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Editor’s Note

HENRY ALONZO MYERS endeavored to answer three
questions that he considered basic to the problems of our
times: “What is the proper relation of the sciences and arts
to one another and to the reality which they seek to de-
scribe? Are men equal? Are human fortunes (good and
evil) ruled by chance or by fixed conditions which can
be formulated into laws?” His articles attacked limited
aspects of these questions. In The Spinoza-Hegel Paradox
he made a start on answering the first question; his book
on equality is his answer to the second; his essays on
tragedy describe the fixed conditions of human values.
Systematic Pluralism is his most detailed answer to the first
question. This study develops his metaphysical theory
against the background of certain trends in the history of
philosophy. Are Men Equal? and Tragedy are the natural
fruit of his metaphysical theory, so that all three works
comprise a living whole. Details concerning the sources of
Systematic Pluralism are to be found in the bibliography
and note at the end of the volume.

Henry Myers, born in 1906, was professor of English
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vi Editor’s Nolte
at Cornell University for twenty years, up to the time of
his death in 1955. At Cornell he helped to develop and
was the first chairman of the interdepartmental Program in
American Studies. He was twice visiting professor at Stan-
ford University, helping to introduce there a new type of
doctor’s degree in humanities. In 1951-1952 as Fulbright
Lecturer on American Literature and Civilization in the
United Kingdom, he offered the first course on American
literature to be given at the University of London. He lec-
tured on American ideas also at the Salzburg Seminar
in American Studies and elsewhere in Europe.

Professor George H. Sabine and Professor Edwin A.
Burtt, of the Department of Philosophy at Cornell, read
this work in manuscript and suggested a few alterations
that improved it greatly; I am grateful for their assistance.
Milton R. Konvitz, professor of law and of industrial and
labor relations at Cornell, also helped immeasurably,
I wish to acknowledge, too, permission granted by pub-
lishers to quote brief excerpts: by the Macmillan Com-
pany, New York, to quote from Bernard Bosanquet’s The
Principle of Individuality and Value, from John Burnet’s
Early Greek Philosophy, and from Benedetto Croce’s
What Is Living and What Is Dead of the Philosophy of
Hegel; by Oxford University Press to quote from F. H.
Bradley’s Appearance and Reality: A Metaphysical Es-
say; and by the Quarterly Journal of Speech to include
several paragraphs from Henry Myers’ “The Usefulness of
Figurative LangUage.»

ELsiE P, MYERs
Ithaca, New Yok
December 1960
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Systematic Pluralism:

A Study in Metaphysics






Introduction

IT is difficult to say which has been the more malevolent
influence upon metaphysics: the extreme position of the
traditional metaphysician or the equally extreme position
of his opponent, the positivist. The traditional metaphysi-
cian says, in effect, that metaphysics has no history, for he
maintains that a metaphysics of finality either has been writ-
ten or can be written and that whatever falls outside this
ultimate system must be erroneous. His opponent, on the
other hand, says that metaphysics has no logic, for he
maintains that metaphysics is a social phenomenon proper
to a single age, an age now succeeded, in the course of
progress, by a higher age. The one expects metaphysics
to furnish absolute knowledge only; the other looks upon
metaphysical activity as merely relative to a particular
time and clime.

When we think of both extreme positions, it is obvious
to us that metaphysics cannot survive as an eternally
justified form of intellectual enterprise if either of them is

correct; for in order to survive, metaphysics must have
1



2 Systematic Pluralism

both a structure and a history; and it must take into ac-
count both the relative and the absolute aspects of experi-
ence. It is possible, therefore, that the solution of the tra-
ditional difficulties between the metaphysicians and their
opponents lies in taking both sides into account; that is
to say, we may justify metaphysics by stressing its chang-
ing and timely aspects as well as its absolute, synoptic,
and permanent aspects. We may do this by showing that
metaphysics has both structurc and history, an enduring
element and a timely element, and by showing how cach
of these elements depends upon the other.

Revolt against the tradition of philosophy has always
been revolt against emphasis; the revolutionary succeeds
only temporarily in placing himself outside the tradition;
given time it rolls over him and makes him part of itself.
Most revolutionaries in thought would admit with Byron
that

To fly from, need not be to hate, mankind.

They wish first to escape the chains of the past, not to
indict it. Nevertheless, there is always something of forced
isolation in the new thinkers of each generation which re.-
minds us of Childe Harold at his worst. Each new phi-
losophy is like the son who, in emphasizing his own ind;-
viduality, points out vehemently that he is not the same
person as his father. It is reasonable that the generations
of metaphysica] speculation, like the generations of men,
should each be distinct from its predecessor. But in phi-
losophy, as elsewhere, it is a wise child who knows his
own father and js able to think in terms of generations as
well as in terms of himself.
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John Stuart Mill pointed out that social co-operation
must extend through time as well as through space; and
it is through time that we must try to discover the means
of social co-operation in that form of human activity which
finds expression in the history of metaphysics. The first
theme of this study, therefore, is intended to justity the
philosophical tradition by showing the manner of forma-
tion nccessary to new ideas and by showing what element
in thought and experience determines the need for new
ideas, in a word, by showing the principles of continuity
and discreteness at work in the history of metaphysics.

It might be said at once that many good histories of
philosophy have already done this work. This is true in
a limited sense; history has always shown that the ideas
of the past did not appear in splendid isolation; but some-
thing is needed that will advance into the immediate pres-
ent and the future the principle which history has estab-
lished as far as the recent past. Let us illustrate the
principle of the continuity and discreteness of metaphysies
by working with a problem that even now demands a rev-
olution in the emphasis of philosophy.

Modern philosophy came into individual existence by
setting itself off sharply against its immediate predecessor,
the scholasticism of the Middle Ages. Its carly develop-
ment is marked by criticisms of the schools. Scholasticism,
it charged, arranged experience hierarchically in politics,
in logic, in society generally; all experience in the Middle
Ages was arranged by the philosophers in accordance with
the rungs of the ladder of perfection, the scala perfec-
tionis, in respect to value and in accordance with the
branches of the Porphyrean tree in respect to meaning.
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The truth of this criticism cannot be denied, but every
scholar truly versed in the history of the Middle Ages
has noted how admirably suited the philosophy of the
schools was to the experience of the times. It was only
in later times, when new experiences poured in upon men,
that it became a hindrance to the advancement of thought.

We learn, therefore, that criticism tells us more about
the critic than it does about the criticized, especially when
it is directed from one time to another. Having learned
this, we infer that nothing hampered the advancement
of modern thought more than a fixed hierarchy, an at-
tempt to fit experience to a preconceived ladder of per-
fection and a traditiona] logical tree.

Modern thought is based on experience, upon the anal-
ysis and understanding of everything of which the indi-
vidual is aware. TIts important problems converge, how-
ever, on a definite kind of social experience represented
by the communicable and impersonal branches of knowl-
edge yvhich we call the arts and sciences. This impersonal
experience remains, largely through our inability to
Sy nth‘esiZe it, pluralistic; conceived in analysis, which nec-
essnrlly diStinguiShes, differentiates, bifurcates, dichot-
omizes, truncates, and separates, it evolves into a com-
par.tmental knowledge, the sections of which are often
logically complete, independent, and internally consistent,
and, a'ltllollgh related through the original object of the
analysis, usually lacking in any direct connection from
one to the other, that is, from philosophy to psychology
or from aesthetics to physics.

We can have o fault to find with this pluralistic re-
sult of modern analysis, certainly no desire to return to
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the relatively undifferentiated Nature of the carly Ionians.
The analysis is correct as far as it goes; but what shall
we say of the theory underlying the analysis, the concep-
tion of the rclation of one result to another, the relation,
for instance, between the physical world and the psycho-
logical world, or between the world of perceptual experi-
ence and the world of mathematical forms? Sometimes no
conception whatsoever underlies these results; more often
they are supported by false conceptions. These false con-
ceptions always prove to be particular forms of one cen-
tral fallacy, which in turn is nothing other than the old
medieval hierarchy, the ladder of perfection, forced upon
modern knowledge and experience. For in the background
of much modern thought lies the assumption that reality
is one and one only; and each man is quick to look upon
his system of knowledge as one with reality and upon the
others as, in degrees, apart from the real.

This belief that a particular system has caught reality
is not genetically a modern way of thinking. Some of
Anatole France’s best irony is directed toward this thought
as it appeared among the ancients. When Paphnutius calls
upon God to explain the beauty of Thais, Dorion, the
Epicurean, is concerned solely with the fortuitous con-
course of her component atoms. Paphnutius sees beauty;
Dorion atomic structure. Lucretius has invested with
beauty this manner of looking through immediate experi-
ence to its hypothetical structure.

Globed from the atoms falling slow or swift

I see the suns, I see the systems lift

Their forms; and even the systems and the suns
Shall go back slowly to the eternal drift.
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This manner of thinking seems to have been discovered
by Parmenides, who taught that the one is real and that
the many result from opinion and sensc perception. Tt
may not be called genetically a modern way of thinking,
yet it is characteristically modern. Some present-day phi-
losophers say that we do not know the real in any fashion;
some say that we know it primarily through one only sci-
ence or branch of knowledge and that other sciences are
distortions of it; and of the latter, few appoint onc and
the same science as the representative of reality.

If in theory of knowledge the central problem of an-
cient philosophy was the distinction of knowledge from
opinion, the differentiating of an infinite and cternal mind
or system of ideas from a multiplicity of finite minds, the
central problem of modern philosophy is clearly the prob-
lem of relating a multiplicity of impersonal systems to one
another. Traditional idealism, which always recognized
this problem, so important to the sciences and to all know]-
edge, and which always stressed the systematic charactey
of true knowledge, chose to follow the assumption that
only one system can be truly a system in the sense of he-
ing infinite, self-contained, and free from internal contra-
diction. This system it identified with Reality (Bradley),
or with the Absolute (Hegel), or with Substance (Spi-
noza). All other systems, the idealists argued, are appear-
ances or false absolutes. Through their supposed inade-
quacies and internal contradictions they are, in respect to
one another, nearer to, or farther from, Reality. Such has
been the origin of the theory of levels or degrees of truth
which has driven so many away not only from idealism
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but also from any kind of metaphysics based on the neces-
sities of svstematic knowledge.

As we can now look back upon it, the growth of knowl-
cdge and the development of the sciences has been the
greatest influence shaping the course of modern philos-
ophy, and the trend of modern philosophy has been, as a
conscquence, gradually away from the classical concep-
tion of a single svstem and toward what may be called
systematic pluralism.

The second theme of this study, therefore, which is to
serve as an illustration and proof of the first, concerns a
new conception of the relation of one science to another
and of the sciences to the real under the analytical struc-
ture of modern knowledge. Systematic pluralism suggests,
in placc of the ladder of perfection, the figure of the meta-
phyvsical wheel, with an infinite number of spokes repre-
senting the systems which may approach the hub, the
metaphysical object, from every possible point. The sci-
ences and branches of knowledge, thus, are perspectives.
They differ from individual and personal points of view
in that they are perfectly communicable and are the re-
sult of social co-operation. One of them is not more real
than another experientially; and the truth or reality of one
cannot be determined by another. They are perspectives
of a metaphysical object, but this metaphysical object is
no more real than they; indeed, when we come to talk
about this metaphysical object, which at first thought
might seem to be the reality behind the analytical per-
spectives of it, it in turn becomes a perspective. Talked
about and analyzed, it eludes us by becoming a perspec-
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tive of itself. Nevertheless it is known in the only sense
that it can be known through every perspective; it is real,
and the perspectives are real, and there are no grades of
reality except from the point of view of a perspective
arbitrarily chosen, one for which another may casily he
substituted.

The fault of the figure of the orders of reality arranged
like the steps of a ladder of perfection lies not in that it
is figurative but in that it is an inadequate and self-con-
tradictory figure. Figurative language underlies all Sys-
tematic philosophy, but some figures are more suitable to
the problems and perplexities of a given time. Indeed,
significant changes in metaphysics come about through the
substitution of one figure for another. In time, the fate
of the figure of the spokes and the hub may be the same
as that of the outmoded figure of the ladder of perfection,
but the new figure is fated, let us hope, to fill its place as
a timely and helpful thought in the history of metaphysics.

It is my hope that all who agree with the idealists con-
cerning the importance of systematized know]edge but
who are repelled from jdealism by the theory of degrees
of truth and reality will find in systematic pluralism the
way of preserving the former and getting rid of the latter.
Those who discover these possibilities in systematic plu-
ralism will find that there is a necessary connection be-
tween the problem of ancijent philosophy and that of mod-
ern thought. They will note throughout this essay that
apparently it i necessary to make the distinction between
knowledge and Opinion in the same terms which one hopes

tol use in the problem of relating the sciences to one an-
other.
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My argument for choosing the road toward pluralism
is based entirely on the necessities of knowledge in our
own time, the only argument that should carry weight
in theory of knowledge. Why did the idealist tradition
choose systematic monism in spite of the necessities of
the sciences and systems of knowledge? I try to show in
detail throughout this essay what everyone knows in gen-
cral, namely, that the idealists were determined in their
choice by their theological and ethical bias. Back of the
one system, Reality, the idealist always saw the divine
mind; in the levels of truth and reality he saw always
the intellectual side, to him the most important, of the
climb to moral perfection. For this reason I pay particular
attention to what seems to me the great error of idealism
in identifying the criterion of truth with the criteria of
value and of reality. The modification of the coherence
theory of truth which I propose (in suggesting that the
sweeping statement that Truth is the Whole be taken to
mean that the truth of a given proposition is determined
by its own proper system and that the notion that every
proposition modifies Reality be amended to mean that
each proposition is meaningful only in its proper system )
removes the capital letters from Truth, Value, and Real-
ity and deprives idealism of its veils of religious mystery.
Yet I feel strongly that theory of knowledge cannot be a
handmaiden to theology and ethics. Fortunately, the ap-
pearance of theory of value as a separate discipline in
recent philosophy makes it unnecessary for me to argue
at length here that problems of value can be approached
separately.

The two themes of this study, the one to show the ele-
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ment of continuity in metaphysics, the other to suggest
the figure of systems or perspectives and the metaphysical
object in place of the figure of the grades ol reality, may
scem at first unrelated; on closer inspection, the second
is seen to be an instance, a test case, of the first. Hence
the two themes are here interwoven into one study, which
advances by the light which the two ideas throw upon
one another as well as upon themselves. The body of the
study has fallen naturally into three parts: the first deals
with the timely and untimely aspects of metaphysics; the
second with the search for enduring clements applicable
to the timely aspects; and the third with the application
of these elements. A fourth part gives conclusions.

It is not possible to define in the beginning terms which
are the central object of investigation, but it is safe to
suggest that the term metaphysical object is here looked
upon as the successor to many of the meanings and diffi-
culties of Spinoza’s substance and Hegel’s absolute and
that the impersonal perspective is in many senses iden-
tified with Spinoza’s attributes and Hegel’s categories.
The synoptic element of metaphysics is roughly equiv-
alent to the attempt of reason to view reality sub specie
aeternitatis; the timely element embraces the recognition
that reason in viewing reality under the aspect of eternity
must do so from a particular point in time, a point always
influenced by the state of knowledge and the “climate of
opinion” proper to it. F inally, untimely philosophy is that
thought which has not caught the spirit and significance
of its own age.

In accordance with my view of the element of con-
tinuity in metaphysics, I have built up the technical ter-
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minology of this study by borrowing and adapting ele-
ments from historical systems. The term perspective, for
instance, is from Leibniz; the term metaphysical object
is from Bergson; the phrase “what is common to all” used
to explain the growth of the impersonal systems is from
Heraclitus; the phrase “fancies something like the truth”
is from Xenophanes; the expression “homogeneous order
and connection of clements” is from Aristotle and Spinoza;
and the conception of individuality as a svnthesis of par-
ticularity and universality is from Hegel.






Part One

TIMELY AND UNTIMELY
ELEMENTS
IN METAPHYSICS

“See how time and clime conform mind
more than body in their environment; what
then and there was Reason, is here and now
absurd; what I now chance to approve, may
be or become to others strange and unpalata-
ble as now appear to me the weighty sen-
tences of the angelic Doctor.”






CHAPTER I

The Metaphysical Constant
and Its Varwables

“Wise thinkers do homage to good fellow-thinkers, nor
disregard the general commonsense of man—that un-
touched photograph of external Nature self-pictured for
us nakedly on her own mirror.”

HOW can one account for the appearance in the history
of thought of different systems of metaphysics and differ-
ent conceptions of the scope and meaning of metaphysics
itself? The answer to this question would help us to de-
termine the worth of the two sides of metaphysics, the
timely and the enduring, to appreciate the heritage of
the enduring outlook afforded us by traditional philos-
ophy, and truly to know ourselves, as thinkers, by bring-
ing out clearly those lines of our own timely and relative
position which set us off from others. But the question
is not easy to answer. Possessed of a clear definition or
understanding of the nature of metaphysics, we might
account for the variations of individual metaphysicians.
But the differences between conceptions of the scope and

meaning of metaphysics and the differences between sys-
15
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tems of metaphysics go hand in hand. Metaphysics, ac-
cording to the chance origin of the word, may mecan a
system of concepts which are, in point of generality, be-
yond those of physics, beyond those of chemistry, beyond
those of any limited science, branch of knowledge, or per-
spective. It may mean a methodology rather than a body
of knowledge, a continuous search for the meaning of con-
cepts rather than a class of concepts, a discipline aptly
illustrated by the Platonic dialogues. On the other hand,
it may mean a class of subjects which are metaphysical
in that they are not properly subjects of consideration in
other branches of knowledge. Each of these conceptions,
and there are many more of them, determines a kind of
metaphysics.

The character of the metaphysician does not adequately
account for his particular kind of metaphysics. The indi-
viduality of metaphysicians tells us much, but it leaves
much more untold. Knowing the men personally, we
should not expect agreement between Schopenhauer and
Hegel on certain questions; nor should we expect St.
Thomas and David Hume to arrive at similar conclusions;
Nevertheless, we have long distinguished between meta-
Physics and more individualistic forms of literature. The
former is, we feel, in its attempt to lose the personal in
the impersonal perspective, more a subject for agreement
than the latter; the lyric poet, unlike the metaphysician,
has no care other than to project his own personality; the
metaphysician, unlike the lyric poet, loves to seek out the
Wwisdom which is or ought to be common to all.

We are not justified in assuming, in order to account
for the differences in metaphysical systems, that there has
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been within human experience any fundamental change
in the metaphysical object per se. Philosophers are more
or less in agreement that the object of metaphysics is real-
ity, some kind of being (not necessarily static), a some-
thing that is common to all, although at one time it is seen
as water, at another as matter, at another as spirit, at an-
other as meaning. No one would deny that our concep-
tions of this reality change; indeed, that is the phenomenon
for which we seek a cause. Nevertheless we feel that the
world of Heraclitus is per se the world of Bergson, the
world of Spinoza the same as that of Parmenides; we feel
that there has been no change in reality fundamentally
conceived. This feeling is a necessary prerequisite in in-
tellectual investigation, and if we go far enough, we find
that it is justified.

This continuity or sameness of the metaphysical object
points to the other side of the question: metaphysicians
are not only unlike one another in their conclusions; they
are, on the contrary, in many ways very much alike. If
the persistent recurrence of problems were the only evi-
dence of similarity, we should need nothing further to
establish the proposition that philosophers in all times
have dealt with something that is at bottom the same
for one as it is for another. The problems, regardless of
the answers, tend to be formally the same; still, we are
unable to account for differences in thought on the ground
that different thinkers take opposite sides of classical prob-
lems. That ground accounts for many differences: the
single problem of the one and the many fathers a host of
schools; and yet it is impossible to see a closer relation
between Spinoza and Parmenides, for instance, than the
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one fact that both took unity to be real and diversity in
some sense to be phenomenal.

Hence, the question to be resolved assumes at the be-
ginning two sides: if systems of metaphysics reveal ele-
ments of both likeness and unlikeness, how shall we ac-
count for the elements of identity and diversity? Let us
answer that question by a few illustrations of the effect
of states of knowledge and “climates of opinion” upon
views of reality.

(1) The state of knowledge at any given time deter-
mines the character of its coeval philosophy. The original
significance of the word philosophy, the love of wisdom,
indicates two directions to be followed in search of the
full meaning of a term which is apparently never defined
with finality. The first of these, centering attention on the
word love, has reference to an individual attitude. With
this reference in mind, we think of philosophy as some-
thing essentially pertinent to the intellectual attitude or
activity of the individual. It is something personal, a
manner of living. It is, however, with the second direc-
tion that we are concerned in tracing the relation between
its timely and enduring elements. This direction, placing
emphasis upon the character of “wisdom” itself, has ref-
erence to an impersonal body of knowledge. To follow
this direction is to require an understanding of human
knowledge in general in order to determine what kinds
of knowledge may be classified as “wisdom” or philosophy.

In following this second direction we must ask our-
selves: What kinds of knowledge properly belong to phi-
losol)hy? The casiest approach to this question is nega-
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tive: What kinds of knowledge shall we exclude? The
development of Greek philosophy depended upon the ex-
clusion of two kinds. The first rejection, which marks the
beginning of true philosophical thought, was that of su-
pernatural accounts of natural phenomena. The second,
no less important, was the rejection of random, trivial,
and unrelated facts. From these negative points we gather
that Greck philosophy consisted in a svstematic account
in natural terms of natural phenomena. In these respects,
the Greeks were followed by the schoolmen of the Middle
Ages, who embraced the notions of coherence and system
and who also left the supematural to the domain of
theology. At the beginning of modern times, philosophy
comprised all systematic knowledge which did not border
on the supernatural. At this point the great development
of the natural sciences began; each of these, as it took
form, was cut off from philosophy, which, since it was
shorn of great masses of facts, became more general. Dur-
ing this period, the nature of philosophy seemed quite
clear; either it must be a methodology, a clarifying of con-
cepts, or it must be an examination into the unquestioned
axioms of the sciences, or it must be a system of concepts
of greater generality than those of any science or branch
of knowledge. For the difficulty of distinguishing a nat-
ural science from philosophy seemed to be not so great
at first as it now is. Until the present century, any branch
of knowledge which took its first principles for granted
might be considered a science in distinction from philos-
ophy, which challenged and examined all first principles.
In this century, however, the foundations of Newtonian
physics and Euclidean geometry have been so badly
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shaken that the activities of the mathematician and the
physicist are now, according to the old conception, quite
metaphysical.

Thus, any attempt to define philosophy brings to our
attention the importance of the changing conditions of
knowledge. The fact that knowledge, represented by the
sciences, is at the moment undergoing tremendous changes
makes the relation of philosophy to the sciences a ques-
tion of renewed and timely importance.

(2) The first illustration may be restated in another way.
Roughly speaking, the history of philosophy may be di-
vided into stages determined by the kind of knowledge
emphasized in each. Greek philosophy from Thales to
Aristotle is largely dominated and determined by poetry.
The most engrossing body of knowledge in the possession
of the early philosophers was the work of the poets. Plato,
Parmenides, ang Heraclitus are poets as well as philos-
OBhers, and, as philosophers, they are chiefly concerned
with the application of newly formed conceptions of lit-
eral truth to poetry; that is, their enterprise is for the most
part an attempt to separate literal propositions from the
work of fancy ang poetic imagination. It is Aristotle who,
by contrast, brings out for us the side of the earlier phi-
IOS.OPhieS Wwhich is in them dominated by the poetic im-
agination; he develops the observations of the Ionians
and makes 5 Science of literally true propositions the logic
upon: which he yeqys the entire superstructure of hig
thought.

The PhilOSOPhy of the Middle Ages is, more than that
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of any other time, dominated by a body of facts; that is,
if we agree with William James in thinking of facts as
“the bounds of human knowledge, set for it, not by it.”
For the whole enterprise of the schoolmen is an amazingly
stubborn and thorough attempt to take poetry literally.
They are thoughout subservient to the body of knowledge
which most impressed them, the body which set the
bounds of knowledge for them, the body which we might
very well call the “sacred facts” of the New Testament.
That is an observation not often made by modern think-
crs—the debt we owe the schoolmen for their lessons in
painstakingly taking facts, or what they considered to be
facts, into account.

The discoveries of Columbus and Copernicus symbolize
dramatically the work of the early schools of modern
thought, empiricism and rationalism. Like Columbus, the
empiricists hoped to sail the oceans of experience in search
of new factual continents. Like Copernicus, the rational-
ists hoped to spin out new and certain knowledge by
means of forms which sprang apparently from pure mind.
The general spirit of the time was a search for new knowl-
edge, and the two greatest discoverers of the age repre-
sent the divergent means by which the two schools hoped
to find it.

All systematic philosophy since the time of the early
schools has been an attempt to bring these two directions
of the quest for knowledge under one heading, as critical
phenomenology, as idealism, as empirical experimenta-
tion and verification, and so on. Human experience has
become central in philosophy.

................
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(3) These briefly sketched illustrations of the reciprocal
relation existing between the conditions of knowledge
in various times and their concomitant metaphysical sys-
tems may be approached again from an angle which brings
out the significance of changing conceptions of truth. In
the stage of philosophy dominated by poetry, Xenophanes,
in urging that his utterances “be taken as fancies some-
thing like the truth,” shows us the emphasis of the ques-
tion of truth in a time when poetry is the greatest source
of knowledge. Poetry is never literally true; that discovery
is disturbing to thinkers who are aroused by new concep-
tions of the literal nature of truth. Poetry, from the literal
point of view, consists in fancies something like the truth,
for it represents inferred causes by forms familiar to the
senses and describes unfamiliar or imperceptible things
in terms of familiar and perceptible things. Thus, it jg only
incidental to his general attitude toward the emphasig of
the problem of truth that Xenophanes is the discoyerer
of anthropomorphism, a partiCUlar form of the general
Poetic method,

Aristotle is not satisfied with the enunciation of fancies
something like the truth; that, he feels, is rhetoric and
not logic. Truth is a matter of correspondence between
thought and thing; the statement must represent the fact
literal]y . The emphasis on the problem of truth shifts from
ffmcies something like the truth to the law of contradic-
tIOI}- With the shift of emphasis appear a law and a cri-
terion of truth; the criterion of truth lies in the being or
1.‘act which is taken to be always real; the law of truth lies
M contradiction, the method of adequating statements
with things. The philosopher, who deals with being qua
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being, must know the meaning of this law. "It is, that
the same attribute cannot at the same time belong and
not belong to the same subject and in the same respect.” !
Hence propositions are true or false inasmuch as they cor-
respond or fail to correspond with the true state of being
at the moment they are intended to represent.

This side of the problem of truth remained uppermost
for fifteen hundred years, reaching its clearest formulation
in the Quaestiones Disputatae of St. Thomas. But in Aris-
totle another emphasis of the problem of truth appeared,
which was to become in time the peculiarly modern em-

phasis. “It is hard to be sure whether one knows or not,”
says Aristotle;

for it is hard to be sure whether one’s knowledge is based on
the basic truths appropriate to each attribute—the differentia
of true knowledge. We think we have scientific knowledge if
we have reasoned from true and primary premisses. But that is

not so: the conclusion must be homogeneous with the basic
facts of the science.”

We are beginning to see that the greater problem of
truth lies not in adequating proposition with fact but in
knowing what system, what science, what homogeneous
order and connection of elements, both the fact and the
proposition imply. Concerning any idea, if we know the
systematic order and connection of ideas implied by it,
we know the idea adequately, as Spinoza says. With
Hegel, this new emphasis becomes the coherence theory
of truth. One aspect of the Hegelian identification of the

1 Aristotle, Metaphysics, Oxford tr., 1005b, in The Basic Works

of Aristotle (New York: Random House, 1941), p. 736.
* Posterior Analytics, Oxford tr., 76a, in ibid., p. 124.
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real and the actual is the proposition that truth does not
depend ultimately upon the correspondence of thought
with thing; truth is the whole; or, at least, the element,
the proposition or fact, is made true by its homogeneity
with the basic facts and conditions of its proper system.
The proposition that the sun revolves about the carth cor-
responds with a fact, but both fact and proposition are
determined in their truth by the order and connection of
elements in human perception. The truth of the proposi-
tion that the earth revolves about the sun, which seems
to violate the law of contradiction in flatly contradicting
the first proposition, is determined by an astronomical sys-
tem which takes a perspective different in this matter
from that of human perception. The new emphasis in the
problem of truth does not, however, violate the law of
contradiction, Although it is true that the earth does and
does not revolve around the sun, one side of this state-
ment is flatly true or false in a given system. Aristotle him-
self foresaw this situation clearly.

What is the significance of this changing emphasis in
€ problem of truth to the relation of the states of knowl-
edge at various times and the differences in metaphysical
?)’Stems? First, we note that a very important movement
in philosophy has been the growing recognition that, if
n.Aristotelian terms the philosopher is concerned with
em.g as such, knowledge itself in the form of systems
f"tttams the true status of being. For if being as such is,
Tn .the notion of correspondence, the criterion of truth, if
1t is the fact thgt is real and the statement that must cor-
respond tq 1t, it is now seen that the being as such of sys-
tems of knowledge determines ultimately the truth or

th

i
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falsity, indeed, the whole meaning, of propositions. Thus,
although it was necessary to say when philosophy was in
its beginnings that the permanent element in metaphysics
is its object, vaguely expressed as Nature or the world
or being per se, it is now possible to say that the enduring
clement of metaphysics can be seen as the formal struc-
ture of knowledge, the being as such of systems.

(4) The centering of interest by modern philosophers in
cpistemological problems indicates that the world of mod-
ern philosophy is a world of knowledge rather than a
world of things. In other words, thoughts, or the thoughts
that are proper to philosophy, are things, and the old
ontological problem tends to disappear. For the whole
drive of thought has sought to fix upon the permanent ele-
ment, the synoptic view, in metaphysics. The early Ionians
wrote about Nature, fixing upon it as the real and the
criterion of the truth of their propositions; those who, like
Xenophanes, were troubled by the nature of poetic forms
of thought hoped that their fancies might be something
like the truth, that is, something like the fixed order of
Nature. Aristotle refined this Nature into being as such
and made it the criterion of truth. Out of this refinement
sprang a natural dualism, the ontological order and the
order of thought. But modern thinkers began to reject
this dualism; the ontological order, they thought, is not
something outside experience, outside thought. It is rather
an attempt to express the permanent aspect of meaning
and experience synoptically viewed. Hence the criterion
of truth comes more and more to be the systems of
thought; propositions are meaningful when they are ho-
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mogeneous with a system; they are true when they agrec
with the conditions of that system, falsc when they dis-
agree with it.

(5) The first important discovery of philosophers in the
realm of epistemology, the distinction between knowl-
edge and opinion, has quite properly remained a matter
of primary concern in all subsequent systems. Communi-
cable knowledge is the subject matter of philosophy, and
communicable knowledge is possible only when the truth
of propositions is determined by an impersonal rather than
a personal criterion. Truly, when the reference of prop-
Ositions is purely personal, confusion reigns. The weak
man says that a stone is heavy, the strong man that it is
light; the tall man says that a plant is short, the short man
that the plant is tall; the room is cold to those who have
been in it for some time, it is warm to onc who has been
outside. When the reference of propositions is to personal
sensibility, to the personal point of view only, the many,
as Heraclitus said, “live as if they had a wisdom of their
own.” The first objective, therefore, in the growth of
knOWledge is the commonly accepted criterion, the im-
personal reference of propositions. Knowledge, as distinct
from opinion, begins with the body of communicable in-
formation based on propositions which refer to crude
Mmeasuring rods, clocks, and thermometers, and at this
stage the philosopher does his duty in affirming, as Hera-
clitus affirmed, that men “who speak with understanding
must hold fast to what is common to all as a city holds
fast to jts law, and even more strongly.” Propositions
based op the crude criteria which, like the length of the
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king’s arm or the weight of a certain object, may have
no more than a tribal communicability constitute knowl-
edge of great practical worth, but it is not until these have
given place to propositions based on universally applica-
ble systems that we have scientific knowledge, knowl-
edge in which propositions refer to a system, which is
the criterion of their truth.

In view of the importance of the distinction between
knowledge and opinion it is not surprising that this diffi-
cult problem should have been erroneously taken to be
the one chief obstacle to a knowledge of reality. The im-
portance of the propositions of knowledge is such that
they seemed at first to have an unqualified universality.
Propositions which were freed from reference to personal
sensibility must refer to Nature itself, to Aristotle’s “be-
ing as such,” to Plato’s world of ideas. From such prop-
ositions are derived “natural laws.” Contradiction and
error were left behind in the realm of personal opinion;
reality was itself a noncontradictory system, of ideas
(Plato), of things with which scientific propositions cor-
respond point by point (Aristotle). Whether the meta-
physician argued that reality was itself a svstem of ideas
or of things with which a system of knowledge corre-
sponded, the important point is that systematic thinkers
agreed that knowledge or reality is one system.

Late in the nineteenth century idealists were still argu-
ing that all propositions modify a systematic reality and
were still depending upon the theory of degrees of truth
to account for the stubbornly persistent fact that modern
knowledge, instead of following the classic formula of
one system as reality or representative of reality, tended
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ever to divide and subdivide into a number, apparently
limited only by infinity, of self-contained systems.

In 1930 there were more “false absolutes” than there
were in 1830, and each was a possible, and often noisy,
claimant of the title of direct representative of reality.
The stage was fully set for the second great problem of
cpistemology. The relativity of knowledge had originally
been removed by escaping from opinion, from the per-
sonal point of view, to the impersonal, systematic perspec-
tive. And now that knowledge had developed in a series
of impersonal perspectives, could the first solution be re-
Peated by developing a system of all possible systems,
a system containing the universal element and freed from
the relative element of impersonal perspectives? The great
problem for philosophy raised by the sciences was whether
kIlOwledge should ultimately coalesce into one system or
Témain in a number, potentially infinite, of self-contained
Systems, the latter alternative raising the problems of the
relation of the systems to one another and of any system
to reality or the metaphysical object.

_ A survey of the history of metaphysics shows that the
‘mportant principle of change is the growth of knowl-
edge. This principle may be seen at work in the series of
deseriptions of the metaphysical object as water, as fire,
as nature, as natural law, as being as such, as an eternal
world of ideas, as mind, as the ideas in the divine mind,
as Sllbstance, as the absolute idea, as a noncontradictory
System, as the ground for a multiplicity of systems. It
may be seen again in the changes in the theory of truth,
notab]y in the discovery of anthropomorphism and the
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difference between poetry and fact, in the theory of cor-
respondence, in the development of the theory of coher-
ence, and in the theory that propositions refer to their
proper systems, not to “reality” directly. It may be seen
again strikingly in the addition of the problem of arrang-
ing systems to the earlier problem of distinguishing knowl-
edge from opinion.

Underneath the changes that accompany the growth of
knowledge lies an equally important element of identity
in metaphysics. First we see the search for the permanent
clement in experience. We should be blind indeed were
we to allow the various descriptions of this element—fire,
nature, system, and so on—to make us lose sight of the
meaning of the search itself. Secondly, the key problem
of metaphysics is revealed in the continuous search for
the criterion of truth. Thirdly, the function of metaphysics
as a theory of knowledge is manifest in the gradual de-
velopment of the two great metaphysical problems, the
distinguishing of knowledge from opinion and the relat-
ing of systems to each other and to the metaphysical ob-
ject.

The synoptic element of metaphysics, which we can
think of as formally the same from system to system, ap-
pears only hand in hand with the content of a timely in-
terpretation. Although reason, as Spinoza said, must view
reality under the aspect of eternity, it must do so always
from a point in historical time. And in doing so, it must
be always subject to the world view, the Weltanschauung,
the “climate of opinion,” of that time. In the “climate
of opinion” we find the reasonable background of the
variable element in metaphysics. This happy phrase, once
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popular, and again revived by Alfred N. Whitehead and
Carl L. Becker, aptly describes the almost inexpressible
background of the thought of every age, which indeed
is more often like a state of the weather than like a co-
herent system.

This timely and variable clement in metaphysics is not
to be deplored; rather it is the very element which brings
the eternal present of philosophy into the timely present,
the very element which makes reality intelligible and
experience meaningful. We may define metaphysics pro-
visionally as an effort to unite the permanent and the
variable, the timely and the enduring elements of experi-
ence into an integrated and meaningful reality. If this be
true, every age that feels its own individuality, its own
vague Weltanschauung, has its own metaphysical task,

which is individual in its timeliness and universal or con-
tinuous in its formal aspects.

But how shall we know wha
Perhaps the answer lies in the
The untimely element in met

tis timely in our own age?
analysis of what is untimely.
aphysics has its origin in an
attempt to fit a growing world of experience to a timely
pattern which becomes untimely by its inability to grow
"f’ith experience. The mark of the untimely is contradic-
tion, a mark we find in every attempt to fit modern
experience to the rungs of the medieval ladder of perfec-
tion. Every age, as it comes to maturity, presents a spec-
tacle of contradiction and inconsistency in its thought.
Before it has clearly realized itself, it applies to its new
and growing experiences the variable elements of thought
which were adequate to the experiences of former gen-
crations but which are now impediments rather than aids
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to growth. The preservation of what held good only for
the experiences of a given time constitutes the untimely
nature of much metaphysical thought; the mark and evi-
dence that it is untimely, as it struggles to integrate ex-
periences for which it is inadequate, are inconsistency
and contradiction. The revolt of philosophy against the
untimely, brought about when the inconsistency and con-
tradiction become intolerable, finally reveals what is
timely. Thus, in order to know what is timely for us, we
must first know what is inconsistent and contradictory,
what is untimely, in our thought.



CHAPTER 1II

The Untunely

““Here is the prospect free, the mind exalted.’—But
there is a reverse kind of man, who is also upon a height,
and has also a free prospect—but looks downwards.”

PERHAPS one chief difficulty with modern thought is
that theory lags behind experience. If the qualities of
great philosophy consist in the proper relation of the
timely to the enduring, many thinkers fail in that some
are timely only, some are synoptic only in thejr views,
and some unfortunately are neither. Every age is gled
with PllilosOPhical anachronisms, with thinkerg concerned
More with the anatomy of philosophy than wit], living
Philosophy. They remind us of the reply given by Martin
to Candide, who had asked the old philosopher for his
Ziews on moral and natural evil. “Sir,” answere( Martin,
our priests accused me of being a Socinian, byt the real
fact is T am a Manichean.” “You jest,” said Candide, “there
are no longer Manicheans in the world.” “I am one,” said
M.al‘tin. “I cannot help it; I know not how to think other-
wise.”

Our own age is filled with Manichean philosophel‘s-

They are the philosophers who painstakingly relate the
32
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enduring to the untimely and who are, as a consequence,
speedily forgotten by everyone except the indefatigable
scholar. The essence of their untimeliness lies in their
failure to grasp their native position, for neither a phi-
losopher nor a problem is untimely until both, uprooted
from their native positions, float like drift logs along the
strecam of speculation. It is such a failure to grasp the
nature of experience in the modern world that accounts
for the appearance, in one form after another, of scholas-
ticism, particularly of the attempt to arrange experience
in levels or degrees of reality, value, or truth.

What are the marks of scholasticism in the bad sense
of the word? If we may trust modern critics, the first is
the ancillary theory. According to this theory, philosophy
is a handmaiden to a higher knowledge; it cannot boldly
and independently carry on investigation in its own right;
it must start with an eye to truths bevond its scope and
proceed to the verification of those truths. The bad scho-
lastics of the Middle Ages are supposed to have made phi-
losophy in this manner completely subordinate to theol-
ogy'-

The second mark of scholasticism in the bad sense of
the word is the theory that philosophy deals with two
worlds, which are by their antithetical nature divided
from one another, a theory closely related to the ancillary
theory. The second world of the Middle Ages, the eternal
world, out of space, out of time, arose from an attempt
to take myth and poetry literally and from a misunder-
standing of Platonic ideas and universals. Platonic realism
in the Middle Ages gave universals an independent exist-
ence and a priority in thought which necessarily deter-
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mined the events in the world of here and now. The exist-
ence of these two worlds, the eternal and the temporal,
left room now and again for the appearance of a doctrine
of twofold truth, a truth of the temporal and a truth of
the eternal.

The third mark of bad scholasticism was the attempt
to fit all experience to the rungs of the scala perfectionis
and the branches of the tree of Porphyry. Experience nece-
essarily became hierarchical in the Middle Ages; people,
branches of know]edge, theories, and all things were
meaningful insofar ag they fitted the levels of prearranged
patterns.

The fourth mark of bad scholasticism was the division
of philosophers into schools. No one thinker dared act
autonomously; the metaphysician needed the mantle of
authority granted him by virtue of membership in a school.

Of all these marks of bad scholasticism, the notion of
the ladder of Perfection, the arrangement of all experience
into a fixed hierarchy, is central, for it is evident that this is
the presupposition of the ancillary theory. The scholastics
thought, moreover, that the hierarchical pattern was
handed down from the divine and eternal order of truth
to be used in arranging all experiences in space and time.
The members of the schools were forced to go over old
problems again 4pq again inasmuch as t]]e_vgnecegsari]‘v

excluded all hew experience that did not fit into the
hierarchy.

Many of our untime]
less Manicheans jpe,
rather th
the bad s

v philosophers are more than harm-
§ ested in the anatomy of philosophyv
an in living philosophy; they are scholastics in
ense Mmasmycly 4 they are perpetuating fallacics
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unfavorable to the progress of knowledge. They have, we
shall sce, brought down under new names the old marks
of bad scholasticism, which were good in the thirteenth
century, but fatal, as the critics have shown, to the organi-
zation of modern experience. It is not difficult to show
that the old ladder of perfection in many respects still
reigns supreme as an index forced upon experience. In
the first place many of our thinkers are addicted to the
ancillary fallacy; many more wander about between the
divided worlds of the subjective and the objective, pon-
dering how to make one truth out of two; others are ad-
dicted to the Porphyrean tree in that they perpetually
arrange and rearrange the entities and constructs of the
sciences into imaginary levels of worth or reality; still
others approach reality armed with categories that are
merely synonyms for old ways of thinking. Finally, nearly
all ally themselves with schools whose intellectual ritual

is based on the fossilized remains of timely problems of
the days of yore.!

The Ancillary Fallacy

If historians have drawn us a picture of the medieval
philosopher, pitiful in his subservience to theology, we
can draw an equally accurate picture of the modern
thinker who is subservient to the theology of “scientific
method.” For him philosophy is handmaiden to mathe-

1T have not attributed the fallacies listed here to any living
philosopher. In the present investigation, only the fallacies them-

selves are of interest; the reader will have no difficulty in finding
instances.
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matics and the natural sciences, and the function of the
philosopher is to play the sedulous ape to these disci-
plines. Science, however, has changed its own methodolo-
gies more rapidly than the observer can follow; and the
various methodologies applied to philosophy and all
thought have thus far a chiefly historical value. And that
is because the writer of philosophy ancillary to the sci-
ences has already lost his birthright, the philosophical per-
spective. He feels that he can advance only by looking
backward, by sticking close to the facts gathered by the
natural scientists even as the scholastic guided himself
solely by the “facts” gathered by the apostles. He is con-
tent to serve by standing and waiting who might have
served by leading. He demeans philosophy by maintaining
that nothing Iiterally true belongs within its limits; to him
it is a storehouse of brands not yet fit for the burning, of
concepts not yet shorn of their woolliness and unfit for
truth situations. He is the father of the vicious mathe-
maficism, who bewails the day that the chan geling, formal
logic, was born of the intimacy of Aristotle with rhetoric,
He does not see, or if he does it matters little, that rhetoric
covers the whole of human meanings and discourse in a
way that mathematics can never hope to equal. He does
not see that rhetorical logic has a name for mathematics
when it has become mathematicism, when it pretends to
exhaust the nature of reality and of the metaphysical ob-
ject. That name i synecdoche: in rhetoric it js g figure of
SPeeC_h, the device of letting a part stand for the whole;
and m.thought Pretending to be literally true it is the
most vicious of fallacies. Not realizing that mathematics
is but one of infinite approaches to the real, he does not
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grasp this fallacy. He does not see that the function of
the metaphysician is to deal with the metaphysical ob-
ject, to unite timely and enduring elements into a meta-
physics of value. He is in every way a scholastic in the
bad sense of the word.

That the ancillary fallacy is an untimely way of think-
ing is amply proved by its inconsistency and contradic-
tion, for as it appears and reappears, it offers not one con-

tinuous and certain method of reaching truth, but many
flatly contradictory ones.

The Two Worlds of Subjectivity and Objectivity,
of Knowledge and Being

A philosophical legend concerning the nature of truth
has grown up in modern thought which teaches that
objective things are true and that subjective things are
the source of error and falsity. This legend is the exact
counterpart of the eternal and temporal worlds of the
schoolmen and the consequent possibility of a theory of
twofold truth. The Greeks were unaware of the distinc-
tion between the subjective and the objective; and mod-
ern thinkers are apparently unaware that the distinction
is not a real division, that it is the result of a distinc-
tion between orders of thought and not a separation be-
tween things thought and things experienced but free
from the alleged infirmities of thought. It has taken many
modern experiments to determine what ought to be ob-
vious; namely, that the so-called objective or ontological
order is a thought-construct of exactly the same standing
with respect to truth as the subjective. From the subjec-
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tive considered here as a system impersonal in its nature
I distinguish the personal perspective, the private biogra-
phy of the individual. Modern thinkers have often con-
fused the two. They think that knowledge is made valid
and ideas adequate by escaping from subjectivity to ob-
jectivity. They approach but confuse the truth, which is
that ideas are made adequate by changing from a per-
sonal to an impersonal perspective. A su])jecti\'c system,
if it is communicable, is impersonal and adequate. The
problem of how to achieve “objectivity” and truth by ris-
ing from the personal perspective to the impcrsonai SVS-
tem has been posed and solved a number of times; and
10 one seems the wiser. Surely the false problem has heen
one and the same in all its manifestations: the objective
System has been considered concrete, real, and the ceri-
terion of truth, in contrast to the subjective system, which

Was considered a matter of abstraction, fancy, belief, and
}mcertainty, In each instance, the objective system sct up
In the hypothesis has been proved to be an incomplete
source of experience, a thought-construct, and no more
the true metaphysical object than the subjective system
Opposed to it,

. The fault lies in failing to distinguish between subjec-
tl".lt)’ as an impersonal system or perspective an( the
Pflvate personal point of view of the individual. With this
dlStinction in mind, the process of making know]edqe a
Mmatter of truth and meaning does not consist in geE{i,](r
?mowledge out of the subjective system and into E]\e o]:
jective System; it consists in systematizing knowledqe, in
Putting the experience of the private person in impe;'sonal
Systems. In this sense, true “objectivity” can he acquired
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in a system of subjectivity (“The world is my idea”) as
completely as it can be acquired in a system of objectivity.

The distinction between subjectivity and objectivity,
although always dangerous, is sometimes useful in phi-
losophy. In aesthetics, for instance, it is convenient to
divide the material into subjective and objective aspects,
just as it is convenient to think of formal logic as subjec-
tive and of certain categories of the sciences as objective.
But unless we realize that both subjectivity and objec-
tivity as systems are invariably thought-constructs, per-
spectives of the metaphysical object in question, we shall
lose all the value attaching to the distinction through the
arror arising from taking them to be fixed by conditions
apart from thought. Once they are separated beyond the
power of thought to put them together, the question of
getting from subjectivity to objectivity is insoluble. They
should be taken, to use Bergson’s figure, as two sketches
of the cathedral of Notre Dame made from different
angles. The sketches, in themselves, are not necessarily
related to one another; the criterion of truth for both is
the metaphysical object, the cathedral; and the only true,

philosophical connection between them is the metaphysi-
cal object.

The Pineal Gland Fallacy

If subjectivity and objectivity are to be taken as im-
personal systems, and not as a division between thought
and reality, between knowledge and being, the concep-
tion of system is fundamental to their distinction and must
he preserved at all costs. We cannot allow outside ele-
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ments to infringe upon the integrity of the order and con-
nection of elements in a system. There was a time when
philosophers sought for a direct causal nexus between an
element of one system and an element of another. Tn the
present flight from causality as a universal law, no onc
today would insist upon a causal nexus, but it is neces-
sary to go farther and insist that there can be 1o kind of
direct nexus. The fallacy of a search for onc is all the more
untimely in that it was the original and outstanding crror
of modern thought, an error committed by Descartes, not
obscurely, but in such memorable and dramatic fashion
that it seems impossible that it could be forgotten.

Descartes’ construction of the body and soul differs in
Spirit from the older constructions which followed the
distinctions between matter and form or between uni-
versal and particular. He presents his entitics in the form
of systems; the body perspective or system is put together
by a mechanistic approach to the metaphysical object,
the human being. Whatever is left over, whatever falls
beyond mechanism ag Descartes knew it, belongs to the
soul. Extension and motion, cardinal points in mechanism,
are chief characters of the body; the soul, different from
the body, cannot fall under these categories.

Since Descartes looked for

tween hig systematically preser
he was not fully aware of his
and presentation. He asks, 1
tended ang moving system,
extended and immov
irresistible force mee
gland. Motion withi

a mode of interaction be-
1ited entities, it is clear that
own method of construction
1ow does the body, an ex-
act upon the soul, an un-
able system? His answer is that the
ts the immovable object in the pineal
n the body moves the pineal gland,
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and its motion, despite the flat contradiction of the original
hypothesis, is somehow transmitted to the soul. The soul
in turn inexplicably sets the pineal gland in motion. Surely,
no other metaphysician ever had the good sense to make
his crror as palpable as this.

And yet what fallacy is more prevalent in untimely
thought than that form of the pineal gland fallacy known
as the doctrine of underlying causes? The untimely
thinker starts with a subject of investigation, ascribes it
to a certain order of events, and attempts to prove that
another order is necessarily foundational to the first.

How proud the sophisticated scientist is when, with
claborate diagrams and mechanisms, he refutes the addict
to naive sense perception! It is not the table of sense
qualities that is real; how simple you are in thinking that
the table really consists in hardness, color, position, size,
and the like! The real table is a matter of the configura-
tions of molecules, the gyrations and convolutlons and
aberrations of electrons and protons, and an amazing
number of rays and radiations unknown in humble wall\s
of life.

But the scientific construct is no more the one “real”
table than is the table of sense perception or the table
which as aesthetic object served as a model for an etch-
ing. The table of sense perception is real; and the simple
fellow has real and simple uses for perceptual tables, uses
which are older and more imperishable than scientific
constructs. The scientific table is real also, and the scien-
tist has real uses for it. And there is another table, of
which we have little to say, the table as metaphysical ob-
ject, which we are forced to think of as a ground for the
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perceptual table, the scientific table, and all svstematic
tables.

It is no wonder that the two tables have become as
famous in modern philosophy as the dancing angels in
medieval thought or the watch found in the desert of carly
rationalism. For it is precisely the attitude of the proud
scientist concerning the tables which accounts for all
forms of mechanism, for economic determinism, for the
doctrine that man ist was er isst, for any of the thousand
untimely attempts to track reality down to a narrow svs-
tem and transfix it with a single well-chosen category.

The moral of the pineal gland fallacy is doubly appli-
cable to the fallacies of subjectivity and objectivity. From
one point of view, complete subjectivity, the cgo is the
}mity of everything. There is nothing in experience which
1S not my idea, which is not part of my
part of me: the world is my idea, as Sc
From another equally airtight p
only a part of a larger whole. I
single species of the animal kin
only one of many phenomen

experience and
hopenhauer says.
oint of view the cgo is
am only a member of a
gdom; and animals arc

o a in the cosmos. Can one of
1€se points of view be the criterion of the truth of the

other? Cap thinking in one be a real predicament, or docs
one go easily from one to the other, not through the device
f)f Some causal or logical connection, but merely by chang-
Ing the point of view, as one changes idly in an hour f))f
reading from a book on chemistry to a l)oék on poctry?
_YOW we are in a position to see the implication of the
Pineal gland fallacy more clearly. In philosophy depend-
ent upon the notion of system as a ground for meanings
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and a criterion of the truth of propositions, the pineal
gland theory, which implies a direct connection between
an element of one svstem and an element of another, must
be a fallacy, for such a connection destrovs what is neces-
sarv to a system, namely, its integrity, the homogeneous
order and connection of its elements. Nevertheless, there
is another side to the question. The world could not be
intelligible in its ccaseless interplav and interaction if its
clements were cut off from one another and divided into
formal systems. Again, knowledge could not grow, could
not correct itself, if ideas could not mutually cast light
upon one another, if elements of one svystem could not
cnhance the meaning of eclements of another system.
Hence, in two directions, we are compelled to think of
places where the formal separateness and distinctness of
svstems break down. In order to understand the growth
of knowledge, we are forced to think of the human con-
sciousness as a ground of growing, developing formal
svstems; and in order to understand the relationship of
all things we are forced to think of a metaphysical object
as the ground of the possibility of completed, eternally
present formal systems.

Aside from these two grounds for systems, the one for
svstems under construction, the other for svstems ideally
completed, there can be no pineal glands in metaphysics,
no direct nexus, causal or otherwise, between the elements
of formal systems. Elements of two different systems can
only be united in a third; elements of three only in a
fourth; and so on to infinitv. Nor is the system which
unites elements of two other systems necessarily higher or



44 Systematic Pluralism

'ord “heat” unites
more inclusive than the first two; the word l)(; e
(13 » ((‘ » l X <
elements found in the words “be” and at,” bu
therefore a higher or more inclusive word.

The Stratq Fallacy
: s from svstem
But what s thig method of cutting across from sys

: . a series of
to system in the hope of finding, through a s
grades, a system which is more re

is the criterion of the re
appearance of the o]q |
medieval philosophy in

al than others and which
ality of othery jf it is not the l;-
lerarchica) pattern which .mu‘( ';

adequate to modern (expcl"("."L](;\'r
And what jg the theory that ope can go logically or causa -
from ap element one system directly to an clement ;l
another if it jg oy the very ey ex machina which “’mf ‘(‘
once more re-establish t}o scala perfectionis and the “L(E
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Systematic, impersonal Perspectiyeg? The untimely t'""l‘ﬁ_
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' all should share 'tln'.s
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Sts upon identifying one with the metaphysi
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are Counterparts of one alnl
0 objects and the hierarchy
of Cognition,
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Faced wit, a numhey
object, he insi
cal object; t}
in which th
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The straty fallacy, applieq as two aspects;
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one of them we may call the bedrock theory since it
values the object in a perspective which seems hard,
tangible, and realistic; the other we may call the Pythag-
orean theory since it places the highest values on objects
seen through the mathematical perspectives. According
to the bedrock theory, the physical object is the arche-
type or foundation of all others; the psychological datum
Is a distortion of it; and such an object as that of aesthetics
is at best an idios>-'ncrasy, a freak of nature combined with
a peculiarity of mind. Ethics, politics, and the metaphysi-
cal disciplines, poetry and the imaginative life, are shades
of the past.

The Pythagorean theory, which has been gaining favor
over the bedrock theory (an amusing example of the de-
feat of one fallacy by the opposite of its kind ), maintains
that only objects reduced to mathematical proportions
have real significance. Numbers are essences, and numeri-
cal relations are the only trustworthy relations. The ob-
Jects of other perspectives are ore as yet unpurified; in
them essences are hidden by the sensuous cloak of error,

The strata method, applied to modes or divisions of
cognition, is much more interesting, since it is the source
of more confusion in untimely philosophy than any other
fallacy. It is divided into sections also, and these cor-
respond to the bedrock theory and to the Pythagorean
theory. It has its basis in the fact that the undifferentiated
process of knowing is divided by analysis into various ele-
ments. There are in modern philosophy several classifica-
tions of mental operations; for instance, there is Kant’s
division into intuition, understanding, and reason. Any
classification will serve to illustrate the fallacy. Without
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questioning the accuracy of the analysis, let us divide
mental operations into perception, imagination, under-
standing, and intuition. By perception, we mean that
aspect of cognition which deals with sense data; by under-
standing, that aspect which grasps literally truc proposi-
tions; by imagination, that aspect which perceives like-
nesses and unlikenesses and which finds expression in the
figurative language of the simile and the metaphor; and
by intuition, that aspect which grasps things entire—the
Aristotelian intuition which grasps the truth of first prin-
ciples and which accompanies them step by step in dem-
onstration.

Operating upon any of these classifications, the strata
fallacy is the exact counterpart of the fallacious arrange-
ment of objects according to favored perspectives. The
faculties of the mind or the divisions of cognition 1
to one which is supposed to be the only source of valid
knowledge and experience. With some empiricists, what
amounts roughly to perception is the only source of valid
knowledge and experience; with certain other philoso-
phers valid knowledge comes only through intuition; with
Certain rationalists, the only source of valid knowledge

lies in the understanding. Even imagination,
defined, L

cad up

in the sense
as its advocates in modern thought. The tran-

scendenta] movement in literature, numbering
Wordsworth, Alcott, Emerson, and Whitman

members, is based on that advocacy; poctic
Imaginative f

Coleridge,
among its
insight, the
aculty, frees the mind from the antinomies
necessarily encountered by the Kantian understanding;
the function of the poet, therefore, is to he seer and
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prophet, to furnish valid knowledge where reason has
failed.

An illustration may make clear the ridiculous nature of
the strata fallacy applied to the aspects of cognition. If
only one aspect of cognition yields valid knowledge, for
example, perception, why shall we not go farther and
sav that only one kind of perception is a valid source of
knowledge? When the advocate of perceptual knowledge
attempts to reduce all knowledge to perception, to sense
qualities, in order to establish its validitv, he does some-
thing exactly analogous to an attempt to reduce percep-
tions of sound, taste, color, and feelings to odors in order
to establish their reality. (I admit that the habitual prefer-
encc of human beings for vision is reflected in the sci-
ences, just as the preference of dogs for smells leads us
to believe that a canine metaphysics would insist that
only odors are real and the source of valid knowledge.)
It is true that sound waves, sometimes visible, are repre-
sentative of sound, and that heat waves, sometimes visible,
are representative of heat; nevertheless, one set of per-
ceptions does not establish the reality of the other; and
indeed, it is only by a kind of knowledge bevond percep-
tion that we know that the two are related.

Such is the fallacy of the epistemological strata and of
the attempt to reduce all aspects of cognition to one be-
fore admitting their validity. It rises from a failure to real-
ize that the aspects of cognition are abstracted from cog-
nition as a whole and that no one aspect is alone real and
the ground of others; the ground of all is undifferentiated
cognition. Our experience is never propositional alone,
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nor perceptual alone, nor intuitive alone; it is cognitive,
and perceptions, like perceptual objects, arc not the real
atomic bases of experience. They are the results of analy-
sis. No one kind of cognition is foundational, more valid
than another; and reduction from one kind to another is
impossible. Hence, as exponents of the strata fallacy, the
intuitionalist, the rationalist, the perceptualist, and the
sensationalist are equally absurd.

A last and most sophisticated form of the strata fallacy
is the level theory of truth, which maintains that since the
truth is the whole, the system, fragments on levels below
the whole vary in degrees of truth according to the ex-
tent of their separation. The statement that the rose is
red, says Hegel, is merely correct, not true. If such state-
ments are placed on a low level by philosophy on account
of value, the evaluation is false to common sense and to
experience. There are times when the red rose affords a
fleeting glimpse of reality more intense than that afforded
by the system of the absolute idea; Dante in the Paradiso
came at length to the presence of the Mystic Rose and
knew reality through love, “'amor che move il sole e Taltre
stelle,” and there is some truth, some meaning, in the mi-
crocosm and macrocosm of Paracelsus, some truth to the
importance of the flower in the crannied wall, which the
level theory of truth and reality tends to set aside.

In the forms of the strata fallacy contradiction and in-
consistency make apparent the inadequacy of the scala
perfectionis as a pattern for modern experience. The most
obvious quality of modern experience is that it yields
many sciences, many thought-

constructs, many systems,
of one and the same object; tl

1¢ second obvious quality
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is that these systems cannot be patterned according to
the ladder of perfection, for when the attempt is made to
do so, an unending metaphysical warfare results from the
endeavor to determine which system fits which rung.
Scholasticism will continue to dominate modern thought
as long as the ladder of perfection, with its consequent
theory of degrees of reality, value, or truth, is used as a
pattern for experience.



CHAPTER III

The Tinwl.)‘

Leibniz: “We must accustom ourselves to be presen
minded.”

Faust (to the passing moment): “Al still delay—tho
art so fair!”

THE extent and variety of the untimely fallacies almo:
lead us to believe that modern metaphysicians have mad
a compact with the devil of metaphysics not to be timel
not to call upon the passing moment to tarry, not to recoy
nize that the Passing moment is fair. But the untimel
fallacies taken together represent the seamy side of wh
might well be an orderly design; the various forms of tF
strata fallacy indicate that there are many aspects or pe
spectives of knowledge and that an arrangement moy
suitable than a hierarchy must be found for them; tl
various forms of the pineal gland fallacy indicate that a
answer to the relation between thought perspectives «
systems other than a direct nexus between elements mu
be found; the fallacies of subjectivity and objectivit
wherein it is assumed that the truth of one perspective

determined by another perspective, indicate that tl
50
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t\\eory of perspectives needs careful distinctions between

the criteria of truth, value, and reality. Indeed, knowing

the untimely fallacies, we may sav that we know the

timely problem even if we do not vet know the answers.
What arc the problems peculiar to our own time? Let

us consider them first in respect to that important timelv

factor, the state of know\cdge. Generally speaking, the
fallacies are reducible to onc central form, which lies in
the arrangement of perspectives of the metaphysical ob-
ject. Hence the first hope of a remedy lies in the possi-
bility of a new and better arrangement. This hope is
already partially realized by the recognition that the sci-
ences are perspectives, that pluralism and monism are
perspectives, and that each of these perspectives is, when
internally consistent, as legitimate and real as any other,
and that the truth of one is not determined by the truth
of another.

The thought perspectives or systems that we deal with
are not individual biographies or personal points of view;
the sciences and arts, and such perspectives as subjectiv-
ity and objectivity, imply a sharing and a communication
of thought which, whatever the theory of it may be, is
already an established fact. We are not concerned in this
timely problem with points of view which cannot be com-
municated or which have not been communicated, and
we are not concerned with a metaphysical object which
is not known or which is unknowable. We are concerned
with a problem of knowledge, of the relation between
known, communicated perspectives and a known (in some
cognitive manner) metaphysical object. The entire prob-
lem falls within actual or possible cognitive experience
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and has nothing to do with anything beyond that. But
the problem tends, like the fallacies, to break up into its
various aspects. In what sense do we know the mecta-
physical object? What is the relation between one thought
perspective and another or one system and another? What
determines truth? Why does one perspective or system,
complete as it may be in its own terms, not exhaust the
nature of the metaphysical object?

It is not difficult to show that this problem is, on ac-
count of our state of knowledge, peculiar to our time. It
was not a problem, for instance, to Heraclitus, who hased
his speculations on an undifferentiated metaphysical ob-
ject, who knew no distinction between subjectivity and
objectivity, who knew nothing of such impersonal systems
as chemistry, physics, aesthetics, l)iology, and so on,

deSpite the fact that he is often improperly called

a physi-
cist.

It was not precisely the problem of Spinoza. He did
treat of a differentiated world, but he w

philosophical cul-de-sac of the seventeenth century and
by the state of knowledge and interests of the age of
mathematical genius to the subjectivity and objectivity
represented in the Cartesian body-soul problem and to
the two only impersonal systems of thought and extension.

But Spinoza, in his constant struggle to att
tic view, was perhaps wiser than his time. It ig illogical,
he thought, to suppose that an infinite metaphysical ob-
ject can be represented by only two attributes of thought,
by only two perspectives or systems. Hence, he thought,
there are infinite attributes or perspectives although only
two of them are known. What would he say had he been

as limited by the

ain a synop-
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the timely philosopher of the twentieth instead of the
seventeenth century? Alive today, he would have seen his
idea of the infinite attributes approaching realization in
the number of perspectives tending toward infinity.

The problem was not timely for Leibniz. He knew more
perspectives than Spinoza knew; in addition to the Car-
tesian physics, he felt strongly the influence of the early
biologists; he knew more mathematics; he gave some
thought to problems of early chemistry; and, at one time
or another, he dealt with all the perspectives of the meta-
physics historically available to him. He had some con-
ception of perspectives; the monad, he explicitly said, is
a perspective; God as creator and God as architect are
one and the same God; the realm of nature is the same as
the realm of grace. But the theory of the monad and the
doctrine of pre-established harmony are still subordinated
to problems not directly related to our own. The perspec-
tive of the monad is a personal perspective, the biography
of the monad; it is not the kind of perspective that is built
up by the common labor of many individuals, the perspec-
tive of reality considered as a science or branch of knowl-
edge. The monadology of Leibniz is a spiritual commu-
nity of individuals; each is a perspective of what is by
pre-established harmony one and the same metaphysical
object. The monadology we should like to build, in refer-
ence to our own timely problem of the sciences, is a com-
munity of thought perspectives, impersonal in their na-
ture, arranged about the metaphysical object. They are
so many spokes about a common hub, so many gates, to
use Leibniz’ figure, entering a common town.

Hegel, who often told his students that truth comes
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only when the time is ripe, was not himself ripe for the
truth of our timely problem. It is true that his categories
are systems closely related to the thought perspectives
of the timely problem, but the Hegelian notion of levels
of categories, related as it is to his faith in the progress of
spirit, leads to the ladder of perfection and to untimely
philosophy.

Bergson, closest to our own time and its problems, was
yet not prepared for the situation which we face. In his
celebrated Introduction to Metaphysics, he gives a pic-
ture of the sciences arranged about the metaphysical ob-
ject like so many sketches of a cathedral, like so many
photographs of a town. But Bergson, with his character-
istic bright clarity, which rests too often on indefensible
dualisms, inherited from the nineteenth century a preju-
dice that the sciences and thought perspectives are in
their conceptual limits fixed, static, immobile. Hence the
thought perspectives, fixed and static, are for him a vivid
Contrast to the metaphysical object, which is conceived
as the principle of life, movement, and change. This dual-
ism is too close to the strata fallacy to be workable, for it
assumes that in some way thought perspectives falsify
reality and that only knowledge gained through meta-
physical intuition is trustworthy. If we are to avoid the
strata fallacy, we cannot agree with Bergson that only
one form of knowledge is valid, and others, sources of
falsification. Our knowledge represented in thought per-
spectives is real and true; and our knowledge of the meta-
physical object, which is needed as a complement and
ground of the perspectives, whether gained by intuition
or by some other cognitive faculty, is also true and real.
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No true metaphysical theory can make change funda-
mental, and permanence something mechanical encrusted
upon it, or vice versa; a proper theory must grant a proper
reality to both.

Thus it may be seen that we have set forth a problem
which, on account of our state of knowledge, is peculiar
to our time; none of these men could have anticipated the
material of knowledge before us, and yet each, in his
way, contributed something to a problem which was in
certain formal respects the problem of perspectives.

In this century we naturally think in terms of experi-
ence and meaning, in terms of systems and impersonal
perspectives; we do so because our own world view is
orientated in these terms and only thus has meaning and
significance to us. But we cannot think, because it is
meaningful to us in these terms, that we have achieved a
higher synoptic view of reality than philosophers in other
times. The outlines of our own world view would have
been worthless to Xenophanes, who had no experiences to
fit them; his, on the other hand, is still of value to us.

Let us suppose that there is a possible logic of meta-
physics, a series of conditions that holds for all experi-
ences and for all problems of knowledge, a homogeneous
order and connection between the elements appearing in
the experiences of persons, in the social co-operation ex-
pressed in the arts and sciences, and in the proper knowl-
edge of the metaphysical object. The history of meta-
physics, determined by states of knowledge, would have
a reasonable influence upon this logic. First, parts of this
synoptic logic, such as those pertaining to impersonal
systems, could not be stated in advance of the develop-
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apostles inevitably call out for rational substantiation. In
a world sensitive to the progress of artifice and invention,
a philosophy determined in emphasis by mathematics and
science is certain to appear. An age of poetry requires its
discovery of anthropomorphism; an age of fact-finding, its
theory of correspondence between statement and fact;
an age of system, its theory of systems.

How metaphysics, through its history, touches upon
evaluation and emphasis by contact with action and emo-
tion cannot be left out of our reckoning. The climates of
opinion that play major roles in determining the history
of metaphysics are not free from emotion and evaluation;
a climate of opinion is the denominator common to all the
individuals of a given age. As such, it presents, just as an
individual would, a hierarchy of values and a pattern of
meanings, a hierarchy and a pattern standing not in direct
relation to the world viewed under the aspect of eternity
but in direct relation to the world viewed through time,
the world viewed through the exigencies of action and
emotion.

But these reasonable and timely elements become un-
reasonable and untimely when a timely pattern, mistaken
for the logic of metaphysics itself, is carried over from one
time to another. Such a pattern may fit one climate of
opinion and one world of experience so admirably that it
seems to be the synoptic of thought itself, but when an
attempt is made to fit it to another climate of opinion and
another world of experience, it is soon revealed as con-
tradictory and untimely.

If we take the world of action and emotion into account,
it is not difficult to understand why early modern philoso-
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phy took the medieval hierarchy to be in some sense an
eternal pattern transferable from one age to another. For
the climate of opinion of the Middle Ages did not disap-
pear suddenly and dramatically. In rounding out the cx-
perience of the individual, the religion and the philosophy
of the Middle Ages had filled in onc tremendous gap of
environment by supplying a second and an cternal world,
a world of absolute justice in rewards and punishments.
Modern thought at no time overlooked the significance
of the medieval heaven. Indeed, thinkers at all times took
it into account. There was a general disposition to bring
it down to earth, during the Renaissance it was synony-
mous with the golden age of classical culture; during the
Reformation it was identified with the supposed primitive
purity of the early church. When these two periods had
exhausted the past as a possible location for heaven, and
experience, the present, men turned to the only place
left. The century of Bacon and Campanclla became fa-
mous for dissertations on utopia; and from that time on,
‘t‘he word “progress” took over the significance of the word
salvation.” The stages of blessedness in the Paradiso
became degrees of approach to the earthly paradisc.

'We are not surprised to find that every philosopher ad-
dicted to the gospel of progress attempted in some fashion
t(? identify the medieval hierarchy, a timely pattern in the
?llstory of metaphysics, with the logic of metaphysics by
fderltifying it with fixed degrees of truth, value, and real-
ity. Nor are we surprised to notice, as faith in inevitable
progress wanes, how contingent and unnccessary these
ﬁ,\:ed degrees appear. We are emancipated from the doc-
trine of progress; and there is no need of our falling,
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through an ethical prejudice, into the error of mistaking a
timely pattern for the logic of metaphysics.

This error has been part of the greatest systems of mod-
ern thought. In Spinoza and in Hegel, for instance, we find
the groundwork of the logic of metaphysics almost in-
extricably confused with the pattern of the scala perfec-
tionis; and it is only by removing this pattern that we can
get at the synoptic element in their thought.

For, in spite of this pattern, there is a synoptic element
in their thought, the element of continuity, based on some
continuity in reality, which in the history of metaphysics
accompanies the timely and even the untimely position
of metaphysicians. As knowledge grows and interests
change, the problems are different and yet strangely the
same; and it is true of metaphysical speculation, as it is
of every human endeavor, that there can never be an end
to it, never a metaphysics of finality. For each metaphysi-
cian faces as an individual the growth noted in the tradi-
tion as a whole. Faced with untimely contradictions, he
jumps to fancies something like the truth in the hope of
overcoming them; he next tries to make his fancy cor-
respond point by point to the existing situation; and he
finally secks to make the whole structure stand by virtue of
its own inner consistency and structural sufficiency.

But new experiences outrun old sufficiencies. Knowl-
edge grows, and only a certain formal “wisdom” lingers
through the ages; and yet it is enough that a philosopher,
having been timely in his own day, should in turn become
for the metaphysician of the future a part of that great
synoptic tradition to which he is himself indebted.






Part Two

THE ENDURING
IN METAPHYSICS

“Those who speak with understanding
must hold fast to what is common to all as
a city holds fast to its law, and even more
strongly.”






CHAPTER 1V

Static Element: Spinoza and
H(zgel on the Nature of Systems

“It is of the nature of reason to perceive things under a
certain form of eternity.”

SYSTEMATIC pluralism is not without historical ante-
cedents; and only through a consideration of these ante-
cedents can we clarify our new insight and begin the
elaboration and logical construction of our “fancy some-
thing like the truth.” Subject to the interests and the state
of knowledge of their times, Heraclitus, Spinoza, Leibniz,
Hegel, and Bergson, all saw the synoptic aspect of what
we are now calling in timely terms the doctrine of per-
spectives—i.e., systematic pluralism. By treating these
men in turn, therefore, not only can we discover what is
synoptic in the doctrine of perspectives as it moves from
Weltanschauung to Weltanschauung, but also we shall
establish a reasonable element of continuity in thought
and a reasonable element of difference.

In the history of metaphysics we find the most adequate
groundwork of conceptions and terminology for a theory

of perspectives in the systems of Spinoza and Hegel.
63
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Hege], when we treat the dialectic as a logical rather than
a.S a tempora] doctrine, reveals an almost point-by-point
Sfmgarity with Spinoza. This is an instancc of the con-
t1nu1ty of metaphysics and of the influence which the
Problem of distinguishing knowledge from opinion has
1ad op modern thought. And yet, by the irony of historical
metaPh)’SiCS, the system of Hegel has reasonably becen
00. ed upon as the antithesis of the system of Spinoza. For
isxfn_:,]to-za-’ the timeless philosopher, presents his material
Chanrlkmg contrast to that of Hegel, the philosopher of
8¢ and dynamic reality.

Systematic Pluralism

The Attributes as Systems

terﬁi th?ugh the problem of relating the sciences and sys-
thoy (; kn0wledge to one another stands out in all modern
ralisg W, the choice between systematic monism and plu-
. >M comes most significantly to a lead in Spinoza’s
!SCussion of the relation of the attributes to substance.
" the limited mind would wish to study this problem
;‘:}fge.ly in terms of its medieval theologijcal antecedents
the 18nore its relation to the present and the future. F(?1~
theoract that looms large to tl-lose who are interested in
can Y of lfnowledge is that Spinoza has shown tha.t there
grow; a limitless numl?er of fystems (a point which the
o 11 of knowledge increasingly confirms), just as h c
gene%:.so shown that each of. these systems can 1.)e sui
inﬁnitl > .tlu,lt is, a true Sy stem, mte.rnally noncontradictory,
Sibilite I its kind. Spmoza_ established the structural pos-
Y of systematic pluralism; experience and the growth

of knowledge increasingly make necessary its acceptance.
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Spinoza is the great modern advocate of the synoptic
view in metaphysics; yet no one, as we see when we con-
sider his thought in relation to the problem of impersonal
systems, more clearly shows the influence of a given time.
For the world which Spinoza saw under the aspect of
cternity was peculiarly the world of the seventeenth cen-
tury, the world of the great mathematicians, Galileo,
Descartes, Newton, Leibniz, Kepler, and Huygens. What
he saw was largely determined by the interests and the
statc of knowledge of the “century of genius.” He saw the
world in its synoptic outlines, but these outlines were
limited to the two impersonal perspectives, thought and
extension, which expressed with remarkable adequacy the
thought and interests of his time.

Reality, says Spinoza, consists in infinite attributes, each
of which is infinite in its kind. From the divine nature of
reality, an infinite number of things proceed eternally, for
“the divine nature possesses absolutely infinite attributes,
cach one of which expresses infinite essence in suo
genere.” ! Substance is infinite inasmuch as it is not limited
by another substance; the attributes which constitute the
essence of substance are infinite in like manner. A body is
finite because it is limited by another body; but extension,
which is the ground of bodies, is not limited by another
extension; it is infinite in its kind. Likewise, an idea is finite
in that it is limited, not by bodies, but by other ideas; but
thought itself, which is the ground of ideas, is not limited
by anything of its own kind. Each attribute, thought as
well as extension, is infinite in suo genere. But although
substance, which is the ground of the attributes, possesses

1 Ethics, tr. by W. H. White (New York: Oxford, 1927), I, 16.
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infinjte attributes, we know only two of these, namely,
thought and extension.> The attributes (the order and
Connection f the elements of one is the same a5 the order
and COnnection of the elements of the other) are tln'011gh
their infinjte nature closely allied to substance. Indeed, in
s earliey work, Spinoza spoke indiffercntly of substances

Or attribyteg 3 About ten years before the formulation of

the Ethics he wrote:

By Substance | mean that which is in itself and js conceived
through itself, that is, whose conception docs not i""olv_c the
conception of some other thing. I mean the same by attribute,
€xcept that it is called attribute with respect to the intellect,
which attributes sych and such a nature to substance.*

Before Setting to work on the Ethics he evidently clarified

Ais thought in two respects: first, he saw that infinite at-
tributeg logically imply one only substance as their ground;
secondly’ he saw that the intellect could only properly
Attribute ¢, Substance that which was the essence of sub-
Stance, 1, the Ethics he expresses these convictionS: in
reverse order, according to his method of demonstratl(?n.
There j¢ Is said that substance, as ground, implies infinite
attributes 4 consequents, and that the ground of the in-
tellect “whicl, attributes” is in God, in the infinita idea dei.

e theory of attributes has always been the storm
center of Controversy concerning the Ethics. Even before
its publication, before Spinoza’s death in 1677, the outlines

*Ibid., I1, 1 and 2,

? Co"espondencc, tr. by A. Wolf (New York: Dial, 1927), Let-
ters 1, 2 3,4 g

* Letter 9,
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of two fruitful criticisms had been given by Tschirnhaus.
He rightly questioned why we can know only two attri-
butes when infinite attributes proceed from God, who is
the ground of the intellect “which attributes”; and he also
pointed out that, in the Ethics, the attribute of thought
occupies a central position to such an extent that exten-
sion is of relatively minor importance.”

In respect to the first of these questions it is evident that
Spinoza at one time thought of the possibility of learning
about or experiencing in some way more of the infinite ¢
attributes. In writing the Ethics, however, Spinoza wished
to systematize and demonstrate known truth; on this ac-
count, he is indifferent to the possibility of knowing fur-
ther attributes. It is not necessary, he thought, to know
further attributes in order to have an adequate idea of
substance. In studying Euclid, one may know adequately
that the sum of the angles of a triangle is equal to two
right angles although one is ignorant of many other prop-
erties of triangles. In like manner, one may have an
adequate idea of the attributes of thought and extension
and still be in complete ignorance of what the other in-
finite attributes are.” This is, no doubt, a true analogy; it
explains how knowledge is possible, but it does not answer
the question why knowledge, which is grounded in the
infinita idea dei, need stop with only two attributes.

The other suggestion of Tschirnhaus is just as fruitful.®
Tf “each thing is expressed in infinite modes in the infinite

5 Letters 65, 66, 70.

6 Short Treatise on God, Man, and His Well-Being, tr. by A. Wolf
(London: A. & C. Black, 1910), ch. i, note.

7 Letter 56. § Letter 70.
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understanding of God,” how is it that the huwman mind,
grounded as it is in the infinita idea dei, does not have the
possibility of comprehending all things? Further, how does
the attribute of thought, if “thing” means more than body,
come to occupy a positioy wherein it is not only commen-
surate with extension hut wit], infinite attributes? For “the
attribute thought iy made much more extensive than th.c
other attributes; Lyt since each of the attrilutes consti-
tutes the essence of God, I [Schuller, writin g for Tschim-

haus] certainly do not gee how the one docs not contradict
the other,” »

arently just criticism m.USt
finite systems without b.el"g
doing. Thought occupies a
mensurate with the system
S Uunique quality does not.
> that thought is of great.el
+ For cach attribute has 'lt]S
of being commensurate V‘ili;
. example, eyery thought hé

gfmgf.te:ggdmzspect, its countel-I?art in Zn «extend(;cl
have i’ts extende(iled o0 element of any attribute wou r(—
sists that extensijg iISPeCt- Nevertheless, the thought Bed
alone wit, the Ill ?GS ot deserye the honor of staﬂd"Tf-'—’
butes; if a]) thinl‘g 1ft 1 the complaye list of known attr
they can g, %sllall nder thought ang under extenslon;
i €ing, under quality, undf3
mOStloyf’ Snder mllltiplicity, under m.eaS;lilsti
9 Ibid, 1e Categories in the Hegehan

all the infinite attributeg. for
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This list, or any list which contains impersonal perspectives
of the metaphysical object (Spinoza’s substance, Hegel's
absolute), tends to become infinite; and it is in the light
of infinite perspectives (systems) of the metaphysical
object that we can best understand the Spinozistic attri-
butes and iron out the difficulties which Tschimhaus
raised.

Let us consider the Spinozistic attributes in the light of
the subsequent growth of knowledge. The view of reality
sub specie acternitatis in the time of the seventeenth cen-
tury gave few sciences, and, of these few, nearly all were
susceptible to subsumption under the mathematics of
“pure thought” or under the extension and motion of Car-
tesian physics. Chemistry was in its infancy; in biology
Spinoza was cut off from the influences (Malpighi, Swam-
merdam, Leeuwenhoek) which touched Leibniz, and
from the theories advanced by Wolff which anticipated the
work of Darwin. In the seventeenth century the organic
and teleological conception of nature reached its nadir;
of all the great thinkers, only Locke had a background
other than that of mathematics and physics. The century
of genius, in its philosophical manifestations, seemed to
have been cut off from beauty; aesthetics brought little
or nothing to the view of life. The ethical point of view
was uppermost in thought, and the Ethics of Spinoza,
closely related to Stoicism, is far indeed from the aesthetic
cthics of the earlier Greeks. Psychology in the modern
sense was unborn, sociology unheard of, botany unde-
veloped, economics untouched by Malthus and Marx. The
tremendous task of differentiating the face of nature was
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in its very beginnings; the distinctions already made had
not yet miraculously multiplied those of Heraclitus and
Pythagoras.

The philosophical cul-de-sac of the seventeenth century
also invited a dualism of attributes; Spinoza, steeped in
Cartesian philosophy, tended to build his attributes en-
tirely around the mind-and-body problem of Descartes; it
was an answer, but an answer stultified by limitation to
a single problem. Spinoza could have dispensed with it;
the imaginatio which views things as independent, or
which traces them only to a proximate cause, takes place
within the attribute of thought and is remedicd by
thought, by systematization. The epistemological theory
of Spinoza might well have been developed within the
realm of one only attribute, but is it not possible that
the use of two is a recognition that epistemology has
Passed from the primary problem of distinguishing opin-
ion from knowledge by contrasting the isolated impression
With the systematized adequate idea—from that on to the
further problem raised by the fact that there are many im-
Personal systems in which adequate ideas occur?

For the possibility of the infinite attributes which Spi-
110za treated in the early treatises tends toward actuality.

he anthropologist, the historian, the sociologist, the econ-
OIoist, the biologist, and a number—moving toward in-

Mty—of others vie with one another in presenting their
Perspectives of reality. Each, it is true, has not clearly
marked oyt his domain, nor clearly systematized the per-
SPective which s to become infinite in suo genere, but
each begins to see the goal clearly, each, indeed, pre-
Supposes the goal. “Time and clime” are taking us nearer
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to the realization in knowledge of those potentialities of
existence for knowledge which Spinoza saw synoptically
in the theory of infinite attributes. At the completion of
the Ethics a given fact or situation had only two possible
significances, namely, as an idea, and as a representation
of an extended thing; today such a given fact or situation
has as many significances as there are systematic contexts
in which it may become a part, and the number of these
contexts unquestionably tends theoretically, if not prac-
tically, toward infinity.

Tschirnhaus was right: we should know more than two
only of the infinite attributes; and we are knowing more as
time goes on. He was right again: in philosophy, the at-
tribute or perspective of thought occupies a central posi-
tion inasmuch as it affords us the total and synoptic view
of attributes, the view of infinite perspectives of the
metaphysical object. He was not right, in this respect, in
finding contradiction in Spinoza; this unique quality of
thought for philosophy, consisting in its commensurabil-
ity with all perspectives or attributes, finds a counterpart,
according to the Spinozistic doctrine of attributes, in any
other attribute in the uniqueness in suo genere by which
the attribute takes, from its own point of view, all other
attributes into account. Thought and philosophy take
anthropology, history, chemistry, physics, and all others
into account; conversely, each of the others takes thought
and all the others into account, according to its own
point of view. Already, how many accounts there are of
philosophy and thought itself in economic, historical,
chemical, mathematical, and physical terms!

And each of these is right as long as, in Spinozistic



& S ystematic Pluralism

terms, it recognizes itself as only one of infinite attribut.es,
taking into account all other attributes and in turn be.mg
taken into gecount by each of the others. Difficulty arises
only whep each of the systems claims to be the only
Possible revelation of the essence of reality.

The Hegelian Categories as Systems

From this interpretation of the Spinozistic substan'ce
and infipjte attributes we can pass on fruitfully to an in-
terpretation of the Hegelian absolute and categories as
the metaphysical object and the infinite impersonal .m'ld
Systematic perspectives of it. We first note the similarities

etween the categories and the attributes. If the attributes
XPress the essence of substance, the categorics likewise
express the essence of the absolute; at different stages, the
absolute i defined as being, as quantity, as a syllogism,
as ming o spirit. In this respect, the only difference be-
tween Hegel and Spinoza is that Hegel places a valuc on
Categories; eqcly is commensurate with the ahsolute, but
each ig Commensurate on a higher or lower planc than
others, and this evaluation, we note, is perhaps bascd on
what Hegel took to be the moral progress resulting in
complete freedom of spirit.

1€ Nnumbey of categories in Hegel greatly exceeds the
flurnber of attributes in Spinoza, but still, needless to say,
lt. Is not the infinite attributes which Spinoza foresaw.
First, Jest anyone be committed to the Hegelian deduction,
V\./e shoulq consider whether the finite list of Hegel is ul-
timate anq exhaustive. This cannot be true. In the first
place, the list in the Logic of the Encyclopedia is not the
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same in detail as the list in The Science of Logic; further-
more, an intelligent student of Hegel quickly sees how the
state of knowledge and of interests in the time of Hegel
determines the appearance or nonappearance of many
categories. Even Hegel would doubtless not claim com-
pleteness for the Logic in detail, although he would de-
fend the integrity of each triad and maintain that the
order of the subsumption of the triads is correct. Hence,
we can properly look upon the categories of Hegel as a
stage in the growth of knowledge between the two at-
tributes of Spinoza and the complexity of systems of our
own time. The limitation of Spinoza’s thought to two
attributes must have seemed especially barren to Hegel,
who, in addition to the influence of mathematics and
physics, was strongly moved by the conceptions of organic
growth and development handed down through the ro-
manticists by the biologists and Leibniz, by extensive
reading in history, by the new pretensions of the rapidly
forming sciences, and especially by beauty, by the spirit
of art, which, from the days of his translation of the
Antigone of Sophocles until the completion of his Philoso-
phy of Fine Art, he saw as a “natural theodicy,” a justi-
fication of the ways of God to man, a key to the high and
good in reality.®

At first glance, a category is a category and not a sys-
tem; and this thought prevents us from seeing the rela-
tion between Hegel’s categories and the Spinozistic attri-
butes, which are systematic in that each has an “order
and connection” of its elements. But the Hegelian logic

10 The Pln’losophy of Fine Art, tr. by F. P. B. Osmaston (London:
Bell, 1920), I, ch. iii, sect. III, C3.
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consists Precisely in giving categories morc than a first
glance. At first glance it is true that a category is abstract
and irnmediate, but if we follow it through, it takes us
through jtg ground in the total system, and this ground-
ing in the totq] system constitutes its truth. Categorics,
then, are the starting points of systems, and it is reason.
able to suppose that the category imposes its character
upon the system approached through it. Indeced, the sys-
tematizatiop of the categories themselves, as laid down

y Hegel, assumes that each category reveals, in Spino-
Zistic terms, the essence of the total system, and that cate-
gories are arranged hierarchically according to the de-
8rees of abstractness or concreteness in which they reveal
this essence, Being, for instance, is commensurate with
the tota] system, bl;t in its commensurability reveals the
‘otal system from the most abstract possible point of view;
and it is witp, nothing as it is with being. Becoming sur-
Passes them ip concreteness, and the dialectic proceeds, a
Series of revelations of the total system advancing in

°8ree of concreteness until the total system is ultimately
Seen to he commensurate with mind (Geist).

If it i still difficult to connect the attributes of Spinoza
with the categories of Hegel through the conception of
>Ystem implied i the “order and connection” of elements,
if the earliest, most abstract categories seem to lack this
order, Jet ¢ turn to categories more advanced in the prog-
TeSS toward concreteness. Some of the later categories
are, even at fiyst glance, systems. The subjective notion
IS a system of logic; the object is a counterpart system.
Within the object are subsumed systems, the system of
mechanism, e system of chemism, and the system of
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teleology, comprising the systematic ordering of means,
end, design, and purposiveness. The systems of the sub-
jective notion and of the object are in turn subsumed in
the svstem of the idea, which contains in turn the systems
of life, cognition in general, cognition proper, and volition.
Hencee, the later categories display an unquestionable
“order and connection” of elements, and since it is already
granted that the categories reveal the essence of the ab-
solute from different levels, the categories are seen to
possess the two great distinguishing marks of the attri-
butes. But it is not cnough to equate the later categories
with the attributes. To return to the carlier and most
abstract category, being, is to prove in the light of the
later categories that this also contains the marks of sys-
tem. The doctrine of being itself contains an orderly con-
ncction of elements, for it is first analyzed into quality,
quantity, and measure, and, in turn, these are analyzed
into their subordinate systematic categories. Hence, in
the Logic, there is no abstract beginning, no category,
which does not evolve into a system, which does not in
its evolution to its own truth become an analogue of the
attributes.

In many respects the Hegelian deduction of the cate-
gories is an artful combination of Kantian and Spinozistic
clements; the categories which make experience possible
for Kant appear possessed of the qualities of the attributes
of Spinoza; and it must be granted that Hegel’s lists
make substantial advances from the utterly inadequate
list of Kant and the stultifying effect of the two only at-
tributes of Spinoza. They make advances; and they are on
the road to the infinite attributes foreseen by Spinoza. It
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is on that same road that we see them now as thought
perspectives, impersonal systems, of the metaphysical ob-
ject, impersonal points of view which render the experi-
ence of an analyzed and differentiated world intelligible,
systematic, and coherent.

Knowledge and Opinion in Spinoza and Hegel

Spinoza and Hegel agree that the distinction between
opinion and knowledge lies in the difference hetween a
personal point of view and an impersonal system. They
are not clear, however, in carrying out the implications of
this position, Although it logically leads to systematic
pluralism, and although Spinoza’s attributes and Hegel’s
Categories lay the groundwork for a new metaphysics of
Systems, both Spinoza and Hegel preserve elements of
thught which force them at times to think of reality as
identical with one system, the cardinal error of modern
Systematic metaphysics.

It would be difficult to find any reason for a criterion of
reality which establishes grades or levels other than the
search for 5 proof for a most real being, a theological prob-
lem, yet hoth Spinoza and Hegel do apply such a test to
Purely metaphysical problems. Further, their thought is

Ominated by an ethical point of view, specifically by the
notion of ethjcal progress. For this reason they confuse
P rf)blems of truth, value, and reality, seeking a single
Criterion to determine all. Their opponents, failing to de-
tect the trye difficulty in their thought, have been need-
%eSSIY driven into opposition to systematic thinking and
nto a kind of critical chaos. The true fault of idealism is
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not the systematization of knowledge, which is indeed its
single and sufficient virtue; the fault in the various systems
of idealism, including the Hegelian and the Spinozistic,
is rather the attempt to identify the real with a single sys-
tem and the attempt to render meaningless the distinctions
between truth, value, and reality.

One feels in reading Spinoza and Hegel that they have
come to the right answer concerning the distinction be-
tween knowledge and opinion but that they are only grop-
ing toward the future, brilliantly it is true, in estimating
the relation of one system to another and of systems to the
metaphysical object. Both start out well by establishing
the independence of philosophy and by recognizing the
difference between a private point of view and a communi-
cable system of thought or subjectivity.

In respect to the ancillary fallacy, the fallacy that holds
philosophy either explicitly or implicitly subordinate to a
higher level of truth, Hegel is most outspoken. He says:
“As T have elsewhere recalled, philosophy,'* since it is to
be ordered knowledge, cannot borrow its method from a
subordinate science, such as mathematics, any more than
it can rest satisfied with categorical assertions of pure in-
tuition, or use reasonings based on external reflection.” '

Indeed, Hegel goes to the other extreme: the sciences,
the arts, religions, histories, and all things are but stages
in the idea, whose specially appointed biographer and
confidante is philosophy. The theory of attributes and
categories does not support either of these extremes. Each

11 Preface of The Phenomenology of Mind.
12 Science of Logic, tr. by W. H. Johnston and L. G. Struthers
(New York: Macmillan, 1929), I, 36.
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perspective, whether it be a science, an art, a religion, or
history, is in its kind commensurate with all other per-
spectives, but each of the others, in its kind, likewise sub-
ordinates all others. Nevertheless, it is definitely clear
that philosophy is, for Hegel, no handmaiden.

It is equally evident that Spinoza would never con-
sciously place philosophy in bondage to another order of
truth; there is no order of truth higher than that con-
tained in the presuppositions of the Ethics. Philosophy is
the search for the high and abiding good, and all sciences
are subordinated to this search.

We must seek the assistance of moral philosophy and the the-
ory of education; further, as health is no insignificant means for
attaining our end, we must also include the whole science of
medicine, and, as many difficult things arc by contrivance
rendered easy, and we can in this way gain much time and
convenience, the science of mechanics must in no way be de-
spised. But before all things, a means must be devised for im-
Proving the understanding and purifying it.!s

.This illustrates his attitude toward the relation of the
sciences tgo philosophy, but it is well to note in passing
that, in making the sciences subordinate to the aim of
PhﬂOSOphy, he made philosophy itself subordinate to his
ethical Point of view, a subordination which accounts for
the evaluatiop of his grades of knowledge and perfection.
In. Spirit the philosophy of Spinoza is subordinate to no
s.01enCe; in practice it is quite otherwise. Philosophy con-
sists for him iy, certain and demonstrable knowledge; and

the method e chooses for certifying and demonstrating

13 Gy
R H.SI;/‘IH()EZ:;I, On the Improvement of the Understanding, tr. by

- iwes, in Chief Works (London: Bell, 1887), 11, 7.
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such knowledge is the method of mathematics rigorously
applied. Thus, not in spirit, but in a practice brought
about by unavoidable timely consequences following from
the state of knowledge and the interests of the century of
genius, Spinoza made philosophy at times handmaiden,
through method, to the sciences. It is this fault which
has developed the spirit of the attack on the geometric
method, and this same fault which contributed largely to
the limitation of knowledge to two only attributes.

Both Spinoza and Hegel offer two interpretations of the
ambiguity lurking in the terms subjectivity and objec-
tivity. Spinoza’s first interpretation of them is as thought
and thing (extension), as idea and ideatum. In this sense
they are two orders of existence, each independent and
free from contact on the part of the other but agreeing in
the order and connection of their elements. In this inter-
pretation, Spinoza argues against the fallacy which makes
one order the criterion of the truth of the other. The
ideatum is not the criterion of the truth of the idea; ex-
tension in no way influences thought directly; there is
no causal nexus between thought and thing. In this in-
terpretation, subjectivity is a perspective, infinite in its
kind, and objectivity is another perspective, infinite in
its kind.

Knowledge does not grow by extending the system of
subjectivity until it corresponds with the system of ob-
jectivity; such correspondence is necessary and eternal.
Knowledge does not grow by the correspondence of sub-
jectivity considered as an impersonal system or perspec-
tive with objectivity considered as an impersonal system
or perspective; it grows, according to the second inter-
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pretation of these terms, by the extension of the personal
point of view (individuality) into the impersonal per-
spective (system, attribute, category). Imaginatio is finite,
individual, personal, in the terms of the Spinozistic con-
ception; reason and intuitive science, on the other hand,
are impersonal, infinite, and systematic. Knowledge grows,
then, by the systematization of ideas, a systematization
which takes us from abstractness to concreteness, from
opinion to certainty. By systematization we achieve the
impersonal, the concrete, the objective, and at the same
time transcend what is, in relation to these, finite, ab-
stract, and personal.

The two Spinozistic conceptions of the relation be-
tween subjectivity and objectivity supplement one an-
other. There is no “subjective predicament”; nor is there
an objective predicament. Viewed impersonally subjec-
tivity is an infinite system, expressing the essence of re-
ality in jts kind; objectivity is another such infinite
system. To go through the complete system of one is to
e>.(haust what one would exhaust from another point of
view by going through the complete system of the other.
Hence, from this interpretation, one can only “objectify”
the subjective by shifting the point of view. From the
other interpretation, however, the individual may rise from
Sll}?jectivity to objectivity by transcending the personal
point of view. This transcendence is accomplished by tak-
mng l_deas and appearances out of the merely personal point
0t view an( placing them in an impersonal perspective or
system.

This twofolq and harmonious treatment of subjectivity
and ObjectiVity is also a mark of the Hegelian system. In
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the third doctrine of the Logic, that of the notion, sub-
jectivity and objectivity are presented as impersonal sys-
tems, just as they are presented as impersonal and system-
atic attributes in the Ethics. Under subjectivity, Hegel
presents a complete system of logic; and it is a system of
logic which differs from formal systems in that it is not
something which needs to move out of its own system,
not something formal to be applied to something material
outside its system. It is a synthesis of form and content,
a concrete system. Under the object, he presents a system
(complete for his time) embracing chemism, mechanism,
and teleology. One of these systems, according to Hegel,
logically implies the other, but there is no nexus, causal
or otherwise, between an element of one and an element
of another. If they evolve, they evolve in such a manner
that, as in Spinoza, the order and connection of the ele-
ments in the one is the same as the order and connection
of the elements in the other. They are impersonal, and
each, from its level, expresses the essence of the absolute.
Hegel clearly stated this position at the beginning of his
career. Having noted the distinction made between knowl-
edge and the object of knowledge usually taken to be
the criterion of the truth of knowledge, he says: “Con-
sciousness furnishes its own criterion in itself, and the in-
quiry will thereby be a comparison of itself with its own
self; for the distinction [between knowledge and object],
just made, falls inside itself.” ** The object, so-called, is
being per se, and knowledge is the object as it appears
to us, that is, being for another.

14 The Phenomenology of Mind, tr. by J. B. Baillie (London:
Macmillan, 1910), I, 84.
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The essential fact, however, to be borne in mind throughout
the whole inquiry is that both these moments, notion and ob-
ject, “being for another” and “being in itsclf,” themsclves fall
within that knowledge which we are examining. Conscequently
we do not require to bring standards with us, nor to apply our
fancies and thoughts in the inquiry; and just by our leaving
these aside we are enabled to treat and discuss the subject as

it actually is in itself and for itself, as it is in its complete
reality.1s

Thus in the movement of the dialectic the moments, sub-
jectivity and objectivity, eventually fall together into the
absolute idea.

As in Spinoza, this first interpretation of subjectivity
and objectivity as impersonal systems does not make one
the criterion of the truth of the other. It likewise denies
the possibility of a subjective predicament since conscious-
ness has made both the subjectivity and objectivity which
are considered as impersonal systems. A complete system
of subjectivity would logically imply ipso facto a com-
Plete system of objectivity.

.Bllt, as in Spinoza, the individual, the personal point of
view, does not possess a complete impersonal system of
Sub].eCtivity. To the individual point of view, categories
and appearances are still mere abstractions. Only by sys-
tematizing these categories and appearances impersonally,
?nly by going through their systematic ground does the
individual transcend personal subjectivity and achieve im-
personal objectivity.

Hence, hotl Hegel and Spinoza might sum up their

conception of the growth of knowledge and the achieve-
15 Ibid,
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ment of truth and objectivity in the single exhortation:
Place your personal ideas in impersonal systems.

In this conception of knowledge and truth it is most
important to deny the possibility of a direct causal nexus
between system and svstem, between attribute and attri-
bute, perspective and perspective. The inherent design
of Spinoza’s attributes is aimed against the pineal gland
fallacy of Descartes and against the philosophical cul-de-
sac which brought it about. An idea is not the effect of
an ideatum, nor is the ideatum causally determined by
the idea. It is impossible, Spinoza in effect replies to
Descartes, that an element of one order should directly
touch upon an element of another order. To do so would
be to violate the fundamental conception of an order or
system, its integrity and independence, its self-determina-
tion, its freedom achieved from lack of external compul-
sion, its logical sufficiency. Hence we find no interaction
between the attributes, just as we find no windows in the
monads of Leibniz, just as we find no jump from a step
in the systematization of one Hegelian category to a step
in the systematization of another. In metaphysics built on
the conception of system, there can be no compromise
with anything endangering the integrity of systems.

But this conception of different orders or systems, each
expressing reality in its kind, upon which the entire sys-
tematic building of our knowledge is based, raises here
difficulties which call for an important distinction. Reality,
separated into independent orders by systematic thought,
must in some sense be thought of as inseparable. Systems,
or impersonal perspectives, so to speak, exist only formally
in the human mind and materially in the metaphysical ob-
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ject. Hence, interaction goes on not between the formal
systems (formal in relation to the metaphysical object,
concrete in themselves) but in that concrete reality in
which they have their foundation and from which, by
abstraction, they are formally taken.

This same distinction, made in respect to the relation-
ship between systems and the metaphysical object, or sub-
stance, or absolute, must be made, from another point of
view, in respect to the personal human consciousness
which entertains and constructs formal systems. Knowl-
edge, if systems in the human mind were completely set
apart into watertight compartments, would be impossible;
hence we must think of the human mind as a meeting
place for formal systems, in which the elements of one
may play upon the elements of the others in such
as to make the mutual advancement of systems

growth of knowledge possible, a kind of interactio
in respect to formal s

f

a way
and the
n which,
ystems, considered in abstracto hoth
rom the concrete reality which is their materia]
tion and from the human consciousness which js tl
of their construction, is impossible.

This distinction clarifi

founda-
1¢c agent

es the problem of interaction in
Descartes and its answer in Spinoza. There can be no
pineal glands ip metaphysics, no inter
spectives or systemg g such,
one side, in concrete reality,
omouf‘. nature is logt, apg
consciousness, their effici
only elements i sel
enlightening ideas,

action between per-
but these are grounded, on
where their formally auton-
, on the other side, in human
ent cause, where they are not
f-contained systems but also mutually



CHAPTER V

Dynamic Element:
Timne in Heraclitus,

Spinoza, and Hegel

“Philosophy, as occupying itself with the true, has to
do with the eternally present.”

IN an appendix to the first part of the Ethics Spinoza
ruled final causes and teleology out of his system forever.
They are conceptions produced by opinion; reason and
intuitive science produce only the formal causes of things,
only the substance from which an infinite number of
things eternally proceed. In Hegel, on the other hand,
purposiveness rules supreme. The absolute realizes itself
through process; the end is forever drawing on the ante-
cedent steps. Things cannot be treated as lines, planes,
and bodies only; they must be conceived organically, as
entelechies, as developments in time.

In Spinoza, the individual seeks to lose his personal
point of view in impersonal systems, to gaze backward
and fix his attention upon the eternal ground of all things,

to rise to the intellectual love of God. In Hegel, the moral
85
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progress, which in Spinoza rises to contemplation, takes
place through activity. Individuals act and become; and
through strife and opposition, through misery and discord,
they realize the State, the high expression of the absolute
synonymous with freedom, “for the history of the world
is nothing but the development of the idea of freedom.” !
An antithesis could be no clearer than this: with one, free-
dom is attained by the escape from those personal points
of view which incite action; with the other, freedom is
realized objectively through those very individual differ-
ences as they work out their outward strife and opposi-
tion according to the plan of an inner harmony and law.

If truth is the result in Hegel, it is more than completed
system; it is rather the entelechy of things, the realization
of stages implicit in earlier stages, the full development
and evolution, the completed growth. The philosophy of
Hegel is like the philosophy of Spinoza only by virtue
of the ability of philosophy to telescope in contemplation
these stages upon one another and to achieve a synoptic
view of them all. For philosophy with Hegel, as with

Spinoza, is contemplation, but it is contemplation of
activity.

Philosophy concerns itself only with the glory of the idea mir-
roring jtself in the history of the world. Philosophy escapes
from the weary strife of passions that agitate the surface of
society into the calm region of contemplation; that which in-
terests it is the recognition of the process of development
which the idea has passed through in realizing itself.2

1 The Philoso hy of History, tr. by J. Sibree (New York: Co-
) phy of y
lonial, 1899), 1. 456,

21Ibid., p. 457,
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That the secret of this antithesis between Spinoza and
Hegel lies in the emphasis on time cannot be questioned.
In spite of the synoptic view which philosophy can achieve
of growth, growth is essentially a matter of time; final
causes imply time; and activity through strife and oppo-
sition is the quintessence of time. In determining the
philosophy of each man, the emphasis on time goes es-
sentially to what was timely in the age of each. For time-
emphasis, as such, or the lack of it, is an accidental, and
historical, character of both systems. It was the timely
clement (their purposes were much the same), the state
of knowledge, which determined the direction of each.
The age of mathematical genius produced the attack on
teleology, the contemplation of formal causes, the geo-
metrical method and procedure, just as later the romantic
reaction and the influence of the biological conceptions of
evolution produced an absolute that was purposive, self-
realizing, organic in its individuality.

Heraclitus

Hegel, at all times deeply impressed by the dynamic
character of reality, found in Heraclitus the philosopher
who offered most to this side of his thought. “Here we see
land,” he says in The History of Philosophy; “es ist kein
Satz des Heraklit, den ich nicht in meine Logik aufgenom-
men.” * Since these propositions of Heraclitus, as taken
up into Hegels logic, were to place it in direct antithesis
to Spinoza’s mathematical contemplation, it is interesting

8 Lectures on the History of Philosophy, tr. by E. S. Haldane
(London: Paul, Trench, Triibner, 1892), I, 279.
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to note that Heraclitus himself had no love for philosophy
rnathematica]ly determined. Heraclitus remarks concern-
ing Pythagoras, the father of mathematical philosophy:

The learning of many things teacheth not understanding, clse
would it have taught Hesiod and Pythagoras. . . . Pythagoras,
son of Mnesarchos, practised scientific inquiry beyond all other
™men, and making a selection of these writings, claimed for his

OWn wisdom what was but a knowledge of many things and an
imposture.

This contempt for Pythagoras Heraclitus extended ap-
Parently to all other thinkers with whom he was ac-
quainted, Diogenes and other writers of antiquity inform
Us that Heraclitus looked down upon all other thinkers,
that he felt himself possessed of the secret of the nature
that loves to hide itself, a secret unseen by other thinkers
although it at all times assailed their every sense. Hegel
also seized upon this “secret” and made it part of his
IOgic.

But jt was not in Heraclitus a logical principle. Lassalle,
led astray by Hegel’s enthusiastic tribute, thought that it
Was; Heraclitus, he thought, had seized upon the true

lalectie of being and not-being. In this opinion he has
€en amply refuted by later scholars; Heraclitus could not
lave begp, aware of logical terms and propositions. Hence,
‘¢ every proposition (Satz) of Heraclitus which Hegel
fnade use of in his logic appeared as logical propositions
n Hegel but as (lacking a better term) “natural” proposi-
ions i, Heraclitus. For in his day the impersonal system

* John Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy (London: A. & C. Black,
1930), Fragments 16, 17.



Dynamic Element 89

was all but unknown; and in order to understand him we
must consciously put aside our conception of a metaphys-
ical object differentiated into a number of impersonal
systems. He made no apparent distinctions between logic,
phvsics, and metaphysics; mathematics appears in his
fragments only when clothed with the concrete garb of
reality; cthics and practice are not set apart from the
theoretic upward and downward paths of the eternal fire;
natural sciences, as we sec them, are unknown. It might
almost be said that he was unacquainted with abstraction
in the Spinozistic and Hegelian sense; hence his frag-
ments might well be taken for the syntheses of Hegelian
triads. He sees the essence of substance at first hand and
not as it is determined by attributes.

On account of the state of knowledge of his time he
knew nothing of the impersonal system; nevertheless, he is
the first to emphasize the personal point of view. “Asses
would rather have straw than gold.” “Oxen are happy
when they find bitter vetches to eat.” “The sea is the
purest and the impurest water. Fish can drink it, and it
is good for them; to men it is undrinkable and destruc-
tive.” * He was aware of the particular aspect of the in-
dividual and also of the universal aspect. Although men
act as though each had his own private wisdom, retiring
like sleepers into personal worlds, there is in truth one
only wisdom which steers the course of things. Personal
points of view are perspectives of this one wisdom, this
metaphysical object. It is a wisdom “common to all”; this
is borne out by the entire spirit of the fragments as well
as by direct statement. For the microcosm, the individ-

5 Fragments 51, 51a, 52.
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ual, is subject to the upward and downward paths of the
eternal fire, and all ethics, all activity, is to be hased upon
this identical nature of the individual and the macrocosm.
The one wisdom penetrates all, steers the course of all
things, is the impersonal goal of the personal points of
view. “Those who speak with understanding must hold
fast to what is common to all as a city holds fast to its
law, and even more strongly. For all human laws arc fed
by one divine law. Tt prevails as much as it will, and
suffices for all things with something to spare.” ® Tt is
Heraclitus who has found what is common, who has tran-
scended the personal point of view and found onc im-
personal perspective. “So we must follow the common,
yet though my Word is common, the many live as if they
had a wisdom of their own.””
The general characters of his thought arc so well known
that, with the exception of the great discovery of the
secret of the one wisdom, it is almost unnccessary to re-
Peat them here. He identified the one wisdom with fire
In a maner inexplicable by our substance, physical fire. He
e.mP]lasized change: “You cannot step twice into the same
rivers; for fresh waters are ever flowing in upon you.”
We step and do not step into the same rivers; we are and
We are not.” 8 The course of things in this eternal change
is stc?ered by the one wisdom, which runs like a thread of
continuity or permanence throughout. Change takes place
on the upward and the downward paths. Earth becomes
water, and watey fire; and in turn fire becomes water, and
water becomes eartl,. This, in spite of the later thinkers

¢ Fragment 91p,

7 Fragment 92.
8 Fragments 41, 81.
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who attributed a doctrine of complete conflagration to
him, was a constant cycle: things will by its constancy al-
ways remain as they are with (probably) half of the ele-
ments on the upward path and half on the downward. As
it is with the macrocosm, so it is with the microcosm. The
dry soul, approaching nearest to the fire of the eternal
wisdom, is hest. Corpses, which are earth, are valueless
and to be cast out. When the downward path triumphs
over the upward path of the individual, the individual dis-
appears.

But the whole Heraclitean system turns about a cen-
tral thought, which cannot be other than the great secret
whose discovery led him to despise all other thinkers. In
order to understand his central thought, we must go back
to the opposites and the boundless of Anaximander, for
the great secret is partly an answer to Anaximander’s
thought. Anaximander conceived of action in the world
as a warfare of opposites. In this warfare of opposites, one
of any pair would certainly get the better of the other.
The other, growing weaker, would gradually disappear.
This conquest of one opposite by its other, besides up-
setting the world order, constituted an injustice in Anaxi-
mander’s mind; hence, he postulated the boundless as an
infinite warehouse out of which any losing opposite
might replenish its store and strengthen itself in order
to preserve the world order.

The great secret of Heraclitus consists in the thought
that the outward strife of opposites reveals an inward
harmony; the one wisdom is the harmony of opposites; and
this harmony, carrying with it outward strife, is a mani-
festation of eternal justice.
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The importance of this conception in his thought may
be judged by the number of fragments which give ex-
pression to it. There are ten fragments on the harmony of
opposites for every fragment on change, and three or
more for every one that mentions the eternal fire. Further-
more, each of the fragments relating to fire also relates to
the doctrine of the harmony of opposites; and this doc-
trine is also implied in the fragments on change. Hera-
clitus expressed the eternal justice latent in the doctrine
of the harmony of opposites in three ways. The first is by
the figure of harmony (originally taken from carpentry
and joining). “Men do not know how what is at variance
agrees with itself. It is an attunement of opposite tensions,
like that of the bow and the lyre.”® The second is that
of the conception of fixed measure, equilibrium, or equal-
ity (common to conceptions of justice). “This world,

bWthh is the same for all, no one of gods or man has made;

ut it was ever, is now, and ever shall be an ever-living
F of it kindling, and measures going
o are equal. “The transformations of
ea; and half of the sea is earth, half
The third expression lies in the simple state-
f‘nent that Opposites are identical. “Good and ill are one.”
The straight anqg the crooked path of the fuller’s comb is

O 2 ¢« i
e and the same.” The way up and the way down is one
and the Same,” 10

One of the im
is that the harm
strife of opposit

Ire, with measures
ut.”” The measures

Fire are, first of all, s
whirlwind »

portant consequences of this conception
ony of opposites cannot exist without the

es. Heraclitus is outspoken in defense of

? Fragment 45, 10 Fragments 20, 21, 57, 50, 69.
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war and strife. “Homer was wrong in saying: ‘Would that
strife might perish among gods and men!” He did not see
that he was praying for the destruction of the universe;
for, if his prayer were heard, all things would pass away.”
And this ceaseless strife, upon which the very existence
of the universe depends, is justice. “We must know that
war is common to all and strife is justice, and that all
things come into being and pass away through strife.” '

Briefly stated, Hegel took three important conceptions
from Heraclitus: (1) the identification of the concrete
with becoming; (2) the doctrine of the harmony of op-
posites, which he carefully expresses in the dialectic; and
(3) the doctrine that strife or contradiction is the cement
of reality and that it makes manifest an inner and neces-
sarily related justice. The first strengthened his predilec-
tion for emphasis on time, change, and growth; the sec-
ond became the skeleton of his system; and the third is
more important than usually realized by commentators,
for it is aptly combined with the freedom of Spinoza in
such a way that the strife manifest upon the pages of
history, which accompanies the progress to freedom by
spirit, is seen to be eternal justice by Hegel. Referrin'g
to the realization of spirit, he says: “That the History of
the World, with all the changing scenes which its annals
present, is this process of development and the realiza-
tion of Spirit,—this is the true Theodicaea, the justifica-
tion of God in History.” '* This conclusion to the Philoso-
phy of History amply proves that Hegel looked upon the
harmony of opposites as more than a methodology; he

11 Fragments 43, 62. 12 Philosophy of History, p. 457.



94 Systematic Pluralism
drew the same conclusion that Heraclitus had drawn and

presented it intertwined with the conclusions drawn from
the philosophy of Spinoza.

“What Is Living and What Is Dead of the
Philosophy of Hegel”

Let us examine more closely the dialectic of opposites
as it took form in the hands of Hegel. In this respect,
Croce, who traces the notion of dialectic through Bruno
and Schelling to Hegel,” draws a valuable distinction be-
tween the dialectic of opposites and the degrees of dis-
tinets. The triadic form used by Hegel, Croce thinks, ap-
plies accurately to opposites, that is, to such concepts as
good and evil, being and nothing, and the like, which are
taken by abstract thought to be mutually exclusive. For
the triad performs the invaluable service of reconstruct-
ing the concrete out of the abstract. Pure being as such
exists only in thought; pure nothing exists only in thought;
pure becoming exists in reality. With distincts it is quite
otherwise: in spiritual activity, for instance, we distin-
guish art, religion, and philosophy; but these, although
distinct, are not opposites. One does not deny the other;
and what g more, art is not abstract; it exists concretely.
SOﬁdo they all. Hence, the triad, although it is right in
Pointing out t}e unity of spiritual activity and the fallacy
of the faculty theory of mind, is not here uniting ab-
stractions ipq something concrete. Rather, Croce thinks,

1.3 Benedetto Croce, What 1s Living and What Is Dead of the
Phxlosophy i

1915). of Hegel, tr. by Douglas Ainslic (London: Macmillan,
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it is pointing out the degrees or stages of reality. But it
this is so, the dialectic of opposites is wrongly applied
to the degrees of distincts. Religion is not the negative or
denial of art; it is not the being of art for another; it is
not the mediation of art; and, indeed, it is difficult to see
the two as thesis and antithesis. Likewise, philosophy, al-
though it may imply art and religion in a way in which
art and religion do not imply philosophy and although it
may be by this implication of higher degree than the
other two, cannot be thought as a synthesis of the other
two (for it is something more than that) and cannot be
thought as the concrete realization of the other two (for
they are not abstract).

What are we to think of the distinction made by Croce?
As a distinction it is undoubtedly true. Hegel, in his
cagerness to fit the dialectic to all experience, went far
beyond the opposites. In treating the opposites, he did
work that after Heraclitus ought never to have been left
undone. He pointed out again how impossible, how ab-
stract, and how absurd it is to equate one opposite, such
as the one, with reality, and the other with illusion, since
it is precisely the synthesis of opposites which constitutes
reality. He overcame lopsided philosophies with this
weapon, but he went too far in beating this weapon, use-
ful in the warfare of opposites, into a plowshare designed
to turn over all the fallow fields of experience. A great
deal of the dialectic, as every commentator has noted, is
not a dialectic at all, but a forced classification in triadic
form.

But Croce has perhaps overreached himself in his criti-
cism by upholding the truth of the idea of the degrees of
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reality. There is, he argues, no inherent contradiction in

either art or philosophy which might drive spirit from
one to the other:

As philosophy does not contradict itself as philosophy, so art
does not contradict itself as art; and every one knows the com-
plete satisfaction, the profound and untroubled pleasure,
which springs from the enjoyment of the work of art. The in-
dividual spirit passes from art to philosophy and passes again
from philosophy to art, in the same way that it passes from

one form of art to another, or from one problem of philosophy
to another,!+

In other words, the degrees of distincts do not move us
and do not move themselves; they are therefore not dia-
lectical.

Croce, nevertheless, upholds the idea of degrees of
reality, crediting Hegel (and Vico) with a great discov-
€ry, one which frees philosophy from the need of falling
into the old empirical classifications which led to “pigeon-
hole” Systems. But the theory of degrees, it is to be feared,
is the fault and not the virtue of interpretations of Hegel.
For if the higher, so-called, is higher because it implies
the lower, is it not equally true that the lower implies the
higher? Distincts are always taken from a given whole, and
such distincts, according to the Hegelian absolute, imply
1ot only the whole but all other distincts. If the oak im-
!)lies the acorn, the acorn implies the oak; if philosophy
Implies art, art implies philosophy, and if the acorn does
ot imply philosophy and the oak does not imply art,
that is because we have found no need of constructing an

" Op. cit,, p. 94.
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impersonal system which directly includes these objects.
Although Croce is probably preserving in the notion of
the degrees of reality something that is dead of the phi-
losophy of Hegel or of interpretations of that philosophy,
he sees in the same distinction between the dialectic of
opposites and the degrees of the reality of distincts
another aspect which is equally important. If the dialectic
took place in time and proceeded, for example, in histori-
cal succession through the moments of art, religion, and
philosophy, realizing as it went the progress to greater
freedom, concreteness, and reality, then to go back from
philosophy to art would be retrogression. “And who,”
asks Croce, “would ever dare to consider it a retrogression
to return from philosophy to aesthetic contemplation?” !
In this section Croce draws his most enlightening distinc-
tion, one between spirit actually developing and becom-
ing in time and the forms of that development as seen
sub specie aeterni by philosophy. “Spirit is development,
history, and therefore both being and not-being, becom-
ing; but spirit sub specie aeterni, which philosophy con-
siders, is eternal ideal history, which is not in time.” !°
The answers to these questions—whether the dialectic
is in time and whether the distincts can be placed in de-
grees or levels—are crucial in determining the Hegelian
system either as great philosophy or as great nonsense,
for, if what we have seen of the Hegelian philosophy thus
far bears no relationship to the strange abracadabra which
William James and others profess to find in it, the reason
lies in our exclusion up to this point of any confusion of
Hegel’s synoptic views with time. By keeping the time-
15 Ibid., p. 95. 16 Ibid., p. 93.
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less philosopher, Spinoza, for guide, we managed to avoid
these pitfalls. But Heraclitus has introduced us to the
other side of Hegel, the dynamic side charged with pos-
sible confusions between the synoptic view of philosophy
and succession in time.

Time in Spinoza

If we are to defend Hegel as one who achieved a syn-
optic view of reality, we must try to demonstrate that his
dialectic does not apply to time. At the same time, we
ought not to make Hegel a static biographer of a block-
universe. His system rightly emphasizes time and growth
in a way in which Spinoza’s does not; nevertheless, he
followed necessarily the rule laid down by Spinoza that
T€ason ought to view things, even the forms of change and
growth, under the aspect of eternity. Hegel's knowledge
Permitted him to do greater justice to change and growth,
to purpose and realization, but it must not be thought
that Spinoza deliberately excluded change and growth
from his system. His timely position, the particular view
O'f things under the aspect of eternity which he held, did
little justice to time, growth, and change; yet he was
aware of it and provided for it as adequately as the forms
?f his thought permitted. More than that: there is a sense
In which there is too much time in Spinoza.

How can that be? First of all, there are two different
parts of the Ethics; in the first, Spinoza lays down the
OUt'li“eS of his synoptic view of reality, a view intended
Fo clude the forms of time, although it is itself timeless;
in the secong part, he shifts his point of view completely
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and sces the individual realizing moral progress in time.
Only in relation to this moral progress in time does the
doctrine of degrees of knowledge and reality appear.

It must be remembered that Spinoza intended to do
much more than offer a synoptic blueprint of reality. Al-
though in his synoptic view he decided that good and
evil are relative terms, he never abandoned the idea of a
supreme good. There must be one source of perfection, he
thought, and that is good which helps us achieve it. Noth-
ing else matters. “Thus,” he says, “it is apparent to every
one that I wish to direct all sciences to one end and aim,
so that we may attain to the supreme human perfection
which we have named; and, therefore, whatsoever in the
sciences does not serve to promote our object will have
to be rejected as useless.” '* It is likewise apparent to us
now that Spinoza’s view of things as eternal was deter-
mined not only by the state of knowledge of his time but
also by his moral bias. Both parts of the Ethics are there-
fore limited and determined, the first part by the state of
knowledge expressing itself in the sterile limitation to
two only attributes of substance, and the second part,
shifting from the point of view of substance to the point
of view of the individual, by Spinoza’s conception of
what the individual ought to do in time. What ought he
to do? He ought to rise to the contemplation and intellec-
tual love of the falsely limited substance of the first part
of the Ethics. llow ought he to accomplish this? By pro-
ceeding through the degrees of knowledge and reality of
the second part.

This ethical bias has all but been the destruction of

" Improvement of the Understanding, p. 7.
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the Ethics. It is impossible to be God and creature at onc
and the same time, to have at the beginning of a work the
eternal aspect of things and later build an Ethics based
on the gradual achievement of this goal.

But if Spinoza’s system is distorted on two sides, on
one side by lack of adequate representation of time,
change, and growth, and on the other side by too much
time in the form of ethical progress, Hegel’s svstem is
liable to distortion altogether by time. On one side the
dialectic, which ought to be a timeless reconstruction of
the forms of permanence and change, is open to interpre-
tation as the chrono]ogical history of reality in time, and
on the other the same ethical bias which we find in
Spinoza changes the conception of absolute system into
a living finite individual who realizes moral progress in
time by rising from level to level in construction as a
human being rises in the progress to knowledge of his
reconstruction. Very likely Hegel in all his better thought
flever intended such confusing results; but the confusion
is there, and commentators, like Croce, have too often
preserved what ig dead rather than what is living of the

philosophy of Hegel,

Time and the Dialectic

Since we are trying to distinguish between the dialectic

s Hegel’s Tepresentation of the eternal forms of perma-
nence and change anq the interpretation of the dialectic
as a ChrOnOIOgical account of reality, we naturally turn to

The Philo.sophy of History for direct enlightenment con-
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cerning the thought of Hegel; and there we find his
clearest expressions of the relation between time and the
dialectic. In the Introduction this relation is stated in
the most confusing and puzzling form.

Universal history—as already demonstrated—shows the de-
velopment of the consciousness of freedom on the part of
spirit, and of the consequent realization of that freedom. This
development implies a gradation—a series of increasingly ade-
quate expressions or manifestations of freedom, which result
from its idea. The logical, and—as still more prominent—the
dialectical nature of the idea in general, viz. that it is self-
determined—that it assumes successive forms which it suc-
cessively transcends; and by this very process of transcending
its carlier stages, gains an affirmative, and, in fact, a richer and
more concrete shape;—this necessity of its nature, and the
necessary series of pure abstract forms which the idea suc-
cessively assumes—is exhibited in the department of logic.'s

We find here implied both the dialectic of opposites,
the dialectic of abstractions overcome by a return to the
concrete, and the degrees of distincts in the manifestations
of spirit, which Croce has pointed out. We also find con-
fusion in seeking an interpretation. Shall we assume that
the successive forms are temporally successive forms as-
sumed by spirit (reality) in its progress to freedom? If
that is true, the dialectic of the logic is a chronology in
time. Or shall we assume that a large role is played here
by human knowledge, which, in its reconstruction of that
which must be looked upon by philosophy as eternally
constructed, inserts abstract moments dialectically suc-

18 Philosophy of History, p. 63.
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cessive, moments which in the total system must be looked
upon, however, not as dialectically successive but as dia-
lectically distinguishable?

But the first interpretation does not secem to be in accord
with the best thought of Hegel, for he tells us that there
is a distinction between the dialectic out of time and the
dialectic in time. “History in general is thercefore the de-
velopment of spirit in time, as nature is the development
of the idea in space.” ' If this distinction is made, it is
reasonable to assume that the dialectic in the logic or
metaphysics of Hegel is out of time, out of space. With-
out discussing the question whether it ought to have re-
mained altogether out of time and space, never touching
history and natural science (for commentators have suf-
ficiently sublated Hegel on this point), we may find still
further confirmation of this distinction. Spinoza is right,
says Hegel in substance a little later; philosophy ought
to view things under the aspect of eternity:.

While we are thus concerned exclusively with the idea of spirit,

and in the history of the world reg

ard everything as only its
manifestation, we }

ave, in travcrsing the pnst—lmwcver CX-
tensive its periods—on]y to do with wh
losophy,

at is present; for phi-
as occupying itself with the true, has to do with the
cternally present. Nothing in the past is lost for it, for the idea
is ever present; Spirit is immortal; with it therc is no past, no
future, but an essential now. This necessarily implies that the
present form of spirit comprehends within it all the carlier

steps. These have indeed unfolded themselves in succession
independently,

but what spirit is it has always been essentially;
distinctions

are only the development of this essential nature.2”

19 Ibid., p. 72. 20 Ibid., pp. 78-79.
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The interpretation of Hegel which clearly follows from
this statement is that the Logic is a view of the eternally
present forms of experience and that the order of their
unfolding or succession in time has no direct connection
with the dialectical presentation of these forms. If in
philosophy, at least, words speak louder than actions,
this must be the sounder interpretation of Hegel. All of
Iegel’s direct statements place the dialectic apart from
time; some confused statements point in one direction
neither more nor less than in the other; and on the whole
the preponderance of action, that is, most of Hegel’s care-
Fully thought out application of the dialectic, is sub specie
aeternitatis.

But let us assume the opposite in order to test the con-
sequences. If the dialectic works in time, then the logic
or metaphvsics of Hegel is a chronological account of
reality. In the beginning was being, and being was made
nothing, and the two then were becoming. And the end,
which occurred early in the nineteenth century, was the
free and absolute idea. But what about the future? If it
is possible to reconstruct the chronological past dialecti-
cally, then certainly it is possible (since facts apparently
are unnecessary) to carry this construction on into the
future. Kant, in the Transcendental Analytic, took up the
question of the anticipation of perception, and carried
the question, through the analogies and postulates of ex-
perience, as far as possible. For Kant, who distinguished
between the a priori forms of the understanding and the
a posteriori sensuous content of experience, certainty is
founded in the understanding. But for Hegel, to think of
form apart from content is abstraction; the true dialectic
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of form and content, therefore, once it has gotten under
way, will, if it is a chronological account of reality, pre-
dict the content as well as the form of future experience.
It is this interpretation which permits the Hegelians of
the left, the dialectical materialists, to foresce the next
stage of society with admirable clarity; we can only mar-
vel at the moderation with which, armed though they arc
with this formidable weapon of anticipation, they content
themselves with announcing the inevitability of only one
stage of the future.

Experience has taught us something quite different
from this magic interpretation of the dialectic. Not onlv
has it thus far been impossible to predict the content of
future experience, but it has also been impossible to pre-
dict all the known forms. We can, it is true, expect that
future experience will fall under forms already known
to be universal to experiences, but experience,
hand with new sensuous contents,
Ing us new forms; and no one has done more to point this
out than Hegel has in the production of hijs categories.
What the new forms and categories of the future will be
We cannot conjecture; we must work them out of new
€xperiences before we can use them in
further experience.

If this argument, added to the statements of Hegel, still
lacks ﬁnality, let us once more assume that the moments
of the dialectic are chronologically successive moments.
If we then look upon the dialectic as an unending chain
from being to absolute idea, we shall view it, on its dis-
crete side, as g series of temporal moments, By the nature
of the trye dialectic of opposites, however,

ce, hand in
is continually bring-

anticipation of

of every three
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moments, two, the thesis and the antithesis, will be ab-
stract and subjective. McTaggart and Croce *' have al-
ready criticized the beginning of the dialectic, the first
stage of being, if the dialectic is to be interpreted as
chronological. But their criticism can be carried much
further. If the moments are temporally successive, the be-
ginning is a moment of subjectivity and finite abstrac-
tion. But this is also true of two out of every three
moments of the entire dialectic. In a word, pushing the in-
terpretation of the dialectic as taking place in time to
its inevitably absurd conclusions, the absolute idea (re-
ality ), whose chief characters are infinitude and concrete-
ness, must have been in its own proper history abstract
and finite two-thirds of the time.

That is the reduction to absurdity of those interpreta-
tions of Hegel which carry the dialectic of opposites over
into a dialectical process coinciding in its moments with
moments of time. In order to emphasize this reduction to
absurdity we can examine the nature of the movement
of the dialectic. If the dialectic does not move as time
moves and does not become as actuality becomes, what
is the secret of its movement? The answer lies in the
triad itself and applies only to the dialectic of opposites.
Hegel has followed the work of Heraclitus in logical terms.
A given abstraction, an opposite, if rigorously examined,
is seen to imply its other; it falls over into its negativity
or opposite. Upon examining this other, however, it will
tend to produce its own negativity or otherness. But this

*1J. M. E. McTaggart, Studies in the Hegelian Dialectic (Cam-
bridge, Eng.: The University Press, 1896), p. 160; Croce, op. cit.,
p- 113.
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negation of negation produces, even as in grammar, an
affirmation, and realizes the synthetic, concerete moment
in which the opposites are united, overcome but pre-
served. At this point dialectic stops; the abstract has re-
turned to the concrete, and nothing further can be done
dialectically. But if that is so, how does one get from triad
to triad in the long dialectical chain of the Logic? The
answer lies in subsumption. The entire logic, which ap-
pears to be an unbroken chain of dialectical moments, is
really one large triad, that of being, essence, and becom-
ing, under which all other triads are subsumed. Under
being is subsumed the triad of quantity, quality, and
measure, and each of these moments in turn subsumes
further triads, and so on. All movement in the logic, there-
fore, whether it be legitimate or otherwise, is triadic. The
dialectical process is not a chain; its validity, if it rests
anywhere, rests in the triad and has not gone, except in
Precision of logical statement and variety of application,
beyond the harmony of opposites of Heraclitus.

We must agree with McTaggart, therefore, that the
dialectic cannot take place in time, that it is reconstruc-
tion rather thap construction; and we must go on to say
Fhat the order and number of categorics is fixed by choicé,
11.1terest, and knowledge, and by no other form of neces-
Slt.y. The movement of the dialectic of opposites in g
triad, ag 4 single logical form, is valid, but it cannot trans-
fOrm any given number of triads, howsoever subsumed,
to a chain the links of which correspond link by link,
moment by, moment, with the chronological course of
events in reality. Croce has suggested that Hegel be read
as poetry in order to get at what is best in his thought;



Dynamic Element 107

the truth of this suggestion can be seized by reading
Hegel as though the dialectic in its order and arrangement
of categories, aside from the logical validity of individual
triads, were a methodology of presentation and demon-
stration, a method which Hegel took too seriously, just
as Spinoza took the equally rigorous geometric method
too seriouslv. Both men were cqually guilty of over-
working limited instruments of knowledge.

This interpretation of the dialectic reveals to us Hegel’s
synoptic view of reality once more in its striking similari-
ties to the view of Spinoza. The Spinozistic substance has
become in Hegel the absolute subject, and the categories
in the eternal present of philosophy are an extension in
number of the two attributes which revealed to Spinoza
the cternal essence of substance. The categories, when
systematized through their ground, are impersonal svs-
tems of the metaphysical object. Hegel calls the meta-
physical object pure subject, but that designation, if we
remember that subject and object are for Hegel alike dis-
tinctions of self-consciousness, adds little or nothing to
it beyond an honorific term.



CHAPTER VI

Distinctions between

Truth, Value, and Reality

“There are places for all predicates; and when all predi-

Cates are in their places, none of them is contrary to any
other.”

ALTHOUCH Spinoza and Hegel are separated by more
1an g century, by almost two hundred years reckoning
fom the birth of Spinoza to the death of Hegel, they are

Nevertheless members of a common period of thought,

fiach Strikingly representative of his century, each strik-
ngly modern, Yet they are seemingly at the antipodes in

Tespect to each other. Spinoza, representing the century of
Mathematicg] genius, sees a world determined by formal
Causeg, Hegel, caught in the romantic upheaval, sketches
the final cayges which draw the world ever onward.
SPinoza finds the highest good in contemplation, in the
mte”ectual love of God; Hegel finds the highest good in

action, i the history of the outward strife which makes

Manijfeg the inward justice of life. Spinoza finds the

Proper Philosophical method in geometrical axioms and

P l.OPOSitions, seeing in these the revelation of essences;
108
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Hegel finds the thread of truth running through events
and leading to the completed whole, the absolute. At first
glance, the two are so far apart that there seems to be
no relevancy in the thought of one to that of the other.
That is doubtless why so little has been made of the rela-
tion between them.

The Paradox of Spinoza and Hegel

But upon second glance the antitheses between their
methods, their goals, and their worlds are so striking that
they excite attention. Here are differences too sharp to be
without significance. It is necessary, one thinks, for two
philosophers to have common questions before they can
come to a series of opposite conclusions. And so, after a
second look, we begin to see the many points that are
common to the Spinozistic and Hegelian systems. It is
necessary to mention only the more important. Both phi-
losophers feel that the fault of thought lies in abstractness;
both identify abstractness with personal opinion and con-
creteness in knowledge with systematized, impersonal
thought. Of all modern thinkers, Spinoza and Hegel are
the most systematic, so much so that through them the
notion of systematic thought has gained most and suffered
most in modern times. To the beginner they promise much,
everything; and to the thinker who recoils from their in-
adequacy, and who is thereby driven into suspicion or
contempt for systematic thought, they leave nothing but
chaos and the opportunity to make random comments.
Just as the notion of system is inextricably woven into
both philosophies, so both are in agreement concerning
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the nature of systems. For both Hegel and Spinoza systems
are self-contained, infinite, homogencous, and distin-
guished from one another by the categories which de-
termine truth and value, and both are plagued, as a
consequence, by the conception of grades or levels of real-
ity. Across the span of two hundred years they are united
by the gospel of progress; Spinoza secks in the Ethics to
mark out the steps of the individual in his progress from
bondage to freedom, and Hegel is concerned at all times
with the progress to freedom of the individual, of the state,
of the idea. Hence both the Spinozistic and the Hegelian
systems have a strong ethical bias.

The many fundamental points that the two systems
have in common reveal the immense indebtedness of
Hegel to Spinoza, an indebtedness concealed not by the
intention of Hegel, who honestly beliecved that he had
gone beyond Spinoza in important ways, but by the dif-
ference between two philosophical methods which makes
the points of similarity lie between the end of Hegel’s sys-

tem and the beginning of Spinoz

a’s. For in Spinoza the
totality,

whence all things are derived, is at the beginning;
in Hegel it is at the end, whither all things arrive. One

discovers Hegel’s full debt only by comp
sions with Spinoz

parable to readin
mirror.

aring his conclu-
a’s premises, an intellectual feat com-
g inverted handwriting with the aid of a

The first rewarq of a second glance at the relation of
I-Ie.gel 'to Spinoza is, therefore, the discovery that Hegeli-
anism is more deeply rooted in the constructive, system-
atic philosophy of Spinoza than in the critical philosophy
of Kant. This discovery has its own interest to the student
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of the history of philosophy, to whom it is important
because it brings with it a clearer understanding of the
basic ideas of both men. The secret of Hegel, which so
many since Stirling have managed to conceal, is best ap-
proached through Spinoza. And many leadings in Spi-
noza’s thought, which too often are taken as only
historically important intellectual exercises, are seen to
point toward the solution of basic problems. But the dis-
covery of Hegel’s debt to Spinoza is only the beginning of
the important consequences of a study of the two systems.
That Hegel could owe so much to his predecessor and yet
arrive at new and opposite conclusions teases us to further
thought.

We find an easy answer to the contradictions between
Spinozism and Hegelianism in the different states of
knowledge in the seventeenth and nineteenth centuries.
The first was an age of mathematics; its great men were
almost without exception great as mathematicians. From
this preoccupation with the mathematical approach to
reality come Spinoza’s geometrical method, his emphasis
on formal causes, his apparent neglect of time, and indeed
all those characters of his system which make it appear
the perfect antithesis of Hegel’s. The nineteenth century
was more concerned with the stages of movement and
growth than with mathematical forms; in every depart-
ment of knowledge—and their number wonderfully mul-
tiplied in two centuries—all creation seemed to move. The
Hegelian conclusions that truth lies at the end of a process,
that philosophical method is identical with the movement
of actuality—all seem to follow necessarily from the state
of knowledge of his time. The more we reflect upon the
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knowledge and interests of the seventeenth century in
relation to those of the nineteenth, the more we feel
that we have in these the full and adequate causc of
all the contradictions between Spinozism and Hegelian-
ism.

Again we might blunder by ending our study. We have
the answer, we might say. We started with the puzzle of
two modern thinkers whose conclusions are strikingly op-
posed. This, we said, is something more than the chance
divergency of two minds, for although many disagree-
ments between systems indicate nothing more than possi-
bilities of the human mind, strangers seldom chance to
disagree point by point on a list of propositions. And in
confirmation of this guess a little study of the two systems
made the list of problems and assumptions common to
both seem more important than the final disagreements.
Hegel is, we concluded, indebted to Spinoza for many of
the basic outlines of his system. The full

study

) answer to our
Is, therefore, that Hegel, starting with Spinozism
and determined by a new world of

set of conclusions strikin
cessor,

hagult why 'did Hegel choosia to build on principles that

ed Spinoza to conclusions the nineteenth century
could not accept? The answer must be that the problems
of knowledge in the nineteenth century drove Hegel
toward Systematization, just as they
the seventeenth. The two centuries,

e'ln many matters, were neverth
Unity,

knowledge, came to a
gly opposed to those of his prede-

had driven Spinoza in
opposed as they might

eless parts of a larger
of a larger movement in human thought. Both Spi-

noza and Hegel were keenly conscious of two fundamental
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problems, the eternal philosophical problem of distin-
guishing knowledge from opinion, and the particularly
modern problem of building a metaphysics of systems.
The problem grew in two centuries from the specific ques-
tion of relating thought and extension, the system of ideas
and the system of extended things, to the wider question
of arranging and accounting for a multiplicity of new
systems of knowledge, the Hegelian “false absolutes.” In
respect to the first problem Spinoza and Hegel agree that
the answer must be one that will by its terms permit phi-
losophy to go on to solve the second. They agree that
knowledge must be distinguished from opinion as imper-
sonal, communicable systems are distinguished from pri-
vate and personal points of view. The answer to this first
question must be in terms of systematization in order that
the thinker may go on with the same terms to answer the
question of the moment, the question of the relation of
systems to one another and to reality. This is the question
that each philosopher finds uppermost in the immediate
experience of his century. Although the nineteenth cen-
tury substituted interest in the sciences of growth and
development, natural and social, for interest in mathe-
matics, the change was superficial in relation to the under-
lying questions concerning the nature of systems which
faced both centuries.

It is not surprising then that Hegel turned to Spinoza
for the fundamental notion of system. In Spinoza he found
not only the proper distinction between knowledge and
opinion but also the conception of a system as a homo-
geneous order and connection of elements, infinite and
self-contained. Further, he found in the problefn of the
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attributes and substance a clue to the relation of systems
to each other and to reality.

But Hegel and Spinoza were united in crror across two
hundred years even as they were united in the pursuit of
the solution to the great problem of modern times. Imma-
nence, Hegel once said, is the key to modern thought,
and both Spinoza and Hegel are modern in that they are
builders of one-world systems. Yet certain residues, deriva-
tive from the medieval two-world system, color their
thought. In the hierarchical world of the Middle Ages the
notion of grades of reality seemed to point to the ex-
istence of a most real being. It is hard to sce, apart from
theology, what service the notion of grades of reality
yields to thought. Without the necessity of proving the
existence of a most real being, a necessity which does not
often obtain in one-world systems, the notion of grades of
reality is apparently, as Washington said of profanity, a
vice without temptation. Offering nothing, it leads to end-
less confusion. Yet Spinoza and Hegel are unable to rid
themselves of the notion; indeed it is one of Spinoza’s
greatest virtues that, although he is under its influence,
he does not grade the two attributes of substance.

Toward that other residue of mediev
idea of

for it 1

al thinking, the
progress, we necessarily show greater sympathy,
as lasted into our own times. Our sympathy is a
strong reason for viewing it with even greater suspicion.

1€ notion of the infinitely desirable goal of life had been

xed in the human mind for a thousand years before
Spinoza ang Hegel. If the goal could not be in the eternal
world for modern thinkers, then it must be in time, in the
future, Tl Spinoza and Hegel have in common the
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dominant notion of progress; for one it is the progress of
the individual toward contemplation and acceptance; for
the other it is progress toward freedom through activity.

In the systems of both Spinoza and Hegel the solution
to the crucial problem of modern experience is constantly
endangered Dby residues from medieval thought. The
problem of svstematic knowledge, which ought to be ap-
proached without prejudice, is too often overshadowed
by an untimely interest in a highest good, in an ulti-
mate or highest reality, and in progress toward an ethical
goal. In Spinoza and Hegel are to be found the beginnings
of systematic pluralism, but these l)eginnings are some-
times thwarted by the theory of grades or levels.

If the chief modern philosophical problem involves the
systematizing of knowledge and the developing of a theorv
of the relation of systems, the ultimate importance of
Spinoza and Hegel lics in their contributions to the con-
ception of svstem, to the theory of the process of svstem-
atic knowledge, and to the theory of the relations of
systems to one another and to reality.

Accepting for the moment the assumption that system-
atic knowledge is the goal of modern thought, let us
consider how an ethical bias necessarily distorts any con-
clusions to be drawn from the problem. Approaching the
multiplicity of systems that appear in experience with bias,
the philosopher necessarily assumes that there is one sys-
tem which is ultimately real (in defense of the assumption
of the most real being), that this system is the criterion
of value (in defense of the assumption of a supreme good),
that this system alone is absolute truth (in defense of the
assumption that the most real being is the source of truth),
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that human opinion and knowledge, personal and racial,
move through stages of truth, goodness, and reality
toward this system (in defense of the assumption of
ethical and spiritual progress toward the ultimate good,
divine truth, and the most real being). Is not this in briel
a composite picture of the systematic monism of the ideal-
ist tradition? How much of it is theory of knowledge, how
much thinly disguised ethics and theology? One feels that
here are ethics and theology adapted to the modern
problem of systematizing knowledge by the onc cardinal
assumption that the most real being is, as Bradley argucs,
a noncontradictory system.

The philosopher who desires systematic knowledge may
safely follow both Spinoza and Hegel in distinguishing be-
tween opinion and knowledge by the difference between
a private point of view and a communicable system. If
he does, he is at once involved by the multiplici’ty of sys-
tems in the further great problem of systematic thought,
the relation of one system to another and to the meta-
physical object. Here he should pause to reflect hefore
approaching Spinoza and Hegel. Lacking the desire to
establish a preconceived ethical good, lacking the tend-
€ncy, common to their climate of opinion, to relate all
thought to moral progress, should one seck to identify
truth, value, and reality? Can there truly he degrees of
truth? Can there be one system which establishes both
truth and value? Can there be levels of reality? There
sound reasons to believe that one must

) deny all these
possibilities, and that by denying them rather than by

attacking systematic thought one escapes from the difficul-
ties and restrictions of idealism.

are
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The Level Theory of Truth

The level theory of truth, value, and reality has always
been a confused theory; in Spinoza and Hegel, who more
than any other modern philosophers have given an im-
petus to level theories, the theory is not clearly stated. As
Croce says in respect to Hegel: “The theory of degrees
permeates all his works, although it nowhere receives full
and explicitly reasoned statement.” * It is perhaps well for
Hegel’s position as a synoptic philosopher that he did not
state the theory explicitly; we are allowed to give him
the benefit of the doubt, to look upon the spirit of degrees
which permeates his work as the merely timely influence
of the prevailing faith in inevitable progress, and to inter-
pret him anew according to what we take to be the perma-
nent and best side of his work. We may look upon the
confusion in Hegel in respect to degrees as akin to the
confusion between the dialectic in time and the dialectic
out of time and trace it further to the failure, justifiable in
their time, of many modern philosophers to distinguish
clearly between a truth and the criterion of truth, between
the criterion of truth and the criterion of value, and be-
tween the criteria of truth, value, and reality.

Much of Hegel's thought gives little comfort to the
theory of grades, levels, and degrees. Once the dialectic is
shown properly to be out of time, once we have seen that
side of the dialectic which, in its reconstruction of pre-
suppositions, apes the manner of the individual acquiring
knowledge, we see how Hegel, in trying to be on both

1 Op. cit., p. 86.
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sides of the fence at once, in trying to trace the progress
of the human being in his quest for knowledge and at the
same time to set down the synoptic, the absolute, the
eternally compresent forms of experience, as philosophy
must think of them ideally, necessarily left his work in a
somewhat confused state. Of the two sides of his work, the
synoptic side which laid down the eternally compresent
forms of experience and the timely side which, true to
the nineteenth century, tried to fit all histories, dialectical
as well as factual, into the picture of progress, into the pat-
tern of the realization of freedom, we have necessarily
chosen as carrying validly over into our own Weltan-
schauung the side of the eternally compresent forms of
experience. We have necessarily chosen the dialectic out
of time, and we have necessarily rejected that aspect of
the dialectic in time which, determined by Hegel’s timely
ethical perspective, pictures the growth of knowledge as
an inevitable progress, an inevitable realization of higher
out of lower forms. We have begun to question the
validity of inevitable progress, to suspect that higher and
lower were somewhat badly confused with stages in his-
torical time; we have begun to see it as a timely pattern, a
perspective of an important period of modern thought,
and to treat it as a “climate of opinion” rather than as a
synoptic view of reality. We are, in a word, emancipated
from this particular bias; we can view metaphysics without
predetermining it by an ethical perspective, in a manner
which Spinoza and Hegel were unfortunately incapable of
attaining. Our progress has been toward freedom from the
doctrine of progress.

What is best for us in Hegel is that which holds from
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one world view to another, from time to time. This
thought is opposed to the theory of levels; this thought is
the totality, the whole at which the Hegelian method of
presentation and demonstration ultimately arrives. There
we find the categories systematized and grounded in the
absolute idea. Each of these systematized categories is
then seen to be real and true; hence we have a (com-
present) finite group (tending to become infinite) of
categorial perspectives of the metaphysical object. As
compresent, there is no true criterion of the reality of one
in preference to the reality of another, for the distinction
between concrete and abstract breaks down in the real-
ized, systematic categories; a realized, systematic category
cannot be longer looked upon as an abstract, bare presen-
tation; nor is there any greater possible richness of con-
tent in “higher” categories than there is in “lower” ones.
The idea that there can be a richer, more complex content
in the “higher” realized category than in the “lower”
realized category is precisely the difficulty which Tchirn-
haus saw in Spinoza’s attribute of thought, which led him
to look upon thought as being more extensive than any
other attribute. As we have seen, however, if it is the
quality unique in suo genere of thought to be com-
mensurate with all other categories, attributes, or perspec-
tives, it is also the unique quality in suo genere of every
other perspective to be thus commensurate with all
others. There is one other possibility of founding an “ob-
jective” gradation of the categories of Hegel which also
must be denied. One interpretation of the dialectic is
that a single category, a single system, itself breaks down
on account of its own self-contradictory nature. This inter-
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pretation flatly negates the self-determination and au-
tonomy necessary to the conception of system, for no
system could be a system if it contained within itself self-
contradictory elements; in a word, true and realized cate-
gories would be quite impossible.

Croce has argued against this theory at length. We do
not, he says, find art self-contradictory as a distinct, as
a system; nor do we find philosophy as a system incon-
sistent. The contradiction never exists in one thing, in the
unity and integrity of any given perspective; the con-
tradiction appears in the quality of becoming that is
inherent in experience, which outruns any one system or
any number of systems, and which constantly urges upon
us the task of forming new systems, not necessarily higher
systems, but systems from new points of view.

This seems to be the only possible solution to the
question; we cannot think contradiction as necessary to
:.my given system. If it were, the system as such would be
impossible; we should not only surpass it but never go
back to it: and this is not true of our experience with
perspectives. The source of contradiction must lie, not
within formal systems, but in experience, which presents
itself manifestly demanding infinite perspectives ade-
quately to account for it.

We,cannot hold, therefore, to the interpretations of
Hegel’s thought most often used to support level theories.
We cannot accept (1) the interpretation which arranged
the categories according to degrees of abstractness and
concreteness, since the realized category is ipso facto no
longer abstract; we cannot accept (2) the interpretation
which looks upon the categories as arranged according to
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the degrees of richness and complexity of content, for it is
the nature of a perspective to be in its kind commensurate
with all others and therefore as complex as any other; and
we cannot accept (3) the interpretation that any one
system necessarily breaks down on account of internal
contradiction: such an interpretation denies the possi-
hility of the purification and realization of the categories
and makes systems impossible.

It is only fair to keep in mind at this point that the
theory of degrees, as Croce says, does permeate Hegel’s
work. Nevertheless, having accounted for Hegel’s preoc-
cupation with levels by relating it to ethical bias and to
the concept of progress, one may be justified in offering
and using this interpretation of Hegel, which is consonant
with many of his best principles.

There Are No Degrees in Truth and Error

The law of contradiction holds for Hegel and for all
thought. Literal truth is primarily a matter of propositions,
and propositions are, when their references are adequately
understood, either true or false; there is no third, and no
degrees. Bosanquet says:

It is a formal contradiction if you say, “This colour is both
beautiful and ugly, i.c. not beautiful.” It ceases to be a con-
tradiction if you say, “This colour by daylight is beautiful and
by candle-light is ugly.” Are not, it may be asked, those terms
intrinsically contrary which can in no case be afirmed of one
another, such as the circle and the square? Why, no. They do
not impede one another or the process of thought unless we
bring them together in a special form, to which their content
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is inadequate. They may quite well be conjoint predicates of
the same complex term, and when thus affirmed, and protected
by adequate distinction, have nothing in them contrary to onc
another. . . . There are places for all predicates; and when all

predicates arc in their places, nonc of them is contrary to any
other.?

The law of contradiction holds, and the emphasis which
Aristotle anticipated is on the system or perspective which
is the criterion of the truth of the proposition. It is not
quite right to say, as Bradley does, that all predicates
modify reality; it is rather true that every predication
implies, not the metaphysical object but the perspective
of the metaphysical object of which it is a homogeneous
element. There are places for all predicates, as Bosanquet
says; and the task of determining the truth of propositions
rests in determining their place, that is, in knowing the
system to which the proposition is intended to refer. Once
this perspective, which is the criterion of the truth of
propositions, is known, the proposition may be determined
as either flatly false or flatly true.

It still holds good for us; and it held good in the system
of Hegel. As Professor Cunningham points out: “He had
no .quarrel with this principle, as a principle of formal
logic; I am persuaded that he, as well as his critic [Brad-
ley], was fully conscious of the fact that ‘it has not a
tooth with which to bite any one.”” ? Thus, if truth is seen
to be Primarily g quality of propositions, propositions are

2 Bernard Bosunquct, The Principle of Individuality and Value
(London: Macmillan, 1912), pp. 224-225. ‘

$G. W. Cunningham, Thought and Reality in Hegel's System
(New York: Longmans, Green, 1910), pp. 44—13.
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at least formally either true or false; there are no degrees
between the extremes.

Confusion of the Criterion of Truth with the
Criterion of Value

There is an old scholastic distinction to the effect that
logical truth and error do not admit degrees formally,
although they do admit degrees materially, that is, in the
extent and depth indicated by the propositions. For ex-
ample, formally speaking, a ton of gold is not more golden
than an ounce of gold, but, materially, the ton is of greater
extent and depth, of greater significance to us. Or again:
The propositions which one acquires by study are each
cither true or false, but the chemist knows more about
water than the layman, the geometer more about triangles
than the child. Again, in respect to formal conditions a
false proposition is flatly false, but in respect to material
conditions an arrow may miss the mark by an inch or by a
yard, or a mariner may leave his correct course by one
league or by many, or it is in this material sense more false
to say that Chicago is in Texas than it is to say that Chicago
is in Indiana.

These material degrees of truth and error are of tremen-
dous significance to us; much of our thought and our work
is carried on in terms of probability and approximation to
accuracy. The slight deviation of the mariner from his
course may cause no harm; the great deviation may cause
shipwreck. An ounce of gold may be formally as golden as
a ton of gold, but it is much better to possess a ton rather
than an ounce of gold. On the desert it is much better to
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have knowledge of the position of a waterhole than it is
to know the complete chemistry of water; in great cities
the chemistry of water makes possible filtration plants and
sanitary drinking water, and there the location of water-
holes on the Sahara is useless information.

There is, therefore, a material gradation of the depth
and significance of propositions, a gradation which is de-
termined by the criterion of value and not by the criterion
of truth. The criterion of the truth of a proposition is the
system of which it is a homogeneous element; the criterion
of the value of propositions is not an impersonal perspec-
tive; it is rather the personal perspective, the individual
himself. Hence, while the truth or falsity of propositions is
absolute for human knowledge, when the system to which
they refer, their criterion, is known and agreed upon,
the depth and significance of propositions are relative to
individual positions. What is one man’s meat is another’s
Poison, and what is one man’s meat at one time is his own
Poison at another., What is less significant today to us is
more significant tomorrow when we find ourselves in a
New situation. In America I prize the chemist as a most
leérned man and look down upon the ignorant camel
driver, but in the desert I should value more highly the
knOWledge of the camel driver.

This distinction helps to make clear the striking differ-
ence between the criterion of truth and the criterion of
value. The criterion of truth is not merely the whole, the
tOFality, as Spinoza and Hegel are inclined to think; the
criterion of the truth of a proposition is always a specific
whf)le, a specific totality, the particular perspective of
which the proposition is a homogeneous element. The
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criterion of truth is always an impersonal perspective.
Again, the criterion of value is not blank Reality; it is
not an impersonal perspective; it is always the personal
perspective, individuality, the native position of the in-
dividual and its variations in time and place which de-
termine the value of knowledge and of things experienced.
Spinoza and Hegel both admit the relativity of good and
evil; nevertheless, Spinoza inconsistently goes on in the
search for a universal good, and Hegel more than hints at
one in the doctrine of the progress of spirit toward free-
dom. Only by distinguishing clearly between the imper-
sonal criterion of truth and the personal criterion of value
can we understand what leads to hierarchies. We might
almost say that if there were only one human being there
would still be questions of value but no longer questions
of truth.

There Is No Criterion of Reality: Gradations of
Reality Are Determined by the Personal
Point of View, the Criterion of Value

There is one further distinction that must be made in
order to understand the background of the conception that
there can be a fixed hierarchy of reality, namely, the dis-
tinction between reality and the criteria of truth and
value. This distinction can best be expressed by saying that
although there is a criterion of truth and also a criterion
of value, there is no criterion of reality. Reality is experi-
ence; we can systematize and evaluate it in terms of the
criterion of truth and the criterion of value, but we cannot
refute reality; we cannot belittle experience itself. Such
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is the truth of William James’s exclamation: “Data! gifts!
something to be thankful for! It is a gift that we can
approach things at all, and, by means of the time and
space of which our minds and they partake, alter our ac-
tions so as to meet them!” *

In spite of this, Hegel and Spinoza insist upon onc
criterion for truth, value, and reality; and this insistence
upon one criterion for all three seems to be the starting
point of all systems based on the theory of degrees and
levels. If the theory is not set forth clearly in Hegel, as
Croce complains, we can easily find a representative form
of it in Bradley.

The fundamental distinction in the metaphysics of Brad-
ley is that between appearance and reality.

For, if you think at all so as to discriminate between truth and
falsehood, you will find that you cannot accept open sclf-
contradiction. Hence to think is to judge, and to judge is to
criticize, and to criticize is to usc a criterion of reality. And
surely to doubt this would be mere blindness or confused self-
deception. But, if $0, it is clear that, in rejecting the inconsistent
as appearance, we are applying a positive knowledge of the
ultimate nature of things. Ultimate reality is such that it does
not contradict itself; here is an absolute criterion.’

Thus Bradley clearly and explicitly states what he thinks
to be the criterion of reality, the criterion which sets it
over against self-contradictory appearance. In the self-
contained and consistent absolute, there are no degrees of

4+ The Will to Believe
Green, 1923), p. 271.

S F. H. Bradley, Appearance and Reality: A Metaphysical Essay
(London: Oxford, 1930), p. 120.

and Other Essays (London: Longmans,
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reality. “The Absolute, considered as such, has of course
no degrees; for it is perfect, and there can be no more or
less in perfection.” ¢ Nevertheless, there are degrees of
reality in appearance.

Our thoughts certainly, for some purposes, may be taken as
wholly false, or again as quite accurate; but truth and error,
measured by the Absolute, must each be subject always to
degree. . . . I mean that less or more they actually possess
the character and type of absolute truth and reality.?

Thus, although it is the nature of reality to “appear,” we
are almost forced to think of two orders, one of appearance
and one of reality. Bradley is careful to avoid connecting
the order of degrees in appearance with time. The concep-
tion of progress, of rising from lower to higher, is not
riveted to the order of chronological events as it seems to
be in Hegel; nevertheless, an attenuated conception of
progress, represented by the degrees of reality, remains.

How the various stages of progress come to happen in time, in
what order or orders they follow, and in each case from what
causes, these inquiries would, as such, be no concern of phi-
losophy. Its idea of evolution and progress in a word should
not be temporal. And hence a conflict with the sciences upon
any question of development or of order could not properly
arise. ‘Higher’ and ‘lower,” terms which imply always a stand-
ard and end, would in philosophy be applied solely to desig-
nate rank.®

This ingenious classification of experience as reality and
appearance is designed, no doubt, to preserve the level
theory without some of the manifest contradictions to be
found in Hegel if his thought is interpreted in terms of

6 Ibid., p. 318. T Ibid., p. 321. S Ibid., p. 441.
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degrees. The chronological order of events does not, as
science and experience show, tend to support the evolu-
tion from lower to higher; hence the grades of reality in
appearance do not constitute a progress in time. But
Bradley is mistaken in thinking that he gets his principle
of noncontradiction, his criterion of reality, at first hand
from the metaphysical object itself. His criterion springs
rather from the nature of the perspective; it is the per-
spective which demands noncontradiction, that calls upon
all its elements to be homogeneous with it if they are to
be considered true in reference to it. In brief, Bradley’s
criterion of reality is furnished by what he calls appear-
ance. The attribute is ideally a closed and consistent sys-
tem; the realized category is a closed and consistent
system; the perspective is a closed and consistent system.

Perhaps the error in this search for a criterion of reality
lies in assuming that all experience is either true or false.
Nothing could be farther from the truth. The question of
truth and error in respect to human experience is limited
to the communication of meaning which calls forth the im-
personal perspectives. It is not the primary occupation of
the human being to refute or verify the being as such of
his experience, The fact that it is comprises its reality; the
question what it is calls forth the propositions concerning
it which are either true or false. And in this sense, which is
the only true meaning of reality, the fact alone that it is
constitutes the reality of a possibility, of an illusion, of an
error. There may be convenient classifications and kinds of
reality, but there are no degrees.

That is to say, there are no de

grees of reality except
those arranged accordip gto

a criterion of valuye, a personal
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point of view. The number of these is legion; and it is most
unkind of the philosopher to force his own, under the as-
sumed character of an absolute criterion of reality, upon
all men.

Comparative Diagram of Metaphysical Systems
in respect to the Criteria of
Truth, Value, and Reality

Systematic Mectaphysical (R) Impersonal (R) Personal (R)
pluralism  object perspec-  (C) perspectives (V)
tives (systems) (individuals)
Heraclitus One wisdom, (R) [No equiva- Individuals (R)
logos (C) lent] (V)
Spinoza  Substance (R)(V) Attributes  (R) Finitc modes (I)
(C)
Lecibniz Great monad (R)  Sciences (r) Monads (R)
(harmony) (V)
(C)
Hegel Absolute (R) Categories (R) Individuals (r)
(C)
(V)
Bergson  Mctaphysical (R)  Sciences (I) Individuals (R)
object (C) (V)

In respect to reality, (R) indicates real; (R) most real; (r) less
real; and (I) least real.

The criterion of truth in each system is marked (C).

The criterion of value is marked (V).

The reader will note that systematic pluralism calls for a clear
distinction of the criterion of truth, the criterion of value, and the
meaning of reality. In it appear no grades of reality; the criterion
of truth, which is considered a matter of communication and mean-
ing, is the impersonal perspective; the criterion of value, the per-
sonal perspective.






Part Three

INDIVIDUALITY

The Synthesis of the Particular and the
Universal, of the Relative and the Absolute,
of the Timely and the Synoptic, in the Indi-
viduality of Personal and Impersonal Per-
spectives






CHAPTER VII
Personal Pounts of View

“Have vou thought there could be but a single Supreme?

There can be any number of Supremes—One does not

countervail another, any more than one eyesight coun-
tervails another, or one life countervails another.”

BRADLEY tells us that perfection of truth and reality
“consists in positive, self-subsisting individuality”; * Bosan-
quet insists that there can be only one individual in the
ultimate sense; we have seen Hegel vie with Spinoza in
making the absolute a total system of ideas, the infinita
idea dei, and in grasping its final significance under the
aspect of absolute subject. We cannot carry a theory of
systematic pluralism far without discovering that the con-
ception of individuality is central in this theory as well as
in traditional systems. The conception began, for our
purposes, with Spinoza, who conceived of one only perfect
being or individual, an individual self-contained, self-
subsistent, noncontradictory, causa sui, eminently free and
infinite. This supreme individual is, in Spinoza, the crite-
rion of reality; and nothing can be real which does not
measure up to its qualities. He finds two things which do

L Op. cit., p. 321.
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measure up to the qualities of the supreme individual, the
attributes of thought and extension. These are supremely
real in that each is an individual in its kind; each is in-
finite in its kind; each in its kind makes manifest the
infinite essence of the supreme individual. At this point
in the Spinozistic system, individuality ccases; human be-
ings, as we know them, do not measure up to the supreme
tests of individuality; the human being is not infinite in
his kind, for as an idea, from the aspect of thought, he is
limited by other ideas, and as a body, from the aspect of
extension, he is limited by other bodies. As such, he is a
particular and a particular only; nevertheless, it is possible
for him to rise in thought from mere particularity to sheer
universality, a possibility of attaining the intellectual love
of God, the true status, for Spinoza, of individuals as
they ought to be.

For Hegel, the human being is a true individual inas-
much as his nature, properly thought, like that of the ab-
solute, consists in the concrete universal, in the synthesis
of the particular and the universal. However, this proper
understanding of the nature of the human being as in-
dividual does not come until a certain stage of the dialec-
tic—in the subjective notion of the Logic and more com-
pletely in the Philosophy of Mind. Hegel, like Spinoza,
thinks in terms of deducing the human being as individual
from the presupposition of the absolute as individual; he
Prides himself upon completing a deduction which Spinoza
f?filed to complete. Again like Spinoza, Hegel constructs
bls System on the deduction of a number of impersonal
lndiViduals, the categories. Each of these, when it is
completely systematized and made into a concrete uni-
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versal, represents at its stage the essence of the absolute
according to its kind.

It is questionable whether this diligent attempt to de-
duce the reality of the human being as individual, or at
least his correct degree of reality, from the presupposition
of an absolute and unique individuality is not after all
a traditionally sanctified hysteron proteron. Not, let us
hasten to add, that it cannot be done. If the presupposi-
tion of an absolute individuality demands infinitude, free-
dom, and self-contained nature, and if the distinction of
that which is infinite in its kind is made in order to admit
the reality and integrity of systems and impersonal per-
spectives, what is there which better conforms to these de-
mands than the human being as individual? Is it not
true that in attempting to deduce the human being as in-
dividual the metaphysical cart is put before the horse
and that what is wanted is the completion of the second
Copernican revolution which Kant set out to establish
rather than the attempt to complete an impossible deduc-
tion?

The human being can, of course, properly be thought
of as finite, contingent, and hemmed in on all sides by the
other particulars of reality; nevertheless, we must ask
if this is not an abstract view of the individual, a view of
him as particular and particular only. It is only when we
take into account his universality as well as his particu-
larity that we see the individual in a true light, as an
individual in as true a sense as any presupposition of ab-
solute individuality can be. For in taking the universal
aspect as well as the particular aspect of the individual
into account, we think of him as a perspective of the meta-
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physical object; and it is this view alone which suffices
for the needs of metaphysics. A perspective, a point of
view, is necessarily a particular; and since it is necessarily
a perspective of something, of the metaphysical object, it
is necessarily universal. Hence, the view of the individual
as a personal perspective gives us true concrete uni-
versality, the synthesis of the particular and the universal.
In order to complete the picture we must concede that
the human being as individual, as personal point of view,
represents the infinite essence of the metaphysical object
according to his kind; we must think of personal perspec-
tives as infinite perspectives of one and the same thing
in order to preserve both particularity and universality.
The human being, then, from the point of view which
adequately represents the universality necessary to an in-
flividual, must be infinite in his kind, Self—con{ail]@d, and
independent. And, upon examination, these conditions
are seen to be not the results of a precarious and intricate
deduction but rather the very conditions of our experience
which suggest to us our own individuality and also the
C(?Dceptions which in Spinoza and Hegel become the in-
thiduality of the impersonal system and of the absolute
itself. For what is so simple, so self-contained, so autono-
li:lous, sodindependent in the individuality of its series that
€Xceeds in these respects the seemi /
Unwarranted, seizure lipon the unlimi:gily 11)21()tllc1ije>§i 1t]l?(i
self, which permitted Descartes to make his own existence

the starting point of philosophy and which permitted

Schopenhauer to say that the world is my idea? I am not,
Ta."S Walt Whitman, contained within my hat and my
doots; I

am infinite; as a perspective of the metaphysical
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object, I include the past and the present and the future;
and what I say of myself I also say of you and of all other
selves.

The false difficulty, the hysteron proteron, which makes
an intellectual feat of the deduction of the human being
as individuality from the nature of an absolute indi-
viduality set up in the image and likeness of the human
individual, has not passed unnoticed by the critics of
Hegelianism. For it is the individuality of the human be-
ing, his particularity and universality, says Pringle-
Pattison, which is most certain.”

Common sense recognizes that each of us lives in a
world of his own, but common sense has not the distinc-
tions whereby it can see this world as the element of uni-
versality and the sense of ownership as the element of
particularity. And philosophy, having the distinctions, too
often looks upon them as alternatives; one school, follow-
ing universality alone, is led to the conception of a single
individual in the ultimate sense; another, following the
particularity alone, is led into solipsism. Philosophy can
avoid these extremes by stressing the essential unity of
the distinguishable elements, adopting the view which
takes both particularity and universality into account and
which thereby gives the true picture of the self as indi-
vidual.

It is true that other perspectives bring out clearly the
limitations, the particularity, of the human being; never-
theless metaphysics must approach the individual from the
point of view which reveals him as a homogeneous ele-

2 A. S. Pringle-Pattison, Hegelianism and Personality (Edin-
burgh: W. Blackwood, 1887), p. 216.
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ment in the system designed to explain knowledge. Knowl-.
edge can only be possible in the systematic synthesis of
relativity and absoluteness, of particularity and absolute-
ness, and it must take its starting point in something agree-
able to these conceptions, namely, in the human being
considered as a personal point of view of the metaphysical
object, as a personal system uniting relativity and abso-
luteness, particularity and universality.

Leibniz introduced this necessary conception into phi-
losophy. He considers reality to consist in a community of
real particulars, which share in the metaphysical object

as
their element of universality.

And as the same city regarded from different sides appears
to be entirely different and in perspective is as if multiplied,
so also it happens that, because of the infinite multiplicity of
simple substances, there are as it were so many different unj-
verses, which are nevertheless only the perspectives of

a single
one, from the different points of view of each monad.?

Since in his terminology Leibniz was willing to grant
reality only to the particularity of the monads, only to
their essential natures as simple substances, he is forced
to account for the side of universality by the lame doc-
trine of the pre-established harmony, whereby God has so
ordained that one monad shall represent all others. An-
other subterfuge of Leibniz is the theory of degrees of
confused and clear perceptions by which he accounts for
the differences in the personal worlds of the monads. This

* Monadol,
Dunc

In qu

gy, sect. 57, in Philosophical Works, tr. by G. M.
an (New Haven: Tuttle, Morchouse & Taylor, 1908), p. 317.
loting I have taken a few slight liberties with this translation
in order to conform better to the original.
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theory of degrees is weak, for it is a contradiction in his
system to think of the monads, which are notable for their
independence, for their self-contained nature, for their
lack of “windows,” in terms of degrees.

It is surprising to notice that what Leibniz probably
took for a figure of speech, for an illustration, namely, the
figure of the perspectives of the metaphysical object, is
logically and metaphysically adequate to his thought and
that the metaphysical terms which he settled upon as
fundamental are not. Leibniz, terminologically, did not
have the courage of his new conception: it is the fact
that the monad is a perspective of the metaphysical ob-
ject that accounts for its element of universality, thereby
eliminating the need of the deus ex machina, the pre-
established harmony; and it is the fact that the monad is
a perspective that accounts for its uniqueness, for its dif-
ference from all other monads, thereby eliminating the
need for the contradictory theory of degrees of perception.

We are taught a lesson: what is new in the thought of a
philosopher is best brought out by the figures of speech
which present themselves to his imaginative insight; if
the new conception has any worth in metaphysics, the
very terms of the figure are apt to possess a literal truth
where the older, supposedly more literal terminologv
breaks down into contradictions and insufficiency.

The conception of the personal perspective provides an
intellectual common denominator whereby metaphysics,
in accounting for the problems of experience and knowl-
edge, can go from the experience of the human being to
that which is common to all, the impersonal systems, and
on to a consideration of how the ultimate functions in
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knowledge; it is a conception which prevents an illegiti-
mate division between relative and absolute, between
Particular and universal. But it cannot be translated back
into the older metaphysical terms which grant reality
only to simple substances. Leibniz, in attempting this
translation, threw away the value of his new conception
and went down to double defeat, forced on one hand to
account for the monad’s universality by pre-established
harmony and on the other hand to account for the
monad’s particularity by the theory of degrees of percep-
tion and a law, the identity of indiscernibles, taken over
from Thomas™ account of the creation of the angels.

There are other timely reasons why Leibniz stultified
his neyw conception; the theory of degrees of perception
fitted ip neatly with the medieval hierarchy leading up to
the great monad; and Leibniz was at all times anxious to
Conciliate the scholastics and to unite the warring theo-
Ogical and philosophical schools into an adequate meta-
Physics.

Leibniz, wasting his time in attempts to translate his
new conception into old terminology, never quite made
the jump from the monad to the impersonal perspective.
. ¢ Protected the integrity of the monad * as a svstem as
]ealously as Spinoza protected the integrity of the at-
tribute, the impersonal system; and it is likely that he
thought of the monads as being analogous to impersonal
SYstems, We know that he thought impersonal systems
Were governed by the same law of pre-established har-
Mony; the yrealm of nature, he tells us, and the realm of
8race gare in some manner one and the same kingdom,

4 Monadology, sect. 7, in ibid., p. 308.
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just as harmony prevails in the two natural kingdoms of
efficient and final causes.

As we have established a perfect harmony between two natural
kingdoms, the one of efficient, the other of final causes, we
should also notice here another harmony between the physical
kingdom of nature and the moral kingdom of grace; that is,
between God considered as architect of the mechanism of the
universe and God considered as monarch of the divine city of
spirits.”

This may be taken as a crude approximation of the
way in which each of the attributes represents the in-
finite essence of substance, the way in which each of the
realized categories is self-identical with the absolute. But
Leibniz contributed little to the theory of impersonal per-
spectives; he is justly famous for his conception of the
human being as a personal perspective of the metaphysical
object.

% Monadology, sect. 87, in ibid., p. 322.



CHAPTER VIII

Transition to Inepersonal Systems

“All is eligible to all,
All is for individuals—All is for you,
No condition is prohibited.”

LET us picture to ourselves a community of personal per-
Spectives of the metaphysical object, cach infinite in its
kind, each self-contained, each active, in a hypothetical
condition wherein no communication takes place between
Persons. From such a hypothesis many conclusions fol-
low. First, there is no question of truth in such a com-
munity inasmuch as propositions are unnecessary. Sec-
ondly, although things merely “appear” in the experience
Of the individuals, nothing is unreal since that which is
Siven is synonymous with reality. Thirdly, if individuals
aTre active, there are marks of evaluation, not expressed in
p.roposmons, but in action, in the attraction and repul-
S1on showp by individuals toward things experienced.

nn{;]eitt "S'HOW !.suppose tl?at to Fhe simple life of this com-
tons Z% IIT which there is reality and value but ne qu.es-
are adg truth z.md error, the problems of communication
NS ed. In its simplest form, pointing, demonstration,
and COmmunication will not raise the question of truth

142
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and error. But when names and symbols are invented to
represent things experienced, and when names and sym-
bols are joined together in propositions, the question
whether the relation of the terms in one man’s proposi-
tion adequately represents the relation between the things
represented, as experienced by another man, will soon be
raised. That is the beginning of literal truth and error.

But we can jump many of the simple stages and think
of the form the question of truth and error will eventually
assume. The community will soon learn the meaning for
truth of that aspect of individuality which we have called
particularity. When one man says that a stone is heavy
and another that it is light, when a short man says that
a certain plant is taller than man and a tall man that it is
shorter, when nine men say that roses are red and a tenth
says that they have no color, when all these things and
many more like them have happened, men will eventually
realize that the reference point of a proposition is its
true criterion. More than that: they will begin to see
that they must, if their communication is to be intelligi-
ble, hold fast to what is common to all and try to avoid
that which is only particular. For the opinions of strong
and weak men concerning the weight of stones, they will
prefer a balance against a certain weight universally ac-
cepted as a criterion; they will substitute a stick univer-
sally accepted in length as a criterion for the height of
plants and will no longer rest content with the contradic-
tory propositions made by tall and short men. They will
recognize that some propositions are true when referred
to a certain point in a system called the time series and
that others are not; they will further recognize that some
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propositions are true when given a correct reference of
place and that others are not.

They will, briefly, construct and give an adequate and
independent existence to the universal element of individ-
uality; their whole effort will be to make their thought
as impersonal as possible. They will seck to depersonalizc
appearances and to make of them impersonal perspec-
tives common to all. They will begin to stigmatize things
as they appear in personal perspectives as mere appear-
ances, as opinions, as illusions. Things as they appear in
impersonal perspective, things which are common to all,
they will call realities, facts, knowledge, Their emphasis
will be on what is impersonal; they will call the impersonal
real and the personal unreal, and it will he some time
before they grasp this classification as a matter of per-
sonal evaluation and empbhasis.

As references become more complicated, and as things
common to gl] begin to fall within large impersonal
Perspectives, they will need some conception of what
Properly constitutes universality and of what properly
constitutes the systematic nature of the impersonal per-
Spective. And in supplying this need, what is more nat-
ural thayp that they should come to look upon the proper
character of the impersonal perspective as individuality?
They will see that these perspectives common to all ex-

1bit an order and connection of homo
that each i self-

the truth of its o

geneous elements,
contained, that each is the ecriterion of

wn elements, that each is distorted if an

element properly belonging to another enters into it.
But this conception of many impersonal perspectives,

and of the individuality of each, is not the first that comes
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to mind. At first, in seeking to cling to that which is uni-
versal, in order to get at what is common to all human
beings, men naively assume that there is one only wisdom,
one only impersonal perspective, one only system com-
mon to all. This is a natural inference from the thought
that the only task of knowledge is to get away from the
personal perspective, that its only pitfall is the particu-
larity of human beings. It is a natural inference from the
assumption that the first task of knowledge is the only
difficulty which knowledge will encounter.

Thus, after attaining an arrangement of what is com-
mon to all human beings in many things, after getting
away from the contradictory opinions of personal points
of view, men are unprepared for the strange thing that
happens: they are unable to understand how it is that
what is common to all begins to contradict itself. For this
is exactly what happens. A second stage in the problem
of truth appears. In the first stage, what was true for one
human being was false for another; and the remedy found
for this was an impersonal criterion, a reference point. In
the second stage, what is true for one impersonal per-
spective is seen to be false for another. When men thought
of knowledge only in relation to human beings, they
thought of knowledge as being universal only; its propo-
sitions were natural laws. But when natural law began to
contradict natural law, they saw that something must be
thought beyond impersonal criteria, that each natural law
held good for a perspective of nature rather than for uni-
versal nature herself.

The impersonal perspectives had turned out to be in-
dividuals in every sense; that is to say, they had not only
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an element of universality but also an clement of particu-
larity. Hence it was necessary to think something beyond
them, and that something beyond them could be nothing
other than the universal element of impersonal perspec-
tives, that which is common to impersonal systems, just
as that which went beyond the particularity of personal
points of view was the element common to all, the ab-
stracted and depersonalized element of universality. This
necessity of thought gave rise to the conception of the
metaphysical object.

This little hypothesis and illustration concerning what
Locke called the “original” of knowledge is certainly no
“historical, plain method”; it must be taken as true to the
logical necessities of thought rather than as true to the
history of thought. Yet it has a certain crude historical ac-
curacy, for it is certainly an accurate description of the
search of the early philosophers for what is common to
all men, of their interest in nature and later in being as
such, and it is an equally apt description of what hap-
Pened to the “patural laws” and the various systems of
nature set up in various times. The great and natural mis-
Fake of the intellectual enterprise has been to think that
Impersonal thought, that which is or can be common to
all humap beings as individuals, is necessarily universal
an(_l Universal alone; that is to say, that such a system is
un.lversal nature herself, or being as such, Thinking in
this fashion, the relativity of impersonal knowledge, its
ele.me“t of particularity, its reference to an impersonal
PoInt ‘of view, has, when noted, always taken men by
SUIPrise and seemed to them, at first glance, to render it
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invalid. Such have been the great periods of reaction: first,
impersonal knowledge has seemed to lay hold of nature
directly, to represent laws of nature, to represent the pure,
abstracted universal element of being as such. Secondly,
as natural law contradicted natural law, as no one im-
personal system was seen to obviate the necessity for
further impersonal systems, all knowledge seemed to be
particular and particular only. Zeus dead, relativity
reigned supreme.

But these stages represent only one mistake concerning
the nature of knowledge and a reaction into an opposite
mistake. For knowledge is neither flatly absolute nor
flatly relative; neither flatly particular nor flatly universal.
Knowledge, systematic knowledge, like experience itself,
can only appear to, and in the form of, individuals; sys-
tems, like human beings, have a reasonable element of
particularity and a reasonable element of universality, a
reasonable element of relativity and a reasonable element
of absoluteness. We recognize this twofold nature of
knowledge, which constitutes its individuality, when we
think of each impersonal system as a perspective of the
metaphysical object. The analogy between the personal
and the impersonal perspective is perfect: in the imper-
sonal perspective, the fact that it is a perspective consti-
tutes its reasonable element of particularity and relativity,
the fact that it is a perspective of the metaphysical obje.ct
constitutes its reasonable element of universality and ab-
soluteness. In concrete knowledge, and in concrete experi-
ence, the absolute never exists apart from the relative and
the universal never exists apart from the particular.
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Bergson, in his Introduction to Metaphysics, has stud-
ied impersonal systems and perspectives in relation to
the metaphysical object. When we think of them in re-
spect to personal perspectives, they seem to be completely
absolute, completely possessed of that which is common
to all and freed from that which is particular and per-
sonal. But when we think of them in respect to the meta-
physical object which they are intended to represent, they
are seen as relative and particular aspects of this object.
And as relative and particular representations there will
be as many impersonal systems as there are possible
points of view outside the metaphysical object, a number
tending toward infinity. The impersonal perspective,! says
Bergson, starts with a concept of the metaphysical ob-
ject, and this concept, like a sketch of a town, at once
Places the thinker outside the metaphysical object.

Everything will depend on the weight we attribute to this or
that concept, and this weight will always be arbitrary, since the

concept extracted from the object has no weight, being only

the shadow of a body. In this way, as many different systems
will Spring up as there are external points of view from which

the reality can be examined, or larger circles in which it can
be enclosed 2 '

The fact that we attribute weight to one or another of
these concepts leads to the division of philosophy into
schools; each school chooses or perfects an impersonal
Perspective of its own and will have nothing to do with
other Perspectives.

Hl Henrj Bergson, An Introduction to Metaphysics, tr. by T. E.
l‘l)]me. (New York: Putnam’s, 1912), p- 18.

- Ibld., P 20.
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Simple concepts have, then, not only the inconvenience of
dividing the concrete unity of the object into so many sym-
bolical expressions; they also divide philosophy into distinct
schools, each of which takes its seat, chooses its counters, and
carries on with the others a game that will never end.?

Especially grievous is the disposition of the schools to
form in the order of thesis and antithesis.

Concepts . . . generally go together in couples and represent
two contraries. There is hardly any concrete reality which
cannot be observed from two opposing standpoints, which can-
not consequently be subsumed under two antagonistic con-
cepts. Hence a thesis and an antithesis which we endeavor in
vain to reconcile logically, for the very simple reason that it
is impossible, with concepts and observations taken from out-
side points of view, to make a thing.*

If all the possible photographs of a town were to go
on to an infinite series, this series would never give us the
town itself; in like manner the number of thought per-
spectives of the metaphysical object goes on toward in-
finity, each perspective remaining a perspective only and
failing to become the absolute.

In its eternally unsatisfied desire to embrace the object around
which it is compelled to turn, analysis multiplies without end
the number of its points of view in order to complete its always
incomplete representation. . . . It goes on, therefore, to in-
finity.?

It is perfectly natural and reasonable, says Bergson, that
this work of analysis should go on setting up its infinite
number of impersonal perspectives. Nevertheless, this sets

3 Ibid., pp. 20-21. 4 Ibid., pp. 39—40. 5 Ibid., p. 8.
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up an opposition between the absoluteness and the rela-
tivity of knowledge; the metaphysician cannot be content
with taking sides, with choosing a particular perspective
of his own. The metaphysician professes to deal with ab-
solute knowledge; and he cannot content himself with
the relative knowledge of the sciences, represented by the
infinite outside perspectives of the metaphysical object.
The metaphysician must not stand outside the object; he
must by “intellectual auscultation,” ® by sympathy, by in-
tuition, get inside the object. Hence knowledge, for Berg-
son, assumes two forms, conceptual knowledge, which is
common to the sciences and to impersonal perspectives,
and intuitive knowledge, which is the proper knowledge
of metaphysics. The first kind is relative, outside the ob-
ject; the second kind is absolute, inside the object.”
Metaphysics, “the science which claims to dispense with
symbols,” ® since symbols and points of view place one
outside the object,’ in such a way that the absolute is
“the gold coin” for which we never cease giving the
“small change” of perspectives and symbols,’® “does not
consist in the choice of certain concepts, and in taking
sides with a school, but in the search for a unique intuition
from which we can descend with equal ease to different
concepts, because we are placed above the divisions of the
schools.” 11

This brilliant essay, which sets forth in the clearest pos-
sible manner the reasons why perspectives are perspec-
tives, which is entirely correct in emphasizing the fact that
no true metaphysician can rest content with a single per-

S1bid., p. 36, 7 1bid., p. 1.

81bid., p. 9.
9 I1bid., p. 4.

10 1bid., p. 7. " 1bid., p. 38.
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spective, using the strata fallacy to justify it as real and
to stigmatize others as unreal, ends, nevertheless, in a
tremendous difficulty. Metaphysics, says Bergson, must
seek intuitive knowledge, must put itself in the object, and
must not take a point of view outside the object.

Surely, we cannot take this implied division between
relative and absolute knowledge, between concepts and
intuition, as literally true. Taken as literal truth, it would
imply the strata fallacy applied to modes of cognition;
worse than that, Bergson’s description of intuition as the
putting of oneself inside the object is also the description
of what Xenophanes called anthropomorphism, the fancy
something like the truth. Examples of Bergson’s intuition
do not appear positively in his essay; they appear only in
poetry.

The hounded slave that flags in the race, leans by the fence,
blowing, cover'd with sweat;

The twinges that sting like needles his legs and neck—the
murderous buckshot and the bullets;

All these I feel, or am.
I am the hounded slave, I wince at the bite of the dogs.

We cannot take Bergson’s intuition as implicative of a
special system of knowledge, a kind, which in contrast to
relative knowledge, gets at the very inwardness of the
metaphysical object. We cannot, indeed, think a division
between absolute and relative knowledge. If knowledge
is to be possible at all, it must be at all times—and this is
true of experience also—both absolute and relative, both
universal and particular.

The force of Bergson’s argument is that the multiplicity
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of impersonal systems forces us to think the universal ele-
ment of perspectives in abstraction, forces us to think, as
a limit, the metaphysical object which is common to all,
just as the multiplicity of personal points of view forced
men to think of what was common to all men, to think of
the universal element of the personal perspectives, to
think of that which was common to all human beings.
Hence, metaphysics is not a special system of intuitive
knowledge, absolute in contrast to relative perspectives; it
is rather, in this respect, the recognition of the structure
of the situation, the recognition that perspectives are per-
Spectives of a metaphysical object. For we must avoid
the error of thinking that there exists a noumenal world,
a thing-in-itself, which metaphysics ought to present di-
vorced from all perspectives of it. There exists no such
world, no such thing. There is no possible system of all
Systems, for such a system would in turn be an individual,
that is, upite particularity and universality, and, as such,
Would break down, as numberless others have, into an-
other Perspective. It is the character of the metaphysical
Object tq be individual, that is, to be always concretely
oth particular and universal, both relative and absolute.
tis Necessary in thought to think abstractly of its ele-
Ments, the particular and the universal, the relative and
the absolute, and to take them apart; but it is a mon-
StrOSity of thought, no less, to think that the universal and
aDsolute element exists somewhere, ontologically inde-
Pendent, anq that the goal of metaphysics is to provide a
System representative of the universal and absolute apart
“Tom the relative and particular. The goal of metaphysics
'S Tather to understand the structure of perspectives and
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to understand reality, as its elements, abstracted and di-
vided by thought into absolute and relative, universal and
particular, appear concretely united in individuals, in per-
sonal and impersonal perspectives. This is the true goal
of metaphysics; the false goal, which searches for an ab-
solute and a universal existing apart, both ontologically
and epistemologically, involves us in an infinite regress,
in the contradictions and impossibilities of the strata fal-
lacy, and finally brings down shame and humiliation upon
the greatest co-operative enterprise of humanity by reduc-
ing it to the endless bickering of the schools.

Once this true goal is understood, and the false goal
ignored, we see that the universal and the absolute, far
from being unknown and unknowable, have always ap-
peared and necessarily always must appear in all experi-
ence, in all reality, inseparable from the individuality of
the human being, inseparable from the individuality of the
impersonal perspective.



CHAPTER IX

The Problem of
the M etaplysical Lt

[ . .
Itisa great and necessary proof of wisdom and sagac-
ity to know what questions may be reasonably asked.”

THE theory of perspectives demands a distinction be-
tween the term reality and the term metaphysical object,
Reality, as we have noted, has no criterion, since a cri-
Ferion would limit it to a single aspect of experience, for
Instance, to the logical aspect. Having no criterion, it is
th.e term of widest extent in metaphysics; it is synonymous
with €Xperience, synonymous with the bounds set for
knoWledge- The student of traditional metaphysics, how-
ever, has learned to recognize the term reality and the
ferm perfection as ambiguities often used to beg impor-
:lasntth;p:estions. A.t first they appear in’ a system merely
cal o z:ms of w.xdest extept; later reality 15 given a logi-
harmless etaphysical criter'lon,.zmd perfection, at first a
the highe:{nonym for reality, is m.ade a Sleonym."ﬂso of
reader wh good for the human bemg-. In this faslnon., the

0 accepts the terms in the significance of widest

ext i i
ent is forced to accept the system of ethics which fol-
154
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lows the shift in the meaning of the terminology. Such,
certainly, is the nature of Spinoza’s system of ethics.

But even if we use the term reality merely as the term
of widest extent, without attempting to effect an illegiti-
mate transition by first equating reality with perfection
and later equating perfection with the highest good of
the human being, we must distinguish reality from the
technical conception of the metaphysical object required
by the theory of perspectives. Although we may use
cither term loosely in reference to the extent of possible
or actual experience, the term metaphysical object, in con-
trast to the term reality, is limited in extent insofar as it
signifies the absolute, the universal, as though it were not
united with the relative and particular in a perspective.
The status of the metaphysical object is thus much the
same as what we take to be the status of pure space. It
cxists formally pure as a necessary concept of reason, in
Kant’s terms, although it is never to be found empirically
unless related to the relative and the particular, just as
pure space is never found empirically without its content
of objects.

The metaphysical object, not as it functions in knowl-
edge and experience, but as it seems to point to its own
independent existence, has been the holy grail of philoso-
phy, the pot of gold at the end of the rainbow, and not
until the time of Kant did philosophers realize fully that,
except as an abstract concept, experience yields only the
rain and the rainbow and never the pot of gold. Even Kant
thought that the perspectives of the metaphysical object
were only phenomenal and that the metaphysical object
existed apart in a noumenal world. In the phenomenal
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world, for Kant, the metaphysical object served only as
a regulative principle of reason, a principle whereby men
realize the nature of the infinite progress imposed by the
conditions of knowledge and experience. But Kant sought
also to use the metaphysical object, for timely and ecthical
Purposes, as a possible noumenal world. In this sense, it
was for him the source of freedom in opposition to uni-
versal causation, the unconditioned in opposition to the
endless chain of the conditioned, the source of moral
autonomy in opposition to scientific irresponsibility. In
raising his timely ethical perspective to the rank of the
Pure absolute, Kant at once retracted his authentic criti-
cism of pure reason.

It is now fairly obvious that he should have looked
UPon pure reason, the system of science, as one perspec-
tive of the metaphysical object. He realized, correctly,
that €xperience outruns this single perspective, but he
should have identified whatever fell outside it with fur-
ther Perspectives instead of identifying this remainder of
€Xperience directly with the metaphysical object, directly
With the noumenal world.
ant was apparently convinced that the pure absolute
and Universal must have universal and independent exist-
ef]Ce in spite of his refutation of the ontological argument,
SInce thig argument is needed to prove that the concept
of the metaphysical object, which exists as a necessary
COncept limiting the infinite progress of perspectives, rep-
Tesents gy ontologically independent absolute. The onto-
logica] argument, unfortunately, was long ago broken

°Wn by the monk Gaunilon, who compared the differ-
ence between the concept of an absolute and the existence



The Metaphysical Limit 157

of the absolute to the difference between the idea of an
island and the actual existence of the island.

Now if some onc should tell me that there is such an island,
I should easily understand his words, in which there is no
difficulty. But suppose that he went on to say, as if by a logical
inference: “You can no longer doubt that this island . . . ex-
ists somewhere, since you have no doubt that it is in your
understanding.” !

The significance of the illegitimate transition whereby
reality, fixed by a criterion, is defined and set forth as a
presumably absolute system of the metaphysical object is
made clear by an exposure of the fallacy involved in at-
tempted definitions of the ultimate. Let us consider, in
support of this proposition, the necessary limitations of
the methods and meanings of the definitions by which an
ultimate object must be established. Let us attempt, for
example, to define the ultimate object of greatest extent,
the universe. We may go through all possible verbal defini-
tions first; the universe is the cosmos, we say, or it is all
that is. But these definitions, although they may explain
the term universe to someone unfamiliar with it, give us
no new light on the nature of our ultimate. Shall we turn
to the predicables? They are, we find, inapplicable to such
an ultimate term as the universe, which cannot be genus,
species, proprium, differentia, or accidens. Our only re-
course is to turn to a complete analysis of the content of
the universe, the discovery, classification, enumeration,

1 Gaunilon, “In Behalf of the Fool,” in St. Anselm, Proslogium;
Monologium; An Appendix In Behalf of the Fool by Gaunilon; and
Cur Deus Homo, tr. by S. N. Deane (Chicago: Open Court, 1930),
p- 151.
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and general reduction to knowledge of all that is in it.
Even supposing that such an analysis might be completed,
and it js obviously impossible, we should still have ac-
qQuired only a list of the things which we knew from the
beginning must be included if they existed. Our knowl-
edge of the universe as unity would remain unchanged.

Philosophers have long maintained that reason ought
not to ask any question which it cannot answer; quite
likel}’ reason can answer its own uestions provided that
the questions have any mcaning. There are some things
for which we shall never have any answers simply because
they are not proper questions.” Our fruitless search in
these matters is in every instance based on a misunder-

Standing. We ask:

What is the universe?

What is the nature of the universe?
Whence did it come?

What is its cause?

What is the meaning of these questions? The first re-
Quires 5 merely verbal answer: the universe is (synonym).
1€ second has the appearance of heing more definite by
Teason of the vague use of the term nature. But in answer-
g questions literally, we cannot make allowances for

o
sﬂéalf_;mt says: “It is a great and nccessary proof of wisdom ﬂllf]
a unstt)f tO'know what questions may be reasonably asked. For lf
no ans\lon is absurd in itself and cn]l§ for an answer \vhcnze there is
often tVer, it does not only throw disgrace on the questioner, but
pl'esentiempts an uncautious listener into absurd answers, tl.ms
ing g heng, as the ancients said, th‘c specta?lc (,)’f one person milk-
Reason “goat, and of another holding the sicve” (Critique of Pure

» . by F. Max Miiller [New York: Macmillan, 1927], p- 46).
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vague questions; nature means a context, and in this
sense, the universe, since it is all-inclusive, has no con-
text. The third and the fourth questions imply that space
and time extend beyond the universe, an implication con-
trary to our notion. The third implies that space and time
are thus extended because “to come” is to come through
space and time, and the question necessarily supposes that
the universe as a whole came from one part of space and
time to its present position. If this seems ridiculous, think
of Kant’s antinomy: “the world has a beginning in time
and is limited also with regard to space.”

The fourth question implies that causality is a condi-
tion extending beyond the space (contiguity) and the
time (continuity) in which cause and effect must be
necessarily related if the causal nexus is to be meaningful.

These questions, designed to get at the meaning of the
universe, are shown to be meaningless. One might say,
however, that we are asking for something definite al-
though we know not how to express our questioning, that
we are searching for a je ne sais quoi. But once we have
shown the fallacy of asking the question, who wishes to
repeat it? The true philosopher cannot fall into the intel-
lectual despair of the man who asks helplessly and mean-
inglessly: what is it all about?

Let us assume that an ultimate part of the universe, such
as the atom, exists. Such an ultimate part defies our at-
tempt to get at its inner core in the same manner as does
the universe. Such parts permit only negative predica-
tions: they are underived, unchangeable, indivisible. Their
nature can only be determined by a context of other
atoms, and we are precluded from asking whence they
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come or what is their purposc. Some things arc added to
them by imagination and figurative language; sometimes
they have hands which they cither clasp or shake in one
another’s faces across the void; sometimes they have hooks
and eyes; and sometimes they have mysterious valences.
Sometimes the atoms arc propositions; when they are,
the ever-present void is apparently a logical void. We
shall not know whether these imaginative additions are
correct until we chance to meect an atom coram.

The difficulty of defining either the universe or the
atom attaches to all things which arc considered ultimate.
Metaphysicians with a thesis to prove—for instance, that
the primal stuff of the universe is mind, or matter, or will
—defeat their own purpose by the manner in which their
concept is attenuated to the point of mcaninglessness.
What was at first something dcfinite in a context becomes
indefinable when postulated as a unique quality which is
the basis of aJ] things. If one must have an ultimate prin-
ciple from which all other qualities are derived, or in
which they participate, one may as well have either mind
Or matter, for in this usage one is as blank in meaning as
the other, They become mutually interchangeable.

Let us say that the debate centers in the terms ma-
terialism ang spiritualism and examine the meanings of
the termg at various stages of the growth of the schools.
Certain inanimate objects are seen at first to fall under the
genera] heading of matter; others, active and animate,
under the heading of spirit. Thus we have at first a
d“alism\the processes of the human spirit, and the events
of the Organic and inorganic world of matter. A desire
to overcome te dualism arises, and those impelled by the
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desire divide into two camps. The materialist argues that
the human spirit is only a variation of matter; therefore
the world is ultimately material. On the other hand, the
idealist or spiritualist argues that matter is in some way
dependent upon spirit; hence the world is fundamentally
spiritual. If the arguments in support of the two positions
are valid, each has established a common thesis, namely,
that the data listed under matter and the data listed under
mind or spirit are substantially the same. There no longer
exists the original dualism between mind and matter. Why
then does each contradict himself by clinging to the
meaning of the term with which he started? If mind is
the foundation of the universe, it must include all the
phenomena formerly listed under matter; and if matter
is the foundation of the universe, it must include all the
phenomena formerly listed under mind. In either case the
original meanings of the terms, mind and matter, which
were gained through their mutual exclusiveness, are now
lost, and one becomes interchangeable with the other.

This logical defect lies at the bottom of all attempts to
define reality in terms of an ultimate substantial or quali-
tative nature. The quality to be used always has a mean-
ing which it gained as a thought perspective by limitation
by another perspective; and this meaning, which it had as
a perspective, is lost when it is identified with the meta-
physical object.

The same defect, in a form apparently more innocent,
underlies the conception of the metaphysical object as a
single system, the system of reality with which the sys-
tem of knowledge must eventually be adequated. For in
conceiving the metaphysical object as one ultimately real
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system, the conception of system is attenuated and lost,
just as the conception of spirit and the conception of mat-
ter are lost when they are applied dircctly to the meta-
physical object. As we have scen, the conception of sys-
tem depends largely upon the synthesis of particularity
with universality, a synthesis which can only be mean-
ingful provided there is more than one particular, and by
implication, more than onc system. Further, the remain-
ing tests of the naturc of system, the homogeneity of its
component parts, the necessary order and connection of
elements distinguished from the lack of order and con-
nection, and the need to protect it from the encroachment
of foreign elements, indicatc how meaningless the concep-
tion becomes when the metaphysical object is conceived
as one ultimately real system.

Reality comes to us, not as onc system representative of
Fhe metaphysical object, but as infinite systems, each unit-
INg a particular with what is common to all. But that
¢ommon element, the metaphysical object, cannot be iso-
l.ated; any attempt to do so must at once result in uniting
1t with another particular, producing thereby another
System,

¥n metaphysics we are first concerned with the two
chief approaches to these systems, one from the meta-
Physical object itself, the other from the human being
a? Personal perspective, as a personal point of view. The
Fladlt_ional approach has been from the metaphysical ob-
JeCt; impersonal perspectives were defined as represent-
g, each in jtg kind, the infinite cssence of the object,
and 4N attempt was made to complete this approach by

cducing the individuality of the human being. The other
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approach, in which impersonal systems are seen in the
image and likeness of personal perspectives, in which the
mctaphysical object appears as the element common to
all perspectives, personal and impersonal, of it, offers a
direct attack upon problems left unanswered by the tra-
dition. Tt makes clear, in the first place, the value of a
homogencous conception and terminology in the presenta-
tion of problems of knowledge and experience.

Knowledge is a system; it counts nothing human alien
to it; but as a system, it must furnish the field to be ex-
plored with an integrating conception and terminology.
A svstematic comprehension of the field of knowledge can-
not be effected through a welter of physical objects,
psychological data, terms of simple apprehension, and the
like, but it can be achieved through a homogeneous con-
ception of the transition from personal to impersonal per-
spectives. It is not clear how a featherless biped intuits
the atomic structure of a gift appearing in the sensorium
of the absolute, but it is fairly clear how human beings
may construct impersonal perspectives out of personal
perspectives.

This transition, in emphasis the antithesis of the tradi-
tional approach, figures forth the large element played
by the personal element of particularity in knowledge.
The personal and the impersonal perspectives are more
closely united in actuality than they appear to be when
formally divided. Impersonality, in respect to knowledge,
means universal personality in matters of meaning and
value rather than lack of personality. There is nothing in-
human about impersonal systems; each of them is the
focal point of the projected meanings and values of many
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human beings. If, taking the other approach, we are able
to consider them as constituting the essence of the meta-
physical object, we are able to do so chicfly because the
human being himself constitutes that essence.

But this transition from the personal to the impersonal
also stresses the functioning of the metaphysical object in
experience and knowledge, for it is toward this object,
toward what knowledge views as common to all, that
thought tends to go. The fact that the object itself can-
not appear in isolation, as a single ultimate system, de-
tracts nothing from the necessity of its appearance clothed
in the particulars of reality and nothing from its limiting
worth as an abstract concept. As an integral part of reality
We experience it; as the abstract limiting concept of the
metaphysical object we know it; beyond that we cannot
g0 without falling into the error of the single system.
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CHAPTER X

Systematic Pluralism

THE questions involved in systematic pluralism confront
every thinker of our age. Is human knowledge ultimately
to be one system or many? If many, what is the relation
between systems and between any system and the meta-
physical object which is the ground of all? Is there a sin-
gle criterion for truth, value, and reality? Is there, indeed,
any criterion for reality? Are there levels of truth and
reality? Are there two kinds of knowledge, absolute and
relative? Should philosophy abandon the notion of the
one grand system? If it does, does the alternative consist
in random comments, occasional squibs, and small intel-
lectual bites at first things?

The Timely and the Synoptic: The Structure
and History of Perspectives

Our search for the answers to these questions has fol-
lowed, as an individual attempt, the stages undergone by
the metaphysical tradition itself. Faced with the self-
contradictory manifestations of an untimely theory, the
opposed and irreconcilable positions taken by the advo-

cates of the scala perfectionis, we jumped first to a fancy
167
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something like the truth, a figure of specch, an imagina-
tive picture representing the orders and systems of reality,
the personal and impersonal perspectives, arranged like
spokes about the hub of the metaphysical object. Sec-
ondly, we sought a correspondence between thought and
thing, that is, between our fancy and the necessities of
thoughts about things as they work themselves out in
the metaphysical tradition; now, thirdly, we must con-
sider an elaboration of the literally true elements of our
fancy into a metaphysics structurally sufficient to our
times. For a conclusion to the timely and enduring ele-
ments of metaphysics is but a brief point of transition to
the timely metaphysics that ought to follow.

For the timely metaphysics that ought to follow, we
furnish only the working tools and a conception of the
location, the extent, the limitations, and the general na-
ture of the task. In respect to these, the first question is
the emphasis given to the problem of truth and knowl-
edge by three stages of knowledge itself, for these in the
actual progress of knowledge are inseparable. Historically,
Wwe can think of the time of Xenophanes as a time which
needed only caution about fancies something like the
truth; we can think of another long period dominated by
facts, by the correspondence of thoughts with things; and
We can think of the third period as a long endeavor to
f‘)’stematize knowledge and to find the criterion of truth
in the system of which the proposition is a homogeneous
element. But ths division, convenient as it is, when rigidly
applied, is falge to history, for some conceptions of the
adequation of thought and things and some conceptions
of the nature of systems were necessary to Xenophanes
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before he could see that poetry, literally considered, yields
only fancies something like the truth. Nor are the his-
torically later periods free from the need of fancies and
imaginative insight. Only by a false conception of his-
tory, and by a misunderstanding of the growth of knowl-
edge, can we look upon the age of poetry as something
apart from the necessities of our own thought.

Every prejudice of the day favors fact and opposes
fancy; yet, as ever, the history of society and that of
science are at hand to prove that fancy always precedes
fact and that imagination is a prerequisite to understand-
ing. Knowledge is not a static, completed system of facts.
The growth of knowledge is always from the known to
the unknown and can only proceed by that imaginative
insight which finds expression in metaphors, similes, and
other figures. A man comes, for example, upon a new kind
of fruit. His thought usually runs in this fashion. What is
this round yellow ball (metaphor)? It is like an orange
(simile). It is a grapefruit (fact). Scientists and engineers,
philosophers and laymen, must, in advancing their thought
into new realms, make use of the forms of thought and
expression identified with poetry. Is the phenomenon un-
der investigation light? Then the nature of light is corpus-
cular (metaphor). But later experiments seem to show
that light is like a wave (simile). And still later experi-
ments make us at one time regard light as a wave, at
others as a shower of photons (metaphors). Figurative
language can be avoided only when thought itself ceases
to be imaginative, when, in a word, men no longer learn
and knowledge is merely a static system of true proposi-
tions. But such a time can never come, for thought as a
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function of a living organism contains within itself, in
the imagination, the principle and mecans of its own
growth. The figurative language of the great classics of
science, of philosophy, and of literature is not something
added to thought, not embellishment, not ornamentation,
not sugar-coating; it is rather the outward show of minds
that are expanding into the unknown.

It would be absurd indeed to rest content with fancy
and imaginative insight; we must go on to the recogni-
tion of facts, and on again to the systematization of knowl-
edge, on to the criteria of literally truc propositions. But it
is even more absurd to overlook the study and the under-
standing of the starting point of thought, to fall into the
error of those philosophers who, in their cagerness to at-
tain literal truth and in their consecuent scorn of fancy,
are blind to the feeble, inadequate figures of speech which
lurk on their every page and which underlic and distort
their thought. We must raisc the insight of Xenophanes
to a place of eternal honor in timely metaphysics; we
must remember the beginning as well as the end.

.Nor €an we neglect the state of adequation of thoughts
with things in order to retire into the free, untrammeled
realms of the speculative idea. Thought, driven on by
facts fmd €xperience, has necessarily sought out the sys'-
tem.ath character of knowledge, and has gone, by the
device of seeking that which is common to all, from the
personal perspective to the impersonal perspective, and on
to the Conception of the ground of personal and imper-
sonal Perspectives in the metaphysical object, secking out
and clarifying’ as it went, the relative and absolute as-
pects of knoWledge. But thought has not left facts and
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experience behind; we are pressed from time to time for
the abiding definition of a fact and often forced to revise
our conceptions; and yet, facts and experience, defined
however they may be from time to time, remain what
William James took them to be, the bounds set for knowl-
edge, not by it.

We must in metaphysics forget the crude division of his-
torical stages in the development of knowledge, and look
upon these as eternally compresent factors in the search
for knowledge and truth. The first and the second are
compresent with the third, and none may be neglected.
The first is necessary to the growth of knowledge; the
second is necessary to the utility of knowledge; and the
third makes possible an understanding of the process of
knowledge as a whole. Once the third is attained, we un-
derstand that the “opinions,” the “appearances,” the “mere
abstractions,” of personal points of view are, in the search
for what is common to all, placed in impersonal systems.
At first men think that the relativity of knowledge is
confined to the element of particularity in individuals;
that which is common to all—the logos, Nature, being
as such, natural laws, absolute systems, as the conceptions
vary from time to time—must be universal and universal
only in that the particular and the relative element has
been removed. In time, however, they learn that what
they took to be universal nature, or absolute being as
such, or nature pure and undefiled by thought, is only
a perspective of the metaphysical object, and that there
are, in possibility, infinite perspectives, each impersonal,
cach self-contained, each systematic, each expressing, as
an individual, the universal, the absolute, the metaphysi-
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cal object, synthesized concretely with the particularity
implied in a perspective.

Men cling, nevertheless, for a long time to the hope that
the universal and absolute can be expressed in an imper-
sonal system entirely free from the aspect of relativity
and particularity, for they are unable at once to escape
from the tradition, imposed by their first problem, which
implies that relativity and particularity in knowledge
Spring only from the relativity and particularity of per-
sonal perspectives. They do not recognize impersonal per-
SPectives as perspectives: they insist that one is the truc
(tﬂ)solute and universal, and that others are distortions of
it, and, looking about for some convenient pattern to ex-
press this gradation of perspectives in levels of truth,
value, and reality, leading up to the pure absolute and uni-
versal, they seize upon the medieval hierarchy, the scala
PerfeCtiom's, and defend it in the face of contradiction,
mpossibility, and absurdity. They think that reality, the
Ii]t];tliph)’s-ical obje.ct, apart from knowledge, must be in
ade uatzsmgl-e’ umv'ersal syst(?m, and that knowledge, in
allyqtei (llng ltself. with what is ontological, must eventu-
tive sa to fall into .one.complete, L-miversal, 1'epres?n.ta-
that tf; : en;. Tll-ey. thmk. in this fashion wit.hout rfaahzmg
word Y thus limit reality to one only particular, in other

S, to blank, abstract universality.
COELiigslff in one only.im.personal system has le.d t(? a
of valug. i :ltlwee.n the Cl’ltel‘IOT‘l of truth and the criterion
Philosope e}zre is one or.lly wisdom, one only sy.stem, the
S E r who I'las .1t will have also what he thinks to be
there Errs?nalocrlfenon of value, but if it is shown that
e infinite impersonal perspectives, it will at once
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be understood that the thinker projects his personal
cvaluation into an impersonal system and that the cri-
terion of value remains the personal perspective. It will
be clear that, although men identify their interests with
impersonal systems, the “original” of value remains in
the personal perspective.

Again, the thought that there is one only impersonal
system has led to the theory that it is the criterion of
reality, for it alone is universal and absolute; all other
things are relative and particular in respect to it. But, if
there are seen to be infinite impersonal perspectives and
personal perspectives, reality will no longer justify a
fixation by a merely logical criterion. For although it is
true that reality has its logical aspect, it is also true that
experience has always outrun this aspect as it has always
outrun any given aspect or number of aspects. No ultimate
philosophy, bowing to experience, can make the criterion
of a single aspect the criterion of reality; noncontradic-
tion is the criterion of logical reality and not the criterion
of unmodified reality.

Further, the thought that there is one only system has
led to the definition of the criterion of truth, not as the
given reference or system, but as the whole, and to the
theory that propositions directly modify blank reality.
Such has been the source of confusion concerning literal
truth; referred directly to the whole or to blank reality,
every proposition is a partial truth and, therefore, a partial
error. All the value of accuracy, all the worth of striving for
literal truth, for a complete antithesis between truth and
error, has been lost; rather, it has been preserved, in the
face of presuppositions which deny its possibility. But
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if the criterion of truth is seen to be the impersonal per-
spective or system, and if it is recognized that there are
infinite impersonal systems, the meaning of the complete
antithesis between truth and error will be clear, for every
proposition will be either true or false, without degrees,
in respect to the system which is its known reference.

Finally, the theory that there can be one only system
ultimately, a system in which that common to all, the uni-
versal and absolute, lives apart in splendid isolation from
particularity, has led the intellectual enterprise into a
perpetual search for the ex hypothesi unattainable, into
an infinite regress developed as system after svstem is
shown to he only a perspective. But if we recognize that
the universal only appears concretely in individuality, in
un.ion with the particular, knowledge ceases to pursue a
mirage and finds the absolute within itself.

The success of a theory of perspectives, in avoiding
many of the traditional pitfalls of metaphysics, particu-
larly .those of the past onc hundred years, lies first in
conceiving the situation of knowledge adequately, sec-
(t)l?(zlllﬁ’dm .P"Opfir]y reversing the clumsy attempt to deduce

lvlduahty of the human being, thirdly, in providing
mentsglf]i]b'}; fslement of continu.it_y and a reasonable ele-
tion of th; ('nenc.e for metaphysms: An’adequatg concep-
the divigt, ri:lttl)lahon of knowled.ge implies breaking down
tween the (.Etween the re]at}ve and the abs?lute, b.e-
expression Partlculz.lr and the u.mversal, and requires for its
2s both d.‘a.terlTunology wluch. presents thesc. elements
Systematiclstmgm.shable and united. The terminology of
X 1¢ pluralism is admirably suited to this purpose
in that it Cxpresses and implies at all times the impor-

are
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tance of all these elements. It fulfills a further and equally
important requirement in providing a homogeneous pic-
ture of all the elements of knowledge and experience
proper to metaphysics. Knowledge, starting with a “phys-
ical object” and attempting to get to ideas and systems,
is at once in the difficulties of representative perception,
at once involved in the multiplication of metaphysical en-
tities, which, however great their number, never succeed
in bridging the foreordained gaps. Again, starting with a
finite knower and attempting to get proper infinite knowl-
edge, a division is set up between what a man may know
and what Aristotle’s God may know, a division all the
more remarkable in view of what philosophers are able
to attribute to divine science. These impassable gulfs in
theories of knowledge are caused by lack of a homoge-
neous conception and terminology; they are easily elimi-
nated by conceptions adequate to the situation. In place
of the impossible trip from the finite to the infinite we
conceive of infinite reality manifest in infinite personal
perspectives and infinite impersonal perspectives; and in
place of the impossible transition from the “physical” to
the ideal, or from the chaotic to the systematic, we con-
ceive of a natural transition from personal systems to im-
personal systems.

Such, briefly, are the working tools of the metaphysi-
cian, and the indications of the location, extent, limita-
tions, and general nature of his task. On one side, as the
structure of metaphysics, as the synoptic element of con-
tinuity, which throughout the other side, the history of
metaphysics, drives thinkers through the same channels
of thought, it may be looked upon as a brief picture of
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what is common to all, not as an absolute and independent
system, but as the abstracted forms of the necessities of
thoughts and of things.

Metaphysics can survive only if we weigh carefully the
distinction between the structure and the history of meta-
physics against the extreme views of the traditional
metaphysician and the traditional antimetaphysician. The
traditional metaphysician believes in one only system, in
a metaphysics of finality; in other words, he believes that
metaphysics has no history; the traditional antimetaphy-
sician, the positivist, on the other hand, believes that
metaphysics is the timely expression of a single climate
of opinion, a climate of opinion now succeeded by a more
advanced stage; in short, he believes that metaphysics, en-
tirely relative and chained to a single position in time, has
no logic.

The antithesis between the traditional metaphysician
and his opponent is that between the complete absolutist
and the advocate of complete relativity: cach denies es-
S?ntial aspects of metaphysics. The traditional metaphysi-
Clan is bound by his position to trcat differences in
Metaphysics as signs of limitation and error; his opponent
must blind himself to the element of continuity in thought.
Both fail to grasp the spirit of metaphysics, which ex-
Presses itself and fulfills its purpose in a history and a
structure, in ap element of difference and an element of
continuity.

The _Sthture of metaphysics, as we see it laid out in the
SYNOPSIs of personal and impersonal perpectives, is, as it is
thus expressed ang as it appears in analogous and equiva-
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lent terms, the element of continuity in metaphysical
thought. It is absurd, as Bergson pointed out, that meta-
physicians, in the face of this logic, should enter into the
endless scholastic quibbling which follows when, each
arming himself with a single perspective, all sit down to a
table to decide which perspective is an absolute system,
which represents the logos, or Nature, or being as such,
freed from any element of particularity and relativity, and
to decide further what precise shades of reality, value, and
truth may be granted to remaining perspectives. Such dis-
putes cannot be taken as representative of mankind’s co-
operative intellectual enterprise.

In the structure of metaphysics, in its synoptic element,
we find, as reasonable, only an element of likeness and
continuity; it is in the history of metaphysics that we find
a reasonable element of difference. For it is there that we
find different states of knowledge, different interests, ele-
ments necessarily determined by position in time; and
it is there that we see a climate of opinion, a particular
Weltanschauung, making its altogether reasonable impress
upon the work of any individual metaphysician. And, in-
deed, this reasonable element of difference is so eminently
reasonable that only by abstracting differences from the
metaphysical tradition are we able to get at that which is
synoptic and continuous; for it is only in contrast to the
timely that we know the svnoptic.

If we are puzzled in noticing that the vague perspectives
of position in time do not yield themselves to the logic of
metaphysics, we must think of the natural antithesis be-
tween contemplation and action. The character of the im-
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personal perspective is carcfully determined by the
thinker, whose chief concern is to get away from the per-
sonal and to achieve an impersonal contemplation of that
common to all; the climate of opinion, on the other hand,
is molded by circumstances too complex for determina-
tion by any individual. Tt is the child of storm and stress,
the epochal fixation of the turbulent clements of action
and emotion; and its inclusion as a necessary clement in
metaphysics is a recognition by metaphyvsics of the side
of reality other than the cternal, the side of time and
change. According to the cternal logic of metaphysics,
mathematics is not more real, nor truer, than acsthetics;
and in the light of this same logic, propositional under-
standing yields no clearer picture of reality than does
imaginative insight; nevertheless, we do not have to go
far into the history of metaphysics, into the climates of
opinion formed by the complexities and exigencies of
emotion and action, in order to find how utterly reasonable
it is that one age, moved by its interests and its state of
knowledge, should emphasize aesthetics and imaginative
llnderstauding, and another age, moved by the same
forces, by the same winds blowing in another direction,
should emphasize mathematics and propositional under-
Standing.

With this antithesis in mind, we may demonstrate that
taking time-emphasis out of Hegel, and even out of Spi-
"_023, is more than a device of exposition; it is an indica-
tion of the parts played by the two necessary elements of
Metaphysics. For metaphysics is a co-operative effort to
Preserve the formal aspects of experience and transmit
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them from generation to gencration, an attempt to get at
a synoptic view of reality. It is a blueprint of thought and
action; it is experience viewed sub specie aeternitatis, that
is to say, experience viewed synoptically, as though all
possible perspectives were compresent. As such it is time-
less to the extent that whatever is of value in past meta-
physics for us and whatever is of value in present meta-
physics for the future is of necessity beyond points in
historical time. In other words, the element of continuity
in metaphysical thought is precisely that element which
is neither timely nor untimely, that element which holds
for all times and all experiences.

But this element, like all absolutes and universals, never
appears abstractly. The metaphysician, if you will, is born
with the stigma of original sin upon him, with the mark of
a position in historical time. He cannot think in a vacuum;
hence, metaphysics is always the attempt to relate the
timely to the synoptic. It is impossible to transcend this
situation; one might, it is true, write a purely synoptic
metaphysics, but it would be quite meaningless to us and
quite abstract. We can only grasp the element of continu-
ity in metaphysics through time; we cannot talk about the
common element in conceptions of the logos, Nature, be-
ing as such, substance, absolute, and metaphysical object
without clothing it in a new timely expression, just as
the common element in fate, necessity, destiny, chance,
fortune, providence, and progress is interpreted again
and again in new terms. Hence, metaphysics is always
concrete; and to be concrete in this respect means to ex-
press what is synoptic and continuous in timely and mean-
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ingful terms. The synoptic clement which we abstract
from past metaphysics for our own use is intelligible only
through the concrete whole.!

But it is necessary to see this timely clement of meta-
physics as something more than a necessary cvil, as some-
thing better than a stigma of original sin. Tt is, indeed, the
very element which makes the history of metaphysics in-
telligible; more than that, it is the answer to the (question
why metaphysical activity is always necessary.

For it is the answer to the question with which we

started. Metaphysics has, in its history, a reasonable ele-
ment of continuity,

expressed in its synoptic and imper-
sonal view, and re]

ated to the absolute and universal, and
a reasonable element of difference, expressed in its per-
sonal and particular purposes, interests, and attitudes, and
related to the state of knowledge and interests character-
istic of ijts point in historical time. Fortified by these two
reasonable aspects, it proceeds in its never-ending task
of making experience intelligible, by relating a climate of
Opinion and a state of knowledge to the formal aspect of

Tlf at the conclusion of this essay any reader feels that it js
Spmozistic, or He

gelian, or Heraclitean, in spirit, he has missed the

Point ‘of the discussion. When asked whether or not he was a
tHegeh‘m, Croce replied admirably: “I am, and I believe it nceessary
O be

> an Hegelian; but in the same sensc in which any one who
has 3 philosophical spirit and philosophical culture in our time, is
and feelg himself to be at once: Eleatic, Heraclitean, Socratic,
Pla.tonic’ Aristotelian, Stoic, Sceptic, Neoplatonic, Christian, Bud-
dhwt’,carteﬁa", Spinozist, Leibnizian, Vichian, Kantian; and so on.
That s to 53y, in the sense that no thinker and no historical move-
mer.1t. of thought come to pass without bearing fruit, without de-
positing ap ¢

i ement of tl‘uth, which forms pm't» (-()nscious‘])’ or no,
of living modern thought” (op. cit., p. 216).
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all possible experience, by relating the particular to the
universal, by blending abstractions into concreteness, by
synthesizing the timely and the enduring.

What Is Systematic Pluralism?

The ultimate object of this study has been to show that,
in addition to the systematic monism which has been de-
rived from Spinozism and Hegelianism, there is in these
svstems the groundwork for a new and better metaphysi-
cal theory of knowledge and reality, a theory which yields
new and significant answers to many questions. If, en-
tirely free from ethical prejudice, we were to start
with the beginnings of systematized metaphysics in Spi-
noza and Hegel, paying attention only to the adequacy
of the theory of systems to experience, would not our
thinking result in a systematic pluralism utterly different
from the monism of the idealist tradition? If it did result
in such a systematic pluralism, we might avoid the error
of the opponents of idealism who throw the baby out
with the bath water by rejecting systematic philosophy in
attempting to escape the ethical and theological conclu-
sions of the idealists.

What is systematic pluralism? Briefly it is the meta-
physical theory that reality is known through a number,
potentially infinite, of systems of knowledge. Each of these
systems reveals the essence of reality from its point of
view, which is determined by its categories. According to
systematic pluralism, there can be no ultimate system, for
each new system must like all others be limited by cate-
gorics and hence must take its place in an infinite series.
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Systematic pluralism preserves the emphasis on systematic
knowledge upheld by the idealist tradition, but differs
from this tradition on all the points that have disturbed the
critics. From the point of view of systematic pluralism
there are no established grades of reality, of truth, or of
value, and no confusion of one with the others. Systematic
pluralism is an epistemological theory, although one of its
consequences is that epistemology and metaphysics are
one. As a theory of knowledge, it is not built in conformity
to a concealed or unconscious cthical bias. Since it recog-
nizes no absolute and highest good, it distinguishes sharply
between the criterion of value and the criterion of truth.
The criterion of value is the personal point of view; the
criterion of truth is the impersonal system of knowledge.
In systematic pluralism, since there are neither degrees nor
levels, the weasel word “reality” may he applied to any-
thing. There is no criterion for reality, not even the logical

consistency for which some systematic idecalists have ar-
. . .
gued, because thig consistency

Property of the systems which h
appearances.”

S.YStematic pluralism introduces an all-important modifi-
cation to the coherence theory of truth. Propositions do
]t]l?; :;Z(thf)f reality inf the sense intended by Bradley; on
terminedrall)y, the vahc.lity of any given prf)pos'iti(.)n is de-
and to yl t.he particular system of vfflnch it is a part
every r011(: l 1.t refers. In respect to a given system—and
mean'p POsition must have reference to a system to be

l_ngf‘ﬂ\an assertion is either true or false. Systematic
pluralism (oeg not meddle with the law of contradiction.
The traditiong] idealist has assumed that there must be

can be shown to be a
ave been stigmatized as
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one system, and only one, commensurate with reality. An-
other way of saying this is to maintain that reality is itself
a noncontradictory system. The opposition of systematic
pluralism to this traditional view is suggested by its very
name. Yet systematic pluralism is a mean between ex-
tremes rather than an extreme. The extremes are that
reality yields either one airtight system or none, either an
idealized truth and value, a small vessel from which most
experience pours over into the grades or levels of “appear-
ances,” or a chaos which one dares not seek to systematize.
Systematic pluralism rejects both these extremes. It re-
jects the notion of chaos, insisting that the proper function
of metaphysics is to aid in the systematizing of knowl-
edge, even as it rejects the outworn notion that reality
must prove to be a single system.

Although there is no ambiguity in the word systematic,
some necessarily clings to the word pluralism. A number,
potentially infinite, of systems implies a ground or unity
in the limiting concept of a metaphysical object, just as
Spinoza’s attributes imply a ground in substance. Reality
may be approached from infinite points of view, but the
world does not fall apart into mere points of view. Every
system approaches reality from an angle determined by
its categories, but every system is in the end a perspective
of a world common to all. Each and every system implies
a world common to all, and systematic pluralism does not
mean an infinite series of atoms of knowledge falling in an
epistemological void.

The key principles of systematic pluralism can best be
grasped by contrasting them with those of the systematic
monism of the traditional idealist, whose assumption is
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that reality is itself a system which will be known ecither
in the future or in the present insofar as it is shadowed
forth in his own writings. The apprehension of this svs-
tem as knowledge is the goal of philosophy, of human
thought. The very concept of a goal suggests stages lead-
ing up to it, and these stages in turn arc to take care of all
experiences which do not fit into the true system of reality.
The one true system will naturally furnish a criterion for
reality, for truth, for value. All human experience leading
up to this one systematic reality, or falling outside it, will
be judged by it as more or less real, as more or less true,
as better or worse.

The medieval hierarchy, the two-world tradition of
levels of value and reality leading up to a highest good
and a most real being, fits happily in with the assumption
that reality is one system. The problem for the philosopher
consists in arranging ideas and systems of ideas in levels
leading up to the one absolute system. To use an appropri-

ate figure of speech, if one assumes that reality is by nature

a single, noncontradictory system, experience must be ar-
ranged accordin

g to the rungs of the latter of perfection,
the scala perfectionis by which the devout mystic ascends

fn quest of the absolute, Many would arrange the sciences
in this manner, finding in any one of them more or less
truth and valye according to its relation to the one true,
real, and ultimately good system of knowledge.
Systematic pluralism suggests, in place of the ladder of
Perfe.ction, the figure of the metaphysical wheel, with an
infinite numbey of spokes representing the systems which
may approach the hub, the metaphysical object, from
every possible point. One of thesc approaches is not more
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or less real than another, not more or less true than an-
other, not more or less valuable, in any absolute sense,
than another. In these two figures lies the essential dif-
ference between systematic pluralism and systematic
monism.

Perhaps the greatest contribution of idealism to modern
philosophy and science has been its insistence on system-
atic thought. Another great contribution has been its
ability to account for the possibility of knowledge by
approaching the problem from a single, consistent point
of view. In addition to preserving the emphasis on sys-
tematized thought, systematic pluralism must also under-
take to explain the process of knowledge from a consistent
point of view. Plato gained consistency by assuming that
ultimate reality is a world of eternal ideas; Spinoza gained
it by approaching substance through the attribute of
thought; idealism gained one point by preserving this con-
sistency through its conception of reality as a single, non-
contradictory system. Another approach to this consistent
attitude toward knowledge is suggested by Leibniz, who
conceived of the individual as a monad, a system of
ideas. Leibniz’s approach best suits the needs of systematic
pluralism, a theory that does not seek to segregate the
absolute.

For systematic pluralism every individual is a point of
view toward a world common to all, a monad with one
window fronting on the common universe. Whatever the
individual may be in other systems—citizen, king, ego,
libido, infinite soul, featherless biped—for knowledge he
is a private, personal system of ideas. For knowledge the
individual has an aspect of particularity, his unique point
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of view, and an aspect of universality, the world common
to all. In systematic pluralism the transition from opinion
to knowledge consists in systematizing ideas impersonally.
The individual is a personal point of view toward the
world; the system or science is an impersonal and com-
municable perspective of reality. Like the individual, the
system has aspects of particularity and universality. In
pPlace of the unique point of view of the individual the
particularity of the impersonal system is determined by
a category or categories. Like the individual, the imper-
sonal system is universal in that it reveals the metaphysi-
cal object common to all.

The Nature of Metaphysics

The opposition between pluralism and monism in sys-
tematic thought represents something more than a family
quarre] among  philosophers. Just as the opponents of
idealism have been driven to discard the good with the
bad, the conception of systematic thought with the ethics
and theology of idealism, so the opponents of philosophy
itself, encouraged by the failure of one grand system
after another, have boldly declared that metaphysics has
N0 present and no future. With the opponents of idealism
the false alternatives have been one system or no system;
and with the opponents of metaphysics the equally false
alt.ernatives have been one grand system eternally ap-
p1¥cable in detail to experience or no philosophy. System-
atic pluraligy, offers an escape from the false dilemma
between reality ag 4 single system and reality as chaos,
and it is bageq on a theory of metaphysics which denies
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the alternatives set up by the opponents of philosophy
itself.

This theory is that, as long as knowledge grows, there
can never be a final metaphysics. The important principle
of change in metaphysics is the growth of knowledge, just
as the principle of identity underlying change is the eter-
nal nature of the metaphysical object. In other words, our
knowledge of our world, whose principles, insofar as they
are reflected in human thought, are immutable, has had,
and will doubtless have, a steady growth which will al-
ways Dbe reflected in the succession of metaphysical
theories. The permanent element of experience is, as it
were, itself the aspect of eternity; like all others, we must
see it from the point of view of our own time. For us it
cannot be fire, water, nature, being, or the divine mind.
For us it must be the very structure of human knowledge
which lies under all states of knowledge. If we would
know more of it we must first know more of human
knowledge itself. Or if we prefer to know more of it in
terms of the world about us we must remember that to
human intelligence Reality reveals itself fully through an
unlimited number of systems, each infinite in its kind.
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