherwise be most immediate to us. Tt substitutes its
own fancy for the glvenness of nature, The spell that 1is cast
over a chlldish mind by a falry tale, the power of an incanta-
tion over the mind of a believer, are not igolated instances of

the control that language possesses over our minds. Langusge
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may effectlvely substitute for

IV-23

the natural world both as the

stlimuiug and as the substantisation of thought. This substltu-

tion of language for nature is

all the more compelling inasmuch

a8 mind is able to create and fashlon langusge according to

its specifle needs and is capable of reproducing it at will.

It 1s fascinating to observe how language, dominating our

consclousness as 1t does, usurps in our esteen the positions

belonglng both to knowledge and to nature. Surely knowledge is

much more than mere lingulstie
nature 1s infinitely more than
concepts are capable. We have
of language: perhaps language

well and becomes so convineling

or loglical expression; Yikewise
the representation of which our
referred to the functional value
fulfills 1ts function all too

in Its make-belleve that we lose

gight of the stage upon which it appears. Language itself can-

not be understood apart from the experlience of which it 1s an

expression. This experlence constltutes both the gource and

the limitation of conceptual knowledge. Only when we recognlze

the relationship between knowledge and experience will our con-

cepts bscome consistent.
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Knowledge as Concept

To recognlze that knowledge has a conceptual and a fune-
tlonal aspect is not to assert that there should be two dif-
ferent kinds of knowledge competing or even contradicting one
another. Granted that we learn much by imitation and wlthout
reference to concept whatsoever, yet most of the teshnical
abilities that characterize our modern civilization are in-
timately dependent upon conceptual formulas. Converaely, even
the most remote and abstract conceptual knowledge becohes
meaningful only by virtue of its function. Fregquently the
concept determines a specific action; even when 1t does not
do so, the concept must be deemed to control the ensuing course
of thought. Thus the function of concept may be effective en-~
tirely within the conceptual framework. There is no activity
of mind that has not some bearing on subsequent deliberation.
In every instance this influence would represent the minilmum

function attributable to conceptual knowledge.

We must examine the customary definltion of concept to see
whether 1t 1s adequate and consistent wlth our meaning. As a
rule, concept is considered to be ghgﬁbstrate of our words and
propositlons which makes them effective and potent. This defini-

tion seems to follow directly from the apparent superficiality
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and lack of preclslon of language. Whenever we examine our
language, we find that it implies much and warrants little.

Our propositions and phrases are characteriged by uncertalnty
and evanegeence. We reason that if our meaning is to carry
welght, 1t cannot remaln dependent upon the frailty of language.
Accordingly the words that spring so lightly from the tongue
are commonly thought to derive meanling from concepts to which
they refer, concepts which are presumed to constitute the in-
ventory of mind. Perhaps we have become accusbtomed ta‘deceiving
ourselves with this reliance upon concept to compensate for the
triviality of words. What reason have we to assume that if
words and propositions altogether accessible to our thought

are insecure, the lnaccessible toncepts behind them should be
more valld? If we cannot supply meaning to words in constant
use, dare we attribute meaning to concepts whose exlstence can
only be inferred from our use of language? Can we avoid dis-
misslng concept as 1t is customarily defined as a Jejune attempt‘
to conceal the inadequacies of thought? Indeed, as soon as we
construe language not as an independent entity, but as a mere
Instrument of communication, we regulire no concepts behind our
words to sustain thelr meaning. Wﬁen we no longer insist on a
unitary definition of each word, when we accept the fluldity of
meaning that language lnvariably exhiblts, then concept is no
longer required to strengthen ocur words in their weakness. The
term concept may then be invested with a new and perlaps a more

meaningful definition.
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How then shall concept be defined? When we reflect upon
our perceptual experience of nature, we dimcover that the con-
tinuous stream of apperception condenseg into identities of
numerous kinds. We see obJects and groups of oblects; each
group constitutes a unlty, and each object 1s constituted of
a group of subordlinate parts. In our image of reallity, there
appears a constant Interchange of parts and wholes. The obJect
that we recognize as one 1s always on the point of disintegrating
into many parts, or on the threshold of fusing into a yet larger
whole., We propose to apply the term concept to all uﬁgties
or ldentlities that arise in our apperceptive and intellectusl
activity. Without sueh unltles, mind would seem unable to
function. We may 1llustrate by an example this process of
ldentification through which such unltles or concepts arise.
Agsume that you are looking from the window of a traln which
is moving go rapidly that all the landscape is blurred. Then
as the traln slows you begin to be able to distingulsh individual
objects, first trees and houses. because they are the largest,
then automoblles and people, finally dogs, birds, and even in-
sects., Ultimately a detalled and deflnite picture lies clearly
before your eyes. The progress of thought is gulte comparable
to the clarificatlion of vision that accompanles the slowing of
the traln of gur example. Mental activity in the absence of

specific ideas may well be compared to the blurred landscape
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that 1s seen whille the train lg in motion. Az mind becomes
mature, 1t recognlzes a surprising varlety and number of en-
tities. These Ilnclude not only physical obJects, but alge thelr
ordered relatlonshlps to one another. From the window of that
lmaginary traln you see not only the house, bub the house belng
bullt or torn downj; not only children, but children awake or
asleep. Of course the analogy lags because the variety of pro-
cesges that mind 1s able to recognlize and to define has no
equlvalent 1n our imagined panorama. Let our 1llustration
suffice merely to explain the process of concent fﬁrm%;ion.

We would do well to shun all preconceptions about the sort of
ldentitlies that mind may yet discover in its progressing ex-
amination of world. Such ldentitles we call concepts, and as
they become famlllar elements In our conceptual knowledge, we

give them names.

With this definitlon we have greatly enlarged the specitrum .
of possible concepts. One might reasonably object that 1f any
ldentity in perceptlon or thought were to be cvalled a concept,
why should one bother to speak of concepts 3t all? But the value
of our definition of concept becomes apparent moon enough. For
concepts now lnclude not only the elements of pure thought, bub

the numerous unnamed entltlies that we discover in perceptual ex-

nerience as well. Among concepts we should now lnclude not only
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tne ldea or the definltlion of thls table, but alsc the partieular
momentary lmage which I obtaln of it from a particular angle of
view. While there must be assumed a hlerarchy of intellectual
activity extending from the humble sensation of a physical ob-
Ject to the rationalization of a complex idea, our proposed
definition of concept implicitly denies that there should be

an absolute qualltative distinection between the two. We argue
that experlence does not Justify the separation of intellect
fr@gjgswa&lled senses. To learn to see and to hear g;f&a intel-
lectual pr@eegésnet radically to be distingulshed from learning
to addor to subtract. Experlence gives no cause forp Iimiting

the term concept to non-sensory intellectual activity. The per-
ceptive discovery of a tree or of a mountain, the recognltion

of a cell under the microscope, or of a galaxy through the eye-
plece of a telemcope are each of them intellectual activities

no less than the more abstruse mathematical or loglcal rationall-
zatlons. What right have we to deny the intellectual quallty °
of the funetions of eye or ear? The images they discover are
concepts no less than the coneclusions of abstract thought. In-

deed, 1f we would consider visual and auditory images as the

prototypes of concepts, thelr mes

@ ready accesslibility to our
study should greatly aid our understanding of more concealed

Intellectual processes.
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The constructlon of concepts then appears to be an unavoldable
concomltant of all activiiy of wmind. Concepts are deflned through
thelr characteristic identity, and thls property of remaining one
and unchanged characterizes thelr role in the funectloning of
mind. By way of contrast, it is the 1mplication of all our ex-
perlence and wlthout exception 1t is the conclusion of sclentific
studles that the world is contlinuingly in process of change.

Marny events in nature ocecur so rapldly that without sultable
ingtruments we canncot even recognize their motion, thg oscil-
lations of =zound and light for example. Other changes, such

as the movement of the sun across the sky, the aging of our

owrn bedles, the disintegration of many physical objects, cceur
80 gradually that we recognlze them only by infersnce. Between
these two large areas of motion the one too rapid, the other

too slow to be recognized by us, there 1s a narrow area of
change procegding at such rates that we are able to follow

with our senses. And from the careful observation of our ap-
perception of thls the most readily recognized rate of motion,
we may deduce the unique function of concept in our intellectusl
activity. What do we mean when we say that we can see the arrow
In motion? When the arrow is moving very slowly, we perceive

1t as remaining in the same place, until after a discrete in-

terval in time, we notlce it to have moved. This 1s the way
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we notlce the movement of the hour hand of a cloek. It is
eggentlally such process of inference by which we understand
all siow motlon. If on the other hand, the arrow travels very
fast, we elither do not see it at all while it is in motion or
we see 1t blurred. Nor, strictly speaking, do we see the arrow
blurred. When it is blurred, we do not see the arrow, rather
we see the blurr, and we infer the moving arrow to be its cause.
Inasmuch as we could not recognize the arrow blurred, such dis-
tortion indicates that the limlts of our perceptual aculty had
been exceeded. When the arrow moves fast, we then iﬁféf its
flight from 1ts sudden, unexpected appearance in a new resting
place. Essentlally, this is the way we recognize all motions
tco rapid for us to follow. (Rotary and oscillating motions,
and the movements of minute particles are excluded from this
consideration which is intended to be suggestive rather than

definitive.)

Let us assume, however, that the arrow files neither too
slowly nor too fast, but at such a rate that we can follow 1t
wlth our eyes, as for example we usually follow the flight of
birds. Then we are Immediately conscilous of motion. Then
there occurs a pecullar rhythmic motion of our eyes which the
physial@gists, who call 1t nystagmus, have compared to the

nodding of the drowsy mind. When the mind is at the point of
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falling asleep, it experliences brief lucld moments of recognl-
tlon geparated by Ilntervals of confusion and unawareness. As
our eyes follow the arrow in flight with a series of sharp
Jerking motions, they fix upon that object at successive loca-
tiong In 1ts movement. When we recognize the arrow in the
central fleld of vislon, it is always seen as standing still.
As a matter of fact, we are unable to ldentify a moving object,
unlegs we are able to bring its image onto the central area

of our retina for a minimum periocd of time. If the object is
In motion, then we must follow it by moving our eyes o} our
head. As a result, the obJect itzelf is clear, the background
is frequently blurred. We have learned to infer from this blur.
ring that we are looklng at an object 1n motion. Actually the
blurring of the background 1s a result of the motlon of our
visual apparatus requlred to keep the moving object relatively
motloniess compared to the central fleld of vision., Thus we
recognize motlion In two ways: either as an inference from the
relative ghift of pogition, or, when we follow a moving object
with our eyes, by physically followlng 1ts motion by the rota-
tlon of cur body. (For the sake of completeness, 1t should be
noted that we do recognize motlon as suech in the veripheral fleld
of vislon, but there we cannot recognize the objlect whose motion
we percelve. When we gaze at the sky looking for a blrd, for

example, our first awareness of it 1is in the periphery of sight.
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There we cannot recognlze it, but 1ts image causes us to move
our eyes untll we have fixed it in the central area of vision.
Thus 1t remains valld to say that the object recognized is al-

ways seen as stationary.)

Our digresslon into the physiology of vislon suggests that
all our recognition of constancy may be the imposition of a
physiclogical necessity upon physical reality. The change of
slowly altering objects is recognized by inference. The change
of rapldly altering objects is likewise inferred. We do not
recognize motion as such except by imitating it. Those objects
whose motlon we are able to folliow with our eyes, we recognlize
as statlonary objects at various points of their trajectory
even while they are in motion. 1Is it not reasonable to coneclude
that perhaps none of our images are exact equivalents of nature?
Is 1t not plausible that our minds might impose upon a world in
continuing change an ldentlity Indispensable for thelr intellectual
functlon? 1If this has been shown to be the case wilth visual ‘
images, might 1t not be true also of other concepts? The image
of the physical obJject may well be accepted by us as archetype
of all the concepts that mind entertains. The image, at any rate,
is closest to nature. The image clearly never corresponds ex-
actly to the moving object. We have every reason to assume

that whether slowly or fast, objects are always moving. It is %then
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net reasonable to suggest that likewlse concept in its ldentity
should perhaps never correapond absolutely with any equivalent
entity in nature? Our minds may well regulre such entlitles 1in

order to function, bub what dedane

reason have we for pro-
Jecting the unity that our minds demand 1lnto nature? Tty

agent We must postulate an inevitable dlscrepancy, large or

swall as the casze may be, and gqualltatively undefined, between

the concept and the natural object whilch it Intends. The ldentity
of the concept provides mind with an apportunity for sccoomo.
dating itself to 1ts environment. Untll it has Sucaeééﬁﬂ in
lgolating such concepts, mingd will be qulte unable to accept,

toe evaluate, and to respond to the world about it. Once COTL
cepts are lovented, mind beglinsg to understand 1ts surroundings

and to react to them with purposefulness and precislon.  Pro-
bably e our time has seen only the héginning of what mind

through 1ts concepts may accsmpiiéh In the natural world. The
entity of concepts 1s, of course, only one of thelir characteristics,
albeit a significant one. The evident dis erepancy between the
identlty of concept and the processes of nature at onece estab.
lishes the discontlinulty of conceptual knowledge from reality.
Identity as a property of concept 1s surely derdved from ming,

and whenever we take concepts Lo repregsent nature, the mind pro-
Jects at least thls one of its charactéristics upon the worid.

I% may he ?K@Suﬁ\egl+hm
seedaidy obther specifilc propertles of concept are Tikgwiae pro-

Jeeted by mind upon nature.
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If all the properties of concept were derived from mind,
then mind would be able to know nothing outside itself. On
the contrary, mind does perceive a reality distinct from self;
the exlstence of nature is the primary testimony of experl-
ence. Each moment of consclousness assures us of the reality
both of self and of nature. Consequently at least some of
the characteristics and relationships of concepts must be
determined not by mind but by the reality toward which mind
1s directed at the moment of consciousness. Thus there is
some Jjustification to the naive assumption that our kn;wledge
1s not only an expression of mind; it is also a reflection
of the obJect before us. It is a pregnant conjecture that
1f the entity of concept 18 a projection of mind upon nature,
the external relationships of those unltary concepts among
themselves might reflect the influence of nature upon mind.
In other words, if the moving arrow is visualilzed by our minds
at one statlon of its trajectory as If it were at rest, then
the relationship of subsequent locations of that conceptual
Image 1s a decisive representation of the motion that the
arrow, recognized only as statlonary, does in fact undergo.,
Indeed, many mathematical techniques might be construed as
procedural reconcllliations of the static conceptualism of

our minds with the otherwlse incomprehensible dynamics of

nature.
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Perhaps a new light will be shed upon the relationship
of concept and nature 1if we attempt to distinguish between
2 negative regularity and a positive regularity of our con-
cepts. Negative regularity would be attributed to the limi-
tations of mind; positive regularity would be an expression
of the lawfulness of nature herself. The descriptions that
we have given of concept formation would all be examples of
negative regularity. Here the lnability of mind to grasp the
complexity of the natural phenomenon results in overt simplifi-
catlon. On the other hand, the relationship between c;ncepts
might well prove to be an Intimation of lawfulness in nature.
We discover no intrinsic distinction between the lawfulness of
mind and the lawfulness of nature. We have only the inferences
of experience to guide us. If under changing conditions a sus-
pected relationship can be demonstrated to be nelther constant
nor necessary, then we may infer that the regularity of the con-
cept 1n question was proJjected by our minds upon nature. On the’
other hand, until such contradictory evidence appears, we have no
way of knowing whether the constancy 1s negative or positive, sub-
Jective or obJective. As experlence is always lncomplete, we
wlll never be able to say with certainty that the regularity
of a given phenomenon is positive, but a large accumulation of

uncontradicted experience would make it more and more likely.
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If in all functlons of mind that we experlence, we recognize
sub jective lawful limitation, must we not assume that some regu-
larity would hold also in nature, and that the laws of mind and
nature should have some afflnity one with another? Ultimately,
we have no cause for maklng a generic distinction between the
quality of mind and of nature, because mind is part of nature
and we discover ocurselves in the midst of her. There is no
reason to deny that the structure and function of mind are them-
selves phenomena of nature. It 1ls all the more remarkable that

all our thought should bhe accompanied by the consciousness of

self and by the awareness that this self 1is distinet from nature.

Is it a biological instinct for self-preservation that leads us
te this assumption? 1Is 1t a divine inspiratlon, as the formulas
of religion have always claimed? Usually we assume that this
contrast between subjJect and obJect of whlich we are aware 1s

a division between self and nature. Yet, when we recognize

that all our knowledge of nature 1s a conceptual interpreta- .
tion, we might ask ourselves whether perhaps 1t 1s not the
conceptual world that we recognize distinct from self, the
actual identity of self and nature remaining undisturbed,

indeed perhaps even implicitly recognized?
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The likelihood that some correspondence between mind and
nature exists follows from the effectiveness of our concepts.
If we value our Intellectual accomplishments at all, we must
make some such assumption. To deny the kinship of mind and
nature is to condemn mind to perpetual ineffectiveness. To
the extent that we are confldent to have already dlscovered
the laws of nature, we cannot avold the belief that mind and
nature coinclde. 1If we believe on the other hand, that the laws
in which we trust are projected upon nature by our minds and
are essentlally allen to nature, 1t would follow that ;ll our
thinking was groping 1n darkness. Our minds are constantly
molded by experience. Perhaps mind is specifically determined
by nature to become sensitive and cognizant of nature's laws.
On the surface such a contingency appears unlikely, because we
always conslder mind as already existing, seldom if ever as having
been made, and never as presently in process of creation. Yet it
Is a fact that mind develops in concert with nature. Mind is '
the product, if we would have 1t so, of the experience of an
anlmal braln in the natural world. This fact is well 1llustrated
when we conslder the development of the eye. The mind learns
to see only 1n intimate contact with nature. When the eye is
not exposed to the scenes of nature, 1t falls to develop its
abllity to recognize nature's forms. As 1t is true that we

learn to walk by being on our feet, and as we learn to swim



327 1V-38

by belng in water, and as we learn to see by exposing our eyes
to nature, so to a greater extent than we reallze, the mind may
learn to form concepts and ideas by being exposed to realities
of nature which predispose to the formation and development of

speciflc intellectual activity.

Let us conslder our conceptual knowledge as a very special
adaptation of our minds to nature. In Intimate and specific
relationship with her our concepts are developed. What is be-
fore us 1s always nature, but what we recognize are concepts.

In being stimulated by nature, mind does not reproduce it, but
1t creates patterns and images corresponding to nature. OQur
cognitlon is nothing other than the recognition of images that
we create. We compose these iImages unconsciously in our relation-
ship with nature, in a way similar perhaps to that in which the
animal assumes the protectlve coloring of hils environment. 1If
our concepts may be considered images of nature, we must think
of them as functional images rather than geometric ones. Our
concepts are consequences and sole record of our encounter with
nature; consequently our concepts represent to us our sole view
of nature, and it is therefcore not unnatural that we should con-
fuse the sum of our concepts, which we call world, with nature
of which 1t is 1in fact only a reflection. What our knowledge

comprehends 18 not nature herself but a conceptual world that we
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invent out of our relationship with nature. Thils thought 1s
disturbing when 1t flrst enters our minds, but the distress that
it causes us 1s only a consequence of our habits of thought.

To recognize the conceptual world for what 1t is does not remove
nature from our intellectual inquiry. Very much to the contrary,
by recognizing the quallty of the conceptual world, we learn to
understand 1ts limitations, and henceforth we should be able to
establish a more accurate and a more truthful relationship to
nature. If our description precludes that our thoughts should
be equivalents of nature, yet the specific articulatio; of our
concepts, thelr relationshlip to one another, and our ablllty to
apply them Judlclously and forcefully, give us a most effective
access to the workings of nature. 1In itself knowledge has no

value: 1ts value resides in careful, conscientious application.

The validlity of our knowledge is a functional one.

We may summarize the proposed theory of conceptual knowledge.
that we have outlined. Self is given to consciousness, and like-
wise that which 1s other than self which we choose to call nature.
The confrontation of self and nature appears as the proximate
basis of consclousness. Consciousness 1n turn is immediately
productive of concepts. Concepts represent both the impression
of mind by nature and the projection of mind into nature. We

customarily call the most lmportant of these concepts knowledge.

It 1s characteristic of the situation from which concepts arise that
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they should, as chllidren of two parents claim an affinity with
both. If we lived in the world of the thirteenth century we
might well devote the remainder of our exercises to demonstrating
that concepts could not exclusively be identified with soul or
with God. <Characteristic of modern thought is the determination
that our concepts, the world of our knowledge, be made expressive
of and equivalent to nature. In our day it is more pertinent

to show that our concepts, no matter how cogently they be de-
veloped, can never reasonably expect to become exhaustlively
ldentifled with nature. The great technologlcal progr;ss of

our day 1ls proof of the extent to which the identification of
knowledge and nature has been successful. It is our argument,
nonetheless, that knowledge and nature are generically distinct,
and that however productive the approximation between them,

they cannot be equated.

When the confuslon between concept and nature is recognized,.
1t becomes plausible to disparage our concepts because they seem
to hide nature from our minds. Then concepts appear as a screen
between mind and the reallity it seeks. When we thus deprecate
the conceptual world we proceed from the unwarranted presumption
that we should have an original claim to the comprehension of

nature. If we accept the fact that we have no intrinsic right

to reproducing nature in our own minds, we no longer have cause
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to blame our conceptual scheme for its discontinuity from
nature. It 1s only the presumption that we should be able

to comprehend nature that leads us to disparage the concepts
that arise from our cognitive activity. Once this presump-
tion is removed, it would appear on the contrary all the more
remarkable that nature should be apprehended at all and that
between concept and nature there should be any functional
correspondence whatsoever. Our great avidity for possessing
nature 1lnduces us to confuse concept and nature in the first
place. For a while we pretend that we should indeed h;ve dis-
covered and defined nature. In order to uphold this bold as-
sertion we sometimes claim perfection for our conceptual world.
The most confldent thinkers go so far as to deny nature in
favor of our presumed knowledge of 1t; then the inevitable

fading of that knowledge leaves us impoverished and disll-

lusioned.
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The Effectlveness of Conceptual Knowledge

) The Concept as Symbol

The qualitles of concepts by virtue of which they are capsble
of fulfilling thelr remarkable functions requlre further deécrip‘
tion. We may now turn te the examination of these concepts to
discern, 1f we are able, what qualities they possess that would
enable them to substitute so convincingly for the realities
they represent. To thls end we conslder a) the symbolism of
concepts, b) the functlion of concepts, and ¢) the ideailty of
concepts. While thege conslderations wlll bring no new toples
Into the scope of our investligation, they will provide an op-
portunity to view from a new dimenslion the difficult hypobtheses

that we have set [orth.

The relationshlp between concepts and reality may be called
symbolile, and conceptual knowledge will become more lucld when
1te symbolic qualitlies are demonstrated and understood. The )
conventlonal definitlon of symbol already conceals the anomaly
that is the core of the problems of conceptual knowledge., Con-
cepts are often consldered symbols of the natural objects to which
they refer. However, to say that the symbol stands for another
obJect 1s to sgpeak 1in riddles. By its nature an objJect can stand
only for itself and no object can stand for another. Thelr symbolie

quallty gives our concepts the appearance of reality, and it is
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only the intermlitent awareness of the inadequacy of our con-
cepts that Induces us to project the reallty they 1lmply to an
cbject beyond them. The problem 1s complicated by the fact
that we persistently attempt to identify concepts with par- .
tleular physical obJects. The incongrulty of such identifica-
tlon is borne ocut by Ilts Implications. Consider what follows
Prom the absolute ildentifilcation of the symbol and the phyaleal
object. By definitlon the symbol ls known to us. If the symbol
were ldentlcal with any physical objJect, that object would
dikewlse be known to us. Thus it would be implied tha% phy -
slcal objects were In fact knowable. If this were the cRse,
physical obJects might indeed be comprehended without the
medlatlion of symbollce thought and 1t would be superfluous and
futile to adduce concepts as symbols to explain them. BRut if
objects are not themselves comprehended, then to speak of sy~
bols as physlecal objects would Imply that symbols are not com-

orehended elther, a patent absurdity. :

If the symbol 1s known, 1t is known directly. If we postulated
1ts existence as an objJect, we should find ourselves trying to
analyze concepts of symbols, l.e. concepts of concepts or symbols
of symbols in a process that mlght well be carried to infinlty.
We discover them as phenomena of cur percepbtive and cognltive getivity,
and we are unable to demmstrate thelr belng outside the habits of thought.

-



333 TV 4k

For example, the four letters h a n d together are synmbolle
of a part of my body. But thelr symbolic power ls contlingent
upon my apperception. Independent of understandlng such as
belongs to me or other minds like mine, there is no reason
to assume the exlstence of such a relationshlp at a2ll. Nor
has the physical characteristic of the letters h a n @ any
bearing upon the meaning they convey. Nalther the type with
which they are printed, nor the ink, nor the paper explaln
the meaning of the letters as they combilne to constitute a
word. The relationship between the symhoﬁ and the objéct to
which 1t refers ls Independent of my understanding of the
particular object In nature through which the aymbol wag
mediated. The conclusion that seems to follow from these
obgervations ls that the definitive quality of symbol must

be some faculty of mind that enables it to grasp an otherwlse
unapproachable reality. The symbol does not, in fant, have
any clalm to a reality of its own. 1t represents a habit of
mind, a functional definltlon of aspecifie relationships be-
tween sell and reality. And, If the symbol does not pOSBEsS
substance of its own, neither is it a warrant of substance

in nature. We have previously in chapter three dlscussed
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the problems attending every attempt of ocurs to define obJect,
and event in nature. There we analyzed the content of our
cognltion without reference whatever to the means by which it
wasg cons@@ated, merely tracing and extending the implications
of our cognitive activity. It seemed to follow that there
1s probably no absolute justification in nature for distin-
gulshing objects and events as we do. Thus we guspect a
colncidence between the apparent entities of nature, namely
event and object, and the conceptual aymbols through whioh

N

we attempt to understand nature. At this point in the de-

velopment of our argument, we may assume that the two coincide.

As symbols our concepts are characterized by their dis-
creteness and entity. The unity of the event, the discrete-
ness of the obJect, seem to have no intrinsie basls in nature;
they appear to be projected upon nature from the necesgity
of our minds. The entity of its obJects seems to be an 1n-
dispensable quality of our thought. {(Moreover, such unlty
seems to be a projection into nature of the unity of conscicug-
ness. The event is that constellation in time which we recog-
nize as a potentlal or actual present; the cbject 1s that con-
stellatlion in space, which by its mere appearancé leads us to
designate 1t as one, and induces our eyes Lo he gatisfied with

the contemplation of 1its form) Unlty moreover must bhe reCog-
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nized as the scource of number, which appears to be a funda-
mental product of our thought. Some of the rules binding
numbers may be expresslve of the gquallities of mind; other
rules regulating the relatlonships between number may be ex-
pregsgive of the processes of nature from whose phenomena the

concept of number appears tc arise.

If unity inheres in our concepts, and 1f the source of
that unity 1s psychological, we have no reason to assert that sudh
unity is an inherent property of world or of nature. QNone of
the objects or events that our concepts designate will ultimately
do Jjustice to the unity that we demand of them. Invariably they
exceed that unity. Our concepts are always inadequate to our
experlence; thils inadeqguacy forces us to conclude that the unity
of concepts 1s not strictly appllicable to natural processes,
Our concepts define condltlons of permanence, but nature would
seem to be always in process of change. The testimony of our
own eyes tells us that metal rusts and flowers fade, fruit
decays and ccal 1s consumed by fire. Where our own senses are
incapable of detecting such change, sclentific instruments
will reveal it to us. Geologlsts, physicists, astrcnomers tell
us that the earth 1s becoming colder or warmer, that the unl-
verse 1is expanding, and there seems iliterally nothing which

it does not seem likely sooner or later to be discovered 1in
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the process of change. Change appears to be only a matter of
time. We know that virtually all objJjects are unstable in the
course of milleniums, even though they possess integrity to

our own eyes,

The unity of concepts seems to be lmposed upon nature through
the processes of perceptlion and thought (about which we have
sald that they ocught not basically be distinguished one from
anocther.) When we are removed from the tree some distance we
no longer see the leaves but only recognize the tree; at a
greater distance we can no longer see the individual trees
but only the forest. We must note also that although our
concepts seem repetitive, they never denote exactly the same
object. Whenever we rely upon a concept, we rely upon the
tradition of that concept to which we have become accustomed,
and the most recent example of a given symbol would appear
to be the most vivid member of 1ts class by which that class
would then appear to be summ&:ized. Thus, when we use a symbol
1t superlmposes itself upon our memory, blotting out the pre-
ceding symbol, so that as a rule we will henceforth be unable
to distingulish the prior from the later meaning, or the various

meanings one from another,
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The entire business of attempting to explain concepts as
symbols invented by the mind runs into difficulty. For 1if
it 1s true that in examining a specific symbol, in understand-
ing 1ts origin, and in describing its relationships, the creative,
synthetlc function of mind appears to play a dominant role,
yet it 1s incongruous 1f not absurd to attribute the entirety
of the conceptual structure to the function of mind. To do so
would be to impute to mind a magical spiritual insight, an ir-
ratlonal recognition of the structure of nature. Otherwise
one should be compelled to theorize that the conceptuaa fabric
which we call world was an entirely separate, arblitrary inven-
tion of mind wilthout external cause. It 1s however, not neces-
sary to make a cholce between these two unacceptable hypotheses;
1t 1s plausible that some intermediate state could indeed prevail,
and while some of the components of our conceptual scheme are
subjective, others should be the immedlate and unshakable
manifestation of nature. It is quite likely that each thinker °
who recognlzed the subjJectivity of the conceptual world and
felt bound to criticlze its pretensions to reality was not so
much carrled away by hls own argument as he was forced to over-
state hils case by the obtuseness of the public to which he spoke,
a public that then construed metaphorical expressions as literal

and subsequently elther worshipped or ridiculed their author.
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However that may be, it is precisely the non-subjective com-
ponents of the conceptual scheme that make for its practical
signiflicance and validity. Even though 1t be a physiological
characteristic that causes our eyes to form images 1n the first
place, yet the contents of concepts must in some way be related
to nature to account for the differences among concepts and
their dependence upon the contingencies of experience. As-
suming that 1In any glven fleld of cognition there were two
elements: the objective determination and its subjective
modificatlion, then we would in the course of normal apber-
ception methodically attempt to eliminate the latter. Thus,
through continuing contact wlth the obJect there is built up in
my mind an image of 1t which is actually more functlonal, in
the sense that I know what to expect 1f I look, than it is
Imitatlve in the sense that I possess a plcture of what 1is
already there. Indeed, 1f I had to describe this object elther
by drawing or by writing about it, I would prefer to have 1t '
in front of me, 1n order that I might record step by step my
impressions. Falling 1ts immediate presence, my mind would
hypothesize a confrontation with the object. Then as I wrote
my description, I would imagine the obJect before me and my
mind would rehearse the necessary steps of observation. Evi-
dently the symbol that I have 1n my mind may be exceedingly
complex, but 1lts apparent mystery is removed when 1t 1is construed

as a synthetlic summation of a finite series of discrete moments

of apperception.
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When we review all that we have sald concerning the process
of apperceptlon, we discover that we have frequently referred
to the component of our symbolic concept that is contributed by
the object 1tself, yet we have never been able to define just
what this component should be. And if we now carefully re-
examlne any number of such images, we are yet unable to define
1t. The reason for our inability is not that the influence of
nature upon our perceptions 1s negligible or non-existent; the
reason 1s that this determination does not directly enter con-
sclousness. Nature enters consclousness only through %he forma-~
tion of concepts. As soon as nature lmpresses our thought, it
must submit tc the characterlstic limitation of our minds. Thus,
when we deal wlth nature, we are like men groping in the dark,
arranging and rearranging by lnference rather than by vision.

Everything that 1s brought to consciousnessﬂ already bears the

stamp of our concepts.

We may now perhaps with some over—simplification\‘describe
the sclentific attitude as the attempt to discern systematically
the impresslion of nature upon our concepts. The function of.
science 1s to minimize the subjective element in cognition and
to determine the isclated effect of nature. The paradox in-
herent in'the effort of science 1s that all of its expression

must once more assume the form of human discourse, becomlng
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subject to the limitation of our conceptual world. Science
proceeds by inventing models and theories that attempt to
represent the lsolated influence of nature in our cognition.
These theories and models are deceptive when considered in
themselves. They become meaningful in the application that

we are able to make of them. They are like keys, but they

do not unlock nature herself. They always control only our
relationshlp to nature. Therefore it is an error and a source
of great methodical confusion to claim that the scientist
should have discovered nature: what he has discovered‘is

how to 1solate nature's working in our relationships with

her. By the same token, established scientific theories must
never be understood to be Images of nature herself. If they
are lmages of anything, they are images of our relationship

to nature. They become useful as we are able to rely upon
them and make use of them in our dealings with nature. Another
way to view scientific theory is as a set of corrective con-
cepts. By means of such correctlon, we would try to eliminate
the error that 1s introduced Into our dealings with nature by
the limitatlions of our thought. However, if such error 1s the
unavoldable concomitant of concept§ then concepts, even though
they be corrective, can never remove it. At best there can

only be a reduction and a control of error.
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If, the symbols appear to be more or less haphazard and ar-
bltrary impositions of our intellectual patterns upon nature,
then the relatlonships among symbols take on all the more sigw
nificance in that they will reconcile the arbitrariness of the
concept with the givenness of nature. This apparent necessity
has frequently been recognlzed in the absolute quality of the
rules of loglc and of mathematics. These laws have been con-
sldered laws of nature, unalterable and impervious to the progress
of time. It appears likely that the laws of logic and of math-

n part .
pEdamaaetdy rules and regulations of our minds. If

ematics are

they were also necessitles of nature, then such necessity might
accrue to them in one of two ways: such necesslty might be the
consequence elther of the mind's progressive conformance to a
series of natural situations, or otherwise they might prove to

be intrinslc laws of mind. Mind being literally co-equal with
nature, might conceivably be subject to identical laws, and 1t

is plausible that the necessary relationships between the symbols
might indeed possess some cause in nature. However, if such

cause did exilst, it would be quite 1inscrutable to us.

The bond between knowledge and nature 1s therefore not the
substance of that knowledge i1tself, nor 1s it the structure
of nature as it might be apprehended by knowledge. The bond

between our kﬁﬁwlﬁége and nature appears to be an intention



342 Iv-53

of our mind that 1s manifested not so much by explieit declara-
tion, verbal or otherwlse, as by our readiness and willingness
to abandon the conceptual definitlicns that we had only just
derived, and by our abllity to recognize implicitly, whether
or not we give 1t formal notice, the intrinsic limitation of
concepts, which we then correct and revise as the occasion de-
mands. The power of mathematics in our experience may generally
speaklng be understood to derive from its ability to mediate
between the arbltrary and essentially unnatural stasis of con-

\

cepts in such a manner as to reconcile thelr rigidity with

the dynamies of nature.
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b) Concept as Function

From what we have sald 1t will have become apparent that
concept 1ls an inventlon of mind with which it comprehends the
flux of reallty. As we have repeatedly noted, the intrinsic
quality of concept is its unlty or self-contalnedness. Concepts
represent the lmpositlon of form upon process. Concepts con-
stitute the inventory of mind; they are also powerful determinants
of what mind does. Contrary to appearances, mind itself is
not static, but being iltself part of nature is continually in
active and passlve process of change. Concepts formed by mind
enter intimately into 1ts activitiles, and it is always an error
to assume that concepts might be products of mind isolated
from its activity, like the products of a factory, distinct
from the manufacturing process. The function of concepts must
be understood as dual: 1n the first place, concepts determine
the intrinsic activity of mind. They are effective in con-
trolling the content and the purpose of mental activity from
moment tc moment. Thus concept is instrumental in the produc-~
tlon, formulation, and determination of other concepts., A
concept exists as an interdependent unit in the network of
conceptual relations., As 1t itself is determined by other
concepts,'so 1t in turn Influences and affects the structure of
those that follow it. Thus all concepts entertained by mind
must be concelved as being responsible at least in part both

for the existence and for the function of the mind in question.
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At any Juncture the mind's conceptual framework may pro-
voke and determine specific action on the part of the individual.
Whenever self acts, it does so in a direction and with a pur-
pose that are directly determined by the concepts that occupy
consclousness at that time. Consequently, conceptual knowledge
also issues in function, and our initial distinction between
functional and conceptual knowledge appears quallified and tempo-
rary. The significance of conceptual knowle%ge must in large

1NsSoTa ™ as

part be related to this function, either te-the-extentthat
4

Ekat the concept determines other mem-
bers of the conceptual system and by extension 1ndeed that

system ltself. Inasmuch as the conceptual system will ultimately
serve to determine the relationship of the self to nature, even
those concepts that affect only the conceptual system have an
indirect bearing on the relationship between self and nature.
The identity of concept appears as an incongruity within the
Indeterminacy of nature. To the extent that the identity of
concept were contrary to nature, the resclution of concept 1into
function would represent the approximation of mind to the reality
of nature. Characteristic of concept is 1ts artificlal defini-
tion. Through the activity of self the artificial definiteness
of concept is dissolved into effective and forceful interaction

with nature.
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c) The Ideality of Conceptual Knowledge

The third explanatlion for the effectiveness of conceptual
knowledge is 1ts ideality. By 1ideality of concept we mean
that quallity of concepts by virtue of which they appear more
consistent and exhaustive of reality than subsequent examination
shows to be warranted. To speak of something as ldeal is to
attribute to 1t a degree of perfection that surpasses experience,
When we discover ourselves habituated to asslgning to concepts
qualities of reality and of completeness that these concepts
demonstrably do not possess, then we may Jjustifiably refer to
the surreptitious hyperbole as an idealism. Perhaps our ap-
plication of the term idealism differs from the customary one
i1n that usually idealism is applied to concepts evidently ex-
travagant and unlikely; whereas we by contrastigonsider idealism
a quality lnherent in some intellectual functions themselves.
The recognitlon and the interpretation of the ideality of our

L

knowledge proves indispensable to our proper understanding of it.

The implications of our knowledge exceed their empirlical
Justifications 1in two respects.'JThe isolated fragment of know-
ledge is never adequate to the obJect to which it refers.z)The
totality of knowledge pretends to completeness and consistency
that 1t does not possess. When the ideality of knowledge in
these two respects shall have been demonstrated, it yill appear
more important than ever to distinguish clearly between concept

and nature.



346 IV-57

It 1s indeed one of the most slgnificant and at the same
time one of the least understood qualities of concept that it
is able to reflect a degree of certainty, completeness, ang
power which 1t does not in fact possess. We have already pointed
out that the traditional use of the term concept supplements the
evident inadequacy of verbal propositions. When the weakness of
our sentences becomes apparent, then we excuse ourselves by
referring to the 'concepts' beyond them. The concepts are
likely to remain unrecognized for what they are. Perhgps
their tendency to decelve 1is an inevitable concomitant of our
invention of concepts. At any rate, 1t is characteristic of
concepts that they should appear to exhaust the objects desig-
nated. Invariably concept presents itself as an entity equal

if not identical to the object to which it refers.

By virtue of its ideality, conceptual knowledge implies
adequacy and perfection far beyond any given experience. Know- .
ledge invariably §§§$2§s more than has ever been demonstrated
in the past. THfe is the subtle implication that conceptual
knowledge in 1its fullness mlght be empirically demonstrated in
the future, but such expectation is never warranted and the attempt
to procure such demonstration inevitably leads to disappointment

or distraction. The ideality of knowledge is projected upon the

individual fact and lends to it an unjustified degree of certalnty
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that is ultimately inexplicable and incongruous. The individual
fact of knowledge is not founded exclusively or even primarily
upon immediate and accessible experience. To be sure, the specific
fact of knowledge 1s hypothetically buttressed by the sum of all
private and common experlence. Yet, in a given 1instance, it is
difficult to see What experience Justlfies a factual assertion.
Between knowledge and the experience upon which it presumes to re-
lle, there remains always an absolute qualltative difference. We
would have it both ways: on the one hand we call our knowledge
empirical, but on the other hand we wish to make it suéerior to
Indlvidual experlence. We think of knowledge not only as independent
of empirical observations, we even consider it distinct from the
particular formula in which it appears to us. Although we accept
knowledge in specific propositions, we assume that its 'exlstence!
1s not limlted to any particular statement, to any language, or

to any specific formulas. For that matter, we should like to think
that knowledge would not even be dependent upon the existence of '
any human being or of any particular physical obJect. The death

of any one individual, or for that matter\‘of any group of men,
will neither embarrass the existence of knowledge nor diminish it.
The destruction of the physical obJects cannot impair knowledge.

If we wish to carry our thoughts about knowledge to their logical
concluslons, we should have to ask whether even the death of the

entire human race or the destruction of all physical objects in
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the worid should not compromise the exlstence of the reality of
knowledge., If we admit that knowledge was compromised, we con-
tradlct the assumptions intrinsic to our thought. If we hold
that knowledge was not compromised, we must quickly find some
supernatural haven for it. Stated explicitly\_the logical im-
plications of our habits of thought strike us as ridiculous.

Yet if knowledge possesses the integrity that it claims,it would
necessarily exist independent of all historical and physical

contingency.

4

The 1dealism of knowledge explains why knowledge sheuld pro-
vide such an effective substitute for nature. Knowledge is as-
sumed to duplicate nature in all respects; yet knowledge miracu-
lously seems to avoid sharing its transience and destructibility.
It is thought that there should be no aspect of nature unknowable;
furthermore such knowledge seems to endure long beyond the brief
phenomenon that it describes. For, when nature enters the realm.
of our knowledge, 1t appears to become 'factual,' and facts seem
to endure indefinitely. For example, the tree in my garden
blossoms and bears fruit each year. Sooner or later it will die.
Yet the fact of its having flourished thils summer possesses a
permanence quite incommensurate with the temporary appearance of
the flowef or the seasonable maturation of the fruit. Thus,
whatever is comprehended by knowledge seems as it were to be
excerpted from the transience of nature to receive pérmanent

status in the apparently eternal pattern of conceptual reality.



349 1v-60

It is not customary to acknowledge the 1dealism of knowledge
upon which we constantly rely, and when we venture to trace
the implications of this idealism, we risk the stigma of a
dlscredited metaphysics. It has long since become unfashion-
able to accept the idealilsm implicit in our pretenSions to
knowledge, and to postulate 'being' or 'reality' or 'ideals?
possessing an autonomous existence in an independent realm.
Plato's theory of forms was a plctorial extrapolation of a
potent characteristic of thought. Yet whether or not we recog-
nize the cognitive idealism implicit in our knowledge,‘we rely
upon 1t nonetheless, and knowledge will remain énigmatic until

this reliance is recognized and accepted.

The ideality that we have demonstrated in the relationship
between knowledge and 1ts purported object has its counterpart
in a second ldealistic relationship between knowiedge and the
man who knows. We are accustomed to think of our minds as con- .
tainers able to receive and to dlspense, and to a lesser extent
capable of preserving the knowledge that is offered. We treat
knowledge as a discovered treasure rather than as an invented
tool. Thus knowledge is thought to exist primarily apart from
the 1individual, who seems to have little to do with the formula-

tion of knowledge lnasmuch as he discovers it already exlsting.

Then the posseésion of knowledge seems to provide mind with



350 IV-61

dignity and distinctlion. Knowledge appears independent of

mind, and superficlally mind appears independent of any par-
ticular fragment of knowledge. More closely examined, the
entirety of knowledge 1s indispensable to the existence of mind.
This dependence of mind upon knowledge 1s one of the focal problems
for which a theory of knowledge must provide explanation. Know-
ledge seems 80 hlighly desirable a commodity that the failure
firmly to possess a modicum of it is invariably construed as a
deflciency of mind. Thus the weakness of an individual's know-
ledge always reflects adversely upon him, but never beéomes oc-
casion for questlonling the genulneness of knowledge. Accordingly,
the readily demonstrable weaknesses of mind tend to support the
edifice of an ildealistic system of knowledge. Highly prized as

it 1s, knowledge 1s held ocut to the student as the reward of
diligence. He 1is tralned to attribute his difficulties with it
to hils own immaturity, inabllity, incompetence, and ignorance.

By hard work and application he proposes to overcome the barrier’
that separates him from the presumed treasure. But when he has
grown old, 1f he has not become convinced in a fatuous and foolish
fashion of the significance of his learning, when he realizes its
fragmentariness and its insufficiency, he no longer has the
strength or the courage to look back upon the efforts of a
lifetime and to call them vain. Nor will he possess the intel-

lectual or physical stamina to attempt to dismantle what all too
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belatedly appears as an error or to bulld a more rational
structure in 1lts stead. He solaces himself with the belief
that what he does not know himself might be known by another.
Technical achlevements in all branches of science seem to

vouch for the actuality of a common system of knowledge.

The unqualified validity of knowledge 1s asserted most
aggressively, however, by those who have little c¢laim to it
and are half jignorant whereof they speak. The mind that 1t-
self never productively contributed to the elaboration® of
knowledge 1s usually most eager to insist upon 1ts absolute
fruth. Those who find their work in the repetition and re-
statement of what more original thinkers have discovered, in-
deed have a vested interest in the tangible value of concepts.
Boasting as they do of borrowed wealth, their emplres would
evaporate 1f 'facts' were no longer true or false, and if the
value of knowledge inhered in its discovery and rediscovery
rather than 1n 1its repetition and possession. Probably the
mind that discovers knowledge 1is better able to recognize the
limitatlions of 1ts thought and more ready to admlt the tenuous-
ness of 1ts hypotheses. Once the ideality of knowledge is made
explicit, 1ts incongrulties can no longer be concealed. Yet
even when‘the evident [ragmentariness of knowledge belies its

presumptions, we are anything but eager to face the bankruptcy
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of such cherlshed intellectual pretensions. We have come to
regard systematlic knowledge as the basis of our intellectual
world, and we fear that any dilsparagement of the established
conceptual pattern will rob our thought of its foundations.
That such an ominous consequence does not necessarily follow

wlll become evlident from subsequent considerations.

The 1deality of knowledge that we have described is sSup-
ported by a loglcal, soclal, professional and academic appara-
tus of marvelous efflcacy. This apparatus of knowledge has
1ts Justification in its usefulness for deriving, preserving,
and imparting conceptual knowledge. At the same time, this
intellectual order sustains the fiction of an ideal knowledge.
Surely there should be no contradiction in accepting this ap-
paratus of knowledge for its pragmatic value without committing
oneself to the'particular Interpretation of conceptual know-
ledge which it Impllies. On the contrary, conscientious criticisp
of conceptual knowledge might enable us to simpiify and to
strengthen that apparatus to the end of making 1t even more

effective a servant of its valuable functions.

The 1deality of knowledge leads alsoc to that curious mis-
conception that we entertain about memory, so often compared to

a tablet on which knowledge 1s written or a treasury where
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knowledge is preserved, from which it may be delivered at will,
Memory 1deally 1s expected to preserve intact all that has been
&n&uﬁy
entrusted to 1it. A}t is thought that knowledge might be re-
produced from memory, comparable if not speclfically identical
with that which was originally committed to it. Most of the
teaching in schools and colleges relies upon such assumptions.
By dint of great effort, the student is expected to train his
mind to reproduce phrases and 'facts' set before it. And it is
indeed true that the mind is capable of amassing a qua?tity of
such 'facts,' which 1t is thereafter able to repeat or to para-
phrase. The familliar school examinations presuppose that our
possession of knowledge is revealed by our abllity to repeat
fhe words and sentences that we have been taught. Thus knowledge
1s equated with the statement and repetition of propositions.
Yet fwe applied these assumptions conslistently, we would find
our knowledge embarrassingly small. Our knowledge would be
constantly dimlnishing as specific memories faded and would,
if not constantly replenished by reference to the written word,
dwindle wilth the passage of even a short while virtually to
nothing. If we are always capable of learning, we are also
always 1n process of forgetting. The very procedures by which
we acquire knowledge no less than our utilization of it serve

to confute the ideality to which it pretends.
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The Conceptual World

Having described the characteristics of knowledge, we
may turn to examine our image of the world. We have already
touched upon this image in the preceding chapter. There we
analyzed our notion of world for its reality. Now we may con-
sider our notlon of world as a structure of kKnowledge. On
toples so closely relatéd, some repetition of exposition will
be inevitable. As a matter of definition 1t should be agreed
that knowledge comprises all perceptual and cognitive wpprehen-
slon of world. In other words, no intimation of nature, how-
ever fleeting or however distorted, may be excluded from know-
ledge. It would be inconsistent to limit the term knowledge,
as 1s so often done, to 'correct' knowledge or 'true’ knowledge.
We entertain the 1llusion both as individuals and as a soclety
that the correction of error in knowledge is but a guestion of
time. Such an assumption is obviously trivial, because al-
though some particular fragment of knowledge may be subject
to emendation, at any given moment the individual relies upon
a pattern of facts the majority of which will never be corrected
or even questioned. To the extent that nature is comprehended

by our minds, it is comprenhended as knowledge.
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One of the striking characterlstics of our knowledge as
we view it critically is 1ts apparent coherence and complete-
ness, qualities that we have already described as the idealism
of knowledge. It 1s one of the consequences of such apparent
completeness that we find 1t difficult to discover a suitable
point of beginning for the analysis of knowledge. Our world,
complete and self-sufficlent as it appears, offers no cleavage
planes, no natural divislons that might facilitate our analysis.
It 1s this apparent universality, this seeming self-sufficiency
that frequently makes knowledge appear impregnable to ;nalysis.
Thls invulnerabllity of our world to eplstemological criticism
1s reminiscent of the insuperable obstacles of fairy tale and
myth that will yield only to a magic word. Initially the
1deality of knowledge seems to preclude all critical analysis.

The extent to which this ideality is fictitious wlll become

more and more apparent as our examination progresses.

Our apperceptlon of objects In space is dependent upon our
powers of vision, upon sensations of touch, and of the aware-
ness of positlion and motion that we have of the parts of the
body. From these sensory sources each man synthesizes his view
of objects in space. Evldently, at every moment each man pos-
sesses an‘image of world that is unlquely his own. At any

glven instant men are dispersed over the face of the globe,
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one man 1ln Cambridge, another In London, one in an airplane,

a fourth on the ocean, a fifth at the theatre, a sixth in his
study, and so to the end of the situations of the millions of
human belngs differently displaced and differently engaged
from moment to moment. There 1ls a taclt agreement among men
concerning the appearance of spatial reality. This agreement
was originally establlished between two men by simple demonstra-
tion, by the father who takes his chlld's hand and points with
it at a distant object to the end that both may see alike,

To an extent not readlly recognized the plctorial arts‘have
helped to create unanlimity concernlng the appearance of the
world in space. In the modern world photographic techniques
have promoted a unitary view of nature. We may if we wish
entertain the hypothesis that all men would obtain the same
perceptual image if they stood in the same spot. Such an
hypothesis is not susceptible to proof. The fact remains

that men are dispersed, and the scene most telling to each

man 1s that which 1s now before hils eyes. Each man does pos-
sess a separate view, If there were uniformity and absolute
colncidence in a common view of reality, a circumstance which
is unlikely, such a common view could never be more valild

than the image whilch an individual has of the object immedi-
ately before him. The capacity to see all things simultaneously
1s beyond our power. That#ﬁwiis the most important

of divine attributes. The total view of
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nature belongs properly only to the all-seeing one, to God.

All theory which is grounded upon the assumption of universal

uniformity implicitly relies upon a theological presupposition.

While such a presuppositlon is indispensable in the affairs

of dally 1ife and in the lnvestigations of science, we need

not subscribe to 1t for the purposes of the present exposition.

In the 1ntrodui:ory chapter we noted that we would refrain
Gither

from endorsing ,theologlcal or sclientific presuppositions: in

the end they come to the same thing.

.

This 1solated view whlich I have at this moment is essentlally
fragmentary. In order for it to become useful, it must be com-
pleted 1n two dimensions. My view of thls object is confirmed
by the view that others have of 1t; there comes into belng, as
1t were, a hypothetlcal common view of the object. Some qualitles
of this common view are demonstrated in artistic or photographic
reproductions; most of them, however, remain potential and un- .
defined. 1In the second place, and of far more significance,
i1s that my vliew of thls object in thils place is only a fragment
of the image of extended objects that 1s in my mind. I have
seen comparable objects 1n other places; the memories of those
other spatlial experiences fuse with the present. As a result

the apperception of this particular view is no longer fragmen-

tary, it is 1ﬁtegrated with previous experience, and constitutes
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a part of a uniquely coherent plcture. It is worthy of note

that however effective and indispensable these syntheses may

be, they are absolutely dependent upon what 1s before my eyes
at this very moment. The momentary, present experience is

the Indispensable confirmation of all that is projected from 1it.

Primarily I recognize that which 1s before my eyes at this
instant: this chalr, this desk, this typewriter, this paper.
The image of what I see lingers in my memory, 50 that when I
glance up from my paper the awareness of its belng thete does
not vanish, but the image of the paper remains in my mind so that
when my glance returns to the paper no radically new eplsode
of recognition is required. I am able to resume the apperceptive
process where I left off. The same principle applies to obJjects
that I see less frequently, for example the carpet on the floor,
the books behind me, for that matter the furnishings of other
rooms 1n thls house, or the landmarks of thils little village.
Having once become acquainted with them, the awareness of their
presence lingers In my memory, it 1s conflrmed time and again
by repeated encounters with them. This encounter with familiar
objJects is of utmost importance to the satisfaction and sanity

of mind.
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The characterlstlic methods by which I remain familiar with
the objects about me as they have been described. apply to
all my experiences. And these experiences differ clearly 1in the
degree of familiarity with them. Some men and women I have met
only once in my life; with the members of my family I associate
daily. In some cities I have spent only a few minutes &f my
&fe; 1in this village I have passed many years. In order to
elucidate the quallty of apperception, it is plausible and
helpful to hypotheslze a map of all the places that aq Individual
like myself should have been in the course of his life, and a
catalogue of all the obJects open to his gaze. When such a
consigeration 1s entertained, then it becomes apparent what
a small fractlon of objects which a man considers to be the
property of his knowledge, he himself has ever seen. A con-
splcuous illustration of this circumstance is given in the
blography of Kant, a man who is reputed never to have traveled
more than a few mlles from the boundaries of his city, yet
whose knowledge and whose thought encompassed the presumed
knowledge of the entire universe. And so it is with each in-
dividual and hils presumptions to knowledge, because that which
each one has witnessed 1s such a small fraction of the totality

elaims
pResimnes to know. Moreover, a

of objects in space that he

man does not know everything that he has seen once; The number
of obJects with which a man 1is sufficlently familiar as not to
be startled by thelr newness is even smaller, and smallest of
all is that constellation of obJjects before his eyes at any

partlcular moment.



360 IV-71

We should observe that our knowledge of obJects that we have

not .seen is an ingenlous projection of comparable experiences.

The novellsts are adept at describing how our «deswemé attitude
toward cities or landscapes, for example, is determined by the
prejudices engendered by haphazard experience. The memories
that I retain of the clities and landscapes of my childéhood have
come to present to me the essence of all other cities and of
all other landscapes. Whatever I may now be confronted with,

I judge in comparison with them. Since all men are different
and all have different experiences, their Judgments and at-
titudes even about the same object will evidently be divergent.
For this sort of discrepancy, logic and reason attempt to com-
pensate. 1In point of fact, they succeed, and we learn more

and more to control our imaginations and our Judgment by ra-

tional considerations.

The knowledge of physical reality may be described in greatep
detail. I am, of course, well acquainted with this house and
with tbk;rbhysical and geographical situation. %:ggzognize it
from whatever angle I might view it as the house in which I live
and work. I would recognize many of the other houses in this
llttle village in a similar manner. Of course I could not state

the dimensions of any of these houses, their exact locatlons,

the number of them on any particular street, nor their distances
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from one another. But i1f I wished to determine any of these
things, I should know how to go about it. I would then return

to the respective place and make the observation or measurement
deslred. The physical continulty of the streets and the plots

of 1and-is known to me from experience, and this physlcal con-
tinuitgraguld render it poé%ible for me to ascertain any particular
measurement that I desired, amd at the same time makes it qulte

superfluous to ascertaln any of them in particular except to a

speciflic practical end.

N

I know from experience that this dilapidated little village
is not all the world, and that there are roads leading away
from it. To the east, for example, these roads lead through
mountains which I have often seen from the highway or from some
particular vantage polnt. Being superficlally familiar with
the geology and the vegetation of these mountains, I consider
them known to me, although I have never climbed them. There X
1s a sense however 1n which one does not 'know' a mountain until
one has climbed 1t, and those who have climbed mountains say that
there are lnnumerable facets of knowledge beyond. One does not even
become aware of one's ignorance untll one has left the well-travelled
hlghway and started to climb the unexplored mountains that surround

him on every slde. To the west and north are the roads that lead most

directly to the outside world, to the railroad, to the alrport, to the
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malin highway. I have traveled these roads many times, I know
my way as 1 pass over them, yet the detailf of their boundaries
and curves are not in my memory, and probably not in that of
any man. My conceptual knowledge leads me to posit the exis-
tence of the goal of my trip, be it far or near at the terminus
of some road, and my experience tells me that between here and
there a continulty of landscape prevaills, so that it 1s the na-
ture of travel along such a road that one knows the destination,

yet that one learns the way only 1n passing and quickly forgets it.
4

OQur reliance upon maps and upon geographical information
in general is a prime 1llustration of the importance of the
soclal basis of knowledge. My own experience is quite limited;
of the cities that are listed on maps I have visited only a
few, and of exact locations even fewer are known to me. But
glven the maps, glven the assurance that the towns and citles,
the harbors, the oceans, the mountains, the shorelines are
'there,' I anticlpate accurately what I should find if I went.
The reason for my assurance is that all this territory has been
measured and surveyed, and that the maps made from such sur-
veys are accurate and reliable. I imagine those scenes to be
comparable to thls landscape before my eyes now. The scene
before my‘eyes now 18 my representation of all the world. The

same imaginative projection that is applicable to the field



beyond the hilll 1s applicable alsc to the contiguous county,
to the bordering state, to the neighboring nation, to other
continents beyond the ccean. It 1s in essence this same pro-
Jection that we apply to astronomical dimensions. We imagine
that to the moon, or the planets, for example, belong objects
comparable in dimenslon and structure to those terrest#lal ones
wlth wﬁich we are familiar. Reliable factual information com-
wi

binedqand confirmed by my own experience gives me knowledge of

virtually the entire world.

\

The reason why I should be able to rely upon the geography
of the maps is that I assume them to have been prepared by men
with the same intentlon and the same view of reality as my own,
the same understanding of language, and the same sense of truth
and integrity. (This is the genulne meaning of truth: the
quallty of thought that makes it possible for us to rely upon
our own descriptions and that of others as the gulde of our
conduct. Truth makes the conceptual world possible.) It is
this assurance that enables me to assume that all the obJects
that I find described, the rivers, lakes, citles, and land-
scapes do actually now at this moment while the typewriter hums,
exist In the same sense in which the typewriter and the desk
and the paper exist. Such an assumption, however, must be re-

cognlzed to be no more reliable than the reliabllity of the map-
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makers. My reliance upon physical obJjects in this room, the
typewriter, the books, the manuscript, and so forth, is derived
from my seelng them so constantly that my memory of them re-
mains very vivid and unshakable. In point of fact, I have no
time to forget them. There is no occasion for them to fade
from my memory before another encounter with them reinforces
that memory. Thus the vividness of experience that is im--

mediate 1s proof of the potential valldity of all the rest.

The description of topological knowledge that we have gilven
provides a striking illustration of the quality of knowledge.
I think 1t is evident that the knowledge which we have at this
moment of all objects remote from us can be only a conceptual
knowledge, and that if we find that these ocbjects remote from
us constitute themselves into a world, then what 1is fur know-
ledge of this world if not conceptual knowledge, ;ﬁgAggis world
If not a conceptual world. Through an understanding of the X
quallties that make such a conceptual world cogent and effective,
we may be reconciled with the apparent absurdity of that notion.
Of course, 1t 1s foolish to insist wlthout qualification that
the earth, that the cities and states, oceans and mountains,
stars and interstellar spaces should be 'concepts'. However

it is not absurd to say that in this instant . of consciousness

they are to me mere concepts, and that they become real only
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in gradual confirmation through particular experlences. This
confirmation 1s always in progress; it is never complete, but
the world seems complete. To the extent of 1its completeness,
the world 1s conceptual. It is plausible that however real it
be in itself, the cilty which 1s only a name to me, the street
which 1s merely an address, dc remaln concepts untii I go there
and walk through those streets, then, temporarily realizing
their actuali?y. And it 1s quite conceivable also, that if

the name of the street were given to me in error, my mind

might invent a fanciful 1image of it. Yet the concept Bf that
non-existent street would be as compelling to my mind as the
concept of an existing street, until experience denied the
former and conflrmed the latter. The primary test of truth

in conceptual knowledge is the congruity of concept and ex-
perlence. This test 1s adequate to the many concepts which

may be tested in experience. Evidently however, there are

many concepts that are inherently incapable of being tested :
directly in experlence. To such concepts we apply functional
criteria of truth, and we estimate thelr correctness according
to the adequacy with which they fulfill their rocles in the
conceptual framework. Nonetheless, the meaning of all concepts
must ultimately be referred to experience though often by a
circuitous roupe. The compelling immedlacy of experience is
expanded by truthful conceptual knowledge to the hypothesis

of a real world which in its entirety we have not yét encountered

and never will,
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The fact that our knowledge 1s conceptual rather than
real 1is borne out by a review of the knowledge of objects.
The definitlon of objects depends upon thelr size relative
to the dimensions of the eye, upon the distance from which
we view them, and upcn whatever instruments aid our observa-
tlon. Since the distance between ourselves and the objects
may be varied and the instruments through which we view them
may be exchanged, we will obtain different views of a single
object. For exampie a tree may be observed in the forest,
1ts leaves may be studied under a hand lens, or its figers
may be analyzed through a microscope. It becomes a point of
semantics whether or not we are studying one and the same or
three dlfferent objects 1n this example. The three disparate
images are loglcally related to one another through a practical
descriptlion of the manner in which each may be obtained. In
polnt of fact, other physical, chemical, or biological studies
whose product 1s not an image but a measurement or a fact stand °
in comparable relationship to the obJect studied. The disparity
of divergent views of the object creates inscluble difficulties
untll 1t 1s recognized that the objects studied are conceptual.
We must question the tacit assumptlon that the objects with which
we are confronted should be naturally defined, 'real' as they ap-

pear to us, and that our apprehension of them should be the ul-

timate definltion of theilr reality. We have noted that the
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perceptual 1image as a product of confrontation 1is itself con-
ceptual. Consequently the object perceived, however concrete
it may appear, must be considered concept no less than the

most remote inference of speculatlion.

The assertion that even my apprehension of the object be-
fore me is conceptual implies that absolute reality should be
displaced entirely from the fleld of cognition. We deal not
with 'real' obJects but with a series of concepts of graded
validity and consistency. It is piausible that the physical
object should possess but relative reallty. Thls relative
reallty consists of a conceptual pattern, namely the sum of
the different images and concepts of the object that I have
apprehended and that I now remember. There 1s in 1tself nothing
Incongruous in separating knowledge from absolute reality, pro-
vlided that we subsequently provide some mechanlism for the recon-

ciliation of the two.

There are two approaches toward bridging the gap between
concept and reality. It may readily be demonstrated that our
concepts are highly effective in ordering our relationship to
nature. Such effectiveness would not be explicable merely

through the concepts themselves; it must be attributed to their
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functional correspondence with a natural reality. To assume
such correspondence 1s inescapable, although being by defini-
tion transcendental to our conceptual world, the functional
dependence of our concepts upon nature may only be inferred

but never demonstrated.

The pragmatic quallity of our concepts leads us to distingish
degrees of reality. It is, for example, the pragmatic aspect
of our concepts that causes us to attribute more significance
to the silhouette of a mountain than to the shape of the cloud
hovering over 1t. Both the outline of the mountain and the
outline of the cloud may be perfectly discrete and esthetically
suffliclent to the definition of unity and object. Yet the
cloud 1s dispersed by the winds and disappears within the hour.
Its reallity, therefore, is of a different order from that of
the mountaln which has persisted in its present shape for
thousands or millions of years. Yet, if as we believe, in
the endlessness of time. the mountain will suffer the same
fate ag the clioud, it may be that the discrepancy of their

reallitles is merely relative.

There 1s a second consideration that wlll tend to bridge
the gap between concept and reality. The pragmatic explana-
tion for the apparent correspondence between concept and objective
nature may be balanced by a valuative explanation ?or the

correspondence between concept and subjective nature. The
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relationship between consciousness and concept is frequently
ignored, but 1t is telling nonetheless and its explicit des-

ignation will tend to shed more light upon a difficult problem.

Concepts are usually assumed to be absolutely distinct
from self; their unqualified dependence upon consciousness
is a source of embarrassment and paradox whenever it becomes
apparent. We have already noted that our notion of event is
a projection intc nature of our experience of action,iéz'of
our awareness of the present. The two are assumed to Be
equivalent. A comparable explanation for the unity and identity
of obJect may be sought. It is a fundamental characteristic
of consciousness that leads us to identify objects as Integral
and unitary. One might hagzard the suggestion that the identity
of the object constituted a projection of consciousness into
the objective world. The tendency of our minds to bring order

and unity into our conceptual activity we call esthetic 1in .

the primary meaning of that term,

Traditionally it 1s assumed that our apperception of physical
objects 1s self-evident. When the problem arises of giving
definition or explanation for our knowledge of Human personality
or of social and political institutions, it is assumed that

these institutions should ultimately be explicable on the basis
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of the physical entitles that comprise them. It would be

too far-fetched and in fact unnecessary to give an extensive
account of such attempts. We might however polnt to some
sallent examples: consider the desperate attempt on the part
of neurcloglsts and neuro-physlologlsts to understand per-
sonallty 1In terms of anatomic structure or chemical compound.
Conslder, furthermore, the attempts of historians to explaln
the development and form of government or the state, for ex-
ample, on the ground of economic or physical factors. Or,
for that matter, the all-inclusive attempt to csnstrue‘bio~
logleal, social, and psychologlical phenomena e be a result

of the mechanical development and adaptation of protoplasm.
We shall comment upon these theorles no further except to
note that if ocur analysis 1s corprect, cur apprehension of
physical objects themselves 1s a conceptual one. It then
becomes no longer reasonable to attempt to reduce or cor-
relate all concepts with physical objects. Physical objects
will no longer possess the explanatory primacy that has tra-

ditionally been attributed to them. The elucidatlion of con-

cepts shall have to proceed In a more dlscriminating manner.
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We have shown that the world whlch we know is a conceptusl
world, We have proceeded to desceribe knowledge and 14¢s charac-
teristics not with the purpose of formulating criteria by
which specific facts should be evaluated, because such cri-
teria must issue from the clrcumstances and the contingenciles
out of which the facts arise. Our purpose 1s not to improve
knowledge but to understand it. We have tried to show how
the characteristics of knowledge themselves make 1t possible
1f not indeed necessary that knowledge should present itself
to us as a self-contained, gelf-sufficient conceptual &orld.
We have hinted at the exlstence of such a conceptual fabric;
we mist now glve an expllcit definition of 1t. The world
that history and sclence try to fashion 1s a summary of our
concepls; we must not consider it identical with nature. The
world of our knowledge 1is a world created of the cohesive
yet flimgy substance of our ideas. Our concents are derived
from our interaction with nature; yet the conceptual world
1s nelther exhaustive of nature nor eguivalent to 1t. Al-
though we are constantly in contact and confrontation with
nature, yet nature enters into ocur apperception only to the

extent that it recelves expression in conceptual knowledge.
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Our concern centers about a problem that has troubled phil-
osophers almost from the tlime that thought has been recorded.
It is this same problem with which Plato contended when he asked
whether the wine that tasted bitter to the ill Socrates is the
same wine that tastes sweet to him when he 1s well. Perhaps
that 1s a caricature of the problem. This 18 the problem which
was ralsed by Descartes in his recursion to the immedliacy of
consclousness of self as the Source of certalnty. This 1s
the same problem with which Berkeley struggled in [his theory
of vision, the same that Kant believed himself to have‘solved
with his tricky distinction between the phenomenal and the
noumenal world. To distingulsh between the conceptual world
and nature 1s a bold step indeed. Bsw Militating against our
distinction are all the nalve interpretations of our experience.
We are always ready to assume that we comprehend with our per-
ceptions the things 1ln themselves; tc argue differently, no
matter how cogently, 1s to flirt with absurdlty. It is partic-
ularly difficult to continue to insist upon the relative un-
reality of the conceptual world in the face of our absolute in-
tellectual dependence upon our conceptual environment. We are
so deeply committed to the acceptance of this conceptual world
as real that to deny it seems to be making light both of reason
and of experience. 1t is quite impossible that we should live

without such a conceptual world.
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On the other hand, we recognize the inescapable cognitive
and ontological limitations of our conceptual world. If nature
were limited in this way that the world which we know is evi-
dently limited, 1t would be useless to us. Thus our task pre-
sents 1tself to us as the resolution of a contradiction. The
method by which we have proceeded is in every case to scrutinize
patlentliy and unpre judiced the phenomena of nature and of con-
cept as we encounter them in the most diverse situations of
our experlence. In,as_much as both the conceptual world and
nature are ccentributory elements in that experlence, a‘con-
scientious description of experience should without fail re-

move the amblguity and resoclve the contradiction. The reader

may Judge for himself the extent to which we have succeeded.

The true quality of the conceptual werld and its actuality
wlll only become convincing when we have succeeded in clearly
defining its distinction from nature. Confusion between the
conceptual world and nature is unavoldable. Whenever we look
for nature we become engrossed in the intricacy of thought; we
become trapped 1n our perceptual and loglcal concepts. Con-
versely, whenever we analyze our conceptual knowledge, we be-
come so enthuslastic about 1ts reliabllity and effectiveness
that from a purely pragmatic polnt of view we are prepared to
attribute to 1t a degree of substantial reality, which as we

have shown 1t 1s unable to sustain. Thus we become-involved
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In a continuing uncertalnty concerning the relationship and

the identity of concept and nature respectively. Traditionally
one has attempted to solve this diffilculty by disparaging con-
ceptual reality for its failure to coincide with nature. Wwe
have always demanded that concepts as they appeared deficient
should be corrected and improved. In an eschatological expecta-
tion we hope and work for the advent of a perfect knowledge.
Meanwhille we improvise as best we can.

The entirety of our knowledge and of our perceptlions must
properly be construed as conceptual., This conceptual ;orld must
be distinguished from nature. How then does the awareness of
nature arise? What reason if all that we know 1is concept, have
we to postulate the existence of nature at all? In order to
attempt to answer this questlion we must go back to the primitive
phenomenon of perception itself and consider what it Implies.
When we trace the origin of our ideas of self from the phenomenon
of consciousness, we note that the very process that distinguishes
self, does so by separating self from that which is other than
self. In the consciousness of action that which is other than
self 1is the actuality acted upon. In the consciousness of per-
ception that which is other than self 1s the external cause or
occaslon of perception. To state it differently: to be aware

of self 1s at the same time to be aware of the limitations of self,
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The reality by which self is limited we call nature. Thus the
phenomenon of consclousness provides evidence not only of self
but also of that which 1is other than self, i.e. nature. Of
course, this primary awareness of self and nature falls to de-
scribe thelr salient characteristics. In particular, 1t does
not assure me that nature as 1 recognize it independent of me is
Indeed veritable as I recognize it. As a matter of fact, that
which 1s recognized as nature in a primitive perception 1s
usually hazy and obscure. However, significant 1s not the
particular description of nature at the moment of cons$1ous-

ness, but the mere awareness of nature's existence and the

subsequent determination of mind to procure its elucidation.

There appears a cognate relatlonshlp between self and nature;
they are both lmmedliate products of consciousness and we recognize
in them a certain parallelism. We may postulate an awareness
of nature corresponding to the consciousness of self. The op-
position between self and nature that is implicit in the primary
distinction between self and not-self may be traced through the
entire pattern of our thought. Some thinkers have resolved
this opposltion 1n a dialectical process, valid without doubt,
yet a source of chagrin to those struggling with the distinction.
What is important 1s that we should recognize both self and

nature to be qualitatively distinct from the conceptual world.
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As we have deflined it, that conceptual world is the attempt of
self to comprehend nature; conversely it 1s a description of
the Influence of nature upon self. We recognize a symmetry

in the relationship between nature and the conceptual world
and between self and the conceptual world. We may demonstrate
thls symmetry by polnting out that both nature and self are
immediately given to consclousness in 1ts primary activity.

At the same tlime, this symmetry is expressed in the circum-
stance that nelther self nor nature should be adequately com-

4
prehended in our conceptual world.

From what we have sald it follows that we may expect to
find a relationship of utter Immedlacy between self and nature.
We recognize an lmmedlate consclousness of nature comparable
to the ilmmediate consclousness of self. We frequently deny
this immediacy largely because we are chagrined by our in-
abvlility to obtain an adequate conceptual image of nature. We
tend to substitute our conceptual images for nature herself.

It follows that we must learn to acqulesce to the necessary

limitations of our conceptual world before we are ready to axcept

the actuality of nature as 1t presents itself 1n its

immedliacy.
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We recognize an impliclt contradiction between the immediacy
of nature as 1t is given In consciousness and its remoteness
from our logical constructions. This contradliction is the con-
sequence of our attitude concerning knowledge. We assume,
erroneously I think, that what is nearest and most immediate
Lo us, what is most directly the experience of consciousness
should be most accesslble and patent to conceptual description
and analysls. We should divest ourselves of this notion. The
consclousness of self and the consclousness of that which is
other than self are both utterly immediate to us; yet ;ur know-
ledge can adequately comprehend nelther. Our failure to recog-
nize the digparity between nature and the conceptual world
leads to the artificial and quite unsuccessful attempt to re-
place nature with concepts. We have aiready listed some of the
unwholesome consequences of such cqnfusion. We should rid
ourselves of the notlion that naturgr:gtessarily be comprehended
by our conceptual knowledge. Likewlse we must free ourselves
of the ldea that our conceptual knowledge should ever possess
the substance or the finality of nature. If we are willing to
accept a pragmatic Justification for knowledge, 1f we are con-
tent to say that knowledge is true because it is effective, if
we are ﬁ?ifﬁng to abandon the contention that it 1s true because

it 1s real, then all our knowledge may be freed from a trouble-

some and distorting burden. For our conceptual knowledge should
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then be rid of the pretense of belng equivalent to nature; our
thought would then be free to reveal itself in the tentative, ex-
ploratory aspects which best suit it and which make it most pro-
ductive. By the same token, our relationship to nature will
become less embarrased. We should, by abandoning the fruitless
attempt to duplicate nature in our concepts, obtain a more con-
structive orientation toward i1t. An age that is intoxicated
with its conceptual discoveries will be loath to admit an ap-
proach to nature other than that of attempted conceptual duplica-
tion. That direct, non-conceptual relationships do exist, that
they are valuable and indispensable, will be the task of the
following chapters to demonstrate. If mind were thus able to
define 1ts own limltations, it would in truth have surpassed

them and opened entirely new realms tg our experience.

We may now summarize our discoveries concerning the conceptual
world., The world that we know is a world of concepts 1nsubstant1pl
of itself, but sustained by a reality that we must attribute to na-
ture. Thils reality of nature we have shown to be in conflict with
the conceptual world wherever the two intersect. Whatever representa-
tion, symbol, model, analogy or description of nature we invent
proves to be both a projection of the limitations of our own minds and
an 1nescapéble, though often concealed manifestation of the actu-

ality of nature. The way things look to us, the patterns into which
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we analyze them, our memories and anticipations for them, the
frults of our historical and sclentific investigations: all
these are Integral constituents of the conceptual world. This
conceptual world is the product of the cognitive interaction

of self and nature. It 1s, as we have said, the result of the
determination of self to understand nature; it is also the con-
sequence of nature's action upon self. As such 1t wlll reflect
many of the qualities and limitations of self. It will like-
wise reflect the reality of nature. This capacity of the
conceptual world for reflecting the actuality of natur; 1s a
source of great usefulness to us. At the same time that 1t
conceals and masks nature, the conceptual world is a unique

pur‘ucscf-ulf )
Instrument enabling us to actnupon nature, to exploit and to routral

possess 1t.

The intimate identification of the conceptual world with
nature obscures the no less significant relation of the con-
ceptual world to self and to society. One must keep in mind
that in spite of the dependence of the conceptual worid upon
a presumably uniform and consistent nature, and in spite of the
soclal forces that make for uniformity among the conceptual
worlds of different individuals, yet ultimately the elabora-
tion of the conceptual structure remains the task of each in-

dividual. Thus the conceptual world cannot avoid reflecting
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the pecullar abilities and limitations of its owner. To be
sure, 1t is frequently inconvenient and contrary to our im-
mediate Interests to emphasize the individual peculiarities
of the conceptual worlds of different men. Yet 1t is extremely
valuable to distingulish the views held by different individuals
and to recognize that the discrepancies among them are not neces-
sarily either trivial or superficial. Thils dependence of con-
ceptual construction upon the abilities of self is valuable
also in explaining the lnevitable limitations of indivi?ual
theory. Much would be gained for the individual if he might
recognize that the discrepancy between his own conceptual world
and that of the other man 1s not only inevitable but indeed
desirable. The individual would then the more enthusiastically
apply himself to the elaboration of his own conceptual world,
and he would be more tolerant of that of his neighbor.

With this understanding of the origin of the conceptual world

re-cxamivie
and of 1ts relatlonship to nature, we may reeeunsmine

also the func-
tion of the conceptual worid in providing an intellectual and
emotional bond among men. The conceptual world 1s the cement of
soclety. For many purposes it is useful to assume that there should
be a public conceptual world. Such a world would be exemplified

in the curriculums of the schools and of the colleges, in the

stated opinions of the press upon various subjects, in the body
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of legal decision, and where it exists, in official propaganda.
Yet the effectlveness of such a common conceptual world would

be limlted by the difficultles of comprehension. Evidently

such a public sphere of concepts, even if it existed, could

never actually be possessed by any one individual. Even the
knowledge of the most learned of men has many lacunae. A com-
mon conceptual world might well be a programmatic pattern for
Instruction, but it could hardly be considered even potentially
an adequate representation of the conceptual world of &my eme the
individual. However, the relationship of man to man agﬁ the
relationship of man to soclety is never static. It is constantly
in process of becomlng; and the conceptual world is a pattern

by which these relationships are established and guided. Through
those elements 1n 1t that are common and public property, the
conceptual world 1s indeed a most powerful bond among men. One
need only clte the influence of religlous dogma and of political
propaganda to demonstrate the lmmense power of common concepts

over the individual.

Once we have recognized the conceptual world in its rich-
ness and multiplicity, we must beware lest in our satisfaction
with what is surely a significant discovery concerning our re-
1ationshi§ tc nature, we forsake the original phenomenological

approach that made this discovery possible. In other words,
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however famillar we might become with it, we may never assume
that the conceptual world in its entirety, whatever that might
be, should ever be present as such to an individual ming. In
its entirety the conceptual world is potentlal; 1t is a pos-
sible pattern of thought which from moment to moment is only
incompletely apprehended by each individual. The study of

the conceptual world as such is the proper task of hermeneutics,
the sclence of understanding or of interpretation. Such a dis-
cipline would be faced wlith the peculiar difficulty that its
topic should by definition be distinet both from self énd

from nature. Therefore such a discipline would require a new
set of presuppositions and a new procedure for investigation.
The elaboration of such presupposltions and procedures is

beyond the purposes of our present undertaking.
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