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Chapter Seven

The Origin of Doubt
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Experlence or Concept

Our argument may be completed by reviewing the dlverse
concluslions at which we have arrived, relating these to one
another, and demonstrating thelr conslstency and complementarity.
such a synopsis will be all the more useful if 1t examines
particularly some of the concepts that have run like threads
through all the argument, appearing here and there in an ex-
ceptionally impoertant pattern, disappearing in the interval,

50 as to make it difficult fo trace the connection. Taken as

a whole, our argument must present a consistent and responsible
view of human nature. If theory falls to coincide with the
habits of common sense, such discrepancy is not surprising

and ought not overly disgconcert us. Common sense, after all,
repregents the end preduct of a long series of intellectual
compromlses. These compromlses must be respected on account

of the pragmatlc attainment that they represent, yet we are in X
no sense constrained to accept them uncritically. It 1s also
inevitable that 1f some problems are resolved, cthers will ap-
pear 1n their stead, created as it were as by-products of the
very process of resolving the old cones. A life devold of intel-
lectual problems 1s within the reach only of the divine or of
the chilémlike mind. Our argument will be more convincing 1f

we no longer seek to resolve problems but merely to present them.
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Perhaps as valuable as the solution to problems if not more
g0 would be our ability to live and work in the shade of

thelr uncertainty.

Inevitably investigations such as ours must £ind their
polnt of beginning in presuppositions of thought. Sueh pre-
supposlitlons have traditicnally been called 'first principles!',
or 'reality'. Our thoughts are evidently organically inter-
related. They spring from a specific intellectual dlsposition;
they leave behind an altered intellectual environment.. By
virtue of their Implications upon one another, thoughts ar-
range themseives into hierarchical order. The evident impii-
cations that bind thoughts to one another have led to the be-
llef that some thoughts should be prior to others and that
these prior thoughts should control those which foliow them.
This assumption 1s valld both iIn theory and in practice. Hence
1t 1s the tacit assumption of all argument that to arrive at
truth and certainty one must avall himself of Ilmpeccable first
principles. Then uncertainty and error, if they surreptitiously
crept into the argument, might be removed by retracing the
questionable thought back to a reliable beginning. To relate
a conclusion to its premises 1s an actlve process requiring
skill andﬂdiscretion. Such reductions of theought to its prin-
ciples may be repeated many times as an exerclse until the im-

pllcations and roots of ocur ideas are fully exposed:
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Such considerations fly in the face of the general con-
viction that we must not trust the power of thought, because
thought 1s deceptive, and will likely as not make what is
real seem incredible, and what is implausible, ilikely. This
deep-seated susplicion of thought insists that we must return
to nature, and that experlence rather than cogitation is the
source of truth. Implicit in this view is the notion that we
can rely upon nature without resorting to reason. It is im-
plied that our apprehension of nature 1s prior to logical
thought. Emplricism must beware lest it lapse into th; praise
of unreason. To an extent such depreciation of logic seems war-
ranted, partlcularly 1f, on a superficial plane, logic 1is ac-
cepted as a mere manipulatlon of propositions. If, however,
reason is considered not only that faculty of thought that re-
lates propositions to one another, but alsc in a more general
way the abllity to recognize, to designate, to describe, and
to discriminate, then it might well be sald that reason entered '
Into all of our apperceptions, and that it was the ve?y in-
gredient of emplirical observation. Such a definition of reason

would be more convincing.

S0 long as our thoughts dwell in one mind and have bear-
ing and iﬁfluence upon one another, it is inevitable that

some considerations should be dominant and others subservient,
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and it is not only possible but indeed necessary that we should
search for the controlling ideas as rules of procedure and as
foundations upon which our thought might bulid. Modern sci-
entific and historical research does not usually respect such
principles with explicit analysis. Such professional denlals
must not be construed tc mean that the principles do not exist
or that they are meaningless. On the contrary, the avoidance
of loglcal analysis 1is evidence that first principles are as-
sumed to be so certain and indlsputable that their criticism
i1s unnecessary. Even their explicit expression seems s;per—
fiuous. During the Middle Ages such a reliable foundation was
thought to exist 1n theological certainties. In our day such
theclogical presuppositions have been replaced with those of
physical sclence. Men have come to believe that if onliy they
might ascertain wlth certalnty the qualities of time, of space,
of matter, of energy, radiation or such, that they would then
be able to construe cohesive, comprehensive, and unshakeable
explanations of rqaaity. The prospect 1s indeed attractive
wat dff

angd many eminent mew have devoted their intellectual energies

tc 1ts realization.

Consequently whenever the incongruities of common notions
of reality are pointed out, we tend to refer to the esoteric

theories of phyéics and mathematics in the belief that these
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in fact reconclle the inadegquacles of common sense., Unfortunately,
few individuals are sufflelently acqualnted with these theorles

to permit themselves a Judgment of thelr own. Nonetheless, two
telling observations must be made concernling the reliance upon
such thecories. 1In the first place, the theories themselves ap-
pear to be In a continuing process of change, so that if a def-
inite theory of reaiity had been dlscovered, its formulatlion would
be a very recent development and hardly anyvone would have had cc-
caslon to recognlze 1t as such. 1In the second place, physical
theories that purport to explain reality are understood by very
few men 1ndeed; tc practical purposes, they are lncomprehensible
to the vast majorlty of men. It is, however, not reasonable

that reality should be recognized only by a few. To put onés
falth inse the formulas of mathematics and physics without being
able oneself to derive and to manlipulate them is to permit faith

to usurp the function of reason.

A vast amount of labor has been expended 1in this attempt )
to create a conslzstent and compelling interpretation of the
physical worid., However, the paths that at one time or ancther
seem to polnt directly to the desired revelation, invarlably
lead those that follow them on a long and apparently unending
Journey. - Many a contemporary sclentist must harbor the suspiclon

that the search for reality, which is purportedly the primary
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task of so-called natural philosophy, has taken a turn away

from its original goal and seems to be leading us disappointed
in other directions. Under the circumstances, 1t 1s perhaps

not unreasonable to remind ourselves once more of that original
purposel reality requires to be defined, or if it be undefinabie,

that undeflnabillty requires definition.

The evasiveness with which this problem is treated is in
1tself instructive. Sometimes it 1s assumed that the defini-
tion of reallity was possessed already; at other times Jjt is ex-
pected promptliy to be produced by some scientific investigation
or other. When disappolntment supervenes, the problem of re-
ality 1s rejected as a useless verbal quibble. Yet we need
only reflect upon the activity of thinking to recognize that
by whatever methods this problem is treated, whether 1t is
denled, abandoned, or nursed to logical maturity, there remains
as a functional basis of our thought some characteristiec that
deserves the name reallty or 1ts equivalent. In other words,
the very act of thinking requires implicit assumptions concerning
what 1s valld. We decelve ocurselves when we argue that such
presuppositions should be scientific. That assumption is ab-
surd, 1f only because few educated persons have a sufficiently
intimateﬂacquaintance wlth sclence to rely upon scientific tenets

in thelr thought. Moreover, such presuppositions as are im-
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piicit 1n publlc and private thinking are a long way from being
provgable by any sclentlific method. When examined closely,
theoretical sclience, physics, chemistry, or mathematics, seems
rather to lead to a relaxation and dlssolution of traditionally

accepted standards of thought.

The first principles upon which all popular arguments rely
are not oniy independent of scientific investigation, they are
probably not even compatibie with rigorous sclentific theory.
On the contrary, such presuppositions are more suitably. called
the principles of common sense, and being implicit in everyone’s
thought they remain largely unformed and inchoate. If we were
pressed for a definition, we would turn to such concepts as
form, matter, cause, effect, irrespective of whether they were
susceptible to strict definltion or not. These concepts it
may be noted, are themselves residues of sclentific theory as
it has become asslimilated by paspular thought. In practice,
cur presuppositions remaln undeflined: they remain the unex-
pressed foundation of our ldeas. Indeed, 1t is procbably not
even alitogether correct to conslder them as unitary. It is
likely that the common theory of reality varies. One would ex-
pect 1t to fluctuate dependling upon the individuals who relied
upon it aﬂd the purpose for which 1t was used. Only zgjgg;ie%%@nx
te-whieh communication is effective and education is truly com-

mon, may the reallty to which we all subscribe be called public
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eka ter lete..
property. In i we made a beginning of criticizing

this common view of reallty. The critlclsm there presented

was far from complete, partly because the toplec is bread and
complex, more particularly because Implleit thought is poten-
tial thought and lends 1tself only reluctantly to definition
and criticism. Yet the anaiysis that was made perhaps suf-
ficed to shake the traditional feliance upeon reality as an
order establlshed beyond question. The query concerning re-
allty resembles a chain reactlion. Once the famliliar prejudices
of thought are recognlized as indefensible, the analysl% of re-
allty can no longer be repressed, and it proceeds like a fire

now smoldering and now flaming brightly, until it has consumed

the flimsy shelters of our lgnorance.

To the extent that theory is unable to cope with its problems
and in attempting to solve them becomes enmeshed Iin uncertainty,
we call such theory lnadeguate or incorrect. Whlle such in- ‘
sufficie&}es may have many explanations, and while the attempt
fto correct them may take many forms, one of the most valid
methods of emendation 1s to Inqulre about the presuppositions
of the theory in questlion. Accordingly, 1t is reascnable that
if we find established theorles upon various topics unsatlisfactory,

we should examine thelr presuppositions, and 1f necessary seek

new principleé upon which the argument might rely. We have sought
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such princliples, but what we have found 1s not a substantive
presupposltion at all. It 1s, on the contrary, a functional
princlple that may be applied to the argument many times suc-
cessively 1in order to keep 1t meanlngful and conclusive. In
this respect, the principle that we have found resembles the
logical rules that, growing from the rigid customs of grammar,
have succeeded in making our thought clear and unamblguous, if
not always significant and meaningful. The principle which we
adduce may serve to some extent to mitigate this ancient fault
of formal loglc. We have referred to this theoreticaf pre-
supposltlon of our argument as experience, and in chapter one
we introduced its definition. Having relied upon such 'experi-

M ~—exqu.cilag,

ence' now in 80 many lnstances, 1t may be well to meexoemiwe it

as a principle to see how well it has stood up to heavy use,

and to characterize its limitations ourselves if we were able.

Although experlence 1ls the presupposition of the investiga-
tlon, the argument requires no expliclt definition of experiencé
in order to succeed. By way of comparison, there is much that
we can recognlze and discrimlnate by vision without belng able
to give a comprehensive and sufficient definition of the pro-
cesses by which we see. Likewlse 1t 1s conceilvable that we

might kndw many things by experience without being able to

give a rlgld dnd unequivocal definition of experience. Not
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the definition of experlence matters, but its use. If the in-
dividual experience that we have described is indeed the source
of such certainty as we attribute to it, then the conclusions
of our argument, or alternatives comparable to them, will be
necessarily valid. If, on the other hand, such experience a-
mounted merely to an imaginative hypothesls, then the argument

wouid fall and a theory based upon 1t would prove worthless.

The concept experience is, of course, not new to scilentifilc
or philosophical thought. As we have previously polnted out,
experience was written large upon the banners of scientists
from the time of Bacon to the present. Empiricism, as a phil-
osophy that presumes to rely scolely upon experience, 1s even
today the dominant fashion of thought. But a single name does
not guarantee a single meaning. Originally, the term experience
was used as a weapon agalnst Arlstotelian scholasticism. The
authors who initlally publicized this term wished to derive
thelr view of nature not from the reading of books but from the
examination of nature herself. The desire to see for themselves
was dominant in thelr minds. There then ensued a revolution
of scientific thought of great historical importance, and it

was assumed that the valldity of experience had been settled

once and for all. It cannot be over-emphasized that the content

of 'experlence' was stlll theory, and even if such
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more direct, more in consonance with experimental findings,
it was public rather than private theory. By calling such
theory public, I wish to emphasize the point that these doc-
trines were the property of soclety, at least of the society
of educated men. These doctrines were presumed to exist both
In the minds of thelr most capable exponents and in the most
convincingly written of the textbooks. Each man might ap-
proprliate unto himself as much of knowledge as he was desirous
or capable. Here was truth, even if 1t might be subsequently
corrected by further investigations of nature. This fhnda-
mental attitude toward nature, reality, and knowledge exists
even in our own day. It iIs the basis of all our education;

it summarlzes the prevalent theory of knowledge.

We have already pointed out some of the limitations of such
an approach tc knowledge and reality. Whatever its practical
advantages may be, and they have proved very great, as theory
1t appears not entirely valid. The theory presumes that the
concepts which men understand as knowledge should be truly common
ones. Such a community of concept and of experience 1is never
realized; it 1s always potential and never actual. Men do not
In fact possess ldentical experience; one individual even to
himself cénﬁot comprehend such experience in its entirety. The
concept of experience, in that sense in which it is conventionally

employed, appears a pedagoglical goal rather than an-actual phenomenon.
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When we rely upon experience in this conventional sense, we
unconsciously make allowance for the fact that it is Incomplete
and potentlal, and that we always only recognize that portion

of it which 1s then under conceptual scrutiny.

Common experience as 1t 1is traditionally construed must
be ccnsidered a publlic institution, a program whose usefulness,
though great, is limited by social circumstances. It is brought
home to us that men's minds may be regimented Just as their
bodies; they may be taught to perform intellectual athletics
in unison, just as for example they may be trained to perform
music or to do calisthenlcs together. The community of spirit
that 1is created and manifested in such exerclses is valld, but
the fact of community 1s no substitute for the reality of nature,
no matter how susceptible we prove to that cohesive pattern of
pseudo-~reality which is presented to us. For this reason, we
have avolded using the term experience in the traditional sense,
but saved 1t to designate a different phenomenon. There 1s no

need to expunge the traditional meaning; however, one should

distingulish clearly the two uses of the term.

Individual experience must be considered somethling quite
different. It should be understood as a biologlcal phenomenon,
comparable to our abllity to see and to hear, comparable to con-

sclousness itself. Loglcally experience is prior to all bilo-
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logical explanation. It would be futile to attempt to discover
in blological disciplines or, for that matter, in psychological
ones, the characteristlics or qualities of experlence. On the
contrary, experience, if we are correct, is immedlately given.
Llke vision or hearing, it will tolerate no conceptual mediation
to our understanding. Experlence may be understood in its proper
perspective if it 1s compared with such biological phenomena as
thirst, hunger, or desire, with the perceptlon of light through
our eyes or of sound through our ears or of touch through our
skin. At the same time, 1t is important to note that ;xperience
1s no occult, mystical, or extra-sensory pattern of perception.
On the contrary, experience may be considered a concomitant of
all consciousness, a quality which 1is usually ignored and ob-
scured by traditional habits of thought. When experience is
viewed in this way, there is no reason why 1t should be subor-
dinated to a common pattern of understanding. We must recognize
that the human belng 1s physically, biologically, emotionally,
and intellectually independent. Nourishment, 1llness, love, and
life itself happen to be individual problems for all human beings.
Man's ability to adapt himself, to imitate, to merge his in-
divliduality with that of his fellow men, however valuable

to him, 1s only one aspect of his life. The need for



625 VIi-14

prwmci
physical and int@llectua&A Is another and no less fundamental

characterlistic of his exlstence. Whatever adaptations the 1n-
dividual 1is able to make To hls goclety, uwltimately his hap-

viness and his migery, his life and hils death are his own.

With such consgideratlions as these we are able to disengage
ourgelves from a communlty concept of experience. To be sure,
with a measure of disclipline we can accustom curselves to the

alweys

COoOmmon @xy%rience,and to a degree we mugyﬂp rmlt our minds to
be molded by 1t. Yel such common experience frequently seems
incomplete and Inaccesslble, at variance with the immediste
postulates of a more dlrect and Individual experience. Con-
sequently the posalbility arises that a more genulnely personal,
hence a more rellable and compelling . pattern of experlence
might be described. The notion of Indlividual experience is
strengthened further by our encounter with beauty and by our
Interest in virtue. The unique and irnimitable function of
ethical and esthetlc experlence proves to be thelr ability

to break out of the dlscipline of conceptual thought and to
impress upon us the significance of our indlvidual relation-
ship to reallty in this particular moment and In this parti-

cular place,
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A dlgagreement concerning experience then, might be analogous

Lo the dispute betwesen 4 man who was blind and one who could
see, or in a more benlgn comparison, between one who wag color

blind and one who had color vision., Alternatively, 17 our

pregent descriptlon of experience geems Lo the reader extravagant

or Invented, or if he professed to have some other or more com-
plete experience, for example 1f he were to clalm to be abie to
comprehend as real any or all of the numercus images of mind

that we have called concepts, then the disagreement would be-
4
come analogoug to the argument between a man who was sober and

one who was subJect to halluclinatlions. It 1s concelvable in
msisten kb relianee

e

turn that our own

y upon the present moment
and upon lmmediate confrontation wlth nature would geem un-
realistle. Agaln, 1t 1s plausible that the dissenting reader,
who would cliaim to have direct experience of the notions that
we have designated as concepts, might lack the rigorously
critical attitude toward subjectlive experlence that an investi-

gation of this kind demands.

’
We must aveold frultless debate. We may recognize the pos-

sibility that such discrepancies in thought and feeling as lead

to argument about the quality of experience might themselves

be biological phenomena. In other words, Just as some men are

born blind and some are born deaf, Just as some have perfect

-



627 VIT-16

piteh and some cannot carry a tune, so 1t is possible if not
likely that there should be constlitutional differences among
men with regard to thelr senslitivity Lo experience. As William
James has pointed out, such differences might make some of them
sugeceptlble to one pattern of thought and others to another,
making agreement impossible, nc matter how dlligently it was
sought. However, the recognition that there might be objectlve
dlscrepancies, differences between human belings enabllng some
to apprehend what others would be unable to recognize, does

not relleve us of the responsibllity of examining our Bwn hy-

pothesls wlth rigor and criticism.

The description of indlvidual experience 1s Ilmpeded by nu-
merous cobstacles, the most Important of which is the circumstance
that the entirety of our patterns of thought &aéiderived from
that intellectual community that we have called the conceptual
world. It is therefore gquite impossible for us to begin with
the construction of experlence de nove. We are not in the po-
gltlon of a man preparing to build a house from the ground up;
rather we share the predicament cf one who lnherits an existing
structure which he must examine for ifs structural validity and
which he must reinforce and reconstruct as necessary. Far from

being mutually exclusive, experience and the conceptual world

are interdependent. We have pointed out that our confrontation
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with nature inevitably lssues in conceptualization. Even the
image that I have of the tree outside my window 1s a concept.
Thus experience itself must be recognized to be immediately
productive of conceptual patterns, and insofar as our concepts
are crganically Interrelated, experience seems productive of

a conceptuai world. By the same tcken, the conceptual world,
complete and cogent though it be, does not become intelligible
to me except 1n the specific experience. In other words, no
matter how remcte or dmew hypothetical the conceptual world
might become, in order E;g?it $ have meanling for me I‘must
experience 1t. Someone elsés mathematical formula is mean-
ingless tc me until I confront it on the printed page or on
the blackboard, and thls confrontatlon is in itself just as
much a matter of experlience as my recognition of the tree.

The relationship between experience and the conceptual world
i1s comparable, If one cared to use a mathematical analogy, to
a process of integration. The individual instance, being the
moment and occasion of experlence, 1s meaningful only as a
member of an integral sum. On the other hand, the integral
sum achleves appllicablllty through the 1individual instance into
which 1t is differentiated. The methods of this limiting pro-
cess require further definition. We must recognize in this
context that experience 1s a negative concept. Experience may

be defined as that which remains of the encounter between self
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and reallty after all the conceptual superstructure has been
removed. The difficulty precisely is this: by the nature of

our minds the conceptual scheme absorbs the specific experience
in its entirety. Conversely the differentiation of the con-
ceptual scheme into a particular experience 1s a limiting pro-
cess which, however valuable in theory, can never be performed
except schematically. One of the most important theses of our
essay 1s that ethical and esthetic valuation certify the presence

of this limilt.

N
Evidently the deslgnation and the description of experience
1s a far more difficult task than would appear on the surface.
We cannot readily detach ourselves from long established habits
of thought. Nor is it possible as a mere intellectual exercise
to undo the tralning and discipline that are so deeply engrained
in our pattern of thought. And even if we could, we should
not want to. The alternative way of stating this problem is
to point out that our apprehension and reaction to reallty are
not unequivocal and inevitable results of our biological nature,
but they are at least in part the products of long training both
of ourselves and of our ancestors. The conceptual structure of
which we attempt to obtain a detached view is very much part of our
lives. Ihdeed, intellectually, 1t may be as much a part of our-

gelves as flesh and bones are part of the body, and it 1s possible
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that we should be quite unable to dilspense with it. But we
propose nelther to destroy nor to abandon the conceptual world;
we wish merely to examine it critically and to balance 1ts
claims against those of experience. Thus the consequence of

our investigation wlll not be the depreciatlion of the conceptual
worlid, but a clearer understanding of its potentialitles and

of 1ts limitatlons.

There are two paths to the recognition of the conceptual
world. One approach 1s to contemplate the complexity,.incon-
gruity, and changeableness of the totality of our knowledge,
presuming as 1t does to be equlivalent to reality. From the
unsatisfactoriness of traditional patterns of knowledge we
might conclude that the conceptual world was not all that it
claimed to be. The difficulty of such a destructive analysls
1s that whlle lts premises are simple and seductive, 1its con-
clusions are violent and appalling, and the reader who fol-
lowed this argument might well scorn It because it led him

to so apparently absurd a conclusion.

The alternate approach to the recognition of the conceptuzal
world 1is very different. It beglins with the examination of
the specilfic experience which may be readily demonstrated to

be limited and defined by the powers of our senses and of our
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minds. The knowledge which I have of physical objects 1s only in
part the regult of their physical structure; to an unanticlipated
extent 1t 1s the expresslon of ny own apperceptive function as
well, My knowledge 1s limited, for example, by my inability

£o resolve the image except to a definite level of detail. 1If

I had the eyes of a hawk, or the sensory apparatus of a bat,

1f my perception included radiation outside of what we now call
the ‘'visible’ spectrum, then my images might indeed be different.
Thus, although my encounter leads me to believe that I am face
to face with an object outside of me, my knowledge of tﬁat ob-
Ject is yet strictly limited by my own capacities of percepiion
and knowledge. Once the Implications of this circumstance have
been recognized, it will no longer seem anything but necessary
that I should consider even my apprehension of the particular tree
a5 a concept. And if an obJect so discrete and impressive as

a tree cannot escape the process of conceptualization, it 1is
qulte inconcelvable that such other terms as forest, wood, cel-
lulose, carbon, atom, electron, should consititute anything but
concepts. In short, from the recognition that the single con-
frontation with nature is productive not of the apprehension of
reality but of its conceptual representation, it Inescapably
follows that these experiences in thelr entirety would con-

stitute not reality but a conceptual world,
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The primary source of the awareness of objectlvity 1s the
momentary encounter with reality. ObjJectivity, 1in other words,
is alsc an expression of consclousness. 1In the act of percep-
tion T am conscious of self; by the same process 1 am consclous
aiso of an object other than self. The task of Intellect, then,
would be to imbue with meaning and significance thlis awareness
of objectivity, just as it ls the task of intellect to designate
the integrity of self. It goes without saylng that the charac-
teristics of the object perceived are not prejudged. What I
apprehend may prove to be a mirage, instead of the ocasis I had
envisioned. The words that I hear may be the phantoms of a
dream. 1In that event, I should have to refer for the objective
element of the perceptlon to some physlologlc process in my mind,
analogous to a headache or a toocthache, which although they occur
within me physically, yet I discover and descrlbe as something
objective. The task of defining the objJectlvity of appercep-
tions in this sense 1s the exemplary task of sclence. The 1in- |
tentlon and the purpose of sclence, which has 1ts roots in com-
mon sense, 1s to discover what it 1s about this Iree, for ex-
ample, that 1s objective, that may also be perceived by myself
at other times or by other people at the same time with me. The
objective characteristics of the apperception must be distingulshed
from its subjgctive elements, from that which is related purely
to my present conceptual actlvity. It seems uniikely that science
however diligently and rigorously pursued, should ever be able

to make the ultimate distinction between subject and object.
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We recognlze that our apperception does not correspond ab-
solutely with the obJect oulside. We conslder these app@€tep-
tliong, therefore, to be coneceptual in quality. By the same
token we must recognlze a non-conceptual element in appercep-
tion, and this element we call experlence. The very reliability
of our cecnceptual discoveries suggest to us that they are not
entirely arbitrary, and that there 1s some object in nature the
encounter with which 1s the source of our knowledge. As we have
stated, we also derive the notlon of obJect from the experlence
of consclousness 1tself, in which we are &gggZiﬂus not‘only of
curselves but alsc of that which 1s cther than ourselves. We
attribute unlty to both poles of this equation. When we attempt
to define our encounter with the object, we are stymied. For
even 1if we were satlsflled with an entirely phenomenologlcal
description, even 1f 1t pleased us to describe only the ap-
pearance of the object, yet by the rigld definition of the
conceptual quallty of our apperceptions, we should dlsccver
in such a phenomenal description not the encounter with the
objJect 1tself, but mere conceptuallzations by our appercep-
tive faculties. This 1s the paradox that underlies the theory

of knowledge.
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The resclution of thls paradox is not easy. For one thing,

Cagqer b obhin
wWe are so vépy-mush-desirous—of-ebtaining a reliable view of

the object in question that we will proceed uncritically to
rely upon whatever simple and relatively stable conceptual
formulas we can discover. We presume that such formulas pro-
vlide a clear designation of what the object might be. At

the same time, such conceptual formulas limit our approach

to the object 1n question. For practical purposes, such con-
ceptual definitions of the object may well seem unequivocal.
Yet the reader who has carefully followed the argument ;ill
realize that practically effective or not, if a single con-
frontation with any of the objects in question 1s not suf-
ficient to eliminate the conceptual element in apperceptlon,
then no combination of such experiences can entirely eliminate
that uncertainty. Indeed a summation of experlence will in-
evitably compound the conceptual element in it. Through such
summation of experience, the changeable, altering character-
1stics of the object apperceived are effectively eliminated,
and a type or a pattern of object emerges. If this type of
obJect 1s the result of the excluslon of subjective and change-
able characteristics of the successive apperceptions, it is
also the reinforcement and reassertion of other conceptual
gualities of apperception. In such an image are condensed

all the predlictable, reliable elements of apperceptive experi-

ence; the haphazard, uncertain components are ipso facto ex-
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cluded. Such a composite typical lmage of the object, useful
though 1t may be, 1s not reality. Because of its great practical
value, the sclentific object presents us with an even tougher
shell of conceptual formulas to analyze. These formulas are

the rationally organized concretion of the conceptual content

of many individual confrontations.
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Ethiecal and EBEsthetic Congoiousness

as Sources of Doubt

Our concepts do not comprehend nature itself. The con-
ceptual world, or the interpreted world as we may chd&e to
call 1it, is neither a reproduction nor an image of reallty,
but rather an intricate, convincing, and effective saynthetic
fabric woven by our minds. Experience, whatever it might be,
is not absorbed into the conceptual world, but remsins crit-
ically distinect from it. All these consliderations lead us
to a new attitude toward the conceptual world; this attltude
we call doubt. The mere mention of nu@hfaéliconoclastic term
will engender distrust. It is a curious and 1lluminating
commentary upon Western thought that scepticism, doubt, or
lack of faith has for so long a time been the evll spectre
of its intellectual existence. It 1ls not by accident that
falth was the motto of the fifteenth century reformers, and
that the theologlans conslder doubt in religious matters the
only unpardonable sin. The history of modern phllosophy glves
many examples of the fear of doubt. Consider the fear of
Descartes that the adoption of a new hablt of thought mlght
corrupt him,and his consequent vow to retain uncompromised
all of his prior moral convictions. Leibniz attacked Newton's

physical theories at least 1n part because they seemed to him
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te detract from the glory of God. Kant's fear of scepticism

is vividly stated 1n the Introduction of the Critigue of Pure
refie cted
Reason, and likewlse clearly wedeed

in his desire to become

the father of 2 new orthodoxy. All this did not prevent mis Kants
contemporaries from viewing him as the man whose thought would
grind everything to pleces. Perhaps the fear that cur intel-
lectual tradition has always demonstrated of doubt shows more
about the vulnerabllity of what requlres protection than about

the destructive quallty of doubt 1tself. One might Jjustifiably
inguire about the frailty of what was so weak that it ;ould

not stand the searching of critlcal thought. Conversely one

might consider whether any idea regquiring the protection of

blind belief is worth keeping. Traditionally, deity seemed

to require the greatest protectlon from doubt, and yet one

might reasonably ask what kind of God would require protection
from human thought? On the contrary, 1s 1t not plausible that

God should be honored and worshipped in a particularly magnificent
fashion 1if he were doubted? The fear of doubt betrays a mis-
conceptlon concerning thought. It iImplies on the one hand an
endorsement of the conceptual world 1In its ultimate reality.

On the other hand it implies the misapprehension and depreca-

tion of reality, as if reality could be compromised or even

destroyed by mere cogltation on our part.
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Doubt has been most feared when it appeared as the des-
troyer of a familiar world. Yet this seems a polnt of much
confusion, because the obJject of doubt 1s not reality at all.

The object of doubt is merely the i1llusory substance of our

concepts. That which does not exist cannot be destroyed;
the weakness of thought which is demonstrated by doubt would
be less dangerous if 1t were understood than it is when it
is denled. Perhaps the quality of doubt is made most clear
In the synonym, scepticism, implying through its derivation
the notlon of seeing or recognizing. In this sense, déubt

seems a most legltimate and constructive function of mind:

doubt is the recognition of our own ideas for what they are.

The function of doubt becomes relevant from a review of
the elements of our experience upon which we have previously
commented at greater length. The image and the definition of
the self upon which we are accustomed to rely wiil not survive

respovsibly,

AT

a critical analysis. When we speak of self
can refer to nothing other than our present awareness of it.
What is past and what is to come are remote from us. The past
and the future can be approached only through the present.
Whatever memory or anticipation mean, they must mean here

and now. ﬂThus perception and actlon as they are immediate

to us become primary occasions for the assertion of the
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integrity of self. To state it differently, whatever self may
be, 1t must be in the present. Self recognizes itself in the
present actlon and in a present of perception. Consequently,
we may speak of the determination of self to become vaiid 1n
present actlon as ethlcal consclousness; we may call the need
of self to become valid in present perception esthetic con-
sciousness. To the extent that an action possesses value, 1t
enhances the reality of the self that performs it. Comparably,
to the extent that an object has value, the apperception of
ook objech .

¥, establishes the reality of the perceiving self. These
processes of valuatlon are not explicit, and they are usually
not recognized in their Importance. When we become aware of
the dependence of the self upon action, we recognize the eth-
lcal moment. When we become aware of our dependence upon ob-
Jects about us, we recognize the esthetic situation. This
dependence explains why ethical and esthetlc valuation play

S0 predominant a role in our intellectual and emotional 1lives.

Nonetheless, ethical and esthetic consciousness, the ex-
periences of the present moment in space and in time, fall to
recelve adequate representation in our conceptual world. Be-
tween concept and experience there 1s a conflict, and this con-

fliet 1is fhe source of doubt about the conceptual world. This
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conflict ls demonstrated wlth particular clarity by the ethical
moment and in the esthetle sltuation. Therefore ethical and
esthetlic consclousness are preemlnent scurces of doubt about
the interpreted world.

So-called
The argument hinges upon ocur ability to separate theAcon—

ceptual worldg from reality. We have approached
thls distinction from several points of view. As we attempt
to define reality in terms of the conecepts with which we are
familiar, our argument falters. It appears that no matter

how carefully or consclenticusly we examine the world before
us, we are yet unable to arrive at descriptlons or definltions
of reality that are unequlvocal. We discover that our know-
ledge possesses a pattern and a texture of its own; by the
very processes of cognltion, we tend to confuse this pattern
with the reallity for which we are locking. To the exbent that

Ui \% wl . Qpprvcu L.es
ethles and esthetlcs possesn b‘& direct BT

reality, they contribute to our awareness that our knowledge,
whatever it may be, falls to exhaust the reality which it

claims., Doubt then appears no longer as a denlal of reality,
but as tne ?ecegvitimn of & relationshlp between mind and na-
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ture.

Doubt demands the acceptance of thils relationship

in its complexity. Moreover, doubt is not to be gought in
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any particular propesition, but rather in our abllity to jJudge
fairly and surely the wvarious cialms that press upon our con-
selousnesg.  Thus doubt might well be eguated wlth thought or
reason 1tself, Indeed, we might have avalled ourselves of
thege terms 1f they had not already pozssessgsed sapecific con-
notations which would have made cur argument more diffiecult

to follow.
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The Conceptual World in the Light of Doubt

If our essay, lnstead of the laborious investigation that
it has proved to be, were a novel or a play, the time would
have come for the exchanged identities to be revealed, appear-
ances to be cast aslde, and all things to be presented in
thelr true character. The reader, who might have waited pa-
tiently for a magic word which would shatter the illusions
of the conceptual world and reveal reallty uncompromised, will
be disappointed. For, if we promised by way of introduction
that nature would remain unchanged by our argument, the same
promise was applicable also to the conceptual world. It also
remains as it was. It is vain to assume that with the recog-
nitlon of our conceptual world for what it is, that conceptual
world should vanish like a mirage to be replaced by some ul-
timately conslstent, valid, and penetrating view of reality.
The painful lesson 1s that reality cannot become conceptually
accessible to us. The demand for reality that is implicit
1n experience remains unsatlisfled. The consequence of our
analysis is nothing more or less than that we should recog-
nize the compulslion of the conceptual world even though it
1s contingent upon the limitations of our minds and dependent

upon the hazards of our social heritage.
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If we have put the house of 1lntellect Iin order, that should
be accomplishment enough. We have identified the elements of
our experilence, and separated them one from another. Now we
ought no longer demand of the conceptual world what 1t cannot
offer us. We must tell our sclentists please to let our eth-
ical convictions and our esthetic sentiments alone. We may
also suggest that science and religion need not quarrel be-
cause they treat of similar problems by entlrely different
methods. Filnally, we state explicitly what is already so very
much apparent: that our conceptual thought possesses &nlimited
possibilities. These potentialitles of conceptual thought
might be the more freely explolted, 1f 1t were recognized
that concept 1is related to reality not as the image of the

If they are
originai. ishfunctions of the human mind, concepts should
be Judged solely by pragmstic criterla. Not the least of
the benefits to be derived from our analysis 1s the freedom
which it bestows upon the conceptual worid. Our concepts
ought no longer be subservient to any specific experience.
The conceptual world must base its claim to validity not upon
a presumed ldentiflcation with reality but upon its effective-
ness in facllitating our adaptation to that reality. Then we
shall stand an even better chance of arriving at a productive

and fruitful understanding of nature.
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Once the conceptual world has been recognlzed as functlonal
in its wvalidity, 1ts unlty no longer appears essentlal, In
this new light it will prove 1tself capable of assuming many
new tasks., We may accept the fact that while nature 1is only
one, there may well be a plurality of conceptual worlds. In-
dividual conceptual schemes may be recognlzed without contra-
diction te be Iin continuing process of change, improvement,
correction, and adaptation. Scilence would be considered not
50 much the discovery of reality, as the systematle elaboration
of a pattern of understanding. Science is the systﬁmétic in-
ventlon of concepts that are partlcularly useful in our ac-
coégdation to reality. When our intellectuzl existence is in-
terpreted In this way, the Individual and his private thought

no longer seem submerged in the conceptual werld, but to the

extent that the conceptual world has no exlstence except in
thought, the individual will become 1ts indispensable vector.
The conceptual world is potential; its actuallty depends upon .
those of us who know. It becomes real only in our ability to
utilize 1t. Evidentlyglin order to exercise this ability we
require the institutions and the instruments of a civilized

and educated soclety. At the same timet\the relationshlip of

the individual to knowledge will appear altered. Although he

willl continue to be dependent upon knowledge, his dependence
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will no ionger concern a particular constellation of facts

as the framework of reality. He will be dependent upon know-
ledge as intellectual activity, valld not 1in its congruity
with any particular historical system, but meaningful as an
indispensab£::1§£$&&%y through whichiind becomes real. There
Is a polnt of view from which the practical, historical, tech-
nical, and soclal consequences of our knowledge appear quite

secondary to its importance as constituent of the individual

mind.
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