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transcendence that is widely questioned or denied in

our age. Christianity has traditionally held that God
through Christ has offered man a gift that is not only salvation
from the evils afflicting him but is a relationship to God and
his fellow man that is a fulfillment and indeed more than a
fulfillment of his possibilities. This supposes in man, in his
actions as they are rooted in his being, an orientation toward
such a relationship and value, not an orientation that man can
bring to completion by himself but one in virtue of which
God’s gift is relevant. And it supposes that, while God’s revela-
tion through Christ is a mystery beyond man’s power to dis-
cover, it is assimilable by him, and it can to some extent be
understood and accepted without man having to deny his own
valid insights; indeed, it fulfills the native orientation of man’s
mind. Christianity then supposes in man a directedness that

C HRISTIANITY PRESUPPOSES in man a religious
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we call a transcendence because it is a movement or orientation
(evident in man’s actions and emerging from and manifesting
his being as subject) that extends beyond the order of scientific
knowledge and secular values, beyond man himself to God, not
as identified with a power, value, or order in the world but
rather as an order of being and perfection incomparably
greater than man and the world. This transcendence can be
called religious because by it man is directed to a relationship
to God that is not simply one of knowledge or of moral integrity
but is personal within the community of men. Historical re-
ligions generally suppose in man a transcendence, though not
always as definitely as Christianity does.

There has been in modern philosophies a widespread question-
ing and denial of this transcendence in man in one or other
of its modalities. This questioning seems basically to reflect a
pervasive modern experience. While many modern philoso-
phers have questioned many aspects of religion—for example,
the value of religion for man, the existence and meaning of
God, specific beliefs and practices of Christianity—what seem
most basic in their questionings are their views on this tran-
scendence of man. Their other questions or denials are greatly
influenced by their views on the limitations they find in man’s
knowledge and value orientation, or at least by their rejection
of a modality of transcendence attributed to man by some
earlier philosophies. Similarly, the ways that in our century
both Christian theologians have interpreted Christianity and
philosophers have interpreted religion have been largely in-
fluenced by the ways they have evaluated these philosophical
difficulties against man’s transcendence.

It would seem that, as Rahner and Lonergan among others
have emphasized, man’s appropriation of his transcendence is
one prerequisite for his free and intelligent acceptance of his
religious relation to God and specifically of Christian revelation
and salvation. To understand how we should present religion
and specifically Christianity to men of our age in its meaning
and foundations we must attempt to gain positively an under-
standing of whether and how modern man manifests a tran-
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scendence to which Christianity has a meaning that is in con-
tinuity with a meaning it had for men of earlier ages. To do
this we must try to understand and evaluate modern philosoph-
ical attacks upon or questioning of man’s transcendence. This
problem seems serious enough to merit an extended study of
the major reasons philosophers have given for calling into
question this transcendence. In this article we wish to make
such a study and, in doing so, to give some indications of an
approach to this question that is in honest and effective
dialogue with the current state of the question.

Through this study we find two basic ways in which this
transcendence is denied or questioned by modern philosophers,
each of which has its own grounds. One is a denial of the
possibility of metaphysics, and specifically a metaphysies that
is open to inferential knowledge of the existence of God. We
take metaphysics descriptively and roughly to be a philosophi-
cal study of reality as it, in some sense, is in itself, and not
simply of reality as it appears or is mediated by language.
More specifically, it is a discipline in which one makes assertions
about reality, propositions that are grounded or that have
humanly available and rationally defendable grounds, because
as a philosophical study it is reflective and systematic. Many
of these propositions have a character of universality and of
necessity about them (e.g., whatever comes to be must be
caused by another) , reflecting a knowledge of reality that justi-
fies such propositions, not as statements simply about logic or
language but about reality or being. As subject to denial by
modern philosophers it has been conceived particularly in the
modality of a metaphysics that finds human bases in man and
the world for legitimately asserting the fact of God’s existence
and something of his meaning. What we offer here as a rough
description of metaphysics we present as an enterprise that
some claim to be possible for man and others deny; we do not
offer it as an adequate definition of metaphysics, much less of
a metaphysics that would represent a contemporary stage of
its development. Many who deny the possibility of meta-

* When we use the word metaphysics in this article without further specification
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physics deny as a result the meaning of objective talk about
God, the reasonableness of belief in a divine revelation as an
act of a transcendent personal God, and the possibility of under-
standing something of the meaning of God or of such a revela-
tion by analogy with things or persons we more immediately
know. We will suggest that the major basis for modern philo-
sophical denials of one or other aspects of man’s capacity for
or orientation to a knowledge that is metaphysical is modern
man’s experience of knowledge according to science and mathe-
matics and his interpretation of his capacity by these models.
If this is the case, it indicates that the proper approach toward
an examination of man’s transcendence in knowledge in our
time must consider whether man’s engagement in scientific and
mathematical knowledge manifests and depends upon a kind
of knowledge that, if systematized and reflective, is meta-
physical.

The second major modality of human transcendence that
has been widely denied or questioned by modern philosophers
is man’s orientation to an absolute and unlimited value. Many
philosophers interpret man as ultimately orientated to values
that are secular or finite. On the basis of this limitation of
man’s values, goals or horizons, Christianity has been interpreted
as irrelevant to man’s interests, as diverting him from his true
humanity, or as an ideology accepted in earlier ages because
the means to meet man’s true and secular needs were lacking.
If man’s goals or values are not transcendent in any ultimate
sense, the moral demands of Christianity or religion are and
appear to be morally oppressive. The major bases for these
philosophical interpretations of man’s values, we find, have
been modern man’s experience of a secular life in which human
and secular goals have been given, practically and theoretically,
a greater weight than in an earlier age of faith. Whether these

we mean one positively related to religion, as open to some knowledge of God.
When in this article we speak of man’s transcendence in knowledge we mean his
orientation toward or capacity for such a metaphysics. And when we speak of
man’s transcendence in value orientation we mean an orientation to an absolute
or unlimited dimension of value.



RELIGIOUS REFLECTION AND MAN’S TRANSCENDENCE [

philosophical interpretations of modern value experience have
been optimistic or pessimistic, they have agreed in denying
man’s orientation to a value infinitely transcending man’s secular
condition. If this is the state of the question, it indicates that
the proper approach to an examination of man’s transcendence
in value orientation in our age must take its point of departure
in man’s secular value experience and goals to see whether and
how these manifest and depend upon his orientation to a
transcendent value.

Actually these two modes of questioning modern man’s tran-
scendence have been mutually corroborating. A denial of the
possibility of metaphysics supported for many their interpre-
tation of man’s value experience and orientation in a non-
transcendent manner. And an interpretation of man’s orienta-
tion to value in this latter sense reflected upon interpretations of
the possibility of metaphysics (or upon the non-transcendent
character of the “absolute” found in some forms of modern
metaphysics) .

We propose then in this article to present major modern
philosophical difficulties against man’s transcendence in knowl-
edge (as found in metaphysics) and value orientation. We
will do this by giving seven major generic difficulties against
this transcendence, indicating usually more than one form of
the difficulty under consideration. Our view of the current state
of the question and of the appropriate approach to it will be
presented cumulatively in the following pages; it is only at the
end of this study that this understanding will be adequately
presented. We are by no means attempting here to be ex-
haustive; we take for granted an understanding of modern
philosophy and the context of an individual philosopher’s work,?
and we limit ourselves to a recall of the major bases on which
representative philosophers have questioned or denied the tran-
scendence of man as we have outlined it above. Our interpre-
tations of the views of the philosophers we study are in accord

*For an analysis and evaluation of the views of Hume, Kant, and Hegel on
metaphysics, and the religious context of their philosophical questions, see James
Collins, The Emergence of Philosophy of Religion (New Haven, 1967).
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with accepted interpretations of their thought, and so they may
be brief. If we give more weight to difficulties with man’s
transcendence in knowledge than with his transcendence in
value orientation, it is not because we consider the former the
more Important but because many of these philosophers arti-
culate their difficulties more in terms of man’s knowledge than
in terms of his value experience or orientation.

1. One major difficulty posed against metaphysics is a re-
jection of realism, in the sense of a certainty that we in any
real sense know physical reality itself, know it as it is, and know
it through the influence of physical reality as formative of our
knowledge. In general this difficulty is associated with the
disparity between the report of reality given us by science and
that given us by common sense; in the midst of this discre-
pancy, how can we any longer trust implicitly in the perceptions
we have of the world about us, or at least how can we build
a metaphysics on the validity of our realistic judgments? The
existence of illusions and dreams, the wide variety of views on
the part of different individuals and cultures, and the per-
spectival approach to any object of knowledge by man seem to
undercut the possibility of a knowledge of reality as it actually
is rather than as it is related to the one who knows it. So a
certain scepticism exists in our culture about claims to know
reality as it is, particularly as the metaphysician’s claim is
frequently interpreted, as an absolute claim to know all reality
as it is, as though the philosopher had a vantage point that was
transcendent to his time, his culture, his values, the limitations
of his powers of perception and knowledge.

The rejection of realism has many bases, some of which we
shall consider later. Here we restrict ourselves to recalling the
basis found in the discrepancy between what sense knowledge
offers us at times and what science tells us about the world
(e.g., about the earth revolving about the sun, or the sub-
jectivity of ““secondary qualities ). In early modern philoso-
phy the rationalist tradition (e.g., in Descartes) responded to
this discrepancy by building philosophy on foundations safe
from sceptical attacks against the validity of sense knowledge,
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and the empiricist tradition (e.g., in Hume) responded to it
by arguing that the rationalist’s ideas did in fact derive from
sense knowledge and that our knowledge is limited to pheno-
menon.

Descartes writes:

All that up to the present time I have accepted as most true and
certain I have learned either from the senses or through the senses;
but it is sometimes proved to me that these senses are deceptive, and
it is wiser not to trust entirely to any thing by which we have once
been deceived.?

Descartes reaches his bedrock principle in his cogito; he found
a criterion of truth in the clarity and distinctness of ideas; and
he argued by a process of logical implication. In his arguments
for the existence of God he relies upon this type of reasoning.
His idea that existence pertains to the essence of God, he says
in one argument, is as clear and distinct as his idea that having
three angles equal to two right angles pertains to the essence
of a triangle. And he concludes:

From the fact that I cannot conceive God without existence, it
follows that existence is inseparable from Him, and hence that He
really exists. . .. The necessity of the existence of God determines
me to think in this way.*

By modeling our philosophical knowledge on a general mathe-
matical or geometrical method Descartes hoped to justify a
metaphysical knowledge that was safe from the attacks of the
sceptics.

Modern philosophy owes a great deal to Descartes and the
rationalists. They have argued insistently that in some sense
and to some degree we can know what things are and know
them in a way that allows inferences that have a realistic im-
port. But their explanation of philosophical knowledge on
the model of mathematics, while not totally without value,

® René Descartes, Meditations on First Philosophy, trans. by E. Haldane and
G. Ross, vol. 81 of Great Books of the Western World (ed. R. M. Hutchins,
Chicago, 1952), Meditation I, 75.

tIbid., V, 94.
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raises serious problems for the validity of their conclusions.
Even today, many philosophers identify metaphysics with a
mathematical type of knowledge, and so they conclude that it
has to do with logic or conceptual analysis but that it makes no
affirmations that have a realistic basis or validity. If we grant,
as we do, any similarity between mathematical and metaphysi-
cal knowledge, we must examine the emergence in man of
some primitive mathematical concepts and judgments, asking
whether this shows that a realistic interpretation of man’s
knowledge (even of some of his concepts and universal judg-
ments) is essential to the validity of his mathematical knowl-
edge. Modern mathematics is only a small part of human
knowledge, of course, and it is clear that much of it does not
take its starting point from realist affirmations about the world
and does not make affirmations about the world. But does
this imply that not even the most primitive mathematical
concepts derive from our knowledge of the world by, in part,
sense knowledge, and that not even these concepts express
something about the world? Similarly, does it imply that all of
our knowledge that has some of the notes of mathematical
knowledge is as dissociated from knowledge of the world as
developed mathematical concepts are? We must ask about the
relation between our most primitive mathematical knowledge
(e.g., of things as numbered) and our knowledge of the world
that is mediated by the senses if we are to ask effectively
whether a metaphysics that is realistic is possible for man, or
whether man’s knowledge is transcendent in a way implied by
a realist metaphysics. A realist metaphysics does not defend
the realist value of its concepts and judgments as Descartes
does.

Hume’s phenomenalism is one of the great modern examples
of a rejection of realism. Partly dependent upon the distinction
between secondary and primary qualities, Hume holds that the
objects of our knowledge are basically perceptions. Our knowl-
edge is of our perceptions rather than of material bodies about
us. There are two kinds of perceptions, namely, impressions
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(i.e., those forms which strike our mind with vivacity and
liveliness, e.g., the sight of my room) and ideas (i.e., those
forms which are relatively weak and are derived from im-
pressions and refer back to them, e.g., the image of my room
when I close my eyes). The simple ideas derive from simple
impressions, and the criterion of their truth is their reduction to
the simple impressions from which they are derived.® For ex-
ample, to see whether I imagine my room correctly I open my
eyes, and the scientist conducts an experiment to test his
hypothesis. Hume applies this criterion to get rid of “all the
jargon which has so long taken possession of metaphysical
reasonings and drawn disgrace upon them.”® If one applies
this view to the idea of substance he finds that this idea is
derived from a collection of particular qualities; these are united
by the imagination and have a particular name assigned to
them. In our knowledge of matters of fact, then, we have
basically impressions and ideas, many discrete perceptions that
are united by the laws of association. We will refer below to
his interpretation of man’s reasoning concerning matters of fact.

It is not difficult to see that Hume here is modeling his inter-
pretation of man’s knowledge on that of modern science.
Dialectically opposed to rationalism, he takes the experiential
and observational aspects of Newtonian physics rather than
mathematics as the experience of knowledge from which he
constructs his interpretation. And so, to oversimplify, he inter-
prets our knowledge of the world atomistically as discrete
perceptions that are united by laws of association. We must
ask whether Hume’s interpretation of scientific observation, of
our perception and of our knowledge of ideas, accords with the
facts. Observation in science does not occur outside a frame-
work of questions and a large view of the world brought to the

5 David Hume, 4An Enquiry Concerning H: Understanding, vol. 85 of Great
Books, Sect. II, 455-457. See W. S. Haymond, “ Afterthoughts on the Logic of
Empiricism,” Modern Schoolman 40 (1963), 245-62; Haymond, “Hume’s Phe-
nomenalism,” ibid., 41 (1964), 209-26.

¢ Enquiry, Sect. II, 457. However, on Hume’s own metaphysics see C. Hart-
schorne, “ Hume’s Metaphysics and its Present Day Influence,” New Scholasticism
35 (1961), 152-71.
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particular observation; it occurs within a structure, and if it
has value, this is due not simply to the observation but to the
structure that is brought to bear. We can similarly ask whether
“ what strikes us ” is, to the degree Hume presumes, elements
rather than wholes, and sense data rather than material bodies;
and whether the holistic character in much of our knowledge
is due primarily to association or to the structures of knowledge
man brings to bear on physical reality and to higher order in-
variants in this reality itself.”

There are other basic difficulties with realism advanced from
interpretations of our scientific knowledge, such as, for example,
Kant’s view that we do not know the noumenon, because our
knowledge is a construction. We will mention this and other
attacks on realism in connection with other difficulties below.
But it is not necessary to advance all the particulars to recall
that many difficulties are related to an interpretation of our
scientific knowledge. This fact calls us to approach the question
of the possibility of metaphysics through showing what sci-
entific knowledge basically is and what makes it possible.

2. Another major difficulty against the possibility of meta-
physics is the fact that it involves judgments or propositions
that have a universality and necessity about them, not simply
as logical or linguistic propositions but as implying and expres-
sing a knowledge of reality in aspects of it that ground and
validate such judgments. Propositions of this sort can be found
in Parmenides, Plato, Aristotle, St. Thomas, and naturalists, to
mention a few metaphysicians. For example, some say that
whatever begins to be must be caused by another; others make
universal statements about reality or man’s nature as material.

We all have difficulties with some of the universal and neces-
sary metaphysical propositions that we find among philoso-
phers. There are so many of them, for example, among the
rationalists and idealists, that seem grounded on nothing more
than an antecedent definition of a term; given such a definition,

"Hume’s empiricism, especially as it influenced modern psychology of perception

and of knowledge more generally, finds two major critiques from differing view-
points in the works of Jean Piaget and Eleanor Gibson.
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it logically follows that a certain trait must be found wherever
this reality is found. These propositions then seem to have the
character of propositions about language or logic rather than
about reality or the subject as such. Moreover, the experi-
ential methods of modern science have made us critical of
universal statements, particularly those which a philosopher
can make with ease and without any scientific experimentation.
We are more confident in leaving an analysis of the structure of
reality to the scientists; their method has proved itself, whereas
the contradictions among the philosophers make us progres-
sively more sceptical about the value of their universal state-
ments about reality.

The more philosophically articulated difficulties on this count
seem related to those difficulties we all experience in the face
of many metaphysical propositions. It is again Hume who has
developed these difficulties in a way that has been enormously
influential in later modern philosophy. In examining our
reasoning processes he finds that all our reasoning is concerned
with relations, either relations among ideas or relations among
matters of fact. The first is found in:

the sciences of geometry, algebra, and arithmetic; and in short
every affirmation which is either intuitively or demonstratively
certain. . . . Propositions of this kind are discoverable by the mere
operation of thought, without dependence on what is anywhere
existent in the universe®

It is otherwise with our knowledge of matiers of fact. The
only means by which we can reason to the existence of matters
of fact is through the relation of cause and effect. “ All reason-
ings concerning matters of fact seem to be founded on the
relation of cause and effect. By means of that relation alone we
can go beyond evidence of our memory and senses.”® To see
the value of this reasoning we must examine the origin of our
knowledge of cause and effect and of the relation between them,
since the value of any simple idea is dependent on the reduction
of it to the simple impression from which it arose. The ideas

® Enquiry, Sect. IV, 458, ? Loe. cit.
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of cause and effect arise from one particular impression that is
followed in a regular and temporal sequence by another par-
ticular impression. For example, I have the impression or
experience of a body of the color and consistency of bread
followed consistently by the experience of nourishment; and so
I have knowledge of cause and effect. How do I know the
relation between them that enables me to say that where in
the future the cause is there will be the effect as well? Con-
sidered a priori, there is no way in which this relation is known,
for otherwise than in the case of demonstrative reasoning,

the contrary of every matter of fact is still possible; because it can
never imply a contradiction, and is conceived by the mind with
the same faecility and distinctness, as if ever so conformable to
reality.1®

Our expectation of future effects like to past effects from similar
causes is wholly based on experience; it is totally derived from
our experience of the past connection between them. Though
Hume agrees that we can and must in practice predict future
effects from causes, still this cannot be certain, for this is
extending our past experience,

to other objects, which, for aught we know, may be only in appear-
ance similar; . . . [From our past experience] does it follow, that
other bread must also nourish us at another time, and that like
sensible qualities must always be attended by like secret powers?

Hume acknowledges that:

were the power or energy of any cause discoverable by the mind,
we could foresee the effect, even without experience; . . . In reality,
there is no part of matter, that does ever, by its sensible qualities,
discover any power or energy.'?

Hume finally concludes that the mind gains this idea from
habit; by a repetition of similar instances the mind is carried
along by habit to expect the effect upon the appearance of the
antecedent. The necessity on which this reasoning depends lies
not in the objective relation between cause and effect but in

*® Loe. cit. ** Ibid., Sect. IV, 461. *2 Ibid., Sect. VI, 472,
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the habits man forms through experience. We can have non-
demonstrative reasoning about the world based on this relation,
because it probably reflects the external relations among things,
but this is not certain.

This difficulty against our capacity to know the nature of any
reality and thus against our capacity to know some reality in
aspects of it that are necessary to that reality and universally
found in that kind of reality is closely related to Hume’s
acceptance of the experiential character of Newtonian science
as the model on which we know matters of fact.'® As this
science does not pretend to know the nature of things, so we
too should abstain from such pretensions. We can see how this
follows from what we have previously noted about Hume’s
empiricism. It also follows from the total distinction he made
between what will later be called analytic and synthetic judg-
ments, the first being found in mathematical reasoning and the
latter in reason about matters of fact. This seems to be
based on the division between the mathematical and the experi-
ential components in modern science. This then is one more
indication of the need to examine the knowledge that enables
us to engage in scientific reasoning. Does this in fact show that
we do not know the nature of any reality, or that there is such
a total distinction between knowledge of matters of fact and
knowledge of necessity? We suggest that a study of the psycho-
genesis of our knowledge and concepts indicates that it does
not.**

Another very important basis in modern philosophy for the

1% See Hume, 4 Treatise of Human Nature. An attempt to introduce the ex-
perimental method of reasoning into moral subjects. (New York, Dutton, 1911),
Introduction, vol. I, 6.

4 For recent opinions on this matter, see Stuart Hackett, “ Contemporary Philo-
sophy and the Analytic-Synthetic Dichotomy,” International Philosophical Quarterly
7 (1967), 413-440. For a critique of views reducing analytic propositions to the
logical or linguistic order, see H. Veatch, “On Trying to Say and Know What's
What,” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 24 (1964), 83-96; “ The Truth
of Metaphysics,” Review of Metaphysics 17 (1964), 372-95; and “ St. Thomas and
the Question ‘How are Synthetic Judgments A Priori Possible?’” The Modern
Schoolman 42 (1965), 239-268.
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rejection of the aspect of metaphysics we are now considering
is that given by Kant. Without articulating the context in
which Kant approaches this problem, namely, his rejection of
the possibility of metaphysics (as we described it) with its
inadequate arguments for the existence of God to make way
for faith based on postulates of the practical reason, we will
recall several elements of Kant’s denial that we have an
objective basis for the necessity and universality found in some
of our judgments about reality. Hume’s critique of our knowl-
edge of necessity in the relation between cause and effect con-
vinced Kant that on an empiricist basis we cannot have such
knowledge. Kant takes it for granted that our senses are
acted upon by external things, but this offers us no basis for
knowledge of necessity. He also takes it for granted with the
rationalists that we do indeed have a priori knowledge, because
we do have judgments that are universal and necessary. In
the case of understanding the truth of judgments which he
called analytic (or in which the predicate is contained in the
subject, e.g., bodies are extended), Kant wrote that “I need
not go out of the sphere of my conceptions, and therefore
recourse to the testimony of experience is quite unnecessary.” **
He notes that if a priori knowledge must conform to objects, it
is difficult after Hume’s critique to see how such knowledge is
possible. However, the possibility of Newtonian physies cannot
be explained unless man does have synthetic a priori judgments,
because in this sctence there is found knowledge that is on the
one hand new and on the other necessary and universal.

By his Copernican revolution in knowledge Kant presents an
hypothesis concerning how the possibility of Newtonian physics
can be defended. If objects must conform to our conceptions,
we can explain how this science is possible. If objects conform
to our knowledge, before the object is given there are laws of
the understanding expressed in a priori conceptions to which
the objects conform, and knowledge is constructed through

*® Immanuel Kant, The Critique of Pure Reason, trans. J. M. D. Meiklejohn,
Great Books, vol. 42, 17. (This is a translation of the second edition of Kant’s
Critique.)
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the application of forms of the mind to objects given in
experience. Kant pointed out how the success of mathematics
and of physics depended upon their acceptance of this hypo-
thesis. Mathematics began its successful career when the man
who demonstrated the isosceles triangle found that to under-
stand its properties he could not simply look at the figure
before his eyes, “ but it was necessary to produce these prop-
erties, as it were, by a positive a priori construction.” ** Physics
entered this path when Galileo experimented with bodies falling
down an inclined plane; in actively experimenting in the context
of principles he brought to his experiments, “ a light broke upon
all natural philosophers. They learned that reason only per-
ceives that which it produces after its own design.” ** With this
hypothesis Kant proceeds to work out the conditions of our
experience and of Newtonian physics. He applies this view
of knowledge as a construction to explain our empirical intui-
tion and our judgments such as those found in Newtonian
physics. Kant explains the first by that matter of pheno-
menon which is given to us a posteriori through the effect of
the object upon us, and by the pure forms of sensuous intuition
(space and time) which are a priori and by which “all the
manifold content of the phenomenal world is arranged and
viewed under certain relations.” ** He explains the latter by
the application of pure categories or concepts to the manifold
of sense to synthesize the data of sense intuition.

We need recall no more of Kant’s account of knowledge to
see that it prohibits both knowledge of reality about us as it is
in itself (because we know the phenomenon, not the noumenon)
and objectively based judgments about reality that have notes
of universality and necessity. The basis of this view of Kant
is both Hume’s empiricism and his own constructivist view of
knowledge. Knowledge is not an insight into reality as it is in
itself but rather a synthesizing construction of reality according
to laws or a priori categories of the mind. This knowledge has
a universality and a necessity about it, because these laws of

¢ Ibid., 6. ** Loc. cit. ¢ Ibid., 28.
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the mind are universal conditions of human understanding;
but it is not the universality and necessity that a metaphysics
such as that we described supposes and claims. (We may add
that by stressing the unity of consciousness as a condition for
the possibility of knowledge, the fact that we can be self-
conscious in all knowledge, Kant provides his idealist successors
with the basis for claiming an intellectual intuition of the sub-
ject. But Kant himself did not interpret the unity of apper-
ception in this manner, and so did not see in this the possibility
of a metaphysics based on an intellectual intuition of the sub-
ject.) Kant’s view of our knowledge is based upon the con-
structivist character of Newtonian physics; this is the model on
which he built his understanding of our knowledge. Once more,
we acknowledge that we can only appropriate our knowledge
by and after the experience we have of it. But Kant’s approach
invites us to what is perhaps a more adequate understanding
of the conditions of scientific reasoning. Does this scientific
reasoning imply our possession of knowledge of reality about us
as it is and by objectively based judgments that have notes of
necessity and universality? For example, even granting a con-
structivist character to scientific knowledge and to human
knowledge, is this constructive process a substitute for insight
into what reality is in itself, or is it the condition for such
insight and its expression? Also, are the categories given to us
statically with our human nature, or do they have a genesis in
our growth in knowledge? To try to get answers to these
questions, we must have a phenomenology of our knowledge as
it lies behind scientific reasoning, e.g., the way we know
number and physical classes.*

1% Jean Piaget, while accepting in part Kant’s constructivist view of knowledge,
shows that space, time, cause, and other forms or categories are constructed as a
result of a long process that begins in the first days of infancy and that is due to
an interaction between the subject and his environment. The constructive character
of our knowledge does not, in his view, militate against our knowledge of the
noumenon in some real though limited sense. See J. Piaget, Insights and Illusions of
Philosophy (New York 1971), 56-58, 103, 109.

E. Gibson argues that perception is an exploratory activity and that functionally
it is a pickup of information from structures in the world through stimuli. Percep-
tion, or the capacity to pick up information, develops with growth and experience;
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We could add here other bases that have been given for a
denial that we know reality in some way that gives us grounds
for universal and necessary judgments about it, but what we
offer in difficulties below will be, I think, sufficient for our
purposes.

3. A further difficulty against the possibility of metaphysics
is the view that our knowledge is restricted to the order of space
and time. Metaphysics such as we have described it supposes a
knowledge of an order of being that transcends the physical
order, the order immanent to the world of space and time. As
we see, for example, in Plato, Aristotle, and St. Thomas, meta-
physics based upon a causal knowledge attempts to rise from
the world or the subject to some knowledge of the ultimate
causal principle of the world and the subject, namely, to a
philosophical assertion of the existence of God.

All of us have difficulties with many philosophers’ justifica-
tions of such knowledge and with their reasoning to the exist-
ence of a first principle or God from what is more immediate
to man. Our difficulties come, for example, from problems
mentioned in the first two difficulties treated above, from the
divergencies between this philosophical causal inference and its
criteria. and those found in science, and from an unclarified
relation between the first principle arrived at by this philoso-
phical inference and God as known in religion and by faith. Our
limited interest here is to investigate the philosophical reasons
offered for restricting philosophy to knowledge of man and the
world, or for denying in principle that it is open to inference to
the existence of an unlimited first causal principle of the reality
more immediately present to us. The difficulties we wish
briefly to recall here are those found in Hume and Kant,
Hegel, and in naturalism. Though we treat these very briefly

and, considered in the context of the total cognitive process, it leads to a detection
of higher order invariants in objects changing through time and events. See
Eleanor Gibson, Principles of Perceptual Learning and Development (Appleton,
Century, Crofts, 1969), 77-90, 161, 217-19, 388.

Here then we have two experientially based psychologies of knowledge that
seriously contest, from differing viewpoints, Kant’s analysis of knowledge.
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here, perhaps that is enough for our very limited purpose,
namely, to show the necessity of an approach to the question
of man’s transcendence in knowledge through an articulation of
what in fact makes us capable of modern science.

Also we should note here that, correlated with these views of
the limited domain of reality that can be known by man philo-
sophically, there is an interpretation of the range of values
open to man that is quite limited when compared to earlier
standards. In one way or another there is found in these men a
denial of man’s transcendence in value orientation as we pre-
viously found this to be presupposed by religion and specifically
by Christianity. We will indicate the basis for this denial in
Hegel and the naturalists for the purpose of showing that we
must analyse what lies at the root of modern man’s dedication
to secular and human values if we are to adequately investigate
that transcendence today that religion and Christianity suppose
to exist in man.

Hume’s difficulties against metaphysics as conceived here are
clear from his empiricist interpretation of causality; there is for
him no demonstrative reasoning by which man can philosophi-
cally affirm the existence of God. Man is inclined to such an
affirmation more by his passion than by philosophical reason-
ing. It is evident too how Kant’s position forestalls such knowl-
edge. He has shown the condition for the possibility of New-
tonian physics to consist in man’s constructive knowledge,
namely, in his application of the categories to objects given in
experience. Knowledge of things in themselves and of the
existence of God, which transcend the sensuous order, is im-
possible, for “our faculty of cognition is unable to transcend
the limits of possible experience . . . it has only to do with
phenomena, and . . . things in themselves, while possessing
real existence, lie beyond its sphere.”** Our mind inevitably
forms the ideas of God, the world, and the soul because of its
inner dynamism toward a unification of knowledge, but to
consider this process as a valid grounding of the existence of
God, the world, and the soul is illusory.

20 Oritiqgue of Pure Reason, Preface to Second Edition, p. 8.
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In our reason, subjectively considered as a faculty of human
cognition, there exist fundamental rules and maxims of its exercise,
which have completely the appearance of objective principles. Now
from this cause it happens that the subjective necessity of a
certain connection of our conceptions is regarded as an objective
necessity of the determination of things in themselves.®

These ideas have only a regulatory value, but this is not with-
out a positive relation to religion since this leaves an opening
for us to gain a conviction of the existence of God based on
postulates of the practical reason and the faith that these
ground.

It is not necessary to point out here how strictly Kant inter-
prets human knowledge by the model of scientific knowledge.
Once more, this suggests an approach to the question of meta-
physics through the conditions that allow scientific knowledge.
That is, we should ask whether the human knowledge that in
fact enables us to engage in science has an implicitly meta-
physical dimension, namely, a dimension of knowledge and an
object of knowledge not in principle restricted to the order of
space and time.

Hegel and the other German idealists reject this view of
Kant. They reestablish the possibility of metaphysics, under-
stood as a knowledge of the Absolute and of all reality in
relation to it; more specifically they propose a knowledge of the
Absolute through a knowledge of the human subject rather
than through a cosmocentric metaphysics. Without articulat-
ing Hegel’s relation to Fichte and Schelling, we should recall
that he, together with his idealist predecessors, considered that
they reestablished metaphysics by drawing out the implications
of Kant’s achievement and overcoming false dichotomies that
he had retained. Since many modern philosophers have under-
stood what a metaphysics is by the model of Hegel’s philosophy,
or have structured their philosophies through their dialectical
relation to Hegel, it is important for us at least briefly to show
how he founded our knowledge of the Absolute. While Hegel

21 Ibid., 109.
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does establish a metaphysics open to knowledge of an Absolute,
we should note that this Absolute does not have the tran-
scendence in perfection that is, for example, ascribed to God
by St. Thomas on philosophical grounds. Similarly, the tran-
scendence in value orientation Hegel ascribes to man, towards
full freedom, is less than that attributed to man by St. Thomas,
namely, a transcendence toward the unlimited value that is
God.

Hegel has what may be called a transcendental method in
bringing us to accept:

the idea which represents the Absolute as Spirit—the grandest
conception of all, and one which is due to modern times and its
religion [Christianity and particularly Protestantism]. Spirit is
alone Reality.?

In one sense Hegel justifies metaphysies by the endeavor itself,
but in another sense he brings us to appropriate our knowledge
of the Absolute and our relation to it by showing that this
relation to the Absolute is the condition for the possibility of
consciousness as we experience it, and that our knowledge of
the Absolute and our relation to it is through a knowledge of
the conditions for the possibility of our experience. So in his
Phenomenology of Mind Hegel can be understood as adopting a
method that has similarities to that of Kant, the acceptance
of certain facts of consciousness and the appropriation of the
conditions for the possibility of this consciousness. Without in
any way pretending to attempt a summary of this eritically im-
portant work, I would like to recall a few fragments of the
basis Hegel gives here for the kind of knowledge of the Absolute
that is characteristic of his idealism.

He builds positively on Kant’s analysis of scientific under-
standing to conclude that consciousness becomes aware of itself
as the source of its construction of the world.”® But Hegel
includes vast areas of man’s experience that Kant did not

22 G. W. Hegel, The Phenomenology of Mind, trans. J. B. Baillie (2nd ed.,
reprinted in Harper Torchbooks, 1967), 85-86.
* Qee ibid., pp. 211-213.
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include in his reflection on the possibility of metaphysics. For
example, he includes an analysis of man’s self-consciousness
that arises from his assertion of his individuality and his con-
frontation with another consciousness. And he includes man’s
reason, a dimension of consciousness in which man experiences
a relationship to the other that is positive rather than negative.
Reason is aware of finding itself in the world and as molding
activity in society to conform to its needs and desires. Hegel
takes the experience of man in history, such as in the period of
the Renaissance, the Enlightenment, and the French Revolu-
tion, as further stages of consciousness, by the appropriation
of which man grows toward full self-consciousness, that final
appropriation of the Absolute as Spirit. Thus Hegel adds to
Kant’s order of pure reason the order of practical reason—with
an emphasis on man’s active and autonomous activity directed,
in the midst of finite conditions and process, toward a goal of
“infinite ” dimensions, particularly the goal of freedom.**
He includes man’s religious consciousness, and specifically his
Christian consciousness, which Hegel interprets as overcoming
the dichotomy between man and God found in theism.”® The
main basis on which Hegel found mind constitutive of reality

2t See Hegel's statement, “ Philosophy appears as a subjective cognition, of
which liberty is the aim, and which is itself the way to produce it.” Philosophy of
Mind, in J. Loewenberg (ed.), Hegel. Selections (Scribner’s 1957), 309. And see
L. Dupré, “ Romanticism had reawakened the consciousness of the eternal conflict
between man’s infinite potential and his actual, finite achievements. Their harmoni-
ous reunification remained Hegel’s basic problem.” The Philosophical Foundation
of Marxism (New York, 1966), 3.

%% See e.g., Hegel’s statement: “. ., there canuot be two kinds of reason and
two kinds of Spirit: there cannot be a Divine reason and a human, there cannot
be a Divine Spirit and a human, which are absolutely different. Human reason—
the consciousness of one’s own being—is indeed reason; it is the divine in man, and
Spirit, in so far as it is the Spirit of God, is not a spirit beyond the stars, beyond
the world.” Lectures on the Philosophy of Religion, vol. 1 (irans. by E. B.
Speirs and J. Sanderson, New York, 1962), 83.

And: “God is God only so far as he knows himself: his self-knowledge is,
further, his self-consciousness in man, and man’s knowledge of God, which proceed
to man’s self-knowledge in God.” Hegel, Encyclopedia of the Philosophical
Science, # 564, in Loewenberg, op. cit., 289. For various interpretations of Hegel’s
Absolute Idea, see G. Kline, “Some Recent Reinterpretations of Hegel’s Philo-
sophy,” Monist 48 (1964), 34-75, esp. 72.

‘<
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in an ontological and not, as in Kant, in only an epistemological
sense is his interpretation of Christian consciousness.

Therefore, the basis for Hegel’s articulation of man’s ability
to know the Absolute and for his designation of the Absolute as
Spirit is the whole order of man’s consciousness, speculative
and practical, including in the practical order that of the indi-
vidual and of society, and in the social order that of the state
and of religion. He does not so much prove through these
stages of consciousness that his interpretation of the Absolute
as Spirit is the only one able to account for this experience of
man; he shows it by the process of articulating it. And the basis
for his acceptance of this interpretation is not simply specula-
tive insight; it is faith, for faith too is knowledge. Speaking of
“ the principle that in the spirit, as such, the consciousness of
God exists immediately with the consciousness of its self,”
Hegel writes:
Inasmuch as this knowledge exists immediately in myself, all ex-
ternal authority, all foreign attestation to it is cast aside; what is
to be of value to me must have its verification in my own spirit,
and in order that I may believe I must have the witness of my own
spirit. It may indeed come to me from without, but any such
external origin is a matter of indifference; if it is to be valid, this
validity can only build itself up upon the foundation of all truth,
in the witness of the Spirit.

This principle is the simple principle of philosophical knowledge

itself, and philosophy is so far from rejecting it that it constitutes a
fundamental characteristic in itself.?¢

The acceptance of the Absolute as Hegel understands it is
based on a teleological analysis of man’s consciousness as
directed to man’s development of self-consciousness in the sense
primarily of man’s awareness of his freedom. The Absolute as
Spirit is the condition for the possibility of man’s activity for
this goal in the individual and social process of history.” The

¢ Hegel, Lectures on the Philosophy of Religion, 43. See, on the subject of
Hegel’s Lutheranism, Karl Lowith, From Hegel to Nietzsche (trans. by D. Green,
New York, 1964), 19-20.

2" Towards the end of his life, the way Hegel transcends the opposition between
freedom and the actual order is quite conservative. He shows that the source of



RELIGIOUS REFLECTION AND MAN’S TRANSCENDENCE 23

acceptance of this interpretation is partially dependent upon
the fact that it makes a difference in human life that is desir-
able; it is founded on the “witness of the Spirit” in this
sense.

In conclusion, we simply want to note that Hegel together
with Kant reflects on the conditions for the possibility of mod-
ern science as an approach to the question of the possibility of
metaphysics. But Hegel also bases his answer to this question
and to that of the nature of the Absolute on his study of man’s
practical life, the consciousness implicit in this, and the con-
dition for the possibility of this dimension of man’s conscious-
ness. Interpreting modern man’s orientation in the practical
order to a dimension of value, primarily the consciousness of
freedom, that is not transcendent in an unlimited way, Hegel
interprets the Absolute as more essentially related to man than
Christianity or theism as traditionally understood do.”®* We
agree that a reflection upon modern man’s practical activity
and consciousness is as important as reflection upon his more
objective knowledge for an understanding of being, of the .
Absolute, and even for a complete answer to the question of
his knowledge of being and of metaphysics. One of the main
questions Hegel’s position gives rise to is whether modern man’s
experience of value and activity for value has the ultimate
horizon that Hegel ascribes to it. The meaning and founda-
tions of religion as understood in the West cannot really be
critically justified unless modern man’s experience of the
enhanced value of human life in the world and specifically of
freedom has different implications from those Hegel draws
from it.

human discontent is that men “ do not find the present adapted to the realization
of aims that they hold right and just . . .; they contrast unfavorably things as
they are with their idea of things as they ought to be. . . .The insight then to
which—in contradistinction from these ideals—philosophy is to lead us is that the
real world is as it ought to be.” Hegel, Philosophy of History, Loewenberg, op. cit.,
Pp. 382-383, 384-385. On Hegel’s opposition to transcendence, see Lowith, op. cit.,
Pp. 20-29.

** We will not consider process philosophies and theologies in our study, but we
want to point out here that they are engaged in a problem that was central to
Hegel, how to relate God to the process that is history.
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Naturalisms, as represented by Karl Marx and John Dewey,
reject a metaphysics that is positively related to religion, and
man’s transcendence in value orientation, and they do so in a
way that is in continuity with Hegel, although they are dialecti-
cally opposed to him as well. Here we wish simply to see some
major bases for their rejection of man’s transcendence in knowl-
edge and values.

Their rejections of the existence of God and of man’s re-
ligious relation to him are based on a denial of man’s tran-
scendence. To recall something of the grounds for this denial
we must remember that both Marx and Dewey began as
Hegelians. Their naturalisms developed as corrections of Hegel,
but they preserved elements of Hegelianism in their developed
systems. There is a similarity between Marx and Dewey both
in their interpretation of man as within the natural world,
rather than the world as manifestation of Spirit, and in their
reasons for departing from Hegel in this matter. Marx’s turn
in this direction was mediated by Feuerbach, and Dewey’s
was mediated by Darwin; but it seems that their basis for the
rejection of man’s transcendence was more their attempt to
establish in society man’s freedom than it was their reliance
upon a speculative view of man and the world. That is, they
rejected man’s transcendence in values more than in knowledge,
and this rejection was based upon their actual engagement in
an effort at social improvement and at overcoming social
obstacles to this; starting from this engagement they proposed
the goal man was directed to and found that a religious orienta-
tion of man was opposed to this or irrelevant to it. They
interpret their ““ absolute ” more in terms of goal than as source
of man; and a large element in their justification of the social
future as man’s “ absolute  is their experience of the urgency
of this goal for men of their age. The primacy of the practical
order is an inheritance from Hegel, although they push it
further, because for them what is to be established is not merely
or primarily a change in man’s consciousness but a change in
the social conditions; true freedom is mediated only through
such a practical social change, not by a change of consciousness
that leaves dehumanizing conditions largely the same.
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Marx accepted Feuerbach’s defense of the primacy of the
material and human order against Hegel’s primacy of the Spirit.
Feuerbach based his rejection of idealism on the fact that man
does not generate objects from thought but rather thought from
the object, namely, ““from matter, from existence, from the
senses.” ** Feuerbach calls himself a realist or materialist to
express his difference from idealism. His philosophy conforms
to the real, complete nature of man; his principle is no mere
conceptual being but the “true Ens realissimum-man.” One
cannot assume that there are mysteries beyond sense experience
and what that reveals to us about reality; but when conscious-
ness is wholly directed to nature, its power for knowing is
unlimited. In accord with this, Feuerbach interprets man’s
religious devotion as really orientated to his own nature; and
he gives a genetic account of man’s projection of his own
nature onto an absolute distinet from himself, as due to the
evils of existence. Man should turn his energies to the per-
fection of his own nature; this should be the object of his
religious dedication. Marx basically accepted the validity of
Feuerbach’s rejection of Hegel’s idealism. But Marx, through
his engagement in practical activity for the defense of the poor
against their exploiters, and his use of the Hegelian dialectic
to explain the conditions of his day, gave a primacy to the
practical order that Feuerbach did not.** Thus he interprets
man through his engagement in action to produce the means

of life.

Man can be distinguished from the animal by consciousness,
religion, or anything else you please. He begins to distinguish him-
self from the animal from the moment he begins to produce his
means of subsistence, a step required by his physical organization.
By producing food, man indirectly produces his material life
itsell. . . .

What they are, therefore, coincides with what they produce, with
what they produce and how they produce. The nature of indi-

#* L. Feuerbach, The Essence of Christianity (irans. George Eliot, New York,
1957), XXXiV-XXXV,

3°8ee L. Dupré, The Philosophical Foundations of Marxism, ch. 8-6; Lowith,
op. cit., 71-108.
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viduals thus depends on the material conditions which determine
their production.®

For Marx, man takes the place of the Spirit in Hegel; history
is a dialectical process in which alienation is the driving force;
social and productive relationships become the stages of history;
and the term of history is a condition in which man overcomes
the alienations that afflict him and that are based upon or are
expressed by private property. Abolish the alienations imposed
upon man by the present economic condition, and man will be
reintegrated into work, the material world, and indeed his
own nature.

As Marx became a naturalist through Feuerbach, so Dewey
became one through the impact upon him of Darwin’s discovery
of evolution. Evolution shows that mind is the product of
nature, rather than nature an objectification of mind. And on
the basis of this discovery Dewey called for a reconstruction
of philosophy after the model of the evolutionary reconstruc-
tion of biology.

The conception of evolution is no more and no less the discovery
of a general law of life than it is the generalization of all scientific
method. . . . Philosophy must go to school to the sciences; must
have no data save such as it receives at their hands; and be
hospitable to no method of inquiry and reflection not akin to those
in daily use among the sciences.®?

Man as a practical being was primary for Dewey as for Marx.
This was the way in which Dewey primarily experienced man
in the context of the American culture of his day, a culture
energetically dedicated to changing and controlling the physical
and social environment to promote a better life for man, one
in which the future, rather than the past or present, had the
priority, and in which practical and technological intelligence

3t Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, “ The German Ideology,” in L. Easton, and
K. Guddat (trans. and ed.), Writings of the Young Marx on Philosophy and
Society (New York, 1967), 409.

32 John Dewey, The Influence of Darwin on Philosophy and Other Essays
(reprint ed., N. Y., P. Smith, 1951), 262, 269. See James Collins, Three Paths in
Philosophy (Chicago, 1962), Part Two: “ Naturalism,” 135-251.
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was highly valued. The relation of organism and environment
in Darwin’s evolutionary discovery gave Dewey the inter-
pretative principles by which he could reflect philosophically
in this context. Dewey’s fundamental notion of experience is
in the framework of man’s encounter of conditions which must
be met in some manner, and the way in which the conditions
are to be met. So his philosophical method starts from the
polarity between organism and environment, and it interprets
all within this context.*® His instrumentalist view of human
knowledge naturally follows from this approach.

Man naturally prizes knowledge only for the sake of its bearing
upon success and failure in attaining goods and avoiding evils.
The means of converting the dubious into the assured, and the
incomplete into the determinate, is use of assured and established
things. . . . Thinking is no different in kind from the use of
natural materials and energies, say fire and tools, to refine, re-order,
and shape other natural materials, say ore.**

As his view of man is similar in many ways to that of Marx,
his strictures against ideology and his insistence on the practical
function of philosophy are similar.

In conclusion, these men’s philosophies are primarily con-
structions to accord with their experience of the values to be
established in modern society, constructions that find corrobo-
ration from the report on man and the world given by science,
particularly the discovery of evolution. (Engels held that
evolution offered a justification for Marx’s and his own natural-
ism) . This shows, as we said in reference to Hegel, that the
question of man’s transcendence demands a reflection on
modern man’s practical activity and values; if reflection does
not show these to have a transcendent horizon, one can hardly
justify the relevance to man of Christianity or of a religious
relation to a transcendent personal God. Moreover, such a
reflection is necessary for an adequate understanding of being
and hence, too, of the nature of man’s knowledge of being and

¥ See John E. Smith, “ John Dewey,” The Spirit of American Philosophy (New
York, 1963), 115-160.
3¢ John Dewey, Experience and Nature (Chicago, 1925), 51, 67.
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metaphysics. We also find in these men a reason to ask about
the conditions of possibility of modern science, for they inter-
pret the implications of science as foreclosing the possibility of
a metaphysics such as we are investigating.

4. Still another difficulty against the possibility of meta-
physics today is found in the view that it is a meaningless use
of language and thus is not possible. We can sympathize with
this difficulty as it is articulated by language philosophers when
we are confronted with much metaphysical talk, for example,
much that is found in idealistic metaphysics. The meaning of
much metaphysical talk is far from obvious. The statements
made are so different from those of sciences where meaning
can be found in the relation of the statements to the methods
and criteria of the physical sciences. The diversity of meta-
physical views and the fact that philosophers seem unable to
agree on answers can easily lead us to wonder whether the
problems they are treating are real problems and whether they
have any real means of dealing effectively with these problems
—whether, in brief, they can be treated meaningfully. More-
over, metaphysical language is so remote from language as we
ordinarily use it; its relation to this use of language is by no
means always apparent; it seems removed from the contexts
and purposes found in our ordinary uses of language. There-
fore it easily seems both meaningless and irrelevant to us.

In part, it was this sense of the meaninglessness of Hegelian
philosophical language, a sense of being without a criterion by
which one could judge the validity of its statements, and a
sense that it did not do justice to the concrete, discrete data of
experience that led to the emergence of philosophies of language
at the beginning of this century. We can recall some of the
difficulties with the possibility of metaphysics that come from
such sources through centering our attention on Wittgenstein,
since he was a central figure in this philosophical movement.
We do this simply to help us find an approach to the question
of the possibility of metaphysics that is relevant to the criti-
cisms of it that come from philosophies of language. We will
recall something of Wittgenstein’s approach in general, then
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some characteristics of his early and his later philosophy. In
the conclusion we will agree with the legitimacy of an approach
to the possibility of metaphysics by way of the question of
meaning, and we will indicate some elements essential to such
an approach.

There are quite varied interpretations of Wittgenstein, but
here I am taking the view that, while he did change his philo-
sophical approach in mid-life, his divergent approaches were
dedicated to answering the same basic problems, and the
answers he gave were basically similar. His problem was in
continuity with that of Schopenhauer, who translated Kant’s
question concerning the conditions for the possibility of knowl-
edge to the question of the condition for the possibility of
representation and its limits. As Toulmin writes:

One can regard Wittgenstein’s own philosophical preoccupations as
carrying further the variations on Kant already initiated by Scho-
penhauer. As a result, Kant’s philosophical tasks were restated yet
again: (i) exploring the scope—and the intrinsic limits—of lan-
guage; and (ii)) demonstrating the consequences of our irrepressible
tendency to run up against, and attempt to overleap, those un-
avoidable limits. . . . Wittgenstein was attempting to delimit the

scope of the ‘ sayable "—exploring, in his own words, die Grenze der
Sprache 3®

Using this approach to the question of the possibility of talk
about God, ethics, freedom, and immortality, Wittgenstein in
both his early and later philosophy arrived at negative con-
clusions; such talk is beyond the limits of the sayable. Wittgen-
stein’s conclusion to this effect was apparently not as liberating
for him as it was for the logical positivists. Our question here
concerns how Wittgenstein arrived at this conclusion. And in
asking this question, we are referring not to the “natural
history ” of his thought or the * form of life ” of the culture he
grew up in but rather to the basic reasons he gave for the
limits he assigned to the sayable.

To understand the early Wittgenstein we must recall that he
studied physics and applied mathematics and that he did this

8 Stephen Toulmin, “ Ludwig Wittgenstein,” Encounter 32 (January, 1969), 63.
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at a time when some major physicists were asking how New-
tonian physics was possible.

(Hertz’s) answer had consisted in showing how the language of
Newtonian dynamics is first articulated into a system, and then
put to use as an instrument for ‘representing’ the motions of
material bodies. Boltzmann extended this account to the whole
of physics. From a scientific point of view all that could meaning-
fully be asserted were linguistic  representations’ of the relevant
physical phenomena: for the physicist, the ‘ values’ we attach to
these phenomenon play no part in their ‘ representation.’ 3¢

In his Tractatus Wittgenstein extended this “ representation ”
or “ picture ” view of the way language means to the whole of
human discourse, and he used Russell’s logical symbolism for
this purpose. His development of this position involves the
assertions that there must be elementary propositions, that
these (as arrangements of names) picture states of affairs, that
other propositions to have definite sense must be combinations
of such elementary propositions, and that these elementary
propositions show the elements of the world. The consequence
of this view of how language means is that metaphysics as
traditionally understood is meaningless or cannot be said. For
example, he writes:

Most of the propositions and questions to be found in philosophical
works are not false but nonsensical. Consequently we cannot give
any answer to questions of this kind, but can only establish that
they are nonsensical. Most of the propositions and questions of
philosophers arise from our failure to understand the logic of our
language.®”

8 Ibid., 66.

3" L. Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, trans. by D. F. Pears and
B. F. McGuinness (London, 1961), 4.003. See also 4; 4.11; 5.61; 5.63(1); 6.42; 6.53.
Toulmin in commenting on Wittgenstein’s use of the word metaphysics writes:
“ He used the word in 2 highly specific sense—to designate the kind of philosophical
discussion which obliterates the distinction between (i.e., confuses) factual and
conceptual investigations’ (Zettel, 458)—and bis condemnation of metaphysics
extended no further than this.” Ibid., 60. There is a stronger way to interpret
Wittgenstein in the Tractatus. See e.g., George Pitcher, The Philosophy of
Wittgenstein (Prentice-Hall, 1964), 141: “One can simply say that the limits of
language impose corresponding limits on reality—or, more briefly, the limits of
language are the limits of reality, of the world.” Also see James Cornman,  Philo-
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The later Wittgenstein rejected his earlier goal of articulating
an ideal language and his view that words mean through
picturing. Language for the later Wittgenstein is in order as it
is, for it serves its purpose adequately. How then do we find
the meaning of a word? We examine the use the word has in
ordinary language, because that is where we get it. We ask,
“How did we learn the meaning of this word (‘good’ for
instance) ? From what sort of example? In what language? ” *®
For example, in resolving the philosophical problems of the
meaning of understanding we should not think of understand-
ing as a mental process. Rather *ask yourself: in what sort
of case, in what kind of circumstances, do we say, ‘Now I
know how to go on,” when, that is, the formula has occurred to
me? ”* QOur method should be to “really think out various
different situations and conversations, and the ways in which
that sentence here: °I intend to go away’ will be uttered in
them.” ** The basis of this method for understanding the mean-
ing of a word (examining the way we verify a statement, the
use of the word, the situations and conversations in which it
is used, and how we learn it) is the fact that:

For a large class of cases—though not for all—in which we employ
the word ‘meaning’ it can be defined thus: the meaning of a
word is its use in the language.

And the meaning of a name is sometimes explained by pointing
to its bearer.t*

sophical Analysis and the Future of Metaphysics,” in R. Wood (ed.), The Future
of Metaphysics (Chicago, 1970), 32-49. Here Cornman shows how language has
been used to make ontological statements in logical atomism, logical positivism,
recoustruction analysis, and use analysis. We will say no more about logical
positivism than to recall Ayer’s famous words. “A statement is held to be
literally meaningful if and only if it is either analytic or empirically verifiable.”
The statements of metaphysics are meaningless since they purport to be about the
world and yet they “do not describe anything that is capable, even in principle,
of being obesrved.” (Alfred Ayer, Language, Truth, and Logic (London, 19386),
9, 14.

8 Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations (New York, 1963), n. 77.

% Ibid,, n. 154. See n. 182 on the criteria we accept for legitimately saying that
someone understands.

0 Ibid., n. 592.

 Ibid., n. 48.
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Words are like tools, having different functions. They are used
differently in different language-games.*” Considered in its
larger context, “ the speaking of language is part of an activity,
or of a form of life.” ** It is then to the natural history of our
language that we must go to understand it.

The implications for philosophy of this method of finding
meanings and its basis are largely the same as in Wittgenstein’s
earlier philosophy.

The real discovery is the one that makes me capable of stopping
doing philosophy, when I want to. . ..

There is not e philosophical method, though there are indeed
methods, like different therapies.**

“ Philosophical problems arise when language goes on holi-
day.” ** What we must do then is bring language back to its
everyday use and look on the language-game as the primary
thing.

What we have rather to do is to accept the everyday language-
game, and to note false accounts of it as false. The primitive

language-game which children are taught needs no justification;
attempts at justification need to be rejected.*s

We resolve philosophical problems by looking into the workings
of our language. One of the main reasons why this dissolves
philosophical problems is that through these methods we dis-
solve the notion that there is one property that a general word
means, or that things to which we apply a general word have
one property in common. Moreover, a word like “to under-
stand ”” does not refer to an inner act; we have learned to apply
this word in circumstances where we “can go on,” and the
criterion we find appropriate for using this word of another

42 See tbid., nn. 11, 23, 65 f.

4 Ibid., n. 23.

¢ Ibid., n. 183. Also, see n. 309. “ What is your aim in philosophy?—To show
the fly the way out of the bottle.” _

5 Jbid., n. 88. See n. 182: “ The confusions which occupy us arise when language
is like an engine idling, not when it is doing work.” And see n. 119 on the
“limits of language.”

48 Ibid., Pt. II, 200e. Also see n. 654-657; 109.
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person is that he knows how to proceed. Whether we say that
the meaning of the word is its use or that we should look to
the use of the word rather than its meaning, by this approach
our minds are turned away from philosophical puzzles such
as, “ What is it ‘to understand’?”

We could go on to an analysis of some more positive uses
of Wittgenstein’s methods, uses of these methods that elucidate
the meaning of religious language. But on the supposition that
a reflection on the possibility of metaphysics is an element in a
reflection on religion, it is sufficient for our purposes to restrict
our example in linguistic philosophies here to Wittgenstein.
This sets up a problem for a metaphysics positively related to
religion that persists in many linguistic philosophers who give
an interpretation of religious language, for many do so while
rejecting the possibility of such a metaphysics, or objective
language about God.

We do not have to show the limitations of the early Witt-
genstein’s way of establishing the meaning of language or re-
jecting metaphysics as meaningless, namely, his universalizing
the mode of meaning found in science according to some
theoreticians of science. The later Wittgenstein adequately
criticized this position. We do agree that one cannot articulate
the meaning of metaphysics for modern man without showing
its relation to the way science means because, while the knowl-
edge and meaning of science are generally accepted today,
that of metaphysics is not. So we must show its meaning by
relating it to that of science. We can, for example, ask the
question whether for science to have meaning, metaphysics or
a knowledge and speech that is implicitly metaphysical must
have meaning.

The later Wittgenstein turns to the natural history of lan-
guage and the forms of life in which it is used for an elucidation
of meaning. That is to say that he turns to a relation between
language and the experience or life context in which it is used.
One central question this raises is whether this life context has
a transcendent dimension to it, such as religion supposes.
Another question it raises is whether we can study the re-
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lationship between language and experience more effectively
than Wittgenstein did and whether such a study does justify
his strictures on metaphysics. There is reason to believe that
Wittgenstein was influenced toward his later approach to lan-
guage by contact with early students of developmental psy-
chology.”” We agree on the need of such a study for an
empirically based understanding of how we mean by language;
an approach to the question of the possibility of metaphysics
should make use of developmental psychology in the work, for
example, of Jean Piaget. What does this work show concerning
the relation of the language that the child receives to the way
it begins to have meaning for the child? Does language have
all the primacy that Wittgenstein attributed to it, or does
language in many cases begin to have meaning and use for
the child only when the child has had experiences of objects,
insights, and concepts which the words signify? Moreover, does
our recognition of the practical purposes in our use of language,
the conventional character of language, and the way we learn
language imply that our words do not signify concepts and
things and do not depend upon our understanding of concepts
and things; or does this “ natural history ” of language simply
place our understanding and our signifying use of words within
the full human context of knowledge and communication? If
the latter is the case, a study of this “natural history ” may
enrich our understanding and our use of words without deny-
ing that in many cases this depends on insights and mediates
conceptual knowledge of things. In short, we agree with the
legitimacy of questioning the possibility of metaphysics through
questioning its meaning; and we agree that if we are to show
that metaphysics has a meaning we must show it in its relation
to forms of knowledge that are closer to us (e. g., science) and
in its relation to the full context of human life, with all that is
contingent in life and language.

5. Another current difficulty against the possibility of meta-

4" See Toulmin, art. cit., 70-71, where he speaks of Wittgenstein’s contacts with
the Buhlers.
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physies is found in the way phenomenology grounds our knowl-
edge and specifically our philosophical knowledge. Modern man
is aware that the way an object is known depends upon the
way the subject relates to it; this makes us all diffident in
affirming that we know reality exactly as it is, a claim that
seems to be present in metaphysics to an extreme degree. We
will examine two quite different phenomenologically based
difficulties with metaphysics, Edmund Husserl’s and Martin
Heidegger’s (the later Heidegger’s opposition to metaphysics
has a continuity with his earlier phenomenological phase).

Husserl’s philosophy was developed in a direction that entails
the impossibility of metaphysics. As Spiegelberg describes
Husserl’s later position:

the fact remains that for Husserl ¢ being ’ exists only for conscious-
ness, and that actually  being’ is nothing apart from the meaning
which it receives by the bestowing acts of this consciousness.*®

This of course is ascribed to Husserl’s idealistic phase, but an
understanding of how he came to this position gives us perhaps
the best approach to the difficulties his phenomenology raises
for the possibility of metaphysics. Mainly following Spiegel-
berg here, we can speak briefly of Husserl’s early period, of
his middle period where he develops phenomenology as the first
philosophy and as a strict science, and of his later period
beginning with Ideas where he becomes more idealistic. We
restrict ourselves to only a few of his most basic affirmations.

Husserl began as a mathematician (though he was also a

¢S H. Spiegelberg, The Phenomenological Movement. A Historical Introduction
(2nd edition, The Hague, 1969), vol. 1, p. 148. While Spiegelberg, in his analysis
of the later Husserl, gives most weight to his transcendental phenomenology, others
would apparently give more weight to his emphasis on the Lebenswelt. If we take
this perspective, then, as Edie writes, phenomenology in opposition to traditional
metaphysics: “ poses the question of the Ursprung der Welt in a more absolute and
originary manner. It asks the question of how the world arises as the world of
human consciousness beginning from the absolute and presuppositionless standpoint
of actual present experience. It poses, beneath the problem of the kosmos, the
problem of the Lebenswelt from which the cosmological explanations of science,
metaphysics, and theology arc derived as well as second-order abstractions.” James
M. Edie, “Phenomenology and Metaphysics: Ontology without Metaphysics? ”, in
Robert Wood (ed.), op. cit., 80.
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student of psychology), and his first book was a study of the
philosophy of mathematics in which his objective “was to
derive the fundamental concepts of mathematics from certain
psychological acts.” * Influenced by various criticisms of this
work, Frege’s among them, Husserl in his Logical Investigations
reacted against ““ psychologism * which, in reference to logic, he
defined as the view that:

‘the theoretical foundation for the construction of logic . . . is
supplied by psychology, and specifically by the psychology of
knowledge’; to put it more pointedly, psychologism, for Husserl,
stood for the view that psychology was both the necessary and the
sufficient foundation of logic . . . (Later Husserl) extended it to
any attempt to ‘ psychologize,’ i.e., to convert into psychological
experience objects of whatever type.®®

Among the bases Husser]l gave for his attack against psycho-
logism were the fact that psychological study does not account
for the wvalidity and certainty present in a logical principle
(e. g., the principle of contradiction) and the fact that making
the principle dependent on the psychological characteristics of
the thinker results in relativism. What is needed to base logic
as a practical discipline of thinking is a theoretical logic, not
psychology.

Although Husserl turned away from the psychologist’s study
of actual experiences, he still held that logical entities are given
to us only in experiences, and he sought to describe the ideal
experiences (whether or not these were based on factual ex-
periences) in which these objectivities are given to conscious-
ness. This project is based on the assumption of a parallel
between the structures of the subject’s acts and of the objectivi-
ties given in it, between the noetic and the noematic aspects
of consciousness. The value of this study is that:

Once this had been achieved, philosophy would be in a position to
account epistemologically for our supposed knowledge of the logical
entities and evaluate its claims, by showing the adequacy or inade-
quacy for their tasks of the basic types of our experiencing acts.®

4 Spiegelberg, op. cit., 92. 50 Ibid., 93-94. 51 Ibid., 108.
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By “ phenomenology > Husserl meant his study of these experi-
ences and of the general essence and varied structures of con-
sciousness. Specifically, he held that universal propositions
could not be accounted for unless general essences are admitted
as objectivities with an ideal existence (not to be confused with
Plato’s view) sufficient for statements about them. Corre-
sponding to these on the part of consciousness, he held that
there are ““special acts of generic experience or ‘ideation’
which the old-style empiricism had overlooked and in which
general essences were genuinely apprehended.” *2 With reference
to these acts and to perception Husserl developed his analysis
of the intentionality of consciousness, a notion he received
from Brentano, and of intuition, a nonsensuous intuition giving
us access to general essences. This intuition, however, is not
divorced from experiences:

While it does not require the massing of instances from experience
or from experimentation or even restriction to real cases, the
intuiting of general essences must be based on the careful considera-
tion of representative examples, which are to serve as stepping
stones, as it were, for any generalizing ‘ideation.’ ... it is always
the intuiting of the phenomena, particular as well as universal, in
which all genuine knowledge finds its terminal verification.’

In what we refer to as Husserl’s middle period he expanded
his phenomenological method beyond his earlier logical con-
cerns. He engaged in some concrete phenomenological studies—
for example, on the consciousness of time. And he program-
matically described phenomenology as a new critique of reason
that offers a basis for philosophy and gives it a scientific
character. He showed the conditions on which philosophy can
be a strict science, one of which is its abstention from judg-
ments about existence so that it can avoid the natural and

naive attitude and offer a knowledge of essences that is strictly
certain.

Now, it is of decisive significance to know that essential intuition
is in no way ‘experience’ in the sense of perception, recollection,
and equivalent acts; further, that it is in no way an empirical

5 Ibid., 106. 58 Ibid., 118.
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generalization whose sense it is to posit existentially at the same
time the individual being of empirical details. Intuition grasps
essence as essential being, and in no way posits being-there. In
accord with this, knowledge of essence is by no means matter-of-
fact knowledge, including not the slightest shade of affirmation
regarding an individual (e.g. natural) being-there.*

He attacked philosophies that based themselves on the physical
and psychological sciences as guilty of naturalizing and ob-
jectifying consciousness; and he attacked historicism for its
relativism.

Beginning with his Ideas, General Introduction to Pure
Phenomenology, Husserl, while developing still further views
he had expressed before, begins to give an emphasis to sub-
jectivity that characterizes his later period and that increases
after this book. He insists here on the phenomenological re-
duction, the necessity of the epoché, the abstention from the
natural and naive standpoint, so that we can treat phenomena
only as pure phenomena and make no factual assertions of
existence. He also introduces the notion of “ constitution”
which, though different from Kant’s constitutive use of the
categories, is related to Kant’s meaning. Husserl uses the word
in a transitive sense to designate a dynamic process of con-
sciousness building up or structuring the object. This itself
indicates the direction of his philosophy which:

‘reaches back (zuriickfragen, i.e., literally, ‘asks back for’) to
the ultimate source of all knowledge,” with the implication that this
source is to be found in the ego. In other words, it [his term
¢ Transcendental Phenomenology °] expresses Husserl’s commitment
to a radical subjectivism for which subjectivity is the source of all
objectivities, a position which is spelled out only in the period
after the Ideen.®

It appears then that the difficulty for metaphysics that is
implied in: Husserl’s position is due to the manner in which he
interprets in detail the need for a * reduction ” or resolution of

5 Edmund Husser], “ Philosophy as Rigorous Science,” Phenomenology and The
Crisis of Philosophy, trans. by Q. Lauer (Harper Torchbooks, 1965), 112.
5¢ Spiegelberg, op. cit., 126.
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our knowledge of essence to experience and consciousness. His
philosophy has great validity and importance in its call for a
turn to the subject and a study of how the world or “ essences ”
arise in the subject’s consciousness, for the epistemological
purpose of seeing the validity of what the subject affirms.
With reference to our own interest here, we agree that meta-
physics today needs a study of the “ psychogenesis of being.”
But the specific way in which Husser] interprets his philosophi-
cal resolution of our knowledge to its principles in ideal experi-
ences and (finally) transcendental consciousness seems to re-
flect in part his experience of knowledge as a mathematician
and, strange as it may seem, a psychologist in his early life.
The very fact that his philosophy so centers upon essences, the
degree of certainty that he posits as necessary for philosophy,
the independence of knowledge of essences from factual experi-
ences that he holds, and the way he relates knowledge of
essences to knowledge of facts on the model of mathematics’
relation to the science of facts **—all indicate that in part he
is interpreting philosophical knowledge on the model of mathe-
matical knowledge. And his final reduction of man’s knowledge
to a transcendental subject has been seen by some as a relapse
into psychologism. (Husserl’s emphasis in his later life on the
Lebenswelt shows, as we have noted, a strand in tension with
the reduction in his transcendental phenomenology.)

We must grant that an understanding of our mathematical
knowledge does have something to contribute to our under-
standing of the psychogenesis of essences and (in part) being.
But is it legitimate to use mathematics as the model for philoso-
phy to the extent that Husserl has done? Can we adequately
account for the emergence of the “ world ” or “ essences” (or
even basic mathematical concepts) if the omly principle to
which we reduce them is the subject, individual or social? Do
we account for the actual way in which these arise in man if
we do not reduce them as well to realities in the environment

5 See E. Husserl, Ideas. General Introduction to Pure Phenomenology. Trans.
by W. R. B. Gibbon (London, 1958), Preface (1981), 18: “The science of pure
possibilities must everywhere precede the science of real facts.”



40 JOHN FARRELLY

that man knows? Do we epistemologically validate man’s
knowledge if we reduce the essences he knows simply to ideal
experiences and man’s constituting consciousness but neglect
the actual experiences and the realities in the world that con-
tribute to man’s consciousness? To turn away from these
factual principles of man’s knowledge out of a desire for
apodictic certitude and to turn toward a transcendental subject
is to attempt unsuccessfully to escape one of the elements that
call into question man’s knowledge of “ essences.” If in reality
man’s knowledge does arise from such factual experiences and
the realities of the world, then knowledge is not epistemolog-
ically validated unless one shows how the empirical origin of
knowledge does not have the consequences that empiricism
claims.”” In brief, Husserl’s position in this matter calls us to
investigate the principles involved in the psychogenesis of some
basic mathematical knowledge, and of “ essences” insofar as
these are related to the psychogenesis of being.

Secondly, if we must resort to factual experiences rather than
ideal experiences, we must ask whether the completeness of
Husserl’s turn away from scientific psychology was necessary
or legitimate? If we resort to the data of scientific psychology
for the experiences that base our judgments, must we fall into
psychologism, or need we reduce the validity of such judgments
simply to the subject’s act (particularly if we recognize the
contribution of the object known) ? To use the psychologist’s
contribution to philosophy must we accept his interpretive
models (and what naturalizing or objectifying of consciousness
they imply) as adequate for our philosophical purpose, if they
are sufficient for the scientific psychologist? If we use psycho-
logy, are we necessarily relating knowledge to the individual

5" This criticism seems to be in accord with the direction taken by many of
Husserl’s followers, e. g., M. Merleau-Ponty, whose final stage of thought is seen in
his posthumously published, Le Visible et L'Invisible (Paris, 1964). See R. Kwant,
From Phenomenology to Metaphysics (Pittsburgh, 1966). Also see Edie, art. cit.,
95: “In the end, phenomenology cannot escape the ‘ metaphysical’; it can only
bracket it. . . . (For Husserl) the waters of metaphysics leak in only at the two
extremes: on the side of the world and on the side of the ego. Everything in
between is safe from metaphysics.”
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subject as such, rather than (as Piaget tries to do) to the
epistemological subject, that is, the structures of knowledge
found in men generally when they arrive at certain concepts or
levels of knowledge? Is the only way to escape the limitations
of a scientist’s models or restricted questions a rejection of his
data or his interpretations and their significance for philosoph-
ical questions, or can we accept these while remaining aware of
how his results are influenced by his specific questions, methods,
and frames of interpretation? It would seem, as Piaget argues
against Husserl,”® that the philosopher cannot dispense with
the experimental studies of scientific psychology in his attempt
to analyse the structures of consciousness by which man comes
to a knowledge of essences. If Piaget is right, the philosopher
cannot analyze consciousness simply by looking into himself and
seeing how he functions, because by this he is looking only at
adult intelligence, and the adult structure of intelligence is itself
the result of a genesis that has been going on In man since
infancy. As a matter of fact, some of the followers of Husserl
have made significant use of Piaget’s genetic epistemology; and
it is most probable that Husserl’s judgment on scientific psy-
chology today would have been different from what it was at
a time when psychology’s interests were narrower, and its inter-
pretations more reductionist than they are for many psycho-
logists today.

The difficulties Heidegger’s position poses to the possibility
of metaphysics depend upon his analysis of the meaning of
Being and the way Being is present to man, and upon the
implications of this for the objective and conceptual approach
to Being proper to metaphysics. To indicate the bases for these
difficulties we may recall the question that animates his philo-
sophy, his approaches to the understanding of Being, and the
consequences of this understanding for metaphysics. Heidegger
writes that all of his philosophical work is in function of a
question that came to him from reading a book by Franz
Brentano on the meanings of Being in Aristotle. Man does

58 See Jean Piaget, Insights and lllusions of Philosophy, 101-115.
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indeed have some understanding or comprehension of Being;
this is shown in his sentences that use “is”’ and in metaphysics.
Aristotle says, as translated by Heidegger, “ A Being becomes
manifest (sc. with regard to its Being) in many ways.” Heideg-
ger continues:

Latent in this phrase is the question that determined the way of
my thought: what is the pervasive, simple, unified determination
of Being that permeates all of its multiple meanings? This question
raised another: what, then, does Being mean? °

Heidegger, in his most famous book, Being and Time, begins
with the fact that man dees comprehend Being to some extent.
This fact is manifested by the very emergence of the question
of Being within us, for we cannot search for something unless
we have a pre-comprehension of it. How do we find the basic
meaning of Being (not, we should note, the meaning of beings)
—that in virtue of which beings appear to us as beings? Using
a phenomenological method, Heidegger examines in this book
how Being appears, how it is the intentional object of man,
how man constitutes it as his object (if, given Heidegger’s
attempt to get behind the subject-object dichotomy, we may
use this word) . He shows the structure of man as the place of
the appearance of Being (Da-sein); this structure is pre-re-
flective; man already comprehends Being before he reflects on
this comprehension. It is the comprehension of Being that
distinguishes man from any other being; its relation to Being
constitutes the structure of Dasein (and reveals that structure
to us).

(Dasein) is ontically distinguished by the fact that, in its very
Being, that Being is an issue for it . . . this is a constitutive state
of Dasein’s Being, and this implies that Dasein, in its Being, has a
relationship toward that Being—a relationship which itself is one
of Being.®®

5¢ Martin Heidegger, “ Preface,” in Wm. Richardson, Heidegger. Through Phe-
nomenology to Thought (The Hague, 1963), x.

¢ Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, trans. from 7th ed. by J. Macquarrie and
E. Robinson (London, 1962), 32.
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Heidegger also expresses this as follows: “The essence (Wesen)
of this entity lies in its ‘ to be’ (Zu-sein) .”** By “ to-be ” used
here he does not mean existence exactly in the sense of classical
philosophy. Rather, as Richardson expresses it,

the ¢ to- > connotes not only the power-to-be (Seinkénnen) but the
compulsion-, or drive-to-be, and the ‘ -be’ implies not only entity
but the comprehension of Being.®?

Dasein is now that to which it is directed in the sense that it is
essentially ek-static, standing out from its present condition
toward Being, and it is its own potentiality, its own drive-to-be.
Being, on the other hand, is correlative to Dasein’s existence, so
that one can say that, where there is no Dasein, there is no
Being.

Heidegger analyzes the meaning of Being through an exami-
nation of Dasein’s relation to the world. He studies here man’s
dealings in the world and with entities-in-the-world, with things
as “equipment ” or “gear” or as entities that man uses for a
purpose (e.g., a hammer). But he also finds an approach to
Being through a phenomenology of anxiety or dread (4ngst),
the unique disposition through which man rises to a compre-
hension of Being. We need not recall how this anxiety is de-
pendent upon the structure of concern (which itself is a unity
that includes existentiality, facticity, and fallenness), how
Dasein appropriates this structure through resolve, nor how
all of it is synthesized in time. What is important for our
purposes here is that it is only through considering the term
of Dasein’s anxiety that the structure of Dasein and the com-
prehension of Being to which it is directed are disclosed to us.
Heidegger points out again and again that, “ That in the face
of which one has anxiety (das Wovor der Angst) is Being-in-
the-world as such.” ®® This Being-in-the-world as the end to
which Dasein is transcendent is death.

Just as Dasein is already its ‘not-yet’, and is its ‘not-yet’ con-
stantly as long as it is, it ¢s already its end too. The ‘ending’
which we have in view when we speak of death does not signify

1 Ibid., 67. 2 Richardson, op. cit., 89. %3 Being and Time, 230.
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Dasein’s Being-at-an-end (Zu-Ende-sein), but a Being-towards-
the-end (Sein sum Ende) of this entity. Death is a way to be,
which Dasein takes over as soon as it is.®*

The negation that is experienced in anxiety is essential as the
medium of the comprehension of Being. ““ In this state-of-mind,
Dasein finds itself face to face with the nothing of the possible
impossibility (or better: potential impotence) of its exist-
ence.” * Being is disclosed to Dasein through anxiety as

8% Ibid., 810. The translation in parentheses is Richardson’s, op. cit., 79. )
essentially finite, and Dasein itself is disclosed as essentially
finite. ‘

In Heidegger’s later work he gives a primacy to Being in its
relation to Dasein that many phenomenologists do not accept
as a legitimate development of his earlier view of Being as
the project of Dasein. Being is now understood as active
presence in which the initiative and spontaneity is Being’s
rather than Dasein’s. He writes:

Presence (Being) as such is always and in some way presence to
the essence of man, insofar as presence is a summons which in some
way makes an appeal to the essence of man. The essence of man as
such is to be attentive, to hearken because it stands within this
summons, this presence of Being.%®

He defends this view in different ways, e.g., through the
message of the poets, especially Holderlin.

Through an elucidation of *“ foundational thought,” Heideg-
ger “ overcomes ’ metaphysics. The foundation of metaphysics
is man’s comprehension of Being. But if we examine the central
characteristics of the thought of Being, we see that Being is
not comprehended conceptually or by re-presentative thought,
such as that thought found in the sciences and in metaphysics.
“ Being is not an existing quality of what-is, nor, unlike what-is,
can Being be conceived and established objectively.” * Meta-

4 Ibid., 289. Note that Heidegger writes that his position “ does not imply any
ontical decision whether °after death’ still another Being is possible, . . .” 202.

% Heidegger, Zur Seinsfrage. (Frankfurt, 1956), 28.

7 Heidegger, “ What is Metaphysics? ” in Ewistence and Being, trans. by R.
Hull and A. Grick (Chicago, 1959), “ Postscript,” 384.
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physics forgets the difference between Being and entities. It is
essentially re-presentative thinking; and, in ignorance of the
difference, it takes its representation of Being as Being. Then
proceeding within this “errance,” it grounds Being considered
as entities through the consideration of beings in general (onto-
logy) and through looking for causes of being (theo-logy). By
showing the “errance ” of metaphysics through its forgetting
of the ontological difference, Heidegger overcomes it and gives
power to his call to foundational thought or to a return to
Being. It is this return to Being that can save the Western
world from its present condition, a condition that is the result
of metaphysics, that is, the control by technicity.

Perhaps what we have recalled of Heidegger’s position is
sufficient to indicate the bases for his difficulties against man’s
transcendence, both in knowledge and in his goal or values.
In the first place, by his phenomenological method he studied
the way man constitutes Being as his object, and he found that
it is man’s object in the sense of the issue for man. For Heideg-
ger then, as for some earlier philosophers such as Hegel, man’s
practical activity is revelatory of Being; Being and man’s com-
prehension of Being are shown intrinsically by man’s activity
such as orientation to his goal and acceptance of this through
resolve. We can agree with this and acknowledge the great
value of Heidegger’s work in bringing this out.®®

Specifically, Being is the issue for man as that about which
man is anxious, namely, being-to-death. Being then for Hei-
degger appears to man as essentially finite and man’s transcend-
ence as essentially finite.

Granting the validity and importance of this approach to the

% Heidegger’s insight into this may in part depend upon writers as far back as
the Middle Ages, such as Meister Eckhart and the mystical experience he reflects
(see Spiegelberg, op. cit., I, 296), and Duns Scotus. (ibid., 293-295). It is
interesting to note in reference to this that Scotus accepted the fact of an intellectual
intuition into an object as present and as existing. For example, he writes: “ Alius
autem actus intelligendi est, quam tamen non ita certitudinaliter experimur in nobis;
possibilis tamen est talis, qui scilicet sit obiecti praesentis ut praesentis, et existentis

ut existentis . . . est intuitio rei, ut existentis et praesentis.” Quodl. 6 (Opera omnia,
Vives edition (Paris, 1891-1895), 25: 243-244).
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meaning of Being by way of what is at issue for man, the
question remains whether Heidegger’s experience of this issue
reveals the essential finitude of Being and man’s transcend-
ence, or reveals in part the modality by which man is
orientated to an infinitude of Being (namely, through death)
and in part the way a particular culture or individual consti-
tutes Being as the issue for man? How do we decide a question
like this? Heidegger’s analysis is based on the experience in
which Being is given to man; but the difficulty is that we can
project our experience upon Being, and specifically we can
project dimensions of this experience that belong more properly
to our experience than to Being, and to our experience not as
revelatory of what is most basic and universal in man’s tran-
scendence towards Being but as dependent upon what is indi-
vidual and culture bound. Other questions also can be posed
to Heidegger’s analysis of Being as the issue for man, questions
that would come from naturalism with its emphasis on man’s
orientation to the social dimensions of life and specifically to
activity to change social structures for an improved communal
future. One can question whether Heidegger’s analysis inte-
grates this aspect of modern man’s self-consciousness adequate-
ly, whether then his phenomenology of how Being appears as
the issue for man must be enlarged today.

In the second place, we must note that Heidegger’s conclu-
sion from this interpretation of Being as issue or presence to
his overcoming of metaphysics depends upon another premise
which is open to question. To achieve his overcoming of meta-
physics Heidegger must hold not simply that Being is revealed
by man’s practical orientation to what is at issue for him but
also that the revelation of Being is dependent intrinsically only
on this way in which Being is man’s object. That is, it depends
on the view that Being is not an object for man by a way that
is intrinsically and directly dependent on his intellectual knowl-
edge through insight and judgment. Heidegger’s analyses do
not prove his position, however, for he begins with his accept-
ance of Being as the issue for man, and he then analyzes man
as he is related to Being in this fashion. No matter how valid
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Heidegger’s analysis of the structure of man may be in this
matter, it is only a partial analysis of man’s relation to Being
as his object if Being is mediated to man as well by way of
intellectual knowledge.®®

If Being is man’s intentional object properly by way of
intellectual knowledge as well as by way of man’s project and
experience dependent upon this, then metaphysies, an objective
intellectual study of being, (to revert to a lower-case letter here
out of metaphysical modesty) has not been successfully con-
tested. For in this case a reflective intellectual study of being
is properly proportioned to the way being is and is present to
man. In part it is true that metaphysics is an objective intel-
lectual study of being mediated to man non-conceptually
through what is at issue for man or through presence, and as
such there is special reason to call it an objectification of being.
But if man knows being as well intrinsically and properly by
intellectual knowledge, such objectification is not a distortion
of being. That is, if one is aware of the difference between
being as present to man non-conceptually by way of his project
and being as conceptually expressed, one may without distort-
ing being express it conceptually and metaphysically as one
may metaphysically reflect on the good, while aware that man
is more properly orientated to the good through his affective
inclination than through intellectual knowledge. It would be a
distortion of being to reduce it to being as present to man
properly through intellectual knowledge, but it would as well
be a distortion of being to reduce it to being as present to man
properly through affectivity. Further, if this is the case, the
word and intellectual understanding we have of God in meta-
physics is not shown to be simply a derivative from and an
objectification of Being experienced as man’s goal or issue, or as
presence. The word of God is not simply an objectification of

% T have proposed, as a development of St. Thomas’s understanding of the good
and of being, an analysis of how being is man’s object both by intellectual
knowledge and by affective inclination or will in such a way that being is mediated
differently to man in these two cases, and that man’s comprehension of being

depends intrinsically upon both of these mediations and acts. See “ Existence, the
Intellect, and the Will,” The New Scholasticism 29 (1955), 145-74.
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“the Holy ” and man’s experience of it, as some theologians
dependent upon Heidegger have held. That is, if what we
suggest is the case, the legitimacy of the metaphysical approach
to God (in a way that preserves continuity with that of St.
Thomas) has not been successfully invalidated; we are simply
enabled to broaden the metaphysical approach and to better
recognize its limitations, continuing to assert that it represents
a basic and valid understanding of being. We do not say here
that we have proved this position against that of Heidegger,
but we offer these as questions that must be asked of Heideg-
ger’s position and the consequences he draws from it for meta-
physies.

6. In the sixth place, there are objections to the possibility
of metaphysics as a real knowledge that are grounded on the
view that contemporary science is the prime example of what
knowledge is and that metaphysics does not have fully the
characteristics of knowledge. We shall restrict ourselves here
to the views on philosophy offered by Jean Piaget, since they
seem reasonable to many people and since we have suggested
that a use of his scientific psychology is important in answering
the question of the possibility of metaphysics. We shall recall
three arguments he raises in his book Insights and Illusions of
Philosophy against metaphysics and philosophy in general as
knowledge. We should note, however, that he has a real respect
for the value of philosophy, and he acknowledges its necessity
for man.

In the first place, he considers that metaphysics is properly
speaking not knowledge but wisdom or rational belief. He
argues that:

the only difference between wisdoms having a rational character
and systems of ‘ knowledge’ is that they add two supplementary
elements to the latter: (1) a factor of decision or of engagement,
which alone is able to give a ‘ meaning’ to life and man; and (2)
a set of hypotheses which can become knowledge once they are
demonstrated, but if one wishes to live according to the ‘ meaning’
adopted, one is forced to accept them as beliefs without waiting for
this verification. . . . in principle honesty forces me to admit that
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if I believe without a shadow of doubt in human freedom, it is sjcill
a matter of wisdom and not of knowledge, even when verification
will perhaps be possible one day.”

Taking as his example Heidegger’s inquiry into Being, Piaget
argues that such a study “ends at an inquiry into the founda-
tions of values.”™ A coordination of values does not occur
without decision and commitment, and therefore metaphysics
that depends intrinsically upon such a coordination may be a
rational belief but it is not knowledge.

Secondly, he disagrees with philosophy’s claim to be a para-
scientific or a supra-scientific knowledge, a claim that became
prominent particularly in the nineteenth century. Husserl is its
greatest twentieth-century representative. The basis of this
claim is the philosopher’s possession of a form of knowledge
distinct from that of the scientist, namely, intuition for Husserl,
and reflection for some other philosophers. Piaget criticizes
intuition as not being publicly verifiable and thus as not being
knowledge in the strict sense. It does not allow as science does
for objectively based data or evidence that can be replicated
and tested by others throughout the world, and so it does not
allow for criteria for the validity of a philosophical view that
are intersubjective and generally accepted. Reflection is either
that reflection present in man as a common subject of knowl-
edge, or it tends toward that controlled reflection present in
science with its experimental and deductive methods of verifi-
cations. If it is the former, it does not seem to justify philo-
sophical knowledge as something distinct from man’s common
knowledge or opinion. If it is the latter, that is, if philosophy
raises questions which stimulate the development of scientific
methods of experimentation and verification for an effective
approach to the questions (as present, e. g., in Piaget’s genetic
epistemology) , then to call philosophy reflection does not claim
for it a form of knowledge that gives it a permanent status
distinet from man’s scientific knowledge.

" Jean Piaget, op. cit., “ Posteript to Second Edition,” 218-219.

" Ibid., 119. Heidegger would reject this interpretation, but there is some
basis for it.
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Thirdly, Piaget rejects the claim of philosophers to develop
a philosophical psychology that substitutes for or completes
scientific psychology. He criticizes philosophers for the way
they establish their facts (e.g., about the character of man’s
knowledge) without realizing the complexity of the problems
involved or acknowledging their need for scientific psychology
in this regard. He criticizes them for the view that there is
some subject matter they are dealing with that scientific psy-
chology cannot deal with; whatever can be verified, he holds,
can be dealt with by scientific psychology (e.g., such matters
as intentions and the subject’s activity) . And he criticizes some
philosophers for the specific areas that they propose as beyond
the competence of science to treat. For example, Bergson saw
antitheses within reality, one part of which was open to science
and the other to philosophy. One of these antitheses was that
between organic life and matter; the latter is open to scientific
knowledge, while the former is open to philosophical treatment.
Piaget shows that since 1907, when Bergson wrote L’evolution
creatrice, changes have occurred in science (transformations in
physics e.g., by relativity, and in biology, e. g., by molecular
biology and biochemistry) that have been leading scientists to
overcome this dichotomy. In this field he refers specifically to
the results of cybernetics,

which lies exactly halfway between physics and living phenomena,
which enable us today, by means of models of a strictly causal
order, to take account of specific properties of the organism: regu-
lations of a finalist appearance, equilibrium, ete.”™

We agree with Piaget on the great illumination offered to
our study of the psychology of knowledge by his models of the
knowledge process. We think that his work is important for a
contemporary approach to the question about the possibility of
metaphysies. His view, however, that metaphysics as knowl-
edge and philosophical psychology are impossible is another
matter. Here Piaget is speaking no longer as a psychologist
but as a philosopher, because what he is presenting to us is a

2 Ibid., 93.



RELIGIOUS REFLECTION AND MAN’S TRANSCENDENCE 51

view of what human knowledge is and what its range is. There
is no contesting the validity of many of his criticisms of philo-
sophers (e.g., their neglect of science in establishing their
“{facts,” the inadequacy of criteria that are not, in some
sense, publicly verifiable, and their imperialist incursions into
science) . We could, if it were necessary, make as long a list of
the sins of scientists against philosophy, a fact that Piaget
would in all probability not dispute.

What we would ask here is whether Piaget’s negative views
on metaphysics and philosophical psychology are based not
simply on examples he has seen of such work that merit criti-
cism but also on an interpretation of the range, nature, and
structure of knowledge that is based too narrowly on the
experience of knowledge as found in modern physical science.
Piaget begins his epistemology with the acceptance of the fact
of modern science and then tries to explain genetically the
structuring of man’s knowledge that finds its completion in the
scientific method. It seems then that he has not asked for the
full range of human knowledge, and tried to explain that
genetically, but only a specific dimension of knowledge that
may be but a part of it. If we can in turn show the fact that
scientific knowledge implies an insight into physical reality that
is implicitly metaphysieal, then we can ask for the genetic
epistemology of such knowledge. It is on this basis that we
would try to show that metaphysics is true knowledge, that it
has its own publicly verifiable forms of evidence.”® If this is
the case, an interpretation of human knowledge by the scientific
structure and, its genesis would be an over-assimilation, and it
would call for an accomodation of Piaget’s analysis of knowl-
edge to one broad enough to allow for philosophy and specifi-
cally metaphysics.

"® We should recall that scientific discoveries are made antecedent to their
verification, and that consequently if such discoveries are part of scientific knowl-
edge, then scientists attain truth before they verify it, and independently of the
way they formalize scientific verification. This is brought out by Michael Polanyi,
Personal Knrowledge, Towards a Post-Critical Philosophy. New York (Harper
Torchbook edition), 1964.
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Secondly, we can ask whether Piaget’s objection to meta-
physies as knowledge on the basis that it involves a coordina-
tion of values is valid. We do not understand the basis of our
knowledge of being to be as exclusively the practical order of
man’s actions as does Heidegger (who with Piaget denies the
possibility of metaphysics), but we do admit that such an
order is an integral part of our full understanding of being
and so of that intellectual reflection on being that is meta-
physics. We do not because of this think that metaphysics
must deal irrationally with values as Sartre does. As will be
evident from our next and final difficulty against metaphysics,
it appears that the science of history depends in part upon
man’s attitude or commitment and the knowledge this allows.
If, then, metaphysics is impossible, so too is history (and,
according to some, even physical science itself, since this, they
hold, is based on a faith) . There are different ways, of course,
of being dependent in one’s knowledge upon an attitude or com-
mitment to life, many of which make impossible that objec-
tivity that is a condition for and a characteristic of true and
intersubjective knowledge. But the view that the entrance of
valuing into an interpretation of man renders the interpreta-
tion non-knowledge manifests a dichotomy between knowledge
and values that is very Kantian and very common today, but
also open to serious question.

Thirdly, granted the enormous value of scientific psychology
as Piaget and others practice it and as it uses models such as
those offered by cybernetics, we must still ask whether to
understand man adequately we do not need a philosophical
psychology as a distinet and valid study. Can one on the
premise of the validity of scientific psychology reject the
validity of explaining man’s behavior philosophically, for ex-
ample, through its relation to him as being, as personal being,
and to his environment considered as a dimension of being?
Piaget denies “substantiality.” ™ One can acknowledge that

™ See op. cit., 71. Also see Jean Piaget, Biologie et connaissance (Paris, 1967),

118, where Piaget denies that the “moi” is a causal or substantial principle.
Husserl’s criticisms of the naturalizing and objectifying tendencies of science remain
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substance is an inadequate philosophical view of man, for man
is more properly a personal being than an individual nature,
while at the same time continuing to hold that being a sub-
stance is part of being a man. We can say that it is not entirely
clear that Piaget is opposed to philosophy as such since, for
example, he will admit at times the legitimacy of certain
philosophical questions; perhaps we can say that his main
interest is with the process of knowledge and not with the
nature of knowledge, and that he holds that the former must
be studied by the methods of scientific psychology and articu-
lated by biological and algebraic models. Perhaps his rejection
of “finalism ” and substance is for the most part a denial that
they are subject to scientific knowledge and its models. In
any case we can agree that to show in our time the legitimacy
and necessity of philosophical psychology one has to show
evidence that the scientific study of man neglects or distorts
dimensions of man’s behavior or activity if it claims to be the
only knowledge of man open to us. We would have to show
that to explain knowledge exclusively by the scientific models
used by Piaget would be a failure to see the differences be-
tween knowledge and exclusively biological behavior or the
“ behavior ” of automata, and thus would be an over-assimila-
tion of the former to the latter.

7. There are several current difficulties against the possi-
bility of a metaphysics that we can gather under the rubric of
historical consciousness. We shall consider three.

In the first place, historical consciousness has led to histori-
cism in some modern philosophers and historians. Wilhelm
Dilthey can serve as an example here. He writes that:

Every world-view is conditioned historically and therefore limited
and relative . . . the world views are grounded in the nature of the
universe and in the relationship between the finite perceptive mind

relevant, even if they need not justify an opposition between scientific and philo-
sophical psychology. We should note however that in opposition to some forms
of structuralism, Piaget argues for the existence and importance of the subject as an
essential principle in the genesis of structures and as the center of activity. See
Piaget, Structuralism (New York, 1970), 139-142.
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and the universe. Thus each world-view expresses within its limita-
tions one aspect of the universe. In this respect each is true. Each,
however, is one-sided. To contemplate all the aspects in their
totality is denied to us. We see the pure light of truth only in
various broken rays.”

For Dilthey, “It is in no way possible to go back behind the
relativity of historical consciousness. . . . The type ‘man’
dissolves and changes in the process of history.” *® It is only
history that can tell us what man is.

We can present the basis of this position that is found in
different ways and degrees in a number of modern philosophers
(or historians, sociologists, and anthropologists who philoso-
phize) as follows.”” Traditional metaphysics asserts that man
can rise to a timeless truth because he has a permanent human
nature with a capacity for such truth. Those who accept
historicism, however, reject the distinction between a perman-
ent human nature and historical change, and they hold that
man’s being itself is historical. This view rests on the distinc-
tion between the natural order and the order of history which is
characterized by freedom, and on the view that man’s nature
(being) is not distinguished from process (man’s actions).
Man, then, is self-constituting or self-causing through his
actions. The time involved in this process is not that of the
natural order but is rather historical time. Fackenheim ex-
presses the nature of the past, future, and present in this view
as follows:

The past is historical only if, and to the extent that, it is capable
of present appropriation and re-enactment. And human being is
qua being historical only if such acts enter into its ontological
constitution. . . .

" Wilhelm Dilthey, “The Dream,” in H. Meyerhoff (ed.), The Philosophy of
History in our Time (New York, 1959), 41.

"¢ Dilthey, Gesammelte Schriften (Stuttgart, 1958) VIII, 6. This is quoted by
Richard Palmer, Hermeneutics. Interpretation Theory in Schleiermacher, Dilthey,
Heidegger, and Gadamer (Evanston, Ill,, 1969), 117,

77 Qur treatment here depends for the most part on Emil Fackenheim, Meta-
physics and Historicity (Milwaukee, 1961). Fackenheim attributes this view to
Dilthey, Croce, Dewey, and Heidegger, though not all hold it in the same way.



RELIGIOUS REFLECTION AND MAN’'S TRANSCENDENCE 55

The historical future is presently appropriated as anticipation.
But only if human being is a self-making does this future enter into
its present ontological constitution. . . .

This historical present is an act of integration in which antici-
pated future possibilities are integrated with past actualities into
present action . . . if his being is a self-making, then they [such acts]
constitute also what he 5.7

The view of man that has emerged for some philosophers from
modern consciousness of the diversity of men in different epochs
and cultures is such that man’s past, future, and present are
integrated as dimensions of man’s very being, or that man’s
very being is historical. In this historicist position man in his
self-making is dialectically related to a situation which, while
distinct from him in one sense, in another sense enters into his
ontological constitution. That is, his situation (natural, and
even more, historical) limits and enhances the possibilities of
his being, gives him possibilities that he would not have in
another historical period.

But if human being is a self-making, this implies that the scope of
human being differs from one historical situation to another; that,
to the extent to which it is historically situated, man’s very human-
ity differs from age to age.”®

From this it follows that metaphysics, as one of man’s actions,
is historically situated and that no aspect of it is unaffected
by the life of the civilization in which it emerges and of the
individual who is the metaphysician. Metaphysics then is
simply an attempt by a person to reach timeless truth from a
particular historical perspective. And it is superseded by
history, because all metaphysical systems are Weltanschau-
ungen relative to their epochs, and it is the historian who
recognizes this relativity.

The primary problem this view raises for metaphysics today
is not its historicism as such. Historicism is now recognized
as internally inconsistent, for while it asserts that all meta-
physics is historically situated, it holds that its own view is not.
Its own view is a metaphysical one rather than simply an

8 Ibid., 88-40. ™ Ibid., 55.
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empirical generalization from history, for it is an assertion
about the relation of man’s actions and his being, and it is not
simply an assertion about what has actually happened in his-
tory. Historicism’s critique of metaphysics falls as effectively
on its own as on any other. Moreover, recent philosophers
generally have withdrawn from the view that man is self-making
in the total sense expressed above; one of the contributions of
existentialism in this century has been an articulation of the
human situation, a situation that man recognizes, e.g., in the
prospect of death, and one which calls for man’s acceptance of
himself and not simply for his making of himself. One primary
problem the view of the historicity of man offers to the meta-
physician will be discussed below in our treatment of hermeneu-
tics, but one which we should express here is its challenge to
traditional metaphysics to explain man as he is now known to
be—a self implicated deeply in different historical situations
and to some degree self-making. Only a metaphysics or philoso-
phy that can emerge from modern man’s experience can be
accepted today. And if metaphysics, for example, seems to
defend a permanence of man that does not do justice to the
enormous diversity discovered today, it cannot be an articula-
tion of reality as we experience it. In that case, it would seem
to be defensive in face of contemporary experience rather than
integrative of it. Does man’s experience of change in his knowl-
edge and in his being, and man’s “ self-making ” count for or
against the possibility of metaphysics? Our suggested treat-
ment of the possibility of metaphysics through a use of develop-
mental psychology seems an appropriate method to deal with
this problem, because it starts from an acceptance of man as a
being in process, and specifically process within an environment
of nature and history.

Many would claim that modern historical consciousness
shows us that, if there is possible some ultimate human science
or intellectual discipline, it is not metaphysics. For metaphysics
cannot transcend other sciences today as it could in the simpler
past of the medieval world or the world of Greek antiquity.
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As the word itself indicates, metaphysics is “ after physics ”;
it asks more widely than physics about what things are, and
its answer is in terms of being in an objective sense, a sense
modeled on the physical thing. Metaphysics, in this view, is an
objectivist and static interpretation of reality. Today not only
has physics changed radically but humanistic sciences or dis-
ciplines have multiplied. If there is any overall final human
viewpoint or science or critical body of knowledge today, it
must be one that is meta-historical as well as “ meta-physical.”
Perhaps in hermeneutics we see today a substitute for the
primacy of metaphysics. Hermeneutics is tributary to develop-
ments that go back at least as far as Schleiermacher, but we
can see how it offers a substitute for metaphysics if we look
briefly to the contributions of Dilthey, Heidegger, and Gadamer.

Dilthey sought to put history and the Geisteswissenschaften
on a sound basis by giving a critique of historical reason, some-
what as Kant had given an analysis of the possibility of New-
tonian physics. Dilthey could not base the objectivity of his-
tory on the same foundations that many historians claimed in
the nineteenth century, for he acknowledged the presence in
historical interpretation of the historian himself with his ex-
perience and his historical situation. He distinguished the form
of knowledge proper to the natural sciences (explanation) from
that proper to history and the human sciences (Verstehen,
understanding) . If we recognize what the historian does and
what enables him to do this we can defend the objectivity of
his understanding. History depends on the historian’s study of
texts or other works left by man. Such works are an expression
(Ausdruck) or objectification of the lived experience (Erlebnis)
of man. This is not to be understood individualistically, for the
texts use language, which is common to the author of the text
and its interpreter, and they express the socio-historical reality
that is disclosed by experience. The historian interprets the
texts to understand the lived experience of man of another
age.®® The historian is enabled to understand the experience of
the text’s author because:

80 Dilthey writes that “above all . . . the grasping of the structure of the inner
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experience is held in common with the understander, and the
understanding comes by virtue of analogous experience. . . . Under-
standing is not a mere act of thought but a transposition and re-
experiencing of the world as another person meets it in lived
experience.®t

As the interpreter and the text’s author are both historical, so
too is the process of understanding itself and the meaning that
it seeks. The understanding begins from a particular historical
context and leads to an interpretation of the meaning of a text
within its historical context. Meaning here is the relation of the
part to the whole within which it is set; it is seen by us from a
particular standpoint, and it changes with the broadening of
its context. For example, a particular incident in Shakespeare’s
King Lear takes on new meanings as the play progresses. The
meaning, however, is not subjective, for it really is present with-
in the texture of life disclosed by the text and shared in by
the historian.

Without repeating what we have previously said about
Heidegger, it is well to recall two aspects of his work to show
the connection between Dilthey and Gadamer. In the first
place, Heidegger understood his phenomenology of Being and
of Dasein in Being and Time as a hermeneutic, but one on a
level deeper than that of Dilthey and necessary for the validity
of the latter’s work.

The possibility and the structure of historiological truth are to be
expounded in terms of authentic disclosedness (‘ truth’) of histor-
ical existence. But since the basic concepts of the historiological
sciences—whether they pertain to the Objects of these sciences or
to the way in which these are treated—are concepts of existence,
the theory of the humane science presupposes an existential Inter-
pretation which has as its theme the historicality of Dasein.®?

life is based on the interpretation of works, works in which the texture of inner life
comes fully to expression.” Dilthey, Gesammelte Schriften, VII, 322; quoted by
Palmer, op. cit., 114. My analysis of hermeneutics depends largely on Palmer’s work,
and on James M. Robinson, “ Hermeneutic Since Barth,” in James Robinson and
John Cobb Jr. (ed.) The New Hermeneutic (New York, 1964), 1-77.

1 Palmer, op. cit., 114-115.

82 Heidegger, Being and Time, 449.
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One can say that Heidegger’s study of Being as Dasein’s possi-
bility or project, of Dasein’s structure through which Being is
its project, of Dasein’s historical understanding or compre-
hension of Being, and of how particular assertions are deriva-
tive from and secondary to this basic understanding—all give
a profounder basis for Dilthey’s position that the interpreter
can understand the lived experience disclosed in historical texts;
and they show something of what historical understanding is.
In the second place, the later Heidegger’s way of relating Being,
understanding, and language has been more influential with
Gadamer than the early Heidegger’s way of presenting Being
as the project of man. For the later Heidegger, Being has a
primacy when compared to Dasein that it does not have in his
earlier work. Dasein’s primal thinking is a response to Being;
and this response is the origin of the human word, as the follow-
ing passage expresses:

Primal thinking is the echo of being’s favor, in which what is
unique clears and lets it happen that beings are. This echo is the
human answer to the word of the silent voice of being. Thought’s
answer is the origin of the human word, which word first lets
language emerge as the enunciation of the word into words.®

Language here is not, as in the early Heidegger, the objectifica-
tion of human existence; rather its subject matter is primarily
Being.

Hans-Georg Gadamer in his major work Warkeit und
Methode dedicated himself to the same problem as did Dilthey,
namely, the question of what made historical understanding,
and the Geisteswissenschaften generally, possible. He was in-
terested in legitimating those sciences or that knowledge we
have that is not legitimated by the scientific method. He
writes:

In my opinion the contemporary relevance of the hermeneutical
phenomenon resides in the fact that only by penetrating into the
phenomenon of understanding can such a legitimation be provided.s

93 Heidegger, Was ist Metaphysick? (8th ed., Frankfurt a. M., 1960), 49. The
translation is that of Robinson, art. cit., 47.

8t Gadamer, Wahrheit und Methode (Tiibingen, 1960), xiv. Robinson’s trans-
lation, art. cit., 72.
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He differs, however, from Dilthey and even the early Heidegger
in what he views as the condition for the possibility of this un-
derstanding. It is not legitimated by the fact that through our
subjectivity we are able to identify ourselves with the sub-
jectivity of the author of an historical text. It is true that we
must understand ourselves as well as we are able, but before
any self-understanding we have we are already determined in
our understanding by the historical and social situation of our
time, country, family, and other factors. Moreover, language in
the text to be interpreted should not be looked upon as prima-
rily an objectification of man’s inner experience. Rather, what
the language expresses primarily is the subject matter; it is
Being that comes to expression in language. Gadamer accepts
the fact of the gapbetween the text and the interpreter; what
hermeneutics studies is the relation between them. If we ask how
the interpreter achieves understanding of the subject matter
disclosed by the text, Gadamer answers that, “ Understanding
is always the process of welding horizons that only seem to exist
independently.” # For this *“ fusion of horizons ” (Horizontver-
schmelzung) to occur, the interpreter must recognize that he
as subject is involved in the interpretation; for him to fail to
recognize this and the way his historical determinations influ-
ence his interpretation would be naive objectivism. He is
enabled to interpret validly insofar as there is something un-
limited in his horizons of understanding and experience. And
there are similarly larger and larger dimensions in the text he
is studying. Presuming that the text is answering a question
of its author, what enables the author and the interpreter to
come to an agreement on the subject matter of the text is the
common horizon of experience and understanding that em-
braces them. In brief then, it is discovery of this common
historical horizon that allows the interpreter to interpret the
text, or that is the condition for the possibility of historical
knowledge.

Gadamer’s articulation of the conditions for the possibility of

85 Ibid., 855.
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understanding was affected by the fact that it was developed
with reference to the specific question of texts. But Gadamer
insists that it is not limited to such a narrow sphere of appli-
cation; if his articulation is divorced from what is specific to
textual understanding, it has a universal applicability as the
condition for the possibility of all understanding.

The lack of immediate understandability of texts handed down to
us historically, or their proneness to be misunderstood, is really
only a special case of what is to be met in all human orientation to
the world as the atopon (the strange), that which does not ‘fit’
into the customary order of our expectation based on experience.
Hermeneutics has only called our attention to this phenomenon.®

In reference to this view, we can say in the first place that
hermeneutics has great value for articulating the underlying
method of history and what renders it possible as knowledge
or understanding.®” This is an experience of knowledge today
as definite as that found in the physical sciences and not
reducible to it. We must acknowledge that historical knowledge
and what renders it possible has something to contribute to
our understanding of our human knowledge, and specifically to
the question of the possibility of metaphysics. The question of
the possibility of metaphysics has been argued in the past at
times by reference to models of human knowledge taken from

8 Gadamer, “On the Scope and Function of Hermeneutical Reflection,” Con-
tinuum 8 (1970), 83. This article is a translation of Gadamer’s “ Rhetorik,
Hermeneutik und Ideologiekritik,” in his Kleine Schriften (Tiibingen, 1967) I,
113-130, by G. B. Hess and R. E. Palmer. Another basis for the universal applica-
bility of the hermeneutical method is found in Gadamer’s view of the “ universality
of human linguisticality as a limitless medium which carries everything within it—
not only the ‘culture’ which has been handed down to us through language, but
absolutely everything—because everything (in the world and out of it) is included
in the realm of ¢ understandings’ and understandability in which we move.” Ibid.,

83. And: “ Being that can be understood is language.” Wahrheit und Methode,
450.

87 See Henri Marrou, The Meaning of History. Trans. from fourth ed. (1959),
by R. J. Olsen (Dublin, 1966). This gives an account by a practicing historian of
what lies behind the historian’s knowledge that supports much of what Dilthey and
his successors affirm. Something similar happens in a psychiatrist’s work, both in
his therapy and in his development of a theory; see Erik Erikson, “ The Nature of
Clinical Evidence, “ Insight and Responsibility (New York, 1964), 47-80.



62 » JOHN FARRELLY

mathematics and the physical sciences; it would seem as legiti-
mate to use our experience of knowledge in history to reflect
on the possibility of metaphysies.

Can this experience of historical understanding and what
renders it possible lead to making hermeneutics the basic
human science? Gadamer could perhaps be interpreted in this
sense, as we saw above.®® But it would seem that Gadamer’s
view of hermeneutics is largely dependent upon Heidegger’s
view of being and man’s understanding of being, and so it
would presuppose for the humanistic sciences man’s understand-
ing of being. Gadamer’s view then, like Heidegger’s, raises the
question of man’s transcendence in his orientation to value: is
man’s horizon within history or beyond history? ** If it is in
virtue of being and man’s relation to being that men have a
common horizon, then the possibility of the humanistic sciences
depends upon an implicit pre-comprehension of being, insofar as
they are possible through a “ fusion of horizons.” And if this
pre-comprehension or implicit knowledge of being involves the
two-fold dimension for man that we suggested in our reflection
on Heidegger’s overcoming metaphysics, it would seem that an
implicitly metaphysical knowledge would be the condition for
the possibility of history and the human sciences.

Although hermeneutics is not the prime science, one could
ask from the analysis of the conditions of historical under-
standing and Heidegger’s understanding of being whether for
the metaphysical understanding of being today there must be
a grasp of man as subject in history and through this of what
his horizon as subject acting in history is. In continuity with

88 Also, Gadamer writes in art. cit., 92, that hermeneutics must maintain itself
“especially over against the claims of modern science to universality, and thus to
its tendency to absorb hermeneutical reflection into itself. . . . And it must do
this not only within the realm of modern science but also over against this realm,
in order to show a universality that transcends that of modern science.”

8 See Emerich Coreth’s justification of the primacy of metaphysics in “ From
Hermeneutics to Metaphysics,” International Philosophical Quarterly 11 (1971),
249-259; and his book Grundfragen der Hermeneutik (Freiburg, 1969). He writes
(art. cit.,, 255): “Man experiences himself at any time and in all changing con-
ditions of history in the reality of being that comprehends and transcends himself
and reveals an absolute element, an absolutely ultimate and unconditioned horizon.”
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what earlier modern philosophers have said about the import-
ance of man’s practical activity for an understanding of being,
hermeneutics poses the question of the implications for the
meaning of being that are found in man’s orientation as
subject to historical horizons.

As the final difficulty we shall consider here, it may be said
that a theologian today need not be concerned with meta-
physics. After all, his job is to interpret the texts which mediate
God’s revelation to us and this is a hermeneutical task, not a
metaphysical one. Moreover, what men are interested in today
is having the meaning of the saving message articulated to
them, not simply an objective treatment of what the revealed
mystery is in itself as was characteristic of metaphysical theo-
logy of the past. If a human science is needed in this articula-
tion of the meaning of revelation, there are other sciences today
more effective than metaphysics in serving this purpose. Phen-
omenology, for example, can be very helpful here, for through
its analysis of experience it can help us to understand the
meaning of religious symbols and attitudes, of salvation, and
many other dimensions of human and Christian experience.
Psychology can give us insights into the meaning of man, and
sociology into the meaning of religion for men socially.
History’s importance for theology is evident to all today; it
shows us, for example, how articulations of the mysteries of
the faith were developed and what these mysteries meant to
Christians of past ages. There was a time when metaphysics
may have had the primary role as the “ handmaid of theology,”
but that time is past, for it does not answer the question of
meaning that is primary today.

These difficulties are symptomatic of an inadequacy in
scholastic metaphysics, of an anti-metaphysical strain in Protes-
tant theology, and the philosophical difficulties discussed above
against the possibility of metaphysics. But is there the dichoto-
my between the question of meaning and the need for meta-
physics that the objection implies? In brief we can make three
points. In the first place, where a metaphysics is excluded from

























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































