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Reagon and Eros

Foreword

This study is not intended as g work of research into any
existing body of philoso . It is, rather, an independent inguiry
into the origine and the objective of philosophical activity. In
this it assumes the somes at enigmatic r8le of a philosophy of philcesopny.

PART I, THE GENESIS AKD THE IIMITATIONS OF REASON

The aim of this part of our enguiry, is to reach an under-
stending of the concept of Reason, In so far as Heason inheres in
man, it is commonly regarded as distinguishing him from the other
forms of life on Earth, as if the continuity of evolution sustains a
break. The reality of this break we call in question, and, accord—
ingly, we shall attempt to examine Reason in the ccntext of Life as
a wnole.

Since the beginning of philosophy, notable thinkers have
regarded Reason as the supreme endowment of human nature, At times
they have spoken of it as a kKind of outpost within man of a higher
order, even of the Divine. At all periods we may detect within
philosophy a tendency to regard Reason as in itself valuable, independently
of its uges, Non-Failowophdeal inmlcing exiibits sonethin.: of ' some
tendeney in the vwelus it »laces on education cnd culture as Tite ewusence
of iLimprovenent and the neans of solving the problems of humantty,

Let us approach Reason from an historical point of view,
higtorical in the soune in which an individualls development may be
said to be history. This is, egsentially an empirical approach.
Here it can be seen that the dependence of Reason on Idfe is a high
inductive probability. As far as we can verify, no reasaning is
performed except by a living being, A chain of reascning is only
followed by the living.

Most men pass through several years of life before beginning
to exercise what would commonly be called "Reason",  The baby crying
for his milk is said to act instinctively. Even the young child
learning to speak would not commonly be said to use Reason. But he,
at least, in using words, shows himself conversant with concepts,
and concepts are the units in Rcason!s structures.

Reason might be said to begin when the child discovers the

question, "Why?" This shows that he.is trying to understand some-
thing, and understanding and Reason are closely akin,

fhe gquegtion "Why!?

Let us consider the genesis of the question, "Why?". On
the basis of a period of sensory experience, the child notices
c¢ tain rescmblances betwecn different situations., Certain con-
junctions seem to be repeated in the environment, These conjunctions
may be simltaneous or consecutive. The co-existence of glass and
light is repeated whenever he sees a window. The gensation of heat
follows whenever he touches a ceriain water pipe. It is the
consecutive conjunction that first provides an occasion for the
question "Why?!

The repeated experience of a consecutive conjunction
produces a subjective aassurance that the same conjunetion will be
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their turn prove fallible, in smaller smeguencos gtill. The ideal
of the practical scientist is to find ultimate unbroken sequences and
out of them to build a certain foreknowledge of events. But, at
best, he can find unbroken sequences, never unbreakable ones, that is
from the point of view of his knowledge. The "why" of the actual
perpetually resolves into a "how', Man!s primary experience is one
of confrontation with the already existing.

What is the nature of the impulse which drives the human
mind to penetrate even deeper into the uniformity of nature? At
first, it is no more nor less than the need to sustain organic life
by acting for the future in a particular way, 41l action is
necessarily directed towarda the future. If the future is an un-~
known, action can be neither intelligent nor effeztive. The more
complex an organism is, the more deeply and widely does it have to
take the future into account, in order to preserve existence. The
poseibility of toaking the future into account is provided by the
uniformity of nature, that is the repeated conjunctions which our
environment thrusts upon our notice. These repeated conjunctions
occasion in a1l forms of conscious life the convietion, as a rule un-
conscious, that the future will resemble the past. It is necessary
for us to take repetitions as an indication of the underlying nature
of our environment; to assume that what has been conjoined on a
number of occasions and without exception, is conjoined in reality. .

The extent to which an organism attempts to gauge the
future, will be relative to the complexity of development of the
organism, and the range of action possible to it. The greater its
complexity, the more complex will be its relation to the environment,
and the more various the directions along which it must attempt to
Toresee the future, The dog has to anticipate the behaviour of
relatively few objects, for example, meat, water, cats and his master;
the human being of a great meany more. But the need to interpret the
environment in order to gauge the’immediatg future is congtantly
thrust upon them both by the will-to=live, The fundamental activity
of observing repeated conjunctions is common to the psychic processes
of both dog and man, ¥o matter how minutely we investigate the
environment, there is nothing to observe but conjunctions. In 8o
far as the thought of man and dog is directed towards these cone
junctions, there is no intrinsic distinction between them, Yet a
dog would not commonly be said to undersiand. . The distinction must
therefore be a matter of degree, the degree of minuteness to which
conjunctions are investigated, the degree, in other words, of
analysis. TFor a working definition, let us say that Undexrstanding
is a progressive and deliberate searcihi for répeated conjunctions,
carried out under the impulse of the will-to~=live,

Vinute inquiry into the causes of any actual event will
poon confront the mind with a complexity too vast to be comprehended,
Between any two events in a repeated sequence, analysis will reveal
intermediate events. If a sequence, hitherto reliable, fails, the
task of the understanding is to break down the first event, or
cause, into smaller parts. likewige the apparently similar event,
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3. Couwpare Bergson's words: "The essential function of our
intellect, as the evolution of life has fashioned it, is
to be a light for our conduct ... to foresee, for a given
situation, the events ,.. which maey follow thereupon.
Intellect therefore ingtinctively selecis in a given
sltuation whatever is like something already known."
(Creative Evolution, Ch. 1; DBiology, Physics and
Ghemistry.)






aceidental., TFrom the frequently repeated relationships, the
' outline of the nature 1s uletened in, The ploture that emerges
- is not of any actually exdisting thing. It iz an obsgtraction.

- ¥rom the abstracted natures of physical objects, which
‘are’ the bPusiness of science, inquiry sometimes proceeds to
- abstractions from these abstractions in an attempt to discover more
fundamentsl unifying principles. But whether a nrocess of dis--
- carding leaves anything worth while -~ or anything at all -~ at the
end is a guestion that mist be carefully examined.

Although repeated conjunctions of events give us the
~idea of an internal connexion subsisting between the events, that
is, the relationship of cause and effect, we must remember that
we can never intuit this connexion, It is beyond the scope of
our possible experience. We can do no roce than notice thet 3
ueually or always followsor acgompanies A, Causes and effects
are events prior and subsequent in the flow of time, When the
cause 1s present to us, the effect does not yet exists "'& can
never, therefore, actually see them in juxt~position. The
necesgity of the connexions carmnot he demonsrrared45 All that
can be said is that it seems the universal nature of mam to malke
them, and that they display a practical efficaciousness in the
preservation and sustalning of ILife, The will~to-live within us
compels us to believe in causel connexions, Even the phillosopher
who calls them in question must live by them all the while that
he questions.

If the visual appearance of fire wers comnected with a burning
sensation today and a chilling sensation tomorrow. we should never
begin to group fires together under one concept. This grouping
into concepts, the foundation of thought, is the result of our
encountter with a uniform environment, ~Uniformity appears as the
universal charscteristic of Existence - we mlght almost say
condition of Existence, were it not that this might carry a priori
associations which we reject. Existence without uniformity is,
in fact, wmimaginble. For does not that which exists persilst
for some minimun of time? And does not persistence imply a
resemblance between two successive temporal phases of the object -
a recurrence, in other words, of those conjunctions which, for us,
censtitute the object?

We have mentioned "concepis" in passing. The 'formation
of concepts® is a philosophical description for the mental grouping
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5. Iune is unanswerable Lere, There is no obszrvable
commexion between couwe and effect., We malke the

gynthesis instinctively on the basis of repeated
SEQUENCces. (Treatlue, rt., IIT: §& VI) Kent's
solution is to locate cavsality in cne of those a
priori concepts (cotegories) which confer cbjectivity
on perceptions, (xrolegomena 298). Sartre combuts
he phenomenalistic tendency by locaving the egse of
the object beyond ite percipi. (Being and Nothingness
IV) Our position corbines those of Hume and Sartre.
The independent world of objects with its iridependent:
relationships is 2 ingtinctive pogtulate of the will-

to=live,
6, In causality weé ind 1cate the most Tundamental postulate
of the will-to-live, Miere are in fact many others,

lio philosopher coul philosophise without making them, °

for the activity of philogophising dewends on the con-

tinnation of life. In the midst of his umiversal

doubt, Descarives still lived by certain conscious
"<umpt10us. (biscourse on lethod III;,
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and subject ilte of conceptuality. It is something inserted by

the mind in lieu of actual experience.9 Zggentially, it is a way

of presenting the future while it is still poientinal, and so of
enabling the subject to make a gignificant choice of action. Action
is essentially directed tcwards the future, and the future is unknovwrn.
Every action begun has the nature of an act of falth or belief. I
cannot know that, by stretching out my hand, I sholl not attract the
lightning mto my head., But I am in fact acting in the faith that

I shall gresp the hand of my friend, This assurance is in the form

of an image of the immediate future, It appeers that all significant
intentions nust be rela’ 1 to some stuich dmage, If the future were

not presented to us in ls way, significant action would be impossible.
At best there would be mechenicel action and we should react in certain
ways to certain types of stimli. A conceptual imzge of the future

is zgsential to the pomsibility of free cholce. It remeins a possibility,
and is asserted by many, that onr o purely rational level, imageless
thought is possible. This question will have to be investigated,

but in the practical sphere, we may affirm that uvenwory ivages mist
precede delirerate action.

far the concept has appeared zs the lmage producing
tendency ( } of the mind which is affective towards a plurality
of sequence. previously experienced, and towards objects in the present,
on the strength of their resemblance to the first parts of previously
experienced segquences. This disposition or tendency is an attribute
of a subject, of a living mind, and it is important to notice that it
produces effects through the whole being of the subject, physical as
well as mental, It has emotional concomitants, and bodily ones such
as the tensin~ of muscles in a readiness to act. This readiness to
act will be strong or in rbeyance to a degree determined by the
oitological status of the first member of the sequence, that is of the
object of present experience, If a real fire is seen, the concomitant
image of pain, warmth or damage to property will dispose the subject
to action. £ onlyl0 g picture of fire is seen, the image will
merely evoke further imnges and a wealcened form of the emotions arousged
by a real £*e. The physical nature will remaln unaffected.

w..ile the genesis of conceptual activity lies in the need
to gauge the irmedicte future, the concentual facuity, being essentially
the ability to group , needs only similarities to meke it operative,
It can therefore function with the objects of past time alone. The
Kings of Ancient Tgypt constitute a cluss to whicih it is impossible to
add an object of present experience. Such a concept lacks practical
epplications; unless, by devious ways, it is used as an L z.dieut
in some present attempt to gouge the future. If the councept "Kings
of Ancient Egypt' includes the idez of an ewpire ending at Heliopolis,
we shall not seek their toobes in Vganda, Bud it would be possible
to indulge an interest in the Kings of Ancient Lgypt which is largely
divorced from any future action ~ and yet it can never be entirely
S0, The concept cannot be conpletely divorced from the present or
the future, because it is the product of an infterest and mental impetus

/‘Nhich.e l..e-.t'oi'uilposa

9, Price poimts out correctly that the essence of symbolic
vhinkkdng is cognition of the absent (Thinking and Experlence
VIII)s But we would cxtend this definition to thinking in
general. For what is tie function of thought if not to
crientate us to tic reality thot we do not immediately
perceive?

1C. Hume on living Ima_es.
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In passing beyond Necessity, we do not pass beyond Reason.
It is still possible to be philosophical, that is, to seek the One
by the eid of Reason; Dut we shall no longer seek a necessary
knowledge of the One. We shall understand that Reason has verying
degrees of cogency ond clarity according to the sphere of Heality
over wiich it ranges.

Consciousness In directing ocur thought towards the psyche, we are first
confronted by the phenomenon of conscioushness. Conscilousness is
the guality of awmreness inherent in the living organisn, It is
only by our ability of consciousness that we can know the other data
of the psyche, or for that natter, anything at «il, Therefore it
is necessary to investigate consciousness first. 1In doing so,
however, we encounter an irmediate difficulty.

Dif* culty ‘ The difficulty is that it iz only by consciousness that
we can investigate consciousness. The gquestion, therefore, is
whether the consciousness of consciousness is possiblaz,. Can
consclousness be conssious of itself?

Our criterion for the valid matter of reasoning has become
the possibility of experience. Ve have brcken free from the limdtations
of necessary thought ond asre now able to let LKeason range over all
that is experienced. Provided only that that there can be consclousness
of consclousness, we shall be able to reason about consciousness.
But is consciocusnegss of consciousness a fact of experience?

The Cbiective It will be helpful here to consider in general the nabure
of thot which can be experiencedy that is, the knowable, or the
objective,

In the first place, it seems that the knowable is, in some
sense, substantial. It has content. It has opacity. The reality
of this content is not affected by any ontelozical construction which
nay later be put upon it. It is o primitive and pre~conceptual
certainty. It is o thismess prior to conceptual formulation.

Yo statement about thie objective con carry the reallty of actually
experiencing it. It 1s, therefore, impossible to explain. A1) we
can do ig indicate an experience which every Lan nust have for
hirself,

In tne second place, iv seens that the knowable must have
gorte rinimal duratlon, It tmet last for some period of time if it
is to be known at all.

Thirdly, the objective 1s particular, It is a unity
in diversity. It is itself ond not sometlving else. Its thisness
is exclusive of all other thisness. And it is also execlugive of
neothingness, The objective is that which truly cannot both be
and not be the same thing,48 If we describe it as not being what
it is, i1t posses ot once beyond the possibility of experience.

/ThisneSSa......-.-u..P-40.

48, In this aspect, the objective is oxhibited as the basis
of logic. Despite Platonic anu Hegelian discoveries
of contradictories in the same object, we maintain thet
the objective is never anything but what it is. This
view 1s also held by Sartre in his analysis of Being
in-itself, The so-called digcovery of contradictories
is really a failure to distinguieh the pert from the
vihole, or to realize that meaning depends’ on context.
The house that ir red and white is red-in-part and
vi:ite-in-part, e gvone that is heavy and light is
heavy-for-the-~child and light-for-ne, But the houge
is not red and vhite in the same part; the stone is not
heavy ¢nd 1izht for me., Thus the law of logic is no
nore than the wuy of tlings.
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Thisness 1s  literated, On this aspect of the lmowable, we base
our argunent,

- Let us return to the question, "can there be consciousness
of conscioushess?" This -<ould be re-phrased as, ‘'can consciousness
be objective?®  The objective is that which is lkmown, Consciousness
is that which lknows. The two are mituslly exclusive. Tc be that
which knows 3 not to be thiat which is Imovwn, Tor consciousness to
be objective, 1t must be that which is known, But it must also be
that which dmows,  ‘Therefore, since the objective. cannot both be
and not be the sare thing, consciousness carmnot be objective. It is
an unknowable, fid so irrelevant to Reason., Its apparent reality mmust
be due to t false objectification of a concept.

Query Here a query arises. Have we not gone astray by using the
general term, consciousncss, when real corsciousnesses are distinet and
individual? Ve nay have shown that a particular consciousness cannot
know itselfs; but have we shown that one consciousness cannot be lmown
by another consciousress?

In replying to this, we rust first establish what it is
that constitutes a conscilousness as particular, Consciousness is
Imowing. Knowing is distin-suished from knowing firgtly by that
which is knowr. Thnis cannot be identical, except from the sane point
at the sane tine, But lmowing fror one point at one time cannot be
the knowing of two consciousncsses, only of oney for there is no
distinction. Thersfore it mmst be inpossible for two consciousnesses
to be at + saose point at the same tinme, Therefore it must be
irpossible for one consciousnegs to kmow the knowing of another,

Thus we return to the conclusion that consciousness cannot
be an object of experience. There is, thus, no reason to regord it
as an independent reality.

But if consciousness is not an independent reality, from
what doeg the concept of consciousness originate? Surely from the
relationghip & the knower and the lknown, The krnower and the known
are the realities behind the term “consciovsness,! just as people and
sounds are the realities behind the tern 'speech'.

The question then arises, "what is the knower?', to which
we reply, the living human orgauism, Gonsci?usncss is the interplay
of the living organism with its environrent, 47  ihe inherence of
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49, This position somewhat resembles that of Lelbmiz for whon

E perception is a basic property of all Monaods, in that each
reflects the determinations of all. Ve, similarly, do not
see consciougness as 2 sudden interpolation into matter, but
rather cg a fundanental poteatinlity which is renlized as
patter becomes orgoniced, much as a house is realized out
of .bricks. This is essentiglly the position of Tellhard de
Chardin {The Puture of Mani Ch. VI), Of the degree of
passivity or sctivity inherent in living matter, to what ex-
tent life is orlginal and to what it merely suffers, we have
not attempted to spenlk, because we do not see this as of
fundanental importance. Bergson dwelt on this point because,
for him, netter is like o mould encasing the vital impetus.
(Creative Evolution I : Vital Impetus). In this way he geems
t0 re-aduit the Platonic-firistotelian histus between form
and nmatter (for even Aristotelisn form fails to inhere con~
pletely); e, by controst, do not distinguish between
matter and the impetus, making matter mechanical and impetus
the mystery. TFor the whole of matter is ultimately mysterious
in the manner of its jssuing from Transcendence, The whole
cogsmic process is grounded in the Unkmowable,
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A fuller con- ' The living organism was identified above as the reality
sideraticn of of which consciousness is a function. Before moving oi, let us

Xne orprrlom conslder the implications or this fact. It dmplies firstly thot
congelousness i3 a purely moterial function; that there is nothing
in conseiousnesy beyond the nature of hipghly organiszed matter. In
other words, matter, at a sufficilently complex stage of organization,
becones consgeious, The universe is thus a continuum and ccnsciousnens
has always been its pogsibility, the possibility of matter. Mo
longer oy we regard it as miraculously introduced into matter,

But it is hiard to surrendcr belief inm consciousness as
the non-naterial, the ancithesis of natter, Yet this belief mmist
be surrendered in the light of certain radical objections.b?

In the first place, it is necessar); that consciousness and
the conscious being at some point coincide, Consciousness either is
the organism, or else it is by means of the organis, (The universal
precence of ihe organisa suffices to egtabligh it as the condition of
consciousness ), If consciousness is by neans of the organism, then
consclousness ls beyond the organisn, and should be aware of the
organism, But consciousness seces with tile seeins of the eyes; it
does not cee the eyes. It is awars with the awareness of the brain;
but it is not aware of the braln., lloreover, if tlie or.anism is in
some sense an intermediary between consciousness and the object, such
intermedizries become necessary ad infinitum, There mist be an
organism to relate consclousness to the organism and so on, which is
abgurd, Iherefore consclousness must coineides with the 0rganism.55

This coincidence, does noty however, siean the debasement
of consciousness., TFor watter is pre-rational, ultivately inexplicables
and nysterious, By tuds discovery of matter!s pctentiality, consciousw
ress ig nos devased; rather, is maiter enhanced,

Once consciousness is recognized as a function of the organism,
the phenouenon of self-congciousness becomes explicable. Consciousness
is one function anong mony. Just as the lighos of the car are not the
whole machine, so consclousness is not the wiole psyche, It is the
avrarencss that is prerequisite ©vo tlie functiomin: of will, just as
the 1light is necessary before the car con move in the daorl, Thus
coasclousness can illuminate a part of tine psyche which is not
identical with itself - yet neifher can it be sepercte from itself,
for the psyche is a coatinuous mity. its intercomnextion is the
interconnexiol of the orgoniegn itself,

The orgonism, dua psyche, is aware with a part of itself,
Is is aware firstly of objectsy and secondly of fthat part of itself
wiich is not awarc. e body, by nnalogy, sees with the oye, tue
eye sees thie bhody; but the ¢yc does not see the eyc. The self,
i.2s the part of the psyehe waich is not avare, acts in accordance
with awareness; it beohaves as if it knous t.e world. Therefore there
is overvhelming reason to assume that 1he ecelf is continuous with the
part of the psyche that is aware, This assumptiol, so irresistinly
forced upon us by lature, is in facl tie oririn of all such statements

52, Cpinoza atterpts bto overcouc this hiatus (in reality a
new Fora of the old Platonic one) by naking Thought and
Extension twe atitribuies of the one Substance. This
eirects a junctvion, as it were beliind the scenes, unverifiable
o Tounded on o lere definition, i~g suclh it does not carry
conviction,

5%, It is hiard to ajree with Bergson that . pre-existent power
of right nerely shapes matter accidentally to form the
intricate structure of the eye. In this way the dependence
of sight on the organism becomes o kind of unnecessary
courtasy. (Hee the analogy oi the iron tilings, Creative
Evelution I : The Vital Impetus).
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as "I perceive,” "I know," and s0 on. Such statements, therefore,
should not be taken : - proof that knowing. intuits iteelf, Once
knowing 1s' apprehendec as a function of the concrete, the situation
of self knoyledge becomes understandable in terms of <he concrete,
in terus of the part and the whole. Ve are no lonzer obliged' to
pogit a reflexivity which we Imow ought to be obaectlvelj self-
degtructive,

The alter tive views of consciousness are severely
opposeds On the first alternative; we have consclousness that is
congelous of itself, On the second alternative, we have something
concrete which is conscioug with part of itsel® of another part of
iteclf,

By the first altemative, the concrete 1s an irrelevancy.
Conscilousness becones absolute from the world and completely empty,
for it isc not itself conteiltbs It is beyond expericnce and beyond
Teason, It is nothing,

By the second alternative the phenonena, i.e. the universal
presence of the orgenisn, cre saved, and we are not compelled to
~reason about the unknowable.

More than It may be that the account we hove given of self--conscicusness
congciousness will be unacceptable to many, although convineing to ourselves.
is giggg_}g But even if thot is so, the one polnt in it that is pivotal <o
consciousness ' our arguuent remaing simple and very difficult to doubt, namsly
that in selfw-consclousness there is given that vhich is more than
consciousness, Consciousness is aware of that within the psyche
which has substance and opacity, and dominant in this body of
internal phenonena is Will.

4g the .uros to the One withdraws from external Hature into
the psyche, 1t can find no satisfaction in absolutized consciousness.
Iven were sucix congclousness the object of experience, it would be
utterly devold of ca ent and could never satisfy the “esire of the
Eros for substonce.?4 The will on the other hand exnibits substance
of feeling, and unit; and a kind of primacy within the psyche due
in purt to its power to influence and cuntrol the other aspecis, and
in part to its traditional designaviiion as free, To the exploration
of W¥ill, therefore, Reascn will turmn.

Tha Will BDuman will or intention has already emerged i this
argument ag lying at e basge of Heason., Ixactly which unities the
conceptual attitude selects from Nafuvre is dictated by an underlying
PUTDOUC, Truth and =alselicod are relative to purpose, If o thing
is s0, it is so for a purpose, The pressat purpogse is the criterion
of meaningfulmess in all statements. Thus the will emerges as the
unity underlying Recsgon and Truth, It sleo underlies Consclousness,
for what we shall be conscious of can be determined and changed by
will, Will directs consclougness by dirccving ithe organisi, It
vould even direct the destruction of coneciousness in suicilde. In
the Will we appear to be approaching the central node of human resality.

Will as #Will is choice, the selection of one possibility out of
eholce two or more. Before 1t can chooge, there must be consciousness of

possibllities, and, in this sense, ccnsciousness is necessary to willa
The self must be aware of the world before it can choose in terms
of the world., This is not, lLowever, the saic as saying that the
will depends for exi: :nce on conscioucness. {ongciousness provides
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The One of Philosophy is conceived as reality, that is,
ag substance. Thet is why the unities of Reason,
though niorely psy0110 become, when SubStLbuﬂed for the
One, artifically substantialized.
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59

it is not to be rejected out of hand,

But it is guite possible, we should notice, for character
to influence the elternatives of future choice, for this is not to
influence the choice itself, Por instance, ny character, once
established,; may render me unsuitable for certain types of employment.
If I liave robbed the till, I shall not be offered o post in the bank.

s
.
a

4 princinle Sirilar considerctions apply to the external results of

previous choices. These results have a limiting effect on the
alternatives of future choices. For instance; because I chose to
live in South Africa rather than Scotland, I &z now faced with the
poswuibility of c¢limbing the Drakensberg, wherenas otherwise I would
hove been able to clinb Ben devis, e nay widen the issue into
a gereral principle, that earlier choices can affect the alternatives
of later choices, but cannot cifect later choices in theuselves -
thet is, if the will is to be free.

The alternative Two ulterrative views of freedom huve cierged, based on

viewy of free two different views of the commexion of chioice and character.

will I character, once egtablished, influences Future caoices 1n themselves,
tien freedom can inhere only in one original and historical <hoice,
But if choracter, once established, influences only the alternatives
of future choices, choice way be constuntly free It is plain that
the second alternntive of a consituntly free cholce is more in accord
with the comuon notion of free will azs 4 continuwcus reality. The
will, we believe, is not free once only and never thereaiter, but is
soucthing constantly exercised arnd constantly free, Therefore, let
us Tirst consider the implications of this view,

Freedon can It seeps clear that that which is free can have no past,
have no pegt 1o hsve 2 past ls to be determined by that past, The free mst
therofore be constantly new. As tue centre of hurnan reality, the
Cwill st be incessantly origiacl, It must, as it were, be a
continuous nev crention, centred indecd on a pariicular hunan psyche
but in no sense determined by that psychc, Lach new act of choice
mist be completely severed froo: previous choicesn. Yet the cormon
notior of will is as o conmtimuumn, How dozs this arise? We mugt
reply that, if will is free, it can only arise from tiie continuity
of the locality of will, the continuity of the psyche in which the
will inheres. DBut we must not evade the finnl implication, which is
that the free destroys itself as existence, that is, as the lmowable.

Ine noihingness That which can I:ave no past can lave no present either,
£f Treodon Tor the present is o winincl duration.  If scriething can have no

past, it caanot endure, All existence is duration, however minute,

and that which cannot endure, cawnot exist. It is beyond Tize,

beyond the Knowsble, outslde consciousness, Thus we see how the notion
of freedon always brecks from comprehension, how it cannot be

arrested in the confines of existence. It leads inevitsbly to the
uniciowable., e have already identified the wimovcble as beyond

the reach of Reamson, To be consistent, we mist confeas that Freedon
passes beyond Reason. Je shall never be able to observe 1t and

/Ch&r'b.-.;-...-......pasoa

59 This 1s what Plato seems to suggest iu the liyth of Er,

vhere the souls choose their characters before birth.

It is the view, substontially of .Jristotle, who assigns
nrirary gignificance to o original choice: e can

nly control our dispositions at thelr beginning -

the additions to then staze by stose are imperceptible,
like the growth of bodily infirmities.” (Iiicorachean
uthies, IIT, V) Kierkesnard describes an original and
irrevocable choice (& Project of fhought), and the ldea
iz of course in accord with the doctrine of Original Sin,






5l

reflecting on the freedom of will, arrives al Nothingness, the Eros

is not satisficd, for this Wotuingness is uerely & project of thought-
and does not yileld substance. The Erog eeeks the reality of Nothing-
ness whicli st be the resl Uotiiingness of Will as cpposed to the
thought of will's nothingness. Here at last it nay find its objective.
This, then is tre significance of the unkncwable. It is the reality
which we shall never consciously apprehend, but which is posited by

the Eros cs lying at the Nothingness of ¥ill. It is behind the

vell at the end of o perticular path through Existence.

The {oaine ie seerm to have come close to the goal of the Eros. Ve

T have arrived ot 2 signpost whichk suys that our destination is necr,
The reclity of will is beyond Existence. All thct is left is to
restore it to its reality. It seenzs o sinple ratber to direct will
away fron Existence to the unknowable, Then suddenly we discover
that the signpost points across & rovine. Por thought, vhich flies
like the crow, the way was short indecd. But we mst arrive in the
bedy. Whet is it that bars our way? What is thie rovine? It is
the fact, which we noted before, that will stonds under an Irperative,
But we have alreody travelled a difficult path, Before grappling

The Review with o new obstacle, let us pouse to review the argunent!s latest
phase, fron the point where will appeored te us to be tiie dominont
psychic phenomenon,

Vill appeared as that in consciousness which is more than
consclousiless. It is not created by consciousness, although consciousness
furnishes it with its sphere. It is that by whicl a nanls character
ig constituted, that by which he is what he is. fggocinted witu will
we dilgcovered feelings of guilt and rectitude which referred us to
Responsibility. Responsibility in turn referred us 4o Freedoi.
Responsibility, guilt and rectitude are cefinite feelings which we
account for on the basis of Freedom. But Freedol, omce posited presenis
grave difficulties., TWhen we analyze experience, it becomes clear
that there is nothing within experience which can be free. Experience
is an interlocltn whole where eoclh exigtent feels the pull of all
other existence. DBut 1 this is not considered conclusive, on
exnmination of thc phenomenor cormwonly called P"will™ reveals it ns
susceptible to influence, and so not free.

Thus it appears that we do not lmow Freedom, indeed, that
we camot lknov it. Freedon cannot, therefore, be a true coucept,
for = coancept i3 formed on the basis of what is experiecnced. Never-
theless Freedon is a terw corresponding to am ottitude of the payche,
an attitude akin to conceptucl attitudes, This attisude, moreover,
is not resolved when we discover thot the free camnot bte within
Existerca., If anything, it gains in strength, with a cogency of
nysterious origin,

Concep: and It becomes necessary, in this way, vo introduce a
Fotlon distinction between the payclhilc attitude that refers to a known,

il.e. the concept, ond the psychic attitnde that posits an unknown
reality., This latter let us call & "notion", By “rotion" therefore,
is indicated an attitude of wysterious origin within the pgycke whizh
directs the psyche uowacrds an unknowsble reality,®l A notion is

61, This ie, surely, the real significance of the disguised
negotivity of meny of the terms that abtempt to convey
the noture of God, as well as of the via negativa of the
nystics, Notions find no instantiation in Existence,
They issue really in the Nothinsness of Thought, the
admission that thousht hes failed Lo cognize their content,
his 1s a2 bitter pill for Reason, “/iich, =s & last resort,
produces the nejotive epithets, DRy them the unwary arc
deluded into helieving that God is cognlged, caught in
the cuncepiunl net. Bub concepts arc post-experiential,
and there can be no corscious expsrience of God 4o provide
the basis for a concept of Hin






53,

We are moving, of course, outside the possibilisy ol procof,
The ultimate verification of th~~¢ claims lies in experience., What
we ask, in effect, is this; "Is there any feeling rooted more deeply
in the phenomenal psyche than the feeling of responsibility? 1Is
there any other notion which engages to the game degree the volitional
centre of feeling which we call tlhe self?"

The path of the Lros is now seen to lie through the centre
of the soul, that is the will, Desire must identify itseif with
will, and submit to the Imperative before which will stands,  The
Eros thus becomes morally responsible, The way *o the One becomes
the way of the fulfilwent of the Lew,

ifhile the Eros seeks ultimate content, the imperative is
not a source of content. It is rather a sense which dictates the
attitude of the will in the face of content, or the desire for content.
The Imperative regulates our approach to content, whether as present
in experience; or as sought, in the Cne. The Imperative thus bezars
upon the various phases of the will-to-live, whicl manifests itself
first in self preservation and finally in the Eros. ithout the will-
to-live we can bring nothing to the Imperative. But without the
Imperative, the will~to-live becomes logt., Iaphasis on the Imperaiive
to the neglect of the will-to~live produces sterile morality.
Enphagis on the will-to-live which disregards the Imperative results in
a formless licentiousness, The perfect balance must be maintained.
Out of the two, however, priority must surely be assigned to the will-
to-live, For the will-to-live is contin .ous with the whole cosmic
process which supports the pogsibility of our access to Lranscendence,
The Imperative is essentially relative to life. Thus its demands
have been different for different men in different ages. =~ If one
mist have one or the other, it is better to have the will-to-live.
Thus it happens that the harlot and the publican eater heaven before
the pharisee,

Moralists haves attempted a variety of explanations of the
genesis of the Imperative. The utilitarian view may seem L0 explain
away its mystery until we realise that this scheme makes no allow-
ance for the Eros. Utilitarianism can account for the Imperative
as a rational form of the will-to-grganic life, as a contract to do
no harm and be unharmed in return,®® Bvt once the mysterious
generation of the Eros takes place within the psyche, and it is
found that the Imperative exercises suthority over *this as well,
the Imperative takes on all the mystery of the Eros, Utilitarianism
mey explain the Imperative as reguletive of organic living, but it
can never explain 1t as governing the will to the Onz, Therefore
we affirm that the Imperative, that is, tle sense of cbligation
which haunts the will, is of mysterious origin.

Moraiity We have stumbled, i% may be nouiced, almost inadvertently
on the origin of Morality. It appears as the Ffusion of the will-
to-live witlhh the Imperative. It is engendered by their interplay.
The way of the Bros to Pulfilment 1s now seen as the moral way.

Lhe Unconditional The Imperavive is expetienced as a feeling haunting the

Jiporaiive phenomenal will, that is the will~power, on which 1t appears to lay

its injunctions. The phenomenal will isg bound co fulfil them

and the sense of responsibility assures it that any failure to do so
mugt originate in its own freedom. The Imperative that engages

the psychic depths invariably relates the psyche to the world-~flow,
Thus the phenomenal will proceeds to involve itself in its situation,
the situation that it has by virtue of belonging to a particular
orgenism in the flow of exlistence, Even when the Imperative
presents an ethic of world-rejection, it may be seen that the
phenomenal will is iavolved in its situation. Irnvolvement in

this case takes the form of a struggle for detachment rather than

65, So Hobbes in ILeviathan (c 14 : The second law of nature)
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;i this finel moment of conversion the notion of Freedom

can play a part. It mey, by showing that Freedom lies outside
experience, direct will the sooner to its itranscendental destingy.

But if it be asked why the notion of Freedom might not have accomplished
the emancipation of will tefore the moment of maximum involvement, we
answer that wh.le the Imperative is experienced, it has to be obeyed,

Tt is unconditional amd camnot be evaded, The disengagement of the
true will from the phenomenal will is impossible without the maximum
involvement of the phenomenal will,®7 Por the phenowenal will is a
forece which cannot be held still except by cormplete engagement.

If isy indeed, in the nature of a passicn to which we are bound until
it is exhausted. It is the TImperative that drives it to exhaustion,
not by illusory derands but by cornfronting it with a standard, which,
in assuming the central position in the psyche, it has uawittingly
cormitted itself to fulfil. 4% the point of Nothingness the self

that has failed disappears, end with it, the Imperative itsell vanishes,
The phenomenal will has to learn in gtrife that ii is not the possessor
of euthenticity. The suthentic will is heyond consciousncss befors

Transcendence.
The change in It will be seen tha%, in the course of our argument, the
the notion notion of Ireedom has undergone a subtle change and develonument.
cf Treedcm We gtarted from the commor notion of Freedom as fthe property of the

phenomenal will in the face of exigfontial alternatives. The fact
that on this plane there can be no absolute freedom forced us to
postulate the free will as standing outside consclousness. Here

it at once becomes unknowable and the only proof we con offer, insgide
existence; of its reality is the evidence of its eflectiveness.

If there are events within consclousness that are explicable only

on the agsumption of a reality called Free Will, then that assumption
is justified, although not proven. Such realities are, in themselves
for ever unknowzble, All that we actuzlly lmow ls a soeffilcient
which thouzht gubstitutes for the suppoged reallity that coordinates
the phenocmena, Thought cannot touch the resiity itself, Only

66, {Continued)

to begin. Of course; tiils must not be taken to imply that
conscious experience actually ccases -~ tihe eyes still see,
The ears still hear. In the Hothingmess of Thought, the
Zros pushes Heason To its collapse; in the Hothingress of
Will, will seens to turn out of consciousness to face
Transcendent Heality. Thus it digappears as apparent or
phenomenal will, that ic as will-power. Jothingness,

is, as it were, the opening of a door in the psyche to the
unknowable,  The old self disappears. llere, moreover,

ve come upon a pogsible meaning for <hie Absolute gelf.

The psyche that opens to Transcendeiice opens in a
rarticularized way, Will not the unigue and irreplaceable
nature of each psychels approach to Tronscendence suffice
to congtitube the individual self - is the self, in other
words, the particular Absolute? We are reminded of Hegells
concrele universal, but "universal' is a term of psychic
and conceptual si-mificance, It cannot convey the supreme
content of Transcendence,

67, This scheme corresponds 1o a widespre.d, almost archetypal
experience, Compare the story of the conversion of Saul,
who In his greatest effort discovered his complete weak—
ness, or that of Christian in the Pilgrim's Progress, who
could remove his burden by no cxpedient. Both fourd their
release in the power of another, In the work of the
Tros which brinss us to the point of liothingness, and in
the presence at lothingness of a restoring power, we are
aware of a process which can be called Redemptilve.






been worked out and it passes invisibly to Tianscconfence.  The
evress of its struggle to Freedom depertc from the soui. Logtena

of the self, therc is & passage through the psyches from Transcendence
to Transcendence.  Transcendence, the unseen reality, the One,

has replaced the gelf,

The nrigin of "he self has emerged as an obgtruction in the current thei
53] flows from Transcendence to Transcendence., As sucny 1t 1s destined

v

|

to disappear. It seems,; indeed, to be tle ai.Fithesis of Freedon

and the foundation of human bondage. The question thus arises as

0 how it come to existence in thne first place. We remember thot

as the Imperative bore upon the self, the self became conscicus of
guilt, or responsibility, which in furn referred %o Ircedom outsgide
exisgtence. So 1t arpears that the orlgin of self lies in Freedci,
and that, on that plane, there is or has been a choice of surrender
to Transcendence or the projeciion of will esg power in opposition to
Transcendence. But we run the risk here of & cirzulorivy of thought.
We geem Lo be projecting into the unimovn the nature oI choice, which
iz a phenomenon of existence. It is indeed true thot all ths
categnories of the knowable fail when we coue to the widmowable,

The idea of a choosing prior to existence is beyond ouxr conception.
Does it help to say that,; on this plane, chcosing is the same as
existing? Illardly, for sach an existing and such a choosing are

not knowables. '

Je rmgb, however, remember that Yreedom is Authenticity
as postulated in the phenomensl will, Freedom is the result of the
arvogetion of authenticity to itself by ++: phernomanul will,
Mrthenticity is not possible within Existcice. Freedom is the
result of the asswuwpition that it is, It is the contradictoxry
combination of Authenticity with <the existent. The phenonmenal will
is engazed in choice and so choice comes 1o be regarded asg the
egsence of Precdom.  But with the separation of IPreedom as
Authenticity from the phenomenal willy, it is no longer essential to
project the nature of choice into Authenticity.  Authenticity, as
we encountcr it in experience, 1s the notion whicili negates causation.
This negation of causation is the lmowable phoase of & poagsage to what
lies beyond ceusatlon where the reality of Autlienticity smst be,
if indeed it 1s a reality. In the griy of the netion, however, we
cannot help moving to ards Authenticity as tovards waat is real.

To prove that it is real is dupossible,

It now becomes feasible 10 Locace ithe orizin of sclf,
not necessarily in free choice, but in the Auvthentic or the Uncaused,
While the positive content of thie is for ever uncommunicable,
there is particularity in the method by whichr thousht approaches
ity that is by the negation of Causatiocn, and not of something else.
The memmer of being of the Authentic ic perpetually under a veil,
We detect its echo in the psyche, The Bros moved towards it.
But Authentilcity itself is with Transcendence,

Authenticity referg t7 will as it is before Transcendence,
Phenomenal will is will with an intention away from Trangcendence
tovards Existonce.,  Authentic will cannot appear in consciousness
for its imtention 1s towards Transcendence., It is, therefore,
wimowable and we vosit it only on inductive grounds az the unlmowr
coefficient of certain phenomenal effects inexplicable in terms of
Ezistence. The interpretation of these effects has no public
cogency, for they are private vo the inmdividunl psyche. Sucil
interpretation, moresver, is not the cause of {he positing of
Tranccendent reality, Thig is done originally and solely by the

Bros.

/00onclnsion, seveoen 0o Do 584






organizes itself into conscious life, and finally human life, in which
the Brog first appears; as the culmination of the vital impulse,
Accordingly we suggest that the Eros arises in mystery from Transcendonce
end passes through the material universe as its assential conatus,

back to Transcendence. The universe, in other words is the

condition of the return of Transcendence to itself.,

The phenomenal will appears as that which opposes the
passage of Transcendznce in the Exros. In other words, it is the
evi’, or the contradiction, in the cosiic prozess, At the
Nothingness of Will, it is destroyed; and the passage of tie Iiros
berond Fxistence is made poszible,

In rostricting the sphere of Reason, we ZIn 10 gense
suggested that it was unnecessary or unirportant. Tven with the
pasgage of the Eros to Transcendence, we beliceve that its task is
not yet complete. For though, in one vay, we have reached an
erding the end, that isy of Ihilosophy as the search for the Ona,
in another way we are at a beginning, We ghall conclude with a
brief sketch of what this nay be.

We nentioncd certain pgychic effects of the passage of
the Eros to Transcendonce. Principal emong these, vJe suggest, 1s
the presence in the psyche, as feeling, vl a new depth of content.
This appears as a nysterious upwelling from Transcendence into
Existence. Beilng psychically central, it appears to be the true
content of the selfy; replacing phenomenal will, But it is a dark
and unformed pregence which calls for the clarifying work of Reason,
Thus reason appears og tihe mediator of gelfhood, As we gee it set
to work under a new ilmpulse, we arc aware of the possibllity of a
second phase of Philosophy.

THE _ ThD

68, Here we may egtablish a link with Jaspers. In his
phiilosophy, Fxistenz is the true sclfhood that must
be won by Reason, which is therefore defined as
potenticl Exdistenz, Ve differ from Ldim on two main
points — Tirgtly that he seems to regord Reason zg
& pouer in itself, and secondly that he does not
recognize thic part played by the Imperative.






