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URING THE FIRST decades of this century Thomists,
anxious lest they be charged as dogmatists before the
bar of post-Cartesian philosophy, concentrated on the

problem of philosophical method.* In the development of this
school of methodologically-oriented Thomists, Pére Joseph
Maréchal, S.J., 1878-1944, remains a preeminent figure.?

His magnum opus, Le point de départ de la métaphysique,
consists of five volumes, “ cahiers,” which are subtitled “ Lecons

* See Georges van Riet, Thomistic Epistemology: Studies Concerning the Prob-
lem of Cognition in the Contemporary Thomistic School, trans. by Gabriel Franks
(St. Louis: B. Herder Book Company, 1963).

2 Cf. Bernard J. F. Lonergan, S.J., “ Metaphysics as Horizon,” in Collection:
Papers by Bernard Lonergan (New York: Herder and Herder, 1967), p. 12;
Otto Muck, The Transcendental Method, trans. by William P. Seidensticker (New
York: Herder and Herder, 1968), pp. 11-26.
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632 DENIS J. M. BRADLEY

sur le développement historique et théorique du probléme de
la connaissance.” ®* Cahiers I to IV project an historical nexus
for what Maréchal identified as the modern philosophical prob-
lem of knowledge. Cahier V resolves this same problem by a
polemical epistemology derived from a confrontation of St.
Thomas and Kant.* Most notably, this fifth volume displays
Maréchal’s effort to refute the Critical Philosophy from its own
principles by utilizing the Kantian transcendental method to
reestablish a “ Thomistic ” or, as I shall emphasize, a realist
metaphysics. For the specific “problem of knowledge ” set
forth in Cahier V is the possibility of a method that could
guarantee metaphysics to be a universal and apodeictic science
of Being.®

Among Thomists, Cahier V provoked a controversy in which
it was argued, often sharply, that Maréchal had violated not
only the letter but also the spirit of orthodox Thomistic
philosophical doctrine.® If this particular polemic is jejune, as
it is sometimes claimed,” the basic controversy, far from being
a passing scholastic quibble, has been kept alive in today’s

8 Cahier I: De Uantiquité & lo fin du moyen dge: la critique ancienne de la
connaissance, 1st ed. (Paris: Alcan, Museum Lessianum, section philosophique,
1922); Cahier II: Le conflit du rationalisme et de Uempirisme dans la philosophie
moderne avant Kant, 1st ed. (Ibid., 1928); Cahier III: La Critique de Kant
(Ibid., 1923); Cahier IV: Le systéme idéaliste chez Kant et les postkantiens
(Brussels: L’Edition TUniverselle, and Paris: Desclée de Brouwer, Museum
Lessianum, section philosophique, 1947 [published posthumously]); Cahier V: Le
thomisme devant la philosophie critique (Louvain: Editions du Museum Lessianum,
and Paris: Alcan, 1926).

For the complete bibliography, see A. Milet, “ Bibliographie du Pére J. Maréchal,”
in Mélanges Joseph Maréchal, I (Paris: Desclée de Brouwer, 1950), pp. 47-71.

A partial English translation of the five cahiers can be found in 4 Maréchal
Reader, trans. and ed. by Joseph Donceel (New York: Herder and Herder, 1970).

All of my citations of Maréchal refer to the volume and page number of the
French original.

4 See V, 14; 34.

5See V, 15; 84-43.

¢ The bibliography for this controversy can be found in Milet, pp. 65-71. Cf.
Muck, pp. 205-243.

? See Bernard A. M. Nachbar, “Is It Thomism?,” Continuum, 6 (1968), pp.
232-235.
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discussion of the role of hermeneutics and method in deter-
mining the rational foundations of metaphysics and theology.®
Under the guise of hermeneutics, there is reincarnated the
dominant issue of the earlier exchange: the proper interrela-
tionship of metaphysics and epistemology.® Yet, the current
methodological vogue is unequivocal only in that it endows Le
point de départ de la métaphysique with a contemporary sig-
nificance. How this significance is to be discerned, stated, and
evaluated continues to be a major dilemma if the principles
of a Thomistic tradition are compared with the diverse, perhaps
contrary, presuppositions of prevailing hermeneutical theories.*

In the original debate, one can conveniently isolate two kinds
of questions. Roughly speaking, there are: (1) historical ques-
tions about the Thomistic character of Maréchal’s metaphysics;
(2) phalosophical questions about the criteria that would serve
to identify a genuine doctrinal development within a philo-
sophical tradition.* However, it is this distinct separation of
historical and philosophical questions which is now frequently
labelled an uncritical assumption ignorant of the cognitive hori-
zons that structure our inquiries. Operationally, in the actual
exegesis of a text, the two kinds of questions are, to be sure,
sometimes mixed together. The stronger and here principal
thesis is that hermeneutical presuppositions necessarily deter-
mine the structure of all historical or exegetical questions and
their corresponding answers.*?

8 See Foundations of Theology, ed. by Philip McShane, S. J. (Dublin: Gill and
Macmillan, 1971) and Language, Truth and Meaning, ed. by Philip McShane
(Dublin: Gill and Macmillan, 1972).

? See Ftienne Gilson, Le réalisme méthodique (Paris: Pierre Téqui, n. d. [1935]).

1% See Etienne Gilson, Linguistique et Philosophie: Essai surles constantes philoso-
phiques du langage (Paris: J. Vrin, 1969).

1 Cf. Jacques Maritain, The Degrees of Knowledge, ed. by Gerald B. Phelan
(New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1959), pp. 71-81.

2“In view of this intention of any ‘retrieving’ interpretation, it in fact ap-
pears doubtful whether it is to be refuted in detail by arguments from traditional
research. . . . It would be remiss to assume that there is for Heidegger a thing
‘in itself’ which could ‘from the outside’ yield a °criterion’ which would de-
termine whether the ‘ unsaid’ in what is said in a definite text has been disclosed
‘correctly ” or ‘falsely’” Werner Marx, Heidegger and the Tradition, trams. by
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As a prophylaxis against this thesis of a constitutive her-
meneutical a priori, whose radical historicism could only be
cured by some form of realist metaphysics, let us assume that
we all travel around the famous circle; that the meaning of
a text can only be exposed from an intellectual and cultural
stance, and that the stance requires a further critique to render
itself explicit. So much, one readily supposes, is obligatory for
every self-reflective investigation. But acknowledgement of the
hermeneutical circle does not entail the additional but common-
ly held premise that the intentionality of any but especially of
a historical text is, in itself, inaccessible to the inquiries of the
reader. That is, one can abstain from or repudiate a hermeneu-
tics in which the interpretation of the text becomes essentially
an imposition or a construction of meaning, a construction
whose plausibility is determined not by the intrinsic intelligibil-
ity embodied in the text but by the systematic consistency of
the cognitive horizons or categories of the interpreter.’®

In opposition to a *“ Copernican” hermeneutics ** or, more
exactly, to its epistemological forebear, the Thomists of Maré-

Theodore Kisiel and Murray Greene (Evanston: Northwestern University Press,
1971), pp. 109-110.

Merely to catch the Hegelian-Heideggerian resonance that can be heard among
some contemporary “ neo-scholastic” philosophers, the following quotation seems
example enough: “There is no pure immediacy of what appears and what is to
be received because every objective content which comes to us as givenness is
already mediated through the performance of the subject. The way in which
we see the object, against which background and in which context we understand
it, which questions we direct at it, and which answer—from our perspective—we
expect from it, all this helps determine the object as it discloses itself to us and
becomes ‘ phenomenon.” ”—Emerich Coreth, S.J. “Immediacy and the Mediation
of Being: An Attempt to Answer Bernard Lonergan,” in Language, Truth and
Meaning, ed. McShane, p. 38.

1 Cf. Joseph Owens, C.Ss. R, “ Judgment and Truth in Aquinas,” in Mediaeval
Studies, 32 (1970), pp. 138-158; Hans Jonas, “ Change and Permanence: On the
Possibility of Understanding History,” Ch. 12 in Philosophical Essays: From
Ancient Creed to Technological Man (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1974), pp.
237-260.

**“On peut penser que Xant, de nos jours, aurait donné un supplement & sa
Dialectique, specialement consacré & Uhistoire.” Victor Goldschmidt, Platonisme
et pensée contemporaine (Paris: Aubier Montaigne, 1970), p. 218.
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chal’s generation, by reason of their own noetic principles, were
obliged to evaluate, historically, the Thomistic character of his
metaphysics. That historical interpretation proceeded from the
realist contention that meaning or intentionality is effected by
but is not a construction of the human intellect. In Thomistic
terms, the debate about a historically, that is, a textually veri-
fiable interpretation of St. Thomas, is legitimated by the very
possibility of metaphysical knowledge. Words and word usage
are, indeed, immersed in the obfuscating changes of history,
hence the need for hermeneutics, but intelligence and intel-
ligibility transcend their historical instantiations, hence the
need for a realist hermeneutics.

Now the human mind . . . is in itself above time, but it is subject
to time accidentally, inasmuch as it understands with continuity
and time, in keeping with the phantasms in which it considers the
intelligible species . . . (Summa Theol., I-11, q. 113, a. 7, ad 5).

A text, albeit difficult to interpret, retains a potential but in-
trinsic intelligibility which historical exegesis partially unveils
but does not create. Understanding in its own right the meaning
of a text, the goal of a realist hermeneutics, is an Instance
analogous to the intellect grasping the natural intelligibility of
a thing.** For hermeneutics, with all of its peculiar and some-
times intractable problems, is a derivative science governed,
in its fundaments, by the principles permitting knowledge of
Being.

The distinction posed between historical and philosophical
questions does not deny that such investigations are reciprocal.
They are, however, differently ordered. Historical exegesis aims
to reveal the meaning of the text in itself; philosophical re-
flection, methodologically subsequent, demonstrates that this
intelligibility can, in principle, be revealed in itself. Therefore,
in the order of the discovery of meaning, historical exegesis can

15 A realist hermeneutics reflects the crucial distinction between instrumental
signs (words and texts) and formal signs (concepts). For the epistemological ele-
ments of a realist hermeneutics, see Maritain, Degrees of Knowledge, pp. 119-128,
387-417.
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function independently of any explicit hermeneutical theory.'

The Thomists’ response to Maréchal centered on a point of
order—the order to be observed between metaphysics and
epistemology. Does a realist metaphysics, to be considered
apodeictic, need as its proper prolegomenon a critique of knowl-
edge? The judgment that Maréchal’s philosophy is not
“ Thomistic ” depended on historical and systematic arguments
that asserted the impropriety of such a critical prolegomenon
for a Thomistic Realism. These arguments merit rehearsal, but,
since the stated purpose of Cahier V is also to instantiate the
Critical Philosophy, it is no less compelling to ascertain
whether Maréchal reestablished a realist metaphysics of Being
by means of a Kantian transcendental method."”

Roughly speaking, this is an investigation of the historical
kind which, although it does not evoke the full Thomistic doc-
trine of metaphysical knowledge, at least grants that the
hermeneutical circle is not “ vicious ” : that there is an essential
distinction to be maintained between the intentions and
meanings embodied in a text and the structuring features of our
inquiry into the text. On this realist hermeneutical principle,
which Maréchal professed,’® is founded the central historical
analogy drawn in Cahier V: between Aquinas and Aristotle,
Maréchal and Kant.

1%“ We need, in the first place, a nonhistoricist understanding of nonhistoricist
philosophy. But we need no less urgently a nonhistoricist understanding of his-
toricism, that is, an understanding of the genesis of historicism that does not
take for granted the soundness of historicism.” Leo Strauss, Natural Right and
History (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1953), p. 33.

““ What does a philosophical understanding of the history of philosophy involve?
It involves nothing less than the discovery of philosophy itself. Only he who
knows philosophy can see the history of philosophy in its light. If there is a
philosophical truth, then it and it alone is the real location of the meaning of
the history of philosophy.” Anton C. Pegis, Basic Writings of Saint Thomas
Aquinas, Vol. I, “ Introduction” (New York: Random House, 1945), p. xliii.

17 A project suggested but not carried out by Francis P. Fiorenza in the “In-
troduction ” to Karl Rahner, Spirit in the World, trans. by William Dych, 8. J.
(New York: Herder and Herder, 1968), p. xxxiv.

B Cf. V, 18-17; 29-31. The conclusion of this paper is to question whether
Maréchal could consistently maintain such realist principles.
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II.

The vocabulary common to Aristotle and Aquinas has oc-
casioned the idea that Thomism, in its internal principles and
structure, is Aristotelian philosophy in the service of a Chris-
tian emendation and amplification of Aristotelian doctrine.
Such was Maréchal’s conviction.”® But this interpretation, and
others like it, are over-simplifications that leave unexplained
how Aristotle and St. Thomas, supposedly using the same prin-
ciples and method, could have reached patently different con-
clusions in their respective metaphysics.®

The historian most responsible for an alternative view, Gil-
son, has insisted that, despite the indisputable *“ presence . . .
of an Aristotelian level,” Thomism “did not come out of
Aristotelianism by way of evolution but of revolution.”** The
transformation of Aristotle occurred, in the main, because St.
Thomas believed in the theological doctrine of creation, under-
stood God as the Prima Causa, and identified actus essendi and
not form as the primary actuality in a finite substance. Put
suceinctly, Aristotle and St. Thomas reached different con-
clusions because their philosophical principles were different.

In the most general perspective, to correlate the methods of
St. Thomas and Aristotle is to distinguish the theological
Summa of a mediaeval Christian theologian from the meta-
physics of his Greek predecessor, a non-Christian, pagan philoso-
pher. This delineation of the realms of philosophical nature

1<« . la pensée philosophique, & travers ses tAtonnements, ses oscillations, ses

déviations, ses redressements, ses progreés, recherche obscurément, & chaque époque,
et aujourd’hui autant que jamais, une position d’équilibre, qui correspond, en fait,
pour lessentiel, & celle qu'occupa laristotélisme thomiste” V, 34. [Italics mine.]
Cf. 1, 101, 104, 106, 256-257; V, 85, 39, 75.

2*See Anton C. Pegis, St. Thomas and Philosophy (Milwaukee: Marquette
University Press, 1964); “Some Reflections on Summa Contra Gentiles II, 56,”
An Etienne Gilson Tribute, ed. by Charles J. O'Neil (Milwaukee: Marquette
University Press, 1959), pp. 169-188.

21 Bitienne Gilson, Being and Some Philosophers (Toronto: Pontifical Institute
of Mediaeval Studies, 1952), p. 158; History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle
Ages (New York: Random House, 1955), p. 365.
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and theological grace touches upon theoretical and historical
problems too many and too complex to be raised here.?* In-
stead, it is suflicient only to note that Maréchal considered that
Aristotle and St. Thomas had engendered a common, meta-
physical patrimony. For this heritage, Maréchal essayed a
transcendental justification that should have reconciled Kant’s
new method to old metaphysical conclusions.?

Paradigmatic for the relationship drawn between Kantian
method and realist metaphysies is the relationship that Maré-
chal attributed to Aristotle and St. Thomas. As Aquinas had
made explicit what was latent in Aristotelianism, so Maréchal
could make explicit and justify the realist metaphysics that he
thought latent in the method of the Critical Philosophy.**

If Maréchal’s project seems a quixotic or an untenable
legerdemain, this suspicion is generated by one’s own coneep-
tion of the aim of the Critique of Pure Reason. For there have
issued, from different interpretations of the Critical Philosophy,
the numerous commentaries whose proliferation is mirrored in
a variety of ideas about Kant’s purpose in the first Critique.*

Although Kant himself often mentioned what he hoped to
accomplish, his intention is most neatly stated in the question
that is asked in the “ Introduction”: “ How is metaphysics,
as science, possible? ” [B22]. This question, if we allow that
it correctly poses the aim of the Critique, requires attention
to Kant’s deployment of the term “metaphysics.” 2

22GSee Anton C. Pegis, The Middle Ages and Philosophy: Some Reflections on
the Ambivalence of Modern Scholasticism (Chicago: Henry Regnery Company,
1963).

% Cf. V, 33-34, 39, 599-601.

24« Comment constater, dans le kantisme méme, la présence ou Vabsence de
cette métaphysique implicite. . . . Telle fut . . . {I'l attitude prise par les Cahiers
devant le probléme de la connaissance.” V, 602.

25 See Nathan Rotenstreich, “ Interpretations and Systems: On Approaches to
the Critique of Pure Reason,” in Experience and Its Systematization: Studies in
Kant (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1965), pp. 132-174.

¢ See D. P. Dryer, Kant’s Solution for Verification in Metaphysics (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 1966). Cf. Nathan Rotenstreich, “ Kant’s Concept
of Metaphysics,” Revue Internationale de Philosophie, 8 (1954), pp. 392-408.
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<

In defining “ metaphysics,” Kant indicated that it is a
knowledge of things but, mostly, he stressed that the Critique
is an investigation concerned “ not so much with objects as with
the mode of our knowledge of objects ” [A12]. Kant’s emphasis
notwithstanding, the Critique is not, in the later sense of the
Marburg school, an epistemology. Kant, it is important to re-
member, was concerned with the mode of our knowledge of
objects and not with our knowledge of knowledge.”

Maréchal can be assimilated to the group of interpreters who
recognize that the purpose of the Critique of Pure Reason is to
establish the possibility of metaphysics as a science.?® This
assessment makes plausible, if only initially, Maréchal’s pro-
posal to use the Critique to reestablish a metaphysics. That
this is a realist metaphysics and that it can be derived from
Kant’s method is the heavy burden of proof assumed in the
fifth cahier. For there, the demonstration of the “ affirmation
ontologique ” is attempted.

As itself an explicit judgment, the “ affirmation ontologique ”
declaims the “ absolu de 1’étre ” : in Kantian terms, the exis-
tence and theoretical intelligibility of God and the noumenal
order.”® As true, the “ affirmation ontologique ” is the logical
ground for all judgments and is the implicit condition of the
possibility of any object of thought,*® and, in that sense, re-
sembles Kant’s concept of the Transcendental Ego.®* That it
is also the ontological ground for the objectivity of knowledge
precisely supersedes the possibilities of Kantian philosophy to
express.

Although the Critique does demonstrate the objectivity of
human knowledge by explaining how the noetic object is con-

27 Cf. Dryer, p. 26, footnote 2.

% See Heinz Heimsoeth, “ Metaphysical Motives in the Development of Critical
Idealism,” in Kant: Disputed Questions, trans. and ed. by Moltke S. Gram
(Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1967), pp. 158-199; Gérard Lebrun, Kant et la fin
de la métaphysique (Paris: Armand Colin, 1970), pp. 18-41.

2 Cf. V, 318,

0 CE VY, 459,

*1 Cf. Critique of Pure Reason, B131-B136 = [K.r.V., B131-B136.].
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stituted in and for consciousness, Maréchal, curiously enough,
construed Kant’s explanation as an answer to how the phe-
nomenon, defined as “1’état d’impression subjective,” becomes
an “object.” For Maréchal, the essential characteristic of a
noetic object is a certain “unité indépendante” or self-con-
tained permanency, whereas the defining mark of a phenomenon
is its accidentality. A phenomenon, Maréchal claimed, is mere-
ly a changing, qualitative modification of consciousness.®? In
this phenomenological sense, the distinguishing feature of the
noetic object is that it is an “ en-soi ” known only “ par opposi-
tion au sujet.” ** Whether there is an ontological ground for
this phenomenological “ opposition” both the Thomist and
the Kantian must determine. In making this determination,
each philosophy confronts a comparable problem which can be
located in reference to the coterminous intra-mental and extra-
mental character of a noetic object.

For St. Thomas, a noetic object is the immanent form of the
intellect: ““ Intelligibile in actu est intellectus in actu.” ** But
there is for this formula a counter-balance, the doctrine of the
transcendent or intentional character of a noetic object:
“ Species intelligibilis non est quod intelligitur, sed id quo in-
telligit intellectus.” ** From a profoundly altered slant, the
Critique explains the noetic object as the product of the under-
standing, the “relation [which] is nothing but the necessary
unity of consciousness.” *® But this revolutionary assertion
must also be squared with Kant’s famous remark in the
“Aesthetic”: “ Thoughts without content are empty . . . [and]
it 1s, therefore, just as necessary to make our concepts sensible,
that is to add the object to them in intuition.” *

Kant’s account of the objectivity of knowledge Maréchal re-
garded as an error originating in a self-contradictory doctrine

22 Cf. III, 141-145.

2 111, 145,

% Summa Theol., 1, q. 14, a. 2.
55 Ibid., q.85, a.2.

®K.r.V., A109.

¥K.r.V, A5,
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of phenomenality. The transcendental deduction of the “ affir-
mation ontologique ” is designed to expose this contradiction
and to supply a true account of the ontological ground for the
noetic object. The linchpin in Maréchal’s deduction is the con-
cept of final causality, for it enabled him to appropriate the
principal conclusion of traditional theory: that all agents must
have some final end or terminus for their activity. And the hu-
man intellect, with its infinite potentiality, has for its final end
Infinite Being.?®

The relationship of final causality is to be observed in the
process that is identified as objective knowledge. Maréchal
emphasized that the possession of an intelligible form, the
species abstracted from the material thing, is not a static per-
fection or actualization of the intellect; it is “le dessin actuel
d’'un mouvement,” ** g provisory term or end of the intellect’s
tendency toward Infinite Being. As provisory, a noetic object
is distinct from the knowing subject because it is only a partial
realization of the intellect’s potency and not the final end of
the rationalis appetitus.

Demonstrate that all these partial ends are necessarily in the
“ordre absolu du noumene,” ** and one thus proves that the
condition which distinguishes a noetic object from the subject,
the relationship of finality, is the same condition that grounds
a noetic object in the ontological order. This demonstration
establishes that the phenomenological affirmation of the extra-
mental character of a noetic object also entails the ontological
reality and intelligibility of the noetic object, the noumenal
“en-soi ” distinet from the subject.

Kant restricted the affirmation of the noumenal order to
postulates of practical reason that enshrine the moral necessity
to ground the categorical imperative. In addition to the dif-
ficulties inherent in Kant’s singularly austere concept of duty,

38 “ Linfinité virtuelle de lintelligence, comme puissance, et l'objet formel total
de lintelligence, I'étre abstrait et tramscendantal, sont donc des expressions cor-
rélatives, qui se peuvent indifféremment déduire Pune de Pautre.” V, 375.

YV, 448.

10V, 445.
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Maréchal discerned a more fundamental oversight in the argu-
ment from Practical Reason. Moral action is only secondary
or derivative; practical postulates should be derived from the
conditions of the fundamental human a priori, the necessity
of voluntary action in genere.

In opposition to Kant, Maréchal insisted that the affirma-
tion of the noumenal order is a necessity of theoretical reason
because such an affirmation is the necessary logical condition
for voluntary action in genere. That is, to attempt to will an
end which is, under all conditions, a logical impossibility is
simply to attempt to will non-being. And this notion, in refer-
ence to the primary nature of the will, is self-contradictory.”
Consequently, the logical condition for every voluntary act or
pursuit of an end, is, implicitly, the judgment that it is logical-
ly possible to realize this end.

If we schematize Maréchal’s prolix argumentation,** his

“* Maréchal claimed that the Final End, God, is logically possible for man to
attain. It cannot be the case that *. . .la tfendance radicalle de notre nature intel-
lectuelle devient une absurdité logique: I'appétit du néant™ V, 448. In this
reductio ad absurdum argument, Maréchal fell back on the axiom, * Desiderium
naturae non potest esse inane.” Otherwise, “. . . ‘la volonté de nature’ devrait
&tre congue comme volonté de l'impossible: 1'étre tendrait au néant; la position
serait négation, le non-&tre étre ” V, 421. However, these assertions are not meant
to compromise the gratuitous, super-natural character of the Final End. See V,
419-423,

#? Maréchal propounded a metaphysical and a transcendental deduction of the
“ affirmation ontologique.” The transcendental deduction deploys the phenomenolog-
ical method and is considered to be, because of Xant, an unavoidable prolegomenon
for a critical metaphysics. (Cf. V, 15-16.) The phenomenological method, how-
ever, is “ un artifice” yet legitimate because it terminates in “’affirmation méta-
physique sous les phénomeénes” (V, 69). Thus, the two deductions are comple-
mentary since they both arrive at the same ontological conclusions. The meta-
physical deduction, although it assumes the ontological reality of the noetic object,
includes the transcendental subject. The transcendental deduction, although it
begins only with the a priori subject, concludes to the existence and intelligibility
of the ontological object. (Cf. V, 69-70.)

The difference between the metaphysical and the transcendental deductions
is the difference in their starting points. The starting point of the metaphysical
deduction is the noetic object interpreted ontologically: the “ proportion entita-
tive ” between existent things and the intellect. (Cf. V, 460, # 1.) In the Kantian
sense, the metaphysical deduction is “ uncritical.” A critical (transcendental) de-
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transcendental deduction devolves into three major steps that
bridge the gap between the logical (phenomenological) pos-
sibility of volitional and noetic ends and the ontological or
noumenal reality of those ends. The deduction proves that:
(1) Phenomenologically, the Final End for the human intellect
is Infinite Being, the Absolute, or God.** (2) The logical pos-
sibility of God entails the existence of God.** (8) The existence

duction assumes only the phenomenal object denuded of any ontological reality.
Its point de départ is “. . . une diversité ordonnée de ‘ phénomenes’ contingents,
présents 3 la pensée, et dont il s’agit précisément d’apprécier le rapport éventuel
avec un absolu ontologique” (V, 52).

% “Intellectus autem respicit suum obiectum secundum communem rationem
entis; eo quod intellectus possibilis est quo est ommia fieri” (V, 874). For
Maréchal, the Thomistic argument is demonstrative but it should be put nto
a transcendental mode. (Cf. V, 872.) In the transcendental mode, the concept
of an end is “ analytically ” derivable from the concept of motion as a passage
from potency to act. (Cf. V, 863.) That St. Thomas did not have an “ analytic”
concept of final causality has been established in a detailed textual survey by
George P. Klubertanz, “ St. Thomas’ Treatment of the Axiom ‘ Omne Agens Agit
Propter Finem,”” in An Etienne Gilson Tribute, ed. by Charles J. O'Neil (Mil-
waukee: Marquette University Press, 1959), pp. 101-117. In referring to the
Final End, Maréchal used expressions such as “ Infinite Being,” * the Absolute,”
and “God,” interchangeably. (See V, 375, 525, 542. Cf. Edouard Dirven, S.J,,
De la forme & Uacte: Essai sur le thomisme de Joseph Maréchal, S.J. (Paris:
Desclée de Brouwer, 1965), p. 149, footnote 2.)

44 “TLa fin subjective adéquate de notre dynamisme intellectuel—la béatitude
parfaite, possession du Bien parfait—consiste dans une °assimilation’ saturante
de la forme de l'dtre, en d’autres termes dans la possession de Dieu. Et cette
fin, quoique surnaturelle, doit &tre, en soi, possible: sinon la tendance radicale de
notre nature intellectuelle devint une absurdité logique: Yappetit du néant,

Or la possibilité de la fin subjective (‘finis quo’) présuppose la réalité de la
‘fin objective’ (‘ finis cujus’) pour que Passimilation & PEtre absolu soit possible,
il faut avant tout que cet Eire absolu ewiste. . . .

Et, par consequent, dfit-on repousser la valeur métaphysique immédiate des
tendances  naturelles,” valeur admise par les Scholastiques, il resterait encore que
poser un acte intellectuel quelconque, c’est affirmer implicitement, non pas seulement
la possibilité mais la réalité de la  fin objective,” du ‘ finis qui, vel cujus,” condition
logique de possibilité de la ‘ fin subjective.’

Lorsque la ‘ fin objective ’ est un objet fini, le mode de réalité de ce dernier n’est
point totalement fixé par le seul fait de ‘ terminer * objectivement une tendance. . . .

Mais lorsque cet objet est Dieu, lorsque la fin objective s’identifie avec PRire
nécessaire par soi (Acte pur), qui n’a pas d’autre mode de réalité que Dexistence
absolue, Pexigence dialectique enveloppée dans le désir prend une portée nouvelle—

s .

et cela, non pas & raison du seul désir naturel, mais & raison de I'objet du désir:
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of God as the Final End grounds the noumenal existence of all
finite (partial) ends.*

Since it embodies much traditional metaphysical vocabulary
but does so under a novel doctrinal aegis, it is necessary to
reiterate, with some commentary, the three steps of this de-
duction.

First, Maréchal appealed to the idea of the adequate formal
object of the intellect (totius entis universalis) and finality
(rationalis appetitus) . This reinstatement of traditional meta-
physics, however, is made from the standpoint of a phenom-
enology that portrays Infinite Being, the Absolute, or God as
the Final End of the human intellect. To this phenomenology
is joined a logical analysis of the conditions which make possible
the activity of the finite will.

Secondly, Maréchal stressed, it is true, the de facto dynamism
of the finite intellect but the existence of the Absolute which
grounds this dynamism is demonstrated by a simple and classic
statement of the Ontological Argument: *® the existence of God

affirmer de Dieu qu’il est possible, c’est affirmer purement et simplement qu’il
existe, puisque son existence est la condition de toute possibilité.

Nous pouvions done poser, en toute rigueur, que la possibilité de notre fin derniére
subjective présuppose logiquement lezistence de notre fin dernitre objeActive, Dieu,
et quainsi, dans chaque acte intellectuel, est affirmée implicitement d'un Etre absolu:
¢ Omnia cognoscentia cognoscunt implicite Deum in quolibet cognito’ (Verit., 22,
2, ad I. Interpreter ceci par S. Th., I, 84, 5; 88, 8).” V, 448-450.

45 “Achevons de dégager ce que la finalité de notre acte intellectuel renferme
d’implicite.

Nous tenons déja existence nécessaire de la fin derniére objective.

Ajoutons-y lexistence nécessaire de tout ce que lanalyse révélerait étre indis-
solublement lié & la fin derniére; cela va de soi [viz., les fins partielles subordon-
nées).” V, 451.

“Les formes particuliéres, immanentes & notre intelligence, tiennent donc leur
valeur objective de leur subordination finale & une Nécessité absolue. . . .” V, 459,

%% My assertion has been called “simply wrong” by J. Michael Vertin, “ The
Transcendental Vindication of the First Step in Realist Metaphysics According to
Joseph Maréchal ¥ (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Toronto, 1973),
p. 286. [Cf. Denis J. M. Bradley, “ Transcendental Critique and the Possibility of
a Realistic Metaphysics: A Study in the Philosophy of Joseph Maréchal ” (un-
published Ph. D. dissertation, University of Toronto, 1970), pp. 187-138.]

But consider Vertin’s reconstruction of Maréchal’s argument: “. . . (1) the
intelligence’s striving for an objective term implies the intelligence’s affirming that
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is possible, but since the Divine Existence must be conceived as
the necessary ground of all logical possibility, therefore, God
exists.

that term is (a) at least possible, in general, and (b) actual at the time
when it is achieved, (2) the intelligence inevitably strives for an ULTIMATE
objective term, and (3) the notion of the ultimate objective term implies the
notion of unlimited actuality and thus excludes the notion of mere possibility;
and, consequently, (4) it follows that the intelligence inevitably affirms that
ultimate term as actual.” [Ibid.] No less than Maréchal, Vertin (expressly in step
3) argues from the notion of possibility to the “ notion of unlimited actuality.”

Dirven candidly admits: “ Ce texte [V, 448-450], qui ressemble tellement & la
preuve ontologique de Leibniz, est simplement déroutant” [op. cit., p. 248] but
emphasizes Maréchal’s reference to “lexigence dialectique du désir” (p. 250).
Vertin also stresses “the implicit, dynamic, performative order” (p. 286) and
cites Maréchal’s specific criticisms of the Ontological Argument (See V, 473, 339,
344-346, 472-474, etc.) to support the idea that the deduction argues from the de
facto intellectual dynamism to the Final End which makes this dynamism possible.

Similarly Dirven: “ Ceci est prouvé [i. e., the existence of God], non par I'analyse
logique du contenu conceptuel, ni par un examen du pur finalisme , . . mais par
un enracinement dans U'étre du dynamisme. . . > (Op. cit., p. 253, italics mine).

However, on the premise that Maréchal criticized the Ontological Argument one
can hardly conclude that his own deduction is free from every vestige of Anselmian
logic. To the contrary, the regulations which initially govern the deduction create
a profound antithesis: Either (1) the de facto intellectual dynamism is merely
and strictly a phenomenological dynamism void of any ontological referent, or (2)
it is, actually, an existential dynamism rooted in Being. In order to refute Kant,
Maréchal needed to prove (2) but was constrained to begin his argument with
the assertion of (1). Yet if Dirven and Vertin have correctly characterized the
deduction, then Maréchal, in fact, began with (2), in which case his argument
does not accomplish its stated objective. Assuming that his argument begins at
(1), as Maréchal claimed, it seems necessary that some form of the Ontological
Proof be interpolated.

For if Maréchal presupposed, uncritically, the ontological existence of the
de facto intellectual dynamism, his deduction founders on a methodological in-
consistency. The “ factuality ” of that dynamism must be maintained to be
strictly in the phenomenological realm. But if it is consistently restricted to a
phenomenological ferminus a quo, the deduction can only move from a notion
(a description with an existential epoché) of intellectual dynamism to that
analytically implied notion of the intellect’s Final End which, in this case, must
necessarily be conceived to exist. Indeed, the Ontological Proof introduced at
this point is highly *dialectical” and more subtle than the Anselmian and Ra-
tionalist formulations that Maréchal criticized.

However, merely to observe that Maréchal’s deduction “. . . est suspendue, non
4 notre marche vers un Zerme, mais & l'objet en tant que conditionnant 'tre
de la marche ” (Dirven, p. 250) is to ignore the methodological problem and to
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. . . affirmer de Dieu qu’il est possible c’est affirmer purement et
simplement qu’il existe, puisque son existence est la condition de
toute possibilité (V, 450).

The third step promulgates the significant and novel con-
clusion. In the case of the partial specifications of finite intel-
lectual dynamism, the End absolutely “ justifies” the means.
Because God exists, any noetic object that is, phenomenologi-
cally, a subordinated end on the way to the Absolute must also
be conceived to have a noumenal existence and intelligibility.

Elsewhere, it should be readily acknowledged, Maréchal
denied the probity of Anselm’s reasoning, confident, no doubt,
that his own dialectical treatment of intellectual tendency did
not stray from the preserve of Thomistic orthodoxy. But one
asks how is there a way to pass from a truly Phenomenological
Absolute to a truly Ontological Absolute other than by the
Ontological Argument? Surely in the very necessity to make
this passage, there is revealed the radical discrepancy between
Cahier V and the classical, especially Thomist, procedure.

The Aristotelian and Thomistic arguments begin with the
existent motion in the world, establish the impossibility of an
actually existent infinite series of moved movers, and conclude
to the actual existence of an Unmoved Mover or Final End
which is the definitive termination of the series of relative or
subordinated ends. Maréchal, however, could not demonstrate
that the ontological existence of the Final End follows from the
existence of the subordinated series of relative ends because,
in his deduction, these ends are initially assumed to be only phe-
nomenal. Indeed, it is the specific purpose of the deduction to
demonstrate that this initial assumption is ultimately false but
it is essential to begin only there.

raise but not pursue the ontological question. How can Being be introduced into
an argument which is, ex hypothesi, strictly phenomenological? .

Reviewing Maréchal’s argument, Joseph De Vries, S.J., La Pensée et L'Etre
(Louvain: Editions Nauwelaerts, 1962), p. 402 concludes: “. .. une métaphysique
de la connaissance qui prétend résoudre les probléemes critiques fondamentaux en
g'appuyant sur la connaissance de la ‘nature de l'intelligence’ ne peut manguer
de présupposer déja ce qu'elle veut démontrer.”
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In a Thomistic metaphysics, no bridge can be built between
a Phenomenological Absolute and its subordinated series of
phenomenal ends and an Ontological Absolute which is the
causa essendi of all subordinated beings. For Maréchal re-
moved from his deduction the initial affirmation of finite esse
that is the cardinal principle and sole motive force of the
Thomistic proof. As a result, the transcendental deduction of
the ontological affirmation reverses the order of the Thomistic
proof from final causality; it argues from the existence of God
to the existence of finite beings.*” In Maréchal’s deduction,
then, there is sufficient ““ontologism ™ to satisfy the suspicions
of Kantians and Thomists alike.

On the other hand, Maréchal understood the Critical Philoso-
phy to be contradictory since it posits a phenomenal object
divorced from its ontological grounds. But the doctrine of a
strictly phenomenal object was Kant’s personal mistake. Kant’s
method can be freed from that mistake. An adequate transcen-
dental analysis, even if—for the sake of philosophical dia-
logue—it begins, hypothetically, with the Kantian phenomenal
object, proves that the so-called strictly phenomenal object
must necessarily be “sublated” into the reality of the noumenal
order, indeed, into the very order of the Absolute.

II1.

Unfortunately, terminological and logical confusions mar
Maréchal’s ingenious attempt to refute the Kantian doctrine
of cognitive objectivity. In Maréchal’s reading of the Critique,
the “ premiére opposition ” of the subject and the object is
engendered by the “imposition ” of the categories on the phe-
nomenon. His definition of the phenomenon as “le donné recu
par nous” corresponds, apparently, to Kant’s term “ appear-
ance” (Erscheinung) in the first edition, the sensible datum as
subject to the a priori forms of space and time.** If “opposi-

*"See Joseph Owens, C.Ss.R., “ The Conclusion of the Prima Via,” in Modern
Schoolman, 80 (1952-1953), pp. 83-53, 109-121, 203-215; “Actuality in the ‘ Prima
Via’ of St. Thomas,” Mediaeval Studies, 29 (1967), pp. 26-46.

8 Cf, I, 145; K. r. V., A90, A120.
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tion ” first arises when the phenomenon (Erscheinung) is sub-
ject to the categories, the implication is that there can be an
unsynthesized manifold, that is, an Erscheinung not subject
to the categories. Although problematical,*® there are texts to
support this idea in the Critique.

Kant gave one clear statement of the relationship between
“ appearance ” (Erscheinung) and “ phenomenon.”

Appearances, so far as they are thought as objects according to the
unity of the categories, are called phenomena (A248).

This text, however, is not included in the second edition, which
does not hold to the distinction first drawn. On the contrary,
in the second edition, the term “ Erscheinung ” is used to cover
both the indeterminate object of sensible intuition and the de-
terminate object of the understanding.®® In the case of the
indeterminate object of sensible intuition, what is given, strictly
speaking, is the matter of appearance. The form of the appear-
ance pertains to the a priori forms of the sense faculty.”™ In
both editions, Kant rarely used the term “ phenomenon ” and
when it is used, it can only refer to Erscheinung in the full
sense—to the determinate object of the understanding.

In A248°* Kant distinguished the different contributions to
knowledge of the sense faculty and the understanding. Sensi-
bility accounts for Erscheinung, the understanding for the phe-
nomenal objects, although the production of the phenomenal
object comes about only because the understanding is neces-
sarily related to the sense faculty. Maréchal’s definition of the
“phenomenon,” “1’état du donné sensible sous les formes
spatiale et temporelle ” * is confusing and confused.

“See K.7. V., B122. Cf. Graham Bird, Kant’s Theory of Knowledge: An Out-
line of One Central Argument in the Critique of Pure Reason (London: Routledge
and Kegan Paul, 1962), p. 58.

"F.g, K.r.V, Bi2s ff. Cf. T. D. Weldon, Kant’s COritique of Pure Reason
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2nd ed., 1958), p. 127,

518ee K.r. V., A20.

52 Commenting on this text, H. J. Paton, Kant’s Metaphysic of Experience, Vol.
II (London: George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1936), p. 440 complains: “. . . [Kant]
habitually uses the word ‘ appearance * [Erscheinung] without making clear whether

by that he means the whole object or only a partial and temporary aspect of it.”
®8 TII, 144.
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Kant did not use the term “ phenomenon” to refer to the
indeterminate object of sensible intuition and never considered
the phenomenon to be merely “1’état d’impression subjec-
tive.,” ** Maréchal’s notion that the categories impose “con-
ditions nouvelles ” * on the “phenomenon” and that these
new conditions are what enable one “ connaitre le phénomeéne
objectivement 7 *¢ is meaningless. By Kantian definition a
“ phenomenon ” is a categorized object, so that the subject-
object opposition cannot be based on an opposition of the phe-
nomenon to the a priori categories of the understanding. In the
Critique there is not and cannot be any such opposition,

Evidently, Maréchal’s muddled terminology indicates a more
significant anomaly in the starting point of his deduction.
Maréchal identified the “ phenomenon™ in a way that could
only be isomorphic with Kant’s problematical idea of an un-
synthesized manifold. But the idea of an unsynthesized mani-
fold is never the initial premise in any of Kant’s arguments.
Rather, all the versions of the Transcendental Deduction pre-
suppose an empirical unity of consciousness, a unity that is
multifaceted and variously explicated by Kant. What Kant
demonstrated is that the de facto empirical or psychological
unity of consciousness has its necessary ground in an a priori
or transcendental unity of consciousness.*

54111, 141.

SSTII, 145.

56 Ibid.

57 Maréchal noted “ ‘L’objet dans la pensée,’ ou la ‘ pensée objective,—postulat
initial de toute la Critique—. . . .” (III, 142), but commenced with “le point

de vue de I'objet, considéré précisivement comme °objet phénoménal’” (V, 589).
This, supposedly, is “le minimum incontestable d’objet donné ‘ & titre de science’

. selon Kant. . . .” (¢bid.). By “précisivement,” Maréchal meant that one
should adopt an “as if ” stance: his deduction proves that “la notion d’objet
exclusivement phénoménal ” is intrinsically contradictory but, in the beginning, this
is the assumed (false) premise. (Cf. V, 517.)

Robert Paul Wolff, Kant’s Theory of Mental Activity (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1963), p. 105, explains that “In each of the versions
of the Deduction, . . . the starting point . . . is a revised form of the cogito which
expresses what Kant believes to be the most general fact about any consciousness:
its unity.”
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In the first edition, Kant distinguished between a Subjective
and an Objective Deduction.”®* The text is tortuous but the
key to the Subjective Deduction is the doctrine of the three-
fold synthesis which is the a priori generative process, the
activity which is the understanding itself, that underlies
and grounds the unity of consciousness. The Objective De-
duction assumes this generated unity of consciousness, the
“ original apperception,” and proceeds to the essential elabora-
tion of the validity of our a priori concepts. In the second edi-
tion, although the distinction between the Subjective and Ob-
jective Deductions is not maintained with any consistency or
clarity, the doctrine of a priori synthesis must still be presumed
to be the generative source of the transcendental unity of ap-
perception. This latter doctrine, fully developed, is the char-
acteristic Kantian expression of the necessary unity of con-
sciousness. For, on the level of the understanding, the tran-
scendental unity of apperception is not only the principle
governing concepts but it is also the supreme principle of the
possibility of all intuitions.” The function of judgments, the
categories of the Metaphysical Deduction, is to bring the mani-
fold of intuition under this one, original apperception.®

Kant did allow, perhaps inconsistently, that we can think
of the concept of an unsynthesized manifold. But this is the
concept of thought negating its own contribution and leaving
as a remainder the uncategorized sensible data. Since Kantian
knowledge is the determination of sensible intuitions according
to the categories, it is impossible, in any positive sense, to know
the sensible given in and by itself. The attempt to conceive this
situation is only to set a limit, in reference to the mutual con-

€

Maréchal thought that his own conception of the * phenomenal object” marked
the most elementary level of consciousness since “. . . on ne peut descendre en-
dessous sans rendre impossible toute conscience objective” (V, 589). But Kant
would have regarded Maréchal’s starting point as already making “ conscience ob-
jeetive ” impossible. Cf. K.r. V., B131-182.

58 See K.7. V., Axvi.

% Gee K.7. V. Al22.

0 Cee K.r. V., A127, Bi135,
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tributions of sensibility and understanding, to “the notion of
experience itself.” ® Maréchal’s concept of the phenomenon and
Kant’s idea of an unsynthesized manifold, if we have correctly
coordinated them, are both Grenzbegriffe.

Yet the purpose of Maréchal’s deduction is to demonstrate
that Kant’s concept of an *“ objet exclusivement phénomenal ”
is self-contradictory. This supposed self-contradiction is puz-
zling. How does it arise if the phenomenal object is entirely de-
fined by negating any determinative predicates? There can be
no contradiction, it would seem, unless Maréchal’s concept of
a phenomenon incorporates some categorial content which could
be signified by predicates that are incompatible in the same sub-
ject. The discovery that the concept of the phenomenal ob-
ject is self-contradictory indicates, certainly, a deviation from
any isomorphic element discernible in Kant’s epistemology but,
principally, it reveals the equivocation latent in Maréchal’s
definition of his own starting point.

In comparison with the texts wherein Kant distinguished the
phenomenal and noumenal orders, Maréchal’s version of the
phenomenal object is truncated. Kant clearly attributed to
the phenomenal object an ontological ground.®* The definitions
of appearance and thing-in-itself, or phenomenon and noumenon,
are correlatives. The phenomenon is the noumenon known un-
der the forms of sensibility and the categories of the under-
standing. Despite persistent criticism, Kant never doubted
either the independent reality of the thing-in-itself or its un-
knowability. Paradoxically, because we know only phenomena
we can and must think of noumena. Without the doctrine of
the ontological autonomy of the noumenon, the Transcendental
Aesthetic, with its definitive affirmation of an independent, non-
subjective source of the manifold of sensible intuition, would
be completely overthrown, and with it, the entire Critical
Philosophy.®

! Bird, p. 127.
%2 See K.r. V. Bxxvi-Bxxvii.
%% See Bernard Rousset, La doctrine kantienne de Uobjectivité: L’autonomie
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The affirmation of the ontological reality of the thing-in-itself
is, admittedly, problematic. * Existence ” is a category which,
in the Critique, can properly apply only to the data of sensible
intuition. The Kantian problem becomes insurmountable if one
regards the phenomenon and the noumenon as two separate en-
tities or affirms the being of the noumenon to be diverse from
the being of the phenomenon. For Xant, apart from some oc-
casional, careless phrases, did not envisage the noumenon as an
entity distinet from the phenomenon. The distinction between
the two is not in the ontological order. The noumenon refers
to the same ontological object as the phenomenon but from a
different epistemological perspective.®*

The duality that characterizes the noumenon and the phe-
nomenon is a duality that springs not from two diverse beings
but from the fact that the known object has two different kinds
of relationship to the knowing subject. These two different
relationships are analytically implied by the concept of
Erscheinung by which it is both possible and necessary to think
of the object of experience apart from the conditions of sensi-
bility. If that possibility is eliminated, then the Critique could
no longer meaningfully pose the givenness of sensible intuition.
As evidenced by the great divide between Kant and his suc-
cessors, the objectivity of knowledge, ultimately, rests on the
ontological reality of the unknowable thing-in-itself, the founda-
tion that makes the Critical Philosophy an empirical realism
and not an empirical idealism.*®

In the First Critique, against the claims of dogmatic meta-
physics, Kant protested that theoretical reason could neither
prove nor disprove the existence of God. However, once ren-
dered impotent, theoretical reason could permit a philosophical
faith. For the God of the Second Critique is the rationally
justifiable postulate of a practical reason which, in the face of
nature’s indifference to man, must show the “ necessary con-

comme devoir et devenir (Paris: Librairie Philosophique J. Vrin, 1967), pp.
162-177.

%4 See K.7. V., A30.

% See K.r. V., A370, B519a.
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nection between morality and proportionate happiness.” ® This
divine harmony, or Summum Bonum for which men strive, is
guaranteed in the Third Critique by a God whose existence is
postulated as the necessary condition for the moral teleology
intrinsic to free human action.*

The Moral Law, which always commands some end to be
achieved, entails the concept of freedom, of agents causing
effects in the phenomenal world, and this agency, in turn,
necessarily implies purposiveness. Concomitantly, there ap-
pears, between the realms of a postulated freedom and a nature
bound in ineluctable causal chains, an “immeasurable gulf ” ¢
that theoretical reason cannot traverse. However, the First
Critique, in fact, had already constructed just that bridge in the
schematism which depicts judgment as the link between reason
and understanding.®® By their schematism, the Faculty of
Judgment can give to itself the law of the purposiveness of
nature, not as a determinative category but as a heuristic prin-
ciple or reflective judgment guiding the understanding.”

Purposiveness, not only as an exigency of the moral realm,
must also be attributed to nature itself because the concept of
“mechanical ” causality is insufficient to explain all phenomena.
Nature may be regarded as a mere mechanism but not even a
Newton can explain the production of a blade of grass, or any
other living thing, without relying on the concept of a design
or purpose underlying the pertinent causal laws. Kant did not
suggest, however, that teleological explanations, because they
are necessary heuristic principles, are logically superior to
causal laws. “As far as it is in our power,” ™ everything in
nature should be interpreted according to mechanical causality.

% COritique of Practical Reason, trans. by Lewis White Beck (New York: The
Liberal Arts Press, 1956), p. 129.

7 See Critique of Judgment, trans. by J. H. Bernard (New York: Hafner Pub-
lishing Company, 1951), pp. 298-304 [= C.J., pp. 298-304].

®¢.J,p. 12

% See K.r.V. B176-B187.

e T, p. 17,

*C. 7., p. 264,



654 DENIS J. M. BRADLEY

In one sense, teleological and causal explanations are on a par.
The causal principle is itself constitutive of our knowledge of
nature, but the maxim that “All explanations should only be
causal as far as it is in our power’” is a regulative principle.
Without generating an antinomy for theoretical reason, the two
maxims, since they are reflective judgments, govern only our
way of investigating nature which must be viewed from both
the causal and the teleological standpoints.

The concepts of the understanding, although determinative
of nature in general, the horizon of possible experience, do not
exhaust the manifold of nature. There remains an indefinite
number of laws that cannot be deduced from the categories of
the understanding but can only be educed from empirical ex-
perience.” From the standpoint of our understanding, these
empirical laws are known as contingent but because we regard
them as laws of nature, we must think them as necessary. Since
they cannot be derived from the categories, there must be dis-
cerned for these laws another principle of unity, “so as to make
possible a system of experience.” ”® Such a unified system is
accomplished by reflective judgment positing the law of the
purposiveness of nature.

When applied to the realm of appearances, the concept of
an unconditioned is not a constitutive principle of any em-
pirical series but is a heuristic rule governing “the widest pos-
sible empirical employment of the understanding.” ** An ap-
pearance as such is always conditioned, and reason in investi-
gating a series of appearances proceeds, by indefinite regression
or infinite analysis, without a terminal point. Kant’s scientific
progress is the modern, never-ending search for particular
causal laws.

Although God is the ground for the totality of all empirical
conditions, Kantian reason must think the Necessary Being “ as
entirely outside the series of the sensible world.” * The concept

" K.r. V., B165.
=C.J., p. 16,

“K.r.V. Bb54s.
“K.r. V., B589,
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of God signifies not the first member in a series of empirical
conditions, for there is none, but the “ unknown ground of the
possibility of the sensible series in general.” ™

In the noumenal realm, Kant allowed that reason can think
that causes do not proceed in infinitum.” But this concept of
pure reason has no application to the realm of appearances,
and no speculative proof for the existence of God can be con-
structed on the basis of the traditional metaphysical principle,
Impossibile est in fintbus procedere in infinstum. This latter is
not a constitutive principle of the understanding that governs
any empirical series. Similarly, the corollary principle, Omne
agens agit propter finem, is not a universal and necessary con-
dition of all possible experience but should be applied only to
one class of agents.

For Kant carefully argued, in the Third Critique, that some
cause-effect relationships can be simply and completely ex-
plained by mechanical or efficient causality. The only cause-
effect relationship that necessitates reference to the concept of
end or purpose is found in a living, organized being, the relation-
ship of the living whole to its parts. In this case too, the pur-
posiveness attributed to the living whole is posited in a reflec-
tive judgment that embodies an analogical concept of pur-
posiveness originally instantiated in the moral act.”™

In Cahier V, the description of noetic finality is a knowledge
claim about the universal and constitutive feature of phe-
nomenal experience. In that way, Maréchal identified the
heuristic and the constitutive. For the Critical Philosophy, this
attempted identification could only be judged illegitimate, a
dogmatic over-extension that confuses determinative and re-
flective judgments.

In the opinion of contemporary scholars, an opinion which
Maréchal also held, the problem of noetic objectivity is “ the

"K.r. V., B592.

"TCt. K.r. V., B443-B448.

" “For we bring in a teleological ground .. .when we represent to ourselves
the possibility of the object after the analogy of that causality which we experience
in ourselves. . . .” C.J., p. 206.
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specifically critical problem,” identical with the “ transcenden-
tal deduction” ™ itself. In the Critique the objectivity of
knowledge emerges from the oppositions of internal to external
sense, from sensible intuition to the a priori categories of the
understanding, and from the subject as activity distinguished
from the product of its activity. The dynamic activity of the
Kantian subject is displayed in the irreducible distinction be-
tween intuition and spontaneity, and, most clearly, in the cease-
less workings of the imagination whose temporal schemata
mediate between the pure categories and sensible intuition.®

From a Realist, and especially from a professed Thomist,
one might anticipate the charge that the Kantian resolution
of the critical problem is deranged because it establishes that
the “ subjective is the foundation of the objective.”® But
Maréchal precisely complained that Kant ignored the proper
dynamism of the knowing subject in favor of a static and for-
malistic epistemology.®* Kant, we know, did not advert, in the
three critiques, to any teleological theory to explain the objec-
tivity of knowledge. This, however, is neither a lacuna in the
Critical Philosophy nor a sign of its excessive formalism; it is,
rather, merely an indication, in this context, that the First
Critique provides a unique elucidation of the subjective ac-
tivity that underlies all objective knowledge.

Kant explained, in a footnote in the Prolegomena, that be-

" H.-J. De Vleeschauwer, The Development of Kantian Thought: The History
of @ Doctrine, trans. by A. R. C. Duncan (London: Thomas Nelson and Sons,
Lid., 1962), pp. 56, 75.

8 “ This schematism of our understanding, in its application to appearances and
their mere form, is an art concealed in the depths of the human soul. . . .” K.7. V.,
B180.

81 De Vleeschauwer, p. 70.

82« Tn fait, Kant ne tire aucun parti de P'acte transcendantal d’affirmation, que
pourtant il suppose. En formulant les conclusions agnostiques de la Critique de
la raison pure, il se rabat sur les seules relations formelles et statiques de la con-
naissance. L’affirmation de la ‘ Chose en soi’ reste un épisode inexploité ” (V, 592).

Rousset, however, is more judicious: “A la racine de la corrélation statique entre
le sujet et P'objet, il y a donc un perpétuel dynamisme constructeur, que mettent
spécialement en évidence la place accordée & I'imagination, la définition de I'entende-
ment par la spontanéité. . . .” (Op. cit, p. 341).
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cause of a difference in the argument’s starting point, two dif-
ferent methods could be employed in the development of the
Transcendental Deduction.’®* The Prolegomena, for reasons of
pedagogic simplicity, uses the analytic method which assumes
the cognitive validity of physics and geometry, and regressively
explicates the a priori conditions of possibility for these sciences.
The Critique, since a truly critical argument must be presup-
positionless, uses the synthetic-progressive method. It demon-
strates from independently reasoned premises about the unity
of consciousness, that geometry and physics, but not meta-
physics, are transcendentally possible and valid.®*

The actual argument of the Critique, however, surpasses the
tidy distinctions of the Prolegomena. Commentators dispute
how the two methods are finally related, but usually they hold
that the Critique reinstates both methods at a higher level of
philosophical complexity.* The reason for this complexity can
easily be grasped. By means of the synthetic-progressive meth-
od barely outlined in the Prolegomena, Kant attempted to prove
not only the possibility of an object of experience but to prove
the possibility of experience in general. The nature of this task,
so unique and difficult, suggests that the relationship between
the two methods, as they were mutually developed in the
Critique, could not have been given a simple or an exact parallel
elsewhere.

Between the Critique and Cahier V, however, there is no
methodological parallel. Maréchal’s transcendental deduction
is not a synthetic-progressive demonstration because it does
not begin with a reasoned premise whose truth remains certain.
The conclusion of his argument cancels the initial premise (the
concept of a strictly phenomenal object) by exposing its in-
herent self-contradiction. But, alternatively, Maréchal’s de-
duction is not analytic-regressive. Its initial premise, although

5% See Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics, ed. by Paul Carus (La Salle,
Illinois: The Open Court Publishing Company, 1955), p. 27, note.

8+ Cf. ibid., p. 24. But this text is contradicted by K.r. V., B20.

58 See Roger Verneaux, Le vocabulaire de Kant: doctrines et méthodes (Paris:
Aubier-Montaigne, 1967), pp. 175-181.
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hypothetically taken to be true, does not correspond, obviously,
to the Prolegomena’s assumption of the validity of geometry
and physics. The Critique, far from undermining their assumed
validity, provides for these sciences a transcendental and in-
dubitable justification.

Maréchal’s deduction begins with an apparently true premise
that is then proved to be false by the internal movement of the
argument itself. The self-contradiction hidden in the assumed
starting point necessitates a passage from falsity to truth, or,
one may say, from appearance to reality. This internal move-
ment or passage provides the clue to the method actually used
in Cahier V.

The common purpose of all the various forms of the dia-
lectical method is “ to transcend or remove contradiction,” ®¢
and, in the Hegelian dialectic, the removal of contradiction is
accomplished by an “ inward mediation . . . [that] proves itself
to be necessary.” ® This, exactly, is what Maréchal’s argument
effects on its own premise: the concept of a strictly phenomenal
object is shown to be self-contradictory, and, therefore, neces-
sarily generative of a new starting point. Maréchal accused
Kant of propounding a theory of knowledge which was exces-
sively “formelle et statique.” ®® This remark, so indicative of
a dialectical philosophy, echoes Hegel’s fundamental com-
plaint: “ After all, it was only formally, that the Kantian sys-
tem established the principle that thought is spontaneous.” *°

Whereas Maréchal accepted the basic viability of Kant’s
method, Hegel had decided that the Critical Philosophy needed
a radical reorientation to overcome the one-sidedness of its
method through a Dialectic that would restore to Reason its

8¢ Richard P. McKeon, “Philosophy and Method,” Journal of Philosophy, 48
(1951), p. 662.

87 G. W. F. Hegel, Lectures on the Philosophy of Religion, Vol. I, trans. by E. B.
Speirs (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1895), p. 65.

88V, 592,

8% The Science of Logic: The First Part of the Encyclopedia of the Philosophical
Sciences in Outline, trans. by William Wallace, 2nd ed., rev. (Oxford: Ozxford
University Press, 1892), p. 119.
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full scope and power.** Thus, Maréchal’s transcendental jus-
tication of a realist metaphysics, if successful, not only turns
the Critique of Pure Reason on its head, but also refutes the
Hegelian riposte that the partiality of the Kantian method leads
necessarily to its dialectical sublation by Reason. Therein lies
the central issue. In their disavowals of the Critique and in
their constructive designs, a close parallel can be drawn between
the criticisms and objectives of Hegel and Maréchal. Are we,
then, to view Cahder V in terms of its stated intentions, as an
attempt, possibly valid, to reestablish “Aristotelian-Thomistic
metaphysics, or are we to conclude, through a more precise
analysis of the deduction’s inner structure, that Maréchal’s
argument is, all said and done, a simulacrum of Hegel’s Logic?
If, in fact, Maréchal did not use Kant’s method, as T have
argued, then the latter, Hegelian alternative may supply the
correct vantage for an assessment of the metaphysics in
Cahier V.
Iv.

The transcendental deduction of the * affirmation ontologi-
que,” as a type of argument, resembles the Hegelian transfor-
mation of phenomenology into logic or ontology.” The Phe-
nomenology, by means of a philosophical description of frag-
mentary experience, is compelled to reach at its end “ science ”
or the “ organized whole of determinate and complete knowl-
edge.”?® The Logic, since it has been handed this “ladder,”

°* Kant’s “mistake was to stop at the purely negative point of view, and to
limit the unconditionality of Reason to an abstract self-sameness without any
shade of distinction. It degrades Reason to a finite and conditioned thing, to
identify it with a mere stepping beyond the finite and conditioned range of un-
derstanding. The real infinite, far from being a mere transcendence of the finite,
always involves the absorption of the finite into its own fuller nature.” Ibid., p. 93.

91 % Consciousness is Spirit as knowing which is concrete and engrossed in ex-
ternality; but the scheme of movement of this concrete knowing (like the de-
velopment of all physical and intellectual life) depends entirely on the nature
of the pure essentialities which make up the content of Logic . . . philosophy is
just the exhibition of this movement.” Science of Logic, trans. Johnson and
Struthers, I (London: George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1929), p. 87.

2 The Phenomenology of Mind, trans. by Sir James Baillie (London: George
Allen and Unwin, rev. 2nd ed. 1949), p. 79, [Preface].
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begins at the standpoint of the Absolute and gives, in purely
conceptual terms, a circular demonstration of its own rational
necessity. Within that circle, the Ontological Argument evinces
that this necessity, the inseparableness of Thought and Being,
is “found in an absolute form . . . in the case of God ” *® and in
a relative form in the case of finite being.**

In comparison with a Phenomenology that reveals the goal of
history and culture, or a Logic that thinks the thoughts of the
Absolute, Cahier V may seem exceedingly modest. Nonetheless,
it contains a phenomenology of the form of knowledge that
internally generates an ontology of God and man. For Hegel
and Maréchal this dialectical transformation has as its priv-
ileged center an assertion of the necessary unity of Infinite
Being and finite thought. In both dialectics, the Ontological
Argument so employed entirely transcends its Anselmian formu-
lation because it posits not only the existence of God but also
the existence of all beings subordinated to God.

Cahier V stipulates that finite thought is possible because it
is governed by the Principle of Identity which, in traditional
metaphysics, is also the first principle of Being.”® But one
should not, as Maréchal chastised Kant for doing, treat the
Principle of Identity solely as an analytic norm of logic and
ignore, thereby, its synthetic character.®® This synthetic char-
acter can be grasped in the necessity expressed. In any judg-
ment of identity the predicate is affirmed as necessarily identi-
cal] with the subject, and this modal necessity reveals the unity
of intelligibility and Being or, as Maréchal maintained, the
unity of essence and existence. Maréchal’s conclusion though
idiosyncratic follows upon * Kantian ” premises: since every
synthesis is a unified diversity, for which there must be a prin-

% Philosophy of Religion, Vol. II1, p. 358.

24« . . every ‘proof’ of God [for Hegell is reducible to the ontological proof;
each argues from the necessity of thinking the infinite, if we are to think the finite.”
Quentin Lauer, “ Hegel on Proofs for God’s Existence,” Kant-Studien, 55 (1964),
p. 452.

%% See V, 87-89.

°¢See V, 88.
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ciple of unification, the necessary unity of Being and intelligibil-
ity in every judgment of identity has a ground.””

In the Principle of Identity, the synthesis expressed is of
the most universal order, “ étre comme Réalité et étre comme
Idée.” ** One principle of unity is alone superior to this universal
synthesis: the Absolute Unity of reality and thought—God.
Finite thought, synthetic in nature because governed by the
Principle of Identity, is unable to encompass the absolute unity
of God except analogically. But once the first principle is af-
firmed, there is implicitly posed as its ground the necessary
unity of Thought and Being in God.”

In effect, by making explicit the necessary relationship be-
tween any finite statement of identity and the Absolute,
Maréchal provided the elements of a proof for the existence of
God. Although rudimentary and undeveloped, this “ proof ”
conjures up Hegel’s project. The Logic begins with the state-
ment of undifferentiated identity or Pure Being. This pre-
suppositionless beginning, to which in its own fashion Cahier V
cursorily alludes, is the “ point de départ ” of Hegelian science.
In the full mediation of the Logic, the Principle of Identity pro-
vides the dialectical source of all the categories implicit in the
absolute identity of Thought and Being.**®

Unlike the Logic and Cahier V, the Critique raises no ques-

97« Car aucune synthése n’est nécessaire par soi: la diversité, comme diversité,
ne pouvant &tre principe de sa propre unification, la nécessité d’une synthése doit
avoir sa source dans la nécessité méme d'une unité ot s’efface la diversité des termes
synthétiques.” V, 563. Cf. K.». V., B103.

%8V, 563-564. R

9 “Tes étapes dialectiques qui nous conduisent & I’Etre absolu par la voie du
premier principe, entendu en son sens métaphysique intégral, sont donc les suivants:
a) possibilité objective du premier principe, reconnue dans son application néces-
saire 4 Pobjet physique . . . ; b) affirmation de ’Absolu, Acte pur, comme source
nécessaire de cette possibilité objective. La seconde étape est bien réellement 3
priori mais elle resterait hypothétique, problématique, faute de la premitre.” V, 565.

o« it is clear that the Law of Identity, and still more the Law of Con-
tradiction, is not merely analytic, but synthetic. For in its expression the latter
contains not only empty, simple self-identity, but also the Other of identity in
general, and, further, absolute non-identity or self-contradiction. And the Law of
Identity itself contains . . . the movement of Reflection. . . .” Science of Logic,
Vol. II, pp. 42-43.
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tion of Being because Kant considered the origin of finite ex-
istence to be theoretically insoluble.”* In that sensible intuition
is simply given, Being too is simply given. Being is truly the
supreme quaestio facti and the Critical Philosophy carefully
confines itself to a manageable quaestio juris, how sensible in-
tuition is possible and thinkable. This latter question tran-
scendental method can resolve by validating the a priori con-
cepts of the understanding, a validation which shows that the
concept of God is solely a regulative idea of pure reason.***

Cahier V, however, raises the Hegelian question but with-
draws from the Hegelian answer. It demonstrates that the
necessarily existent God is an a priori condition of possibility
for finite thought. The Phenomenology takes the next decisive
step: God is an a priori condition of possibility for finite
thought because the coneept of the Absolute is Thought’s most
universal category.! In his intentions ever the faithful
Thomist, Maréchal did not take that step. To do so is to re-
place the Thomistic doctrine of a formal union between the
knower and the known, the adequatio rei et intellectus, with
the Hegelian doctrine that Thought and Being are identical.
Above all, it is to do away with a created intelligence possessed
of analogical knowledge of God in favor of an Absolute un-
folding itself in finite thought.***

101 % The objects of experience, then, are never given in themselves, but only in

experience, and have no existence outside it. . . . For everything is real which stands
in connection with a perception. . . . The non-sensible cause of these representations
is completely unknown to us. . . . We may, however, entitle the purely intelligible

cause of appearances in general the transcendental object, but merely in order
to have something corresponding to sensibility viewed as a receptivity.,” K.r. V.,
B521-B522. Cf. Comnelio Fabro, “The Transcendentality of Ens-Esse and the
Ground of Metaphysics,” International Philosophical Quarterly, 6 (1966), pp.
889-4217.

102 Qe K. 1. V., A696/B724-A702/B730.

193 “This last embodiment of spirit—Spirit which at once gives its complete
and true content the form of self, and thereby realizes its notion, and in doing
so remains within its own notion—this is Absolute Knowledge. It is spirit knowing
itself in the shape of spirit, it is knowledge which comprehends through notions.”
Phenomenology of Mind, pp. 797-798.

194 Cf. Summa Theol., 1, q. 84, a.1 and Science of Logic, Vol. TI, pp. 466-486;
Summa Theol., 1, q.12, aa.1-13 and Phenomenology of Mind, pp. 789-808.
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Thomistic metaphysics identifies Thought and Being in
God,*® but preserves against any dialectical sublation the ir-
reducible otherness of finite esse ntentionale and esse na-
turale.r*® Moreover, in the Beatific Vision, in which the divine
essence is seen because it is the form by which the intellect,
through grace, understands, the finite intelligence does not dis-
solve into the divine intelligibility but remains incapable of
comprehending the infinite God infinitely.**” Guided by Sacra
Doctrina, the metaphysical theology of the Summa Theologiae
explains the relationship between finite thought and Being as
a relationship between the creature and the Creator. Because
human knowledge consists of judgments that refer to the ipsum
esse rei, ' it is related to God Who is Ipsum Esse Subsistens
and the universal causa essendi.*® But this ontology of knowl-
edge, entirely derived from the creature’s existential relation-
ship to the Creator, does not negate the “ epistemological ” level
that is maintained in Thomistic noetic theory.*® At the
epistemological level, the level at which the intrinsie prineiples
of the cognitive act are elucidated, the Absolute does not func-

1% “Tn Deo autem non est forma quae sit aliud quam suum esse. . . . Unde,
cum ipsa sua essentia sit etiam species intelligibilis . . . ex necessitate sequitur
quod ipsum eius intelligere sit eius essentia et eius esse.” Summa Theol., 1,
q.14, a. 4.

108« | esse dupliciter dicitur: uno modo, significat actum essendi; alio modo,
significat compositionem propositionis, quam anima adinvenit coniungens praedi-
catum subiecto.” Ibid, q. 4, a.4, ad 2.

107 “ Intantum enim intellectus creatus divinam essentiam perfectius vel minus
perfecte cognoscit, inquantum majori vel minori lumine gloriae perfunditur. Cum
igitur lumen gloriae creatum, in quocumque intellectu creato receptum, non possit
esse infinitum, impossible est quod aliquis intellectus creatus Deum infinite
cognoscat. Unde impossibile est quod Deum comprehendat.” Ibid., q.12, a.7.

198 In. Boethium de Trinitate, q.5, 2. 3, ed. P. Wyser, pp. 38, 11, 8-11,

199 ¢ Cum autem Deus sit ipsum esse per suam essentiam, oportet quod esse
creatum sit proprius effectus eius. . . .” Summa Theol, I, q.8, a.1.

1o« . in luce primae veritatis ommia intelligimus et iudicamus, inquantum
ipsum lumen intellectus nostri, sive naturale sive gratuitum, nihil aliud est quam
quaedam impressio veritatis primae. . . . Unde cum ipsum lumen intellectus nostri
non se habeat ad intellectum nostrum sicut quod intelligitur, sed sicut quo intel-
ligitur; multo minus Deus est id quod primo a nostro intellectu intelligitur.” Ibid.,
q.88, a.83, ad 1.
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tion as an immanent condition for finite thought.*** Both na-
ture and intelligence are created and are secondary or depen-
dent, but each, in the Thomistic scheme, sustains its own
authentic and integral causal efficacy.™** Thus, the human intel-
lect, considered as an activity, is the proper agent of its own
cognition, and, considered as a receptivity, is informed by its
proper object, the abstracted natures of sensible things.***

If we reflect on Aquinas’s unremitting rejection of Avicenna’s
Dator Formarum or Averroés’s Agent Intellect,** or, more sig-
nificantly, his complete recasting of the Augustinian theory of
divine illumination,**®* Cahier V, from a Thomistic perspective,
seems to obfuscate metaphysical and epistemological explana-
tions. True enough, God’s existence is only implicitly affirmed
in each noetic act but, in fact, a solely epistemological explana-
tion of the validity of cognition is eliminated.'*® To explain
adequately a noetic act as act, one must posit God Who,
seemingly so transcendent, becomes a necessary condition with-
in the epistemological justification of knowledge. Here, viewed

111« habitudo ad causam non intret definitionem entis quod est causatum. . . .”

Ibid., q.44, 8.1, ad 1.

12« . quod Deum operari in quolibet operante aliqui sic intellexerunt, quod
nulla virtus creata aliquid operaretur in rebus sed solus Deus immediate omnia
operaretur. . . . Hoc autem est impossibile, Primo quidem, quia sic subtraheretur
ordo causae et causati a rebus creatis. Quod pertinet ad impotentiam creantis: ex
virtute enim agentis est, quod suo effectui det virtutem agendi—Secundo, quia
virtutes operativae quae in rebus inveniuntur, frustra essent rebus attributae, si
per eos nihil operarentur. Quinimmo omnes res creatae viderentur quodammodo
esse frustra, si propria operatione destituerentur; cum omnmis res sit propter suam
operationem.” Ibid., q.105, a. 5.

13« Tt ideo ad intelligendum non sufficeret immaterialitas intellectus possibilis,
nist adesset intellectus agens, qui faceret intelligibilia in actu per modum abstrac-
tionis.” Ibid., q.79, 2.3, ad 8.

114 See ibid., q.79, aa. 4-5.

15 See Btienne Gilson, “ Sur quelques difficultés de lillumination augustinienne,”
Revue Neo-scholastique de philosophie, 36 (1834), pp. 323-331.

118 «“ Nous croyons superflu d’insister sur la rencontre inévitable, dans toute con-
naissance intellectuelle d’objet, d’'une double condition relative & la Réalité: une
condition empirique (intuitive sensible), et une condition transcendantale (rapport
implicite de toute synthése objective & la Réalité absolue). . . .” V, 565.
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from the Hegelian context, Maréchal’s argument stops short
of an identification of “logic ” and * ontology.” ***

On Kantian principles, Cahier V must certainly be judged
a mistaken effort to reestablish pre-critical metaphysics.**®* But,
in this regard, Maréchal’s mistakes are not those of an incom-
petent historian but of a philosopher who, in bending a method
to serve purposes which, historically and philosophically, are
alien, irresistibly transformed his own principles. Since philo-
sophical methods, principles, and conclusions are mutually con-
stituted, it is to be expected that the observant among latter-
day Kantians and Thomists should reject Cahier V. On both
sides, this rejection, needless to say, leaves unresolved the truth
of the Hegelian Aufhebung.

Respect for the integrity of individual philosophies disinclines
one to read the history of post-Kantian philosophy with
Hegelian spectacles.™ It should be allowed that the method
of the Critique need not lead by any Hegelian necessity to the
Phenomenology and the Logic.** Yet the Hegelian Aufhebung
one might still consider, with whatever reservation, as the
pertinent historical denouement of post-Kantian philosophy.
But, merely on those cautious terms, the Logic can be seen to
incorporate Cahier V in the unfolding of its own Dialectic. The
transcendent Reason, by means of which Hegel closed in the
Absolute the hiatus between finite thought and Being, brings

17« . la logique transcendentale est déja le germe de la logique spéculative de
Hegel qui ne connait plus la borne de la chose en soi. Cette logique de I'dtre se
substitue & l’ancienne métaphysique qui s’ouvrait sur un monde transcendant.
Hegel ne revient pas au dogmatisme antérieur, il prolonge la logique transcen-
dentale en logique spéculative. Les catégories deviennent les catégories mémes
de UAbsolu.” Jean Hyppolite, Logique el existence: essai sur la logique de Hegel
(Paris: Presses Universitaires, 1961), p. 70.

118 One recalls Kant’s fulminations in the “Open Letter on Fichte’s Wissen-
schaftslehre, August 7, 1799,” in Immanuel Kant, Philosophical Correspondence,
1759-99, ed. and trans. by Arnulf Zweig (Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 1967), pp. 253-254.

1% Cf. Rousset, pp. 9-17.

29 For a general characterization of the “ school of transcendental philosophers,”
see Klaus Hartmann, “ On Taking the Transcendental Turn,” The Review of
Metaphysics, 20 (1966), pp. 228-249.

“
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to a complete realization and harmonization, so he claimed, the
God of the metaphysical tradition and the insights of transcen-
dental philosophy.”** In making the same attempt Maréchal’s
metaphysics seems mightily, albeit unintentionally, drawn to-
wards the same Absolute.*??

Of course, the distance between St. Thomas and Maréchal
is not in direct ratio to the distance between Ipsum Esse Sub-
sistens and the Hegelian Absolute.**® The movement of Cahier
V, with all of its explicit vacillations and latent tensions, cannot
be reduced to that, or to any, fixed proportionality. Yet the
Hegelian comparison can be left standing because it illumines
those vacillations and tensions.***

Although they did not excel the historical finesse of Gilson
and like-minded colleagues who refused to their philosophical
programs the accolade of “ Thomism,” the Neo-Scholastics of
that generation continued to proclaim, vehemently, their al-
legiance to St. Thomas. Forty years later, that particular
vehemence has abated somewhat,’® since, for one reason, a
tolerant aggiornamento has tamed doctrinaire ecclesiastical cen-
sorship. But discussions of the nature of historical Thomism are

121 See Emil Fackenheim, The Religious Dimension In Hegel's Thought
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1967), pp. 15-18.

122 Maréchal, of course, eschewed Idealism because “...les Idéalistes post-kantiens
énervent leur principe de finalité en le combinant de force avec le préjugé de la
totale immanence” (IV, 454). But “. . . la métaphysique thomiste trouverait sans
doute dans ces systémes plus jeunes, qui renouérent la tradition métaphysique
interrompue par le kantisme, des inspirations heureuses pour son propre développe-
ment ” IV, 455).

128 “ 1 a differenza metafisica fondamentale sul problema delessere fra Hegel e
S. Tommaso ¢ nulla concezione della creazione, iIn quanto per Hegel elevarsi
al punto di vista speculativo comporta il riportarsi in Dio al * momento che precede
Ia creazione.” Invece per S. Tommaso & soltanto con la creazione, come produzione
libera e totale del’essere da parte di Dio. . . .” Corelio Fabro, C.P. S, “1f Esse’
Tomistico E I1 ¢ Sein ’ Hegeliano,” Sapientia Aquinatis: Communicationes IV Con~
gressus Thomistici Internationalis (Romae: Officium Libri Catholici, 1955), p. 268.

12¢ The opposite contention, that Maréchal illumines the unresolved problems
in Hegel, is made by Franz Gregoire, “ Thémes hégéliens et dépassements thomistes,”
ibid., pp. 282-291.

%8 For a different opinion, see J. Donceel, S.J., “ Transcendental Thomism,”
The Monist, 58 (1974), pp. 67-85.
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not, these days, altogether passé because theories abound that
directly counter the principles of historic Thomistic meta-
physics.’*® Yet, as well as be tested, this metaphysics can also
test. To wit, it might be profitable to examine the historicism
planted by Hegel now flowering in the hermeneutics of second-
generation Heideggerians.*” However, there is place to pause
for an intermediate question. If my analysis of Maréchal is
germane, one may wonder whether contemporary “ Transcen-
dental Thomists,” as Neo-Scholastics are now called, are not
themselves caught in implicitly Hegelian dilemmas, dilemmas
which can be more clearly posed—and perhaps abandoned—as
the consequences of Hegelian principles.*”® Explication of these
dilemmas, especially as they bear on the problems of her-
meneutical theory, I take to be an appropriate point de départ
for further investigations.

Denis J. M. BRADLEY
Georgetown University
Washington, D. C.

126 Cf, Terence G. Walsh, S. J., “Assimilation and the Problem of a Contemporary
Thomism,” The New Scholasticism, 44 (1970), pp. 591-599.

127 See Alphonse De Waelhens, “Sur une herméneutique de I’herméneutique,”
Revue Philosophique de Louvain, 60 (1962), pp. 573-591.

128 Cf. Georges Van Riet, “ Histoire de la philosophie et vérité,” in Problémes
d’épistémologie (Louvain: Publications Universitaires de Louvain, 1960), pp.
218-232.



DEVELOPMENTAL PSYCHOLOGY AND MAN’S
KNOWLEDGE OF BEING

[ -]

HILOSOPHERS AND PSYCHOLOGISTS in the twen-
tieth century who reflect on man’s knowledge—its scope
and processes—generally deny to man the kind of meta-

physical knowledge St. Thomas ascribes to him. In such a
situation those who share Thomas’s view that man has a capac-
ity for, and an orientation to, a metaphysical knowledge of
reality as being, do well to reflect upon man’s knowledge in a
way that is in close touch with contemporary thought. In this
article I wish to do just that, to present an account of the
psychogenesis of being that makes central use of contemporary
psychologies of knowledge and has in view contemporary ob-
jections against man’s metaphysical knowledge—albeit only in
an exploratory manner, more to suggest its significance than to
develop my theme with the fullness it deserves.

To introduce this study, brief though it is, we must review
something of the Thomistic analysis of man’s understanding of
being. There is no one universally accepted interpretation of
Thomas’s view on the way man knows reality as being. There
is however widespread agreement that the existential judgment
is proportioned to the knowledge of being as understood by
Thomas, since for him being is that which is. Reality as being
is reducible neither to substance nor to the act of being. If
one accepts this, there still remains disagreement about the
principles that account for such knowledge being present in
man, The main Thomistic view is that man’s knowledge of
the concretely existing sensible reality is primary in the genesis
of such knowledge, and thus that both the concrete sensible
reality and man’s knowledge of it through sense, intellectual
abstraction, and insight are the essential principles of this

668
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knowledge. But for many interpreters this cannot fully account
for man’s existential judgment, since sense knowledge and in-
tellectual abstraction as such do not properly deliver esse or the
act of being. In another place I have defended the view that
for a full explanation of the existential judgment one has to
recognize that the act of being is more properly the object of
man’s affective inclination and volitional act than of his intel-
lectual insight mediated by sense knowledge and abstraction.!
As supportive of this view we may note that we place the infini-
tive form of the verb in a sentence as the direct object of a word
or expression referring to our acts of love, desire, and hate; for
example, we say “1 want to live.” We normally express the
direct object of an act of knowledge by a noun or a noun clause.
If esse is more properly the object of affectivity and desire than
of intellectual knowledge, the existential judgment and the
knowledge of being proper to metaphysics is dependent in part
on the intellectual knowledge we have through participation in
our affective inclination, act, and its object—our own actualiza-
tion (or act of being) as the good we seek, and other realities
that are related to this or to which our actualization is related.
The existential judgment is not fully explained by direct intel-
lectual knowledge of concrete sensible reality through sense
and abstraction.

We need not review the major modern difficulties against this
view of man’s knowledge of being—such as those that come
from Heidegger on the one hand or from an empiricism, ra-
tionalism, or constructivism on the other—to recognize that we
need something like a contemporary ‘phenomenology” of
knowledge if we are to evaluate Thomas’s view in a way that
meets the problems of our time.? For such a contemporary
analysis of man’s knowledge I suggest that major attention
should be paid to the developmental psychology of Jean Piaget,

18ee “ Existence, the Intellect and the Will,” The New Scholasticism, 29 (1855),
145-174, and “Man’s Transcendence and Thomistic Resources,” The Thomist, 38
(1974) , 496-484.

21 examine these difficulties and suggest an approach to them in “ Religious
Reflection and Man’s Transcendence,” The Thomist, 37 (1978), 1-68.
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and I suggest this in spite of his strictures against a philosophy
of knowledge.? His is widely recognized to be the outstanding
twentieth-century psychology of knowledge he has an epis-
temological interest in showing how one comes to have the
structures of knowledge exhibited in modern science; and his
developmental approach provides a unique insight into the
dynamism of man’s knowledge. Moreover, his study of human
knowledge has gone far beyond the reductionism of the behavior-
ists. By turning to Piaget we have a vast reservoir of experi-
ments on and observations of human knowledge in its stages
from infanecy to adolescence that philosophers of differing tradi-
tions have to come to grips with. Yet Piaget’s work, valuable
as it is, needs to be supplemented by the work of some Ameri-
can psychologists who have a different emphasis and interpre-
tation from Piaget’s. In fact, it appears that the traditional
dichotomy between empiricism and rationalism (or some form
of idealism) is seen in a different way today in this divergence
between some American psychologists such as Eleanor Gibson
and Jerome Brumer (different as these are from one another)
and Piaget and his associates. Their agreements are all the
more significant for their differences, and these agreements and
differences help us to grasp the present state of the question.
For a full study of the relevance of their work for the psycho-
genesis of being one would have to analyse their questions,
methods, and evidence at much greater length than we are able

3 These criticisms are expressed in J. Plaget, Insights and Hlusions of Philosophy
(New York: 1971). I have commented on several of them in * Religious Reflec-
tion,” 48-53.

The philosophical relevance of Piaget’s work is discussed in Theodore Mischel,
ed., Cognitive Development and Epistemology (New York: 1971). One of the
discussants (D. W. Hamlyn) discounts such relevance: “My own opinion is that
the mixture of philosophical and empirical issues involve in each case a muddle,
that the philosophical and psychological questions which are at stake are different
from each other, and that there are no grounds for the belief that philosophical
questions can be answered by appeal to empirical evidence or vice versa.” p. 19.
Other contributors differ from this position (Stephen Toulmin and Bernard Kaplan).
We should also refer here to the study of Piaget’s work in E. Cantore, “ Science
and Philosophy. Some Reflections on Man’s Unending Quest for Understanding,”
Dialectica, 22 (1968), 132-166.
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to here; our brief study can do no more than suggest the possi-
bilities a larger study might contain. To indicate how the
findings of these contemporary psychologies of knowledge are
related to the question of the psychogenesis of being, we will
note, first in reference to Piaget and more briefly in reference
to Gibson, their points of departure, their models of knowledge,
and the stages evident in the evolution they study. Then; as
we proceed, we shall suggest the relevance of their views to
the question of the psychogenesis of being.

In the first place, Piaget’s point of departure is to take the
structures basic to scientific knowledge, e.g., the formation and
systematic testing of hypotheses, and then study the evolu-
tionary emergence of these structures in the epistemological
subject. As he writes: “ The main aim of a theory of develop-
ment is to explain the constitution of the operational structures
of the integrated whole or totality (structure operatoire
d’ensemble) .” * Reacting against the simple stimulus-response
empiricist explanation of knowledge, Piaget has insisted that
our knowledge of the world depends upon the structures we
bring to bear on it. His early biological work on the evolution
of the molluse gave him a genetic approach to the problem of
explaining psychologically the structures present in scientific
knowledge. Experiments have shown, for example, that it is
only in the child of 11 or 12 that hypothetico-deductive rea-
soning is found. Piaget then seeks to explain this emergence
genetically. He finds an analogy between the emergence of new
psychological structures and the emergence of new biological
structures. Among the evolutionary theories of the emergence

¢ Jean Piaget, “Piaget’s Theory,” Carmichael's Manual of Child Psychology,
3rd ed., ed. Paul H. Mussen (New York: 1970) vol. I, p. 722. Of Piaget’s many
books we can cite here particularly his summary work, J. Piaget and Birbel
Inhelder, The Psychology of the Child (New York: 1969). He discusses his own
intellectual development in Insights. Among works on Piaget, I have been par-
ticularly helped by J. H. Flavell, The Developmental Psychology of Jean Piaget
(Princeton: 1963), and Hans G. Furth, Piaget and Knowledge (Englewood Cliffs:
1969) .
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of new biological structures he finds that of C. H. Waddington
to be most consistent with his own previous psychological
findings. Waddington gives great weight to the initiative and
self-regulation of organisms in developing strategies to respond
to challenges posed by the environment, the feedback from the
environment and these strategies upon the organisms, and the
emergence through this of successively new structures by which
the organisms interact with the environment.” Similarly, in the
process of the development of the infant into an adolescent
Piaget finds that the epistemological subject in his cognitive
interaction with the environment constructs a series or succes-
sion of structures that emerge from earlier ones and lead to
those found in the pre-adolescent and adolescent. His analysis
of the emergence of these structures is in part an explanation of
man’s progressively enlarged knowledge of his environment
since this knowledge is dependent upon these structures.
Eleanor Gibson places her more recent studies on perception
within a developmental framework.® She is working with an
interpretation of perception that her husband, James Gibson,
defended, and that is gaining wider acceptance.” James Gibson

¥ See C. H. Waddington, “ The Theory of Evolution Today,” in Beyond Reduc-
tionism, eds. Arthur Koestler and J. R. Smythies (Boston: 1969), 357-395.

® Eleanor J. Gibson, Principles of Perceptual Learning and Development (New
York: 1969). This book represents not only Gibson’s work but also that of many
psychologists, mainly Anglo-American, whose work she reports on and uses. Also
see D, Elkind and J. Flavell, eds., Studies in Cognitive Development (New York:
1969), and D. Hyde, Piaget and Conceptual Development (New York: 1970).

"See James J. Gibson, The Perception of the Visual World (Boston: 1950),
and Herbert L. Pick, Jr. and Anne Pick, “ Sensory and Perceptual Development,”
in Mussen, ed., op. cit., vol. 1, pp. 849-938.

The philosophical relevance of J. Gibson’s work is brought out by R. Harré
and E. H. Madden in “Natural Powers and Powerful Natures,” Philosophy, 48
(1978), 209-230. In this article the authors show that a non-Humean philosophy
is needed to account for what science is doing—in reference to our knowledge and
concepts of natural powers, natural kinds, and natural agency. The authors show
that Gibson’s work undercuts a philosophical presupposition of those who accept
Hume’s event-ontology: “ Finally the powerful psychological work of J. J. Gibson
has shown that there is no empirical basis for the tacit assumption, shared by
many philosophers, that as a matter of fact percepts are organized groups of
sensations.” p. 217,
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reacted against the empiricist view that we initially sense only
color (as points or blotches of color), and that perception of
distance or depth is basically learned, that this perception is
the effect of one’s interpretation of cues or clues and is thus a
construction by a process of association. Against this he shows
that the stimulus considered globally has correlates for one’s
perception of depth (e.g. in gradients of texture in the ground
or setting of one’s normal perceptions in the visual world) and
that three-dimensional physical reality is given basically
in perception rather than learned. In continuity with this,
Eleanor Gibson understands perception to be “ action, but it
is exploratory action, not executive action in the sense of
manipulating the environment.”® She writes:

Perception, functionally speaking, is the process by which we obtain
firsthand information about the world around us. It has a phe-
nomenal aspect, the awareness of events presently occurring in the
organism’s immediate surroundings. It has also a responsive aspect;
it entails discriminative, selective response to the stimuli in the im-
mediate environment.?

She is reacting against the behaviorist interpretation of percep-
tion or the view that learning occurs through association of
objects with the behavior or response they evoke. Gibson holds
that differing behavior with differing objects (for example, the
differing behavior of Pavlov’s dog in the presence of a circle
that signaled the presence of food, and an elliptical figure that
had ceased to signal food’s presence) is a sign that the subject
has discriminated the different objects—it is not the discrimina-
tion itself nor does it mediate this discrimination. She studies
perceptual learning, understood as “ an increase in the ability
of an organism to get information from its environment, as a
result of practice with the array of stimulation provided by the
environment.” * And she studies this in the context of the
child’s development within its natural environment.

8 E. Gibson, op. cit., p. 121.

® Ibid., p. 3.

*® Ibid., p. 77. “The criterion of perceptual learning is thus an increase in
specificity. What is learned can be described as detection of properties, patterns,
and distinctive features ” not previously registered—loc, cit.
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These basic approaches reflect the fact that the current psy-
chological investigation of knowledge is primarily develop-
mental; knowledge is studied as a process of interaction be-
tween an enlarging environment and a developing subject. We
suggest that this approach has value also for the question of
the psychogenesis of being. In asking the question of the emer-
gence of man’s understanding of reality as being we should ask
how the interaction of subject and environment gives rise to
this understanding. And in studying this we should give as
much attention to the activity of the subject and its structure
as to the object known in virtue of this activity and structure,
as much attention to the physical world as to the cognitive ac-
tivity and structure that it evokes. Man’s self-knowledge ap-
pears to be as essential to this genesis as man’s knowledge of
the physical world, if Piaget’s analysis of knowledge as de-
velopment from egocentrism to objectivity—as we shall recall
it below—is valid. Metaphysics, through this approach, will
appear as a further stage of this interaction (when compared
to the sciences) both in reference to the scope of the environ-
ment opened up to the subject and in reference to the cognitive
structure centrally involved. It will appear to be not only be-
yond science in a hierarchical order but postscientific in the
order of man’s cognitive development.

In the second place, Piaget and Gibson take different aspects
of knowledge and develop their analyses of the subject’s inter-
action with his environment primarily in reference to these.
Piaget’s analysis of the neonate’s cognitive interaction with his
immediate environment starts with an examination of the in-
fant’s sucking reflex and how its use mediates knowledge. By
assimilating objects to this action scheme or schema, and by
accommodating this structure to the variety of objects he sucks,
the infant can differentiate among them. For example, the
infant sucks the breast, and knows it through this act; but he
also sucks a coverlet, a toy, and a thumb, and all of these are
sucked differently! Knowledge by the infant is through as-
similation of its environment to a primitive structure and by
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the accommodation of this structure to its environment. Piaget
considers assimilation to be “ the fundamental fact of psychic
development.” * Assimilation is a process common to man’s
behavior considered physiologically and psychologically; it ex-
plains the basic psychological fact of repetition for it shows how
repetition can have functional meaning for the subject. More-
over,

the concept of assimilation from the very first embodies in the
mechanism of repetition the essential element which distinguishes
activity from passive habit: the coordination of the new with the
old which foretells the process of judgment. In effect, the reproduc-
tion characteristic of the act of assimilation always implies the in-
corporation of an actual fact into a given schema, this schema
being constituted by the repetition itself.*?

Initially the child’s knowledge is really limited to the most
superficial aspects of its environment and is marked by ego-
centrism—that is, an awareness of the environment only as it
is related to the self, without distinguishing the one from the
other. “At the beginning of assimilatory activity, any object
whatever presented by the external environment to the sub-
ject’s activity is simply something to suck, to look at, or to
grasp: such assimilation is at this stage centered solely on the
assimilating subject.” ** Objectivity is a term of the child’s
development, occurring when assimilation and accommodation
are in balance, and mediated not only by the child’s knowledge
of the environment but by his growing self-awareness of what
he contributes and how he distorts the world.** The emergence
of new and more fully developed structures by which the child
cognitively interacts with his environment occurs through the
initiative of the child, the feedback of the environment and
his activity upon his structures, and the effect of this feedback
upon an adjustment of these structures. What is basic here

** Jean Piaget, The Origins of Intelligence in Children (New York: 1963), p.
42.

*2loc. cit.

1% J. Piaget, The Construction of Redlity in the Child (New York: 1954), p. xi.

14 Ibid., pp. 854-357.
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is an equilibration process evoked by the discrepancy between
the environment and the subject.

Gibson’s analysis of the interaction that accounts for de-
velopment is much simpler. Basically, she assumes

that there is a structure in the world and structure in the stimulus,
and that it is the structure in the stimulus—considered as a global
array, not punctate—that constitutes information about the world.
That there is structure in the world is self-evident to the physical
scientist who uses elaborate tools and methods to discover it.*®

There are discriminable aspects of this environment that at
any particular point in time have not yet been discriminated;
development of perception is in the direction of specificity of
discrimination—a development from perception of gross fea-
tures of objects to greater specificity, rather than a process of
synthesis toward structured wholes. She examines this develop-
ment in reference to aspects of the child’s natural environment,
such as objects, space, events, representations of these and
coded sources of stimulation (e.g., speech and writing) . Prin-
ciples or processes operative in perceptual learning or differenti-
ation that she particularly stresses are

abstraction of differential properties of stimuli, filtering out of ir-
relevant variables of stimulation, and selective attention of the kind
described as exploratory activity of sense organs.®

What is the significance of this difference of emphasis re-
garding man’s knowledge of his environment for the psycho-
genesis of being that grounds metaphysics? Much could be
said, but we want particularly to note that the differing inter-
pretations of knowledge in these two views correlate with the
primacy given in the one to touch and in the other to visual
perception. In the first motor activity as mediating knowledge
of the world is more emphasized, while in the second emphasis
is placed on the stimulus present in the environment. The
difference in emphasis can in part be due to the difference in the

1% Gibson, op. cit., pp. 13-14.
8 Ibid., p. 117.
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questions asked by these psychologists. Piaget is interested in
the emergence of cognitive structures, and particularly the
scientific structure with the place it accords to mathematics;
and Gibson is interested in the emergence of man’s perception
of the physical world. It does seem to be a fact that these two
initially unintegrated aspects or forms of knowledge are present
in the infant; we shall see some examples below indicating that
both are operative in later stages of knowledge and that one
cannot be reduced to the other—both are essential principles
of man’s developing knowledge of the world. Moreover,
in the knowledge of reality as being, both of these forms
of knowledge are likewise involved. We saw that knowl-
edge of being, according to Thomas’s understanding of it,
is essentially dependent not only upon the physical reality
of the environment but also upon two modes of knowledge.
In one of these—the one mediated by sense knowledge,
intellectual abstraction, and insight—we are more in con-
tinuity with what Gibson emphasizes. In the other—the one we
called participative knowledge, i. e., knowledge of our esse and
what is related to it through participation in our affective in-
clination and its object—we are more in continuity with the
dimensions Piaget emphasizes. The infant’s motor activity
emerges from its affective inclination, and the knowledge this
activity mediates is not only that of the physical environment
but also that of the self (though at this age not distinguished),
since these actions are directed to the need or good of the self.
If we take account of the contributions of both Piaget and
Gibson, despite their tensions with each other, we find in the
infant’s knowledge an anticipation of, or a point of departure
for, the emergence of man’s metaphysical knowledge as under-
stood by St. Thomas. There are quite a few stages that the
infant must pass through, of course, before he becomes a meta-
physician!

In the third place, the major successive periods of cognitive
growth that Piaget discovers in the child’s evolution from in-
fancy to adolescence are the sensori-motor period (from birth
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until about 18 months), the concrete operatory period (be-
ginning about the age of 7 and preceded by a pre-operatory
stage), and the period of formal operations (beginning about
the age of 12). We will note some central characteristics of
these successive periods, indicate some variants in the work
of Gibson, and suggest some implications these psychologies of
knowledge have in reference to our question.

In the sensori-motor period, Piaget studies the succession of
action schemes or patterns that emerge from such primitive
patterns as the sucking reflex. He analyses the emergence of
such patterns as sensory coordinations (e. g., between sight and
hearing, between prehension and sight) , the infant’s progressive
efforts to discover objects that have been hidden near him,
and his use of means for an end. Piaget’s observations and
analyses bring out the gradual construction of action patterns
in the infant, patterns that later contribute to the construction
of internalized actions (e. g., deferred imitation, symbolic play,
formation of mental images, and verbal evocation of events)
and still later to the formation of concrete logical operations
of the school-age child and the interpropositional thought pat-
terns of the pre-adolescent. These early action patterns also
have great importance for the way in which the world comes
to be cognitively constructed by the child. For example, Piaget
finds that objects near the infant do not initially have the char-
acter of permanently existing objects that they have for us; the
construction of the permanent object is a process that occurs
in stages over the first year. Piaget notes “ how phenomenalis-
tic this primitive universe ”** of the neonate is. The infant
initially appears to be interested in objects about him only as
these are occasions for his actions—e. g., sucking and looking.
Until these objects are regarded as independent of the infant’s
action they are not considered as permanently existing sub-
stances. Concerning an intermediate stage in the process of
constructing the permanently existing object, i.e., when the

1 Piaget, Con:strubtion, p. 11.
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infant coordinates sight and hearing by looking toward the
origin of sound, Piaget writes:

the space involved here is still only a space dependent on the im-
mediate action and not precisely an objective space in which things
and actions are placed in relation to each other in groups that are
independent of the body itself. In short, intersensory coordinations
contribute to solidifying the universe by organizing actions but they
do not at all suffice to render that universe external to those ac-
tions.®

There is a certain recognition of objects by the neonate, but
this can be accounted for by the infant’s recognition of the
reaction these objects set up in him; it does not of itself indicate
the infant’s recognition of objects as independently existing. It
takes the infant a similarly long process of construction to be-
come aware of a space in which his own body is not the absolute
center but rather is an object together with other objects.
Gibson’s study of the same early period shows marked dif-
ferences from Piaget’s. She holds that the objects about the
infant and the stimulus array can account for the child’s per-
ception of space and the permanent object, and that growth
here is due to the infant’s gradual diserimination of this global
stimulus array, not to the child’s motor activity or synthetic
construction save in a very subordinate sense. For example,
in an experiment called “ The Visual Cliff ” she helped to show
that infants just able to crawl had depth perception; this occurs
earlier than Piaget’s analysis can account for.** In this experi-

8 Ibid., pp. 8-9.

®See E. J. Gibson and R. D. Walk, “ The Visual Cliff,” Scientific American,
202 (1960), 64-71, and op. cit., ch. 17, “ The Development of Perception in the
Individual: Perceiving Space and Events,” p. 369 ff.
. For supporting studies see T. G. R. Bower, “ The Visual World of Infants,”
Scientific American, 215 (1966), 80-92, and “ The Object in the World of the
Infant,” Scientific American, 225 (1971), 30-38. Bower develops ingenious ex-
periments to defend for the infant what J. J. Gibson defended for the adult,
namely, that perception of size, distance, shape, and solidity is not due to an in-
ference based on association of visual or tactile cues with the infant’s perception
of the projected object; it is rather due to the infant’s perception of the real object
with its size, distance, shape, and solidity. It is however questionable whether
Bower undermines Piaget’s view on the amount of time it takes the infant to
construct the permanently existing object.
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ment the infant is placed on a board that extends across plate
glass; under the glass to one side of the board there is a texture
pattern quite close to the bottom of the glass, and the same
texture pattern is placed more deeply under the glass to the
other side of the board. Infants move to the apparently shallow
side rather than to the perceptual cliff side, thus indicating that
they have depth perception due to gradients of texture or mo-
tion parallax. Perception of object permanence, similarly, can
be explained by the global array of stimulus:

Object permanence and perception of an event are reciprocal phe-
nomena. One quite literally implies the other. If the ball rolls be-
hind a chair, is temporarily occluded, and then rolls out again, we
do not see it as a different ball and a new event. . ..

A concept of permanence would indeed be an intellectual achieve-
ment, but invariants over time in a stimulus sequence may provide
a basis for the perception of an object’s permanence (like the ball
rolling behind a chair and out again) .2°

In these two explanations of infant knowledge of the environ-
ment there is definitely a theoretical divergence that has not
been resolved by psychologists. Yet I think that, without tres-
passing on their field, it is legitimate to conclude that neither
approach taken as such is a fully adequate account of the child’s
cognitive growth, and that both taken together—without our
being able to resolve the differences—contribute to an explana-
tion of knowledge that offers a starting point for the kind of
knowledge we indicated at the beginning of this paper as in-
volved in the knowledge man has of being. With Gibson we
must admit that there is in the stimulus, as a global array,
information that can account for one’s perception of the perma-
nent object and space. But with Piaget we must admit that
after the first year there are elements in the infant’s knowledge
of permanent objects and space that were previously not
present. There is a sense in which, partially dependent upon
the child’s action on the object, the object becomes disengaged
from his action and acquires for him a permanent existence it

20 Gibson, op. cit., pp. 381, 384.



PSYCHOLOGY AND MAN'S KNOWLEDGE OF BEING 681

did not have earlier. Similarly, due in part to a development
of the infant’s motor activity into more complex action pat-
terns, there is a growth in organization not only of the infant’s
behavior but also of the space about him. There seem here to
be two central principles of the infant’s developing knowledge:
one beginning from the object perceived visually but not ex-
actly related to the self, the other from the child’s executive
action depending on his needs and interests and the significance
this has for his knowledge of self and the environment, which
are only gradually differentiated.

With reference to the child’s growth after the sensori-motor
period, we should note at least that both Piaget and Gibson
view language as having a subordinate, though very important,
role.® Language is not the source of the child’s image, concept,
or logic; but when the child does begin to develop speech, lan-
guage has a feedback function promoting perceptual discrimina-
tion (Gibson), and it “enables thought to range over vast
stretches of time and space, liberating it from the immediate ”
(Piaget) .22

A central period in the child’s cognitive development (and
one in which the divergence between Piaget’s and Gibson’s
interpretations is quite clear) occurs about the age of 7. Around
this time the child develops a series of concepts in organizing
the concrete environment about him, a development that en-
ables him to escape the distorting influence of perceptual cues
to which he was earlier subject. For example, there is the de-
velopment of the concept of the conservation of quantity. If
in front of a child an experimenter pours water from a wide,
short beaker into one that is tall and narrow, and then asks
the child whether there is more in the first beaker or the second,
or whether there is the same amount in both, the child of 5
will most often say that there is more in the second, being

%1 For example, see Piaget, The Psychology of the Child, p. 90: “These data . . .
indicate that language does not constitute the source of logic but is, on the contrary,
structured by it.” See also Piaget, “ Language and Intellectual Operations,” in
Furth, op. cit., pp. 121-180; and Gibson, op. cit., p. 154 ff.

22 Piaget, Psychology, p. 86.
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confused by the perceptual cue of height. At times he may
centrate on width and say that there is more in the first. He
may vary his answers, but these are subject to the perceptual
cues he is centrating on. About the age of 7 (or earlier for
some children, but still in a definite sequence of stages), the
child will say that there is the same amount in each beaker and
thus will show that he recognizes the conservation of quantity,
a concept he will not lose. Similarly the child gradually be-
comes aware of conservation with other subject matters, such
as number, area, space, and volume.

For Piaget, this achievement is due to what he calls a “ reflec-
tive abstraction,”
which does not derive properties from things but from our ways of
acting on things, the operations we perform on them; perhaps,

rather, from the various fundamental ways of coordinating such
acts or operations.?

The knowledge of conservation that exists in the object is due
to the child’s assimilation of the object to an action scheme
somewhat as the infant comes to know the nipple or thumb by
assimilating it to the action scheme of sucking. Between the
sensori-motor period and the period called that of “ concrete
operations,” the child interiorizes the actions he performs on
things; the action of pouring water from one beaker to the other
leads by a process of reflective abstraction to an operation, or
an interiorized structure, of inversion. By the operation of in-
version and by that of negation (e.g., negating the height of
the flask and adding proportionately to the width, or vice
versa) the child here gains an insight into the conservation of
quantity. Piaget finds support for this interpretation in the in-
termediate stages through which the child moves in this

22 J. Piaget, Structuralism (New York: 1970) p. 19. Piaget acknowledges a
qualitative abstraction from things as a factor in our knowledge of the world:
“ There is what we call physical experience, which consists of extracting informa-
tion from the objects themselves through a simple process of abstraction. This
abstraction reduces to dissociating one newly discovered property from the others
and disregarding the latter. Thus it is physical experience that allows the child
to discover weight while disregarding the object’s color, ete., or to discover that

with objects with the same nature, their weight is greater as their volume increases,
ete.” in Mussen, op. cit., I, 721.
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achievement. Another influence on Piaget’s interpretation here
is the success of the group concept in mathematics, where a
property is arrived at not by abstraction from the thing but
by an abstraction from an operation performed on it. Piaget
holds that we cannot adequately explain the function of
mathematics in physics unless we acknowledge that by reflec-
tive abstraction a person reaches structures in the world that
are independent of him. The isomorphism between intellectual
structures and physical structures existing in the world is owed
to the fact that our intellectual structures are constructed
through the push and pull of the environment upon us: the for-
mation of our external action patterns as a response to the en-
vironment, and the interiorization of these patterns through
reflective abstraction.** One characteristic of such concrete
operations and conservation concepts that can only be ac-
counted for by reflective abstraction is their necessity; the child
who has come to recognize the conservation of quantity will say
that there has to be the same amount of water in both beakers.

But

if the logico-mathematical laws of “being” are discovered from
without, in the manner of physical laws, they are then no longer
“necessary ” in the deductive and axiomatic meaning of the term,
and nothing proves that the selection was sufficient for our adapta-
tion being complete in their regard rather than simply approxi-
mating, as in other domains (perception, ete.).?®

2t See Structuralism, pp. 37-43, 62. That there is a construction at the founda-
tion of mathematical concepts is a view very widely held in the 20th century,
though this construction is interpreted in different ways. See Charles Parsons,
“ Mathematics, Foundations of,” The Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. P. Edwards,
(New York: Macmillan, 1967) vol. 5, pp. 188-213, particularly his discussion of
two types of constructivism, namely, intuitionism’> (Brouwer) and °formalism’
(Hilbert). For a brief survey of how widespread the constructivist view of
mathematics has become, see M. Vignano, “La matematica & ancora vera?,”
Gregorianum, 54 (1973), 61-88. While studies of the foundations of mathematics
and of modern logic associated with mathematics are generally axiomatic and not
anchored in the child’s cognitive interaction with the world, Piaget relates the
development of some primitive mathematical concepts and an elementary modern
logic to the matrix of the child’s natural cognitive development. _

*5 J. Piaget, Biologie et Connaissance (Paris: Gallimard, 1967) p. 861; also see
Piaget’s analysis of the meaning of structure, €. g, in Insights, p. 109: “ The notion



684 JOHN FARRELLY

Eleanor Gibson interprets the same case differently. . She
holds that “ conservation is invariance over time and over event
sequence. . . . The perception of sameness over change is what
is critical. . . .’ ** Some evidence supports this. For example,

of structure’ is not at all reducible to a simple formalization due to the observer’s
mind; it expresses, on the contrary, through its formalizations to which, moreover,
it lends itself, properties of the structured ‘ being.’ ” Piaget acknowledges that some
of his collaborators have differed from him on the source of necessity. Ibid., p. 811f.

It is very informative to compare Piaget’s views with those in the excellent book
by Henry Veatch, Two Logics. The Conflict between Classical and Neo-Analytic
Philosophy (Evanston: 1969). The logic whose genesis Piaget investigates is what
Veatch calls a ‘relating-logic,” and the logic associated with Piaget’s ‘simple ab-
straction’ is called by Veatch a what-logic.” The representatives of neo-analytic
philosophy and ¢ relating-logic” whom Veatch studies deny that by this logic we
reach structures, causality, and necessity in the world. Piaget, however, considers
that by this logic and the physical experience it organizes we do indeed reach
quantitative structures in the physical world and their necessity and causal rela-
tions. On the other hand, Piaget denies that we reach a necessity in nature by
qualitative knowledge or ‘simple abstraction,” whereas Veatch argues effectively
that we do. Veatch denies that the category °analytic proposition’ does justice
to our ‘ what statements,” and he shows that these statements are basic to our
ordinary discourse, the humanities, and parts of science. While these are necessary
truths if they are true at all, they can be in principle proved false by experience.
We may present one summary expression of this in Veateh’s book:

“ For example, such statements as ‘ Hydrogen is an element,” or ‘ Human beings
are a species of animal,” or ‘ Motion is a transition of something from something
to something else’ are clearly what-statements, in that each merely attempts to
state in the predicate what its subject is. If this is so, then it would seem that
the evidence for the truth of such statements would have to be a self-evidence—
i. e, it is only through a consideration of hydrogen itself that we come to know
what it is. On the other hand, for all of their seeming self-evidence, we also
noted that such statements might well turn out to be false. Chemists might de-
cide that hydrogen was not an element after all, or motion might turn out to be
an entirely different sort of thing than the Aristotelians had thought it was, ete.”
pp. 216-217.

28 Gibson, op. cit., pp. 388-389. She is here dependent upon experiments cited
by Jerome Bruner in “ On the Conservation of Liquids,” in J. Bruner et al., Studies
in Cognitive Growth (New York: 1966) pp. 183-207, although she, together with
Piaget, differs from Bruner on the question of the dependence of conservation on
language.

Also see L. Wallach, “ On the Bases of Conservation,” in Elkind and Flavell, eds.,
op. cit., pp. 191-219. Wallach gives positive value to both experience or perception
on the one hand and to cognitive structure and operation on the other in the
genesis of conservation, though more to the former than to the latter. See, in the
same book, D. Elkind, “Conservation and Concept Formation,” pp. 171-189;
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the majority of children tested give as their reason for the con-
servation judgment the identity of the water in both beakers.
Moreover, in an experiment where a screen is placed between
the beakers and the children, thereby shielding them from per-
ceptual differences, they judge more quickly that there is the
same amount of water in each; this judgment seems then to
come not from interiorized actions such as negation or compen-
sation but from perception of sameness over change. So for
Gibson it is a matter of physical abstraction from the objects.
In the conservation judgment she does not recognize a quali-
tatively higher stage of knowledge, as compared with percep-
tion, whereas Piaget does affirm such a qualitative difference
between these forms of knowledge.

The problem of what accounts for the child’s awareness of
conservation has a bearing on how other concepts are de-
veloped, including some used in metaphysics. Without being
able here to treat this question as it deserves, we would point
out that whether conservation comes to be known by reflective
abstraction or by simple abstraction, there is a structure or
property in the physical thing that is known (contrary to
Hume) , and the basis for one’s judgment is the physical object
as well as his cognitive structure (contrary to Kant). Perhaps
we must agree with Piaget that reflective abstraction does at
times give access to a structure or property of physical reality,
since modern physies reaches such structures; as Piaget says,
mathematics is not simply a language in physies—it predicts
at times. Moreover, it would seem we must agree with Piaget
that the conservation judgment, when compared with pre-
operatory perception, is a qualitatively higher form of knowl-

Elkind compares Piaget’s study of concept formation with studies of concept for-
mation by way of discrimination. He judges that the discriminative studies reflect
more an Aristotelian mode of concept formation while Piaget’s reflects more a
Galilean mode of concept formation. He concludes: “Taken singly, either ap-
proach provides only a partial understanding of the concept as we know it in the
behaving and thinking subject and in the history of scientific enquiry. Taken to-
gether, however, these two versions of the concept can provide a comprehensive

view of the concept that will account for the modes of conception in both the
individual and science.” p. 188.
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edge of the environment. And yet Piaget’s view that neces-
sity cannot properly derive from simple abstraction may show
a lingering influence of empiricism in his own work; it has not
met with as much agreement as other aspects of his studies
on conservation. Gibson’s view that conservation is due to
the perception of sameness over change has much to support
it, but it seems excessively wary of admitting any distinction of
stages in knowledge, and it does not give sufficient account of
the subject’s structures that may be involved. Perhaps at times
the subject’s structured activity is the conditio sine qua non
and the physical object and simple abstraction from it the
more direct source of a valid concept; at other times the sub-
ject’s operation may be the source and the physical object and
experience of it the conditio sine qua non. In any case, one can
see the relevance of developmental psychology’s conservation
studies to the question of the psychogenesis of philosophical
concepts, specifically that of being.

A further stage of the child’s cognitive growth is found in
pre-adolescence (from age 11 or 12 to 15), a period Piaget calls
that of formal operations. To relate this to our question we
shall note an observation that exemplifies this period in part,
discuss what accounts for the knowledge distinctive of this per-
iod, and then inquire whether the knowledge found here is im-
plicitly metaphysical. ;

A central characteristic of the formal operatory period may
be seen in the following experiment. Five flasks are set before
subjects taken from middle childhood and pre-adolescence; each
flask has a chemically different liquid, which may be designated
as 1, 2, 8, 4, and g. The experimenter tells each subject that
a yellow liquid may be made by combining g with one or more
of the other flasks’ contents; the subject’s task is to produce
the yellow color. A younger child (7;1) takes g and pours it
into several of the other flasks without achieving the desired
result, and then into some combinations of the other flasks, but
he reaches only a few of the possible combinations. The pre-
adolescent begins otherwise. One subject (13;0) says:
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You have to try with all the bottles. T'll begin with the one at the

end (from 1 to 4 with ¢g). ... It doesn’t work any more. Maybe
you have to mix them (he tries1 42+ g, then14+3+4g) ... It
turned yellow. But are there other solutions? T'll try .. .7

This example illustrates the actual transcendence in the pre-
adolescent’s cognitive structure and operation when compared
to the younger child’s. The child at the concrete operatory level
is not unsystematic, but what characterizes his approach to
the problem is that he begins immediately by attempting an
empirical correspondence with the experimenter’s results. He
is oriented to the actual concrete rather than to the possible.
This is true generally of his level of operations, as the earlier
example of the conservation of quantity showed. Connected
with this limitation is the fact that the child of the concrete
operatory period forms operational concepts one by one for very
limited areas. His organization of the world about him proceeds
by his development of “ more or less separate islets of organiza-
tion,” *® not interlocking to form the integrated systems found
in adolescents. The pre-adolescent begins his consideration of
the problem here by a systematic recognition of all the possibles,
and only then proceeds to look for the real or actual by an exam-
ination of the different variables. He thus clearly distinguishes
the actual from the possible in the problem. Other characteristics
are associated with this basic property of the formal operatory
period. The pre-adolescent proceeds in the problem by a hypo-
thetico-deductive method, systematically trying all the possible
situations. This approach depends upon what the concrete
operatory child has achieved, but the pre-adolescent puts these
achievements into the form of propositions and reflects on the
propositions rather than simply on the concrete data. Piaget
notes that this interpropositional thinking is an approach
sufficiently disengaged from centration on the concrete to allow
a separation of form from content, and of possibilities from the

2" B. Inhelder and J. Piaget, The Growth of Logical Thinking from Childhood
to Adolescence (New York: 1958), pp. 117.
%8 Flavell, op. cit., p. 204.
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actual. The greater scope and possibilities of the pre-adoles-
cent’s knowledge are based upon this more advanced structure.
Piaget describes this structure and relates it to the adolescent’s
growth in affective and social interest in the following passage:

The subject succeeds in freeing himself from the concrete and in
locating reality within a group of possible transformations. This
final fundamental decentering, which occurs at the end of childhood,
prepares for adolescence, whose principal characteristic is a similar
liberation from the concrete in favor of interest oriented toward the
non-present and the future. This is the age of great ideals and of
the beginning of theories, as well as the time of simple present
adaptation to reality. This affective and social impulse of adoles-
cence has often been described . But it has not always been under-
stood that this impulse is dependent upon a transformation of
thought that permits the handling of hypotheses and reasoning with
regard to propositions removed from concrete and present observa-
tion.?®

Athough we have not followed Piaget’s analysis of the de-
velopment of moral reasoning in the younger child (an area
not as central to Piaget’s interests as the knowledge that leads
to scientific reasoning), we should at least note, as the above
passage indicates, that Piaget associates the adolescent’s moral
idealism and interest in the non-present and future with the
cognitive development characteristic of the formal operatory
period. The value orientation of the adolescent shows a de-
velopment over that of the younger person similar to that found
in his cognitive development. In both the affective and the
cognitive areas the adolescent, while retaining the operation
characteristic of the younger child, is capable of going beyond
this by systematically considering what is possible and cen-
tering on the actual in its relation to the possible. There is a
correlation between stages in cognitive development and in
socialization or moral reasoning. To take an example from an
earlier stage, it is only when the child is entering the concrete

2® Piaget and Inhelder, Psychology, pp. 130-131. Emphasis added. Flavell com-
ments as follows: “The most important general property of formal-operational
thought, the one from which Piaget derives all others . . . concerns the real versus
the possible.” Flavell, op. cit., p. 204.
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operatory period that he is capable of playing games with other
children in a way that calls for all of them to observe equally
a set of rules independent of them. During the concrete
operatory period the child’s moral awareness mainly centers on
an organization of his concrete behavior in virtue of rules given
him and his affective relation to parent figures that makes the
assimilation of rules possible. This period is marked by a moral
realism that does not make much room for differences between
intentional and accidental wrongdoing. The scope of the
adolescent’s interest, however, is much greater; this is due not
simply to sociological factors but to an inner growth toward
an ability to center on possibilities for himself and society, to
experience their value and seek their realization, frequently,
indeed, in a utopian manner.*

In continuity with his approach to earlier stages of the child’s
cognitive interaction with the environment, Piaget stresses
that in the period of formal operations knowledge is gained
more through the mediation of the subject’s operation than
through discrimination of the structure given in the environ-
ment. While not denying the latter, he emphasizes the former
because he is showing the genesis of the knowledge and strue-
ture that underlies physical science, and particularly physics.
He is interested in the child’s quantitative knowledge, because
that is what is characteristic of physics and the interrelation
of mathematics and physical experience found in that science.
The logic whose genesis he examines is the modern logic that is
closely related to mathematics. The development from the
child’s concrete operatory period to his formal operatory period
is for him a matter of reflective abstraction. It is owing to the
objective situations the child faces in his environment (physi-
cal, but also social and academic, because these can facilitate
or retard the child’s growth), the inadequacy of the child’s
present structures to meet the problems presented to him by
his situation, and the feedback from the situation and his own
cognitive interaction with it that a new and more adequate

2° See Piaget, Psychology, pp. 114-127, 149-151,
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cognitive structure is generated within him. The pre-adolescent
who tries to find the combination that gives the yellow color
achieves his solution by way of an operation that orders his
action and the environment in accordance with a mathematical
logic more advanced than that of the concrete operatory child:

Without knowing any logical formula, or the formal criteria for a
mathematical “ group” ..., the preadolescent of twelve to fifteen
is capable of manipulating transformations according to four pos-
sibilities; I (identical transformation), N (inverse transforma-
tion), R (reciprocal transformation), and C (correlative trans-
formation) ... combining inversions and reciprocities into a single
system, and thus achieving a synthesis of the hitherto partial struc-
tures.®*

At a deeper level the operation of the pre-adolescent is seen
as an application of the schemes of the possible and actual in
accord with the hypothetico-deductive method. Similarly,
Piaget sees the adolescent’s new awareness of values as a knowl-
edge mediated by his activity, his development of the structure
of the formal operatory period, and his orientation to a wider
horizon than in middle childhood.

In our analysis of earlier periods of the child’s cognitive de-
velopment we have suggested that Piaget’s account must be
supplemented by that of some Anglo-American psychologists
who stress the subject’s discrimination of the features of the
environment to explain his cognitive growth. We have indi-
cated that in the infant’s achievement of knowledge of the
permanently existing object the knowledge present is not only
that mediated by the child’s activity but also (and just as
centrally) that mediated by his perceptual discrimination. In
the concrete operatory child achieving awareness of conser-
vation we have suggested that what is operative is not only
knowledge mediated by internalized activity or operations but
also a qualitative knowledge through what Piaget calls “ simple
abstraction” (e. g., discrimination of the attribute of quantity
from that of height or width in the case of the flasks of water,

* bid., pp. 189-140.
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by abstraction of the one from the other over a process of
change) . Similarly we now suggest that in the formal operatory
period there is also this qualitative knowledge that is basie to
the increased scope evident in the young person’s knowledge.
At times Piaget acknowledges this, though he denies its cen-
trality. For example, in explaining one of his experiments with
pre-adolescents (a pendulum experiment), he notes that the
child gains his knowledge of metrical or quantitative proportion
only by beginning with qualitative proportion.** The psy-
chologists who emphasize cognitive development through dis-
crimination rather than through operation do not extend their
studies into adolescence in the way that Piaget does. But in
continuity with what we have said earlier, we suggest the fol-
lowing. The pre-adolescent’s knowledge of the distinction be-
tween the actual and the possible, which he applies in the hypo-
thetico-deductive reasoning that Piaget studies, is mediated by
a process of discrimination as well as by a process of operation
or adjustment. It is mediated by what Piaget calls simple ab-
straction as well as by reflective abstraction. We acknowledge
the presence of the latter. That is, the knowledge is in part
the result of the growing child’s adjustment to his environment
(including here both his physical environment and his value
horizon) , his experience that this environment is larger than
that to which he previously adjusted himself and that the ad-
justment made in middle childhood is no longer adequate, the
feedback of both environment and of his earlier adjustment to
it upon him as cognitive subject, and his action (by reflective
abstraction) of adjusting to this environment, now within the
context of the actual and the possible. But it in part is due also
to a kind of intellectual discrimination between the actual and
the possible, a discrimination not central for the younger child
and made through a negation: the real is distinct from the
simply possible. This involves a simple abstraction of what
actually is from all the possibilities relating to a specific experi-
ment (e.g., that of making the yellow color by a combination

32 Ibid., p. 142.
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of flasks). And it is involved in areas of qualitative knowledge
that Piaget does not investigate, in a natural logic that ques-
tions why things are the way they are rather than otherwise.
Making this discrimination seems to require a higher order of
abstraction than the abstraction of this (e.g., quantity as an
attribute) from that (e. g., height or width as attributes) , which
underlay the child’s grasp of conservation in his earlier period
of cognitive growth. While depending genetically on the earlier
discrimination of the child, this later growth makes possible the
greater scope of the adolescent’s knowledge.

What is the relevance of these remarks on the formal opera-
tory period to our question about the psychogenesis of being?
I suggest that this type of knowledge found in the adolescent,
which is basic to scientific knowledge as well as to his self-
direction in preparing himself for the adult world, is made pos-
sible through knowledge that is implicitly metaphysical. The
basis for this suggestion is that what enables the pre-adolescent
to interact cognitively with his environment in a way sur-
passing that of middle childhood is his knowledge of being. His
approach to many problems offered him by his environment is
based on his adjustment to this environment in the context of
what is actual and what is possible, and on his discrimination
of the actual from the possible. This is what liberates him from
the limited focus and method of the concrete operatory period
and enables him to test systematically the varied possible an-
swers to a problem such as that of the flasks. And this is what
liberates him from centering his value orientation upon an
adaptation that is simply to present circumstances. His knowl-
edge does reach a structure in his environment and is not simply
a knowledge of language or concept, for it is only a knowledge
of the actual in the environment (as distinct from the possible)
that enables him to operate as he does in realistically forming
and testing hypotheses. And similarly this knowledge does
reach a dimension of the value to which he is orientated, since
the life that is possible for him is not restricted to an adjust-
ment within his current situation or circumstances. The ac-
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tualization of his own possibilities and those of the society of
which he is a part engages his interests; a sense of responsibility
for such an actualization is a growth over his orientation of
middle childhood, and it is as central to the development char-
acteristic of the young person as his more directly cognitive
growth. But, as we indicated at the beginning of this article,
this entire achievement is what is meant by the word “ being.”
Or, what actually is, as distinct from what is merely possible,
is nothing more than reality as being; in his orientation to the
actualization of his own possibilities and those of his society the
individual is orientated to esse, since the actualization of his
being is esse. Moreover, a double ground for the adolescent’s
knowledge of being is evident in his action and knowledge, the
double ground called for by a Thomistic understanding of the
psychogenesis of being. The ground is, as we said, a dis-
crimination of the actual from the possible; and this recalls the
Thomistic position that being is known through sense knowl-
edge, abstraction, and intellectual intuition or insight into the
concrete existing reality of one’s physical environment. The
ground is also the initiative of the subject shown in his adjust-
ment to an ever enlarging environment, an adjustment that his
own being (esse) elicits from him; this is explainable by the
Thomistic association of the good with esse, and the dependence
of the subject’s organization of his own activity and of his
environment upon his orientation to this actualization of him-
self and others. We suggest, then, that the adolescent’s dis-
tinctive knowledge is explainable by his orientation to being
and, on this account, that his knowledge is implicitly meta-
physical in that it is possible only through his knowledge of
being. But it is merely implicitly so, for this knowledge is not
possessed reflectively, systematically, and objectively, as it is
in metaphysics.

In conclusion, we have attempted to evaluate St. Thomas’s
assertion of man’s orientation to, and capacity for, a knowledge
of being that validly bases a metaphysics—a knowledge medi-
ated both by intellectual insight into being as concretely ex-



694 JOHN FARRELLY

isting in the sensible individual and by man’s affective orienta-
tion to, and action for, the good. We have sought to do this
in view of modern objections against aseribing such a meta-
physical scope to man’s knowledge that derive from one or
other aspect of modern science. To base our evaluation on
modern experience and on a modern interpretation of knowl-
edge, we turned to the developmental psychology of Jean
Piaget and some American psychologists to study their analyses
of the subject’s cognitive interaction with his environment in
a progressive manner, and the observations on which they base
their interpretations. We have presented evidence to support
Piaget’s assertion of a limited transcendence in this knowledge
through the sensory-motor period, the concrete operatory
period, and the formal operatory period. The dimension of the
environment that the child adjusts to and knows enlarges
throughout this development, as do the structures that he
brings to bear in his knowledge; the development is provoked
both by dimensions of the environment not assimilable to
earlier structures and by the activity of the cognitive subject.
The activity of the subject that Piaget stresses is behavior that
leads by reflective abstraction to a more adequate and interior
organization and construction of operations and environment.
The activity that the other psychologists stress is exploratory
and discriminating perceptual activity. For the latter the en-
vironment is discriminable structure, whereas for the former it
is more a principle to which man adjusts his behavior and which
has a feedback influence on his changing cognitive structures.
The action that Piaget emphaszies is central not only for the
subject’s organization of the physical world but also for en-
larging his value awareness and moral knowledge.

With the aid of developmental psychology we have uncovered
knowledge experiences that many adversaries of metaphysical
knowledge cannot account for. For example, Hume’s phe-
nomenalism cannot account for the infant’s grasp of the per-
manent object; only a realism can account for this. Linguistic
philosophers who give primacy to language use cannot account
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for the emergence of language in the infant and young child,
nor can they account for the relation of this emergence to the
child’s earlier cognitive interaction with his environment; only
a recognition of the dependence of language on knowledge can
do this. Those who, in accord with the analytic-synthetic dis-
tinction, deny any knowledge of necessity in nature that is ob-
jectively based, cannot account for the child’s development into
the concrete operatory period, nor, for that matter, for science
itself. And those who deny man’s knowledge of reality as being,
in continuity with Thomas’s understanding of this, cannot ex-
plain the pre-adolescent’s enlargement of knowledge or the
distinctive structure of his knowledge, shown both in his primi-
tive scientific approach and in his value orientation and knowl-
edge.

The development of these insights can help show man’s ori-
entation to, and capacity for, a knowledge of being that bases
a metaphysics; more than that, it can help save modern science
from itself. Those who would restrict man’s knowledge and
interest to the level of science and to the technology it makes
available deny the context that alone makes possible science
and technological advance. If one restricts man’s cognitive
growth and his adjustment to his environment to such a level,
he denies the meaning of scientific knowledge as well as the
fully human context in which technology’s use can be properly
evaluated.

Jorn FarrerLny, O.S.B.

St. Anselm’s Abbey
Washington, D. C.



TOTALITY AND TIME

(o L

I
THE PURPOSE OF this article is to explore to what ex-

tent the philosopher is able to clarify in his own way
a problem much under debate at present, that of time-
reversal.' It should be made clear from the start that the goals
under consideration are very limited. I am not concerned with
time-travel, nor shall I make the claim and demonstrate philoso-
phically that particles or events are running in reverse—as in
a film taken with the camera upside down and inserted back-
wards in later editing. There is not, it seems, sufficient ground
to assert this philosophically. I should add that philosopher
and scientist approach the notion of time differently. While
the scientist observes time as a flow of particles or anti-particles,
the philosopher looks for their embodiment in certain events
or things—that-change and as a result offer him the possibility
of time-awareness. Naturally the philosopher’s attempt to in-
terpret certain events in the realm of time should not contradict
the proven data of science, but it is important to keep in mind
that some of the scientific conclusions concerning time, especial-
ly concerning time-reversal, are themselves speculative; al-
though at times they carry a certain plausibility on the the-
oretical level, their fulfillment in the physical realm is not easily
verifiable. Whenever particular results on time-reversal seem
to have been obtained by the scientist, they appear to be in-
finitesimal in both size and duration.
We shall be able to define later what we understand by time-
reversal, but now we must stress the point that the under-
standing of time-reversal in this article gives a definite role to

* This paper was read at the convention of the American Philosophical Associa-
tion at San Francisco on March 29, 1974.
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the future. As is well known, there is strong disagreement
among philosophers on the function of the future. Many in re-
cent times resent any consideration of the future dimension
as an object of meaningful study. What matters is the past,
which, on the basis of an incessant cause-and-effect concatena-
tion, builds up the present. Evolution and survival of life are
explained on the basis of a mechanistic cause-and-effect se-
quence. We shall come back to this topic later; it suffices to
note that this approach does not implicate the future as a cause.
This attitude is considered scientific, and a great number of
philosophers who make the claim that as philosopher one should
not proceed beyond what exists and as such is verifiable, share
that view.

There are still philosophers, however, who would question
such a radical stand. This writer for one would assert—and in
these pages will attempt to confirm his statement—that the
future dimension is a very relevant one, a “ phenomenon” of
great importance. I would like to introduce here a scholastic
term that is very illuminating, the term scientia visionis.
Aquinas defines it as the knowledge in God, of himself, of all
creatures, whether past, present, or future (not the futuribilia) 2
It would be sheer presumption to transfer this original meaning
to any human application. Yet the present use of the term
would like to stress that the philosopher qua philosopher is bent
upon past, present, and future. In that sense the scientia
visionds is his potential and the cosmos as a whole his territory,
however modest the results of this endeavor. Things-to-come
are also the object of his observation and phenomenological
description. It may very well appear that life and the world as
a whole are not intelligible on the basis of the past alone. The
philosopher is entitled to this “complete ” intelligibility, as
we shall attempt to show.

2“ Quaedam enim, licet non sint nunc in actu, tamen vel fuerunt vel erunt;
et omnia ista dicitur Deus scire scientia visionis. Quia, cum intelligere Dei, quod
est ejus esse, aeternitate mensuretur, quae sine successione existens totum tempus
comprehendit, presens intuitus Dei fertur in totum tempus, et in omnia quae sunt
in quocumque tempore, sicut in subjecta sibi presentialiter” (Summa Theol., I,
q.14, 2.9).
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II

A traditional philosophy that accepts God as the ultimate
ordinator of the cosmos and of life would make the assertion
that in God’s vision, or what has been called above his scientia
vistonis, there is foreknowledge at work. We use the term at
work purposely, for we want to stress that the divine interven-
tion in this view is active: God plans a world and by the same
token executes his plan. The term teleology has been often used
to denote this movement in its immensity, and the fact that
there are or seem to be traces of such divine supervising activity
has been called the teleological proof. To a certain number of
philosophers this approach does not appear compelling, either
because such supervising or planning activity cannot be dis-
covered or because, if there is a planning, this can be seen as
built-in within things and is then called Nature. Whether the
existence of a Mastermind as a distinct and personal entity can
be deduced from the planning that seems to be there is not the
topic of our research. The nature of the planning itself, how-
ever, in a sense we shall clarify later, deserves serious considera-~
tion.

Modern biologists accept a certain end-directedness. Several
among them, confused and disappointed by the dogmatic ac-
ceptance of, and the radical stress upon, the mere cause-and-
effect adaptation process, have now reworded their formula-
tions. Instead of claiming that the turtle comes ashore and
lays its eggs, they now concede that the turtle comes ashore to
lay its eggs.® In other words, the claim is that in the living,
end-directedness is a fact. This means, of course, organization—
not sheer randomness but organization that results in adapta-
tion. This new position does not acknowledge Aristotelian
teleology, for it refuses to accept the compelling and causal
function of the absent and futuristic element that affects my
deed from afar according to a plan to be executed. One acts

2 Colin S. Pittenbrigh, “Adaptation, Natural Selection and Behavior,” in Behavior
and Evolution, ed. by Anne Roe and George G. Simpson (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1958) pp. 893 and fl.
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for, one does not act because of. The new term is teleonomy.
Teleology is herewith excluded, and divine “ planning ” would
find no protagonists among the teleonomists.

I

Our charge is not to defend Aristotelian teleology, just as we
did not consider it our task to safeguard the teleological proof.
The solution we shall presently submit is somewhat different.
Yet by way of preparation for our proposal we would like to
bring to the fore several points that at times have been for-
gotten when examining the problem under consideration.

The first is that as one observes life as a global phenomenon,
it appears to have a certain will-to-be-and-to-survive. We must
not understand this will-to-be in the Nietzschean sense of will-
to-power, which stresses self-expansion, but rather as a cona-
tion-to-live beyond the present moment and to do so in spite
of a problematic situation. We shall call this the will to sur-
vive. Notice how the second part of our proposition includes
the future, for it clearly stresses the fact that to survive signifies
in one way or another a move into the future, To survive is
not just to live in the present but to go beyond the present into
the future. A danger is offset and a menace overcome. This
is the deeper meaning of the verb “to survive.” This philo-
sophical observation is confirmed in the continual effort of the
living to overcome entropy: it is only on the basis of an
incessant conatus-to-live beyond the present problematic
menace that total entropy is avoided. In looking at this
conatus, one sees that it is only natural that it, too, employs
in its execution what is commonly called the cause-and-effect
sequence, and by the same token makes its way into a certain
environment and “ adapts ” itself. The will-to-be and to survive
therefore does not exclude the mechanistic cause-and-effect se-
quence, but the latter alone does not explain the will-to-be.
Rather, the will-to-be and to survive command the causal se-
quence as an instrumentality that makes the move into the
future possible.
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A second point that deserves consideration in observing this
conatus essendi is the knowledge connected with it. Such
knowledge need not be a clearcut and explicit awareness of
what will happen or of what the present deed implies, nor need
it be shared by the one who accomplishes the deed. So, for
example, the turtle need not know why it moves ashore. An
animal may very well be ignorant of the ultimate purpose of
its own act, yet the act itself is anticipatory. In other words,
the act itself embodies an information. It is a lived knowledge
of the future that is not known as such by the turtle but is
revealed by a more advanced consciousness. The act itself be-
trays the end, but that end is often present only to the con-
sciousness of man.

In fact, not too much observation is required to notice that
in my human consciousness, whether I am the agent or not,
anticipation, is a very strong and prevalent phenomenon. My
consciousness is present to the present, no doubt; through
memory it is present to the past as well; but most of all T appear
to go beyond the present and into the future, and so I am
present to what-is-not-yet. I should add that, from what is not
yet, I keep incessantly coming back to the present. This is what
I call the anticipatory movement in the very essence of con-
sciousness. In some way the future is already. We shall at-
tempt to detail its modus operandi later, but already this
“ being in some way * affects me now.

All this of course presents itself on an individual plane and
is obviously microscopic compared to what the human totality
in its enormous reservoir of knowledge must be. This knowl-
edge and its will-to-be we shall not consider as some Hegelian
Spirit, but nothing prevents us from considering it as the knowl-
edge of a totality resulting from the sum of individual visions.
Such a totum, made up of the sum of its components, “knows ”
its future on a wider expanse and, like the individual knower,
directs its constitutive elements toward its own survival. There
is no reason to deny “ end-directedness” to the totum in its
attempt for survival if we grant it to the individual.



























































































































































































































































































































