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PREFACE

I NEED only appeal to the pleasures and discomforts
which most human bemgs have experienced m
conversation and argument to justify the intention of
this book Itis an attempt to examine the circumstances
and conditions of controversy in order to understand
what are 1ts mescapable hmitations, 1ts mtellectual traits
and values If the importance of conversation seems
to be exaggerated by making 1t the theme of so elaborate
an analysis, the implications of that analysis may bring
the doubtful reader to share in my estimate of con-
troversial discourse as one of the actual occasions of
the hfe of reason, however and wherever else 1t may
occur
Dialectic 1s a convenient technical name for the kind
of thinking which takes place when human beings enter
nto dispute, or when they carry on 1n reflection the
polemmcal consideration of some theory or idea It 1s
presented here as a methodology significantly different
from the procedure of the empirical sciefitist or the
method of the mathematician It 1s an mtellectual
process 1 which all men engage 1n so far as they under-
take to be critical of their own opinions, or the opinions
of others, and are willing to face the difficulties that
‘anise 1 communication because of the opposition and
conflict of diversensights Dialectic 1s relevant to human
affairs whenever men find themselves 1n agreement or
disagreement over matters of .theory It 1s not only
a method of deahng with disagreements, but an attitude
to be taken toward agreement which interprets it as
merely relative to the situation 1 which 1t 1s achieved.
I am 1n the unusual position of being genuinely in-
different as to whether the readers of this book accept

v



V1 PREFACE

or quarrel with its doctrine. Whatever be their manner
of dealing with the theory of dialectic, it seems to me
that they must acknowledge 1t as a method 1n order to
dispute or confirm 1t. If I have described what are the
essential processes by which theoretical differences are
met and settled, the way in which 1deas are translated
into one another for purposes of clanfication and under-
standing, then I have nothing to fear from whatever
opposition the fundamental theses of this book provoke
My opponent must be a dialectician 1n order to argue
with me, and I shall not be disturbed if in that argument
we succeed in understanding one another better, though
that imply some correction or alternation of the theory
herein advanced Any change, f it be wrought
dialectically, will not harm the theory which suffers it

It has been my purpose to exhibit dialectic at once as
being the technique of ordinary conversation when 1t 1s
confronted by the conflict of opinions, and as being the
essential form of philosophical thought A familiar
fact about the discussions in which men indulge is that
they become philosophical. Philosophy 1s not an esoteric
profession. It 15 1mmanent in any conversation which
tesorts to definition and analysis 1nstead of to expertence ;
1t 1s incumbent upon any mmd which enters into discourse
to understand rather than to believe Philosophy, 1t
seems to me, 1s nothing more or less than dialectic. It
is a method and an intellectual attitude, not a special
subject-matter or a system

Here again I am compelled by the nature of my theory
to face disagreement with indifference 1 do not fail to
perceive that the doctrine I have developed can be
translated into the terms of other theories, therein sub-
ordmnated and given a different signification But such
treatment would itself be an instance of dialectic, another
repetition of the traditional manner in which philosophers,
as all other men, have confronted divergences in opinion
The only other alternative would be dogmatic demal.
That, I should say, 1s the only way in which a theory
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)
of dialectic could be effectively nulufied In order not to
be a dialectician one must be a dogmatist—however that
fundamental opposition be interpreted.

I should like to refer readers to Mr Scott Buchanan’s
essay on Possibality, published in ths Library, as the
dialectical correlative, and perhaps, corrective, of many
of the theories herein set forth I am grateful to
Mr Mark Van Doren, and to Mr Malcolm McComb for
reading the manuscript.

M. J. A

New YoORK.
September, 1927,
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DIALECTIC

I
THE DISCOVERY OF DIALECTIC
INTRODUCTORY

THE characteristic activity of God, according to
Arnsstotle, 1s a thinking on thinking Since God,
this view, 1s the perfect philosopher, 1t 1s not wholly
mappropriate that among men the philosophers should
most frequently have become engaged in this activity
But being men as well as somewhat divine, they have not
ever been wholly successful This may be seen i
that fact that preoccupation with the considerations
of methodology has occurred at every stage in the history
of western European thought The specific problems,
and the terms in which they may have been temporarily
solved, have changed, of course, from time to time
But m each epoch there has been some attempt to state
the 1deal of human thinking, and to describe the process
best adapted to achieve that end

By and large, the methodology of a period, either
explicitly stated as a logic or a psychology, or perhaps
merely exemplified 1 its intellectual products, 1s a
sensitive index of the typical intellectuality of the period
This 1f said very generally of the classic, mediaeval,
and modern periods, would hardly be questionable
It is relevant to our purpose to make this statement
only m so far as this book claims to be a departure
from the traditional conceptions of thinking prevalent
m this, and perhaps, other epochs And to make thus
, tlaim significant 1t 1s necessary to define the novelty
of the present attempt, as well as to indicate its sources
m the tradition It may be demonstrable that we are

1 B
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#

here engaged in focahzing and crystallizing a number
of tendencies that have always existed, have at times
been promment, and have recently come into new
emphasis

The traditional hterature of methodology—and no
distinction 1s here made between normative logic and
the various psychological accounts of thinking—may
be summarized 1n the statement of the few fundamental
theses which have recurred repeatedly and have, therefore,
acqured a certamn obwviousness and conventionality
() Thinking 1s a matter of having and dealing with
1deas (2) Thinking 1s a process which an mdividual
mind carries on by itself when it has i1deas and deals
with them (3) Thinking 1s an activity of reason, and
1s essentially imndependent of irrational purpose and desire
(4) Thinking seeks to end in knowing, that 1s, thinking
rests in the truth

These theses form a highly conventional doctrine,
but a doctrmme which has nevertheless been demed
unanumty of assent by the assertion at one time or
another of contrary opimons regarding them In
examining each of these statements more carefully
this will be kept 1n mind, and the divergent oprmions will
be stated in each case These divergent tendencies
have suggested, and perhaps even partially formu-
lated, the doctrine of this book

(1) Thinking 1s a matter of having and dealing with
1deas. Ideas may be defined either as images in the
mnd, or as propositions, or as judgments, or even as
mmageless thoughts There 1s a sense, perhaps, 1n which
an 1dea ether 1s, or has something to do with, one or
another of these entities And thinking certainly does
not go on independently of ideas 1n one or another of
these senses Common logic and the traditional psycho-
logy have not commutted an egregious error in making
this assertion The difficulty rests with what has been
ormutted, and 1n some cases, excluded from the description
of thinking. It is only recently that the insufficiency
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of this description has been suggested by two unrelated
tendencies 1n contemporary thought, behaviorism, on
the one hand, and a renewed interest in linguistics, on
the other.

No espousal of behaviorism 1s heremn intended That
1s not necessanly implied in the reference to the
behavioristic psychologist’s insistence upon the relation
of thinking and talking Even the dilemma, whether
thinking can go on apart from language, or whether
thinking 1s to be identified with language activity,
need not concern us at present Our interest 1s chiefly
m the assertion of the importance of language as an
agency 1n thinking This assertion does not deny
the thesis being considered It merely suggests another
aspect of the process of having and dealing with 1deas,
which earher definitions of the i1dea as an image or a
judgment or a notion, ormitted It would make the thesis
read as follows thinking 1s a matter of having and
dealing with ideas, (largely or entirely) through the
medium of language

Behaviorism arose at a time when psychologists and
logicians interested in the problem of thinking were
concerned with the theory of meaming  But behaviorism,
although 1t had special theory of thought, contributed
little to the more abstruse, and perhaps too philosophical,
consideration of the nature of meamng Curiously
enough, however, what seems to be the upshot of a
prolonged discussion of meaming, 1s qute congemial to
behaviorism The pure and mathematical logicians
were interested in meanmng only 1n the sense of implica-
tion, the mtrospective and, perhaps, pure psychologists
were 1nterested in meamng only as the attmbute of an
1mage oT as a conscious entity or gegemstand itself It
remained for those who approached the problem as
the central theme of Linguistics to give the most adequate
and detailed statement of all the 1ssues imnvolved ! Again

1 See C K Ogden and I A Richards, The Meaning of Meaning mn
the International Library of Psychology, chap 1x, passim
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it must be clearly understood that no one defimtion
or theory of meaning 1s heremn accepted The important
point 1s rather that by investigating meaning in terms
of language, 1in terms of the functionming of symbols
i whatever notation, a thorough phenomenology of
the processes by which words, or other symbols, come
to have the various meamngs that they do have, was
obtained This phenomenology may have solved no
problems, but 1t at least clanified them by enumerating
the many meanings of the word ‘‘ meamng *’ itself.

Thinking as a matter of 1deas thus becomes not only
generally an affair of language, 1n terms of behaviorism,
but more specifically, an affair of meanings which can
be expressed clearly, if not ultimately, in terms of verbal
relationships and the charactenstics of the symbolic
process That thinking 1s such and such 1s not to be
asserted , 1t 1s our purpose merely to observe the modifica-
tions of the original thesis introduced by behavionstic
psychology and the hnguistic theory of meaning, two
tendencies divergent from the man tradition

It 1s interesting and important to remember that
the theory of language 1s a radical and perhaps subversive
element only m the specfically modern tradition from
Descartes and Locke to the present It was otherwise
1n both classical and mediaeval times  Without scholarly
documentation this statement can be supported by
caling attention to the intimate relation between
grammar and logic in Arstotle’s Organon, and to the
order of studies in the mediaeval frwium, grammar,
rthetoric, dialectic It 1s hardly imphed that there 1s
a concord between these two instances of a relation
observed between the structure of language and the
procedure of thought, and the contemporary observation
of a similar relationship ~ As a matter of fact, mediaeval
hiterature furnishes us with several disagreemng doctrines
of language, and in Arstotle the relations between
grammar and logic are to be found by the inquirer
who has an eye for such matters They are not explicitly
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expounded by Armstotle himself But, at least, these
references lead us to the conclusion that 1t has only
been since the seventeenth century that the description
and theory of thinking have ignored or under-estimated
the relevancy and significance of language, of grammar,
and of rhetoric It 1s, therefore, aganst the background
of the last three centuries that the revived interest m
and emphasis of language 1s important

(2) Thinking 1s a process which an individual mind
carries on by 1tself when 1t has 1deas and deals with them
The emphasis 1n this statement 1s upon the fact of
mmdividuality, According to the conventional opinion
here bemng expounded, thinking may take any form
whatsoever, 1 e reverie, ratiocination, pragmaticreflection,
experimental procedure, or thinking may be either by
analogy, induction or deduction,—but 1t will always be
described as a process in which a single mind engages
It 1s dufficult to unravel the historical grounds for the
commonplaceness which this thesis has attamned, but
1t 1s not unhkely that this emphasis upon the individual
mm thinking has been connected histoncally with the
equally conventional opinion that all thinking can be
exhaustively described mn terms of deduction and mduc-
tion or some form thereof

The objection which might be raised to this thesis,
and the historical divergences from 1t which lead to this
objection, assails both of its two clauses at the same fime
Thinking may be a process carried on by two minds
and depending for its hife upon the interplay of these
two minds, and if thimking 1s ever so conditioned,
1t may have a formal structure which 1s not really
reducible to the canomical forms of induction or deduction

Anyone who meditates for a moment upon the
experience of human conversation,—conversationintended
to establish or dispose of opinions and perhaps, therefore,
called argumentative or polemical,—will agree that such
conversation 1s a kind of thinking 1n which an individual
mind can indulge only through the mutual participation
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of one or more other minds And 1f 1t 1s not denied
that conversation or argument 1s a kind of thinking,
1t will be admtted that here 1s a kind of thinking which
differs from the patterns of the laboratory and the library,
and which could not be properly analysed or described
by reference to ordinary logical terms

The fact of human conversation and argument 1s so
omnipresent among persons who might be concerned
in the least about the nature of thought, that it seems
odd the tradition should have ignored this very relevant
phenomenon  As a matter of fact, it 1s again the specifi-
cally modern tradition smce the Renaissance which
has been content with 1ts common formule of induction
and deduction There are major exceptions in both
classical and mediaeval thought

The dialogues of Plato, whatever be the final satis-
factory interpretation of them, exemplify perfectly the
cogitative qualities of human discourse That Plato
employed the dialogue as a hiterary form may be due
to the influence upon the poetic tendencies 1n his nature
of the mimes of Sophron, but there 1s also considerable
ground for feeling that Plato wrote dialogues because
he appreciated the onigms of thought in conversation
That Plato should have had this insight 1s not startling
when one remembers that hus intellectual career was
begun and nourished among the sophists  And,
furthermore, Plato 1s responsible for the term *“ dialectic ”,
a term which most generally designates the processes
of discursive (or conversational) thinking

The contrast and opposition of the classical and
modern traditions with regard to this pomnt 1s made
sharply clear by an muendo of verbal usage. Plato
would not have resented the identification of sophistry
and dialectic, 1f we were allowed to distinguish between
good and bad sophistry, between the sophistry of
Socrates and Thrasymachus—although we might smuile
at the distinction At least, he would have perceived
their formal similanty  But 1n the last three centuries
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sophustry has become a word of opprobrium and deroga-
tion par excellence, and without any recognition of formal
structure, 1t has been employed as a synonym for
dialectic and for “‘ scholasticism ""—another 1item whuch
the modern tradition has thrown into the discard or
held up to nidicule and abuse

That scholasticism be so designated and so classified
1s not at all mnappropriate, for the schoolmen were masters
of the art which the dialogues of Plato both exemplified
and praised, and which they conventionally called
dialectic We cannot here enter upon an adequate
report of the nature of dialectic and the réle 1t played
mn mediaeval thought, but we can observe certain of
1ts intellectuval affiliations that will define it aganst
the background of the tradition

Dralectic was understood to be neither a method of
investigation nor one of demonstration It was a method
of argument, of controversy, and disputation Probably
mn so far as argument occupied so large a part of the
intellectual lfe of the Middle Ages, dialectic was valued,
and probably in so far as investigation, experiment,
and demonstration have been the dominant intellectual
concerns of the era introduced by Galleo and Newton,
dialectic has been ignored, its value under-estimated
or condemned, 1ts form msunderstood This fact of
change of interest and occupation, along with a certan
interpretation of the Organon of Anstotle made popular
by the Novum Organum of Bacon, probably accounts
for the conception that thinking 1s a matter of induction
and deduction, a business of inference generally, 1f not
exclusively, carried on by the single mind

The importance of dialectic as an cducational device
is also significant  One remembers that in The Republic
the training of the philosopher-king was to be concluded
with dialectic, ‘‘ the coping-stone that lies on top of all
the sciences ”’, that in the education of the Roman
gentleman, as reflected and outlined in the writings of
Cicero, rhetornic was one of the foundations, and that
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in the organization of the mediaeval school, the #rivium
compnsed grammar, rhetonc, and dialectic What was
at one time considered indispensable m the traming
of either a gentleman or a philosopher has now become
an element quite carefully to be excluded from the
curriculum, as subversive of the scientific discipline.
Instead logic, mnductive and deductive, became the
required course of study, and 1t 1s worth noting that 1t
has completely failed to achieve the importance in the
modern scheme that dialectic occupied 1n the ancient
and mediaeval It has passed from bemng a discipline
thought necessary in the traimng of the scientific mind
to being erther an accessory to such tramming, or merely
a consideration of the discipline 1tself mn the abstract,
a set of formal rules and practices On the contrary,
dialectic retained its vitality, and flourished in the soil
m which 1t was indigenous Certamly m Montaigne,
and even so late as Dr Johnson, rhetoric and the
ability to converse well were recognized as the
distinguishing adjuncts of the educated man

The reiterated relation of dialectic to rhetoric and
to grammar suggests that our earlier discussion of the
part thal language plays in thinking agamn becomes
relevant On the one hand, the importance of language
1s conceded both in the classical and mediaeval mterest
m dialectic  The dialogues of Plato seem to be in part
concerncd with the defimition of terms, and with making
distinctions clear 1n words The schoolman was made
fit to study and practise dialectic by the preliminary
discipline of grammar and rhetoric  On the other hand,
the very recent study of language contributes from a
totally different angle another confirmation of the
significant and intimate interdependence, not only of
language and thought in general, but specifically, of
language and the kind of thinking which we have called
conversational or dialectical

This contnbution 1s made jontly by anthropology
and psychology. The latter’s study of the ongin of
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language habits in the cluld?! leads to the theory that
after the period of verbal egocentrism, the basic value
1in word-acquusition 1s the use of language to communicate
It 1s only after the child has acquired a vocabulary
m order to communicate 1ts wishes or its feelings to its
social environment that it 1s able to, or tends to, use
this vocabulary for the purposes of a-social, or mtelligent
but non-communicative, expression In other words,
talking to oneself 15 a much later, and perhaps higher,
development than talking to others The kmd of
thinking which goes on i what 1s techmcally called
sub-vocal talking 1s derivative from the earlier vocalized
speech of direct communication

The anthropologist reports a sumilar finding in the
Iinguistic habits of primitive peoples Their language
forms are pnmarnly adapted to the needs of communica-
tion, of asking and answering questions, of giving
orders or making statements having social import,
rather than to the purposes of recording observations
or distinctions 1 discourse We have become so
accustomed to regarding language as a device extra-
ordinanly well adapted for registering the observations
and distinctions we are capable of making, we do not
realize that among less developed peoples, less “ sophisti-
cated”’ perhaps, language serves the much simpler
function of direct communication

Socialized thinking may be, 1f these evidences
are worthy, more primitive than thmking which 1s
done apart from the social environment and 1s at the
same time intelligent rather than autistic Thinking,
if 1t 1s related to language at all, may be primitively
a matter of talking in the sense of social speech, a matter
of conversing Dialectic, or the refinement of conversa-
tion, 1s certainly a later development, a sophistication
of speech as 1t were, and similarly, the use of language
mn mtellectual processes which are not social or conversa-

1 See Jean Piaget, The Language and Thought of the Child, 1n the Inter-
national Library of Psychology, etc
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tiona), is a denivative practice In the hght of these
distinctions, 1t 1s odd that the thesis we are considenng,
ie. thinking 1s a process which the individual mind
carries on by itself, should have ever gained such con-
ventional weight, and that methodology of the modern
tradition should have been so exclusively concerned
with induction and deduction and simildar ways of
mference, to the complete ignorance of dialectical
thinking

One promnent exception to the gnodern tradition
must be acknowledged Hegel, amg the philosophers,
not only recogmzed but emphasized the distmction
between the ordinary normative logic and the method
of dalectic, so much so, 1n fact, that the phrase ** Hegehian
dialectic ” has become a catch-word of disapproval
or praise Hegel generalized the method bevond the
confines of human discourse and bevond 1ts employment
m controversy and dispute, thus gomg beyvond Plato or
Abelard It becomes with Hegel the underlying pattern
of all intellectual activity, and, of course, of all change
mn the umverse, since whatever 1s real 1s rational
At this point we cannot pause to evaluate the Hegehan
position, or even to contrast it thoroughly with the
historically earlier uses of dialectic It contributes
to our present discussion in one respect it suggests
that dialectic 15 a form which can be analysed and con-
templated apart from its occurence in actual discourse
or dispute To put this in other words, dialectic 1s a
kind of thinking to be distingwished from the inductive
or deductive thinking engaged 1n by the  single mmnd ”,
and what seems to be impled thereby 1s that dialectic
mvolves a duality of minds It does actually in ordinary
conversation and dispute, but what Hegel leads us to
see 15 that the mind can converse or dispute with itself,
and 1n doing so partakes of dialectical rather than other
kinds of thinking  What is required formally for chalectic
1s not two actually diverse minds, but rather an actual
diversity or duahty, an opposttion or conflict, and this
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may occur within the borders of a single mind When 1t
does, that mind 1s likely to carry on dialectical thinking,
and 1t 1s this which has been ignored by the second
thesis of the traditional methodology of modern thought

(3) Thinking 1s an activity of reason and 1s essentially
independent of urrational purpose or desire This 1s
an old and 1n many ways a noble way of regarding
thought, but it 1s not unambiguous It has been variously
interpreted at different times It has meant that reason
1s self-sufficient and self-dependent, that reason 1s
uninfluenced by the forces of unreason, that reason 1s
independent of faith, that thinking 1s uninfluenced by
desire or emotion, by wish or purpose, that thinking
15 a purely intellectual affair, constituted and regulated
by reason alone, and unaffected by the limitations of
human nature or human materials, specifically, language
The intention 1s not to submut these statements to evidence
or proot, but simply to understand what 1t 1s they assert
and what 1t 1s they deny And, perhaps, the discussion
can be clarified by reducing the variety of special meanings
which the thesis may have to their most general form
This 1s the thesis of intellectuahsm—what James would
have called a “ vicious intellectualism "—and may be
stated as follows Thinking 1s an activity of reason
which employs no non-rational elements, or no elements
not submitted toreason  To this thesis several objections
mght be, and have been, raised, and the consideration
of them will explain the real force of the thesis 1tself

The most obvious antithesis 1s, of course, presented
by recent psychology and psychoanalysis! According
to the now famihar psychological analysis, thinking 1s
more frequently rationahization than reasoning Often

1 The present discussion 1s confined to the traits of what psvcho-
analysis calls intelligent, as contrasted with autistic thinking  Ior the
relation between these two kinds of thinking and language habuts, see
Piaget, op cit, pp 43-9 TFor my own discussion of the relation
between autistic and 1intelhgent thinking, when they conilict, see
below
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the statement 1s made that thinking 1s always rationaliza-
tion and never reasommng The distinction between
rationalization and reasomng must defimtely not be
mterpreted 1n logical terms It 1s a distinction in terms
of the psychological act Rationahzation 1s a case of
thinking 1 which reasons are adduced to support a
conclusion, or a belief, or an opiuon accepted or held on
grounds other than the reasons thereto adduced Such
grounds may ether be called prejudices, emotional
complexes, conscious or unconscious wishes, etc
Reasoning, on the other hand, 1s a case of thinking m
which the conclusion or behef or opimion 1s reached and
held only by way of the reasons which are discovered
and considered in the processes of thinking The pomt
at 1ssue translated into the terms of the thesis we are
discussing becomes a question of whether reason 1s
ancillary to pre-rational conviction or prejudice, serving
merely the office of rationahzation or justification, or
whether reason functions independently of such forces,
the thinking process actually leading to the conclusions
that are then, and only then, accepted as convincing
Without going into the evidences for the psychological
theory of the prionity of non-rational elements in thinking,
1t would be well to state some of the further bearings
of the theory upon the matters at 1ssue  Thinking, this
theory holds, serves a purpose which 1s itself not to be
submutted tothought, orreasoned about The term purpose
here stands for any one of a number of items, such as
prejudices, complexes, or opmmions which we already
believe or which we will to believe It does not matter
what form thinking takes, 1t always, according to this
theory, 1s purposeful, and 1n this sense 1s not independent
of non-rational elements But 1t 1s clear that in the
particular kind of thinking which we have already called
controversial or conversational, these non-rational
elements would seem to have greater force and mnfluence
By the very fact that dialectic is a sort of argument
or disputation, the play of emotions and purposes 15
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giwven opportunity to become more subtly intertwined
with the opposition of reasons, and more difficult to
unravel

There are three sources of non-rationality in dialectical
thinking, three foc1 of intrusion of the irrational In the
first place, an argument usually 1s motivated by the desire
to convince one’s opponents, or at least, to anmhilate
the opposition raised Polemic thus mvolves partisan-
ship, and partisanship, to some degree, stems from
prejudice In the second place, certain propositions
are sometumes invoked in argument as having a supra-
cogitative source, whether this source be specifically
designated as authority of one sort or another, faith,
inturtion, or other form of special msight Since they
derive from supra-rational considerations, such pro-
positions will not be submitted to reason In the third
place, certain propositions are denied because of lack
of insight, that 1s, the intelhgibihty and therefore the
intellectual pertinence, of a proposition 1s denied Such
demal the psychologist would explain in terms of an
emotional block or hindrance In short, thinking 1s
mfluenced by special pleading and special insights and
musunderstandings, these anomahes 1n the rational
procedure ansing from the emotional and wilful attitudes
1n human nature

Each of these difficulties that thinking must meet,
and others closely affihated, will receive detailed analysis
later Suffice 1t for the present if 1t be suggested that
m so far as thinking tends to be demonstrative or argu-
mentative, and to be occupied with propositions to be
asserted or denied, 1t may be susceptible to enumerated
non-rational influences both in its ongin and in the
course of 1ts development toward a conclusion Thss, of
course, 1s directly contrary to the conventional thesis
of the tradition

The psychology of recent years 1s not the only source
of objection to the view that thinking 1s purely rational
Comparatively recent logical theory, especially in the
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field of mathematical logic and in the branches of
pure mathematics dealing with the theory of postulates
and the non-Euchdean geometries, has formulated
the demonstrative procedure 1n a way that makes clear
the réle of non-demonstrable factors  Thus 1s the logical
parallel of the psychological analysis which reveals the
agency of emotion and purpose in thinking

Plato certainly seems to have been aware at times that
the argument was going on within the hmitations of certan
hypotheses and defimtions, which were themselves not
submitted to argument FEuchd and Spinoza, 1t cannot
be doubted, must have had insight into their common
methodological device of geometrical demonstration,
the proving of a certaimn body of propositions in terms
of certain defimtions arbitrarily estabhshed, certamn
axioms taken to be self-evident, and certain posiulates
taken forgranted Andin one sense certainly, the method
of theology 1s analogous to that of geometry, the articles
of faith, the credal dogmas, functioning as defimitions
and postulates do in the hmutation and demarcation
of the field of rational procedure, Scripture and Canon
furnishing axiomatic grounds

But 1t was not until mathematical thinkers elaborated
the theory of postulates and analysed the sources and
properties of doctrinal demonstration, that the methodo-
logical principles mmphcit in these earhier instances,
acqured their full sigmficance The chief pomts of
postulate theory are that no demonstration can be
made except 1n terms of some propositions which are not
demonstrated, though not necessanly not demonstrable,
that such undemonstrated propositions, usually called
postulates, are taken as true without proof, that the
process of definttion requires the acceptation of certamn
terms as undefinable mn any given set of defimtions,
that such indefinables are taken as having precise
meaning though undefined; that, m short, any logical
demonstration, whether called a doctrine or a system,
depends 1 logical origin upon a set of primitives,—
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postulates, defimtions, and indefinables,—and that within
any given system or doctrine, these primitives are them-
selves not submitted to the processes of demonstration

These primitives, then, are non-rational elements
1n the process of thinking, and this 1s equally so whether
that thinking be inductive or deductive, demonstrative
or argumentative They are usually not considered to
be absolute ; that 1s, there 1s no one set of primitives
obligatory upon all thinking, and necessary to every
system Postulates and definitions are the logical
equivalents of what-the psychologist calls prejudices
and walful thinking They are chosen or selected,
rather than mtellectually obligatory and rationally
unavoidable The most general name for such elements
1s ““intuitive propositions ’, when mtwtion 1s taken to
mean not the manner in which we know a frue pro-
position but the manner 1n which we know a proposition
taken as true The former of these two defimtions of
intwtion makes the proposition axiomatic or obligatory,
the latter makes 1t a postulate, which 1s selected or not
selected according to the intellectual purposes governming
the specific instance of thinking In either case, how-
ever, intuition represents a supra-cogitative phase
of thought, and one indispensable to the processes of
demonstration and argument

The work of Hans Vaihinger, and perhaps the pragmatic
movement 1n philosophy, are also partly responsible for
the opposition to a purely intellectualistic methodology.
The former’s theory of logical fictions, and the latter’s
emphasis upon the will to believe, contribute from quite
different angles to the same general pont of view that
thinking, on the one hand, 1s forced to employ elements
that are themselves irrational or at least unreasoned,
and on the other hand, that thinking 1s motivated
activity, whether the purpose be that of practical adjust-
ment to an environment, or a purely intellectual con-
sideration, such as the development of a doctrine or
the demonstration of a creed  Logic, in the hight of these
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pomts of view, 1s seen as an mstrument which does not
supply its own ends, its functiomng i1s determned for
it, not by 1t Logic 15, as all tools are, valueless unless
there 1s furnished from other sources the maternals upon
whach 1t can operate If 15 an instrument to deal with
opinions and obviously cannot be used to create opinions,
nor can it be used in their absence Unless one has
something to prove or demonstrate, the methods of
proof and demonstration he 1idle The conclusions
to be proved must be reached by other faculties, insight
or imagmnation, once gwven, logic functions dynamically
m 1its proper réle of establishing means to the deter-
mined end

These matters will be discussed 1n greater detail later
Our present interest 1s merely to contrast the thesis
that thinking 1s an activity of reason independent of all
non-rational elements, with various forms of the antithesis
that thinking 1s both in origin and in 1ts progressive
determination somewhat arbitrary and in certain ways
non-rational The argument may be couched i1n either
logical or psychological terms

(4) Thinking seeks to end 1n knowing, that 1s, thinking
rests in truth This 1s probably the most fundamental
of the four theses being stated It 1s given wide assent,
despite the variety of meanings assigned in the inter-
pretation of knowledge and of truth And the issue
taken, when objection 15 raised agaimnst the truth ideal,
1s probably the most crucial to be faced in the develop-
ment of the argument of this book

Little explication 1s needed for the proposition It
imphes obviously that thinking 1s an agency in the
accomphshment of knowledge This might be stated in
any one of a number of ways, each, however, giving a
shghtly different implication Thinking 1s dealing with
1deas 1n order to arrive at a set of ideas which can be
asserted as true Thinking 1s a manner of responding
to environmental stimuli in order to obtamn a final,
consummatory, and satisfactory adjustment Thinking
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1s an attempt to construct a system of propositions which
shall correspond with the facts, and thus be knowledge
of the facts, 1e true propositions Thinking concludes
with the assertion or demal of certain propositions and
it 1s good thinking in so far as the propositions asserted
are true, and the propositions demed are false In
other words, the goodness of thinking 1s to be judged
in terms of 1ts truth value

Whatever opposition there 1s to this thesis always
takes the form, not of denying absolutely that truth
1s relevant to thinking, but rather of so defining truth
that its relevance to thinking 1s greatly altered In
the following discussion 1t 1s important to bear in mind
that no one theory of the nature of truth 1s being preferred
to any other Contrasting points of view in the interpre-
tation of the thesis under consideration are merely
bemg enumerated and opposed.

At the beginming of this century there was a great
furore about the meamng of truth It has since died
away Pragmatism was responsible for rawsing the
cloud of dust, and never quite properly disposing of all
the particles thus disturbed. Logically the primary
1ssue was between the coherence and the correspondence
theores of truth, but the storm centre of the controversy
more frequently turned upon such distinctions as between
the mediacy or immedacy of truth, the relative,
approximateness of truth or 1its final, absoluteness
And the dispute reached 1ts most vulgar stage when the
dilemma was stated in terms of whether an 1dea was true
“ because 1t worked”, or ““ worked '’ because 1t was true

All of the above controversial points, however important
they may be, alter very shightly the thesis that truth
15 the criterion applied 1n the evaluation of thinking
Whether 1 the coherence theory a judgment 1s true
because of 1ts position 1n the logical nexus of the Absolute
or n the correspondence theory an 1dea 1s true because
1t “ fits the facts "’ somewhat and somehow, whether

thinking succeeds in knowing absolutely if it can know
[+
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at all or whether 1ts knowledge 1s hughly relative to its
circumstances, nevertheless, thinking 1 any case 1s
good in so far asitistrue There 1s one meaning common
toall these uses of the truth 1deal, and that 1s that thinking
1s to be judged in terms of something extrinsic to itself—
an absolute of some kind, 1t makes no difference whether
1t be the familiar Absolute of objective 1dealism or the
disguised absolutes which are called facts by empiricism
and pragmatism It makes no difference whether
conformity to the absolute 1s a temporary or a final
relationship, the absolute itself does not change, and
the truth 1s either good once for all, or becomes better
and better as 1t becomes more and more approximate.
The central point to be stressed 1s that the truth quality
in all of these cases, despite the differences stated, 1s
essentially the same 1n one respect, that 1t 1s an extrmsic
relationship obtaining between thinking and something
which 1s itself not thought.

It 15 1 another direction entirely that a really serious
deviation from the conventional methodology occurs
Just as mathematical logic, and affihated studies, offered
previously a profound contrast to the traditional con-
ception of thmking, so here they present a usage of
truth-value equally divergent Truth i1s a qualty
mtrmsic to a system of propositions A brief considera-
tion of the structure of systems will make this clear
A doctrine consists of 1ts postulate set and its propositions.
The postulates are taken as true. They are not true 1n
relation to anything other than themselves. They are
true 1n themselves, because they are taken for systematic
purposes in that way The defimtions are similarly
taken as true, or are neither true nor false if they are
merely arbitrary notational references. The propositions
are true if they stand 1n a certan, specific logical relation
to the postulates and defimitions, and false if they stand
otherwise. The truth and falsity of the propositions
1s therr quality m a systematic relationship, entirely
intrmsic, and m no relation to any facts or propositions



INTRODUCTORY I9

or standards outside the system The system itself
as a whole has a certain quality of truth if its postulates
are self-consistent and independent, and 1if it contamns
no false propositions, but this agamn 1s obviously an
mtrinsic attribute of the system, and not a quality
1t possesses because of standing in relation to anything
other than 1tself

The variety and complexity of symbolic and logistic
systems 1s very great An adequate account of them
cannot be given here What 1s important 1s the contrast
between mathematical (or geometrical) thinking and
the more famihar scientific (or empirical) thinking with
regard to truth, as well with regard to actual procedure.
This contrast should be developed a little further

Empirical thmkmg 1s to be distinguished from
mathematical thinking by this condition, among others,
that the former submits its rational processes to the
judgment of vahdity in terms of extrinsic critena, facts,
experiments, etc , whereas the latter submuts 1ts rational
processes to the judgment of vahdity m terms only of
mtrinsic criteria, consistency, demonstration, etc The
origmal thesis that thinking seeks to end in knowing,
that it seeks to rest in truth, has evidently quite different
force 1f understood mm the light of empirical or mathe-
matical requirements In the one case. thinking 1s
controlled throughout by a truth reference to entities
beyond 1ts own processes, 1n the other, thinking 1s
controlled by rules of truth or valid demonstration whose
entire reference 1s exhausted within the processes of
thought itself.

The requirements of empirical procedure might be
summarized 1 a clause of the origmal thesis, that thinking
1s somehow relevant to experience Experience is here
employed as a blanket term for any of the entities or
1tems which have been previously designated as extrmsic
to thought. Such entities have been varously
denominated as ¢ facts’, ‘‘reahties”, ‘ nature’’,

” ot

‘ subject-matter ”, ‘‘ immediate (as opposed to mediate
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or reflective) experience’’, “data”, ‘‘ objects”, or
““events ” This enumeration may not be exhaustive,
but at least the character of the entity ! which can be
properly classified there among, 1s determinate It 1s any
entity which 1in any given nstance 1s not an ‘‘ 1dea ”,
“ judgment ”, or “ proposition ** , the entities so classified
are those about which 1deas, judgments, or propositions
are made, and 1t 1s 1n the sense of this relationship between
these two exclusive classes of entities that it 15 asserted
that thinking i1s somehow relevant to experience, that
1t must take account of experience, that 1t 1s true thinking
when 1t fulfils certamn requirements in relation to
experience

It must be clear from the foregoing exposition that
the kind of thought which a system n ordine geometrico
represents, not only does not satisfy empirical require-
ments, but denies their relevancy Logical caution makes
a certamn distinction expedient at this pomt It 1s not
asserted that mathematical or geometrical thinking 1s
without a subject-matter, which would mean that it
created a set of propositions made about nothing Itis
asserted, however, that thinking which assumes the
logical form described as mathematical, does not derive
its vahdity from reference to its subject-matter, but
from reference to its own internal structure What
may seem puzzling and, perhaps, incongruous about the
two preceding statements is dissipated by the reahza-
tion that a geometrical system defines 1ts own subject-
matter so precisely that 1f 1t 1s true internally, 1t 1s
equivalent to saymng that 1t 1s true of its subject-matter
Its ““ facts ” are really contamned in 1ts defimtions, 1its

! The word ‘“ fact " 1s used throughout this book to designate this
class of entrties It must be distingmshed from the logical usage of
* fact *’ as what a proposttion asserts or denotes, and from the descrip-
tion of the proposition as a *‘ logical fact "’  Unless otherwise stated or
qualified, fact 1s heremn restricted to mean an object, event, or an
existence—whatever may be the subject-matter of a proposition, but
never 1ts subject A fact, 1n other words, 1s always transcendent, and
always an individual
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postulates and its propositions, whatever being or
reality they may have beyond the confines of their
defined significance 1n the given system, 1s ignored by
that system

Geometrical thinking has been neatly called *‘ 1f-then
thinking ’, because 1ts pattern 1s that 1f such and such
postulates are true, then such and such propositions
are true It does not assert the truth of the postulates ;
nor does 1t assert the truth of the propositions apart
from the hypothetical truth of the postulates The
postulates may or may not be true, the propositions
may or may not be true on thewr own night, in terms
of the facts or of reality, or in some other system It 1s
nerther asserted nor demed, however, that they are or
are not What 1s stated 1s merely that if such and such
1s so, then such and such 1s so, and that for purposes
of determining a system of such relationships, we are
assumng such and such to be so Truth or vahdity
enters into this system as a ruler enters into the business
of measurement, If this, then that, 1s either true or
false That either follows from this, or 1t does not,
and whether 1t does or not, can be determined with the
gven elements by rules of correct inference, and rules
of demonstration It should be understood that such
rules of inference or of demonstration are themselves
assumed to be true They could not be demonstrated to be
true without being assumed themselves Truth or validity,
then, 1n geometrical thinking 1s merely a certain relation-
ship obtaining among propositions mn a system, such
that if one 1s so, then the other 1s so, truth i1s absent
when a relationship obtains between propositions mn a
system such that 1f one 1s so, either the other 1s not so,
or it 1s not possible to assert or deny the other If any
postulate or proposition of a system 1s found or taken
to be not true then any other proposition which depended
upon 1t for demonstration 1s thereby not disproved but
unproved The problem of the vahdity of two systems
which somehow stand 1n contradiction to one another
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or are mn some way mconsistent with one another 1s not
al present relevant It will be considered later.

That truth 1s mm some way a standard for judging
the products of thought has been demied nowhere m
the foregoing discussion, rather the contrast between
the use of that standard and its implications, in the kind
of thinking which “ 1s somehow relevant to experience "
and 1n the kind of thinking which follows the * if-then ”
pattern, has been defined

There 15, however, a more radical departure from
the convention of the traditional methodology A kind
of thinking has been mentioned which has been variously
called conversational, argumentative, or dialectical. The
form or pattern of this kind of thinking has not been
described or discussed, except in so far as the dialogues
of Plato, the technique of mediaeval debate of theses,
and the logic of Hegel, were indicated to exemphfy it, or
m so far as one’s ordinary experience of human con-
versations and disputes was invoked to give denotative
meaning to the reference Without entering here into
the analysis of dialectic which 1t shall be the purpose
of this book to present, it may be possible to suggest,
crudely perhaps, in what sense i1t may be said that truth
1s urelevant to dualectic Dialectic may be, in other
words, an instance of thinking which the conventional
thesis that thinking ends in truth, fits, if at all, even less
than it does geometnical thinking

The consideration of arguments or disputes of any
sort, without attempt to reveal the logical pattern which
mheres mn and mnforms them, leads to the rather common-
place observation that they end 1n agreement or disagree-
ment between the disputants, rather than in truth It
may commonly be held that when two parties to a con-
tention conclude in agreement, they have arrived at the
truth, but logical grounds for this common opmion
seem to be lacking It may barely be said, if one wishes
to be cautious, that their agreement implies either that
they understand one another, or that one surrenders
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his position m favour of his opponent’s, or vice versa,
or that both have assumed some third position different
from the oniginal two, or that they are able to translate
theirr opmions mutually m such a manner that each
retamns his original position, and at the same time
acknowledges and understands the other The various
opmions under discussion may or may not be true, either
empirically or in the if-then sense, whether they are
true or not does not seem to be 1n any way genuinely
determined by the agreement of the disputants m the case

An argument which remaimns unsolved, that 1s, does
not conclude with agreement, should be similarly
mterpreted The irresolution implies either that the
two disputants did not understand one another, or that
neither would surrender his position 1 favour of the other,
or that the process of mutual translation did not occur
It 1s not imphed that either of the two unresolved
positions are false, that both are false, or that both are
true, although, in the empirical or i the if-then sense,
they may be in any one of these states of valdity.

Arguments are concluded m one of two ways, agree-
ment or disagreement, but an important distinction
must be made between two sorts of entities about which
agreement and disagreement can take place Two
disputants may be discussing either certamn opinions
or certamn facts. As soon as a ‘‘fact” 1s mtroduced
mto the discussion, genume controversy ceases Either
the said entity 1s admitted as a fact, in which case there
1s nothing more to be said concerning 1t, unless further
statements or opinions are made about 1t In that case
the dispute goes on concerming these opiions and not
the facts Or the entity in question 1s not admitted
as a fact, and nothing more can be said about it In
general, then, 1t may be declared that arguments are
concluded by the introduction of “ facts”, or by the
agreement or disagreement of the parties totheargument,
concerning the opimions at 1ssue

Until a more complete analysis of dialectic 15 given,
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the precise significance of truth-value in this process of
thinking cannot be ascertammed For the present it
must suffice to indicate briefly the relation of dialectic
to geometrical thinking and empirical thmkmg with
regard to the thesis concerning truth.

In argumentative thmking two systems of propositions
seem to be m opposition It 1s about these two opposed
systems that dispute seems to be taking place In so far,
then, as the vahdity of the propositions within either
of the systems 1s to be determned, dialectic closely
resembles geometrical procedure The determination
1s made 1n terms of implication according to the canons
of demonstration. But in so far as the validity of the
two systems 1s to be determined, mn order that the
opponents may agree or disagree in some specified
manmner, a problem that has not yet been treated arises
This 1s probably the root problem of dialectic with regard
to truth, and for the time being 1t need only be pointed
out that the truth of systems in conflict 1s not determined
by reference to extrmsic criteria, but by an internal
process—the essential process of dialectic—which closely
resembles geometrical procedure and does not 1n any way
satisfy empirical requirements Dialectic 1s a process
of thinking which never seeks truth in the empirncal
sense, although accidentally 1t 1s often concluded by the
mtrusion of “facts” It would be more accurate to
say that facts stop or destroy dialectic, they do not
furnish dialectic with a logical conclusion, and it 1s m
this latter sense that dialectic does not aim at empirical
truth

It 1s apparent, also, that argument, that 1s, actual
human argument, depends upon language, or at least,
must employ language , and that this adds to the problem
of determiming the truth of propositions in argument,
the problem of determining their sigmificance It may be,
but 1s not here asserted, that the end of dialectic 1s
understanding rather than truth, that dialectic seeks to
determine the meaning of propositions or opinions n
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debate, rather than the relative truth of them Tf this
were so, the conclusion of an argument by agreement,
would 1mply the achievement of understanding, or the
abihity to translate mutually from one system mnto another,
rather than the attainment of truth Truth in dialectic
or argument may mean nothing more than such agree-
ment or translailon In other words, arguments may
lead to truth when they lead to common understanding

Finally, the issue must be raised concerning isolated
propositions In so far as thinking 1s either geometrical
or dialectical, opmmions or statements, propositions or
1deas always occur 1n a defimte context which 1s or should
be capable of definitely determuning their significance,
and 1n some 1mstances their demonstrabiity The
requrements of empirical thinking seem to make it
possible for an 1solated proposition, opinion or 1dea to be
true out of any defimite context, if 1t holds a certamn
specified relation to the facts in the case This issue
will be met 1n a later phase of our discussion, 1t 1s raised
here only to qualify further the precise force of the thesis
that thinking seeks to end in truth, since the truth of
an 1solated proposition seems to be obtained upon different
grounds from the truth of propositions in demonstrative
or dralectical contexts

It should be repeated in summary that the fourth and
last thesis employed 1n the exposition of the traditional
conception of the nature of thinking, has not been denied
or asserted It has merely been considered 1n relation
to the problems which 1ts interpretation generates,
and 1n relation to the three different types of thinking,
the empinical, the if-then, or geometrical type, and the
argumentative or dialectical It seems apparent that
the thesis has a different force and sigmificance 1n each
of these cases
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The foregoing discusston brought into relief a number
of contrasting attitudes with regard to the character
of thought, its methods, and its defimtive ends The
conventional doctrine was expounded by submitting
1ts theses to interpretation and to the opposition of several
diverse and antithetical considerations In the course
of that exposition 1t was observed that a certain intellectual
congemahty obtained among these dissenting points of
view It may now be possible to frame a new doctrine,
which shall express this dissent more systematically
This would be a new methodology; perhaps, 1t were
better to say that this would be a different methodology,
for 1t 1s a synthesis of many conceptions that are
historically famihar with some that are recent and novel
At least 1t will present a theory and an analysis of thought,
both with regard to its factors and its ideals, in sharp
contrast to the conventional and accepted understanding
of these matters

Empirical or scientific thinking has recerved thorough
formulation In fact it 1s precisely empirical or scientific
thinking which 1s described by the conventional method-
ology of the modern tradition, the methodology of
mduction and deduction, of thinking the end of which
1s the ascertatnment of the truth about the facts
Geometrical or mathematical thinking 1s also not without
careful exposition in the literature of method It 1s
dialectic alone which, in the modern tradition at least,
has not been adequately treated Both ancient and
mediaeval culture appreciated its significance, and the
latter carefully formulated a great part of 1ts technique,
in theory as well as 1 practise It 1s dialectic which
we have discovered, or rediscovered, in the criticism
undertaken of the traditional theories. The formulation

26
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of dialectic as a methodological doctrine will not only
supply a commentary upon a kind of thinking that has
been neglected in favour of science and experience,
but 1t will also bring together 1n a single statement the
older historical conception of dialectic with a number
of dissociated interests, in recent speculation, that
should be allied therewith

Dialectic needs no discovery except in theory In
practise 1t 1s a common mtellectual instrument, a device
that most human beings employ mn any conversation
which becomes contentious or argumentative, 1t 1s the
way 1n which human opimons are opposed to one another,
defended, assailed, criticized, combined For the most
part, however, dhalectic as this set of intellectual processes,
has not been explicitly recognized The discovery of the
theory of dialectic should certainly clarify and perfect
the practise of 1t It may do more than that By the
theory of dialectic 1s meant a thorough methodological
analysis of the psychological factors, on the one hand,
and the logical structure and implhications, on the other
Such analysis may lead to a radical interpretation of
science and philosophy, and may institute a divergent
set of intellectual values Whatever be the consequences
of such an undertaking—and 1t would certainly be
unwise to predict them or to judge their worth 1n advance
—the attempt to describe dialectic 1s justified by reason of
1ts continual emergence 1n the actual discourse that in
large measure forms our intellectual life, and by reason
of the fact that dialectic represents a doctrine of dissent
from conventional methodology

The discovery of dialectic has really been made in
terms of the objections raised to certain of the theses
already discussed, and 1n a general way, therefore, a
prehminary statement can be given of the attributes
and phases of dialectic which will enter into our exposition

In the first place, dialectic may be concerned with 1deas,
but 1 1ts actual occurrence dialectic 1s concerned with
1deas only 1n so far as they are linguistically expressed.
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Controversy and argument are usually spoken of, some-
times eulogistically and sometimes in derogation, as
mere ‘‘verbalism” This 1s not maccurate, whatever
the mmputed evaluation be Argument 1s almost nvari-
ably a matter of words If words are taken to be symbols
having meanings not always precisely determined, then
one of the chief functions of argument or dialectic 1s
to mtroduce defimiteness into discourse Dialectic and
the study of lingmstics are thus closely related, since
both of them are occupied with the relation between
language and thought, between language and the
phenomena of meanmng One of the first tasks m
describing dialectic, then, 1s to deal with the problems
of language

Dralectic 1s thinking 1n discourse , 1its realm of bemg
1s the umverse of discourse, and to deterrmne the
relationships that obtain between 1tems 1n discourse 1s in
part to define the nature of dialectic It 1s entirely an
affair of words, but 1t 1s not “ mere verbalism *’ unless
words are to be taken as msignificant entities. Terms
and propositions, words and sentences, are the symbols
and statements of meamngs It 1s the confusion and
contradiction of meamngs that creates 1ssues in discourse
and gives nise to dialectic

In the second place, dialectic 1s a form of thinking
which cannot be properly characterized by, or completely
subsumed under, the rules of induction and deduction
This seems to be connected with the fact that dialectic
depends upon an mtellectual situation that 1s not relevant
or susceptible to the processes of induction or deduction
m any simple manner of their usage The latter are
techmques of investigation and demonstration, and are
available for the purposes of natural science or geometry
respectively But the intellectual situation that con-
fronts us 1n the case of argument or controversy 1s a
situation in which the fundamental purpose 1s the
resolution of an opposition of opimons, and dialectic
as the techmque of resolution has a formal pattern of
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1ts own to regulate 1ts proper procedure The description
of dialectic thus involves an analysis of the procedure
by which conflicts in discourse are met

Actual controversy occurs when two minds are engaged
m dispute It 1s evident that such dispute could only
occur because the two individuals 1n question are in some
way partisan They have taken sides, they are
defending or attacking behefs or propositions Partisan-
ship, then, 1s an essential factor 1n the event of dialectic
But partisanship does not necessarily imply an actual
duality of individual minds, it exists wherever opposition
occurs 1 discourse and remams wunresolved The
appreciation of such opposition, and the attempt to
resolve 1t, requires partisanship, whether the appreciation
be the act of a single mind or the resuit of two minds n
mtellectual conflict

In the third place, the disagreement of minds, or the
controversial 1ssues in discourse which a single mind
may attempt to settle dialectically, are not purely
rational or intellectual in origin  Emotional persuasions
of one sort or another, the himitations and eccentricities
of understanding and mterpretation, the purposes that
control the theoretical as well as the practical life, are
more or less responsible mn some part for the generation
of disputes or difficulties with regard to opmion or
conviction The same factors operate also throughout
the course of any instance of argument or dialectic,
and obwviously account must be taken of them if the
psychological analysis of dialecuical thinking 15 to be
adequate

Furthermore, no argument can ever define all of its
terms or proceed without the making of assumptions,
whether mmplicitly or explicitly It may be that argu-
ments occur fundamentally because of differences of
defimtion and diversity of assumption on the part of
the disputants Or in the case of the opposition of
opmmions, such opposition may simlarly be caused by
differences of defimtion and assumption If dialectic
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15 the techmique whereby such oppositions are dealt
with, then clearly it must be intimately concerned with
the careful, explicit statement of premises or postulates,
and the exact definution of the terms in discourse

In so far as defimtion and postulation are arbitrary,
the conclusions which flow therefrom must be qualified
by this character of therr source Two conflicting
opinions, 1 other words, cannot be considered 1n 1solation
They do not occur 1n 1solation, but rather m the context
of a controversy This 1s sumilar to the position which
propositions occupy mn a system The meamng of such
propositions, and of controversial opmions, 1s entirely
deterrmuned by their systematic contexts And if therr
opposttion 1s to be resolved, 1t must be resolved in terms
of the defimtions and postulates from which the elements
1 question derive

Dialectic, then, faces this alternative It involves
partisanship mn so far as it occurs only m the presence
of genuine intellectual options; but in so far as it
recogmzes that the issue with regard to which 1t 1s
actively partisan arnses through arbitrary differences
in defimtion and assumption, 1t must assume a certain
mnpartiality toward the issue mm question It must
appreciate, 1n other words, that if this 1s so, then this
follows, but if that 1s so, then that follows Until 1t
can be proved that either this 1s so or that 1s so,
impartiality must be maintammed toward what follows
from either set of assumptions. This attitude of
impartiality need in no way be inconsonant with the
active partisanship with which the dalectical process
engages in deriving consequences from the diverse
premises, and in attempting to resolve the differences
mn defimtion and assumption involved Should the
resolution be effected, partisanship ceases, and the need
for impartiality ceases as well In the dialectical process,
mntellectual impartiality toward the two sides of the
1ssue 1n dispute seems to be required by the very con-
ditions that generate the partisanship and the dispute



TRAITS OF CONTROVERSY 3r

itself. When these conditions are removed from any
winstance of discourse, dialectic itself ceases

In the fourth place, 1f dialectic 15 genuinely an affair
in discourse, 1t can m no way be impeded or facihtated
or directed by the adduction of, or reference to, *“ facts
If a “fact” 1s intruded into discussion, argument
terminates at that point, and must be taken up elsewhere
To dispute a * fact ” imphes either a misunderstanding
of what the facts are, or a difference of opinion as to what
are the meanings of the facts in question If the former
1s the case, argument 1s irrelevant Facts cannot be
discovered 1 discourse or by any amount of discussion
They are found out by investigation, observed, pointed to,
agreed about, or assumed If the latter 1s the case, 1t 1s
proper for discursive thinking to take place, for it 1s the
business of such thinking to undertake the clanfication
and establishment of meanings Argument 1s concerned
not with what 1s, but with what 1s to be understood !

It follows accordingly that truth, when 1t 15 taken to
mean an extrinsic relation of thinking to entities beyond
the processes of thought, cannot be achieved by dialectical
thinking, whether the resolution of the dialectical issue
1s achieved or not The only way in which the critena
of validity can be employed in the judgment of argument
15 1n the role of rules of inference by which 1t may be
ascertained whether certamn opimions are demonstrable
in terms of certain others If this is so, it may or may
not follow that that 1s so, and the establishment of the
conclusion, that that i1s so, may be vahd or invahd
accordingly But such validation takes place entirely
within the boundaries of discourse itself, and has no

1 Legal casuistry 1s an excellent example of the dialectical manner
of proceeding with regard to the *“ facts” A certain set of facts 1s
accepted as evidence, and the process of the caswist 1s to render one
wnterpretation more cogent, or, perhaps, more congemal than another
It should be noted that casuistry consists 1n interpreting data, and never
1n adducing or discarding evidence Similarly, the processes of diplomacy,
of medical diagnosis, and of moral or @sthetic deliberation, are dialectical
mn that the facts—international events, symptoms, etc —are taken
as established, and the task 1s to determune their significance
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reference to the facts, or experience, or any other entity
or element which 1s non-discursive 1in character This
does not imply that discourse 1s totally unrelated to
the universe which 1s not discourse The relationship
that does obtain between these two realms is one of the
problems to be treated later in the fuller analysis of
dialectic What 1s suggested by the present discussion
1s merely that although controversies may take place
about opmions and propositions which are believed,
that 1s, held to be true in some sense of the word other
than “ vahdly following from ', there 1s nothing in the
nature of the dialectical process itself which can ever
establish the truth of a proposition or an opinion 1n any
sense other than that of “ valdly following from”
Dualectic thus cannot properly be said to result in belief
it may be possible to show later that, quite to the
contrary, dialectic in 1its joint attitudes of partisanship
and impartiahty discourages the belief-attitude entirely
Stated most radically, belief 1s as urelevant as facts are,
to the nature of dialectical discourse

This concludes a brief preliminary statement of
dialectic as a methodology, and of the problems to be
encountered 1 the detailled description of that
methodology It may be summarized mn the following
theses —

(1) Dralectic 1s an affair 1n discourse

(2) Dialectic amnses through the opposition of
meanings 1n discourse

(3) Dialectic in the recognition of this opposition
must be partisan in its attempt to resolve the opposition

(4) Dialectic in the recogmition of the grounds
which prevent the resolution of dufferences arbitranly
established must be impartial toward the consequences
of these differences

(5) Dialectic 1s confined entirely to the realm of
discourse, and thus 1s mnconsiderate of entities outside
of discourse.
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(6) Since dralectic 1s considerate only of the meanings
of entities in discourse, 1t cannot establish truths or
guarantee beliefs which depend upon the relation
between discourse and items not 1n discourse

Properly to expound these six principles concerning
dialectic as a method of thinking, and to develop their
imphcations, 1s the task of the second part of this book
They are here stated arbitrarily The more elaborate
analysis which is to follow should reveal their psychological
and logical grounds, should explicitly define the con-
ceptions and state the postulates m terms of which
dialectic itself can be discussed dialectically
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Dialectic might have been discovered otherwise than
through the cnticism of traditional theory and the
consideration of hustory. It mught have been observed
where 1t actually occurs i the conversational practices
of human bemngs, therr arguments and controversies,
or 1n those dialogues which the mind holds with itself
in the solution of its intellectnal difficulties It mught
have been discovered, in other words, in the proper
sphere of 1ts bemng-—in discourse

To behold dialectic as 1t 1s actually occasioned and
n the diverse manners of its occurrence should precede
the attempt to descnibe 1t analytically. Discourse may
be made an object of study, and analysis can then reduce
the vanety of its mamfestations to abstract order
This abstract order must not seem imposed upon the
dialectical process; it should rather appear to be, as
it 15, denved from all the various ways in which dialectic
can take place; and to guarantee this perception,
observation should precede analysis It might also be
asserted that the dialectical process never actually
occurs 1n the formalized pattern which subsequent
analysis reveals, with respect to that formal structure,
the dialectical instances of conversation, argument,
and 1ntellectual dehberation are either incomplete,
1n an alogical order, or imperfect, through some one or
another possible deviation from the archetypical procedure.
This very imperfection recommends such cases as
lustrative subject-matter, for were human discourse
to embody dialectic 1n 1ts abstract and formal perfection,
the analyss of it might be a thing of beauty, but certainly
of little use,

The following instances have been chosen because
they are fairly commonplace and humanly famuliar;

34
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if they develop profundity, that itself 1s a commonplace
circumstance for i1t 1s the nature of profundity to be
ubiqutous in discourse Most human conversations
usually dwindle or stop at the point where profound
and abstruse considerations seem inescapable if the
conversation 1s to be prolonged, and this should be
well observed, for it 1s thus inevitable leading of discourse
into dialectic, and of dialectic into philosophy, which
may be said to constitute the deepest significance of
both discourse and dialectic, and which may occasion
a remterpretation of the meaning of philosophy That,
however, 1s the theme of the third part of this book
For the present, the examination of specimens of dis-
course 1s to be undertaken simply with a view to exhibiting
mn the manner of a botamst or an entomologist, the
vanety of species which, however, seem to possess a
certain homogeneity of form The only comment to be
made upon these specimens at present 1s merely to
gwude 1 the observation of them, but not to analyse
them. They are presented 1n an order roughly designed
to progress from extremely simple cases to more involved
and complex ones They do not all assume the dramatic
form of the dialogue ; some are conversations of the sort
that occupy moments of soliloquy

(1)

The story 1s told of Mr Lincoln that in one of his
earher campaigns for the legislature, he turned to s
opponent and said, “ Mr So-and-So, suppose I called
the tall of a mule a leg, how many legs would the
mule then have ?

Mr So-and-So replhed, after a moment’s thought,
‘ The mule would then have five legs, Sir,”

“ No,” said Mr Lincoln, “ the mule would have only
four legs. Calling the tail a leg doesn’t make 1t one.”



36 THE DISCOVERY OF DIALECTIC

The conversation went no further. Both Mr Lincoln
and his audience were satisfied with the sharp, concluding
sally, which seemed to distinguish Mr Lincoln for excellent
horse-sense, and his opponent for bemng made an ass
without being called one.

But the conclusion is not entirely satisfactory when
considered apart from the particular political occasion
in which 1t was useful. Objection might be rased to
Mr Lincoln’s easy solution of his own gquestion. If
the tail 1s called a leg, there is an answer to the nddle
which is neither five nor four It might be offered that
the mule 1n question would then have only one leg, for
1f the specific appendage which hangs from the coxcygeal
limit of the vertebral column is designated as a * leg ”,
that symbol retamning its customary and conventional
meamng, then 1t seems questionable, at least, whether
the four appendages which serve as supports for the
mule’s body can properly be designated by the same
name The difficulty anses largely because the name
“leg” and the name ‘““taill” can be defined both to
connote certain structural aspects of the mule’s body,
and certain functions which they serve in the mule's hfe,
and also to denote, or point to, this or that about the
mule * Caling the tail a leg,” which Mr Lincoln
took to be a less subtle matter than 1t really was, creates
the conflict 1n discourse above suggested, and allows for
three possible assertions that the mule has only one
leg, that 1t has merely four legs, that it then has
five legs

These three assertions, 1n answer to the query, “ How
many legs has the mule 1n question ? " illustrate a number
of things which happen frequently in discourse.
Incidentally, three types of mind are more or less
exemphfied ;n Mr Lincoln’s commonsense refusal to
make distinctions in discourse which do not seem to
be matters of fact, m Mr So-and-So's 1dentification
of distinctions in discourse with matters of fact, and
in the third party’s dialectical conception of the problem
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as one merely of making distinctions m discourse,
Mr Lmncoln and his opponent were both concerned
with a question which might be phrased, How many
legs has a mule if you call the tail a leg? They verged
on an expenence of dialectic which they did not enjoy
because they did not properly understand the only
question over which 1ssue could be taken, to be - What
does 1t mean to call the tail of a mule a leg? What
at first seemed to be a matter of fact thus becomes a
matter of discourse, and dialectic occurs as soon as
any one of the three answers 1s given to the second of
these two questions

It 1s not here asserted that the correct answer to
that question 1s either one, four, or five To make that
assertion would be equvalent to asserting the answer
as a matter of fact, and further discourse would be
gratuitous That the question offers the possibihity
of three answers, no one of which need be asserted as
a matter of fact, indicates the dialectical character of
the question, and emphasizes the fundamental aspect
of discourse which renders 1t dialectical, the possibility
of opposition and controversy

That aspect of the dialectical process which 1s con-
cerned with the problem of defimtion 1s mcely i1llustrated
by this story The force of definition, 1its range, the
relation between 1ts denotative and connotative
dimensions, could be studied 1n terms of this simple 1ssue
in discourse which came from calhng a tail a leg. And
in part the attitude taken toward each of the three answers
and one’s understanding of therr sigmificance, would
be determined finally by the theory of defimtion applied
If the tail 1s to be called a leg, and the legs are still to
be called legs, the meammngs of both ** taal *’ and *“ leg ™
are thereby altered ; or perhaps, 1f the tail is to be called
a leg, and legs are to be called otherwise, then “ tail ”
is given the meaning of “leg ” at least to the extent
whereby taills and legs remain distingmshable and
accurately numerable, if legs are called by some other
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name There 1s no question about whether tails would
ever be mistaken for legs in fact ; it 1s sumply a question
of how many tails or legs a mule has, * if the tail be
called a leg ”

Each of the three answers to the question is #rue
in terms of specific interpretative context, determined
by the defimtive act ; and 1t 1s f7ue only in the context
of one or another given system of defined terms That
the mule has five legs 15 a proposition which can be nerther
sigmficant nor true nor false taken as an isolated proposi-
tion, an entity abstracted from its setting 1n discourse
This applies equally to the other two possible assertions
But if the proposition 1s understood in the hight of certain
definitions which could be offered, 1t might be made both
intelugible and true. Its truth would be the truth of
following properly from an arbitrary origin 1n discourse.
By itself it would neither be true nor false , nor 1sits truth
to be judged in terms of the facts The facts, it 1s
assumed, if they are facts, remain unaltered, yet each
of the proposttions can be so mterpreted systematically
that they can be asserted sigmificantly and truly The
mule may walk on its four legs and wag 1its lonely tail
for ever, and never be able to determine the answer
to the dialectical question asked about it It has done
excellent service, however, 1n 1llustrating clearly one of
the chief functions of dialectic in the treatment of
assertions, not as capable of being true in themselves in
isolated status, nor capable of being true in relation to
the facts, but only 1n terms of a systematic context of
interpretation, a set of other propositions, scme of which
are definitive

To carry this httle discourse concerning the properties
of the mule any further in an effort to resolve some of
the difficulties which have been generated, would lead
the discussion into the making of abstruse and subtle
distinchions and definitions about identity, lkeness
and difference, substance and attributes, structure
and function. It mught be possible in such terms to
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come to an understanding of the three assertions which
would resolve their ambiguities, adjust thewr conflicting
claims, and perhaps make possible therr mutual transla-
tion But human conversations usually stop far short
of such ultimate intellectual purswts, partly because
the introduction of the abstruse and the subtle frequently
evokes epithets of derogation or of protest such as
‘* sophustry ” or “ hair-sphtting "’ or ‘‘ scholasticism ”,
or even sometimes ‘‘dialectic” Such a judgment
would not be unfair, for it would certamnly be dialectic,
but just as certainly was 1t imphcitly dialectical in ongin
as 1t would be in this eventual termunation.

(2)

Very often after witnessing the performance of a
play a person confesses his enjoyment and adds by
way of praise that the characters were very real

His companion has not found pleasure 1n the presenta-
tion and particularly finds no warrant for the assertion
that the characters were very real Rather the opposite.
It was a poor piece for the very reason that the dramatis
persone seemed so absurdly fictitious and impossible.
The competent performance had been wasted on an
unconvincing concoction.

A third member of the party found the play dehghtful
but precisely because the characterizations were so
fanciful, so odd and unlikely A work of great
imagmation

An argument ensues 1f they are in a favourable
physical environment for discussion, over cups or glasses,
and have the time to squander 1n an idle fashion The
controversy probably revolves around the asserted and
questioned * reahity "’ of the characters, or more generally,
perhaps, the ‘‘ realism *’ of the entire play. The argu-
ment cannot be about whether the play was enjoyable
or not ; 1t surely was so in two cases, and not in the third,
and although such facts were undoubtedly responsible
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for the occurrence of the controversy, and for the
differences of opimion, the discourse which eventuates
therefrom must ignorethem  Enjoyment was expertenced
by two persons, but for different reasons; whereas two
persons 1n essential agreement concermng the pomnt at
1ssue, do not at all agree in the emotional colouring
of therr common perception This 1s obvious in the way
i which they diversely phrased their judgments, having
more or less sumlar intent

The argument which takes place never determines,
of course, whether the reasons given for finding the play
satisfactory or unsatisfactory were actually the causal
determnants for the decision about and reaction to the
play, or whether they were merely those reasons, given
after the wmsthetic response and judgment, which are
techmcally called rationalizations. The argument is
not concerned with this problem, although at another
time 1t might be; 1t 1s concerned for the present with
the question of the realism of the play. The possibihty
of non-rational, emotional determinants 1 this discussion
must nol be forgotten, even though they can never enter
into and be stated in the discourse! They constitute
the imponderables of any argument, its non-discursive
and 1rrational factors

The characters were real, says the one, they were
recogmzable I know their duplicates in hfe.

Not so, says the second. They are much overdrawn
and exaggerated They are psychologically impossible
You must be musled concerning your acquaintances
if these are their prototypes

They seem very much unbike my friends, says the
third But they are certainly not unreal in the sense
of being psychologically impossible That 1s precisely
what 1s dehightful about them. They are psychological
possibilities, quite fantastic, perhaps, but quite consistent
1n therr own natures.

1 See below, p 126.
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I am certain that I know those people well, reples
the first They are termbly real to me—but hardly
having consistent natures They don't know what they
are about—they are neurotics, all of them, and so are
my fnends

I suppose, says the second, that there 1s no use arguing
with you about whether you know them or not. If you
do, they probably seem real to you. Thank God, my
friends are not hke that They seem outlandish and
impossible to me Perhaps being neurotic means being
unreal to me

Quute possible, you incorngible extrovert, adds the third.
And now I know why you didn’t enjoy the play. You
didn’t understand 1t. Perhaps you are night (to the first),
they are neurotics But they are not types at all.
Every neurotic 1s as much an individual as every
extrovert They are not real because they resemble
somebody you know. They are individuals, and have
mdividual characters They are not abstract patterns
to be compared with ongmals off the stage. As
individuals they are very well done, well created

But, mterrupts the first, you've changed your position.
According to what you are now saying, no characters
can be real, 1f it 1s unfair to yjudge them as types or because
they resemble somebody you actually know Every
character would be unreal in that case, if the character
has what you call individuality I agree with you
(to the second) These characters are not real for you
because you don't know my friends, if you did, you
probably would agree with me, wouldn’t you ?

Yes, says the second, 1 should call them real in that
case The only real person in the play for me was that
simple-minded chauffeur. Quite possible, and quite real.

But as for you, the first again turns to the third,
what 1n the world can the word real mean to you ?

I guess I have changed my position, admits the third.
But now I can state what I really think about all this
clearly I object to calling characters in a play either
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real or unreal. They are creations, just as you and I are
creations, and as such they are either good or bad,
pleasant or unpleasant, attractive or unattractive, in
terms of whatever standards you are pleased to judge
them But to call them real in the sense of resembling
a creation of another sort is a meaningless way of talking.
Are they real if they resemble one another ? Are you
and I real because we may happen to resemble one
another. No, that would mean nothing Well, then,
1t 1s nonsense to judge characters 1n a play real because
they are prototypes, or because you recognize something
else m them

But don’t you make any distinction between a real
person and a fictittous person, asks the second. You
and I are real We are alive and exist And when
you call a character real you mean that because it
resembles someone who 15 alive and exists he could be
real even though he isn't. You don’t ever mean that
the character 1s really real. You simply mean that the
character could be real It's a possible character
That’s why I agree with you (to the first) ; but I don’t
see what you do about the distinction between real
and fictitious, between possible and impossible

I guess, thinks the third, that you two agree sufficiently
about what you mean; but I'm afraid that I disagree
thoroughly with both of you As I think more about all
this, 1t seems to me that fictions live and exist, only they
hve and exist in a different way from the way you and
I do They lead the lives of characters in a play or 1
abook ; they exist as fictions You and I exist as human
beings who were born of woman rather than of a man’s
bran. But we are all real 1n our own way, though 1t 1s
clear that the way 1s very different. I should agree
with you that whatever is possible 1s real, and what 1s
impossible 1s unreal, but what is impossible ? I couldn’t
possibly be you, any more perhaps than these characters
could possibly exist as you and I do. But they are pos-
sible as characters, and exist as such, and are real as such
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If they contradicted themselves in their own natures,
then they would be impossible and unreal But they
don’t do that That’s why they are real and possible
for me, but very different from anything I know.
That’s why 1 enjoyed the play It exercised my
imagmation

Oh, we agree essentially, says the first, all of us

Yes, says the second, 1t’s just a matter of our experience
bemng different If it were the same we should agree
perfectly, except about the use of words He (the third)
wants to use the word real in his special way, but as
long as we understand the way he 1s using the word,
it’s all nght

Our experiences are certainly different, concludes
the third But more than that our own natures are
quite different. I don’t really think you (to the second)
could ever enjoy a play hke this; and I don’t think
1t is just a matter of using words I think there are
good reasons for distinguishing between different kinds
of existence, and of trying to understand the relation of
possibihity and reahty I don’t think we agree as much
as you think

Well, never mind, replies the first We agree enough
If we don’t stop here we'll get mto all sorts of hair-
sphtting distinctions and philosophical niddles  Let’s
leave well enough alone We've had enough enjoyment
and enough agreement for one evening.

And the discussion ceases, or turns to other topics.
The controversy may be ended, but 1t has certainly
not been concluded, and 1t may or may not be possible
that it ever could be

It was a discussion about words, the meanings of
such words as *“ real ”*, *“ exist "/, * possible ’, ““ resemble ”,
‘“ consistent ”’, ‘‘ self-contradictory ”’, ‘“fiction” But
it was an unclear discussion It was unclear not only
because emotional and egocentric factors were productive

of differences of opmnion ; but more fundamentally
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because those opmmions, however founded, were not
submitted to the clarification which might have been
given them by a more thoroughgoing dialectic Dialectic
was mmphcit throughout this discourse, but as 1t made
itself more and more apparent toward the end, 1t was
avoided dehberately. However polite and pleasant it
might be considered as a social occasion, wmtellectually
1t was an instance of bad manners

Had the discourse gone on further and been more
explcitly dialectical, the parties to it might not have
reached greater agreement than they did What actual
agreement they did reach 1s difficult to ascertain because
of the indefimteness with which they took and left their
terms But the possibility of therr ever completely
agreeing or understanding one another may be funda-
mentally conditioned by the lLumrtations and privacy
of their expenence, the irrational elements in therr
several personalilies, as well as perhaps by the profound
difficulties 1n discussing some of the terms that would
have eventually entered the ‘discussion The acknow-
ledgment of such conditions does not justify, however,
an evasion of dialectic, or further attempt to plumb the
depths of discourse,

It 1s clear that facts played little part in this discussion
It erther was a fact or was not, that the characters m
the play resembled the first person’s friends That was
to be admitted, or if doubted, 1t could not be argued
about It was rather the implications of the resemblances
which taken for granted, or admitted as fact, created
discussion by raising the question, Could such resemblance
between characters on and off stage be used as a criteria
for judging the reality of the characters ? In other words,
could “ reality ”’ be taken to mean that sort of thing?
All the other genuine 1ssues in this short controversy
were of the same nature. They could be stated in terms
of such questions as, What does it mean to say that
fictions can be real 7 What does it mean to say that a
character exists? What does it mean to say that a
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character 1s posstble? And in the consideration of
these questions, distinctions were made between the really
(or existentially) real and the real by resemblance,
between reality and existence, between fictions and
actualities, between the possibiity which a thing
has 1n 1ts own nature, and the possibihity 1t has because
of the natures of other things In short, thus was, n
germ at least, a philosophical discussion, and mght
have provoked more sophisticated disputants to brilhant
dialectic

Whatever munor turns such further dialectic mught
take, 1ts conclusion could be only one of two sorts
A single set of defimtions and assumptions might be
achieved by further discourse, which would interpret
the origmnal assertions in such a way as to render them
harmonious erther in agreement or capable of mutual
translation On the other hand, such resolution might
not be achieved, but clanfication mught result from
obtaining the diverse sets of defimtions and assumptions
whuch could mterpret the meanmng of the several contrary
origmal assertions The parties to the controversy
would be said to disagree but to understand one another
1n so far as they were able to perceive the derivation of
their opponent’s opmion from a given set of 1ideas,
definitely stated Partisanship would remain in this
particular universe of discourse, and, 1f the nature of
partisanship 1n  discourse is properly understood,
mmpartiality would have to be maintamed toward the
several partisan phases This attitude of impartiality
15 equivalent to the perception that since the several
asserted propositions can be asserted #ruly only as
following from certamn other unproved propositions,
they may all be equally true, and none of them can be
shown, within the limits of the discourse itself, to be
true or false 1n themselves or with regard to the state of
the facts They may be true or false in either way,
but that i1s not ascertamnable dialectically Therefore,
partisanship must be accompanied by impartiality
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3

““Love 1s not love that alters when 1t alteration
finds.” "

She, to whom this was quoted on an occasion auspicious
for argument, said, ‘“ That 1s not so. Love alters fitfully;
alters even 1n the absence of alteration in the loved one ”

He replied, “I should go further in the opposite
direction Love 1s not love that alters regardless of
any cwrcumstances. That which a person has ever
loved he cannot fail always to love. Should he find
that he no longer loves, he has found that he really
never loved "

“ You seem to be contradicting obvious facts, or else
I do not understand you Certamnly you admt that
most men fall in and out of love frequently and with great
ease. Does that mean that they have never loved at
all? If so, love must be a very rare thing; for who
has loved 1n a way untouched by fickleness or infidelity ?

** To love properly 1s undoubtedly rare. I admut that,
and am not ignoring the facts. I avoid contradicting
them by saying that i1f men fall in and out of love, love
this person now and then another, then that i1s not
what I mean by love "

“But 1t does not seem intelligent to me to define
love 1in such a manner that most human bemngs are
incapable of it 'When I say that I love you or anybody
else it may happen to be, I am reporting, honestly and
smcerely for the time being, a state of my feelings.
But feehngs are of all things transient; desires pass
in the mght, and one awakes 1n the morming with new
hopes and new susceptibilities. Is it not clear that 1
may love to-morrow other than what I loved to-day ? "

“ As you use the word love, what you say seems true.
If love is an affair of the emotions, of feehng and desre,
I should agree with you concerning its inevitable
transiency. Love so conceived would be dependent
upon the body, not in the vulgar sense, but in the sense
m which 1t can be said that the body active 1s the soul.
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Love, if it 1s an affair in the world of bodies, whatever
be theirr ultimate analysis into nervous systems and
glands, love so conditioned would, of course, could
not fail, 1n fact, to alter as 1ts conditions altered.”

“ You seem to understand me. When one feels that
one is 1n love, that feeling 1s probably due to all the
circumstances you have mentioned. One desires to
possess the object of one’s desire to the full extent of
one’s desire, and love persists in such a situation until
the desire changes or perishes. You understand this
well enough, and yet you seem unwilling to accept this
use of the word love It seems to be the only kind of
love that takes place among human beings; what use
to concewve love 1n any other fashion ? ”

“Ths use, that whatever the facts of human psychology
be, 1t 1s mmportant to distinguish two conceptions of
love that are usually confused in our conversations
about 1t When I assert that love cannot alter, I am
referring to a certain possible relation between human
beings. I believe that human beings are capable of
loving in this way, and I should go further and say that
they are only genuinely lovers when they love in this
manner The thing which you call love—the emotional
state, the feelings, the desires—is love if 1t 15 umited
with, or partakes of, the state of mind whach I call love.”

“You must not be arbitrary about your defimtions ;
the way you use the word 1sn’t the only way in which 1t
can be used properly. But I should like to understand
your usage Do you define love as a state of mind ? ”

“No, that would not be quite accurate, What I
mean 15 sunply this We agree that love 1s the desire
to possess the object loved But we disagree about the
manner 1n which objects are possessed. You seem to
think that we possess them in some physical, social,
or emotional way I think that we only possess what
we know. This, I suppose, 15 Platomism, and that
would probably condemn 1t i your eyes. But consider
for a moment what is implied. Knowledge 1s love
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m so far as knowledge 1s the possession of its object.
I am talking, perhaps, of a certain kind of knowledge,
knowledge in which one 1s umted with the object known
It 1s the way in which one beholds essences, qualities,
forms, 1deas, not the way in which one knows things
If one ever loves an object in this sense, one thoroughly
possesses 1t, and since essences, qualities, forms and so
forth, are eternal things, are out of time entirely, they
cannot change, and therefore one’s possession of them
1s an eternal thing Duration 1s really irrelevant to
love. If I have ever loved you 1n this sense, if I have
ever possessed you as a certamn essence, you mught
change actually, but the “you” which I once loved,
this “ essence "’ of you, could not change, and I would
therefore always love 1t.”

“You quibble When you talk this way 1t 1s quite
clear to me that it 1s not me, me as a person, whom you
love You love your own ideas God forbid that they
should ever change You impose upon me your own
1deal conception, you try to make 1t more real and
objective by calling 1t my essence, as if you percerved
this essence in me, rather than surrounded me with your
own fancies This essence 1s what you love and possess
when you behold or contemplate If I rebel, and change
my person 1n relation to you, so radically that it 1s
no longer congemal, even to a Platonist, to identify
these essences with me, you cease to love me, the real me
that I am acquamnted with myself, and perhaps turn
elsewhere You find some other woman who submuts
to your intellectual witchcraft; the idealization agamn
works for a while; you affix the beloved essences to
her person, or delude yourself into beheving that they
were already there , and then claim that since the essences
have not changed, you love the same object. And this
could go on through endless such mutations The only
thing that does not seem to change, as far as I can see,
1s your own set of ideas; and it might be better if
they dud ! ™
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“That 1s exactly the point—even though you don’t
seem to enjoy recogmzing it Though I may change
from person to person, I am monogamously married
to the essences I love—or if 1t smts you better, to my own
rdeals It 1s clear to me that if love 1s the desire to
possess, these essences or ideals are the only things I
can genuinely possess I possess them when I con-
template them, and contemplation of this sort 1s love.
When I love you and then somebody else and then
somebody else, 1t 1s always the same thing I love, though
m different persons, and although you think that I
surround the particular person with my own 1ideals,
you must admut that the reason why, of all the persons
1n the world, I am capable of loving only a few, 1s because
only a few are susceptible to this idealization, or as I
prefer to put it, only a few persons manifest the essences
I love. I did not mamtain, remember, that love 1s
always the love of the same person I said rather that
love does not alter—it 1s always love 1n the same way
of the same object And now 1t must be clear to you
that the object loved 1s not a person, but some quality
of a person, which that person either has accidentally
or essentially  If the quality 1s accidental to the person’s
nature, 1t 1s probable that it will not be durable therein,
and love will have to find another person But if the
quality 1s of the very essence of that person’s nature,
love will probably be of that person unto death.”

* What you say 1s good poetry, good Platomism ; but I
am unable to ignore biology I am a body, and 1t seems
to me that my functioming, in love and other things,
can be described entirely 1n biological and psychological
terms, without any of this apparatus of qualities and
essences, accidental natures and essential natures And
when I am so described, and my love 1s so described,
both I and 1t can obviously change Inshort,love seems
to me to be entirely an accident, but one which
unfortunately you will never experience in your pure
contemplation of ®thereal essences Say that the love

E
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of essences or that the love of God never changes, but
don’t say 1t of the love of woman; and being only a
woman, that was what I was interested in talking about "

‘“ You accuse me rightly of being a Platomst ; but you
seem to think that that means bemg a fool. I do not
pretend to be a disembodied spirit moving among wraiths
I do not wish to kiss a ghostly essence To love God
apart from a woman may be possible, but I am not sure
I care for 1t ; but 1n loving a woman I wish to be able
to love God. There may be many women, but God 1s
one, and since 1t 15 God that I love m each of them,
my love does not change. But if you 1nsist upon talking
only in the realms of biology and psychology, then I
suppose you are right, for biological and psychological
discourse describes only accidents, causes, and effects
in the world of bodies. But 1f you could only see that
body and soul were one, then you would see that though
love changes as accidental conditions change, love m
essence remains the same. That I love you as a person
1s certainly due to a whole series of accidents, adequately
described by a biologist and a psychologist, but if I
love you as a person properly, my love, though occasioned
accidentally, is of your essence If you change, you
simply are no longer the person that I loved My love
hasn’t changed ; you have ”

“You could not love me, dear, so much, loved you
not—I suppose, essences the more ! "’

“Don’t mock Don't you understand me ? ”

‘ Perhaps, I am not sure. I am certain only that we
are talking about different things Love as I understand
it undoubtedly changes, and there 1s no reason why 1t
shouldn’t, and every reason why 1t should You don’t
deny that. As you define love you may be nght about
its eternahty. Only your defiution of love seems to
me to be purely verbal. You bwld up a fabric of ideas
and distinctions, in terms of which your conviction
that love should not change may be held. I understand
what you say ; but as far as the facts go—"'
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“ As far as the facts go, I love you, and there 1s nothing
more to be said about 1t.”

He kissed her She remained silent They rested n
understanding, or perhaps beyond 1t

The proposition that ““love is not love that alters
when 1t alteration finds ’ provokes discourse between a
Platorust and a woman, the one affirming, the other
denymng the proposition. Their argument develops two
utterly disparate notions of love In terms of the one,
1t 1s not true that love 1s incapable of alteration, 1n
terms of the other, 1t 1s not true that love 1s love if 1t
alters The facts do not sustain either the demal or the
affirmation of the proposition ; the only facts that are
relevant to this discourse are the emotions and desires
of the two parties concerned They are not relevant
in the sense that they in any way determine the abstract
mtelligibihty or validity of the contrary assertions
concerning love; but only in the sense that they may
have been casually responsible in generating the funda-
mental difference 1n attitude, temperament and insight
which made the discussion the discussion of a genuine
option The controversy itself did not express these
differences, although 1t may have reflected them What
1t expressed was a conflict between two partial realms
of discourse, and all the intellectual ramifications, the
1deas and distinctions to which this conflict gave rise
The fact of love may have started the discussion, just as,
perhaps, 1t ended 1t , but the discussion was concerned
with the definitions of love, and although ended, it was
not concluded 1n the sense of being resolved.

This instance of discourse illustrates a common trait
of human conversations In the course of controversy
the realization often occurs to the disputants that they
are arguing about two different things, and when they
realize that thewr only difference seems to be that they
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have used the same word for dissimilar, and even
contrary, sigmfications, they agree But this 1s merely
the opening of dialectic, rather than its conclusion
Only clanfication has been accomplished, not resolutien

In the present instance, the discussion was clanfied
by the distinction made between the love described by
the biologist and the psychologist and the love described
by the Platonist. Love, of course, having been defined
differently 1n these two umverses of discourse, 1t was love
m two different senses that was being discussed, and the
contrary assertions being made about it, could both
be made validly 1n one or the other of these two universes
of discourse Contrary assertions were not made about
“love " taken in the identically same sense

But in the course of this discussion a number of
distinctions were made that brought the two umverses
of discourse into conflict, stated in the dialectical question
that was not, but should have been, asked ‘ What
does 1t mean to love both as a body and as a soul?”
Distinctions had been made between essence and
existence, between the unchanging qualities of a person
and highly volatile personality whose attributes they are,
between accidental circumstances and essential relation-
ships, between the body and the soul, between action
and knowledge, between knowledge of things and the
contemplation of essences, between projecting one’s
1deal construction onto the object and perceiving the
deal, or form, resident theremn, between the world of
time and change and a realm out of tune and unalterable
Love, although partially defined in one or another of
these opposed conceptions, was said to occur in both
realms simultaneously This was intended by the
statement that one loved not God apart, but God through
woman, not disembodied essences, but essences exhibited
m an individual Agreement may have been reached
concerning two possible ways of defining love and with
regard to two assertions that could be made of love
when so doubly defined. But 1t would have required
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a much more arduous and prolonged dialectic to resolve
the difficulty created by this double definition. For
if 1t 1s asserted, as it was, that love may be a single
entity, which has 1 part both the meanings which two
defimtions ascnibe to it, then the original opinions that
love changes and does not change, are agam m conflict,
and this conflict can only be resolved by a definition of
love which will combimne the other two defimtions In
order to accomplish this resolution, love must be under-
stood m such a way that a biologist and a Platorust
will agree, not that they are talking of different things,
but that they are talking of the same thing, which both
changes and 1s eternal, and that they understand the
sense 1 which 1t changes, and the sense mn which 1t 1s
everlasting To arrve at this understanding would be
a feat of dialectic, the establishment of translation
between two umverses of discourse that have been long
asunder

It 1s possible, on the other hand, that a discourse on
love between a woman and a Platonist could never be
resolved except in a manner suitable to the woman
But the Platonist would realize that action of any sort
was the abandonment, rather than the abohtion, of the
distinctions which had been created in discourse

(4)

Travelling 1n an omnibus one often becomes reflective
m order to endure the tedium of the trip Reflection,
unless 1t be the carrying on of an internal conversation,
1s apt to be the statement of only one-half of a dialectic,
the other half remaining mmplicit in the discourse
Soliloquy, however, 1s frequently a form of reflection 1n
which consideration 1s taken of the oppositions and
conflicts encountered in the elaboration of its theme
Such reflection 1s thoroughly dialectical

In a usual omnibus journey passengers are observed
to enter and leave the conveyance at various pomnts
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along the route Few travel the entire distance from
terminal to terminal Thus, at any given stage of the
journey there are gathered in the ’'bus a group of
individuals, the relations obtaining among them bemng
exhaustively describable 1n terms of their spatio-temporal
commumty for some segment of the total journey of
the ommbus Individuals acquainted with one another,
or otherwise related to one another, either travelling
together or meeting during the tnip, form a small group
of exceptions to the rule enunciated

If these are statements of fact, what do they mean?
Let us suppose that these individuals never again share
a sumlar spatio-temporal commumty, and are sub-
sequently related in no other way. This would then
be the only instance of relatedness among this group
of entities. No, that i1s not so They share a larger
spatio-temporal community than is afforded them by
part of a journey on the same ommbus. They nde
upon this planet together. They are in the universe
together, and at any moment ther spatio-temporal
lect could concervably be plotted, and the relation
between any two or more of them accurately stated
There 1s no such condition of affairs as total unrelatedness,
any entity which can be said to belong to a umverse
must be related :n some manner to every other entity
similarly allocated, and the simplest of these possible
relatednesses 1s spatio-temporal The ommnibus 1s nothing
more than a microcosmic suggestion of the universe.

But what 15 mmplied m asserting of an individual
that 1t belongs to a universe ? The individual 15 a part
The umiverse 1s a whole The whole 1s an orgamization
of parts, or an aggregate of parts If 1t 15 an organiza-
tion of parts, the parts are determined by that orgamza-
tion, that is by their definite relations to the whole and
to all the other parts Any change in the orgamsm,
or 1n any of its parts, affects the whole and each of its
parts. If the umverse 1s an aggregate of parts, the
parts are not completely determined by the aggregate as
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a whole, nor by all of the other parts or merhers.
aggregate Itmay even be that no relation extsis hetween
some of the members of an aggregate, except at the mest
the relationship of *“ and ”.

Within the universe there may be smaller moiverses
An orgamism can be composed of organisms. And am
aggregate of smaller aggregates But the relationshmp
between an orgamsm and 1ts constituent sub-orgamisims
1s not the same as the relation between an aggregate and
its constituent sub-groups The aggregate 1s not an indi-
vidual Individuality impliesindivisibility ; butanaggve-
gate can be divided A glass of waterisan aggregation of
molecules of water 1n a tumbler, it can be divided mnto
two smaller aggregates of water molecules Quantities of
water are aggregations ; they are divisible ; they are con-
tinuous But divide a molecule of water, and only atoms of
oxygen and hydrogen are left in separation. The molecule
of water 1s not mdmisible physically; but when 1t 1s
divided by electrolysis 1its character i1s destroyed, it
ceases to be a molecule of water A molecule of water
is an orgamsm, and as such 1t 1s indivisible ; 1t 1s discrete.

Are these individuals in this ’bus really individuals
and constituent orgamisms of a larger individual which
is the umverse? Or are they themselves merely
aggregates, and components of a larger aggregate ?

What are the facts in the case? There do not seem
to be any that are crucial to a decision It seems to be
entirely 2 matter of how the facts, whatever they are,
are imnterpreted

Is the umiverse continuous or 1s 1t composed of discrete
entittes ? If 1t 1s through and through continuous and
divisible, then there are no real individuals 1n 1t, and 1t
itself is not genwmely an individual It would be a
plenum, perhaps of matter or of &ther,

If the universe 1s an individual, it may be the organiza-
tion of component individual parts. Would all 1ts parts
have to be individuals themselves ? Could an 1ndividual
contain an aggregate ? Hardly'! For the parts of an
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aggregate may be unrelated except by ““ and ”', and would
not be determinate since they form the aggregate by
reason of therr indifference to division Is 1t 1mphed,
then, that aggregates exclude individuals from member-
ship, on the one hand, and cannot be included
mdividuals, on the other hand ? If it 15 so, then aggrega-
tion and individuahty are exclusive properties, and both
could not be attributes of the same conception of the
universe.

But aggregation implies continuity, and continuity,
whether 1t be a spatial continuum, a temporal continuum,
or 2 material or substantial plenum, must ultimately
be composed of umts, such as poimnts, instants, or atoms
A poimnt 1s an individual, 1s 1t not > And so 1s an instant
and an atom An aggregation, them, 15 ultimately
found to contain mdividuals If the universe is merely
an aggregate 1t may still have mdividuals as some of
its parts

Individuality, then, seems inescapable But if there
1s more than one individual, they must either be related
or unrelated. The individuals 1n this 'bus are related,
individuals 1n a umiverse are related, but if there are
two mdividuals, need they be mn the same umverse’
Can there be two or more unmiverses ? If there were
plural universes, they might be related only by “ and ”
and “and” and “and” The plurality of umverses
would thus form an aggregate But suppose these
universes were mutually determinative, interdependent,
related more definitely and significantly than by “ and ”’
They would then form an orgamization, which 1f dinnded
would cease to retamn its character Such a universe
would be a whole, an mndividual, and if the relation
among wmdividuals is more than “and”, there can
ultimately only be one such umiverse

Society is a umverse This ommbus, in one sense,
gives a cross-section through the social umiverse. Now
if that 1s a whole, my relations 1o these other individuals
are such and such; if it 15 merely an aggregate,
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any moral or social obligations that I might acknowledge
would be unfounded, for such relations between us would
be adventitious to the nature of an aggregate. Socialism
or mdividuahsm ? Moral duty or sell-interest ? The
choice seems to depend upon how the individuat and hs
umverse are conceived And God? God must be an
mdividual Is God the universe or an ndividual
other than the umverse, or an mdividual of which
the umverse 1s an orgamc part? Could God exist
1f the umverse were an aggregate, 1f there were
a plurahty of universes, if there were only a vast congeries
of individuals as 1n the atomic cosmos of Lucretius ?

Anyway, ndividuality 1s undeniable But 1t is
undemable because otherwise continmity would be
unintelhgible Is continuity demable? That 1s hard
to say However, the fundamental 1ssue seems to
reside here in the matter of individuahty and continuity,
and i the problem of relations If one could make
these distinctions thoroughly clear and reveal all their
implications the assertions one made concernmng
the nature of the wumverse, or of any universe,
would be more mntelligible Could one tell which
assertions about the umverse were true? Hardly.
They mught all be true, or none of them be true, but at
least one could attempt to think consistently about
the universe one way or another One could think
troly so far

The ommbus reaches its destination; the subject-
matter of the discourse disperses, and the tedium of the
journey having been dispelled, reflection ceases for the
time being while other matters are attended to

The dialectic mvolved 1 tlus soliloquy might have
gone on, however, probably without end. Carried out
1t would undoubtedly become extremely difficult, and
require exceptional skill and care 1n the detection of the
underlying assumptions, in the full explication of the
mmport of the defimtions made, 1n the thorough denva-
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tion of their consequences, and 1n the statement of therr
oppositions and contradictions It could hardly help
becoming abstruse and philosophical, and, perhaps
only philosophers need be concerned about such issues
in discourse. On the other hand, the significance of
a great many terms in ordinary human conversation
would be clanfied by further prosecution of this dialectical
situation. Socialism, mndividualism, moral obhgation,
duty, the character of society, the relation of man to hus
fellow-men, to lus universe, to God, the nature of God,
materialism, pantheism, atheism, the deternmnation of
the mmdividual, human freedom—these are only some
of the 1deas touched by this discourse, which are common
themes 1n conversation. For the most part when they
occur as themes in ordinary conversations or m the
idle reflection of an omnibus journey, 1ndefiniteness
and complexity mnevitably attend the initial consideration
of them ; and the conversation or the revere 1s usually
soon given up as unclear and unsatisfactory, or dismissed
because it becomes too abstruse and dialectical  Yet
1t is only by daring to face the dialectical issues which
such discourse presents, and by undertaking the dialectical
task thoroughly, that such discourse can be made
mtellectually profitable If such themes engage us in
conversation erther with one another, or with ourselves,
we must become philosophers.

(5)

The arguments which philosophers have, conform in
general to the pattern of human conversations They
are distinguished merely, 1f at all, by the greater dialectical
expertness which governs them, but this 1s not an
mvanable attnbute The dialectic in which philosophers
engage 15 no purer than other human controversies,
if punity in dialectic means freedom from emotional
mpedimenta and determinants, absolute clarity, or
the perfect exemplification of a formal pattern i dis-
course. Pure dialectic could only be the abstract
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dialectic of 1deas, the perfect dialectic that is inherent
m the universe of discourse, if it has bemng anywhere ;
but 1t 1s never wholly resident in the human enterpnse
of discussion,

It might be well, however, to observe a conversation
developed with the techmcal expertness that 1s commonly
attnbuted to the disputes of plilosophers

“You were speaking of Zeus sending justice and
reverence to men,” says Socrates to Protagoras mm a
conversation whose theme is whether virtue can be
taught, “ and several times while you were speaking,
justice, and temperance, and holiness, and all these
qualities, were described by you as if together they made
up virtue. Now I want you to tell me truly whether
virtue 1s one whole, of which justice and temperance
and hohness are parts, or whether all these are only
names of one and the same thing. that 1s the doubt which
still hngers in my mind

*“ There i1s no difficulty, Socrates, in answernng that
the quahties of which you are speaking are the parts
of virtue which 1s one

 And are they parts 1n the same sense in which mouth
and nose and eyes and ears, are the parts of a face,
or are they like the parts of gold, which differ from the
whole and from one another i only bemng larger or
smaller ?

“1I should say that they differed, Socrates, in the
first way , as the parts of a face are related to the whole
face

* And do men have some one part and some another
part of virtue? Or if a man has one part, must he also
have all the others ?

“ By no means, for many a man 1s brave and not just,
or just and not wise.

“ Why then, courage and wisdom are also parts of
virtue ?

‘ Most undoubtedly, and wisdom is the noblest of the
parts.
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‘“ And are they all different from one another ?

“ Yes.

“ And each of them has a distinct function like the
parts of a face, the eye, for example, 1s not like the ear,
and has not the same functions; and the other parts
are none of them like one another, either in their functions
or in any other way ? Now I want to know whether
the parts of virtue do not also differ in themselves and
m therr functions; as that 1s clearly what the simile
would 1mply.

“ Yes, Socrates, you are right in that

““Then, no other part of virtue 1s like knowledge,
or hke justice, or like courage, or hke temperance, or
like holiness ?

*“ No.

‘“ Well, then, suppose that you and I inqure into
therr natures And first you would agree with me that
justice 1s of the nature of a thing, would you not ? That
15 my opimion, would not that be yours also ?

** Yes, that 1s mine also

** And suppose that some one were to ask us, saying,
O Protagoras and Socrates, what about this thing you
just now called justice, 1s 1t just or unjust? And I
were to answer, just, and you—would you vote for me
or against me?

“ With you

* Thereupon I should answer to hum who asked me,
that justice 1s of the nature of the just : would not you ?

“Yes

“ And suppose that he went on to say : Well now, 1s
there such a thing as holhness, we should answer, Yes,
if I am not mustaken.

“ Yes. .

“ And that you acknowledge to be a thing—should
we admut that ?

“Yes

“ And is this a sort of thing which is of the nature of
the holy, or of the nature of the unholy ? I should be
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angry at his putting such a question, and should say,
‘ Peace, man; nothing can be holy if holiness 15 not
holy’ What do you say to that? Would you not
answer 1n the same way ?

“ Certamnly

““ And then after this, suppose that he came and asked
us, ‘What were you saymng just now?’ DPerhaps I
may not have heard you rightly, but you seemed to me
to be saying that the parts of virtue were not the same
as one another’ I should reply, ‘ You certainly heard
that said, but you did not, as you think, hear me say
that, for Protagoras gave the answer, and I did but ask
the question’ And suppose that he turned to you,
and said, ‘ Is this true, Protagoras, and do you maimntamn
that one part of virtue 1s unbke another, and 1s this
your position ? * how would you answer hum ?

“1 could not help acknowledging the truth of what
he said, Socrates

‘“ Well, then, Protagoras, assuming this, and supposing
that he proceeded to say further, ‘ Then holiness 1s not
of the nature of justice, nor justice of the nature of
holiness, but of the nature of unhohness; and holiness
15 of the nature of the not just, and therefore of the
unjust, and the unjust 1s unholy ; how shall we answer
him ? I should certainly answer him on my own behalf
that justice is holy, and that holiness 1s just; and I
would say 1n ke manner on your behalf also, 1f you would
allow me, that justice 1s either the same with holiness,
or very nearly the same, and I would most assuredly
say that justice 1s ike holiness and holiness 1s like justice ,
and I wish that you would tell whether I may be permitted
to give this answer on your behalf and whether you
would agree with me ?

“I can not simply agree, Socrates, to the proposition
that justice 1s holy, and that holiness 1s just, for there
appears to meto be a difference between them I admit
that justice bears a resemblance to holness, for there
is always some poimnt of view 1n which everything 1s hike
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every other thing ; white is in a certain way like black,
and hard 1s hke soft, and the most extreme opposites
have some qualities in common ; even the parts of the
face which, as we were saymng before, are distinct and
have different functions, are still in a certain pownt of
view similar, and one of them 1s ke another of them
And you may prove that they are like one another on
the same principle that all things are like one another,
and yet things which are alike 1n some particular ought
not to be called alike, nor thungs which are unlike mn
some particular, however shight, ought not to be called
unhke.

“ And do you think that justice and holiness have
but a small degree of likeness?

* Certainly not, but I do not agree with what I under-
stand to be your view ”

Nor would Protagoras ever be able to agree with
Socrates until they had thoroughly clarified what they
meant by asserting likeness and unhkeness of qualities
such as justice and holmess. The discussion turns at
this pomnt, however, to the question of opposites, and
particularly whether one quality can have one or more
opposite, by which device Socrates aims to persuade
Protagoras of the likeness of justice and holiness, a
thesis of which Protagoras was already more or less
convinced. It would have been better to determne
the exact nature of Protagoras’s conviction than to
attempt to increase it by another argument

The most significant aspect of this short excerpt from
a long conversation 1s the part that alternatives and
dilemmas play in the development of the dialectic At
the begmning of this phase of their conversation, Socrates
forces Protagoras to decide whether virtue 1s a single
whole of which justice, and temperance and holiness are
parts, or whether all of these are only names of one and
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the same thing Protagoras, m the event of this
alternative, asserts the unity of virtue, and its possession
of justice and holiness as parts His further admissions
in the ensuing argument are consequent upon his having
made this imitial decision. Had he chosen the other
horn of the dilemma, the discourse could not have failed
to lead to different consequences; or had he refused the
disyunction, and made a third, new assertion concerming
the relation of virtue to such quahties as justice and
holiness, the subsequent dialectic would certainly have
been different. Alternatives are as crtical in the
determination of dialectical consequences as are definitions
and assumptions, and the Socratic habit of argument
reveals a sagacious employment of them, sometimes
quite unfairly. The conclusions which any argument
reaches must be qualified by the dilemmas met with on
the way, for the conclusions have been reached only
because this rather than that, and this rather than that,
were asserted at the critical junctures of the discussion
Had the opposite assertions been made, or still other
assertions not offered by the given altermatives, the
conclusions would have been different

It 1s not here implied that the conclusions would have
been better, or more valid, but simply that the conclusions
of an argument must be viewed in the hght, not only of
assumptions and defimtions, but of the alternatives
from which they are derived, if their complete dialectical
status is to be described, evaluated, and understood
It must be added that in discourse, no alternative has
compelling effect over the course of the argument unless
it 1s derived from the opposition between sets of definitions
and assumptions. All altematives, not so denved,
are arbitrary, and can be avoided, 1f that 1s advisable
The dilemmas which arnise, however, because of conflicts ;n
definition or assumption, compel decision, but they in
origin, at least, are arbitrary, and can be removed, rather
than solved, by alteration of the defimtions or assump-
tions which occasioned them.
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The discourse of men at tumes approaches the perfec-
tion of abstract dialectics Such discourse 1s rare and
unfamiliar ; 1t 1s difficult to follow because its language
1s techmical 1n construction and 1its vocabulary special
But for that very reason 1t 1s a marvel of precision,
and when 1t 1s comprehended, the understanding possesses
an object of beautiful clanty

There was a time when certain men were dialecticians
by profession and for delight They had either a talent
or a trammmng that rendered thewr discourse superb,
exemplifying as nearly as possible the form of dialectic
nigorously conceiwved as the regimen of thought It
was not only regulative of the processes of debate,
and constitutive of the intellectual attitudes theremn
assumed, but 1t was surrounded, 1 their practise of it,
by habits of formalty and decorum m argument that
could be stated as the etiquette of reason, the good
manners of conversation. In this sense, dialectic may
be the art of conversation, as well as the logical structure
of 1t It can be taught and acquired, it may be, as
1t has been at times, one of the primary ends that educa-
tion serves To be educated 1s, 1n these terms, to be
capable of dialectic, not only as a philosophical exercise,
or as a means for the attainment of knowledge or
truth, but as an induction into the ways of reason, and
as the capacity for being well-mannered in discourse

‘1 came at length to Paris, where above all m those
days the art of dialectics was most flourishing, and there
did I meet Wilham of Champeaux, my teacher, a man
most distingwished 1n his science both by his renown
and his true merit  'With him I remained for some time,
at first indeed well hked of him ; but later I brought him
great grief, because I undertook to refute certamn of his
opimons, not infrequently attacking him 1n disputation,
and now and then 1n these debates I was adjudged vactor ”

Thus writes Peter Abelard mn hus Historia Calamitatum
Abelard’s fame * 1n the art of dialectics began to spread
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abroad ”’, and after founding a school of his own, he
returned to discourse with Willlam, now Archdeacon
of Pams, for “I was eager to learn more of rhetoric
from his hips, and in the course of our many arguments
on various matters, I compelled him by most potent
reasoning first to alter lus former opmion on the subject
of universals, and finally to abandon 1t altogether Now,
the basis of this old concept of his regarding the reality
of umversal 1deas was that the same quahty formed
the essence alike of the abstract whole and of the
mmdividuals which were 1ts parts, in other words, there
could be no essential differences among these individuals,
all being alike save for such vaniety as might grow out
of the many accidents of existence  Thereafter, however,
he corrected his opinion, no longer maintaiming that the
same quality was the essence of all things, but that,
rather, 1t mamfested itself in them through divers ways
This problem of universals 1s ever the most vexed one
among logicians, to such a degree, indeed, that even
Porphyry wnting m his Isagoge regarding universals
dared not attempt a final pronouncement thereon,
saying rather ‘ This 1s the deepest of all problems of
its kind’ Wherefore 1t followed that when Willlam
had first revised and then finally abandoned altogether
his views on this subject, his lecturing sank into such
a state of neghgent reasoming that it could scarce be
called lecturing on the science of dialectics at all It was
as 1f all his science had been bound up 1n this one question
of the nature of universals ”

The many arguments which Abelard had with Wilham,
the * potent reasonings ”’ which compelled the latter to
altar and abandon certain opimions concermng universals,
can be rendered in the imaginative reconstruction of
a single debate between them on this most vexed of all
themes The intention of such a rendering? 1s not

1 In Mont St Michel and Chartres (pp 294-302), Henry Adams
attempts such a reconstruction, imagmative rather than historical,
of an argument between Wilbam of Champeaux, Archdeacon of Pans,
and Abelard, a free lance dialectician Bccause of its lengih, 1t 1s

F
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historicity , without pretending to scholarly accuracy
in the assignment and statement of opinions, the report
of this controversy between Abelard and Wilham may
be able to suggest the form of such debate, and the
technique of dialectic 1n operation upon an issue which
Porphyry had called the “ deepest of all problems of its
kind” The problem was not only a profound one,
but fraught, as well, with the jeopardy of heretical
admussions  The narrow path of Catholic orthodoxy
lay between the assertion of pantheism, on the one hand,
and atheism, on the other, and the discussion of the
nature of universals had an unfortunate way of leading
subtly and inevitably to either one of these heterodoxical
conclusions It required the dialectical genius of
St Thomas fo remamn orthodox and at the same time
Tesolve, 1n some measure, the 1ssues with regard to the
status of universals It 1s clear that Abelard and Willlam
had come upon a major theme to dispute, and one which
might frustrate the dialectical skill of both of them,
and surrender them to the judgment of the Church
Willhiam 1s lecturing on dialectics He asserts the
reality of umiversals They have being as substances,
and have a real status independent of the mind
Triangularity 1s a universal, tnangularity 1s real and
substantial, and that or this particular triangle can
exist as a tnangle only by participating 1n, and absorbing,
as 1t were, the reality and substance of universal tri-
angulanty. The umversal 1s prior i bemg to the
particular whose character derives from such participa-
tion it There 1s, however, an order of priority among
umversals, and an order in created things. God, the
creator, 1s the highest umversal, the primary substance,
and His creatures descend from Him imn an order
established by the logical relationships which obtain
among the umversals, determining their character.

here paraphrased for the most part, and quoted but shghtly The
_ present account diverges from that of Mr Adams mn being somewhat
direct and simple 1n 1ts statement of the case
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Universals are related, as classes are, either by being
included in or by bemg inclusive of The universals
having a greater inclusiveness, have higher intension
in the order of beng The umversal, moreover, 1s
imdivisible ; 1t passes into the mndividual, or the particular
concrete thing, without division of i1ts nature Socrates
1s a man by reason of his participation in the substance
of humanity, and that substance, humanity, enters
wholly into Plato and Aristotle as well as into Socrates,
without parfition of itself, “ much as the divine substance
exists wholly and undivided in each member of the
Tty "

Abelard mterrupts, “ Is the whole of humamty m
Socrates ? ”’

“Yes,” says Wilham, ‘‘ that was the intention of my
statement "’

““ If 1t 1s wholly absorbed by Socrates, then, i1t cannot
be at the same time immanent in Plato or in Arnstotle
Therefore, if Plato and Anstotle are human, they must
be so by participation 1n the Socratic nature This
would seem absurd I agree that the universal, whether
it be humamty or triangularity, has some reality , but
I should assert that it has the reality of a concept Let
me ask you this question, ‘ Has the umversal the status
of a concept or of a substance?*”

*“ Of a substance ”

“ Such substances are divisible or indivisible ?

“ Such substances are absolutely indivistble To deny
the existence of such substances, or their energetic force,
15 to deny the existence of all the individuals created
by their energy ”

“ 1 do not deny the energy of God, Sir, nor of man’s
free will, but I do deny the energy of all other substances
or universals, You assert that universals are mdivisible
and that they give form to the species in which they
mhere and to the individuals of the species ”

“Yes, I so contend "’

“ You have often used the analogy of an octahedron
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crystal, each of whose eight faces 1s a perfect equilateral
tnangles, and with regard to which you have insisted
that it 1s the energy of the triangle, of the concept, or
as you would prefer 1t, of the substance of triangulanty,
which gives the crystal its existential form But what
gwves form to the triangle ? ”

*“ The energy of the line”

‘*“ And of the line ? ”’

‘ The 1nfinite 1n extension.”

“And this? "

It ultimately depends upon the energy of God, as
the substance of all things so depends

‘“ But you have said that the substance of a universal
1s indivisible, and that 1its energy, therefore, passes
wholly and mmpartially into the individuals 1t informs
If that 1s so, then the substance of the Godhead 1s not
only possessed perfectly by each of the three persons of
the Trimty, but as well by trangularity and humanty,
and finally, the ultimate energy must be resident i
and 1dentical with the substance of the face of the
octahedron and in the person of Socrates I shall not
ask you by what principle individuals are differentiated ,
but I must conclude that if humamty exists wholly
and undivided mn each of us, divimity, which imparts
reality to humamty, tnangulanty and all other sub-
ordmmate species, divinity, the summumn genmus, must be
wholly mn each of us ‘I need not remind you that this
1s pantheism, and that if God 1s the only energy, human
free will merges 1 God's free will, the Church ceases
to have a reason for its existence, man cannot be held
responsible for his own acts, either to the Church, or to
the State, and finally, though very unwilingly, I must,
m regard for my own safety, bring the subject to the
attention of the Archbishop, which, as you know better
than 1, will lead to your seclusion or worse * "’

Thus Abelard may have compelled Willam to abandon
lis doctrine of the reality of universals, by revealing
the pantheistic imphcations of this realism Abelard’s
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own comment runs ‘A grave heresy 1s at the end
of this doctnine , for, according to 1t, the divine substance
which 1s recognized as admitting no form, 1s necessarly
1dentical with every substance i particular, and with
all substance 1n general”” But Abelard did not
thoroughly perceive all of the dialectical turns that the
theme being discussed mught take It devolves upon
William, 1n self-defence and, perhaps, with mahce of
forethought, to reveal the inevitable consequences of
carrying Abelard’s counter-assertions into the universe
of theological discourse

“If you accept the substantial reality of universals,
you are 1n equal jeopardy with me, Mr Abelard But
you assert that they are not substances, but only concepts
mm the mund. I trust that you will be able to avoid
dangers of another sort I warn you that there are
many Am I night in beheving you to declare that
universals are only concepts ?

I do so mamntan ”

I must then ask another question Is the concept
immanent in man’s mind or 1n God’s mind or in matter ? "’

I do not know ”

“ You must answer The concept must have realty
to some degree.”’

“That 1sso”

* And, 1n whatever degree 1t has reality, if that degree
1s less than the reality of God, the nature of its reahty
can be descnbed  Therefore answer ”

“The concept, such as that of humamty or of
triangulanity, the concept which 15 the existence of the
umversal, 1s 1n man’s mind certamnly, or else man could
not know 1t It may be 1n God’s mind as well, but that
I shall not answer now "’

* You must answer "’

“ It 1s 1n God's mind, for God has perfect knowledge
of all substances "’

TIs 1t the same or a different concept of humamty or
triangularity, which 1s 1n your mind and 1n God’s mund ?
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1 do not know’

“ Answer this, then How does man achieve this
concept of humanity ?

*“ The concept of humanity 1s the sum of all individual
men, and it 15 denved from the knowledge of individuals *

‘ Is the concept of humanity, so denived, true ? ”

“Yes”

‘““ Then 1t 1s given to human knowledge by God ? ”

* 1 should be willing to admit that ”

‘“But 1s not the concept of humanity in God’s mind
also true ? ”

“ It must beso ™

‘“ Then, since there cannot be two true concepts of
humamty, which are different, the substance of humamty,
if 1t 15 a concept, must be at the same time present in
the same fashion 1in man’s mmd and in the mund of
God  If that 1s so, you must admut ‘ that your mind
15 1dentical with God’s nature as far as that concept
1s concerned Your pantheism eventually goes further
than mine As a doctrine of the Real Presence peculiar
to yourself, I can commend 1t to the Archbishop together
with your delation of me "

Heresy agam! What other course was open to
Abelard ? Willam seemed as easily able to make
pantheism the fatal term to conceptualism, as Abelard
had done with Wilham’s extreme realhism Abelard
might have avoided pantheism, however, by denying
the reality of universals entirely, and asserting that they
were only names. Trnangle 1s sunply the pame for a
group of individual tnangles; humamty 1s only the
name that can be applied to individual men Only
the mmdividuals have existence, reality, or energetic
substance The universals are merely signs

“ A sign of what ? ” Wilham asks.

“ A sign 1s a sound, a word, a symbol to designate an
attribute of an individual which 1s real and exists only
as the attribute of that individual. Beyond that I am
ignorant ”’
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“Very well then Answer thus question Is God
known as an individual or as a umversal ? ”

“ Certainly not as an individual ”

‘“ The alternative 15 absolute, Sir  Then God must be
known as a universal, whether that be a concept or a real
substance But according to your doctrine of names,
God, being a universal, exists only as a name, and without
further reality, substance, or energy You become an
atheist thereby Furthermore, * what concerns you most,
the Church, does not exist except as your concept of
certain individuals, whom you cannot regard as a unity,
and who suppose themselves to believe i a Trinity which
exist only as a sound or a symbol I will not repeat
your words outside this cloister, because the consequences
to you would certamnly be fatal, but 1t 1s only too clear
that you are a2 matertalist, and as such your fate must
be decided by a Church Council, unless you prefer the
stake by judgment of a secular court * ”’

Extreme realism, as exemplified in the position of
Willilam, and nominalism and conceptualism, are doctrines
that arise in discourse concerning universals as the result
of three different defimitions of the nature of unmiversals,
and three different premises concerning their ontological
status Contrary assertions are mamfest in these
doctrines, and when the dialectic of the disputed 1ssues
develops the implications of these doctrines, always of
course, within the hmts of the assumed dogmas of the
Church, the conclusions which are finally exposed as
having been immplicit 1n the original assertions, amount to
contrary assertions about such ultimates as God and the
created universe, pantheism on the one hand, and atheism
or matenalism, on the other, and many variations of each

The crucial juncture of the argument between Wilham
and Abelard was, 1n each case, not the demonstration of
the falsehood of the opponent’s assertions, but rather
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their heresy  The demonstration that extreme realism
ends 1n pantheism, and nominalism 1n atheism may,
1in one sense, be a demonstration of error, when 1t 1s
remembered that the truth is the orthodox doctrne
But 1t must also be remembered that the orthodoxy,
1n terms of which the heretical opinions are equvalent to
false ones, 1s a set of propositions which are unproved,
and, in fact, above demonstration. They are truths
by revelation or canomcal dogmas In many other
respects different, therr logical function and service,
however, 15 1dentical with that of the postulates and
defimtions of a geometnical system

Wilham of Champeaux, reahzing the difficulties
nherent 1n this mtellectual situation, not only abandoned
extreme realism, but adopted silence as supenor to
dalectic, which act probably won him the reward of the
bishopric of Chilons Abelard, on the other hand,
remained indomitably dialectical, but without the
clanfying insight that might have won for m the
centre of orthodoxy in this fundamental controversy
over umversals, and supreme renown within the Church
But, incapable of silence, and unpossessed of greater
talents, or perhaps a better knowledge of Anstotle,
lus rewards had to be otherwise, and fame for one achieve-
ment or another has not been the least among them

Within the Limiting intellectual conditions 1mposed
by authontative doctrine, the issue in discourse over
umversals could be resolved by the Thomistic distinction
between three states of the umiversal, ante re 1 God’s
mind, % re, and post rem m the mind of man, and this
became the orthodox position known as moderate
realism, the truth in the sense of being consistent with
the implications of credal pronouncement upon all points
The problem of the umiversal may thus be dialectically
resolved within a certain universe of discourse, which
may be called the realm of Catholic theology, a universe
of discourse within which the truth of conclusions 1s
determined by a set of assumed, or unchallenged, proposi-
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tions, and the resolution of dialectical 1ssues can be yudged
successful or unsuccessful by the same determination
In this sense, Abelard and Wilham both failed dialectically
where Aquinas succeeded , but 1t must not be forgotten
that the achievermnent 1s Lmited to the spectal umverse
of discourse in which it was made It must be made
differently, if 1t can be ganed at all, mn the universe
of discourse which 15 natural science or in the umverse
of discourse which 1s transcendental idealism The
problem of universals could be finally resolved only 1if
the dialectical attempt were undertaken in the most
mclusive umverse of discourse possible, and 1t 1s
certainly questionable whether such a umverse of
discourse can ever be deterruned, and whether within
1t, ultimate dialectical resolution can ever be achieved

The umportant point here raised 1s very general 1n 1ts
application to dialectic, and its critical force 1s not
confined to the dispute between Willam and Abelard
and 1ts resolution by Thomas Any process of dialectic
within a partial umiverse of discourse must be qualified
by the statement of the assumptions and definitions
which create and deterrune that special umiverse.
The ultimate propositions which generate a special
universe of discourse govern the subordinate assumptions
and defimtions which can be made within it ; determine
in general the sigmfications of its entire vocabulary,
Imut the alternatives that can be considered as genuine
options ; and adjudge the claims of dialectic to resolve
the matters at 1ssue.

Very often, as n the case of the argument about love,
dialectic 1s confronted with an issue that arises because
the same term 1s used in two disparate unmiverses of
discourse. A certan amount of clanfication results
from the appreciation of this dispanty, but dialectic
can only become more fully operative when the two
umverses which lie asunder, are united by a set of common
defimtions and assumptions Translation may then
occur between them, and this conflict be resolved,
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whereas before 1t could only be stated But such
dialectical resolution has nerther absoluteness nor finahty
It must be qualified by the set of propositions which
have been assumed as the pre-requsite of dialectical
procedure—a single, unified realm of discourse

Perhaps—and this 1s here only suggested and not
asserted—all conflicts are conflicts not between 1solated
propositions but between universes of discourse If this
were so, dialectic might then be described as the process
of umfying disjunctive and conflicting universes of
discourse, and when such unification occurred, the 1ssue
would be automatically resolved, the resolution, of
course, always being limited and quahfied by the terms
1 which the unification was accomplished

Qualification and lhmitation could only be removed
from the process of dialectic, were 1t to occur in an absolute
or allanclusive umverse of discourse There may be
such a unuverse of discourse which 1t 1s the ultimate
task of dialectic to determine, and toward which every
partial process of dialectic strives to carry its problems
But if the service of dialectic 1s the abolition of difficulties
i discourse by the nullffication of the disjunction of
the umverses between which they occur, then it 1s
questionable whether there could be any dialectic of
such an ultimate unmiverse of discourse It would have
to be governed, as all 1ts subordinate and included realms
are, by some principle which 1f 1tself assumed and could not
demonstrate, some principle such as the law of identity
and contradiction Perbaps, then, 1t 1s the task of
dialectic to abrogate this law, by carrying the same
process one step further; but in so doing, would 1t not
make all further discourse impossible, and annihilate
itself 7 This is an important and legitimate question
which pushes the consideration of human conversation
and argument to its furthest himts. It must be con-
fronted, if not answered later. On the other hand, it
might not be altogether mappropriate if dialectic, applied
to discourse 1tself, should conclude in silence
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For the present, however, what has been discovered
about dialectic 1n the examination of a few typical
mstances of human conversation and controversy, deserves
summary This can be done by the statement of a number
of simple theses which will suggest some of the themes
for the description of dialectic in Part 11, Sections 1 and 2z

1 Dialectic 1s 1n part a process of definition, and
through definition, 1t achieves clarification of 1its issue

2 Dialectic 1s 1n part a process of recogmzing
the opposition of assumptions and defimtions, and 1t
seeks to resolve this opposition by formulating a
third set of propositions to include the conflicting
ones

3 Resolution can only occur within a single universe
of discourse; 1t 1s qualfied and limited thereby
Resolution occurs when the two disparate umverses of
discourse, which created the conflict, are unified, thus
making translation between the original realms possible

4 The conflicts with which dialectic 1s concerned are
oppositions 1n discourse, either between propositions
n a given umverse of discourse, or between umverses
of discourse Dialectic may be said to originate i
the fact of opposition.

5 Controversies often end in the agreement of the
parties mvolved Such agreement 1s not necessanly
equivalent to dialectical resolution, though it may be

6 Facts, that 1s, non-discursive elements, are never
determinative of dialectic 1n a logical or intellectual
sense , but certain facts, emotions, desires, purposes,
economic circumstances, rehiglous affilations, personal
eccentricities and the bounds of personal experience,
etc, are often causally responsible for the onigin of
human controversies, and are often further responsible
for the choice between certain alternatives in the
course of the argument They even limt individual
comprehension or occasion 1neffaceable differences
mn msight. They may make i1t impossible, mn other
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words, for two 1ndividuals to talk in the same universe
of discourse Such facts are relevant to dialectic
as a human enterprise, and must be included in the
description of 1t, but they must be given a causal
rather than a logical status in that description

# In the course of its development of any argument,
dialectic 1s faced with certain dilemmas or alternatives
These dilemmas are ultimately determined by the
propositions which state the omgmal contradiction
or dilemma The choice of any given subsequent
alternative 1s similarly determinative of still subsequent
choices In this sense, dialectic may be described
as a process of dealing with co-umphcated dilemmas

8 There 1s great varety in actual human con-
versations The practice of dialectic, 1n other words,
never perfectly mamfests the theoretical formulation
of the process Human conversations may be internal
with oneself, or external with other persons; they
may start with what appears to be agreement and
end m the clarified state of a disagreement; they
may start with what appears to be disagreement, and
end in what appears to be agreement , such agreement
may or may not be equivalent to resolution of the
issue They may arise because two meanings are
attached to the same term, or because two terms or
vocabulanes are being used to express the same set
of meanmings. They are usually incomplete, stopping
short of thorough dialectic in one respect or another,
they are never complete in the sense that dialectic
has been exhausted

The 1nstances of human controversy and conversation
at have been presented as characteristic examples

suggest, furthermore, two theses, the first concerning

th

e ultimate umverse of discourse, to be treated in Part I,

Section 3, the second concerning the sigmificance of
dialectic to be discussed more fully in Part III.
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1 Dialectic has 1ts being in discourse It occurs
mn partial umverses of discoursc But if there 1s
a realm of discourse in general, the nature of
dialectic must ultimately be interpreted mn terms of
this most gencral universe of discourse The ultimate
sigmficance of dialectic thus may involve a dialectic
of discourse itself, in terms of the law of identity
and contradiction, or whatever principle it 1s that
governs the most inclusive umverse of discourse.
This dialectic would be confronted by the conflict
of discourse and its opposite, and the resolution
thereof may result either i favour of discourse or of
silence. Dialectic may go on for ever, serving the
same end in the same way, or the dialectician in
this last resort may become a Cratylus, resting m
the simple but final gesture of wigghng s finger
at the show of things, while those who had not the
grace of being mute would vent their interest 1n a flow
of speech, though that be only kindred dumbness in
disguise

2 Just as dialectic seems to be implicit m discourse,
so dialectical discourse seems to lead inevitably to
abstruse considerations commonly called philosophical,
theoretical or speculative  In other words, philosophy,
or theory mn general, whether * philosophic”,
“ scientafic 7, or ** theological ’, may be 1dentical with
dialectic. It may be that philosophical problems,
or theoretical problems in general, not only originate
in dialectical discourse, and not only are capable of
explication by dialectic, but that the nature of
philosophy 1s essentially dialectical Ordinary and
farmbiar human conversations thus discover dialectic
and philosophy at the same time.






II
THE DESCRIPTION OF DIALECTIC

CERTAIN general theses concerning the nature of
dialectic have been stated They have been stated
more or less dogmatically in the course of an analysis
of the traditional methodology and as the result of an
examination of a number of instances of controversial
thinking Dogmatism, to whatever degree 1t may be
present, can be removed by a discussion which attempts
to detect the grounds for the given theses, as well as
therr imphcations The necessitv for imtroducmng the
subject-matter clearly before submutting 1t to analysis
made dogmatism somewhat expedient, but 1t 1s no longer
necessary The spirit of dialectic 1s thoroughly
undogmatic, and it would be a paradox, mndeed, were
it not treated in a manner more consonant with its own
character.

Dialectic has its bemng in discourse, but discourse
may be taken in three ways () as an affair of human
experience ; (2) as the locus of defimition and analys:s ;
(3) as a realm of being In terms of these three aspects
of discourse, dialectic can be described 1 three ways,
empincally, logically, and metaphysically

The empirical description mvolves a psychological
account of the phases of human nature that are factors
in the production of controversy, and m so far as these
factors may be subversive of the clarity and digmty of
discourse, a set of rules may be formulated as the
dialectical discipline of conversation It also involves
an account of the factors of language 1n so far as the
structure of language affords imsight into the actual
conditions of dialectic in discourse This empurical
description will be somewhat dogmatic, as all empirical
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statements necessanly are, for it will be concerned
with the facts of human experience and human language
For this reason, and because only the accidents of dialectc,
rather than its essential traits, are thereby described,
the empirical account 1s very much the least important
of the three

The logical description involves an explicit statement
of the defimitions and postulates which determine the
manner 1n which discourse 1s dialectic, and a thorough
development of the umphcations of these defimitions
and postulates The rhythm of dialectic will be exhibited
as the serial order of certain processes of defimtion,
analysis, synthesis, and the resolution of dilemmas,
and these stages will be given perfectly abstract exposi-
tion  This treatment of dialectic will be 1tself dialectical
1n so far as 1t will be merely the development of a given
set of exphcitly stated definitions and postulates

The metaphysical description nvolves a further
elaboration of this dialectic of dialectic, :n which the
opposition between discourse as a realm of bemng, and
the realm of being which 1s non-discursive, generates
the distinction between possibiity and actuality, and
defines the most general universe of discourse as a realm
1n which all contradictory propositions abide as equally
possible truths In this description discourse becomes
the realm of possibility, and dialectic becomes the formal
logic of all possible propositions



I TrE EMPIRICAL DESCRIPTION . Language

A definite disclaimer should be made at the outset.
An empinical account of dialectic may be thought to
mclude a genetic analysis of the factors causally
responsible for its occurrence in human experence
The genesis would probably be 1n terms of the structure
of language and of the individual differences in human
nature But there are many languages, and the science
of lingwistics 1s far from being a complete and positive
body of knowledge There would seem to be much
variety in human nature, but httle unamumty among
psychologists with regard to fundamentals in the explana-
tion of 1t Therefore such genetic interpretation 1s
ighly questionable There 1s an even more significant
objection to the attempt, however Such interpretation
1s not relevant, no matter how interesting 1t may be
It 1s not relevant because whether or not the biography
of a thing ever accounts for the qualities which the thing
has, 1t can never help to describe those traits or to
evaluate them as such  Genesis 1s wrrelevant to descrip-
tion and evaluation; it cannot, therefore, help to say
what dialectic 1s, or what 1ts implications are, however
1t may succeed 1n exposing its origins The origins of
a thing may explamn how 1t has come about, but they do
not interpret what 1t 1s that has eventuated

The facts of language and of human nature must be
approached from another angle In what sense do they
make dialectic possible? If this question can be
answered, 1t may or may not be thereby determined
under what conditions dialectic does occur It 15
sufficient if it be determuned that dialectic 1s possible
1 the empincal situation

Empirically there 1s no difficulty mm makimng the
distinction between words and things, however fraught

81 G



82 THE DESCRIPTION OF DIALECTIC

with problems the analogous logical distinction between
propositions and facts may be ¥or most purposes of
human experience and activity, a thing 1s recognizably
different from a word Things and words become
closely and sigmficantly related, but they are hardly
ever confused by the sane mind A word 1s a thing in
the sense that it 1s a wisible, audible, or tactile entity,
but such things are words in so far as they have one
function which other things do not, the function of
symbohzation Psychologically, words may be classified
as substitute stimuli; they function for other objects
in calling forth specific responses Things may function
vicariously as well as words, but the significance which
words have 1s 1 reference to entities other than them-
selves, to things or to other words. In their capacity
for significant reference, words are symbols

Words are the parts of language, but although most
famibiar languages are composed of words, that 1s not
umversally the case. The language of mathematics,
for imstance, compnises a set of sigmficant notational
entities which are usually called 1ts symbols rather than
its words It 1s not entirely so composed, however,
for m the defimtion of these symbols some words have to
be used A perfectly autonomous symbolic system 1s
not known.

On the other hand, although languages are for the
most part constituted by their notational vocabulanes,
whether words or otherwise, they include elements which
are usually without notation, such as gestures and
transient sounds, grunts, sighs, cries, etc.,, that may
never occur with the same precise sigmficance again
Such linguistic elements are, on the one hand, denotative,
pownting to things; and, on the other hand, expressive,
giving vent to feelngs. But only words, and similar
standardized notational symbols, are capable of having
fixed meanings, connoting other words as well as pointing
to things, and expressing ideas as well as feehngs What-
ever be the ultimate or ancillary value of gesturing and



EMPIRICAL DESCRIPTION LANGUAGE 83

random vocahization, 1t 1s only the processes of verbahza-
tion that form the substance of discourse

There are many languages, both of the ordinary sort
and of the special techmcal sort, and certain distinctions
must be made within and between these groups The
anthropological 1nvestigation of primitive languages,
and more general philological research, have collected
a great deal of information about the vanety of human
languages, not only with regard to vacabularies but with
respect as well to the fundamental grammatical traits
of any language Corroboration of these findings has
come from the study of the language habits of young
children, where again there 1s evidence for divergences
from the customary grammar of the adult Concomtant
with the research has been a growing tendency to
wnterpret the data logically in terms of the thesis that
there are as many fundamentally different logics as
there are fundamentally different languages This thesis
must be considered It seems to imply not only that
a perfect translation 1s impossible between the diverse
vocabulanes of two languages, but that also, if these
languages are structurally different, these discrepancies
render the logic which 1s indigenous to one foreign to
the other In other words, the specific kind of assertion
possible 1n one language 1s impossible 1n another

This may very well be, but its significance 15 very
dufferent according as 1t 1s taken to be relevant to logic
or tolanguage. Logic consists in the abstract formulation
of very general relationships, and 1t 1s of little timportance
to logic that certan languages are less capable than
others of dealing through their media wilh these relation-
ships If any language, on the other hand, has imphcit
1n 1ts grammatical structure a relationship not previously
enumerated in the formula of logic, that new relationship
m order to be dealt with logically must recerve abstract
formulation, It becomes part of a logic. It was not
mvented by the language 1n question , 1t was discovered
Language 1s here viewed as an instiument of discovery,
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and not as a genumnely creative source It does not
create the distinctions and relationships it 1s able to
state, although it may be the pecuhar trait of certain
languages to be capable of stating more relationships
and finer distinctions than 1s possible through the
mstrumentality of other languages Language 1s thus,
at the same time, both the agency whereby men enter
discourse and the linitation of their activity therein

The mmportance of language for discourse 1s not that
language determines its logic, for ‘ reason 1s free to
change 1ts logic, as language to change 1ts grammar ”,
but rather that the peculianities of language form a set
of imiting conditions for the realization of logical values
in discourse  This can be vividly appreciated if ordinary
language be compared with the language of mathematics
or any other symbolic system In the latter, special
notational entities are used, and these entities are given,
as nearly as possible, a precise, umform, and con-
ventionahzed meaming The number of entities which
are defined 1s kept at a mummum, thus reducing the
number of indefinables that must be employed, and
avording as far as possible the use of the popular
vocabulary in the defimitive statements. When any
new entity enters the system it 1s definable and defined
m terms of the established notational conventions of
the system As a result great precision is achieved with
the maximum reduction of intellectual ambiguity
It 1s not difficult for such systems of notation to approxi-
mate to the perfect statement of logical values they
mtend ; such 1solated universes of discourse have few
mmpediments to the logical formulation of the set of
relationships that 1s theirr subject-matter

But 1n the language of ordinary speech, and in the
indefinite umiverse of discourse to which it gives nse,
other conditions obtain. The notational entities are
words These words are the names of objects, not
necessarily of physical things, nor necessarily of existent
objects, they are names in the sense that they have
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a reference beyond language, and the word objeci 15
here used to describe any entity whatsoever which 1s
not an item 1n discourse These words also mean other
words , words are related to one another by connotation,
and 1t 1s this set of relationships which an adequate
dictionary aims to enumerate exhaustively The divers
manners 1 which words have meaning 15 too complex
a subject for the present analysis The distinction
which 1s 1mportant for the present discussion 1s between
the denotative meamngs of words and their connotative
meamngs , 1 the former use they are names, they refer to
objects, 1n the latter use, they are notational entities
whose sigmficance 1s determined by relation to other
entities of the same sort

If language were entirely denotative, discourse would
not have the elaborate ramifications that 1t has, for the
elaboration of language, 1ts store of definitions and
distinctions, 1s largely due to the connotative properties
of i1ts verbal elements But 1f discourse derives its
richness and 1its variety from this phase of language, 1t
also encounters difficulties thereby It 1s mn the solution
of these difficulties that dialectic enters discourse The
difficulties referred to are almost entwely difficulties of
definition The words of ordinary speech, unlike the
symbols of mathematics, do not have precise and
standardized meanings, they are for the most part,
unlike the techmcal vocabulary of science, not created
for purposes of accurate statement, they are rather
organic creatures whose long history of semantic vana-
tion 1s evidence of their capacity for ambiguty n any
temporal cross-section of hngwstic usage Ordinary
language does not form a system, the dictionary 1s a
collection of defimtions rather than a systematization
of them; and the defimtion of any term involves an
infimte regressus 1n the use of other terms, for the number
of defimtions, and therefore, of indefinables, 1s not
deliberately imited The only check upon this regressus
15 m denotation, the object pomted to may satisfy



8 THE DESCRIPTION OF DIALECTIC

the demand for the explication of the meamng of a word,
but if the defimition of a word 1s attempted through
connotation, the other words evoked themselves need
defimtion, and the process, theoretically, at least, has
no end, although in common practice 1t ceases when
what 15 considered to be reasonable definiteness has been
obtamned A margin of ambiguity, however, thus remains
which 1s absent from the special languages of mathematics
and some of the sciences

This fact, that the words of ordinary speech are not
constant but highly vanable and indefinite entities with
regard to meaning, 1s first, the insurmountable obstacle
in the way of perfect translation from one language into
another, and secondly, the source of contradictions, con-
fhets, ambiguities, misunderstandings, and smular diffi-
culties mthe discourse of asingle language Thefacts never
contradict one another, 1t 15 the statements about
them which are in contradiction, and this contradiction
1t will be shown later, 1s largely due to the indefiniteness
of the words which compose the statements This
distinction between facts and statements if followed
out will reveal that trait of ordinary language which
makes dialectic possible, and perhaps, nevitable 1n
human discourse In other words, 1t 1s the nature of
human thinking, 1n so far as it 1s conditioned by the
use of words, that accounts for intellectual disagreement
and controversy

The universe of facts—of entities which are not 1n
discourse, but which discourse may be about—may
contain within its order movements of dissension and
struggle Anmmals fight, and so may atoms, but they
oppose one another in what they do, and not in what
they mean A fact differs from another simply by
bemg 1dentical with itself, and this mamtenance of
identity may involve whatever complications, systems
of tension and cohesion, that the absolute nature of facts
affords But the facts assert nothing They deny
nothing They are for the most part mute creatures
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whose power 15 1n their position and movement rather
than 1n ther speech But the human exception to this
rule, the fact of man vociferous in his movement among
all other facts, creates the order of facts which are state-
ments, the relevance of which 1s to the universe of
discourse It must be remembered, furthermore, that
facts are patient of and indifferent to the statements
which frame them in certain ways They do not demand
one statement vather than another, although man has
long hidden the impositions of hus speech, from himself
by supposimng that his statements are governed by the
facts That supposition obviously depends upon the
further supposition that the facts are such and such,
and that would be merely another statement which may
or may not be so Facts in themselves sumply are,
it 1s only in man’s statements that they are such and
such, and 1t 1s only man’s statements about them which
may or may not be so

The possibility of multiple attribution of the ambigmty
and contradiction of statements, may be inherent,
but 1s not immediately obvious in the umiverse of dis-
course Opimions, hke all other facts, may differ simply
by being themselves, they do not of their own accord
challenge one another , nor do their differences necessarnly
become sigmficant Water and fire get along together
in the same world, having a certain relatedness with
one another. The universe of discourse may comprise
statements as antagomstic in their intent as water 1s
mhilistic of fire; and yet those statements also may
get along together in peace, together only in the sense of
a relatedness potentially provocative of consequences,
though not actually so Water must be poured upon
fire; and statements must be submutted to question
before the universe of discourse becomes ahive with
confusion. This confusion, in other words, need not
occur, statements need not contradict one another;
but they do whenever the question 1s asked, * What
does it mean to say that . ?”
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or that system The system fully determines the
symbolic content of its terms. Dialectic, on the other
hand, employs the symbohc notation of human language ,
though language be nothing more than an mstrument
for the achievement of discourse, dialectic 1s affected
by the fact that 1ts specific tools are the words of common
speech If some techmcal terms are created, they are
nevertheless introduced nto a vulgar context, and what-
ever precision they may have 1s lost through this
mmersion Language 15 already a vast congernes of
meanings before dialectic makes use of it, though 1t
may be ultimately ennched by this usage But a final
value 1s never given to 1ts symbols  Dialectical defimtion
does lttle more than orgamize or assemble meanings
already caught 1n the common stock of verbal references
It does not ever, as mathematical defimtion does, create
the full value of 1ts terms Obwiously 1t can only
attempt the precise definition of comparatively few items ,
and to do so i1t must accept and use the body of more
or less defined meanings comprised in the rest of the
language

The fact that the ordmnary language which furnishes
our common discourse 1s constituted of a vast network
of defimtions, imphed classifications and distinctions,
1s one of the empirical conditions of dialectic, important
for the description of 1t as it actually occurs  If dialectic
were operative only with the restricted symbols of some
special system, the task it faced would be quite different
from what 1s incumbent upon 1t because 1t employs the
indefinite words of common speech, words that are not
undefined, but rather are too vanously defined It
may be offered that the genesis of dispute and controversy
1s this very factor in human language

A second hinguistic factor 1s the double reference of
terms i connotation and denotation The symbols of
mathematics and the specially devised techmcal terms
of the scientific vocabulary, have the range and force
of therr denotations quite precisely restnicted by their
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defined intension Under such conditions denotation
and connotation are rarely ambivalent But in the
situation of ordinary language much of the ambiguity
that attaches to familiar words arises because of some
degree of independence between these two dimensions
in which the words have the meaning Conflict 1n
meanings, furthermore, occurs not only when there 1s
connotative contradiction, but also when the same word
1s taken to have a connotation which does not agree
with its ordinary denotation This was the crucial
difficulty 1n the case of Mr Lincoln’s calling the tail of
the mule another leg In other words, many of the
terms of ordinary speech are not abstract notational
signs that can be invested with whatever sigmficant
value may be arbitrarily assigned to them for the
purposes of carrymg on discourse They are rather
concrete words, whose biographies have been more
largely practical than theoretical and are, therefore,
not entirely submussive to purely intellectual uses !
Ordinary speech, perhaps, was primtively a form
of gesturing, of pomnting, of denoting The extrnsic
reference of its words was 1its chief biological virtue
m the primitive environment The fact that human
vocalizations, whether emotionally gestural or communi-
cative, did pomt to and mean things mn the world 1n
which the speaker moved and struggled, may have
given speech its high biological value It 1s only with
the much later sophistication of lgnguage, when the
indicative and subjunctive moods found their grammatical
place along with the imperative and interrogative,
that language began to have a life of 1ts own apart from
the world of things to which 1t also referred It stiul
possessed this extrinsic reference, but it added the
intrinsic verbal reference which words and statements
have for one another in developed speech, and thus

1Cf F G Crookshank, Supplement II, The Meaning of Meaning,
for a discussion of the conflict between denotation and connotation 1n
medical diagnosis



92 THE DESCRIPTION OF DIALECTIC

became an agency for moving in the realm of meanings,
or the universe of discourse.  The dictionary is a collection
of such mtnnsic refercnces; and the growth of any
vocabulary depends upon the increasing spread and
fohation of these references. From the earliest. crudest
syntax and grammatical structure to the marvellously
competent and rich grammatics of Anstotle’s Organon,
the structural development of language is due in large
measure to imtnnsic elaboration, though some of the
main categonies have chiefly denotative force This
growth can be traced in any language which achieves
any permanence and any stabihzation of the meanings
to which 1ts word forms refer; it does not seem to be
pecubar to one language rather than another
Language, n other words, is as ** mncorrigibly aesthetic
as it 1s mevitably dalectical It 15 aesthetic on its
denotative side Its dialectic propenmsity 15 merely
the further sophustication of speech which the earhest
grammar imtiated Just as words have at one and
the same time both intrinsic and extrinsic reference,
connotative and denotative meamng, so also language
may be said to have simultaneously an aesthetic as well
as a dualectical character Aesthetic 1s here taken to
mean sensational, 1its adjectival force applies to all
direct sensory expeniences and to the imagmative
expenience that 1s denived therefrom Denotative
reference 15, m 1ts sumplest terms, reference to some
qualia, some aesthetic object, given either i perception
or 1n immagmation An essence has been defined as
“ any logical or aesthetic individual ”, and this distinction
15 parallel to the distinction between the mtrinsic and
extrnsic reference of words. Psychologically, the inter-
penetration of language habits and perceptual habits,
their co-genesis, and their almost invanably conjomed
functioning, pomts to the basis of the intimate welding
of reason and sense The world of thungs that we are
able to perceive and the relations among them we
are able to discrimmnate, depend closely though not
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absolutely, upon the size of our vocabulary and the
fineness of our lnguwstic shadings Reciprocally, our
language grows with the perceptual discovery of objects
and relations, and with imagmative recombinations
of their parts The total psychological situation and
the charactenstics of experience are co-determmed by
sensory and verbal reactions It 1s qute natural,
then, that language has its aesthetic side, and that the
world we are able to envisage 1s the world we talk about !

This empinical fact 1s clearly another himiting con-
dition which dialectic suffers because the matenals of
the sphere of discourse in which it generally moves are
for the most part the matenals of a language that serves
purposes other than those of dialectic One of the
fundamental traits of the dialectic process 1s that 1t 1s
thoroughly inconsiderate of the facts, of any entities
which are not in discourse, and yet by reason of therr
meradicable denotations, the very words which dialectic
must employ in discourse are mnextricably and mcormigibly
connected with the facts Dialectic 1s not altered
thereby, but it 1s certamnly hmited by this condition
of all its actual occasions and performances It does not
surrender the self-imposed restraint upon the sphere
of 1ts activity, namely, whatever 1s intrnsic 1n discourse
itself , 1t does not go beyond discourse, though discourse
may go beyond itself so far as its terms have extrinsic,
denotative reference to the facts, objects, or things,
which they name and pomnt to

That the entities of discourse should have this extrinsic
reference further restrains dialectic It himits the degree
of freedom 1n the redefinition of common terms without
rendering them unintelligible and awry And it makes
the distinction between what 1s proper to argument
and what 1s not, extremely important In the hght
of the inescapable connectedness of words and facts,
it 1s no wonder that controversies and disputes inevitably

1! Cf Henry Head, Aphasia, and Kwndrved Disorders of Speech,
Cambridge University Press, 1927
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tend to resort to an appeal to the facts as if that could
conclude the argument about the meamngs mnvolved
discourse If the argument concerns the denotative
references of the terms under discussion, the discussion
could be so concluded ; but if 1t is the intrinsic relation-
ships, that the terms bear to other terms in discourse
which 1s bemng disputed, then evoking the facts s
irrelevant to the nature of the argument Dialectic
depends upon this distinction which the character of
language makes mevitable, and limits itself to the con-
notative dimension of discourse It 1s further auto-
matically hmmted by whatever restrictions are imposed
upon this dimension of discourse by the extrinsic
references of the entities which comprise it.  But 1t never
submits to the jurisdiction of the facts if the pomt at
1ssue 1s properly dialectical, 1f 1t 1s 2 question of meanings
mtrnsic to discourse itself

A third factor in the nature of language relevant
to human participation in dialectic 1s the metaphoncal
quality which pervades ordinary speech  The distinction
between a metaphorical statement and a literal statement
1s not easy tomake It 1s commonly supposed that to call
the moon the queen of the mght 1s to makea metaphorical
assertion, whereas to call it the satellite of the earth
1s to be literal, but the grounds for making the distinction
m this simple case, for instance, are not particularly
clear. The one mght have been uttered by a poet,
the other by a scientist  That, however, 1s no guarantee,
for the language of science 1s essentially as metaphorical
as the language of poetry, when the charactenstics of
metaphor are more closely exarmned The metaphor
1n the narrow context of rhetoric 15 the name for a usage
in which things are compared. ¢ ILife, hke a dome of
many coloured glass,” may also be our Lttle Iife that
*“1s rounded by a sleep ”’, and of this life the biologist
and the bio-physicist make remarks no less metaphorical,
though of a different order of metaphor. The language
of science may, for the most part, be abstract, whereas
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the language of poetry 1s more often concrete ; but even
this distinction does not hold Nor 1s 1t helpful, for a
comparison which employs abstract terms 1s no less
a comparnison than that which uses concrete imagery
Whether abstract or concrete in 1ts imagmative values,
language seems to be thoroughly metaphorical

Words are symbols 1in the same sense that items in
mathematical notation are A statement, as a form of
words, is like an equation or a formula, the symbolism
of it must be interpreted, must be understood The
distinction between literal and metaphorical statements
cannot be defended when the symbohsm of all language
1s revealed “ Sugar 1s sweet ' 1s no more literal than
“that man 1s an ass’’, nor 1s the statement that ¢ God
1s the perfect philosopher” any more metaphorical
than “iron rusts” To call the sun Apollo or to call
it an orb of fire, to call man “a guest :n his own
home >’ or to call hum homo saprens—all these are equally
metaphoncal attributions ‘“ Language,” says Santayana,
““ the philosophers must needs borrow from the poets,
since the poets are the fathers of speech ” In discussing
the Freudian psychology, he further remarks * The
chuef terms employed in psychoanalysis have always
been metaphorical * * unconscious wishes ’, ¢ the pleasure
principle ’, * The Oedipus complex ’, ‘ narcissism’, ‘ the
censor ’; nevertheless nteresting and profound wvistas
may be opened up, m such terms, into the tangle of
events mm a man’s life; and a fresh start may be made
with fewer encumbrances and less morbid inhibition
‘The shortcomings of our description,” says Freud,
‘would probably disappear if for psychological terms
we could substitute physiological or chemical ones
These two only constitute a metaphorical language,
but one familar to use for a much longer time, and perhaps
also simpler’ All human discourse 1s metaphorical
1n that our perceptions and thoughts are adventitious signs
for their objects, as names are, and by no means copies
of what is going on materially in the depths of nature ”
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That all language 1s metaphorical 1s a thesis important
enough to warrant further corroboration, or at least,
exphcation Vathinger called Kant a great metaphorician
rather than metaphysician ¢ Taken Iterally,” says
Vaihinger, *“ our most valuable conceptions are worthless ”
And Havelock Ells, carrymg this perception further,
wrnites  ‘“ Our conceptions, our conventional signs have
a fictive function to perform, thinking in its lower
grades 1s comparable to paper money, and in 1ts higher
forms, 1t 15 a kind of poetry Imagmation 1s thus a
constitutive part of all thinking We may make dis-
tinctions between practical scientific thinkmmg and
disinterested aesthetic thinking Yet all thinking 1s
finally a companson Scientific fictions are parallel
with aesthetic ficions The poet 1s the type of ali
thinkers, there 1s no sharp boundary between the
region of poetry and the region of science "’

The problem of * hteral truth’ if all language 1s
metaphorical 1s an interesting one. Scientific statements
are usually conceived as being capable of hteral truth
“ But,” says Santayana, ‘science 1s a part of human
discourse and necessanly poetical hike language If
hiteral truth were necessary (which 1s not the case n
practice m respect to nature) it would be found only,
perhaps, in hiterature—m the reproduction of discourse
by discourse” It 1s m this sense that a dramatic
representation of dialectic, the dialogues of Plato, for
instance, might be called literally true

If all statements, except those to be found i the
thetoncal form of direct discourse, are metaphorical,
what does 1t mean to take certamn statements hterally,
and further, to assert them to be true? An answer
may be found 1n the same terms mm which the manner of
understanding metaphors may be described Is lfe
a dome of many coloured glass? The statement must
be understood before 1t can be asserted or denied With
regard to the question, Is the moon the satellite of the
earth? the case 1s no different To understand such
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statements, they must be interpreted in some context
of meamings, in some hterary context, whether the
kind of literature be classified by hbrarians as poetry
or as science. When interpreted and in some manner
understood, the vahdity of the statement may be
questioned But 1n the context in terms of which a
metaphorical statement is interpreted, 1t 1s always
true. The situation 1s analogous to the position of a
proposition either in isolation, or in the setting of one
system or another. In 1solation the proposition has no
mtrnsic truth, although it may be true in the other
sense of being properly related to the facts. In 1solation
the proposition can be said neither to be true nor false ;
but in the context of a system of propositions which
interpret it, it may be true or false In the situation
in which 1t 1s false, 1t may be held that the proposition
has not been properly interpreted ; at least, it can be saxd
that any proposition can be placed in a context in which
1t would be vahdly imphed In thus sense, it 15 under-
stood and found true through the same set of conditions.

Similarly, metaphoncal statements taken in isolation
can neither be thoroughly understood nor judged valhd
or nvalhd. It 1s only when they are interpreted by a
contextual environment, although this itself be meta-
phorical, that therr meamng becomes clear, and their
appropriateness 1n the given environment determined
Science furmshes a much more adequate context for
its metaphors than does poetry, and this may account
for the suspicion that the difference between science
and poetry 15 that the former is hiteral n 1its statements,
whereas the latter i1s metaphorical  Scientific state-
ments may seem Iiteral because they can be more
uniformly and precisely interpreted, and more readily
judged true or false, but that i1s not because they
are less metaphorical than other statements, but sumply
because science 1s a more orderly system of metaphors
than occurs in poetry or in common speech A
“hteral ” scientific statement in the context of a

H
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sonnet or of daily conversation, i1f these latter two
happen to employ metaphors foreign to the scientific
ones, would appear as strangely metaphorical and as
unintelligible, as any other kind of statement taken in
1solation, or found 1n a context to which its metaphors
were not mndigenous

The fact that language 15 essentially metaphorical!
has one further consequence, which 1s especially significant
m the hight of the relation of dialectic and language
The conflict of statements 1s the conflict of their meanings
These meanings are determined by the partial universes
of discourse in which the statements occur Partial
umverses of discourse are, on the side of their inguistic
expression, no more than special metaphorical settings,
and the problem in this situation i1s one of adjusting
the interpretative contexts of metaphoncal statements,
a task of translating one mode of metaphor into another
But the number of contexts in which a statement can
occur, and m terms of which its meaning can be
determined 1s, so far as language goes, indefimtely large,
perhaps, mmtless  In this respect language is an excellent
mstrument for the movement of dialectic in discourse,
for there 1s a parallelism between discourse as a realm
of being and the nature of language, even if discourse
be a hmuitless realm  God may have, and according to
Spinoza, has, mnfinite attributes, each of them infinite ;
but language 1s perhaps also capable of rendering each
statement in infinite modes of metaphor.

This analogy between the infimte attributes of God
and the infinite modes of metaphor in which any state-
ment exists suggests a rule of contradiction 1n hinguistic
usage An attribute can be hmited only in kind, that
is, only by another attribute of the same kind; but
that would be the same attribute; therefore, the
attributes of God, according to Spinoza, are each of
them infinite 1n their kind  Perhaps, similarly a state-

1 Cf Scott Buchanan, Posstbilsly, chapter 1
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ment can be contradicted only 1n kind, that 1s, by another
statement of thesame kind, another statement belonging to
the same metaphorical mode ! In other words, opposition
or conflict between two statements can be rendered
intelligible only if they are defined as belonging to the
same mode of metaphor, which 1s equivalent to the
assertion that the two statements must be defined by
the same conventions of hnguistic usage in order for their
contradiction to be understood and treated The
phenomenon of contradiction will recerve a more elaborate
logical analysis later 2 In actual controversy, however,
the way 1in which differences of opinion present them-
selves 1s certainly not independent of the highly meta-
phorical character of the language used

In fact, 1t seems to be this charactenstic of language,
along with the indefimiteness of meanng possessed by
most of its words, that makes possible, and aclually
15 responsible for, the origin of controversy and argument
in human conversations It 1s largely through the event
of misunderstanding, or contrarness in understanding,
that human beings pass i thewr use of language from
communication to controversy, and from indefimte
controversy into some universe of discourse, theremn to
become more or less competently dialectical

It 1s human skill 1n dialectical procedure not dialectic
1tself, that 1s ever more or less competent The empirical
description of dialectic must take account of the factors
responsible for this variabiity in the human practice
of dialectic as a method The enumeration of such
factors 1s only relevant empinically, they have nothing

1 Any poem 15 an excellent example of modes of metaphor This s
especially so 1n the case of The Divine Comedy Dante explicitly states
that 1t may be understood in four different modes, the literal, the
allegorical, the moral, and the anagogical The Divine Comedy 1s equally
true 1 any one of these four modes of metaphor since they are strictly
1somorphic, and can be translated into one another Conflicts 1n meaning
can occur within any single interpretation of the poem, but not between
the different senses 1n which 1t may be understood

% Cf Part II, Section 2, pp 187-199
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to do with the logical exhibition of dialectic as a
methodology

Some of these factors have already been touched
upon 1n the discussion of language as a set of Limitmg
conditions of human participation m discourse There
are other factors, such as the degree of intellectual
endowment and the emotional charactenstics of human
nature, which psychological analysis must now present
as an additional set of hmiting conditions But before
entering upon this analysis, 1t would be well to summarize
the foregomng discussion of language In so doing, what
was previously advanced as an empincal account can now
be translated into a set of definitions and assumptions,
and a few theorems In this latter form, there 1s no
tendency to assert the description as true in the empirical
sense, and although the elements of this description
may be true empirically, it is valuable to distinguish
between what it 1s that 1s asserted and the manner imn
which it 1s asserted to be true

I A fact 1s any entity not in discourse.
IT Language 1s a set of facts which are symbols
III The symbols of language have two dimensions
of reference (I) to other facts ; (2) to meamngs
m discourse
IV Language 1s an mstrument for dialectic when
its use 1s confined to the second of 1ts symbolc
functions

I The specific differences among languages are
irrelevant to the nature of logic or dalectic,
although quite relevant to thewr degree of availa-
bihity as instruments

2 Daalectic 1n 1ts use of ordinary (non-technical)
language as an instrument is conditioned by the
following factors, present in the constitution of
such language -

(1) the variability of the discursive meanings
of words ;
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() the funded definitions of the common
vocabulary of the language ,

(u1) the conflicting claims of the denotative
and connotative reference of terms ,

(1v) the restraint upon absolute freedom n
definition imposed by the denotation of the words
of a non-technical language ,

(v) the pervasive metaphorical character of
language

3 Dialectic 1s never determined, though perhaps
hmited in 1ts use of a language, by the denotative
aspect of the words of that language

4 Controversy never arises among facts, but only
1n the realm of meanings, in discourse, nor need
dialectic, though 1t use language, ever be about
facts or be subject to the jurisdiction of facts

5 The use of language, whether for purposes of
expression, command, query, or communication,
mvolves men 1n controversy because of (z, 1) the
connotative ambiguity of words and (2, v) the
pervasive metaphorical character of language

6 If controversy occur for these reasons (5), it
never employs language to ask what the facts are,
but what the facts mean Controversy 1s dialectic,
when, with regard to statements in question, 1t 15
asked, What does 1t mean to say that ?

7 Since (6) dialectic 1s concerned with the interpre-
tation of statements, and since nterpretation
depends upon a context, the intrinsic vahdity as
well as the intelhgibihty of the interpretation
depends upon the context

8. What may be ambiguities 1n verbal usage, and
multiple modes of metaphor in hnguistic statement,
become conflicts and contradictions in discourse,
and dialectic serves the double function of clanfying
the use of words, on the ingwstic side, and resolving
difficulties 1n discourse, on the logical side



THE EMPIRICAL DESCRIPTION (confinued)
HUMAN NATURE

The psychological factors that are circumstantial to
human participation 1n so intellectual an activity as
argument may be classified under three rubrics (1)
leisure, (2) intelligence, and (3) temperament Leisure,
though 1n part determined by an economic situation, 1s
here taken to mean more than economic disengagement ,
1t 1mphes general disengagement from all practical
considerations, an attitude of deliberate impracticality
Intelligence, whatever be the ultimate defimition of1t agreed
upon by psychologists, includes a number of psychological
functions, such as language ability, ability to deal with
relations, ability to deal with abstractions, under-
standing and interpretation, controlled association and
the orgamization of associations. These abilities are
possessed by human bemngs in greater or less degree
Any deficiency of these qualities 1s certainly a hmiting
condition of intellect Temperament implies, 1n the
first place, another fundamental mdividual difference,
and along with differences 1n intelligence, partly accounts
for the difficulties human beings meet in the business
of communicating with and understanding one another
In the second place, the individual’s temperament 1s
constituted by a set of wishes, desires, purposes, and
sentiments or emotional complexes, that not only
determine his comprehension of an intellectual situation
but are also the non-rational determinants of what
he chooses to rationalize, s prejudices, belefs, and
spectal pleadings

102
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‘It 1s only 1n a period, fortunate both in its oppor-
tunities for desengagement from the immediate pressure
of cwrcumstances, and 1m 1its eager curiosity, that the
Age-Spirit can undertake any direct revision of those
final abstractions which lie hidden in the more concrete
concepts from which the serious thought of the age
takes its start 1 It 1s not here imphed that profound
mntellectual activity has no practical consequences,
but 1t 15 asserted that the pursuit, to be effectively under-
taken, must be carried on independently of whatever
practical issues 1t may have The common distinction
between pure and applied science can be stated in terms
of certain logical distinctions between their subject-
matters There 1s, however, a significant difference
mn attitude as well; the theoretical as opposed to the
practical attitude The enterprises of theory must have
no urgencies or ends beyond their own intellectual
situation. The existence of the theoretical enterprise
may depend upon the economic disengagement of a
number of individuals, but 1t further depends upon
a certain attitude i1n those individuals themselves,
a temporary disregard for anything except the intellectual
consequences of therr undertaking

It cannot be demed that discussion and controversy
have served and do serve practical ends i human
experience Were this not so, much of the business
of legislative bodies would be superfluous, and most
of the conversations 1n which human beings engage would
not occur, since for the most part therr origin 1s 1n
practical difficulties, and their aim 1s to remove impedi-
ments to further action But 1t can be denied that the
arguments of political gatherings, and the discussions
of those who seek thereby a decision with regard to
conduct, and all stmilar instances of conversation and
dispute, are purely dialectical Conversation s dialectical

¥ A N Whatehead, Science and the RModern World, Macmillan,
New York, 1923, p 49 (Italics not in text)
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only in so far as it refers to the umverse of discourse ;
and mn having this reference, 1t becomes entirely
theoretical Whatever conclusion such conversation or
argument may reach, whether it be resolution of the
conflict or merely a clarification of the 1ssue, the conclusion
1s without practical consequence, at least mn so far as
1t 1s considered dialectically

This can be understood 1n terms of the distinction
between the realm of facts and the umverse of discourse,
between the denotative and connotative dimensions
of language Dialectic 1s confined to the universe of
discourse, and 1s exstentially expressed on the con-
notative level of linguistic usage. Language, however,
has this other reference to the facts, and the conclusion
of a discussion which has been somewhat dialectical
may, therefore, be taken practically But if 1t 1s so taken,
that 1s urrelevant to its dialectical sources, and taking
1t practically does not 1n any way determune or alter its
dialectical status

Dialectic 15 a theoretical enterprise even more strictly
than 1s pure science Its impracticality 1s as great
as that of a non-Euchdean geometry. Its values are
entirely intellectual or theoretical Pure science, for
mstance, m 1ts physical or biological branches, 1s
mterested i the solution of certain problems, in the
estabhshment of certamn hypotheses, mn the further
venfication of certain formul® In any particular
mstance of special research or of scientific thinking,
there 1s a state of affairs in view which would properly
conclude the effort, this conclusion would be a truth,
temporanly at least—a case of knowledge 1n the empircal
sense But dialectic, as subsequent analysis will show
more thoroughly, has no genwine conclusion. In any
instance of dialectical thinking, all that can be achieved
at the very most, 1s the temporary resolution of a
contradiction or conflict in discourse This resolution
immediately and automatically generates another issue
that 1s, the conflict between the propositions making the
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resolutionand their contradictory propositions in discourse
If dialectic occurs in any partial universe of discourse,
if 1t employs any one of the indefinite modes of metaphor
of which language 1s capable, then its conclusions are
always subject to the reversals and alterations that are
mevitable 1f they are considered in any of the other
partial universes of discourse, or translated into other
partial systems of meamngs. And since the conclusions
of any instance of dalectical thinking are hypo-
thetical, being entirely determmed by their doctrinal
sources, the postulates, defimtions, and dilemmas from
which they denive their status, cannot be final, and they
cannot escape the modifications of further dialectic.
Dialectical thinking, then, unlhke empirical thinking or
even geometrical thinking, 1s genumely inconclusive,
and for this reason requires the theoretical attitude
and the mood of leisure to the greatest degree Dialectic
has no intellectual end at all comparable to the solution
of a problem, or the completion of a system, since 1t 1s
concerned really with demonstrating and understanding
how no problems can be finally solved, and how no
systems can be absolutely completed, 1n their purely
mtellectual terms Human conversations, therefore, are
obviously seldom dialectical 1n the strictest sense of
the word They partake of dialectic 1n the measure
that thewr manner and their attitudes conform to the
abstract pattern and intellectual 1deals of dialectic,
but this conformity 1s seldom, perhaps never, perfect—
even among philesophers It 1s notorously a human
trait to be impatient of theory and to be governed by
the urgency of practical situations Most human beings
rarely think, and the thinking of the few who do s
usually immersed in the mesh of hurried, practical
affurs Rarely, now and then, conversation or dis-
cussion or reflection 1s undertaken for the delight of
the activity 1itself, and the intellectual benefits mntnnsic
to 1t  Under such conditions dialectic 1s possible, and
judged by 1ts standards, only discussion or reflection
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so conditioned can be dialectical The attitude of
impracticality is thus seen to be indispensable to dialectic ,
a discussion which seeks to end in a conclusion which
1s final, or 1n a proposition which 1s decisive for action,
1s as thoroughly undialectical as an argument about the
facts, and for the same reasons The realm of facts
and the world of practical affairs are one; and there
are varieties of human thinking onented towards and
subservient to thewr nature and their needs The realm
of meanings, or the universe of discourse, and the world
of theoretical concerns, are similarly umted, and there
1s at least one kind of thinking which 1s entirely confined
thereto Since it 1s so restricted, thinking of this sort
requires of those who would participate 1n 1t, the
mood of leisure and utter disengagement from finality
or action Geometrical or empirical thinking may,
1n one sense or another, rest in the truth, but dialectic
must have endless leisure, for 1t cannot rest

The contrast 1s so clear that there can be no confusion
between what 1s here stated as an intellectual 1deal and
what actually occurs when human beings engage in
controversial conversation or in the silent polemic of
reflection Most human discussions stop short because
there 1s no time to go on, or because there are other
matters more urgent, they are bref episodes from
which one turns to something else, and which one does
nothing about One of the smms of Socrates was his
mveterate persistence mn conversation. Plato caught
this aspect of discussion dramatically in the dialogues ;
they do not termuinate because the argument 1s concluded
but rather because of the intrusion of practical affairs
or other matters foreign to the given theme What little
time can be spared for conversation, should be surrendered
to 1t completely, freely, and without the expectation
of practical issue or intellectual reward Infimte
leisure would be required for the perfection of dialectic,
and that could not be asked even of those who call
themselves philosophers. It is enough 1f the moments
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given to the dialectical handling of themes 1n conversation
and reflection be given wholly—as 1f 1n a world apart
Such abandonment to the intellectual life, human beings
are capable of to some small degree To the degree to
which they are incapable of that psychological state
which has been called the attitude of impracticality,
or the mood of leisure, human bemngs are incapable of
realizing the values which are inherent 1n conversation ,
and they commut the error of trying to force dialectical
thinking to serve other than its own ends  Argung
about the facts, or asserting the conclusions of an argu-
ment as true, empirically or finally, are the common
errors of human conversation Such faults prevail
because human beings are generally unable to take
conversation or discussion with leisure and impractically ;
1ts dialectical possibilities are thereby lost for them,
or they dispute in a manner utterly confused and unsatis-
factory because they attempt the method of argument
without really understanding, or being capable of, the
nature of 1ts purswit

(2)

Impatience and incurable pragmatism are not the only
psychological difficulties 1n the way of dialectic as the
art of conversation These are mmpediments, not to
dialectic considered abstractly, but only to its human
occasion ; 1n other words, difficulties are what human
beings encounter when they try to be dialecticians

It 1s difficult to think—a defect for which there 15
no remedy The lack of time may be 1n part responsible
but there 1s also often a lack of wit, or what Willham
James called sagacity. And in so far as the abihty to
thuink depends upon these intangible gifts, normative
logic 1s 1neffective mn 1ts improvement and no prescription
of rules can augment 1ts powers greatly Normative
logic deals with thinking as it never occurs Habits
of thought are as idiosyncratic as are human faces, and



108 THE DESCRIPTION OF DIALECTIC

he who would regulate all human thinking according
to any single form would be ke the artist who saw the
humamty of a face to the total exclusion of the
mdividuality of it. One man cannot tell another how
to think, he can simply tell the other how he thinks
himself, and let the model work its own effect Thinking
may be the name for a group of activities, as talking 1s,
and walking 1s These activities can be described 1n
general ; and, at the same time, if there is sufficient
feeling for the 1diom and intimate rhythm of the activity
m every instance of 1t, the perception that two cases of
thinking are never quite the same will be mewvitable
Men do not think ahke any more than they walk alike,
although 1t 1s obvious that, in both ways, they may get
somewhere equally well

The ability to think varies from individual to mmdividual,
not only because of personal habit differences, but
because 1t 1s a gift of nature, and of circumstance as well
It 1s caprictously distnibuted. In so far as thinking
mvolves dealing with highly abstract notions, with
complexrelational systems, with the skilful use of language
and the drawing of fine distinctions, 1n short, 1n so far
as thinking requires the mind to be defimtive and
discriminative, 1t may be said to depend upon intelligence
Though intelligence elude precise description, certaimnly
one aspect of 1t 1s this abstractive power and relational
perception A high correlation 1s found between the
possession of these powers and the measure of intelhgence
Defect of intelligence, then, will hmit an individual to
certain levels of abstraction and relational complexity,
and since the processes of dialectic 1n even the simplest
instance of dispute or reflection are highly intellectual,
mcompetence m this respect is prohibitive There 1s
clearly an irreducible high minimum of mentality required
for thinkmg of the dialectical sort

The art of philosophic conversation, in other words,
1s not open to all men. Regardless of the facts, 1t would
be romantic even to suppose the contrary in respect
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to any excellence But even among those who are
sufficiently endowed with intellect there are obstacles
to perfect commumication and understanding which
seem somewhat related to discrepancies in intelligence
The persistence of misunderstanding 1s due to ‘“a certain
blindness i human beings *’ that 1s not entirely a matter
of prejudice and bias Even those who are most eager
to be convinced, and are sincere in thewr desire to be
tolerant, raise barriers 1n the way of understanding
by a certain stubborn umntelligence Perhaps to call
1t lack of insight would be better To understand an
author’s meaning, Willlam James once wrote to a critic,
you must have ‘ first grasped his centre of vision by
an act of imagmation” It 1s the mnability to do thus,
to perform this exercise of insight and imagination,
that renders so much cntical thought irrelevant to its
subject-matter, and that causes so much controversy to
be merely a matter of misunderstanding 1nstead of being
a genuine dialectic of opinion

Whether or not insight be a correlate of intelhgence,
dialectic must invoke 1it, for in 1its absence dispute
degenerates mnto the dogged rerteration of opposed
opinions, without any understanding on the part of
opponents with regard to the nature of their differences,
and consequently without the possibility of clanfication
or resolution This familiar species of argument may
be said to commut the twin fallacies of multiple assump-
tion and multiple repetition, which would be merely
another way for saying that it 1s carried on without
insight, each disputant being dogmatic without granting
the similar privilege to hus opponent In'such instances
the dispute may be terminated by the greater force of
dogmatism on one or another side, but 1t has been totally
unsusceptible to the persuasions of dialectic practice
to the degree in which msight has been annulled by the
dogmatic fallacies

The phenomenon of translation between discrepant
systems or between diverse modes of metaphor has been
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referred to as an essential phase of dialectic Tt 1s
mtellectual imagmation or insight which makes transla-
tion possible Disputants must agree either that they are
making contrary assertions about the same item or that
they are making identical assertions about entities
themselves inconsistent with one another. Until such
agreement 1s reached, the argument 1s not properly
located 1n any umverse of discourse, and all assertions
are equally ambiguous and irrelevant The establish-
ment of such agreement 1s an act of translation which,
on the logical side, defines the umverse of discourse
common to the disputants, and on the psychological
side, consists 1n a convenance of understandings One
15 thereby able to appreciate the divergences in the
assumptions being made, and to criticize the propositions
advanced for their relative cogency in terms of their
own sources One attempts to understand oneself
1n the context of one’s opponent’s 1deas, as conversely,
one attempts to understand one’s opponent in the context
of one’s own 1deas On the level of language, grasping
the centre of the other vision enables one to translate
an alen metaphor into the usages private to onmeself,
and again also to make the tranmslation mutual by
attempting 1t 1 the other direction Preliminary
understanding 1s reached when insight accomplishes
this translation, and it 1s only after such translation has
been instituted to a greater or less degree that the theme
bemng discussed 1s susceptible to the more advanced
stages of dialectic treatment

(3)

In individuals otherwise intellectually competent,
the fatal nsufficiency of insight 1s never due exclusively
to a flaw 1 their intelhgence. On the contrary, both
psychology and psychiatry emphasize emotional rather
than intellectual defects as the chief causes of aberrancies
of understanding and rational adjustment. According
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to this point of view thinking 1s subject to, and perhaps,
controlled by the eccentricities of temperament, and 1t
becomes necessary to undertake an analysis of tempera-
ment as the third psychological factor conditional to
dialectical thinking, among other forms of thought

The phenomena and the general theories of psycho-
pathology provide an excellent point of departure, for
three reasons In the first place, the concept of
‘“ 1nsight ”’ 1s employed as a criterion for the differentia-
tion of psychoses from neuroses, of cases of * insamty ”
from cases of maladjustment not so severe The
dufferentiation 1s undoubtedly crude, but 1t 1s significant
for the present discussion that the distinction between
a neurotic patient and an ‘“‘insane ” or psychotic one
1s that the latter lacks all insight into his symptoms
and his so-called abnormalities In the second place,
the distinction 1s clearly made between difficulties due
to amentia or feeble-mindedness and the group of diseases
that are disorders of the personality, largely emotional
or impulsive 1n character and origin, but independent
of intellectual defect The temperamental factor can
thus be considered more or less 1n 1solation  In the third
place 1t 1s understood that the insane or neurotic patient
1s never urational in the sense of being incoherent or
without intrinsic cogency To the contrary, the
abnormality of such patients is often their excessive
rationality It 1s normal to be somewhat irrational.
Furthermore, of course, 1t 1s not the degree to which they
are rational or urational that renders them climcal
matenal, but the grounds or presuppositions upon which
they exercise therr rationality A patient suffering
from the grandiose delusion that he 1s Napoleon 1s 1n all
ways rational 1n the development of the implications of
the theme of s delusion Such delusions are often
elaborately and marvellously systematized and unassail-
able by argument or demonstration with itention to
contradict them But they are rationally developed
within the lumits of one or more unquestioned
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and unquestionable assumptions, or prejudices, or com-
plexes, or beliefs—and 1t 1s these, rather than the peculiar
rationality, which form the pathogemic source of the
delusion

A paranoid patient thus affords an impressive example
of certain traits present in the neurotic and the normal,
though perhaps less obviously Herbert Spencer was
once confronted by the patient of an asylum who had
heard him address a group of convalescent inmates
The man was distraught with manic laughter, and when
Spencer finally quieted him and persuaded him to reveal
the object of his merriment, the patient intelhgently
remarked, “ To think of me mn and you out!” The
distinction between the inmate and the outsider 1s
certamnly arbitrary m some respects, and especially when
logical competence 1s taken as the criterion of differentia-
tion The paranoiac suffers the deluded judgment that
he 1s Napoleon, whatever be the complex brographical
background of this delusion This judgment functions
logically as the premise of a deductive system, or as the
assumption that must be made 1n argument, and within
the hmts defined by the acceptance of this judgment
as true, the paranoiac 1s capable of deriving rational
consequences which are consistent with 1t, the whole set
of propositions or judgments or behefs finally achieved
formmg an orderly and coherent system He 1s classified
as a case of insanity because he lacks * msight " 1nto
his assumptions or deluded beliefs, and society commts
him to an asylum because he may be dangerous if he
is not simply a deluded dialectician but a deluded
pragmatist as well, and acts upon his judgments.

Many of those who are not so commutted, however,
the merely neurotic and the conventionally normal,
are poor dialecticians and dangerous pragmatists in the
same sense as the individual suffering a systematized
delusion of grandeur, though perhaps to a less degree
Judged by the stricter standards of dialectic, rather than
by those of society and psychiatry, lack of msight 1s as
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prevalent outside asylums as in them By and large
human bemngs are unable to appreciate the assumptions
about which they reason, the prejudices and unquestion-
able beliefs which they rationalize The process of
rationalization 1s 1itself not to be deplored Reasoning
and rationalization areidentical in process ; the difference,
if there 1s any, 1s that reasoming 1s self-cntical It
acknowledges exphaitly that its sources are arbitrary,
1t admuts 1ts irrational ongins, whatever propositions
or judgments 1t takes for granted, as true, or, at least,
as temporarily not to be demonstrated Rationahzation,
on the other hand, both 1n its pathological and normal
manifestations, usually conceals the prejudices and
assumptions 1t attempts to render reasonable, it will
not admt that it 1s based on propositions accepted
irrationally and beheved arbitrarly, it could not serve
1ts pathological function in the disturbed personalty,
if 1t were at all self-critical Conversely, the individual
who was thoroughly self-critical, who possessed insight,
would not be pathological, and, having no need for
rationalization, would be able to reason instead
Rationalization and reasoming, be 1t remembered, are
1dentical 1n every respect except with regard to therr
sources or thewr grounds Insight, or the capacity
for self-criticism, 1s the differentiating trait of reason

If these essential similanties between the msane, the
neurotic, and the normal be granted, it may now be
possible to discover the psychological causes for what 1s
called delusions in the one, the neurotic personality in
the second, and the incapacity for dialectic in the third
Good intelhgence, the abihty to reason, and the tendency
to be rational are traits present in all three, 1t 1s their
common defect of insight which protects the pathogenic
source of the delusion, converts the neurotic’s symptoms
into reasons, and makes the normal person dogmatic 1n
discussion rather than dialectical

The introduction of self-cnticism would appear to be
the fundamental therapeutic measure 1n all three

I
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instances If the distingwishing feature of the psychoses
is complete loss of insight, 1t 1s questionable whether
such therapy can ever be applied to advanced insamty.
This therapeutic device has, however, been extra-
ordinanly developed as the techmique of psychoanalysis
i the treatment of neuroses, and as the method of
geometry 1n the field of reason The consideration of
psychoanalySis and geometry may lead, on the one
hand, to an analysis of the temperamental factors in
the personality that cloud the insight, and on the other
hand, to the formulation of a disciphine of dialectic

Psychoanalysis may be thought of as the techmque
of becoming highly self-conscious. Its therapeutic ideal
may be phrased in the Greek maxim * Know thyself ”*,
the geometrical equivalent of which would be the rule to
know and to avow explcitly one’s assumptions. A
geometrical system knows itself in the act of explicitly
stating 1ts defimtions, postulates, and 1its rules of
procedure. But psychoanalysis as a method 1s, 1 one
respect, even more pertment to the dialectical problem
than geometry, for 1t 1s a technique of self-criticism by
means of translation

In a very general statement of a typical syndrome,
the neurotic patient presents the chinical picture ofa group
of symptoms, such as excessive fatigue, anxieties,
curious fears, persistent impulsions or obsesstons, and
1n 1nstances of conversion hysteria, certain organic ail-
ments which are found to have no orgamic basis what-
soever, and therefore judged to be neurotic or functional.
The neuroses, 1n general, are called functional diseases
because therr symptoms have not sufficient foundation
in orgamic pathology or tissue lesions. The symptoms,
therefore, are taken to express a functional disorder ;
whether 1ts locus be primarily neurological or psychic
1s, for the moment, indifferent It is the precise
expressive value of the symptoms in each case which
1t 15 the aim of psychoanalysis to interpret.

The theory, or at least a theory, of the psychoanalytic
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method may be stated very briefly as follows From
circumstances arising 1n the environment or in the
personahty itself, the libido, or some part of it, becomes
repressed The desires, wishes, or impulses, and all of
the ideas and habits associated therewith, which are thus
withheld from normal integration in the personality
and free exhaustion of their energies, are not annihilated
by repression, but merelyimpeded They form a reservorr
of latent energies in the personahty, ideas, habuts,
impulses with a unifying emotional tone which constellate
as a dissociated, or split-off portion of the personalty
This 1s the repressed complex, and 1t is the tendency of
such repressed energy to exhaust itself in some manner
But the ordinary language habits of the individual
are under the control of the major portion of the
personality, and are dominated by the censor which
was the agent in the omgmal act of repression The
indrvidual 1s thus prevented from acknowledging
to hmmself consciously or by means of his
regular habits of expression, his language habits,
the existence of the repressed complex ! In 1ts tendency
toward exhaustion, the repressed complex of energies
must, therefore, choose other means of expression
The neurotic symptoms form a group of such expressive
devices, the symbolic content of which the patient
himself cannot understand because they are capable
of proper interpretation only in terms of their source,
and that is a portion of the personality which the patient
has thoroughly dissociated from himself and agamnst
which he has raised the high barrers of repression
The dream 1s a farhar neurotic symptom 1n this sense,
having a mamfest content that 1s comprehensible to the
major personality, and a latent content which expresses

1 The emotional repression may have occurred, as 1n the case of the
(Edipus complex, before the acquisition of developed language
habits, or before they have become socialized Disjunction may, there-
fore, occur between what 1s verbalized and what 1s unverbalized in the
personality, or between the mtelligent and autistic use of expressive
devices
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the repressed portion, and is thereforc umntelligible
to the conscious individual who commands the language
habits of ordinary interpretation

The neurosis thus exists as a disintegrated condition
of the personality due to the impossibility of translation
between two metaphorcal languages which the dissociated
parts of the personality employ, the one the ordinary,
verbal language of the conscious personahty, m whose
terms the conscious personahty is able to understand
and 1nterpret, the other the abnormal, symbolic language
of the unconscious self, a language whose terms are the
symptoms which the patient cannot translate into his
other language properly, and therefore cannot interpret
or understand In this lack of understanding or insight,
m this lack of communication between two parts of the
total personality, in this lack of translation between
two modes of metaphor which the personality has been
forced to use, the individual’s inability to understand
himself, the individual’s neurosis, consists The method
of psychoanalysis 1s to introduce 1nto such a personality
the therapeutic device of self-criticism by means of
translation, if the translation is effected, the individual
understands himself, is able to function integratively,
the symptoms disappear, and the neuroses is cured.
Psychoanalysis, in other words, 1s a dialectic of the
neurotic personality, a dialectic of the soul which has
been sphit into two universes of discourse, and which must
be reumted by the estabhishment of translation
between them.

The techmique of psychoanalysis 1s, hke dialectic,
an affair of conversation The pun that psychoanalysis
15 conversation ad libido is not entirely unworthy, 1t 1s
significant  Actually, however, it 1s at once both shightly
more and less than ordinary conversation, more in 1its
emotional surcharge, less to the degree that it 1s
dehiberately controlled by the analyst The emotional
aspect 15 profoundly important The success of the
analysis depends idispensably upon the occurrence
of what 1s called an emotional transference from the
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patient to the physician Once this has been made
the conversation that goes on from day to day acquires
new force In the course of this prolonged conversation
the patient acquires analytic msight mto his own
personality, partly in terms of his emotional identification
with the analyst, and partly i terms of the new
vocabulary, the new language which the analysis places
at his disposal This analytic insight 15 equivalent to
a gradual coalescence of the two universes of discourse
between which the patient’s personahty had been divided
The patient’s symptomatic and symbolc language
gets interpreted very gradually, and almost imperceptibly,
mn terms of the concepts and metaphors which form the
theoretical substance of psychoanalytical psychology
The two disparate and antagonistic universes of discourse,
whose conflict caused the neurosis, are thus umted by
therr both being absorbed into the psychoanalytic
umiverse of discourse, which, mcluding them, effects
the translation between them The personality 1s
supposedly reformed and reunified in proportion as this
absorption and translation occurs, and the energies of
the repressed complex being reintegrated functionally
with the other energies of the orgamsm, they find normal
outlets for exhaustion, and the symptoms disappear

The therapeutic climax 1s equivalent to the resolution
of conflicting systems 1n terms of a unified whole which
1s mnclusive of them The resolution mn psychoanalysis
1s to be qualified as 1t must always be, by the set of
assumptions and ideas which define the umverse of
discourse which resolves the other two, and upon which
its doctrine is based In this case, of course, it 1s the
theory of psychoanalysis which 15 assumed, a theory
whose principles generate a umverse of discourse and a
metaphorical language capable of effecting mutual
translation between the previously disjunctive systems !

1 Tt 1s 1mportant to reahze that the conceptual system of psycho-
analysis 1s so framed as to be universally applicable to human nature
There 1s no pathological deviation so uuque, no normahty so profound,
that 1t cannot be interpreted 1n psychoanalytical terms
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It 1s not merely a matter of hngmstic facihity, however
It 1s possible for an individual to learn the language of
psychoanalysis without being in the least therapeutically
benefited thereby. It is the insight which, given
its force by the patient’s emotional identification with
the analyst, gives the assumed propositions of the psycho-
analytical doctnine thewr status as accepted truths In
this status they have both logical and psychological
priority over the propositions and 1deas of the two
conflicting partial systems, which now appear to be
sets of complementary half-truths By translation they
complete one another, and by inclusion in the new
system, they are integrated and ordered  The analytical
msight must really be an emotional experience in which the
assumptions of psychoanalysis are given the value of
mtuitive propositions, immediate truths whose light
clarifies and resolves the conflicting shadows of the
neurotic difficulty

This 1s, of course, the description of an ideal psycho-
analytic performance There are many circumstances
to prevent any actual situation from fulfilhing the ideal.
The most unportant of these 1s the resistance which
the patient may have or develop toward the analysis
itself The cause of this resistance 1s identical in kind
with the cause of the omgmal repression or conflict,
and unless this resistance be removed, the analysis must
fail because, 1n the absence of the complete emotional
transference, the new umverse of discourse which psycho-
analysis intrudes into the conversation lacks the intuitive
force which makes 1t so effective The patient may
acquire the language relevant to this new umverse of
discourse, but unless he identifies himself with the
analyst, he does not employ the new metaphors to
understand himself as the analyst understands him, and
it becomes a merely hngustic acqurement The
resistance prevents the patient from getting the insight
that will make the re-interpretation possible, just as the
oniginal conflict, repression and dissociation caused the
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loss of insight which made the re-interpretation necessary.
In other words, 1f there 1s anything to prevent the psycho-
analytical doctrine from being assumed as true, 1t will
not serve 1ts purpose to resolve and translate the partial
systems 1t may include

Psychoanalysis may fail in another way The patient
may acqure the insight which re-associates the dis-
mntegrated portions of his personahty, the symbolic
manifestations of his unconscious self may become
mtelligible to his major, conscious personality The
patient may have self-knowledge, or understanding
of himself, and yet the neurotic traits of his character
so far as they appear in his impulses and qualhfy his
actions may not be removed Understanding may be
achieved and yet no practical consequences flow there-
from That this can occur may be sigmficant of the
fact that psychoanalysis 1s essentially a dialectical
procedure, and the dialectical resolution, equivalent to
the self-knowledge which concludes the analysis, 1s
entirely an affair in discourse, or psychologically stated,
entirely a matter of understanding, and may qute
properly be without 1ssue 1n action ! If psychoanalysis
does sometimes accomplish an alteration of the patient’s
conduct as well as a synthesis of partial systems of
expression in the patient’s personality, the two accom-
plishments may be concomitant with one another without
being causally related The conversational techmique
of psychoanalysis may give the patient insight and
understanding ; the emotional experience of the analysis
may alter his conduct

It should be clear from this brief exposition of psycho-
analysis as somewhat analogous to dialectic that the
psychological phenomena of understanding cannot be
described 1n purely intellectual or rational terms Loss
of insight accompanies the dissociation of elements

1 In other words psychoanalysis as a dialectic performance may be
thorough, but as a step 1n therapy it 13 dependent upon a number of
practical circumstances not always under control
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of the personality that 1s caused by a severc cmotional
disturbance, the conflict of desires or similar sub-rational
forces 1n the personahty. The gaming of new insight 1s
dependent upon the patient’s emotional identification
with the integrated personality of the analyst, and through
that 1dentification the intuitive acceptance of a new
system of ideas which yields the msight

The same psychological description which has been
applicable to the rdle of insight in the neuroses may
now be apphed to the relation of insight and dogmatism
i the mmpersonal conversations, the controversies and
disputes, 1n which so-called normal indivaiduals engage
It 15 a commonplace observation that misunderstanding
15 at the basis of controversy, and that if the misunder-
standing persists, the controversy cannot be solved
But what causes the misunderstanding in the first place,
and what explamns the frequent instances mn which it
persists 7 When two individuals do not understand
one another, they are incapable of mutually translating
therr opimions Such separation of spheres of discourse
from one another by logic-tight barriers 1s analogous to
the schizoid personality which thereafter must employ
two different languages to express itself Misunder-
standing and dissociation may persist as long as the
emotional conflict responsible for them persists It
15 the removal 1n some manner of the emotional conflict
which occasions the return of nsight This in the case
of the neurotic character, reunites the divided selves 1n
the use of a single language, and 1n the case of argument
between individuals, provides them with a common
universe of discourse

It 1s not necessary 1n the present discussion to offer
a detailed description of the psychological facts here
suggested They can be found in the hterature on the
subject The dividing hne between the neurotic and
the normal person 1s a doubtful one the same relation
obtains between the emotional and intellectual processes
m the normal as 1n the neurotic It is 1llurminated by the
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shghtly exaggerated condition of the lattcr Normal
psychology, psychiatry, and psychoanalysis are agreed
with respect to the central thesis that irrational forces
play a crucial part in conditiomng insight, hmiting the
understanding and determining the uses that shall be
made of reason.

Dogmatism 1n argument or reflection may be thought
of, then, as defect of insight and therewith viewed as
similar 1n 1ts psychological origins to the delusions of
the insane and the fragmented personalities suffering
functional disorders Dogmatism 1s an 1ntellectual
attitude which 1s not self-critical, 1t attempts to
rationalize assumptions and prejudices which 1t does
not acknowledge In argument and controversy the
dogmatic attitude must result in the persistence of
misunderstanding and disagreement Dogmatic dis-
putants have hmited insight; unappreciative of the
doctrinal sources of either of the sets of confiicting
opmions, they are unable to conceive and construct
the doctrine inclusive of the two in opposition, definitive
of a common umiverse of discourse in which under-
standing might prevail, translation occur, and some
agreement be reached

The analogy between the neurotic condition and the
attitude of dogmatism may be carried one step further.
Psychoanalysis has developed therapeutic treatment of
the funclional diseases, the neurosis 1s removed or
ameliorated by the acqusition of analytical insight as
the result of the therapy Perhaps, similarly, dialectic
may be formulated as a set of rules for the ehmination
of dogmatism from argument The psychological
analysis which revealed the obstacles in the way of the
human practice of dialectic may now be used to suggest
what 1s comparable to a normative logic—a disciphne
of dialectic Dogmatism may be fundamentally con-
gemal to human nature ; 1t may be rooted 1n 1fs wrrational
soil. The attempt to bamsh dogmatism from dispute
1s not to deny the fundamental factors which condition
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thinking of any sort, and particularly dialectical thmking ;
1t 1s rather thoroughly to take account of them in order
to devise a regimen by which they can be disciphned

Geometry achieves self-cnticism The rules which
govern the construction of geometrical systems require
the complete explication of the doctrine assumed for
the demonstration of the propositions of the system
Perhaps that 1s why Plato suggested the study of geometry
in the course of becoming a dialectician, and the bio-
graphical fact that he himself had been something of a
geometer gives weight to the suggestion The mathe-
matical logician approaches the Itmit of purely intellectual
partisanship It would be somewhat doctrinaire to
attempt an interpretation of emotional preference for
Lobechevskian postulates rather than Riemanman The
arbitrary elements of the rational structure of geometry
do not seem to have their ongin in temperamental bias
or emotional vicissitude ; they are imtellectual even though
they are not demonstrable or ratiocinative factors
1n the system  For this very reason there 1s no problem
of translation among the vanous systems of geometry
The rational msight which gives any single set of
postulates 1ts intwitive status, 1n a given system, 15 not
bmited to that system; 1t acknowledges whatever
propriety 1s possessed by the postulate sets of other
systems In other words, the imsight of a geometer
15 not confined to any single geometrical system; it 1s
rather an understanding of geometry in general, an
msight which defines the geometrical umverse of
discourse inclusive of all the partial systems With
the use of certain transformation formule and rules of
isomorphism, translation can be established among any
number of geometries.

If the human practice of dialectic, then, is to escape
dogmatism, it must ike geometry not only acknowledge
the particular assumptions that generate a partisan
attitude in controversy, but 1t must be able as well to
comprehend that every instance of partisanship 1s
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similarly generated. It must have insight, in other words,
into the general nature of the umverse of discourse
i which mtellectual controversy occurs That insight
would not efface the partisanship indispensable to
argument , 1t would simply complement 1t by an attitude
of impartiality. Insight into discourse 1n general would
deny the claim of any partial universe of discourse to
finality, and would assert the possibility of the inclusion
of any two partial universes 1n a third umverse which
might resolve their differences or effect mutual translation
between them, though this third umverse of discourse
itself be partial, and require simular treatment

But the human practice of dialectic 1s unfortunately
unlike geometry 1n that 1t suffers the influence of tempera-
mental factors. The situation of argument and dispute
between human beings 1n conversation and reflection
1s much more bike the situation of the neurotic conflict
than ke the opposition of diverse geometrical systems.
In the latter situation there 1s certamnly a mimimum of
emotional alloy m the intellectual processes involved ;
anyone capable of bemmg a geometer at all would
necessarilly have sufficient insight into geometry to
appreciate not only the structure of a single system,
but 1ts partiality which makes possible other divergent
systems But mn the neuroses there 1s a conflict of
partisan systems without insight into the nature of
theirr partiality, and therefore without the perception
of a more inclusive system under which they could be
subsumed and through which they could be resolved.
More 1s 1nvolved in psychoanalysis, however, than the
discovery of a new umverse of discourse; the insight
which had been lost because of an emotional crisis 1s
regained not merely through conversation, but also, and
perhaps primanly, by an alteration of temperament

The psychoanalyst 1s able to enumerate the chief
emotional resistances that operate against the analytic
msight. They are in general of the same order of psycho-
logical conditions as the emotional crises and conflicts
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that are pathogenic The failure of therapy 1s always
on the emotional level rather than in the intellectual
terms of the treatment Insight cannot be forced upon
a person emotionally unwilling to recerve 1t , and rational
conversation by itself 1s clearly impotent to work that
emotional change In other words, psychoanalysis may
consist 1 a umverse of discourse which 1s capable of
resolving all neurotic conflicts 1n general, and 1n a method
of treatment designed to effect an emotional trans-
formation 1n the patient 1 order to permut the acceptance
of a new umverse of discourse, and whatever insight
it may yield Failure of the method in any particular
case 1s an accidental circumstance that is not relevant
to the theory of the treatment The fact that psycho-
analysis does not always work does not disprove psycho-
analysis, 1t proves sumply that some mdividuals cannot
be psychoanalysed

Dialectic 1 1ts role as a disciphne to counteract the
tendencies to dogmatism that prevail in human con-
versations 1s 1n somewhat the same situation as psycho-
analysis  The nclusive universe of discourse which
dialectic mvokes as capable of resolving controversies
and disputes 1s effective only 1f the individuals concerned
have the dialectic insight Whatever be the tempera-
mental factors that lead to dogmatism, may be the very
factors which would comprise a set of emotional resistances
to the acqusition of this insight Dialectic may suggest
a method for removing these resistances by the sub-
stitution of a number of other emotional attitudes,
dialectical attitudes instead of dogmatic ones This
disciphine may succeed or fail mn any individual case,
where 1t fails, 1t fails because the emotional transformation
has not been effected  The temperament of the
mndividual may be incurably dogmatic, and thus be
for ever incapable of the insight of dialectic  This 1 no
way 1mpugns the theory of dialectic, or the method and
disapline which that theory formulates as a normative
procedure , 1t must be accounted simply as an inevitable
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accident m the realm of fundamental individual
differences With this clearly stated, the few simple
rules suggested by empirical acquaintance with the
human situation in which men discourse, can now be
presented

() The Exhibition of Emotion —If love 1s mseparably
jomed to logic, 1t 1s better for 1t to be confessed than
for it to be clandestine It 1s humanly impossible to
dispute and at the same time to be neutral On the
contrary, participation 1n argument requires an tndividual
to be partisan, and that partisanship 1s inwardly, and
therefore should be outwardly, an affair of one’s tempera-
ment as well as of one’s intellect Royce once wrote of
Hegel that lus dialectic was the logic of passion, meaning
thereby that it was the logic of conflict Conversely,
conflict 1s seldom an affair solely of the reason The
more delicate an individual’s emotional sensitivity,
the more passionate he 1s, the more keenly will he feel
the differences involved 1 any issue The witality of
polemic depends, as Wilham James so well appreciated,
and so clearly said, upon the vitality of 1its options,
and upon the urgency of the need to exercise the wll
to believe, or m other words, intellectual partisanship,
with regard to them

It may be difficult, 1t may be impossible, for human
bemgs to achieve emotional clanfication 1n argument
It may be only after psychoanalysis, and perhaps not
even then, that individuals are able to discern and
confess what 1s irrational and wayward in their discourse
But at least a step 1s taken toward the disciphne of
argument 1f the disputants suspect the possibiity of
emotional motivation and temperamental bias And
if, further than that, there 1s cultivated the habit of
self-analysis, of exhibiting one’s love along with the
exposition of one's logic, argument becomes purfied
and dialectic becomes possible Argument remains
confused and dialectic impeded as long as all of the
pertment considerations are not explicated Therefore,
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if the temperament i its submerged and profound
preferences and aversions 1s relevant to controversy,
and to the degree that it 1s, the exposure of these forces
improves the dialectic quahty of controversy Once
frankly exhibited the emotional factors are deprived
of any ambiguous logical function in the argument;
they are not reasons and must not be treated as such.
They are, rather, hike postulates, the source of reasons,
and like postulates should be admitted so that the ensmng
process 1s reasomng from known grounds rather than
therationalization of a concealed bias or an implicit premise.

(u) Explcit Postulation —Argument should be self-
critical on the ntellectual as well as upon the emotional
level ‘‘ Plato’s great contribution to discussion,” John
Dewey has recently written, ““ the one he borrows from
geometry and pnides himself upon contrnibuting to
philosophy, 1s that all premuses are hypotheses, defimng
problems, and that the value of the conclusion consists
m 1ts exphcation of the meaning of the premises ’ Plato
may have learned much of geometrical ways from
Pythagoras; he may have borrowed the method of
employing premises as hypotheses; but he fully
recognized that he did not have to become altogether
a geometer to do so The prnciple of making one’s
assumptions apparent he seized upon as a general
principle of good discussion, and with s profound
sensitiveness for the quahties of discourse, he reahzed
the importance of this rule

Any mstance of consecutive reasoning, any attempt at
demonstration and proof, any controversial pleading
mvolves defimtions and assertions which cannot be
rationally grounded or demonstrated within the lmuts
of the given instance  These propositions are postulated,
are demanded for the purposes of demonstration. As
postulates they need not be demonstrated, for they are
taken as of they were true; they have the status of
mtuwtive propositions

These mtwtive propositions constitute an individual’s
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msight into his own argument Tt 1s the failure to detect
and to express this isight exphatly which prevents
the mmdividual disputant from recogmzing the grounds
of hus own thinking and at the same time from perceiving
the sources of lis opponent’s assertions. It 1s this
hmitation of insight which causes the misunderstanding
or the lack of understanding that creates, and persists
throughout so much controversy, and which must be
removed 1f the dwalectic process of translation and
resolution 1s to take place at all The rule of exphat
postulation removes this condition, and whatever
obstacles there be 1n human nature to 1ts requirements,
whether 1ntellectual inertia or emotional confusion, 1t 1s
a principle which seems to be obhigatory upon argument
if 1t 15 to avoid futiity and insigmficance

The detection of the postulates precedes, 1 some
instances, their exphcit statement. There 1s no deter-
mined rule for the detection of postulates, 1t 1s a process
which expresses an individual’s rational insight It 15
hikely that where postulates are not thoroughly revealed,
the unclanity may have a temperamental origin  For
this reason, the first and second rules are intimately
related to one another They are both rules for the
establishment of mnsight, but the one attempts the regula-
tion of the emotional, the other the intellectual phases
of the process

() The Athiude of Imparivahiy ‘—Impartiahty 1s
consequent upon enhghtened partisanshup. If an
individual 1s able to appreciate the wrrational context
mn which his own thinking occurs, and to recogmze
explcitly the assumptions from which his thinking
denives, his partisanship becomes self-critical; if he
extends to lus opponent the intellectual courtesy of
the same privileges he himself has found necessary,
his partisanship 1s quabfied by impartiaity The
attitude proposed 1s not one of ignoring relative differences

* The meamng of 1mpartiahty might be stated in terms of the
distinction between eniertaiming and asserting a proposition or a
dilemma
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i the cogency of reasons, or of the abandonment of
rational cmticism. It 1s simply recommended that
the presence of arbitrary factors 1 discourse should be
met by impartiality toward the justified denvatives of
these factors In other words, i agreement concludes
controversy, the conclusions should be viewed not as
final but as entirely relative to the umverse of discourse
through which the resolution was aclueved  This uruverse
of discourse 15 not without 1ts intwitive propositions,
but though the insight which 1t yields may have welded
the partial insights mm conflict, 1t 1s itself partial If,
on the other hand, the disagreement 1s clarified rather
than resolved, the partial insights persist mn conflict
because, due to one circumstance or another, no trans-
lation and synthesis has supervened In either case, the
conclusion or conclusions are partial in that they are
relative to their arbitrary ongins, special insights and
selected postulates Toward any conclusion of con-
troversy or argument, therefore, the attitude of
impartiahty should be maintamed

The suggested inseparability of the partisan spirt
and the attitude of impartiality may seem to be a psycho-
logical paradox The obvious difficulty mn the suggestion
1s admitted, the two moods are somewhat mcongruous,
but they are related as the active and passive phases
of the same event. Active participation 1n argument 1s
necessarlly partisan, and 1t may be possible to adopt
the attitude of impartiahty toward the network of
ntellectual oppositions and contradictions only 1n retro-
spective consideration, as a qualfymng clause to any
conclusion In some individuals who habitually have
the dialectic temper 1t 15 even possible that dunng the
entire course of controversial thinking, the accents of
partisanship and impartiality may constitute its rhythm,
as 1f a Greek chorus were to accompany the entire action
of the antagomsts by the repetition of the logical injunc-
tion that whatever proposition 1s asserted may or may



EMPIRICAL DESCRIPTION: MAN 129

not be so according to the acceptance or rejection of the
intwtions m which 1t 1s founded !

The correlative attitudes of antagomism and detach-
ment are strikingly exemplified in the personalities of
two contemporary figures Their hives, spent for a time
in the same community, present the argument between
them, even though therr wrntings, for the most part,
hardly touch In the report of one who knew them both
1t 1s said that m George Santayana the cluef quahty 1s
a temper of detachment, while 1n Willlam James ‘‘ not
detachment, but attachment ” prevails. Santayana like
Spmoza, attempting to discipline the spint in the hght
of reason, must ‘ free it from the irrational contagion
of local 1dolatnies and tribal impulses ”’.  The philosopher
must even transcend the controversy of his fellows m
order to discern 1ts meaning  Santayana has proclaimed
the principle of his retirement 1n his own remark that
‘““in the ether are no winds of doctrine’””? In that
serene expanse a mind might dwell unmoved by currents
of opmnion, and free to witness their dispersal in the
atmosphere beneath The philosopher, to change the
ancient gibe, must have his head above the clouds, not
in them

In William James the power of wivid appreciation
was great, as in contrast the temperamental gift of

1 At the conclusion of Beyond the Pleasure Principle, Freud expresses
the attitude of impartiahty m an illuminating confession ‘I maght
be asked whether I am myself convinced of the views here set forward,
and if so, how far My answer would be that I am neither convinced
myself, nor am I sceking to arouse conviction in others More accurately
I do not know how far I believe in them It seems to me that the
affective feature, ‘ conviction,” need not come 1into consideration at
all here One may surely give oneself up to a hne of thought, and
follow 1t up as far as 1t leads, sumply out of scientific curiosity, or—if
you prefer—as advocatus diaboli, without, however, makmg a pact
with the devil about 1t I trust little to so-called inturtion what
I have seen of 1t seems to me to be the result of a certain impartiality
of ntellect—only that people unfortunately are seldom impartial
where they are concerned with the ultimate things, the great problems
of science and of life My belief 1s that there everyone 1s under the sway
of preferences deeply rooted within, into the hands of which he
unwittingly plays as he pursues his speculation *’

2 Mr Santayana's recent essay Platonism and the Spiritual Lafe 1s
an extraordinary comment upon the significance of 1intellectual
impartiality

K
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Santayana was almost alicn aloofncss. James engaged
his mind in the understanding of every partisan doctrine
that presented itself, and almost always managed to
grasp ““the centre of 1its wision”. That “Is mnd
was larger than any known system ™ can be fairly said
of James, for he was primanly given to illumating
the career of systems 1n conflict, by imaginative sympathy
and warm insight Philosophy meant to lum the
presence of real spiritual opposition, and he was for ever
msisting upon criteria to distinguish genuine controversy
from argument without significance or consequence.
His lberality and open-mindedness often resulted in
logical ambiguity and shallow reasoning, but the primitive
roots of partisanship in any issue never remained opaque
to huim. The gift of appreciation that James had for
his opponents was probably the projection of a nich
insight into his own profound partisanship; just as
Santayana’s sympathetic understanding of other minds 1s
Iimited to those, who hke himself, are exercised in con-
templation rather than in controversy

One way of viewing the contrast between these two
men 15 in terms of a dramatic interpretation. James
was really partisan only about his own phlilosophy ;
when he achieves a wider range of partisanship, 1t 1s a
dramatic achievement, the taking of a part Santayana
also assumes a role, the attitude of detachment; he is
dramatically detached from all pomnts of view except,
and this may be unfair, except the philosophy which
1s huis own. That this should be so does not in any way
detract from the essential difference of the qualities of
detachment and partisanship in the wntings and tempera-
ments of these two men. Each of them has caught and
emphasized one mood of the dramatic situation of
dialectic, James the combative, active spirit of thought’s
movement, and Santayana, the intellect’s composure in
the contemplation of human thinking when one 1s some-
what removed from1t. Both of these moods are requisite
for dialectic, although they may be temporally separated,
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the one motivating argument, the other retrospective
James was carrymng on controversy; Santayana s,
perhaps, reviewing 1t. Only a dramatist, such as Plato,
may ever properly combine them both

The exercise of the intellectual imagmation 1s thus
seen, in the case of James, to have afforded him msight
mto diverse doctrines other than his own, and m this
abiity to be variously partisan James achieved,
dramatically at least, intellectual hberahty If the
detachment of Santayana, on the other hand, 1s to be
complemented by a sympathetic appreciation of con-
troversy, intellectual imagination must be evoked to
construe the partial insights in conflict It 1s in the
dramatic representation of dialectic, as later discussion
will pomt out, that partisanship and impartiahty
properly qualify each other, and this dramatic construc-
tion of the human situation in which dialectic may occur
15 essentially a work of the imagmation

() The Atttude of Impracticality — Whatever
difficulties confronting dialectic in 1its actual occurrence
have not been considered by the three preceding principles
of this normative regimen of controversial thinking,
may be regulated by this fourth prinaple The rule
that argument should be taken with utter impracticality
may, in fact, stnke at the very source of difficulty It
1s conceivable that the resistance in human bemgs to
emotional clarification, exphcit postulation, and
intellectual liberahty anses from the serious manner n
which they engage in controversy If they were ever
to take argument as entirely apart from the world of
action, the realm of affairs in which practical consequences
are important, they might find the free exercise of
mtellectual imagination within therr power. If argu-
ment be taken as a purely intellectual affair, the resistance
to the exposure of emotional determnants 15 removed
because the temperamental bias is chiefly directed toward
beliefs having practical mmport, and furthermore, because
the rule of exphcit postulation and the attitude of
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impartiality indicate that dialectic 1s not concerned with
genuine behefs at all  Behef 1s an incident 1n the practical
life In the realm of theory, in the umiverse of discourse,
propositions may be asserted to be true, either as
postulated or as demonstrated, but they are never
entertained as true mn any other sense  Only belief 1n
propositions as true because of real or factual determina-
tions would be behef productive of specific action 1n
the realm of facts In so far as the emotional factorsin
argument are concentrated in behefs of a practical
rather than a theoretical order, the attitude of
mmpracticality deprives them of their force, and argument
becoming a purely intellectual affair, the explicit state-
ment of assumptions and the use of imagmation to
achieve mmpartial msight become more easily regulative
of its course

The statement that controversy or dialectic should not
be taken serniously were better made m terms of tragedy
and comedy! It should not be taken tragically if
tragedy 1s understood to be giving to what 1s merely
possible the status of actuality The comic spint,
on the other hand, resides in the perception of the
reference of 1deas to the realm of possibiity ~ The attitude
of impracticality in dialectic 1s the assumption of the
comic spinnt so defined, what might be called the
philosophic sense of humour The umiverse of discourse
becomes the realm of possibility, and the life of dialectic
m this realm must therefore be viewed with the high
spinit of comedy In so far as the umverse of discourse
may be construed without reference to actuahty—
whether or not this 1s absolutely so has not yet been
determined—dialectic escapes tragedy, and 1t 1s
thoroughly inconsonant with its nature to take 1t

seriously 1n the tragic sense of viewmng it 1n the hght of
actuahty

1 Mr Scott Buchanan has developed the metaphysical imphcations
of comedy and tragedy 1n hus treatise on Posstbilily His definitions
are here employed without further reference to their original context
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An 1llummating parallel may be drawn between Greek
tragedy and the dramatic character of dialectic The
tragic hero following his pride (%ubris) to the inevitable
calamuty of the fatal denouement, 1s hke the dialectician
following an 1dea relentlessly to the pomnt of logical
disaster—inconclusiveness, discursive relativity In
nerther case 1s there the human moderation, the proper
humihty The tragic doom seems to be inherent 1n
the nature of the activity 1tself But there 1s the deus
ex machina of the Greek tragedy, and there 1s the new
start in the dialectical activity that 1s born at the very
moment of frustration For no matter how an argument
or controversy termimates, the conclusion if understood
impartially generates further dialectical activity If
this event 1s taken impractically, there 1s no frustration
Only 1f one expects a practical issue 1s the imtrinsic
mconclusiveness of the dialectic process a frustration
For most human beings, therefore, the essential tragedy
18 not thereby softened It requires the dialectic temper
and the sense of humour proper to 1t, to be able to laugh
at the apparent tragedy of thought The dialectic
drama can be taken as a comedy by the individual
whose ntellectual impartiahty and whose attitude of
mmpracticahty enable him to enter into argument as
a theoretical affair the sigmficance of which 1s exclusively
in the realm of possibiity The inconclusiveness and
mconsequence of argument then become the fulfilment
of the dialectic process rather than its frustration

The unreheved earnestness with which the practical
mind undertakes the task of thinking 1s 1tself more tragic
than the perception that the play of thought is endless
and practically futile! It beholds the spectacle of
dialectic and does not smile Plato smiled ; and perhaps
Spmoza did, a lttle sadly A shghtly superior vision

1 To some minds the perception that thought may be playful
suggests that 1t avoids * reality " and goes on 1n a world of ‘‘ make
believe '* This, however, may be translated into the statement that
thought may be dialectical, and occur in the realm of possibilities
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is sufficiently clevated to cause the smule that is a gesture
of impartiality and of freedom from the exigencies of
practice. The mind that has been propecly tempered
by these attitudes is able to experience the apparent
tragedy by bemg thoroughly and relentlessly dialectical,
and also to stand apari from it, unphurt, untouched,
only smuling. In its impartiabty before all ideas, im 1ts
freedom from what 15 really special pleading, in its ability
to entertan any notion whether or not it be true or
credible, such a mind enjoys that dialectical insight which
makes controversy and reflection sane pursmts, and has
those moments of quiet laughter which makes them what
Plato called a " dear delight ”.

€y

The four rules which have been enunciated de not
formulate the technique of dialectic  Rather they
constitute its etiquette They are not mtended to describe
dialectic, but to define the form of intellectual good
manners by which human conversation must be governed
if 1t 15 to become dialectical The attitudes and devices
prescribed do not create dialectic, but make 1t possible
They may be thought of as the intellectual disciphne
which dialectic requires of 1ts devotees.

It 1s not here suggested that any actual argument
1s governed by this set of regulative pnnciples No
actual processes are ever thus controlled by the normative
formulation of therr proper procedure A normative
logic does not offer a formula or abstract pattern into
which any actual case of thinking fits its variables
Logic is normative 1f 1t functions as a check upon error
and misconduct n thinking ; its laws of thought are the
rules for detecting and correcting flaws and difficulties
n any actual sample of reflection ; they do not seek to
impose their generahized form upon the vanety of modes
in which thinking as a psychological event can occur.

Psychological analysis reveals sources of difficulty
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and confusion in controversy, impediments to the
establishment of the formal pattern of dialectic and to
the realization of its methodological aims. As the
methodology of controversy, dialectic must therefore
formulate a normative disctpline with respect to the
psychological factors that determine the human situation
of controversy, as well as a theory of the logical factors
that determine its abstract structure The rules which
comprise this disciplne serve, not as a set of directions
for controversial procedure, but as a set of remedial
measures to which the psychological difficulties likely
to anse 1 the attempt to achieve dialectic form, can be
referred To serve this function such rules must be
relevant, on the one hand, to the psychological conditions
of dialectic, and, on the other hand, to its abstract
nature In general this double relevance obtamns i
the four rules stated, and the logical description of
dralectic that 1s to follow will indicate the harmony
of the regulative and constitutive aspects of the
methodology

The analysis of human nature may suggest what
discipline must be 1mposed upon 1t if 1t 1s to be capable
of good manners i1n conversation and controversy,
but that these conventions are good manners can be
determined only by reference to an ideal conception
of what conversation and controversy should be This
1deal conception will be set forth as the logical description
of diwalectic. If controversy would be dialectical it
must realize the values of this form

The double reference of a normative discipline to
psychological factors and to the abstract considerations
of formal logic can be 1illustrated 1n the case of the fourth
rule enumerated, the attitude of impracticahty On
the one hand, it implies that 1f the procedure of dialectic
is iurrelevant to factual determmation, then dialectic
is of no practical utihty when utiity 1s conceived as
consequential values in the realm of action On the
other hand, it imphes that 1f human nature 1s strongly
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motivated by practical considerations, by the urgencies
of practical adjustment, then such tendencies in human
nature are mncompatible with the pursuit of dialectic
It 1s 1mportant to observe that, in both cases, the imphca-
tions are asserted, rather than the clauses of the imphca-
tions These two implications are umted in a third
statement which asserts that if human conversation
and dispute is to possess a certain form, then the conditions
under which this possession can take place are to be
determined by the logical character of the form, and by
the psychological factors of human discussion If,
then, practicahity 1s such a psychological factor, and
factual irrelevance is a logical aspect of dialectic formally,
the rule which prescribes the attitude of umpracticality
states one of the conditions pre-requsite for human
controversy to become dialectical A similar if-then
rendering could be given for each of the other rules,
revealing their service as haisons between psychology
and logic It 1s not an abstract relation between
psychology and logic that 1s thereby indicated, but their
specific co-determunation of actual conversation 1n so far
as 1t is carned on by human beings who may seek to
impose upon 1t the form of dialectic. It might be better
tosay that human beings may seek to develop the dialectic
form mherent 1n their controversial thinking Daialectic
was not discovered 1n 1ts abstract nature, although a
logical description may exhibit it 1n that way, 1ts traits
were discovered by an analysis of traditional method-
ologies of thinking and by an examination of specimens
of human discussion  In other words, the logical aspects
of controversy are as natural to 1t as the psychological
factors that may influence it The sigmficance of these
rules may be interpreted in that way they emphasize
the discipline of the psychological factors i order to
remove whatever impediment they may present to clear
exphcation of the dialectical traitsinherent 1n conversation,
and therein discovered

An analogy, hke a myth, is an excellent device
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for umfying an exposition that has made sundry
excursions There 1s an obwvious difference between
fighting and fencing, and 1t 1s to the analogous difference
between dispute and dialectic that appeal 1s here made.
Fighting 1n 1ts many forms of sheer brute struggle 1s
both more primitive and more universal than the polite
encounter with weapons Fencing 1s, 1n a sense, the
avilization of fighting It 1s different from fighting
both with regard to 1ts aim and to 1ts manner In fencing
one does not seek to annitulate one’s opponent by any
methods which are fair in war, but rather one aims to
vanquish one’s opponent according to the specific rules
which govern the contest Fighting in general 1s qualified
as good when someone wins, but in the refinement of
fighting exemplified by fencing, the quality of goodness
resides not 1n the fact that victim and victor are dis-
tinguished, but more properly by the formal execution
of feats of skill And 1n all forms of combat which are
governed by rules, the Olympic game, the chariot race,
the knightly joust, the duel, the jiu-jitzu, and dialectic
which might be added here as the refinement of un-
mannered disputation—in all of these, the performance
of the contestants usually approaches the hmit of its
goodness 1n proportion as the contest 1s more and more
indecisive

In this analogy, dialectic and fencing anse from the
same primrtive psychological forces as disputeand fighting,
but their difference, as m fact their special excellence,
1s that their aim has been modified and their occurrence
regulated by an etiquette Furthermore, the factors
that make men fight may be difficulties in the way of
fencing rather than aids toit A thoroughly pugnacious
and bellicose person 1s not necessanly an excellent
fencer, or a fine combatant, in any contest in which
techmque prevails as well as power Bad form in feats
of skill 1s usually the result of too much force ~To submit
to any kind of ruling requires restraint. Not that fencing
could ever go on persuasively without the emotional
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ingredients of pugnacious encounter, the warmess, the
fear, the anger, the retahatory thrust But the contest
with foils would become either a brawl or a slaughter
1f one or another of these emotional forces became
unregulated and deprived either contestant of the poise
requisite for the foilsman’s art. Poise 1n any performance
of this kind 1s an attitude, assumed dehberately or by
habit and acquired according to specifications  Dialectic
depends upon the assumption of poise, the cultivation
of certan attitudes, just as duelling does, if 1t 1s to be
differentrated 1n aim and excellence from ordinary
dispute In this respect i1t 1s an art, a set of manners,
rendering controversy graceful and competent by imbwuing
it with a certain balance of temper Dialectic cannot
go on without this balance of temper, any more than,
since 1t 1s grounded in human nature, 1t can dispense
with temperament 1tself =~ That balance can be obtained
best when dialectic is conceived dramatically. In
conversation represented dramatically, dialectic, become
self-conscious, would have the poise requsite for its
artistic execution In such an enactment 1t would have
the qualty of balance which the vision of eventual
impartiality would infuse even into momentary partisan-
ship TFormal excellence in conversation would occur
when 11 was thoroughly disciplined 1n the art of dialectic,
and just as perfect duelling can best be represented on
a stage, so this perfect discipline can be most adequately
exhibited, not in actual conversation, but 1n a dramatic
rendenng of 1t

Such renderings may be artificial 1n the sense 1n which
the sword-play in Hamlet 1s, and yet they are essentially
dialectic as much as the staging of sword-play 1s
essentially dueling In the dialogues of Plato, for
instance, all the conditions and affects of actual con-
troversy are observed The varety of opmnion, the
antagomsm of premuses and defimtions, and the conse-
quences of such opposition—the chalectical process in



EMPIRICAL DESCRIPTION - MAN 139

all details and elements 1s created just as 1t might occur
i any cross-section of human intellectual affairs, were
they properly disciphined  The drama that Plato creates
1s not free 1magmation on his part, it 1s more largely
a report and a criticism of the events reported The reader
1s persuaded that here an argument 1s going on, and
certamly in so far as the reader is imself 1nvolved mn
the opposition of opinions, the argument thus dramatized
15 as genuinely dialectical as the arguments that Plato
himself very likely had in the course of his daily hfe
The dialogues of Plato,! in other words, are a sort of
distillation of dialectic, a distillation in retrospect,
reviewing and reporting events that occurred Tlus
probably accounts for the balance and ultimate indecision
which argument has when 1t 1s dramatically represented
in the form of dialectic These qualities are not the
products of dramatic artifice ; balance and inconclusive-
ness should be observable in any dialectic process when
it 15 viewed with impartiality It 1s in this sense that
Plato as a dramatist more nearly combines the partisan-
ship and detachment that together compose dialectic
than do either James and Santayana alone, when they are
considered as “real ” men rather than actors in a play
of thought

The play of thought! In so far as thinking 1s
dialectical 1t 1s playful in the sense of a game taken 1n
the comic spirit and serving impractical ends Perhaps
all thinkmg 1s playful in this sense, but dialectic most
certainly 1s, governed as it 1s by the attitudes and values
which have been attributed to its regimen It is a game
in which all human beings capable of intelligent con-
versation and certamn temperamental refinements may
engage, although perhaps its most 1deal occurrence
is 1n the soliloquy, the conversation which the individual
carries on with lumself The difficulty of finding other

1 The plays of Shaw are in part also dramatic representations of
conversation 1n the form of dialectic.
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minds with whom 1t is congenial to converse, the 1diom
of whose thought 15 sufficiently like one’s own, who are
equally agreeable to certain rules of mntellectual etiquette
and capable of the poise requred to conform to them,
might thus be avoided On the other hand, there mght
be too great an emotional homogeneity 1n a single persen,
and the gemerative power of divergent insights and
partisan opinions would be lost in soliloquy A single
mind, however, might create a dramatic representation
of the dialectic past This would require the exercise
of intellectual imagination, 1t would entail the wivid
resuscitation of the opponents in historical controversy,
and the_presentation of this opposition without ultimate
solution—in other words the maintenance of dialectic
mmpartiality and inconclusiveness This would be the
artifice of dialectic, rather than the art of it, which is
the set of rules for carrying on actual argument It 15
well to make this distinction, a distinction analogous to
that between the theatrical creation of an event, and the
event naturally occurring  The 1llusion of the theatre rests
m the formal identity of the event off and on stage
So too with dialectic; whether 1t 1s being experienced
dramatically or actually, whether one possesses it m
soltary reflection, or engages 1n 1t conversationally
with other minds, 1t should, nevertheless, be dialectic
1n essence, 1n distinctive form

The four rules that have been enumerated and discussed
constitute the discipline by which human conversation
becomes capable of dialecic They may describe some-
thing of the manner 1n which dispute should be carmed
on, just as rules of fencing or boxing describe something
of the nature of the contests they regulate By such
rules fighting may become fencing, and dispute dialectic
But these rules do not descibe the formal pattern to
which they refer the empirical situation that they seek
to regulate. Dialectic must now be considered in 1ts
abstract form 1n order that this empincal reference be
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more thorvughly intelhgible, Dialectic may be dis-
covered 1n the human situation, and the empirical factors
conditioning 1its occurrence theremn, be analysed, but
though some of 1ts traits are indicated by that discovery
and that analysis, 1ts essential structure can be exhibited
properly only by the logical analysis contained in a formal
description of dialectic.



2, THE LoGICAL DESCRIPTION

Dialectic can be given a purely logical description
1n so far as its locus is entirely in the universe of discourse.
To make this description self-critical requires certain
defimtions and assumptions to be rendered exphat.

The umverse of discourse is defined as a realm of
entities between which a number of specifiable relations
obtamn. The entities are relations : terms and propositions
The relations are implication, opposition, contradiction,
systematic order, and hierachical order.

Dialectic 1s defined as a series of logical acts. A
logical act is an actualization of the relationships that are
potential in the universe of discourse The enumerated
relationships are actualized by specific processes or
logical acts : opposition by the act of defimtion, 1mplica-
tion by the act of analysis, systematic and hierarchical
order in part by analysis and in part by the act of
synthesis. There 1s a problem to be discussed later
concerning synthesis; and another concerning contra-
diction, in relation to the acts of assertion and denial.

A logical act is stated 1n a proposition, and may have
the status of a definition, a postulate, or a theorem. As
propositional entities 1n discourse, definitions, postulates
and theorems are the same. They differ in ther
logical function as actualizations of the relationships
obtaming between other propositions. This may be called
their systematic function.

A system is a set of propositions related by implica-
tion The implications are generated by the postulate
set, which is the doctrine!® of the system; ie its
defimtions and assumptions ; the theorems state the
mmplications thereof.

Implication not only arranges propositions system-
atically but also hierarchically. A hierarchy 1s an order
1 See Appendix A, for definition of ** doctrine *

142
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of entities according to levels determined by the analysis
of the part-whole relationships obtaining among them.
Systems as well as propositions may be placed m
hierarchical order.

This prebminary statement may be summarized as
follows : Dialectic 1s in discourse both passively and
actively. Dialectic 1s in discourse passively or potentially
in so far as certamn relationships obtain among the
entities of discourse, and actively 1in so far as it is a
process of actualizing these relationships by definition,
analysis, synthesis, systematization and hierarchical
ordering. The logical description of dialectic 1s more
immediately concerned with dialectic as a sertes of acts,
and secondanly with the ultimate nature of discourse
If discourse 1s ultimately dialectical, dialectic can be
given a metaphysical description, but that 1s beyond the
concerns of the present discussion

A logical description of dialectic, employing some of
the definitions already enumerated, does not assume the
total irrelevance of psychology and language In fact,
it is the precise relationship which these two elements
bear to logic that must be postulated carefully

A verbal statement 1s assumed to be the expression of
a proposition ; this assumption implies that there is a
genuine difference between the statement as a form of
words and the proposition which is thereby stated The
difference 1s analogous to the difference between symbols
and therr meanings A proposition 1s what the classical
tradition called an 1dea, a significant form ; and a verbal
statement 1if it is sigmficant, 1s significant by reference
to ideas

There are two kinds of merely verbal statements;
first, statements composed of words which singly or
together are meaningless. There may ‘not be any such
statements. [Every statement may be significant or in-
teligible to someone. But if there is inany giveninstance
an insignificant form of words, that 1s what 1s meant
in the first place by a merely verbal statement Secondly,
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statements which dcfine the use of a symbol, a word or
any other notational entity, and refer only to the entities
ofa given language or notational system but not to entities
in discourse. They are, therefore, merely verbal, and are
to be distinguished from definitive statements which have
propositional character.

Dialectic, therefore, 1n so far as it 1s a logical affair
can never be merely verbal , on the contrary it 1s assumed
that verbal statements have logical import mn so far as they
constitute an agency for expressing and otherwise dealing
with propositions or 1deas

As the formulation of the relationships obtaining among
any set of defined entities, logic like geometry 1s an
abstract theory, and 1s 1n no way 1illuminated by an
analysis of the intellectual processes of the logician
Any logical system, in this sense, states its rules of
procedure and its doctrine, the system, in other words,
exhibits 1tself, and the processes by whuch 1t does so are
entirely logical There 1s no psychological act involved
except the act of perception, and that 1s as relevant or
irrelevant to the intrinsic nature of a logical system as
1t 1s to any other object of perception

On the other hand, when logic 1s considered to be the
formulation of a series of acts, it 15 not entirely
mdependent of processes of a psychological sort A
logical act has two references An instance of analysis,
for example, 1s an actualization 1n the Anstotelian sense
of certain relationships of implication It does not create
the relationships, 1t discovers or discerns them And
by this discovery or discernment, 1t makes actual the
given 1mmphcations which were previously only potential
For a potential implication to become actual means that
1t 1s exhibited 1n a particular situation by a process of
analysis Analysis as an agency of actualization 1s a
logical act. But just as propositions are expressed 1n
linguistic statements, so logical acts are performed by
munds, and in so far are psychological processes No
more 1s imphed here than in the statement that thinking
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1s at oncc both a psychological and logical concern, and
that although 1t can be described quite separately, first
in the one and then in the other set of terms, yet dialectical
thinking 1s actual only when it 15 at once both a psycho-
logical event and an affair of logical character ~ Thinking
1s a psychological event 1f 1t occurs 1n a temporal situation
and 1s the activity of an orgamic entity, it 1s an affair
of logical character 1f in 1ts occurrence it actualizes
relationships impheit 1n the logical structure of discourse.
Thinking 1s thus an act in two senses, an act 1n the sense
of something done, and an act in the sense of something
actualized Logic may be a description of thinking as a
class of acts in the latter sense, but i1t should not be
forgotten that actuahization implies activity, and that
thinking as an activity 1s a psychological affair,

Dialectic can be given a purely logical description
only 1n so far as it 1s an actualization of discourse 1n
a certain way. This would be an account of dialectic
as a senes of logical acts, and 1n order to understand the
nature of these logical acts or processes 1t will be necessary
first to attempt the brief exposition of a logical theory
of discourse, that 1s, a consideration of the entrties 1n
the realm of discourse, and of the relations that may
obtain among them Actualization presnpposes a con-
dition of potentiality If dialectic 1s taken as a series
of logical acts the potential logical structure to be
actualized thereby 1s presupposed The logical description
of dialectic therefore involves both the special theory of a
relational structure, and an account of the particular
processes related to that structure as acéus 1s to passus

By reason of this double reference dialectic differs
essentially from mathematical and symbolic logic, on
the one hand, and from the ordinary logic of inductive
and deductive inference, on the other The former 1s the
logic of relations, the latter the logic of acts, largely so,
if not exclusively so Mathematical and symbolic logic
1s interested m the development of systems, in the
analysis of their structures, and in the examination of

L
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therr demonstrative force and validity. The logic of
inference m concerned with the description of certamn
processes and with the formulation of rules for the
correction of errors m procedure. It depends upon
“laws of thought” which constitute the doctrine of
an abstract system, but as a logic of inference 1t does not
develop the implications of this doctrine apart from the
description of the mferential processes which the doctrine
justifies Dialectic, considered logically, 1s distinguished
by the fact that 1t partakes of the nature of the systematic
theory of mathematical and symbolic logic and also
resembles ordinary logic i its description of certain
processes that are both psychological and logical acts
Unlike mathematical logic, dialectic 1s not geometrical,
1e. 15 not mnterested 1n systems per se, but rather in the
relation of systems in conflict. Opposition 1s the funda-
mental theme of the logic of dialectic Furthermore,
mathematical logic usually employs special notational
entities, whereas dialectic uses the symbols, the words,
of common speech as its agency in discourse In this
last respect, 1t 1s hke the logic of inference, but 1t differs
therefrom as well, by co-ordinating 1ts descniptive phase
with the development of an abstract doctrine concerning
the logical structure of discourse

Finally, tlis prelimmary survey is completed by the
statement of two further considerations relevant to the
logical description of dialectic In the first place, among
the logical acts attributed to dialectic are three, synthesis,
assertion and demal, which cannot be derived from the
theory of discourse These three acts are not provided
for by any of the relations imphcit 1n discourse They
are not genuinely logical acts, since that imphes actualiza-
tion ; they must, therefore, be psychological activities
which 1n this particular system are a-logical It remains
for the discussion to follow to make this poiwnt clear,
and to indicate the co-ordination of psychological
activities and logical acts in the full pattern of the
dialectic process. But 1t 15 evident now that assertion
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and demal are acts which exhibit the relation of contra-
diction between propositions To classify them as
psychological implies that there 1s no contradiction n
discourse, for if there were, assertion and demal could
be classified as logical rather than as psychological
acts The development of this implication 1s extremely
mmportant and will be undertaken as one of the central
problems in the metaphysical description of dialectic.
In the second place, whatever logical analysis of discourse
15 advanced 1n the present exposition 1s advanced as
the development of a doctrine which 1s explctly
postulated. It gives mise to a number of problems, one
of which has already been mentioned, that can be better
treated later in the section to be devoted to the meta-
physic of discourse as a realm of being, and to the
potentialities of dialectic therein

For the present there are two tasks to be undertaken
in conjunction with one another, first, the exposition
of a logical nexus related to dialectic as structure 1is
to function, or as passus 1s to actus; and secondly, the
description of dialectic as an activity, at once both
logical and psychological

(1)

The 1tems of discourse are terms and propositions.
A proposition 1s a relation of terms The terms are
classes, when a class 1s taken to mean a set of identity
conditions determining the correlation of items Items
satisfymng the specific set of conditions are included in
the class, items not satisfying the conditions are excluded
from the class. A proposition which states the relation
between classes is really a formula or a propositional
function, it states the relation between variables which
certamn values can fulfill

Classes are related as part and part, whole and part,
part and whole These relations may be generahzed as
relations of exclusion, of mnclusion, 1e, of imphcation.
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Every item or term 1n discourseis a class, and may be etther
a part or a whole according as it 1s viewed 1n one context
of relations or another A partis a class which defimtively
implies other parts, and both excludes them and 1s
excluded from them A part is included in a whole,
but does not mmply this whole; the part rather pre-
supposes the whole, which 1s equivalent to saymng that
the whole to which this part belongs mmphes this part.
The whole 1s a class which includes a part and all 1ts
others The whole, moreover, is a class which when
defined, 1mplies some class other than itself, which 1t
excludes and by which 1t 1s excluded The whole, there-
fore, 1s 1tself a part, 1n relation to other parts, and to the
whole which includes them, and by which they are implied
Any class 1s a whole when 1t is taken as implymng and
including other classes as 1ts parts; any class 1s a part
when 1t 1s taken as implying but excluding other classes
as simlar parts. Parts are thus fraternally related,
and this 1s a relation of symmetnical reciprocity, of
defimtively 1mplying and excluding, and of beng
defimtively implied and excluded by, one another. Parts
are fihally related to a whole, and wholes paternally
related to parts, and these relations are asymmetrical
m that the part 1s included 1n and implied by the whole,
whereas the whole includes and imphes the parts.

The part-whole relational structure 1s the same
whether concerved i the language of so ancient a thinker
as Arnstotle, or 1n the terms of so recent a thinker as
Whitehead, whether expressed in terms of classes,
propositions, propositional functions or parameters?®
It 1s well to remember this because the present tendency
15 to avoid any companson with Arnstotle, even to deny

1 For an adequate discussion of parameters in this connexion, the
reader 15 referred to Possibi/ity, chap 1  The parameter, a concept
borrowed from mathematics, has three properties (1) a set of identity
conditions, (2) an order of parts or sub-parameters, (3) a field of
vanabihity A class considered connotatively has the first two properties
of a parameter, and considered denotatively, a class has the third
parametric trait of vanable extension
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the structural identity that is obviously present. The
same specific functional relatedness obtains identically
among Arnstotle’s species and genera, among Whitehead's
essences, or eternal objects of degrees of abstractive
complexity, and among the propositions and systems
of propositions of mathematical logic In all cases an
ordered hierarchy results, and part-whole relations are
regulative of this order, whether the relatives are con-
cerved as classes or as propositions or as entities of any
other sort This hierarchical order 1s independent of the
matenial nature or abstract character of the items so
ordered The items need only satisfy the conditions of
part-whole relatedness This relation 1s formally inde-
pendent of any particular instance of 1t, such astherelated-
ness of classes as parts and wholes, which 1s merely
one among other possible types of material part-whole
complexes

In the hierarchical order determined by the relation of
parts and wholes, the whole 1s of a higher order than the
parts which 1t includes, and of a lower order than the
whole which 1n turn includes it Parts of the same whole
are of the same order Implication obtains only among
entities of the same order, that is among parts of the
same whole, or between an entity of a higher order
and entities of a lower order, that is between a whole
and its parts A part does not imply a whole, 1t
presupposes a whole

The heirarchical structure of parts and wholes, whether
they be classes, propositions or parameters, may be either
a finite or an infinite hierarchy It 1s finite if there 1s any
whole which has no other, and therefore 1s not the part
of any whole of higher order; or it 1s finite 1f there 15
any part which 1s of 2 pnme order, that 1s, contamns no
parts, and therefore 1s not 1n turn a whole If the
hierarchy be viewed as fimite, the famihar nddle of the
class of all possible classes, which 1s a member of 1itself,
results, and the discussion becomes involved mm the
dufficulties of the theory of types That 1s no reason,
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however, for asserting thc hierarchy to be infimite
It 1s infinite only 1if there 1s no prime order and no highest
order of entities, no whole which 1s not itself a part,
no part which 1s not itself a whole. That the entities
i discourse are related in an infimte hierarchical order,
rather than a fimite order, follows as a corollary to the
postulates of dialectic® This imphes that any entity
can be defined and analysed ; 1e any entity in discourse
1s capable of dialectical treatment, or again that discourse
1s wnfinitely susceptible to dialectic The sigmficance
of this will be amplified by later discussion.

Terms, propositions, and systems are of different
levels 1n the hierarchical order of whole and parts
relationships A term 1s part of a proposition, a proposi-
tion 1s part of a system , systems therefore are of a higher
order than the propositions they include and propositions
are of a higher order than the terms they relate.
A term 1f defined becomes a proposition, which then
mncludes other terms of a lower order as its parts A
proposition 1f analysed becomes a system, which then
includes other propositions as its parts ; and these proposi-
tions of a lower order 1f further analysed may themselves
become systems containing propositions of still lower
order In other words, there are systems of higher and
lower order, just as there are propositions and terms of
higher and lower order

Terms, propositions. and systems, furthermore, are
related as wholes and parts, by imphcations, inclusion, and
exclusion If they are of the same order, terms, proposi-
tions, and systems exclude one another and imply one
another, for being of the same order means that they are
parts of the same whole Terms, propositions, and systems

! The postulates of dialectic are stated below on page 216 The
corollary may be proved as follows - If the hierarchy were finite, there
would be some class that had no other, bemng a totality But that s
incompatible with the deterrmnations of the universe of discourse
Therefore, 1t follows that the hierarchical order of discourse1s infinite—
a corollary of the postulate that the umverse of discourse has infinite
determinations
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of a higher order unply and include terms, propositions,
and systems respectively, of lower orders. A term,
proposition, or system not only includes and mmplies
entities of the next lowest order, but all the entities as
well of successive derivative orders A whole, that 1s,
not only includes 1ts parts, but all the parts of its parts
Finally, terms and propositions of lower order do not
mply but presuppose propositions and systems of higher
order which include them and by which they are implied
A term, proposition, or system not only presupposes the
entities of the next highest order, but all the entities as
well of successive derivative orders A part, that s,
not only presupposes a whole, but all the more inclusive
wholes to which the whole of next highest order belongs
as a part

These relations obtain potentially among the entities
of discourse Certain logical acts are required to exhibit
them, to define terms and reveal their implications, to
analyse propositions and reveal their implications, and
to order propositions into systems which they pre-
suppose The logical acts that serve this function 1n
discourse comstitute dialectic  Dialectic 1s operative
m discourse 1n so far as it exhibits the relations that
comprise the hierarchical part-whole structure of the
entities of discourse The logical description of dialectic
as this series of acts will not only explamn what sort of
process dialectic 1s when considered abstractly, but
may help as well to clanfy the foregoing analysis of the
logical structure, implcit in discourse, which dialectic
serves to actuahze

In terms of their systematic function, that is in terms of
their relation to other propositions or terms, propositions
may be classified either as defimtions, postulates, or
theorems. This classification 1s important since dialectic
never treats propositions in 1solation but only in the
context of other propositions It will be important,
therefore, before proceeding to make clear what 1s implhed
by this classification
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A defimmtive proposition mdicates the intensive
nature of a whole and the set of conditions which Lt
the membership of subordinate classes in this whole.
Such subordinate entities or classes which satisfy the
conditions determined by the defimtion of a given whole
are implied as its parts But defimtion does more than
establish a class as a whole To define 1s {0 dehmt
or to differentiate; differentiation 1s the indication of
possible otherness That 1s, when defimition establishes
a class as a whole 1t also determines one or more classes
by exclusion of their properties ; if this were not so any
entity defined would be an infimty class There 1s always
at least one other class, the formal dichotomous negative,
whose 1dentity conditions are excluded by the identity
conditions of the class bemng defined

The classes which are established and differentiated
by the defimtion of any given whole are co-ordinate
They mmply one another mutually by definition, and
exclude one another. As co-ordmate classes they are
related as parts of some whole of a higher order, they
presuppose this supraordinate class, which 1n turn when
defined will imply them as 1ts parts, and will also 1mply
some other class or classes co-ordinate with 1tself as parts
of another whole of higher order

Definition 1s thus seen to have three properties It
establishes the intensive nature of a class as a whole
implying subordinate classes as its parts It differentiates
the given class from all the other classes which are excluded
by 1ts defimtive 1dentity conditions; and these other
classes may i turn be defined and given positive
character as well as merely serving the negative function of
delimiting the intension of the first class When so defined
each of these other classes will be established as wholes,
mplying subordinate classes as parts. This group of
co-ordinate and mutually exclusive classes are wholes
only 1n relation to their subordinate member classes ; 1n
relation to one another they imply each other as parts
which presuppose some supraordinate whole. Parts not
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i this definitive co-ordination, that 1s, as disordinates,
do not presuppose the same whole Yet co-ordinate
classes are not absolutely exclusive, for 1if they were they
could not be members of some supraordinate whole,
as parts of which they must all satisfy the identity
conditions of that whole The third function of definition,
then, 1s like the first - 1t estabhishes a class which will be
supraordmnate to and inclusive of the group of co-ordinate
classes defined and differentiated on a lower hierarchical
level, and by that defimition and differentiation made to
mmply one another as co-ordinate parts, and to exclude
one another partially by their private identity conditions

Postulates and theorems are analytic propositions.
They do not determine the idenfity conditions of a class
as a whole They express the relation either of a whole
to its subordinate parts, or of co-ordinate parts to one
another Postulates and theorems, in other words,
serve to analyse the nature of any given whole, and to
determine the order of parts in a whole, that 1s, the
hierarchical levels within any given whole A class which
1s defined 1s a whole related by imphcation to two other
kinds of entities other co-ordinate classes which 1t
mmplies as one part 1mplies another part of the same whole ;
and other subordinate classes which 1t imphes as a whole
1mphes 1ts own parts The act of definition exhibits the
implications of the first sort, these may be called the
defimtive or co-ordinate implications of a class The
process of analysis exhibits the implications of the
second sort, these may be called the analytic or sub-
ordinate implications of a class

Postulates are analytic propositions of a higher order
than any of the theorems whose function 1s the analysis
of subordinate implcations of the postulates This is
equivalent to saymng that the postulates imply the
theorems, whereas the theorems presuppose but do not
imply the postulates, 1n any given set of propositions.
The postulates are analytic of one or more defined wholes ;
they do not follow from the defimitions, but they are not



154 THE DESCRIPTION OF DIALECTIC

independent of the definitions, whose subordinate
mplications they serve to exhibit The analysis of these
subordinate implications determines the relation of
the implied parts to the defined whole, the relation of
the parts to one another within the given whole, and the
order of parts Smnce the theorems exhibit the implica-
tions of the derivative parts within the scheme of
postulated relationships, the theorems are impled,
and demonstrable by, the defimtions and postulates,
just as the entities of subordinate levels are imphed by
entities superior 1 the hierarchical ordering of any
given whole

Postulates, being analytic of wholes which are defined,
are always analytical and never defimtive But theorems
which state the relationships of the subordinate classes
wrthin the hierarchy defined and ordered by the defimitions
and postulates, are both analytic and defimtive.
Theorems are defimtive 1f they establish any one of the
subordinate classes as a whole having parts of a lower
hierarchical order, according to the rule of order deter-
mimed by the postulates of the system They exhibit
the defimtive implications of any such subordinate
whole by indicating and differentiating other classes
co-ordinate with it, which when they are defined are
similarly wholes having subordinate classes. Theorems
are analytic when they exhibit the implications obtaining
between any one of these subordinate classes and its
parts, or the implications by which the parts are related
to one another, or the order of parts within any given
class In turn, the parts of any of these subordinate
classes may be defined and analysed and ordered by
further theorems Theorems, therefore, are propositions
of different hierarchical status, of higher or lower order,
just as the entities which they define or analyse may be
of higher or lower order, according to their place in the
analytic order of the original whole, which was deter-
mined by the ongmnal set of postulates and defimtions.
Theorems of a lugher order imply and demonstrate
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theorems of a lower order, just as the highest order of
theorems are implied by and demonstrated by the
definitions and postulates The hierarchical order of any
defined and analytic whole, therefore, determines the
order of propositions descriptive of that whole, as well
as the hierarchical ordering of all the subordinate wholes
and parts which are derived from 1t by analysis.

A set of propositions, some of which are definitions,
some of which are postulates, and the remainder of
which are theorems, is called a system. The system 1s an
analytic whole,! established by the defimitive propositions,
a whole whose hierarchical order 1s determined by the
postulates The theorems complete the analytic explhica-
tion of the systematic order imphed by the defimtions
and postulates which together form what 1s called the
doctrine of the system, or the postulate set  The rules
of demonstration merely express the implicative relation-
ships obtaiming among the parts of any system The
doctrine of a system 1s not demonstrated, smce within
any given system the defimtions and postulates are
mphed by no other proposttions. Furthermore, the
defimitions and postulates must be independent, that 1s,
they must not imply one another A postulate which
1s 1mplied by another postulate 1s demonstrable thereby,
and therefore 15 a theorem in the given system rather
than a postulate The definitions and postulates of
any given system must be consistent ? with one another,
if they are not, contradictory theorems may be demon-
strable in the system, and the presence of a contra-
diction 1 a system indicates that some of its parts
are not members of the same whole All of the
theorems of a system must be imphed by the doctrine
of the system ; some of the theorems being demonstrable
1n terms of the defimtions and postulates alone, these
being theorems of the highest order; all theorems of lower
orders bemg demonstrable in terms of the doctrine

! See Appendix B, for definition of * analytic whole
2 See Appendix C, for discussion of the compatibility of postulates
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and of supraordinate theorems. The order of theorems
15 1tself determined by the doctrine of the system

The propositions of a system are therefore asserted
to be true in one of two senses; either intwtively or
demonstratively The postulates and defimtions are
intwitive propositions ; they are accepted as true for
the purposes of analysing the whole or system which
they establish and define The theorems are demon-
strative propositions ; they are accepted as true if they
are proved in terms of the postulate set, if they are
mmplied by the doctrine of the system The analytic
mmplications of the doctnine estabhsh the theorem as
its logical consequences The relation of implication may
be stated in general by the formula . 1if this, then that.
The truth of thus implies the truth of that; the truth
of that presupposes but does not imply the truth of this
The force of a system may be summarnzed as follows
the doctrine 15 asserted to be true by assumption and the
status of the propositions which comprise 1t 1s intuitive ,
the theorems of the system are asserted to be true by
imphcation, and they have the status of demonstrative
propositions  The assertion of the implicates as true
1s equivalent to the assertion of the doctrine of the
system as true, for the truth of the implicates 1s 1mplied
by the truth of the doctrine The truth of this smplica-
tion must be assumed as a rule of procedure in demon-
stration  Its demonstration within any given set of
proposttions involves an nfimte regress The rule of
implication, therefore, 1s accepted intuitively, that 1s,
1t 1s a postulate of dialectic !

The discussion up to this pomnt has neglected the
essential feature of dialectic which distingmshes 1t from
the ordinary logic of deductive systems. Dialectic 1s
concerned with the development of coherent systems
only secondanly; it is primanly concerned with the
opposition of entities, whether these be terms, proposi-
tions, or systems Dialectic is the process of dealing

1 See Appendix E, for discussion of the theory of implcation
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with opposition In this formal exposition of dialectic,
we are dealing 1n an abstract manner with the method
of dispute, controversy, argument In the earher
sections of this book the thesis that dialectic differs
from the traditional methodologies was asserted and
perhaps exemplhfied It has some resemblances to the
traits of logistic and mathematical systems, and to the
kind of thinking that 1s commonly described as inductive
and deductive inference These stmilarities have probably
been made sufficiently clear. It 1s now necessary to
make equally clear the distinctive traits of dialectic
which justify its status as a divergent methodology,
and which, 1n this abstract formulation of its methodo-
logical devices, will indicate 1ts relevance to the
charactenstics of human discussion and controversial
thinking Dialectic will be so revealed when 1ts abstract
form 1s seen to be the logic of oppositions 1n discourse
The dialectical process thus becomes a series of logical
acts which constitutes the method for dealing with
oppositions 1 discourse

One further specification must be made The opposition
between entities in discourse, whether terms, propositions,
or systems, 1s itself dialectical 1n origin It anises in the
act of defimtion, 1n so far as definition involves difterentia-
tion, negation, and exclusion There are thus two phases
1n any mstance of dialectic, first, the origin and elabora-
tion of a conflict mn discourse, and secondly, the resolu-
tion of the conflict and the translation of partial umverses
of discourse The subsequent exposition will attempt to
show in what manner oppositions in discourse arse,
and m what manner they are resolved , and in the course
of this exposition 1t will be made clear that dialectic
always deals with systems rather than isolated proposi-
tions and with systems in opposition rather than in
1solation ; that the dialectic resolution is never final,
but rather always productive of further opposition,
that the act of synthesis which completes the functions
of defimition and analysis 1s an 1maginative rather thana



158 THE DESCRIPTION OF DIALECTIC

strictly logical act; and that insight, resolution, and
translation are correlative phases of the same act. This
exposition starts with a distinction between opposition
and contradiction. The fundamental problem which
this distinction raises will be considered later.

()

Opposition must not be confused with contradiction
The latter is a case of denial The former is the assertion
of otherness. Opposition is a fransition from ome to
another without denying the one. It is ignormg It
1s like attention which, selecting one and rejecting another,
negates without denying the other ; there 1s no contra-
diction in the process. Indeed, to negate one thing
without denying it, is to present another. Otherness
1s the original of negation, while contradiction is negation
perverted and sinful.” !

This distinction between opposition and contradiction
is clanfied by the reahzation that the act of defimtion
actualizes opposition without leading to comtradichion.
Opposition arises through the negation implied mm any
definition. But that negation s notlung more than the
force which defimtive implication has in differentiating
partially exclusive classes. To define one class, and
therebv establish it as a whole, does not in any way
contradict all the other classes not so defined; burt it
does negate them in the sense that it establishes them as
other classes which if defined would become wheles m
their own nght. These offsr classes all have the common
property of nof bamng the class defined, and of beng
definitively excluded therefrom though implied by and
implying it. Itis in this sense that they are the others of
the class defined, and negated by it, negated but not
denied, excluded and ignored, perhaps, but defimtrvely

1 W.H Sheldon, “ The Dichotomy of Nature,” Jowrmal of Phulosophy,
xIx, 4 (1922).
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implied as other classes of co-ordinate rank rather than
contradicted.

Dialectic being 1n part a process of defiution, arising
as 1t does 1n answer to the question, What does it mean
to say that .. ? 1s thus engaged in dealing with the
opposition of meamngs, when these meanings are taken
as class connotations But this does not exhaust the
nature of dialectic, for 1t 1s what dialectic does about this
opposition that creates its peculiar movement in the
unwverse of discourse

The first stage, then, 1s the opposition of defimtive
propositions, when opposition 1s understood to mean
that the propositions 1n this relation define different
entities but not contradictory ones The opposition
may be asserted by the assertion of each of the two
propositions thus related, but the assertion of the
opposition between {wo defimtions does not deny either
of them No demal 1s involved whatsoever, except,
perhaps, the demal that either entity 1s the other. This
denial 1s equivalent to the assertion of the opposition,
and 1s 1ts 1mphcate

The class defined, and the other classes differentiated
from and opposed to it, are established as co-ordinate
wholes. As wholes they are capable of analysis The
act of analysing a whole 1s a process of exhibiting the
mmphcations which a whole has for its parts, and the
implications and order obtaining among the parts
themselves. The parts of a whole, although all filially
related to 1t, may not be of the same generation, either
bemng fraternally related as co-ordinate, or found to be
related as sub-wholes and parts upon further analysis
Analysis, 1n other words, by following out the implica-
tions of any class which 1s established by definition as a
whole, generates a hierarchical order of part-whole
relations within that whole, and this hierarchical order
may be called an analytic whole or a deductive system
The matenal of such a system 1s a set of classes one of
which 1s supraordinate to all the rest, the remainder
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bemg related co-ordinately, or as sub-wholes and sub-
parts. This set of classes 1s in hierarchical order As an
affair 1n discourse the system consists 1n a set of definitive
propositions and postulates, and a group of theorems,
determined by order of demonstration, and the hierarchical
ordermg of the materials of the system. The system
1tself may be considered as a whole, the parts of which are
all the propositions that compose it The system as a
whole 1s estabhished by its doctrine, that 1s, a set of
definitions and postulates, which are the propositions
that define and analyse the supraordinate classes of the
system, and determine the order of all its dervative
elements. In other words, just as a class 1s defined as a
whole by a proposition, and that whole analysed by other
propositions, a system 1s established by its doctrine, and
becomes an analytic whole through the exhibition of
its deductive imphcations by the set of propositions
which comprise 1ts theorems

The second stage of dialectic 1s thus the process of
analysis, a series of logical acts by which the whole
established by defimition 1s transformed into an analytic
whole, or a system of propositions Dialectic may
start with an 1solated proposition, but as it passes from
its defimtive to its analytic phase, a set or system of
propositions 1S thereby generated, and all further
dialectic procedure 1s occupied with any proposition only
in 1ts systematic context and not in isolation This
15 true of the set of propositions that form the doctrine
of the system as well as of 1ts theoremms The definitions
and postulates are treated systematically in so far as
they are understood in terms of thewr implications,
the theorems, in a sense, explain them or at least
exhibit their significance  The theorems, on the other
hand, are treated systematically in so far as they
are understood in terms of the doctrine which they
presuppose, the defimtions and postulates demon-
strate them, and determine therr significance Any
1solated proposition may be understood in one of two



THE LOGICAL DESCRIPTION 161

ways, either in terms of its implications or its pre-
suppositions, that 1s, either as the doctrinal source of
a system of propositions, or as a proposition which 1s
implied by some doctrine, and interpreted in terms of a
whole system of propositions

There 1s a fundamental difference between these two
manners of treating isolated propositions. In the first
instance, 1n which a proposition 1s understood 1n terms
of 1ts systematic consequences, the process 1s one of
analysis, of deriving the defimitive and analytic imphca-
tions of the doctrine which the omgnal proposition
contained Analysis is here a logical act in the sense that
its function 1s to exhibit or actualize relations of implica-
tion obtaiming among the entities considered But mm
the second instance 1n which a proposition 1s understood
m terms of the system to which 1t belongs as a part,
the process 1s one which, for want of a more accurate
name, might be called synthesis It 1s a process of
finding the system capable of demonstrating the proposi-
tion, the doctrine and the theorems which the given
1solated proposition presupposes, and by which it 1s
mmphed But this act of finding, this act of synthesis,
1s not a logical act 1n the strict sense, for 1t 1s only after
the system of propositions of which the onginal proposi-
tion 1s a member has been found that relationships of
mmplication can be exhibited or actuahized Following
mnphications and employing presuppositions are m this
mportant respect utterly dissimilar The act of synthesis
requires the exercise of intellectual imagination, an act
of mnsight rather than an act of logical analysis The
difference between analysis and synthesis 1s the famihar
difference between detecting the postulates of a system,
and deducing the theorems of a system from the
postulates, there 1s no rule for the former process,
the latter is gmded by the rules of implication and
demonstration Of course, once the postulates have been
detected, once the whole to which a part belongs has been
found, then a return process of analysis may complete

M
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the part's presupposition of that whole by exhibiting
the whole's implication for the part.

Synthesis constitutes the third stage of dialectic,
the stage 1n which the resolution of opposition 1s effected ,
but since dialectic never treats isolated propositions,
the opposition which 1s resolved by synthesis must be
the opposition of systems of propositions It will be
necessary to examne what 1s mvolved 1n the opposition
of systems before proceeding to an exposition of the
process of synthesis and the event of resolution

A system 1s an analytic whole It 1s defined by 1its
doctrine, a set of defimtions and postulates The
defimition of a system, hike the definition of any class,
not only establshes that class as a whole capable of
analysis, but also differentiates that class from other
classes which are excluded from 1t by 1ts intenston or set of
identity conditions (A system, in this sense, 15 like a
parameter ; 1t 1s a parameter each of whose propositions
are sub-parameters of vanous degrees of subordinate
rank') These other classes which the class defined
negates and excludes, are its others or its opposites
They are co-ordinate with 1t, since they are neither 1ts
members nor do they stand in the supraordinate relation
to 1t of whole to part These co-ordinate classes imply
one another definitively, and each of these co-ordinate
classes when defined on 1ts account 1s established as a
whole capable of further analysis and systematic
elaboration. In other words, the defimtion of a system
1mplies a co-ordinate system or systems, a group ofanalytic
wholes of the same hierarchical order. These systems
are said to be in opposition, not in contradiction ; they
are simply different systems, excluding one another,
and the parts of one another, and all the parts of the parts
of one another. The opposition of any two propositions,
therefore, is equvalent to the opposition of systems,
for any proposition, whether 1t 1s a theorem, a postulate
or a definition, 1s a part of a system as a whole The

1 V. Possibuluty, loc cit, chap. n
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opposttion of propositions involves the opposition of the
systems to which they belong 1n so far as the propositions
are treated defimtively and analytically. The opposition
of the two propositions may be resolved by finding by
the act of synthesis the single system to which they do
belong. Thus 1t 1s seen that defimtion and analysis
creates and develops the systematic opposition of proposi-
tions ; and synthesis effects a systematic resolution of
that opposition

In brief summary, then, definition and analysis develop
propositions systematically  Systematic wholes, hke
other whole classes 1n discourse, not only imply their
parts analytically, but imply their others or opposites
defimtively. The defimtion of a system thus exhibits
its relationships of opposition to other system(s), as
well as 1ts mntrinsic properties The opposed systems are
reciprocally m opposition and exclusive of one another ;
they are similarly anmalytic wholes, having propositions
as their parts, orgamized and ordered by relationships of
mphcation. These parts of analytic wholes are 1n
opposttion in so far as the systems to which they belong
are in opposition Conversely, the opposition of two
propositions 1nvolves the opposition of the systems
which they presuppose To understand the opposition
of propositions, therefore, requires the systematic
rendering of the propositions, the apphcation to the oppost-
tion of the dialectical processes of defimtion and analysis
These first two stages of dialectic elaborate the opposition
of proposttions into the opposition of systems, and when
these systems are treated as wholes 1 themselves, the
opposition between them 1s clarified to the degree (1) that
each system has been defined by 1ts doctrine, and (2) that
its theorems have been demonstrated and developed
By defimtion and analysis dialectic achieves the
clanification of an opposition, or, in other words, the
systematic consequences of an opposition are set forth.
It still remains for dialectic to achieve the resolution
of the conflict thus made clear
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Any one of a group of co-ordinate classes may be
estabhished as a whole in so far as 1t 1s defined and
analysed Thereby its parts are exhibited and ordered
Some whole, some supraordinate class, 1f found, would
upon defimtion and analysis be found to imply two or
more of these parts More than a single supraordinate
class may be presupposed by a group of co-ordinate
entities, but only one proxumate supraordinate class
1s presupposed by two or more entities co-ordinate with
one another, and definitively implying one another,
since m therr relations of implication and exclusion,
such entities are parts presupposing a whole

Definition, 1n establishing a class as a whole, which
then implies its opposite, also establishes the same
class as a part, which only in association with the set
of one or more impled opposites or excluded others
presupposes some whole or supraordinate class by which
they are mmcluded Each of these classes includes its
parts, which are in turn arranged either co-ordinately
or as sub-wholes and sub-parts It follows, then, that any
whole thus established by definition 1s a partial whole,
and this because in relation to its opposites or others
1t 1s the part, along with them, of some whole of higher
order And this whole in turn must be a partial whole
Were any whole not partial, the hierarchical order would
be finite, and this would be contrary to a corollary of the
postulate of dmalectic that any class can be defined
Therefore, since defimtion leads to opposition, and since
opposition 15 a condition of partiality and exclusion,
the dialectical process implies an infimte hierarchical
order of entities in discourse

Systems are analytic wholes, but when taken
opposition, they are partial and mncomplete They are
wholes with regard to their subordinate and member
propositions, but with regard to other co-ordinate
systems which oppose them by doctrinal definition,
and which they similarly oppose and exclude, they imply
one another as the parts of some more inclusive system
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which 1s presupposed by them and implies them 1n turn
It can now be made clear that entities in opposition
are not only parts on the level of the opposition, although
they have the status of wholes for subordinate entities,
but also that they exclude one another partially, rather
than absolutely Were they to exclude one another
absolutely, they could not definitively imply one another
as parts of some supraordmate class, and could not be
1n opposttion, for a class which 1s not defimitively implhied
15 not the other or the negative of the class defined
Furthermore, the absolute exclusiveness of two classes
would mean that they had absolutely no identity con-
ditions in common, that they had no pomts of intersection ,
therefore, 1t follows that they could not be members of
some common class, for membership 1 a whole involves
the satisfaction of the identity conditions and defimitive
requirements of that whole The manner 1n which parts
exclude one another, therefore, 1s always partial and never
absolute It follows also that opposition can occur
only between the parts of the same whole, for opposition
15 incompatible with total exclusion m so faras opposition
anses through defimttive mmplication and defimtive
implication 1s creative of partial exclusion but 15 incom-
patible with total exclusion

If opposition can occur only between the parts of a
whole, and never between the totally excluded parts
of disparate wholes, then opposition contains within itself
the source of 1ts own resolution It 1s required only that
the whole be found which includes the given parts in
opposttion, and implies them Until this supraordinate
class be established, the entities in opposition have
the status of wholes in opposition They imply one
another, and partially exclude one ancther In this
relation of opposition and partial exclusion, they become
parts which presuppose a whole of higher order This
supraordinate class when established analytically imples
the entities 1n opposition, and includes them as 1ts parts.
The given entities are still in opposition if considered as
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wholes, but when given the new status of parts of a more
mclusive whole, the opposition may be said to be resolved
The distinction might be made as follows : the opposition
of entities as co-ordinate wholes is effective opposition,
since the emphasis 15 upon therr partial exclusiveness
of one another , the opposition of entities as subordinate
parts of a whole 1s resolved opposition, since the emphasis
1s upon their common membership 1 the supraordinate
class which implies them analytically as its parts

Systems, when they are considered as analytic wholes,
are 1n effective opposition When they are seen to be
only partially exclusive of one another, when they are
found to have lines of intersection or some common
1dentity conditions which presuppose a system of superior
order which includes them, the opposition between them
1s capable of resolution It 15 actually resolved when the
supraordmate system 1s established by doctrinal definition,
and when by further processes of analysis, the doctrines
and theorems of the subordinate systems which were
partially exclusive of one another are found to be parts
mmplied, demonstrable, and ordered by the doctrine
of the supraordinate system Ther relation to one another
may be changed by the deductive order determined by
the doctrine which demonstrates them, some of the
propositions may be excluded from the new analytic
whole, being incapable of demonstration or implicative
relation in that new whole

The act of synthesis 15 the dialectic process by which
this resolution 1s achieved  Just as definition and analysis
served to estabhsh systems as analytic wholes and to
clanfy their opposition, synthesis renders that opposition
neffective by finding a whole that imphes and includes
the systems in conflict as its parts Synthesis, unhke
analysis and definition, 1s not the exhibition of relations
of imphcation obtaimng between entities co-ordinate
with one another, or between entities related as wholes
and parts For parts do not imply the whole which
includes them ; the act of synthesis 1s therefore a-logical ,
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the whole which the co-mplicated parts presuppose
must be found by an imaginative leap, by an act of
ntwition, when intuition 1s taken to mean a method of
finding by some other route than implcation

Synthesis, although i1t cannot be described 1n terms of
relations of implication, can be given exposition 1n other
terms The situation in which two systems are in
opposition involves some degree of intersection between
the two systems, points of intersection here bemng a
lnear analogy for the sharing of common identity
conditions If this were not so, the two systems would be
totally instead of partially exclusive, and therefore
could not be 1n opposition The discovery of these ponts
of intersection leads by imagination, inference, or intuition
to the further discovery of the super-system which they
presuppose. The act of discovery here cannot be inter-
preted or explained logically What 1s presupposed 1s
a system whose doctrine possesses the 1dentity conditions
or pomnts of intersection, common to the systems in
opposition, and thus mmplies the latter systems as its
parts, reorgamizes them, and resolves what was previously
an effective opposition between them The resolution
of systematic opposition 1s mn this sense equivalent to
systematic synthesis

But 1t must be seen that synthesis does not complete
the dialectic process The resolution 1s not effected until
defimtion and analysis establish the doctrine of the
supraordinate system, and fully develop its analytic
mmplications In other words, the discovery of the
partiality of the systems in opposition, and therefore
of their pomts of intersection, leads to the further intuition
of a doctnne which will define a system capable of
including the systems in opposition, and thereby resolving
that opposition But the act of mntwition does not
complete the task, for the system thereby discovered
must be established as an analytic whole before the resolu-
tion 15 actually effected The doctrine of the system and
1ts deductive order must be determined, and this requires
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further defimtion and analysis When this has been
accomphished the systems in opposition are no longer
analytic wholes 1n effective opposition, but are analysed
mto the propositional parts of a new analytic whole,
and thereby 1n resolved opposition, ordered, demonstrated,
and imphed

There are two further aspects of synthesis and resolu-
tion to be mentioned The first 1s that synthesis of partial
systems must on 1its analytic and deductive side observe
the rules of systematic structure, according to which
a system can contain as 1ts theorems only those proposi-
tions 1mplied and demonstrable by its doctrine Any
propostition not so implied 1s inconsistent with the system,
and 1s excluded therefrom. Itis not a part of the system
‘When the opposition between two partial systems s resolved
by their synthesis into a single system of higher order,
the propositional entities of the two subordinate systems
must be submutted to the order imphed by the doctrine
of the higher system Propositions which are inconsistent
with this doctnine, that 1s, incapable of being impled
and demonstrated by it, must be excluded from the
resolution Such propositions form a set of propositions
which singly or collectively remain in effeclive opposition
to the system established by the doctrine which excluded
them If they are absolutely excluded, they are not n
this relation of opposition, but if they are excluded and
mmphed as opposites, they remain 1n partial opposition,
and 1f given systematic elaboration, a new opposition of
systems arises, and requires a system of still higher order
to resolve In this sense, the resolution has only been
a partial resolution and not a final and absolute one
In the act of resolution a new opposition 1s generated

It 1s clear, then, that all dialectical resolutions must
be only partial The original opposition was expressed
m terms of partial exclusion. This partial exclusion
is equivalent to some pomnts of intersection, or some
shaning of 1dentity conditions. The degree of intersec-
tion, or the degree of common presupposition, may
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approach the coincidence of the lines of implication,
or absolute identity, as 2 hmt, Comncidence or absolute
identity 1s strictly a hmiting condition. If 1t actually
obtained, there would be no partial exclusion of the two
systems ; they would not be two systems; and there
would be no opposition. The very nature of opposition
therefore makes 1t impossible for an absolute or final
resolution to occur, since the resolution occurs through
the finding of a synthetic system on a basis of the common
presuppositions of the systems in opposition. To the
degree that the systems in opposition are partially
exclusive and to the degree mn which they have points
of intersection or common identity conditions, the
resolution of that opposition will be more or less partial,
and will result i the exclusion of a smaller or larger
number of propositions from the new system found by
discovering the presuppositions of the systems in opposi-
tion, and defined and analysed by the doctrine discovered
by an intwitive leap from those presuppositions

A further pomnt anses concerming the exclusion of
propositions 1 the act of synthesis It concerns the
process of deterrmining the selection of the propositions
to be mcluded If the doctrine of the system 1s framed
1n one way, then certain of the total aggregate of propos:-
tions concerned, are mmpled and capable of inclusion ;
if the doctrine 1s framed differently, then others of the
total aggregate are implied and capable of inclusion
Conversely, the propositions of the two subordinate
systems are in relations of opposition and mmplication
to one another If certain of these propositions in opposi-
tion are to be included, then certamn other propositions
which they 1mply are to be included, and the propositions
they oppose, excluded The postulates of the resultant
system must be framed accordingly. This mght be
called the process of dealing with co-imphcated dilemmas,
and though 1t 1s partly a matter of analysis and partly
of synthes:s, there 1s an act of choice involved which cannot
be subsumed under any of the logical procedures described
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It is clear that dialectic never deals with 1solated proposi-
tions ; but neither does 1t deal with isolated systems
The fact of opposition 1s omnipresent m the dialectic
situation Systems m opposition may be thought of as
sets of co-implicated dilemmas between their component
propositions, and the resolution of systematic opposition
depends 1n part upon the exercise of choice with regard
to the alternatives mvolved, and subsequently upon
developing the implications and presuppositions of that
choice by analysis and synthests Dialectic 1s, unlike
mathematical logic, never merely deductive ; 1t 1s always
a process of dealing with oppositions and dilemmas
It 1s clear, further, that in any instance of systematic
opposition there 1s more than one possible resolution,
more than one possible synthesis, depending upon which
dilemmas are resolved and which are left unresolved
All of the propositions of the systems im opposifion
cannot be assimlated ; the choice between co-implicated
dilemmas determines which propositions shall be umfied,
and which shall be excluded

There 1s a second respect in which every dualectical
synthesis and resolution 1s incomplete and tentative
The supraordinate system which effects the resolution
by a doctrine capable of demonstrating and implying
some, but not all, of the propositions of the two sub-
ordinate systems, which have been synthesized, 1s defined
by that doctnne The act of defimtion immediately
differentiates the new system as an analytic whole from
1ts others, or opposites, other systems which when
simularly defined become analytic wholes co-ordinate
with 1t The act of defimition, 1n other words, required
for the establhishment of the system effecting synthesis
and resolution, at the same time 1mplies new opposition
This new opposition occurs on a higher level of the hier-
archical order than the previous opposition This opposi-
tion 1s clanfied by the analytic elaboration and definition
of the systems m opposition. This opposition, like the
previous one, mnvolves only partial exclusion of the
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opposites, and this prepares the ground for a new
resolution 1n terms of some third system of still higher
hierarchical rank, The process repeats * the discovery
of points of intersection, or commeon 1dentity conditions,
the discovery of the doctrine capable of effecting the
needed synthesis, and then the establishment of the new
system as an analytic whole by the definitive and analytic
mmphications of the doctrine intuitively discovered in
terms of the presuppositions of the subordinate systems
1n opposition. The new synthesis resolves the opposition,
but only at the expense of excluding such propositions
as are inconsistent with its doctrine, and thereby incapable
of demonstration With the establishment of this new
system, and the resolution of the opposition of some
of the elements of the two subordmnate systems, two
new effective oppositions arise, first between the proposi-
tions excluded, but imphed, by the new system, and the
propositions forming that system, and secondly, between
the system as an analytic whole and the other analytic
wholes which 1t definitively imphes and partially excludes
These oppositions can be simularly resolved The
dialectical process 1n the clarfication and resolution
of oppositions 1s throughout the same, and 1t 15 inevitably
and unalterably qualified by (or mited by its nature to)
partiahty and inconclusiveness.

This attnibute of the dialetic process, its unavoidable
frustration—if never to achieve a final resolution 1s
frustration—is related to that corollary of dialectic
which determunes the hierarchical structure of the universe
of discourse to be infimte rather than fimte There may
be some final class or system, but as soon as 1t 1s submitted
to dialectical examination, 1t inevitably generates its
negative, and 1s defimtively related to its other by
opposition Dialectic, as long as 1t remains in the universe
of discourse, its proper sphere, and functions properly,
can never rest m any ultimate whole or final system
which achieves an absolute resolution of all the opposi-
tions of partial systems subordinate to it A human
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being may cease Lo be a dialectician, and accept such an
entity, but conversely to accept such an entity means that
the dialectic process has ceased, or been rehnquished
Any given mstance of dialectical procedure must come
to an end in the human situation, smce dialecticians
are also human beings, and must stop conversing to do
other things But such arbitrary and, as 1t were, pragmatic
terrmnation does not sigmfy the finiteness of the hierarchy
of classes or systems, nor render dialectic essentially
capable of effecting the final and absolute resolution of
any opposition m discourse It simply means that a
discussion has stopped, and that were 1t to continue
mdefinitely the discursive hierarchy would be as infinite
as the dialectic mntermimable.

(3)

The regulative form of dialectic can now be summarized
i a set of sunple propositions The defimition of any
entity, be it a class, a proposition or a system, imples
by its negative functions of differentiation and partial
exclusion, some entity (or entities) which are its others
These other entities may then be defined, and the set of
entities thus established are co-ordinate with one another,
and m opposition Each of these entities taken in terms
of 1ts own defimition 1s a whole The analysis of each of
these wholes exhibits a set of parts and the order of
these parts; these parts are related to the whole by
imphcation and mclusion. This group of analytic wholes
taken in terms of their opposition to one another, are
co-ordinate with one another and symmetrically imply
and partially exclude one another In this relation of
exclusion they are parts, presupposing some whole as yet
indetermmnate. To say that a whole 1s presupposed
rather than impled is analogous to saying that it must
be discovered and postulated, rather than deduced and
demonstrated. Synthes:s is the process of determining the
whole which includes the subordinate group of analytic
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wholes 1n opposition. It 1s the positive character of these
subordinate entities, rather than any imphcative force
which they possess, that suggests or leads to the discovery
of some entity which may stand i relation to them as
a whole to parts, asymmetrically and inclusively immplying
themn, as further analysis will demonstrate, but not being
implied by them This entity 1s intuitively envisaged by
an act of mtellectual imagmation, aided but not governed
logically by the partial convergence of the entities
opposition  The partial convergence of entities 1n
opposition is correlative to thewr partial exclusion,
were they totally exclusive, they would be comcident
in no respects, and therefore no common whole could
be found to include them The supraordinate entity
1s discovered by intwitive synthesis of the partial wholes,
and the content of this inturtion may then be expressed
m a set of definitive and analytic propositions, which form
the doctrine of the discovered supraordinate entity
These defimtions and postulates have the status of
mtuitive propositions, and 1n therr defimitive and
analytic functions, they establish the discovered enfity
as a whole having parts, suffering certain ordered
relationships The propositions of subordinate systems
which are synthesized m this analytic whole of higher
order become theorems, implhed and demonstrated by
the doctrine of the more inclusive system Not all the
propositions are so treated ; some are inconsistent with
the doctrine of the synthetic system, those which are
thus partially excluded from the new system form an
aggregate, and perhaps one or more systems, of proposi-
tions 1n opposition to the system which partially excluded
them The doctrine which defines the new system not
only partially excludes certain propositions from member-
ship as theorems in its deductive order, but by definition
also excludes other systems co-ordinate with itself.
Thus synthesis at the same time partially resolves the
opposition of entities or systems on hierarchical levels
subordinate to the level of the synthetic system, and also
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generates new oppositions between 1tself and co-ordmate
entities, which mn turn require fuither synthesis by the
mtwtive discovery of a still supraordinate entity The
mfinite nature of the part-whole hierarchy 1s expressed
m the mevitability of partiality ; every opposition 1s an
mstance of partial exclusion; every resolution 1s an
mstance of partial and incomplete synthesis; every
synthesis, being partial, provokes further oppositions

These processes of defimition, generating the opposition
of parts and establishing partial wholes; of analysis,
developing the internal structure and order of these
partial wholes, by demonstrating the implcative force
of this whole over its parts, of synthesis, intutively
embracing these parts in some whole of higher order,
and establishing this whole by an intwmitive doctrine of
defimtions and postulates, which m turn analyse 1t and
exhibit its partiality and the oppositions i1t implies—
these processes constitute the movement of dialectic 11 a
umverse of discourse whose hierarchical structure has
been found to be mnfinite. Dralectic has no end, mn the
sense of a conclusive, absolute, or final synthesis and
resolution of oppositions It can be repeated with as many
entities as there are, with as many entities as can be
submitted to this treatment. If the dialectical develop-
ment must, and does, stop at any stage of 1ts career
because the pragmatic exigencies of a biological environ-
ment and of the human orgamism unavoidably call
conversation to a close, at least the rthythm and direction
of the process 1s sufficiently exemplified, and the possible
endless repetition of the three major accents of that
dialectic thythm 1s sustained

(4)

The foregommg summary concludes the logical
descniption of dialectic It is now necessary to evaluate
that description 1 other terms than 1its own, and to
examine 1ts significance. To do this, the discussion will
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first return to the empirical description of dialectic and
attempt to interpret the aspects of dialecticin its empirical
occurrence 1n relation to the logical account of 1t just
given. This will be a dialectic process m 1t itself, mn the
sense that interpretation takes the form of translation ;
the empirical and the logical descriptions will be synthe-
sized This synthesis will reveal certamn implhcations
not previously discussed in either of the partial descrip-
tions, and the following out of these implications will lead
to what might be called a metaphysical description of
dialectic If the discussion stops at that peint, its practical
hmitations are thereby indicated, but not its finalty
or conclusiveness.

In relation to the controversial aspects of human
conversation, the logical form of dialectic may be thought
of in several ways Inveterate empinicists may prefer
to think that the form of dialectic 1s an abstraction
from the concrete attributes and phases of human
conversation, conditioned as it 1s by language and
temperament Dialectic may be described abstractly,
but its status 1s only that of a formulation of a great
variety of specific and particular occurrences Certain
traits of actual argument are selected, isolated, and
generalized and the hypostases in which this process
of empirical analysis may result constitute whatever
1s meant by the logical structure of dialectic Actual
argument 1s dialectical 1n 1ts own right in so far as 1t has
certain traits, and not because 1t conforms to a logical
structure which 1s nothing more than a hngwstic denva-
tive, given specious reification

On the other hand, 1t may be held that the logical
character of dialectic has a status independent of
experience, human nature, and language Dialectic has
this logical character 1n its own right in so far as it 1s
viewed as occurring in the umverse of discourse as a
realm of bemng independent of experience Human
conversation 1s dialectical to the extent that 1t is informed
by the abstract nature of dialectic, and this extent
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1s lhmmited by the conditions imposed upon human
discourse by the indispensable agency of language and
the unavoidable intrusion of human nature Dialectic
in the abstract, or in 1ts umversal status, 15 imndependent
of these hmutations ; 1t 1s only in the particular event
of an empirical instance of dialectic that the hmting
conditions operate In this view the logical form of
dialectic 1s regulative of actual dialectic, and the latter
approaches perfection of form to the extent that human
controversy 1s disciplined by reference to the require-
ments of the abstract procedure

To decide between the merits of the first and second
of these pomts of view 1s urrelevant to the discussion
of dialectic as 2 methodology. The opposition of these
ponts of view 1s essentially the same as the opposition
between Abelard and Wilham of Champeaux, the
dialectic theme of nominalism opposed to reahsm. It
1s, indeed, a fundamental issue, and one that must be
met dialectically rather than dogmatically To do
that, however, would involve a dialectical discussion
instead, as 1t 1s intended, a description of the methodo-
logical sigmficance of dialectic  And for this latter purpose
the second point of view 1s adopted, not dogmatically,
but by the postulation of certain theses that conclude the
section on language (p 100). That act of postulation
15 equivalent to the admission that a partial system 1s
herein developed, and that 1ts oppositions are not demed
but temporanly ignored

The methodological attitude of the present discussion
may, perhaps, be best expressed as follows . The logical
description of dialectic 1s a regulative myth Like Plato’s
perfect city mn the skies 1t may be referred to, whether
and however 1t exist in 1ts own nght, by human beings
who 1n their terrestnal and empirical situation are faced
with the phenomena of argument—and of government !
The myth may have its own beauty ; 1t may even be an
ultimate reahity instead of a fiction, but for the present
1t 1s a bit of logical fabrication which, like other fables,
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may end with a moral and serve to illumine human
affairs.

In the first place it 1s clear that no actual argument
or controversy ever resembles 1n entirety, or even in
large measure, the abstract form of dialectic. The
examunation earlier 1 this book of a number of cases of
conversation and disputation revealed the discrepancy
between what actually happens and the formal pattern
of definrtion, opposition, analysis, synthesis, defimition,
and opposition 1in logical succession. Empirically
dialectic starts with any one of these phases, and may or
may not develop therefrom, may or may not achieve even
some shght degree of resolution This 1s so umportant
to realize that 1t will be well to enumerate 1n detail the
variety of specific occurrences that constitute human
discourse Then a translation of these specific instances
into abstract terms will be attempted

() Individuals sometimes agree about an 1solated
proposition, but upon further conversation discover
that what they took to be the same proposition has not
the same meaning for both of them The 1dentity of
the verbal statement, which was differently interpreted
by each, gave them the illusion of agreement Ths
illusion being dispelled, the conversation ends in disagree-
ment

This is an mnstance in which the logical act of analysis
1s performed In the course of further conversation, the
unplications of the ongmal proposition were analytically
derived. But each of the individuals denived different
mmphcations from what they thought to be the same
proposition  This suggested to them that the same
statement meant different things to each of them The
ongmal statement is returned to, and carefully defined
by each of the disputants The logical acts of defimition
at this point exhibit the opposition between two systems
of interpretation Their disagreement being clarified
by the analytic development of these two systems, the
argument goes no further in this particular case.

N
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(2) Two individuals find themselves in agreement
with regard to certain opimons. In the course of conversa-
tion they attempt to find the grounds for their common
conviction, but m doing so discover that they are not
in accord about the assumptions involved Reahzing
their differences at this point, they return to the onginal
theme of the discussion and find, 1n proportion as they
differ with regard to the assumptions they make, their
interpretation of what they thought to be a common
belief to be different. They conclude, therefore, with
some degree of disagreement

This 1s an instance in which the attempt to demonstrate
certain proposttions led to the discovery of two opposed
sets of postulates capable of making the demonstration
The further analytic elaboration of the dilemmas mvolved,
then, exhibited the diverse implications and presupposi-
tions of the omngmal statements Disagreement 1s
clarified, and the argument goes no further.

(3) A conversation opens with the parties to it
agreement with regard to a number of very general
notions relevant to the theme of discussion The con-
versation proceeds to develop the consequences of this
apparent agreement, but i the choice between the
co-implicated dilemmas that are met on the way, the
disputants find that they do not agree about the set
of consequences to be derived from what they thought
to be their common assumptions  On re-examining their
mitial 1deas more carefully they discover the differences
of opinion which caused their opposition  The argument
ends with partial agreement and partial disagreement

This 1s an 1nstance 1n which the analytic development
of what 1s apparently a single system results 1n a set of
alternative implications. The choice exercised with regard
to these dilemmas becomes the basis for redefiming the
doctrine presupposed. According to the sets of proposi-
tions selected for inclusion, two different systems are
determined. The argument concludes with the clarfica-
tion of a systematic opposition.
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(4) Two individuals have read a ceitain book They
feel that they agree with the theses therein promulgated,
but wish to ascertamn precisely what they understand
the doctrine of the book to be, and whether they under-
stand the same thing. Their conversation 1s a dehghtful
experience 1n the discovery of the great number of ideas
and prninciples that are mvolved, and m the statement
of many of the oppositions that the theory being discussed
creates They enjoy this experience in common under-
standing and apparent agreement

This 1s an instance of the analytic elaboration of
a system established by a set of theses The doctrine
1s assumed, and the discussion merely exhibits what 1s
thereby impled m the way of subordinate theorems
and co-mphcated dilemmas The system 1s thus under-
stood m terms of itself, and in terms of the doctrines
1t opposes. In so far as oppositions have been stated,
the conversation has been somewhat dialectical

(5) A dispute starts and ends with disagreement,
but in the course of controversy, the disputants make
clear to one another not only the grounds for ther
disagreement but 1ts further consequences as well
Thus 15 another instance of dialectic engaged merely 1n
the clarfication of issues, differing from the preceding
one only in that here 1t qualifies a dispute whereas before
1t was occasioned by an attempt to achieve common
understanding.

(6) Individuals enter dispute over a proposition asserted
by one of them. In order better to anderstand that
proposttion they seek to find the assumed doctrine which
explamns 1t They find that they have been making
different assumptions, and considermng their opposition
at this point, they find certain poinis of common convic-
tion This enables them to frame a doctrine 1 which
they both agree, and in terms of this agreement, they
reach a common understanding of the origmnal theme
of their controversy They are then both able to assert
the same proposition in the same sense
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Thas 1s an mstance of dialectic more fully carried out
The attempt to demonstrate a given proposition requires
the mntwrtion of the doctrine 1t presupposes ; the attempt
to demonstrate the opposite of the given proposition
yields another doctrine These doctrines are found to
have certain pomnts of intersection or common identity
conditions ; and their systematic opposition 1s resolved
by the synthetic finding of the supraordinate system
which therr pomnts of intersection presuppose Acts
of defimtion and analysis establish this system, and
determne the inclusion and order of certain propositions
as 1ts theorems, among these the proposition of the
original disagreement The ongmnal opposition 1s thus
resolved by the achievement of some common insight
upon the part of the disputants, this insight bemng
expressed 1n the doctrine effecting the resolution This
doctrme, of course, has mtuitive status, but whereas
mn the case of the subordinate doctrines 1n systematic
opposttion, two disparate insights were present, the
system effecting resolution 1s founded by an intellectual
intuwtion common to the two individuals

(7) In the course of conversation individuals find
themselves in general disagreement, but at the same time
m agreement with respect to a number of relatively
mimor 1ssues They concentrate upon their pomnts of
agreement, and by discovering what is thereby pre-
supposed, they reach a greater degree of understanding
than they had in ongin. Further elaboration of what
1s implied by their common 1nsight termunates the argu-
ment with fairly general agreement.

This 1s another instance of dialectical resolution
The systematic opposition with which the argument
started 1s resolved by the intuitive estabhshment of a
third system which 1s presupposed by the propositions
concerning which they agreed. Further definition and
analysis clarifies their agreement, and reveals the sources
of the opposition which opened the controversy In
terms of their common insight they are now able mutually
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to translate their origmnal differences, and to dispel
whatever discrepancies i doctrine had previously
prevailed

(8) An argument progresses from disagreement to
agreement between 1ts participants But although agree-
ment has been reached on most of the ponts at issue,
the disputants realize that their agreement has been
attamned only by leaving certain loose ends out of dis-
cussion They appreciate that 1t 1s only by ignoring
for the time being certain points at issue, that they can
armnve at any agreement at all with regard to other matters.

This 15 an nstance 1 which the dialectic pattern 1s
even more completely reahzed Not only 1s resolution
effected, but that resolution 1s qualified and lmited by
the further oppositions it inevitably provokes The
loose ends of the argument consist in the aggregate of
propositions which are excluded from the system effecting
the resolution, discovered by imagmative synthesis,
and estabhshed and developed by defimition and analysis.
These excluded propositions represent the effect of the
choice among the set of co-mplicated dilemmas that
determined the presuppositions leading to the discovery
of the system, which included and unplied certamn of the
proposttions, and excluded certain others To reahize
that resolution 1s always at the expense of generating
new oppositions 1s to realize that no resolution 1s final,
that the agreement which may terminate controversy
1s only a temporary conclusion to be quahfied by the
still debatable ““ loose-ends " of the discussion

(9) An mstance similar to the preceding one 1s when
two 1ndividuals upon reaching agreement after argument
appreciate that were a certamn third person present,
they would now be jointly in opposition to this third
party In other words, they realize that their agreement
does not preclude the possibihity of further controversy,
and this 1s equivalent to the qualification of a dialectic
resolution by the exhibition of the further oppositions
therem 1nvolved A supraordinate system may
synthesize and to some degree umfy two conflicting
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systems subordmnate to itself, but when 1t is itself
definitely estabhshed, 1t 1s immediately imphcated in
opposition with other systems which are 1ts hierarchical
co-ordinates

(10) Arguments sometimes move from agreement
through disagreement to agreement again, or conversely
from disagreement through agreement to disagreement
again It would be impossible to give an exhaustive
enumeration of the various modes and patterns in which
actual controversies and conversations take place But
in general the foregong instances exemplfy somewhat
the variety of ways i which human discourse 1s more
or less mformed by the logical structure and processes
of dialectic Many of these instances are dialectical in
only one aspect or another, and are extremely sumplfied
and incomplete 1f judged 1n terms of the abstract standard
of dialectic procedure Nevertheless, they are all cases
of argument or conversation 1n which a certain mode of
procedure seems to effect certain results. It 1s this about
them which makes relevant the methodological myth
of the logical form of dialectic It will be lluminating
now to examine cases of unsuccessful argument, that
15, examples of conversation or dispute whose form 1s bad,
or, what 1s equivalent, examples of controversy that inone
way or another avoid dialectic or do not achieve it

(x1) Individuals are often content with clanfication
It 1s sufficient for them if conversation stays within
the bounds of polite agreement, and therein reaffirms
itself The mamiold oppositions that hedge 1ts boundaries
are ignored, and therewith dialectic 1s avoided It s
considered 1mpolite to be forensic, conversations that
tend to become abstruse and philosophical, 1n short,
dialectical, are under social ban The sigmficant point,
however, 1s not that polemic 1s considered distasteful
by some persons, but rather that if a conversation will
not submut to the consideration of the oppositions upon
which 1t borders, 1t cannot become dialectical Clanfica-
tion by 1tself 15 not enough
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(12) There 1s the fammhiar experience of argument in
whuch the disputants seem to have no common meeting
ground Such argument 1s, of course, doomed to be barren
of intellectual 1ssue; 1ts futility 1s equivalent to 1ts non-
dialectical character. Disputes of thus sort often go on
for hours beforet 1s realized that, although there has been
an apparent argument, there 1s no genwine opposition
of opinions at all The mdividuals concerned have been
talking about totally different things, and for this reason
the dispute between them has been illusory and therefore
mcapable of resolution or even of clanfication

This 15 an instance in which the propositions asserted
respectively by two individuals are totally exclusive
rather than partially exclusive of one another The verbal
simulanity of the statements that couch the propositions
frequently masks the absolute breach between what 1s
severally intended, and creates the illuston of apparent
argument. Propositions which are totally exclusive
of one another are not in effective opposition , they have
no common 1dentity conditions; they do not imply
one another defimtively , they are incapable of inclusion
in some supraordinate class or whole Dialectic 1s com-
pletely prohibited by these conditions, and 1t can enter
mto such a situation only in so far as some common
universe of discourse can be found, or in other words,
1n so far as the total exclusion 1s transformed by processes
of analysis, definition and synthesis into partial exclusion,
which then immediately presupposes the possibility
of chalectic resolution

(13) In some instances of the dissipation of contention,
the agreement which concludes the affair 1s taken without
quabfication, The disputants either assert the proposi-
tions of therr conclusion to be true independently of the
limitations of the grounds of therr argument, or fail to
percerve that further controversy inevitably impinges
upon whatever agreement has been achieved This 1s
agamn failure to be thoroughly dialectical, and human
discourse 1s frequently defective 1n this particular respect.
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It may be attnbuted to the failure of the disputants to
assume an attitude of impartiality toward matters of
discourse, an attitude that expresses the perception
of the inconclusiveness and relativity of any instance
of dialectic Agreement viewed impartially 1s under-
stood to be only temporary and deterrmined by a partial
resolution , disagreement viewed impartially 15 under-
stood to be equally temporary, and capable of eventual
resolution

(14) In the course of argument an individual may
assert a proposition as a fact. All argument ceases
at that pomnt. A proposition whose status 15 factual
rather than discursive 1s imcapable of any dialectical
treatment whatsoever as long as it 1s regarded in its
factual deterrunations If the meaning of the fact 15
asked, 1t 1s possible for argument to continue in the
mterpretation of the fact But if one proposition 1s
merely asserted as factual and its opposite 1s denied as
contrary to fact, the opposition is immediately nullified ,
the propositions become totally exclusive and are with-
out co-imphcation The further sigmficance of this
pont will be discussed more fully later For the present
1t 15 sufficient to see that a proposition can be dealt with
dialectically only when 1t 1s taken m a field of implica-
tions. In such a context, it 1s capable of imphcation
and demonstration, and of hierarchical subsumption,
and therefore susceptible to the processes of definition,
analysis, and synthesis But a fact qua fact 1s not logically
demonstrable, nor has 1t any hierarchical status what-
soever To assert a proposition as a fact, therefore,
1s to take 1t out of the field of implications and out of
the reach of dialectic The attitude of impracticality
1s here needed to disciphne human nature to avoid the
common. tendency to intrude facts into discourse.

(z5) In all instances of argument 1n which no agreement
is achieved, and there are many such, the fault hesn the
hmited powers of the intellectual imagmation, and 1 the
temperamental conditions that circumscribe its freedom



THE LOGICAL DESCRIPTION 185

Where 1nsight 1s confined respectively to the disparate
mtwtions generating the systems i opposition, no
synthesis can occur, and therefore no resolution What
1s required 1s intellectual freedom to transcend the
Lhmutations of any partial insight, and by an imagiative
leap, achieve a more mclusive view of things Any
system 1s founded in a doctrine whose propositions
have intuitive status relative to the demonstrable
theorems of the system The opposition of systems is
thus an opposition of disparate intuitions, and the
accomplishment of their synthesis can only occur if
each of the disputants is able to enlarge his msight,
or to gain new msight which will be expressed 1n the form
of new intwitive propositions These may then establish
a system of supraordinate rank, capable of including
and resolving the systems founded in the partial insights
Synthesis 1s thus always an act of intellectual intuition
The disciplinary attitudes of explicit postulation and
emotional clarnity are required for its free and effective
exercise

The foregoing discussion makes clear, 1n the first place,
the relation between the regulative logical form of
dialectic, and the disciplinary measures proposed to make
human nature capable of the manner of discourse so
regulated The attitude of impartiahty acknowledges
the mfinite intent of the discursive hierarchy, and the
partiality of any dialectical conclusion; the attitude
of impracticality acknowledges the irrelevance of factual
determinations to 1ssues 1n discourse, and frees dialectic
from the aim to reach conclusions finally true, or true
extrinsically, and the principles of emotional clanty
and expliat postulation are aids to the hberation of
insight and the intellectual imagmation, culmmnating 1n
the act of intwitive synthesis.

In the second place, the theses developed m the dis-
cussion of language can now be translated into ther
logical eqmvalents. The ambiguity of verbal statcments
causes the apparent agreement or disagreement that so
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often occurs 1n argument, and which dialectic 1s required
to clanfy by determmning the precise propositional force
of the verbal statements The statement 15 understood
when 1t 1s placed i the context of other statements
which define and explam 1t, 1n what was called a mode
of metaphor or a umverse of discourse. Modes of metaphor
and universes of discourse are equivalent to systems of
propositions, 1n the context of which the meaning of any
simgle proposition 1s determuned The opposition of
systems 1s the logical formulation of the conflict of
statements m diverse modes of metaphor or disparate
umverses of discourse, but that conflict 1s only ntell-
gible if the modes of metaphor and the umverses of
discourse are not totally disjoined Such disjunction
would be equivalent to total exclusion and the lack of
co-implication  Disputants must have some common
language ; to some extent they must move in the same
umverse of discourse 1n order to argue intelligibly, and
m order to reach any agreement or resolution of ther
differences

Furthermore, the phenomenon of translation which
occurs between umverses of discourse can now be formu-
lated n terms of the subsumption of two partial systems
m opposition under the system which includes and unifies
them ! The propositions of the two systems in opposition
are mutually translatable by reason of their partial
intervalence with the set of propositions that comprises
the third system which has effected their synthesis
Logical synthesis thus 1s the partial expression of the inter-
valence of each of the systems unified, with the system
effecting the synthesis, and to the degree that this
ntervalence obtains, translation between them 1s rendered
more or less possible The intervalence of systems having
powts of intersection, or identity conditions 1 commeon,
1s the logical aspect of the congruence of partial umverses
of discourse or the overlapping of modes of metaphor,
and the phenomenon of translation may be expressed

! See Appendix B, for discussion of intervalence and equivalence
1n relation to resolution and translation
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1n any one of these sets of terms. It 1s by the phenomenon
of translation that human beings understand one another
and it 1s essentially this which 1s the aim of all human
conversation and discussion. Agreement and under-
standing are thus both functions of the sume phenomenon
—the translation of systems, universes of discourse,
or metaphors, as the result of their partial intervalence
and therr partial unification The human valuc of the
dialectic resolution 1s that, on the one hand, 1t depends
upon the possibiity of translation, and on the other
hand, i1t actuahzes that possibihity

Translation sometimes occurs 1n that prelunmary
phase of dialectic which clarifies the 1ssue by the acts
of definition and analysis This 1s what happens when
individuals disagree and yct understand onc another.
But the fact of their being able to understand one ancther
somewhat 1s essentially incompatible with the permanence
of their disagreement, for m so far as understanding
occurs and translation takes place, the systems in oppo-
sition are somewhat equivalent, share identity conditions,
and are susceptible to unification and synthesis. Synthesis
effects the resolution which the prelminary under-
standing indicated was possible, and that resolution
completes mere understanding and makes 1t more
effective by the estabhshment of agreement Dialectic
aims at resolution as well as translation, and human
conversation and controversy certamnly seck agrecment
in order to complete understanding

(5)

The relation between the description of dialectic in
terms of language and of human nature, on the onc hand,
and 1n terms of logical form, on the other, has now heen
made explicit. In other words, the myth of the abstract
nature of dialectic 1n the umverse of discourse has served
its methodological purpose of Hlumining and perhaps
explaiming the charactenstics of concrete discourse
in the actual situation of human argument and
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controversy But there js one fundamental discrepancy,
the consideration of which raises the most crucial problem
to be faced 1n the logical account of dialectic. The solu-
tion of the problem 1s critical ; 1t not only has to do with
the very essence of dialectic, but 1t reveals that this
essential characteristic of dalectic 1s what makes it
intellectually sigmficant

The discrepancy mentioned 1s between what appears
to be contradiction 1n actual argument and what 1s claimed
to be opposition rather than contradiction in discourse
Contradiction 1s a relation between propositions extubited
by the acts of assertion and demial The discrepancy
arises because human discussion 1s infected with assertions
and denmials whereas the propositional entities in the realm
of discourse simply are; they are nerther asserted nor
demed; they are merely entertasned. Here then 1s a
conflict between the phenomena of contradiction and of
opposition which requires clarfication and resolution

Contradiction amses through the assertion of two
propositions related so that the assertion of either one
15 equivalent to the demal of the other. Opposition
anses through the imphcation of otherness in defimtion,
m 1ts function of differentiation and negation But
negation 1s not demal Two propositions 1n opposition
do not contradict one another ; they negate one another
in co far as they partially exclude one another. Two
propositions in contradiction, on the other hand, exclude
each other totally. This 1s one significant difference
between opposition and contradiction.

The fact of disagreement which 1s the cause of actual
controversy and dispute among human beings 1s thought
to be due to the phenomenon of contradiction. One
mmdividual asserts what another demes. If this 1s so,
then it follows that disagreement and the actual
controversies 1t engenders i human discourse are not
capable of dialectic treatment, for 1f dialectic is unable
to treat propositions in absolute exclusion, it will be
prohibited from deahng with contradictions. This 1s the
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crux of the problem The attempt will now be made to
meet this difficulty by distinguishing between the con-
tradiction of isolated propositions, and the contradiction
of propositions 1n systems. If it can be shown that there
can be no contradiction of propositions in systematic
contexts, then 1t will follow that since dialectic 1n dealing
with any set of propositions always generates their
systematic contexts, the phenomenon of contradiction
1s essentially irrelevant to dialectic.

To assert a proposition 1s equivalent to asserting
its truth  The rule of contradiction 1s that if one of a
parr of contradictory propositions 1s true, the other,
1ts contradictory, must be false To deny a proposition
1s therefore the same as asserting the truth of its con-
tradictory, and conversely. In the case of isolated
paus of propositions, then, contradiction must be inter-
preted 1n terms of the relation of the propositions to the
facts. The assertion of an 1solated proposition as true
1s an assertion that the facts are such and such, the
contradictory proposition is denied truth because the
facts are not such and such.

But propositions are entities 1 discourse Whatever
relation they bear to the facts, they also are 1n relation
to other propositions, the aggregate of these relationships
comprising the field of implication. To assert a proposi-
tion as true thus has two meanings other than the one
just stated 1t may mean that the proposition has
intuitive status, that 1s, that it is assumed to be true,
or it may mean that it has demonstrative status, that 1s,
that it 1s implied truly by other propositions, which are
themselves either demonstrated or postulated. These
two definitions of truth describe what mught be called
systematic or intrinsic truth, since truth here depends
upon, and only upon, the relation of propositions to one
another 1n discourse The truth of an isolated proposition
might be called extrinsic truth, since 1t depends upon the
relation of the proposition to entities out of discourse,
facts rather than propositions
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Dialectic, consisting of processes of definition, analysis,
and synthesis, can never apply to a single isolated
proposition, or to a pair of such propositions i contra-
diction It may start with a pair of propositions m
apparent contradiction, due to the acts of assertion and
denial, but if 1t 15 to be effective, dialectic must remterpret
the contradiction as merely apparent, and show that
1t 1s rather an imstance of opposition. It does this by
placng the propositions 1n question in systematic
contexts, by exhibiting their relationships of implication,
defimitively and analytically. As members of a system,
the propositions are asserted true intrinsically, either
as assumed or demonstrated, rather than extrinsically,
and with this type of assertion dialectic 1s able to proceed.

But now a curious paradox arises. If the propositions
1 apparent contradiction are, by reason of their implca-
tions, not members of the same system they cannot
contradict one another systematically. They may, of
course, still be m contradiction in terms of the facts,
but that 1s 1 their status as isolated propositions, and
not as elements of a system Since a proposition 1s
defined by the system of propositions to which 1t belongs
1t cannot be contradicted by a proposition belonging
to another system, and defined by that other system,
if that other system has some doctrinal elements i
common with the first system. In that case, the two
systems would be only partially exclusive of one another,
and therefore in a relation of opposition rather than
contradiction.?

This can be stated more clearly, perhaps, as follows.
For a proposition to be asserted true in a system either
means that 1t 1s a postulate or definition assumed to be
true, or a theorem proved to be true. For a proposition
to be denied in a system means that it is neither assumed
nor demonstrated in that system, which 1s equivalent
to saying that i1t is inconsistent with that system,
and therefore not a member of 1t. A system 1s a set of

1Cf below, p 195.
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propositions consistent with one another. Unless the
system is logically imperfect there can be no contra-
dictory propositions among the members of the system
All such propositions are excluded from the system by its
definitive and analytic development. A proposition
excluded from a system can neither be asserted nor
denied in terms of the system. It is simply negated,
that is, excluded from the system by the doctrine which
determunes the demonstrative force of the system.
If the excluded proposition 1s to be asserted, not mn
relation to the facts but in relation to other propositions,
it must be so asserted in the context of another system,
with whose members 1t 1s consistent, either as a postulate
or as a theorem !

The relation of the two propositions which were in
apparent contradiction 1s now to be determined by the
relation of the respective systems i which they are true
The two systems may be m a relation of opposition
or of contradiction If they are in opposition, they are
related to one another as parts of some supraordnate
whole. If they are in contradiction, they are not so
related ; they are totally exclusive of one another.
But this cannot be, for if they were totally exclusive
of one another, their contradiction could not be deter-
mined systematically, for two systems are inconsistent
with one another m precisely the same sense that two
propositions are inconsistent with one another, that s,
by the determination of their relations of mmplication.
Two systems can be inconsistent with one another only
m so far as they are partially members of some more
inclusive system, this latter system bemng capable of
demonstrating some of therr member propositions, but
not all of them. Two systems, therefore, 1f they are not
identical with one another, must be only partially
inconsistent with one another, M their inconsistency
is to be determined at all. Therefore, no two systems
can be in relation of total exclusion of one another and
at the same time be judged inconsistent with another.

1 See Appendix C, for discussion of the compatibility of postulates.
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They can be inconsistent only as members of a more
inclusive system, just as propositions can be inconsistent
only as elements m a system Two systems, therefore,
cannot be m contradiction if contradiction involves
total exclusion; but 1f contradiction does not mvolve
total exclusion then 1n so far as it occurs between systems,
or between the propositional elements of systems, 1t 1s
the same as opposition
This may be summarized 1n the following statements

(1) Contradictory propositions can only occur within a
single system, since their mconsistency with one another
15 determined by thewr implicative relation to other
propositions, and these implicative relations determime
a system (2) But a consistent system excludes all the
contradictonies of 1ts member propositions (3) The
contradictories of a given set of propositions forming
a system can, therefore, only occur outside of the system
of that given set. They may or may not form a system,
according as they are analytically treated or not
If they are not so treated, however, they have the status
of 1solated proposttions, and therefore can be asserted only
1n the manner of 1solated propositions (4) But if they are
placed in a systematic context of their own, they cannot
contradict the propositions of the first system, for that
would be mconsistent with statement (1), namely,
that contradictory propositions can only occur withm
a smgle system. (5) Therefore, if the propositions are
1n apparent contradiction, but belong to different systems,
the two systems must belong to some more inclusive
systems. (6) But then the two systems are not totally
exclusive of one another; their member propositions
must be m some measure consistent with one another,
and in some measure inconsistent with one another
(7) The supraordinate system excludes such member
propositions of the subordinate systems as are mconsistent
with its analytic character. (8) These propositions
may again be thought to be in apparent contradiction
to the propositions included in the system. (g) But if they
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are systematically developed, 1t will become clear that
the contradiction 1s only apparent rather than real.
For again the systems are found to be only partially
exclusive rather than m total exclusion and contradic-
tion. (zo) Therefore it may be concluded that in so far
as the relation of propositions 1s determined by the
system to which they belong, and the relation of systems
of propositions is determmed by the supraordmate
system to which these systems belong, entities m dis-
course, whether they be propositions or systems, can never
be 1n contradiction so long as they are treated entirely
as entities 1 discourse, that 1s, treated systematically,
which 1s equivalent to their being treated dialectically.

The dilemma which this line of reasoning faces may be
stated as follows erther there can be no consistent
system, or there can be no contradictory propositions
1n relation to any system This dilemma is solved by the
distinction between the partial and total exclusion of
propositions from a system Any system can be conststent
if 1t excludes certain propositions , but 1if it excludes them
totally, it places them in relation of contradiction to
itself On the other hand, if 1t excludes them partially,
the system can be consistent, and yet be related to the
excluded propositions by opposition rather than contra-
diction. Therefore, 1n terms of the ubiquity of partial
exclusion as the relation between proposttions and systems
the dilemma 1s resolved systems can be internally
consistent, and at the same time not be subject to
contradiction by prorositions made external to itself
by exclusion

In so far as dialectic depends upon definition, partial
exclusion obtains universally among propositions or
systems submitted to dialectical treatment. Definition
is incapable of establishing total exclusion. Therefore,
contradiction is irrelevant to propositions treated
definitively and analytically. Contradiction can only
occur between propositions 1n isolation. But dialectic
cannot deal with propositions m 1solation Therefore,

(o]
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dialectic is faced only with the relationship of opposition
between proposttions and systems, and never with the
relationship of contradiction

Contradiction, if 1t obtains only among isolated proposi-
tions must be determined by the relation of these proposi-
tions to the facts. In no other sense can an 1solated
proposition be asserted true, and unless one of the pair
of propositions is asserted true, the other cannot be
denied, and they are not in contradiction. But the
relationship between a proposition and a fact 1s a relation
between an entity 1 discourse and an entity not m
discourse, and this relationship itself cannot be in dis-
course.l Therefore, 1t follows that in the umiverse of
discourse the relationship of contradiction never obtains,
although it might obtain between isolated propositions
in relation to the realm of facts. This conclusion 1s
equivalent to statements already made that the mtrusion
of a fact stops dalectic, that extrimsic truth 1s irrelevant
to dialectic, that dialectic 1s only concerned with the
opposition of entities in discourse, and that theremn
dealing with relations of definitive and analytic implica-
tion, it only asserts the truth of a proposition
systematically or 1n 1ts intrmsic relation to other proposi-
tions.

With regard to an isolated proposition taken as an
isolated proposition in discourse, the dialectical maxim
1s that it may or may not be true, which means that it
can neither be true nor false. This holds for the propos:-
tion as long as it maintains an isolated status in discourse.
If 1t is placed in a systematic context, and is therein
consistent, it is a true proposition 1n that system, and only
m that system ; its truth is determined by the internal
structure of the system. Whenever it is regarded merely
as an isolated proposition, all that can be asserted is that
1t may or may not be true. This is a genuinely problematic
disjunction, and not as it is usually concerved an apodeictic
one. To say that an isolated proposition taken merely
as an entity in discourse may or may not be true does not

1 See Appendix D.
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mean that it must be either true or false. If 1t could
possibly be either true or false, then 1t actually could
be erther true or false It 1sin this sense that it 1s said
that truth is wrrelevant to an isolated proposition taken
merely as an entity in discourse

One further point must be made 1n order to demonstrate
that contradiction can never occur in the universe of
discourse. Two 1solated propositions may be considered
m apparent contradiction, apart from any relation either
Proposition may have with the facts If these two propo-
sitions are examined as an 1solated pair, the contradic-
tion can be shown to be merely apparent To be m
contradiction, the two propositions must have a term
in common. But a term 1s defined by the proposition 1n
which 1t is a member If the two 1solated propositions are
not 1dentical, the term which 1s supposed to be common to
both of them cannot be identical, since 1t 1s determined
in two different contexts A term in a proposition 1s
analogous to a proposition 1n a system. If this 1s so,
then it follows that either the two propositionsare identical
and then they could not be 1n contradiction, or the two
Ppropositions are not identical, and then they possess no
common term. The apparent contradiction arises because
of the identity of one of the verbal terms of the two
statements expressing the propositions ; but this identical
verbal term is rendered diverse by the defimitive force of
its propositional context. Therefore, 1ts 1dentity 1s only
apparent, and the contradiction dependent upon that
identity is similarly only apparent. Two propositions,
then, even if they are considered in 1solation, cannot
be in contradiction as long as the treatment of them
is thoroughly dialectical, that is, contained entirely within
the universe of discourse, and having no reference to
entities not in discourse.

This demonstration that two 1solated propositions
cannot contradict each other in so far as they are treated
discursively, corroborates the problematic disjunction
with regard to any single 1solated proposition, that it
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may or may not be true. According to this disjunction,
a single isolated proposition can neither be true nor false;
it can merely be entertained. It follows, then, that if a
parr of 1solated propositions are taken 1n apparent
contradiction, that contradiction must be merely apparent,
because 1f the truth or falsity of neither proposition can
be asserted, the contradiction cannot be asserted One
of the pair of propositions must be asserted true in order
for its contradictory to be demed. But an isolated
proposition may or may not be true. Therefore, it can
never be 1n a relation of contradiction This apples, of
course, only to propositions in their discursive relation-
ships, and not 1n relation to the facts.

In a system, however, propositions can be either true
or false ; and in the same sense in which their truth 1s
determmed by the implicative force of the system, their
inconsistency with one another 1s determined. A proposi-
tion 1n a system, therefore, can not only be true, but also
m a relation of mnconsistency with other propositions
These inconsistent propositions are not denied truth
thereby, they are simply denied truth n the given
system, which 1s equivalent to their being excluded
from the system. They are negated rather than denied.
The inconsistency of propositions 1s the same as the rela-
tion of opposition between them: both depend upon
partial rather than total exclusion; and in both the
truth of one of a pair of inconsistent propositions does not
1mply the falsehood of the other, because the truth of the
former 15 determined 1n a given system, and the latter
is merely excluded from that system, and may 1itself be
similarly true in some other system, which 1n turn would
exclude the first proposition as inconsistent with it
What appears to be the contradiction of propositions
n a system 1s thus seen to be rather a relation of mncon-
sistency or opposition, involving negation and not demal.
The relationship of mconsistency permits both of the pair
of propositions, between which 1t obtains, to be true mn
different systems, whereas contradiction permuts only one
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of a pair of propusitions to be true ; the other must be
false.

Two theses may be formulated with regard to the
truth-value of propositions as entities m discourse.
(x) An 1solated proposition either may or may not be
true, or, n other words, 1t 1s nerther true nor false.
Contradiction cannot occur, therefore, between 1solated
propositions (2) Any proposition can be true in some
system m which 1t is determined mmplicatively For a
proposition to be false means that it is not impled m
a given system, which 1s equivalent to 1ts being excluded
from that system as inconsistent therewith Two proposi-
tions in the same system, therefore, cannot remain m a
relation of contradiction; and two propositions in
different systems can both be true m their respective
systems, and therefore cannot be 1n contradiction. The
relation that obtains between elements of a system, or
diverse systems, or between systems as analytic wholes,
1s one of mconsistency Inconsistency must be a relation
of partial exclusion If 1t involved total exclusion, two
systems inconsistent with one another would not be
partial wholes but absolute wholes,! mncapable of further
synthesis. The hierarchy of discursive entities would
be fimte. Therefore, in so far as entities mm discourse
are treated dialectically, therr mconsistency 1s always a
relation of partial exclusion, and the relation of total
exclusion or contradiction never obtains among them

If contradiction is a relationship that never obtains
among the entities of the universe of discourse, there
are then two further implications of primary significance
to be drawn, one with regard to the nature of dialectic
in 1ts actual occurrence 1n human controversy, and the
other with regard to the nature of the universe of discourse
in which dialectic has its formal and abstract nature

In the first place, then, m so far as human discussion

1 Such final systems would contradict one another, and one would be
absolutely true and the other false Total exclusion 1s thus seen to be
equivalent to contradiction
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is dialectical, 1t 15 never faced with contradictions.
Disagreements, if they are always mstances of opposi-
tion rather than contradiction, are always capable
of resolution. If assertion and denial occur in human
controversy, and are intended as the assertion or demial
of fact, then the discussion ceases to be dialectical But
if the assertion or demal 1s mntended dialectically, that 1s,
as the assertion or denial of the implicative or demonstra-
tive relationships of a proposition 1n a system, then such
acts of assertion or denial exhibit relationships of incon-
sistency rather than contradiction. Inconsistency deter-
mines the exclusion of a proposition from a system,
but this exclusion 1s always partial, and therefore an
instance of opposition rather than contradiction. The
logical nature of dialectic may therefore be summanzed
as follows dialectic deals exclusively with opposition
between entities i discourse; every opposition 1s
capable of resolution ; every resolution is inconclusive,
bemng 1n itself as partial as the entities between which
opposition was resolved. Human conversation and
argument m so far as 1t 1s dialectical need never end 1n
disagreement, but on the other hand, if 1t 15 termiated
by agreement, that agreement 1s not final, and the propost-
tions which express 1t are only true in the same hmited
sense in which the agreement is established They are
true m the sense of being consistent with a doctrine that 1s
admuttedly partial and inconclusive. The dialectical
attitude toward such agreements, therefore, must be one
of impartiality The partisanship which generates the
controversy must be qualified by impartiality toward
whatever conclusions are reached. Dialectic is not
interested either m the final truth about anything, or 1
actuality , it 1s interested rather in what may or may not
be true, that 1s to say, possibility. It is a process of
entertaining any 1dea as possibly true, of engaging mn the
mtellectual partisanship provoked by such an assumption,
and of maintaming at the same time an attitude of
intellectual impartiality throughout.
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This leads to the second implication. If the universe
of discourse is free from the relation of contradiction ;
if any entity m discourse may or may not be true; if
the universe of discourse 1s an infinite hierarchical order
whose elements are in infinite opposition, and each oppo-
sition is capable of only partial and inconclusive resolution,
then the universe of discourse must be a realm of possi-
bility. The analysis of the universe of discourse as the
realm of possibility constitutes a metaphysical descrip-
tion of dialectic
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A metaphysical theory 1s an analytic system whose
differentiating trait is that 1t claims to be the analysis of
an ultimate whole It 1s clearly an instance of dialectic
1n 1ts systematic aspect, but its claim to be the analysis
of an ultimate whole gives 1t a thoroughly dogmatic
quality, since an ultimate whole transcends opposition,
and the theory which 1s its analytic equivalent would
have the status of finality.

If there 1s any whole which is at the same time ultimate
and infinite, the metaphysical theory presenting the
definition and analysis of that whole might be free
from dogmatism and be thoroughly dialectical. The
postulation of such an ultimate class would not be ridden
by the difficulties in the theory of types, since being
infinite this ultimate class would be indetermmate. It
would be ultimate m the sense of including all entities
of a certain order, and not bemng similarly mcluded. It
could not include itself because being indeterminate
1t would not have the status of an entity of the specified
order, and therefore could not be a part of that order.
It would be determinate in one respect, however, and that
1s with regard to the ordered relation of its parts. Such
an ultimate whole would be at once determinate and
indeterminate 1f 1t be thought of as the determinate
order of an imfinite class of entities In respect to the
number of entities mcluded, the class would be infinite
or indetermiate , 1n respect to the order of their inclusion
the class would be highly determinate.

The comprehensive universe of discourse is an ultimate
whole in the sense defined. It includes all the entities
of a certain order: terms, propositions, systems and all
higher partial universes of discourse. The order of these
entities 1s the hierarchical structure of part-whole
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relatednesses, and this is both an infinite and deter-
minate order. In so farasthe comprehensive universe of
discourse 1s an mdeterminate class, 1t cannot be a part
of itself, and in so far as it 1s determinate, as the order
of its members, 1t cannot be a member of that order,
for 1t 1s that order.

It should be observed, furthermore, that the com-
prehenstve universe of discourse 1s designated as an
ultimate whole, and not as the ultimate whole If it were
the ultimate whole 1t would have to be thoroughly
indeterminate and absolutely inclusive  But the universe
of discourse 1s determinate as a certain order of entities,
and this determination defines the nature of the universe
of discourse 1n such a way that 1t 1s exhibited in opposition
to an order of entities which are not in discourse. The
universe of discourse being somewhat determinate 15 thus
capable of definition and analysis; and this definition
and analysis not only determine the universe of discourse,
but by differentiation and partial exclusion determine
and imply its opposite. Its opposite as determined
by the negative force of definition is merely the class
of all entities not in discourse.

The metaphysical theory whose postulate is that there
1s a comprehensive universe of discourse can, therefore,
be advanced dialectically. It will, n the first place,
attempt a definition and analysis of the ultimate whole
it has postulated ; and i the second place, 1t will attempt
to deal with the opposition provoked by the defimtion
and analysis of that whole, the clarification or resolution
of which can have only the dalectical status of incon-
clusiveness and partiality. This 1s equivalent to saymng
that the metaphysical theory if 1t 1s dialectical must occur
in the universe of discourse which i1t postulates and
attempts to analyse, since dialectic is defined as occurring
only in the universe of discourse. Thus is not paradoxical,
although it may appear so. Any metaphysical theory
is a partial system even though 1t be the analytic equiva-
lent of an ultimate whole ; for that whole being capable
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of analysis must be determinate, and in so far forth must
itself be partial. In the same sense then that the com-
prehensive universe of discourse can be at once infinite
and determinate, it can mclude in 1tself the metaphysical
theory which clamms to be its analytic equivalent.

The two tasks incumbent upon a metaphysical descrip-
tion of dialectic have been stated. The first 1s the
definition and analysis of the universe of discourse as an
ultimate, infimite and determinate whole Dialectic
has 1its being in the universe of discourse It occurs
usually in partial umverses of discourse, but if there
is a realm of discourse in general, the nature of dialectic
must ultimately be interpreted in terms of this com-
prehensive universe of discourse

But since this metaphysical interpretation of the nature
of dialectic mm terms of discourse in general occurs m
discourse, and must submit to the processes of dialectic,
if it is to avoid dogmatism, a second task 1s imposed
upon 1t. The metaphysical doctrine 1 defining the
universe of discourse becomes a determinate system,
therefore partial and in opposition. The clarification,
and perhaps, the resolution of this opposition 1s the second
task, in a sense, 1t is a dialectical consideration of dis-
course as 2 whole and since dialectic 1s being described
i terms of that whole, the discussion at that powmnt
enters upon a dialectic of dialectic itself, however anoma-
lous that may seem

(z)

The postulation of a general umiverse of discourse
does not necessarnly mvolve any ontological predication
The postulate, furthermore, is not to be mistaken for an
existential proposition , it is rather an tuitive proposi-
tion in the metaphysical doctrine here being developed,
and should be regarded as having the same force as a
propositional function.

It is postulated that there is a comprehensive universe
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of discourse which has the character of an infinite class
of ordered entities whose structure is determinate

The universe of discourse considered as this ultimate
whole 1s a realm of being The entities of this realm
of bemng are specified as terms, propositions, systems,
partial umverses of discourse, and the relations obtaming
severally among these entities. The relations have been
specified as relations of implication, inclusion and exclu-
sion, and such derivative relations as consistency,
mtervalence, presupposition, 1dentity.

There are no unrelated entities 1mn this realm. A term
may be considered as a relation of subordinate terms.
A proposition 1s a relation of terms, and thus 1s a relation
of relations. A system is a relation of propositions.
A partial universe of discourse is a relation of systems.
This hierarchy of relations can be developed infinitely
in erther direction. The universe of discourse 1s an infinite
realm because it is this hierarchy of relational entities.
Though infinite the universe of discourse is a whole
including parts in the sense of a form having content.
In other words, 1t is a whole because 1t 1s formally
determinate.

It 1s the precise determimate character of this infinite
realm that i1s metaphysically significant and requires
analysis. That character 1s such as to identify the
unwverse of discourse with the realm of possibility
It does not exhaust the realm of possibility, however,
but 1t satisfies all of 1ts requirements

Possibility is a metaphysical ultimate It is not
here defined. Some of 1ts specific traits will be exhibited,
however, in the analysis of discourse as a realm having
the character of possibility

Possibility has three specifications* (1) the inclusion
of every entity and 1ts opposite , (2) the relatedness of
every entity so included with every other entity, (3)
the determinateness of every entity so included, and of all
the relations m which 1t stands.

The umverse of discourse as a realm of bemng fulfills



204 THE DESCRIPTION OF DIALECTIC

these specifications. (1) It includes every entity of a
certain kind, and all of 1ts opposites (2) Its hierarchical
order relates every entity so mncluded with every other
entity, but they are not all related proximately (3) Every
entity so included can be defined and analysed

But the universe of discourse imcludes only all of the
entities of a certamn kind, 1e., certain specified relations
It does not, therefore, exhaust the realm of possibihity,
1t 1s identical with it 1n character, mn ntension, but not
in extension Possibility includes the realm of actuality,
and the entities of this realm are totally excluded from
the umiverse of discourse. The relation between possi-
bility and actuahty, and its implications for discourse
and dialectic will be discussed later.

The determinate structure of the universe of discourse
1s the logical form of dialectic in so far as dialectic 15
in discourse potentially. Inother words, the metaphysical
nature of dialectic may be described 1n terms of the possi-
bility of the infimite determinations of an infimte class
of entities mfimtely related, all of these determinations
having a certain prescribed form. This form 1s 1tself
determined by the general character of the relation-
ships obtaming among entities in discourse, and has been
defined 1n the logical description of dialectic.

Dialectic as the complete potentiality of discourse
is perfectly mexhaustible It 1s an mfinite class of logical
determinations, no one or group of which can be taken
In isolation Dialectic may be defined metaphysically
as the logical structure of the universe of discourse when
that 1s considered as an infinite class of parts, all of which
are internally related The umverse of discourse 1,
therefore, a whole, capable of infinite determunations
In this sense it is a realm of possibility, and dialectic
becomes the class of all possible determinations n
discourse.

The mmplications of this definition agree with previous
considerations. By reason of the logical form of dialectic,
the relation of contradiction does not obtamn 1n the universe
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of discourse. If it did, discourse could not be a realm
of possibility, for certain entities would then be excluded.
The inconclusiveness of dialectic, furthermore, is correla-
tive to the infinite class of possible oppositions among the
entities of discourse, and ther infimite relatedness
Fmally, in the sense in which dialectic is potential in
discourse as a realm of possibility, 1ts mnconclusiveness
is inexhaustibly therein. It 1s determunate as a logical
form, but the content of that form comprises the unlimited
class of possible relational structures fulfilling 1its deter-
minations

As an activity 1n any actunal occaslon, dialectic retains
these essential characteristics, but without the perfection
that it has as possibility of discourse Dialectic may be
actually always mconclusive, but 1ts mexhaustible incon-
clusiveness 1s only a possibility As a series of logical
acts dialectic actualizes only some of all the possible
determinations in discourse The active dialectic process
thus always has the appearance of partisanship, whereas
in its state as a passive potentiality in discourse it has
the aspect of perfect impartiality. Dialectic, however,
must combine both of these traits, though 1n the actual
occasion of dialectic, the partisanship exhibited 1s
limited, and the impartiality only imperfectly maintained.

Actuality in general may be defined as a Iimutation of
possibility. Whatever 1s actual must be possible, but
not all that is possible 1s or can be actual Actuality
15 a set of possibilities which totally excludes other
posstbilities from membership in the set  This exclusion 1s
determmmed by the law of contradiction. What i the
realln of possibility i1s the opposition of entities 1s the
relation of contradiction mm the realm of actuahty
Possibility 1s totally inclusive of all emfities; actuality
1s totally exclusive of some entities

In terms of the universe of discourse, actuality is
expressed as merely one possible system of propositions,
internally consistent, but partial and mn opposition to
other possible systems But this 1s an interpretation
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of actuality in terms of discourse as a realm of possi-
bihty. The opposition between actuality and possibility
can, however, be viewed in terms of actuality rather than
possibility. If this opposition is to be considered
dialectically it must go on m the realm of discourse as the
attempt to clarify and resolve the opposition between
two systems, in this case two metaphysical theories.

(2)

Actuality is a metaphysical ultimate, and 1s taken here
without adequate definition. Some of the traits which
specify it, however, may be enumerated: (1) It 15 a
fimite class of entities internally related to one another ,
(2) the opposite of every entity so mcluded is totally
excluded from this class as contradictory, (3) among
the other determinations of this class of entities are the
dimensional determimations of time and space - the entities
which satisfy these determinations may be called exist-
ences, events, or actual occasions.

Actuality as the class of all possible events or existences
totally excludes the universe of discourse in its meta-
physical character as a realm of pure possibility The
entities of discourse do not satisfy the specifications
of actuality ; the determunations of discourse as a whole
are inconsistent with the determinations of actuality.
In its relation of total exclusion to discourse, actualty
becomes the class of all entities not in discourse, what,
in earher discussion, was designated the realm of facts
I contrast to discourse as the realm of propositions

This theory of actuality can be carried no further
dualectically. It postulates actuality as a class of entities
not 1n discourse, and as an ultimate finite whole, totally
exclusive of the universe of discourse as another ultimate
whole. But the relation of total exclusion cannot occur
within the universe of discourse ; therefore the relation
between discourse and actuality when so defined, cannot
be treated discursively, and dialectic must give way
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to silence as the dogmatic resolution of this opposition.
The realm of facts or events 1s the realm of brute exist-
ences in themselves unmtelligible; the universe of
discourse 1s the order of intelhgibles, and the relation
between these two realms bemng an external relation,
is not included in discourse and 1s therefore un-
intelligible.

There 1s an alternative way of stating the relation
between actuality and discourse so as to render it
mtelligible and capable of further dialectic. Actuality
is included m the realm of possibilities which are both
actual and not actual. Actuality and discourse are thus
included as parts of possibility as a whole. Actuahty
may be so included erther as a class of possible events
or existences, or as a system of true propositions about
those events or existences. In the former status, actuality
would still be external to the realm of discourse 1n the
latter status, as a system of true existential propositions,
actuality 1s internal to discourse, as the realm of all
possible systems, just as actual events are included
in the realm of all possible entities. It may now be possible
to resolve the opposition between the realms of actuality
and discourse, if that opposition can be treated as the
relation between one system and all other possible
systems

But upon further examination dialectic 1s again
frustrated. Actualty is included in discourse as a system
of true, existential propositions. The system as a whole
claims truth, and each of the isolated propositions,
having existential import, claim truth m isolation The
system excludes all propositions which are contradictory
to its members, and all systems contradictory to itself.
They are not excluded as opposites, since then they
might be true in some other system. But the system of
the actual claims to be the system of all true propositions ;
whatever is excluded therefrom is from the standpoint
of the system of actuality, categorically false All
propositions excluded from the system are categorically
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denied truth The exclusion is therefore the total
exclusion of contradiction. The system of actuality
is determined 1n 1ts relation to all other possible systems
by the law of contradiction. The relation between
the discursive system of actuality, and the remamder
of the universe of discourse 1s therefore incapable of
dialectic consideration. Actuality as a system of true
existential propositions 1s properly included n the
universe of discourse, but when 1t 1s so mcluded and
treated 1 terms of 1ts claims as a system of actuality,
it 1s thoroughly inconsistent (s comtradictron) with the
character of the universe of discourse as a realm of
possibility, and with the logical structure of that realm
which makes the activity of dialectic possible. Further-
more, the propositions of such a system claim to be true
in wsolation. They are existential propositions; their
truth, therefore, is an extrinsic relation between the
given proposition and the order of facts and existences.
The system as a whole 1n 1ts claim to truth 15 i this
external relation to the order of facts and existences
But the relation between a proposttion or a system of
propositions and the realm of facts is a relation external
to the entities in discourse. It cannot be considered
discursively, therefore, and the truth which is asserted
when this relation is exhibited or indicated or denoted,
1s wrrelevant to the processes of dialectic 1
This discussion may be summarized as follows

(1) In so far as actuality is a realm of brute existences
or events, 1t 1s totally exclusive of discourse and un-
mtelbigible, both in itself and mn 1its relation to discourse.
Dogmatic silence 1s the only resolution of this difficulty.
(2) In so far as actualty is mcluded in discourse as a
true system of existential propositions, each of them true
in isolation, it 1s governed by the law of contradiction.
But the law of contradiction does not obtamn 1 the
universe of discourse in so far as the logical structure of
that universe 1s dialectical. But in its dialectical deter-

1 See Appendix D
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mination, the universe of discourse 1s a realm of pure
possibility. Actuality, therefore, as a system 1n discourse
1s inconsistent with the nature of discourse as the realm
of dialectic. The opposition between the system of
actuahty, and all other possible systems in discourse
1s genumely a contradiction rather than an opposition,
and therefore cannot be resolved Dialectic 1s again
stlenced. (3) But this conclusion merely reaffirms what
has been described, both logically and metaphysically,
as the nature of dialectic Drialectic 1s entiwrely an affair
1n discourse, and only 1n so far as discourse 15 a realm of
possibility. A system of propositions which claims to be
true as the system of actuality, alters the character of
the discourse relevant to its consideration by intruding
the law of contradiction, and furthermore, involves
discourse 1n an extrmnsic relation to the order of facts
or existences In these two respects dialectic 1s excluded
from such discourse (4) Dialectic cannot deal with the
relation of actuality and possibility as a relation between
brute existence and discourse, since the relation between
the unintelligible and the mtelligible 1s 1tself unintell-
gible or, 1n other words, since that relation 1s external
to discourse. Nor can dialectic deal with the relation
of actuality and possibility as a relation between a true
discursive system and all other possible systems in
discourse, for that involves a relation of contradiction,
and an extrinsic relation between existential proposi-
tions and the facts with regard to which they claim
truth (5) The conclusion 1s, therefore, that the relation
between actuality and possibility is incapable of dialectic
resolution, 1n so far as actuality 1s taken either existen-
tially or discursively, as an order of entities genuinely
different from the status of merely possible entities This
conclusion is equivalent to the thesis of the metaphysical
description of dialectic, that dialectic i1s exhaustively
and entiwrely an affair in the realm of possibihity , 1t 1s
passively potential theremn as the determunate order of
the entities of that realm, and the activity of dialectic
P
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is limited to the exhibition of the relationships potentially
resident in the universe of discourse as the realm of infinite
dialectical possibilities.

It should be clear without much further statement
that 1f the system of propositions that claims the distine-
tive status of being the system of the actual, were treated
merely as a possible system in discourse. 1t would then
be 1 opposition to other possible systems, and capable
of dualectic procedure. But such treatment would
be equivalent to denying 1its relevance to actnahty. Its
propositional members would not be considered as exist-
ential, but rather as propositional functions In 1solation
they would neither be true nor false ; their only claim
to truth would be in terms of their consistency i the
given system, and the system itself would be established
not by the existential truth of its doctrine, but by the
postulated truth of the propositions it held intuitively
Therefore, all propositions excluded from such a system
would not thereby be denied, for in isolation they would
be neither true nor false, and in a consistent systematic
context, each of them would be true. The exclusion
would be partial; 1t would be a relation of opposition,
and susceptible to dialectical clarification and resolution
Actuality as a system of propositions i discourse can
be treated as a merely possible system, conforming to
the specifications of the universe of discourse as the
realm of dialectic possibility. But that transformation
is equivalent to the demal that the system is relevant
to actuality, and that demal 1s equivalent to the assertion
of an ultimate contradiction between actuality and
possibility in discourse, which 1s not susceptible to dialectic
resolution Dialectic must, therefore, confine itself to
possibility or be silent.

There are two further consequences of the preceding
discussion, of fundamental importance. The first has to
do with the interpretation of the relation of mmplication.
The second has to do with the relation between language
and logic, between the process of dialectic in the actual
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occasions of human controversy and argument, and the
passive potentiality of dialectic in possible discourse.

(z) Implication may be concerved 1 two ways, either
as exhaustively contained as a relation between entities
n discourse, or as a relation between entities m discourse
whose significance 1s 1n its reference to an actual situation.
In erther case mmplication may be described as the
relation of mnclusion between a whole and its parts, or as
the relation of partial exclusion between the co-ordimate
parts of a whole. These relations may be formulated
thus 1if this, then that.! In the first case, there 1s no
reference to actuahty. Implication occurs only among
entities i discourse, when the implication 1s asserted,
its truth 1s asserted, but that truth is merely one of
logical consequence, of following from. But i the
second case, 1t 15 asserted that without the reference
of implication to actuality, mmphcations would be
uncertified ; that the mmplications exhibited in a defined
and analytic whole have meaning in their reference to
the whole-part relations of some actual whole. The
assertion of the truth of the implications is the assertion
of the truth of the equivalence between an analytic
whole and an actual whole 2

Dralectic must interpret imphcation in the first of
these two ways ; the second interpretation would mvolve
discourse 1n relation to actuality, and would mmpose
the quality of extrinsic truth upon the relations of
mnplication with which dialectic must deal And this
is impossible mn terms of the logical and metaphysical
nature of dialectic. The first interpretation of implica-
tion 1s, therefore, implied by the definition and postulates
of dialectic as a methodology Furthermore, the
antagonism between these two interpretations of imphca-
tion is really a restatement of the opposition between
mere possibihty and genume actuality. The opposition
can be stated mn discourse, but 1t cannot be treated
theremn dialectically. This opposition must be ignored

1 See Appendix E, for fuller discussion of the theory of :mplication.
3 Vide Posssbilsty, loc cit, chap v
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by dialectic ; if either of the two theories of implication
were asserted ontologically, a dogmatic metaphysics
would result.

(2) Dialectic has been described empirically and
logically. There 1s an opposition between these two
descriptions which 1s somewhat parallel to the relation
between actuality and possibility, for dialectic n 1its
actual occasion, In 1ts empirical occurrence in human
conversation and controversy, is a hmitation of dialectic
as the formal structure of possible discourse This
opposition can be resolved in terms of the metaphysical
hypothesis here presented with regard to the nature of
possibihty It must be understood that in this view
possibility as a realm of being 1s merely a methodological
postulate, and not given any ontological status as opposed
to the ontological status of actuality The distinction,
if 1t 15 to be made 1n discourse at all, must be made
dialectically and not ontologically, experience and
logic are not denied diverse ontological status, but that
status need not be asserted in order for the distinction
between them to be discussed dialectically.

In the first place, language 1s the mdispensable agency
of actual discourse. Whatever other empirical circum-
stances are relevant thereto, the elements of language
indispensable to human discussion and dispute distinguish
it from dialectic taken m abstraction therefrom This
1s the distinction between words and statements, on the
one hand, and terms and propositions, on the other.
But language has two dunensions, in the denotative and
the connotative reference of its elements Words and
statements refer denotatively to what have been called
facts, entities which are not words or slatements, and
which might be designated as existent objects or events
Words and statements also refer connotatively to other
words and statements In these two dimensions language
exhausts the various references or meanings of 1ts symbols,

which can thus be classified as either extrisic or mtrinsic
mn therr functioning
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The opposition between actuality and possibility,
between language and discourse, between statements
and propositions, 1s thus contamned within the nature
of language 1itself In so far as statements have
existential mmport, they are statements of actuality;
m so far as statements have merely linguistic import,
they are expressions of possibility. In the former
mstance, language 1s insignificant for discourse, just as
existential propositions m discourse itself do not have
further implications 1 discourse as long as they are
treated only in their status as existential propositions
In the latter instance, language 1s the agency whereby
human bemngs may engage in discourse of a dialectical
character

Furthermore, m the dimension of 1ts intrinsic reference,
language 1s not only naturally dialectical, but 1s also
thoroughly metaphorical The earlier consideration of
this matter will be recalled as having assigned all state-
ments metaphorical instead of literal status and further
as having suggested that in its connotative dimension,
language was composed of infinite modes of metaphor
The analogy was then drawn between infinite modes of
metaphor and Spinoza’s God, having nfimite attributes
each of them perfect But now the universe of discourse
as a realm of possibiity may be substituted i this
analogy for substance or God The universe of discourse
1s a determmate whole, but also unhmited n that 1t 1s
an mfimte class of entities, infinitely related internally
to one another. Any entity, therefore, may be mn
mnfinite sets of relations any statement may occur 1n
infinite modes of metaphor

Whatever be 1ts empirical linitations, and the status
of 1ts symbolic entities as actualities or existences,
language, on the side of 1ts intrmsic reference, 1s capable
of dialectical use mm discourse, and in the unlmited
resources of 1ts metaphorical property, language satisfies
the requirements of discourse as a realm of possibility

In the second place, logic may be viewed as either
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potential or actual. It is potential as the set of relations
which determme the order of a class of entities; 1t 1s
actual as the exhibition of these relationships. The
exhibition 1s effected by a series of logical acts, or
actualizations  Dialectic may be considered logically
m both of these ways, either potentially in discourse
as its formal determmation, or actually whenever an
incomplete series of logical acts of definition, analyss,
and synthesis exhibits partial universes of discourse

But dialectic may be actual mn two senses, and 1n this
duplicity, language and logic converge. Its empirical
actuality 1s attamed through the agency of language,
1ts formal actuahity 1s attained through logical activity.
Logical activity, however, is merely possible if it is
considered as an abstract process exhibiling relations
m discourse , 1t 1s only actual when 1t is a psychological
event, when 1t 1s an instance of human thinking. Human
thinking, moreover, employs language, which in 1ts
connotative dimension 1s an agency for logical activity.
The actuality of dialectic 1s, therefore, the congruence
of language 1 1ts logical or discursive reference, and logic
as an activity m the psychological event of human
thinking The fact that human thinking 1s at once an
affair of language and a logical process 1s another
expression of the same convergence.

The opposition between the description of dialectic
empirically in terms of language and psychology, and
the description of dialectic logically, 1s thus resolved,
if the two descriptions are interpreted metaphysically
in terms of the distinction between actuality and
possibiity. The opposition is incapable of such resolu-
tion, and becomes dogmatic, 1f the realm of language
and psychological process, on the one hand, and the
realm of logic, on the other, are asserted ontologically.
The ontological distinction then asserted would be a
distinction 1 fact, and not in discourse, and would
transcend dialectic But the metaphysical use of the
categories of possibility and actuality is analytic and
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definitive rather than ontological, and in being analytic
and definitive, it is essentially a dialectical distinction
that is made, and 1s therefore susceptible to the resolution
which has been offered

The Metaphysics of Anstotle, particularly with respect
to the categories of actualty and potentiality, has often
been mterpreted as having ontological import! The
way 1 which Aristotle uses the categories of potentiality
and actuality at least suggests another reading of The
Metaphysics  Potentiahty and actuahty are terms
employed 1n the analysis of the relations in which any
item stands, and the 1dentical i1tem can be actual 1n one
relation, and potentral m another. The 1dentical item
cannot have diverse ontological allocation, but 1t can be
diwversely analysed.

The three descriptions of dialectic can now be brought
to a conclusion in a dialectical summary. Whatever
opposition there was between the empirical and the
logical description can be resolved in terms of a meta-
physical theory of dialectic as both actual and possible.
The metaphysical system which effects the synthesis
between the two partial systems 1s determined by a set
of defimtions and postulates which are taken mtmtively,
and this set of defimitions and postulates becomes the
doctrine of dialectic.

The summary 1s as follows: (1) Dialectic 1s potential
m the empirical situation, that is, human thinking
and human language have the potentiality of exhibiting
dialectic. (2) Dialectic 1s potential 1n the logical situa-
tion ; that 1s, the umiverse of discourse in its relational
determinations 1s identical with the possibility of dialectic.
It 1s m this sense that the universe of discourse 1s a
realm of possibiity. (3) The universe of discourse
is therefore an actualization of the logical potentialities
of human language and thought; and the empirical
occurrence of dialectical thinking 1s an acttvity which

1 Vide Possibilsty, chap vu
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actualizes possible dalectic. (4) But actuality 1s alway
a limitation of possibility The actuality of dialectic
is, therefore, incompletely mconclusive, whereas the
possibility of dialectic 1s exhaustively nconclusive.
(5) The activity of dialectic is thus at once the actualiza-
tion, but differently, of the possibiities of language
and of logic; it 1s the identity condition 1n which they
converge : dialectic is the logical form of discourse in
relation to language and to the psychological event of
thinking ; whereas dialectical activity is the incomplete
exhibition of the formal structure of the universe of
discourse.

The metaphysical doctrine of dialectic may be stated
as follows :—

I. The universe of discourse 1s an ultimate whole,
infinite but determinate.

II. The deterrmnation of the umiverse of discourse
is the part-whole relatedness of its entities
in a hierarchical order of implication.

III. Every entity i discourse is internally related
to every other entity, but with varying degrees
of proximateness.

IV. Dialectic 1s defined n potentiality as the formal
structure of the universe of discourse, and n
actuality as the activity which exhibits that
structure with some degree of limitation.

Some theorems that have been demonstrated with
regard to the nature of dialectic and the umiverse of
discourse, follow :

1. The relation of contradiction does not obtain
1 the universe of discourse.

2. The umverse of discourse 1s, therefore, onto-
logically a realm of possibility.

3. Dialectic is, therefore, entirely restricted to
the universe of discourse.
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4. Dralectic, therefore, cannot treat the relation
between the ontological realms of discourse and
existence.

5 Any opposttion in discourse can be resolved

6 Any dialectical resolution 1s partial and
inconclusive

7. Potentially dialectic is absolutely imconclusive.

8. Actually dialectic 1s relatively inconclusive

9 Dralectic can realize only an wtrinsic truth value
and such truth value can never be finally established.

I0 Any isolated proposition 1s nerther true nor false
mtrinsically 1 discourse ; and mn some system, any
proposition 1s true.

This 1s not an exhaustive enumeration of the theorems
mvolved. and they are placed 1n what 1s only an approxi-
mate deductive order. They are the more mmportant
theses that have been discussed in the preceding sections

Daalectic is now established dialectically Its general
intellectual significance must be interpreted  The
intellectual attitudes of impracticality and impartiality
which are obviously relevant to the nature of dialectical
activity suggest in part the evaluation to be placed upon
the description of thinking that has been heremn developed.
If such thinking goes on 1n human conversations, whether
polemically reflective 1n soliloquy, or controversial and
argumentative, then 1t becomes important to under-
stand what human conversation amounts to, what
values it 1s able to realize, and what values are irrelevant
to it. In so far as human conversations are dialectical,
they seem to assume philosophic character. The evalua-
tion of human conversation may therefore amount to
an interpretation of philosophy.






ITI
THE INTERPRETATION OF DIALECTIC

HuMAN conversations tend either to become abstruse
or to resort to observation and inquiry mn order to
adjudicate the matters at 1ssue They become abstruse
when abstract defimitions are intruded, distinctions
multiplied, made tenuous and subtle. It 1s usually
the part of good social manners to forego discussion
of this sort, or perhaps to turn the conversation to other
themes. To carry the discussion on would require,
1t appears, a certain techmical expertness, therefore,
it should be left to the discourse of experts in their
. pnivate collogusa, just as abstruse problems 1 engineering
or archzology or medicine if touched upon in polite
conversation are mmmediately suspended for the judg-
ment of the specialists concerned. On the other hand,
observation and nquiry for the purpose of determining
the answers to questions raised m conversation require
no less technical proficiency and tramnmg than does the
drawing of distinctions in discourse
Philosophy and science, 1n their historical aspect and
as they are traditionally concewved, seem to be the two
special techmques to which human conversations must
resort eventually. The philosophers, on the one hand,
are a group of experts in abstruse and subtle controversy ,
the scientists, on the other, have special training in the
methods of inquiry and observation, and msight into
the requirements of such procedure In terms of the
two tendencies of conversation, therefore, 1t 1s not difficult
to distinguish between philosophy and science If
they can be so distinguished 1t may also be possible to
interpret the nature of both philosophy and science 1n
terms of the different tasks which human discussion
seems to 1mpose upon them.
219
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This interpretation might be made genetically. The
anthropologist and the historian might assemble evidence
to support the inference that philosophy and science
were in origin methods for answering questions which
human conversations raised, and the development
and refinement of these methods in themselves and m
differentiation from one another mught be traced
historically. But 1t 1s clear that the marshalling of
historical evidence is always highly selective, and that
the evidence gathered 1s never unambiguous The
funded history of human thought makes possible
any number of diverse interpretations of science and
philosophy as intellectual enterprises The present
interpretation, therefore, will be undertaken analytically
rather than genetically. History may be invoked to
exemplify, but not to substantiate or prove, the general
considerations encountered in this analysis.

It must be understood that to define philosophy or
sclence m a certamn way 1s not equivalent to asserting
what philosophy or science are, or what they have been
Being arbitrary the definition cannot deny the possibiity
of other defimtions; and being interpretative, the
definition does not assert what a thing is, but rather
what 1t means Philosophy, in other words, need not
be actually what 1t 1s defined as To define a thing 1s
not to say what 1t 1s, but what 1t 1s conceived to be
The conception flourishes m a universe of discourse,
whereas the thing may have its being elsewhere. To
fail to percerve this disparity between the possible nature
of anything and its defimtion 1s to give unlimited right
and power to the practice of calling names This percep-
tion may be difficult on the level of logic and abstraction ;
but 1t 1s the same insight which governs our polite
dealings with other men ; and even children possess 1t
when 1n fending verbal taunts, they recognize this
difference 1n the rhyme about sticks and stones.

A commoner error would be to suppose that the defin1-
tion of philosophy or of science indicates, not what it 1s,
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but what 1t should be. Names are very often used 1n
this manner of moral legislation over things; 1if they
are not what they are called, at least they should be
so. This error may be avoided if the process of definition
be clearly understood as having both denotative and
connotative force. Whatever values seem to be imposed
upon the object defined are not obligatory, since the
connotation of the term 1s admittedly established i
an arbitrary manner.

The analysis which follows, then, 1s to be taken as
a theory, and as nothing more. It 1s a piece of dialectic
It will attempt to treat philosophy and science in the
light of human discourse—a realm that has already
been described mn detail In the first place, the sigmifi-
cance of identifying philosophy with dialectic will be
considered, and philosophy will thereby be distinguished
from science m so far forth. In the second place, the
relation between philosophy, as the dialectical enterprise,
and science, both as empirical procedure and as theory,
will be considered. And in the third place, the intellectual
values qualifying the diverse undertakings of philosophy
and science, will be compared Since the techniques
of philosophy and science both seem related to the needs
and tendencies of human conversation, the aims of
human conversation may become clanfied i this dis-
cussion, and the value of dialectic in the intellectual
life be indicated. The conclusion may be that philosophy
1s incumbent upon anyone who is at all willing to enter
into controversy or discussion Dialectic may be
unavoidable.



I PHILOSOPHY AND SCIENCE

Philosophy 15 here defined as dialectical activity in
general. The locus of its occurrence is intellectual
controversy or dispute. Not all human conversations
actually do become philosophical; in some instances,
they are terminated by reference to facts already deter-
mined, or by the attempt to determine the facts by some
manner of empincal procedure; in other instances,
they avoid the full obligation of the dialectic process
But in so far as dialectic emerges mn the clarification
and resolution of the oppositions which form the themes
of conversation, philosophy occurs.

It should be pomted out that this conception of
philosophy 1s not altogether incongruous with common
usage. The examination earler in this book of a number
of typical arguments revealed what 1s ordinarily meant
m saying of a conversation that it has become
philosophical. The history of philosophy, furthermore,
1s certamly in part a history of intellectual controversy,
—of the opposition of opmions and theories There 1s
nothing unusual about a conception of philosophy
which merely pretends to report these two circumstances.
But that conception 1s here carried a step further. The
1dent1fication of philosophical thought with the activity
of dialectic 1s equivalent to the assertion that only
thinking which 1s engaged i a certain way with the
phenomenon of controversy is philosophical. Philosophy
thus becomes exhaustively an affair in the universe of
discourse. This assertion has a number of lummating
implications for the interpretation of philosophy.

(1) Philosophy has no special subject-matter, and no
special problems. The group of themes and problems
which have been classified by historical accident as the
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subject-matter of philosophy is not an adequate demarca-
tion of its subject-matter. Those problems, however,
are not improperly classified ; they are famihar themes
engendered by almost any general discussion. But the
pomnt 1s that they are merely the representation of a
philosophical tradition rather than the precise denotative
mdication of the subject-matter of philosophy.

The subject-matter of philosophy 1s here defined as
any partial universe of discourse; its problems are
whatever oppositions obtain among the subordinate
entities of that partial universe, or between that partial
universe and some other co-ordmate with itself. With
respect to this subject-matter and these problems,
philosophy is simply the method of dialectic, a specific
form of mntellectual activity which can be applied to any
partial universe of discourse suffering opposition.
Philosophy thus is concerned only with possibility.

In contradistinction, the subject-matter of science
m general 1s actuality rather than possibility. Its
problems can be stated as questions concerning the
nature of things. And with respect to this subject-
matter and these problems, science 1s a method of deter-
mining by experiment, or imvestigation of some sort,
what are the facts Just as there are partial universes
of discourse so there are partial fields of actualty, and
the special sciences have as their separate subject-
matters these partial fields; thewr special methods
are devised to satisfy the requirements of inquiry in
these different fields.

Philosophy and science may be viewed not as methods,
but as bodies of propositions, as systems, theories or
mstances of knowledge. The distinctions between them
can be made even more accurately in these terms.

Actuality 1s a class of entities, which are not state-
ments, that 1s, which do not express propositions, or
refer to entities in discourse. Let this class of entities be
designated the first order of facts. The second order of
facts is the class of entities which are statements about
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the first order of facts. The propositions which these
statements express form a partial universe of discourse
This universe of discourse contamns the body of pro-
positions comprising the sciences. The third order of
facts 1s the class of entities which are statements about
the second order of facts, that is, statements about
statements. The propositions which these statements
express form a partial universe of discourse which is the
body of philosophical opmion A scientific proposition
15 expressed in a statement about facts of the first order,
which are usually designated existences or existential
relations, entities m the field of actuahity. A philo-
sophical proposition 1s expressed in a statement about
facts of the second order, that 1s, about the statements
expressing propositions 1 some partial universe of
discourse.

Science and philosophy, viewed as bodies of propositions,
are thus both seen to be partial universes of discourse,
but science 15 a universe of discourse whose subject-
matter 1s actuality, whereas philosophy 1s a universe
of discourse whose subject-matter 1s other partial universes
of discourse Science as a method 1s concerned with the
determination and manipulation of facts which are not
statements ; 1ts problems mn general may be expressed
m the typical question, What is the fact with regard
to . . .? Philosophy as a method 1s concerned with
rendering statements wmtelligible ; 1ts problems i general
may be expressed in the typical questions, What does
it mean to say that . . .? and What divers statements
can be made about . . .?

(2) Actuality as an ontological realm 1s wrrelevant to
phuosophy. Philosophy bemng confined by its subject-
matter and method to the universe of discourse deals
only with systems of possibility. Philosophy, therefore,
cannot provide knowledge or achieve truth, when know-
ledge and truth are taken as qualifications of a proposi-
tion, or a set of propositions, 1 a certain relation to the
actual facts The kind of truth which is relevant to
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scientific procedure, empirical truth, or the extrinsic
relation of discourse to actuality. 1s totally irrelevant
to philosophical activity It 1s not interested in whether
the isolated propositions which form its subject-matter
are true or false. When they are taken merely as entities
1 discourse they can be neither true nor false in them-
selves. They may have either intuitive or demon-
strative status in a system of propositions. and n this
way be true by assumption or by implication, or they
may be excluded from a system by bemng inconsistent
therewith, but they are not proved false thereby. They
are then either isolated propositions, or true propositions
as postulates or theorems of some other system 1n opposi-
tion with the first one Philosophy is thus concemed
with truth only as a relation among propositions, as a
systematic relation of propositions mtrinsic in discourse
And there are no absolutely true or false propositions in
the universe of philosophic discourse.

This estabhshes another pownt of distinction between
philosophy and science, when philosophy 1s 1dentified
with dialectic The aum that seems to be imphed by
the nature of empirical or scientific thinking 1s the
discovery of the truth about things, whether the truth
be taken absolutely or pragmatically. Science 1s
interested mm knowledge of some sort Philosophical
thought depends upon such knowledge only in so far
as knowledge as a body of propositions provides a partial
umverse of discourse which 1s subject-matter for dialectic.
But 1t is not concerned with 1ts subject-matter as know-
ledge Its mterest is entirely in the systematic import
of propositions, and in the resolution of systematic
oppositions Truth-value enters only as a by-product
of the dialectic processes of analysis, synthesis, and
defimtion. It 1s mvolved m the determination of what
follows and what does not, of what may or may not
be imphed and demonstrated.

(3) Philosophical thinking cannot end in behef, when
belief is taken to be the assertion of any proposition or

Q
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set of propositions as extrimsically true. In an even
more general sense philosophy never eventuates i belief
The establishment of any system as mternally true
immediately generates a set of oppositions with other
systems, themselves internally true ; and if any of these
oppositions are resolved, the resolution 1s not final, for
new opposttions are similarly provoked by the establish-
ment of the system effecting the synthesis. Philosophy
may be concerned with the criticism of beliefs, but the
attitude of wnpartiality which 1s so essential to philosophy
as a dialectical activity should prevent the attribution
of finalty to any intellectual position philosophically
achieved. In this sense, philosophy reaches no real
conclusions, is incapable of bemg ancillary to any
genumely ultimate faiths, can be the warrant for no belef.
In this sense, philosophy is clearly distinguished from
theology as well as from science.l

Theology is often extremely dialectical in 1ts method.
This was particularly so 1n the case of the great Catholic
theologians. But the doctrine of the Church, the truths
of revelation, mmpose a lumtation upon dialectical
activity. Articles of faith introduce a dogmatic reference
into dialectic, just as the ““ actuality ” of natural science
does Canonical truth may be taken for dialectic
purposes as the postulated doctrime of a system; but
when that doctrine 1s given the status of absolute truth,
mstead of the conventional réle of a set of intuitive
proposttions, the dialectical activity generated thereby
is circumscribed and himited. The theological system
is a pilece of partial dialectic which is taken as final
and ultimate, because 1ts postulates are believed as
ultimately true. The rehgious attitude that qualifies
theological thought 1s thus seen to be 1ncompat1b1e
with the attitude of unpartlahty

Science like theology is profoundly religious. The
field of actuality which it postulates as its subject-
matter, it postulates necessarily rather than tentatively,
and merely as the convention of a system. Actuality

1 Sce Appendix G
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1s the scientific canon. Science has other articles of
faith. It postulates the law of contradiction, and
the law of umiformuty and determunation But this
1s dogmatic rather than dialectical postulation. It
does not admit of alternatives. The 1deal of science,
1 terms of these imitial assumptions, 1s the achievement
of an ultimately true system of knowledge. Whether
or not science can ever actually realize this ideal 1s for
the moment mrelevant The pomnt 1s that scientific
method and scientsfic thought 1s motivated by a set
of genume beliefs and, in the end, hopes to achieve,
or at least to approximate, a system which can be
genumely believed. The attitude of impartiality is
thus seen to be mmcompatible with the nature of scientific
activity, and it is this attitude which prmmarly dis-
tinguishes the philosophical enterprise

(4) Historically philosophy itself has often been religious,
either because philosophers have not been thoroughly
dialectical, or because they have confused their ends
with the ideals of science or theology. The last con-
sequence of the 1dentification of philosophy with dialectic
15 the utter freedom of philosophy from dogmatism

A phiosophical system or a metaphysical theory
is an instance of intellectual partisanship in discourse
But to understand the nature of partisanship 1n con-
troversy or argument 1s equivalent to the maintenance
of mpartiality m the given intellectual situation A
philosophical theory, therefore, must be viewed as a
fragment or piece of dialectic mcompletely carried out ;
as such 1t has no finality whatsoever. It may be the
result of a thorough process of defimition and analysis,
but 1t 1s dialectically inconclusive 1n that the opposition
which the system engenders is temporaridy ignored
The philosophical theory 1s dialectically established
if the oppositions in which 1t stands are merely 1gnored ,
if they are denied, that denial 1s equivalent to asserting
the final truth of the theory in question. Such assertion
would be dogmatic.
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A philosophical theory, in other words, is only one-
half of a conversation, a single voice in a controversy.
To view 1t otherwise would be inconsistent with the
definition of philosophy as dialectical activity, and
would permit philosophy to become dogmatic Duality
1s 1indispensable to conversation, and partisanship
inseparable from controversy. And if dogmatism enters
mto argument, either in the form of referring to actualty.
or m 1mvokmng unquestionable creeds, dialectic 1s
mmmediately stopped These three quahfymng circum-
stances of conversation describe the nature of philosophy
It 1s partisanship in controversy qualified by critical
mmpartiality toward its results.

There are certamn advantages in concerving philosophy
i this way In the first place, philosophy so defined
15 clearly distinguished 1 1ts methods, purposes, and
subject-matter from science, on the one hand, and
theology, on the other Precise differentiation 1s the
first pre-requisite of a good defimtion In the second
place, not only 1s the character of philosophical thinking
described by identifying 1t with the dialectical acts of
definition, analysis, and synthesis, and the processes
of clartfication, resolution, and translation, but dialectic
itself 1s evaluated by that i1dentification It assumes
mmportance as the essential technique of philesophy,
and as 1ts fundamental intellectual attitude of
mmpartiality

And 1 the third place, the spectacle of the history
of philosophy may be viewed in a way that makes it a
more mntelligent phenomenon than it otherwise would
appear to be The history of philosophy 1s a history
of frustration, 1f philosophy be conceived as comparable
or simiar to science. It is the record of the conflict
of contradictory systems, each of them claiming dogmatic
finahty and ultimate truth, a claim made apparently
absurd by the plurality of the claimants. But if
philosophy be nothing more than the development of
systems of thought, and the resolution of their opposi-
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tions, and if 1t make no claim to extrinsic truth or con-
clusiveness, then 1t 1s quite properly the record of
unending controversy The history of philosophy 1s
a sustamned conversation, prolonged through mullennia ;
1t has been continuously dialectical or controversial,
even though this quality has been masked by the
dogmatic attitude that for the most part philosophers
have maintained toward their pronouncements

The critics of philosophy have always supported their
derogations by pointing to 1its history Philosophy
has not progressed as science has Philosophy has
not solved the old problems, and gone on to new ones,
its problems are persistent. Philosophy has added
nothing to the stock of knowledge, 1t 1s obfuscation,
futihity, and frustration

Such depreciation 1s justified if philosophy pretends
to satisfy the ends imputed to 1t by its cnitics  Tradi-
tionally, philosophers have made the mustake of mus-
concelving therr task, their subject-matter, and their
mstrument , the criticism 1n so far forth 1s deserved But
that 1s equivalent to saymng that these philosophers have
been dogmatic rather than dialectical Progress 1s
urrelevant to philosophy in the sense i which progress
occurs 1n the natural sciences Philosophy never solves its
problems, for 1t has no specific problems to solve What-
ever appearance of persistent problems there has been
m the history of philosophy 1s due to the fact that
the tradition of European thought, there has been to
some degree an intellectual continuity, and a funded
vocabulary of philosophical discourse Whatever 1ssues
that philosophic tradition has repeatedly faced, 1t has
partially resolved on many different occasions, 1n many
different ways; but the resolution in each instance
has been temporary, and entirely relative to the
intellectual situation mm which 1t occurred Philosophy
has not added to the stock of knowledge, nor culmmated
in any fundamental truths or fixed belefs , 1f its nature
were essentially dialectical, 1t could not do otherwise.
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The futility that is ascribed to 1t, is definitely a proper
attribute of the philosophical enterprise, 1t must be
thoroughly impractical if it 1s to be dialectical, and
mm terms of the pragmatic values which the natural
sciences have come to satisfy, it 1s no wonder that
philosophy should be denounced as futile But that
denunciation, on the other hand, i1s somewhat of a
corroboration of the identification of philosophy with
dialectic. Fmally, philosophy ends, not only in futility
but frustration, 1t arrives nowhere even intellectually
But that again 1s a proper attribute of philosophy as
dialectic. It must never reach a conclusion, a final
resolution, an ultimate theory The fact that the history
of philosophy has been a chronicle of intellectual frustra-
tion further illustrates that it has been a career of
dialectic Opposition can never be totally removed
from the unmiverse of discourse in which philosophical
controversy occurs.

The conception of philosophy as dialectic may explain
certain of the attributes of the historical panorama,
but 1t does not alter the standards of value which are
invoked by the usual criticisms of philosophy. In one
sense, 1t makes the criticism, irrelevant, since philosophy
so conceived does not pretend to satisfy the pragmatic
or dogmatic values referred to by its critics. Neverthe-
less, the justification of philosophy can be made posttively
in terms of the set of imtellectual values which 1t does
attempt to satisfy This will be done later

Some 1mspection of the history of philosophy may
discover the exemplifications of the foregong thesis
Philosophy has been obviously controversial. The
writings of philosophers in any generation have been
stimulated by the opmions and theories of their pre-
decessors Opmion has provoked opinion, and belief
antagonized behef. Philosophical thought has derived
1ts greatest impetus not from commerce with the world,
but from the contact of one philosopher with another.
Opposition has been the fertile seed of philosophical
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production. The formula that the universe of philo-
sophical discourse 1s expressed by statements made
upon statements, for the most part seems to be
corroborated.

What might be more apparently a history of dialectic
has been masked, however, by the confusion of attitudes
that has pervaded the history of philosophic thought.
The dogmatic manner 1n which most philosophic theories
have been presented, the suggestion that systems have
been 1n absolute contradiction rather than merely in
opposttion, the absence of distinction between what was
pre-scientific! speculation and what was theoretical
argument with the resultant confusion of empirical
and discursive references, the lack of clarity with regard
to the sense in which philosophical thinking mught
satisfy a truth-value, and the senses in which truth
and actuality were urelevant to philosophy—these
factors have made the historical spectacle so difficult
to interpret, and have made philosophy so dubious and
nondescript an undertaking. By deleting from the
history of philosophy all of the passages in which
philosophers have mdulged m the immitation of science,
most of the second book of Locke’s Essay, for example,
which is pre-scientific psychology, or Descartes’s
cosmogeny and ‘‘ natural philosophy " which 1s pre-
scientific physics, and by effacing all evidences of dogmatic
assertion and denial from the more theoretical portions,
the dialectical fabric of the history of philosophy could be
analysed imnto strands of a prolonged argument which
has not, and cannot, reach a conclusion in any of its
loose ends or unravelling threads.

If philosophers have been consciously dialectical at
all, they have been so 1n method rather than in attitude.

1 ‘“ Pre-screntific speculation *’ 15 here used to designate reflection
or theorizing upon scientific subject-matter prior to the empircal
mvestigation of the relevant field of actuality It 1s arm-chair specula-
tion about the phenomena, and may have value and certain ments
proper to it, but 1t does not satisfy the requirements exther of empirical
science or of philosophy as dialectic It 13 what Santayana has called
* rhetonical physics ** and ‘' hterary psychology .
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Their manner of debate, their technique of definition
and analysis, and the way m which philosophers have
comprehended or refuted their opponents by processes
of translation and absorption, has been dialectical
enough. The defect has been one of incompleteness,
due usually to a corrupting dogmatism of one sort or
another. In other words, many philosophers have
been dialecticians somewhat in practice without under-
standing the theoretical implications of that practice,
the mtellectual attitudes 1t involves, and the ends it
1s able to serve. For this reason philosophical theories
that have been the work of dialectical processes, have
been advanced as ultimate rather than as partial systems
mn discourse , and the plurality of such ultimate systems
has presented the picture of irremediable contradiction
rather than has suggested the dialectical situation of
oppositions in discourse which further dialectic mught
resolve

The philosophical systems of Descartes and Leibmitz,
for instance, are dialectical in therr execution, but
dogmatic 1n their attitude, both m their scientific and
therr rehigious prejudices. The theologians of the twelfth
and thirteenth centuries were consummate masters of
the technique herem described, but they exercised it
within the bounds of revealed truth, a dogmatic doctrine
with which all other propositions must be made con-
sistent, or else totally excluded from the system of
theology as contradictory and therefore untrue. In
contemporary thought there 1s no intellectual vigour
except 1t be in pragmatism, and this both m attitude
and practice is a complete denial of dialectic, and, there-
fore, of philosophy according to the conception here
developed. The metaphysical systems of Aristotle,
Spinoza, and Kant, are marvellous works of dialectic,
but they are partial systems ; they are like single voices
that have not been harmonized with the polemic which
they provoke. The philosophy of Hegel comes nearest
to the conscious expression of dialectic as a method and
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as a theory , its only flaw, perhaps, 1s that 1t termnates
in the Absolute Idea 1n which all oppositions are resolved.
It surrenders the mconclusiveness of the dialectic process
for an ultimate dogmatism

The only figure in the history of thought that may
be construed as fully understanding the nature of
philosophy as dialectic 1s Plato. The dialogues form a
dramatic rendering of human conversation as the locus
of philosophical thought Theremn the philosopher and
the dialectician are 1dentified The theme of a Platonic
dialogue 1s an opposttion of opinions, an opposition that
usually arises mn the course of conversation The opposi-
tion is clarified, and perhaps, resolved, only to suffer
the facing of another opposition, and so on  There 1s
no ultimate resolution of the intellectual controversy
that forms the dialogue , many doctrines are proposed ;
their meanings are made clear, but none are proved i
the dogmatic manner In the light of the present
discussion, there 1s no philosophy in the dialogues of
Plato outside of the dialectic that 1s theremn contamed.
In this sense, Plato 1s the first and, unfortunately, the
last philosopher perfectly to understand the nature of
his proper task and the traits of his techmque ?

Credit must be given Hegel, however, for the expheit
formulation of the logical structure of dialectic But
m the first place, that logical structure 1s immanent mn
the actual as 1ts form and process, and in the second
place, 1t 1s conceived as a finite hierarchy. In this
Hegel fails to assume the dialectical attitude toward
the dialectical process 1tself—the philosophical mood of
mmpartiality which 1s able to witness the mconclusiveness
of any theoretical enterprise Hegel exemplifies the
failure of a dalectic which avoids frustration finally,
and m that dogmatic aversion he 1s imperfectly philo-
sophical He 1s one of the earhiest modern historians
of philosophy, and probably the first who ever attempted
to write that history as a sort of dialectical progress.
1 See Appendix F, for matenal relevant to this interpretation of Plato.
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In a series of triadic steps, an argument or thesis, its
negation by some other argument or thesis, and the
resolution of the argument in some third argument
or thesis, the history of opinion is developed as a pyramidal
structure of trilogles If this architectural conception
1s the beauty of Hegel’s method, 1t 15 also 1ts defeat, for
the perfect pyramid must have some crowning stone
There must be some one category which resolves the
difficulties engendered by all others, some last resolution
of some last antithests Whether or not the Absolute
Idea 1s the source of dialectical peace need not be debated
here ; 1t 1s rather the attitude which such an ultimate
termmation expresses that 1s here being contrasted with
the attitude of regarding dialectic as interminable,
which the present exposition has stressed as so essential
to phulosophy

This contrast can be made vivid by substituting Plato
for Hegel. Suppose Plato had approached the task
which Hegel undertook. The supposition does not
demand too much, for recent commentary shows that
the dialogues deal for the most part with contemporary
opmions which Plato 1s submitting to c¢riticism, opinions
which, it hardly need be said, were not lus own The
method of cniticism, which he himself called dialectic,
was one of taking an opinion as a premise and explicating
1t.1 Contrary opinions are suggested, and the dialogue
proceeds by the alternative examination of the grounds
and mmplications of several hypotheses In most cases
the dialogue ends nconclusively. Plato makes no
attempt at synthesizing the errors of his predecessors
into any final truth of his own He allows oppositions
to stand unregenerate, and among them are the doctrines
which the tradition now calls Plato’s own. The con-
versation 1s left, as 1t 1s begun, without anything more
being known or believed 1n, but with the possible meanings
of many things made clearer. The talkers meet by
accident, find their themes in the statements of each

1 See Appendix F
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other, and leave to keep appointment or to return to
bath or dwnmer. They are enriched philosophically by
what they experience; but they are not in possession
of greater knowledge or more truth, nor 1s 1t likely
that they ever believe the last remarks which Socrates
has made. They have been enriched by the philosophical
exercise of their own minds. They have been philosophers
mn that they argued, not in order to believe one thing
rather than another, but merely for the experence of
dialectic itself

In the light of the dialogues, therefore, it is not difficult
to imagime how Plato would write the history of philosophy
were he to attempt 1t to-day. It would be a dialectical
account without the Hegelian superstructure ; 1n a sense,
it would not be history at all, for Plato would have
exhibited the dialectic of historically recorded opimion
without the mrrelevant apparatus of a logical career
intimme. Sucha book might be called a Summa Dsalectica.

The present volume serves its purpose if 1t is the
prolegomenon to the Swumma Dialectrca that should be
written In that future work what is here but the barest
suggestion of the interpretation of historical philosophy
in terms of dialectic would be fulfilled 1n detaill Though
historical philosophies might comprise 1ts subject-matter,
the treatment would not be historical It would be con-
cerned with theores rather than thinkers It would be
strictly dialectical in form, probably availing itself of the
Iiterary advantages of the dialogue rather than the usual
devices of the treatise or of geometrical procedure
The Summa Dialectrica would be 1n part the exhibition
of the arguments that are mvolved m the theores,
systems, and philosophies that have been reported or
recorded More than that 1t would necessarily endeavour
to carry the dialectical process beyond the pomnt at which
one dogmatic attitude or another had limted 1t
historically. In this sense it would be a genuinely

1 Vide Possibility, chap 1x
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creative work, as well as being the critical application
of dialectic to a certamn field of subject-matter But 1t
would be a summation only by exemplification , 1t could
not, if 1t were thoroughly dialectical, pretend to summarize
all the polemic that has been, or all the controversy that
might be The method of exemplification to be employed
in such an undertaking would consist in drawimng the hne
of any argument as the serial development of oppositions
between partial doctrines, and of the partial resolutions
of these oppositions The line, of course, being endlessly
composed 1 the same way, could not be exhaustively
revealed in the exposition of the controversy. But two
things would have been accomplished. In the first place,
all of the lnes of argument tangent to or imtersectmg?
with the given Iine would have been indicated , and 1n the
second place, the given hne would have been sufficiently
defined, 1 the same way in which an infinite series
1s defined by the description of a proper part, and by the
method of exhaustion toward a limit. The same definitive
treatment could then be given all of the other lines of
dialectic that were generated in the first instance, and
they i turn would be productive of other loci of argu-
ment, tangential or intersecting. What ultimate
geometrical figure the Summa Dialectica would conform
to is difficult to determine prior to the undertaking;
perhaps 1t would be an infinite sphere whose area was a
plenum of limitless lines each of which was tangential
to or mtersecting with every other line at some pomnt
in its extent. It mught be imagmned as a boundless
hght sphere each point of which was a centre generating
radii of light, each ray a focus for all the others If such
1t were, then the Swmma Dialectica as a whole could
be nothing more than the partial and incomplete exposi-
tion of the field of dialectic by the method of exhibiting
a proper part and approaching the limit of 1ts hierarchical
development.

1 Intersection has already been used to designate common identity

conditions or equivalence, tangency similarly expresses the trait of
intervalence between systems
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The values of the volume here proposed certainly
cannot be either stated or judged mm advance of the
attempt ; 1ts execution may or may mot be possible
m terms of the prelimmary plan But whatever other
hopes the achievement of a Swumma Dialectica might
fulfill, it has this double promise . First, that of stating
some of the fundamental intellectual concerns that the
history of philosophy comprises, clarifying the opposttions,
ndicating some of their possible resolutions, and, perhaps
most important of all, effecting a greater or less degree
of translation between one system or theory and another.
This would enhance the intelligibility of philosophical
controversy, probably reduce what seems to be a multi-
plicity of theoretical differences and disagreements to the
simplest terms m which the dialectic mught be recon-
structed , and 1n this way historical philosophy may be
made to contribute to the enlightenment of the philo-
sophical processes of the present and the future, the
continued carrymng on of philosophy in controversial
discussion, whether by professional philosophers or not

Secondly, the subject-matter of a Swumma Dralectica
would imclude not only the theoretical and systematic
writings that have been traditionally classified as philo-
sophy ; but the scientific umiverse of discourse as well .
1e the body of scientsfic propositions, organized as
theoretical systems Science, 1n other words, would be
submitted to dialectic, and in such a treatment, scientific
discourse would have the status of merely possible and
necessarily partial theorizing. To understand what 1s
implied in this philosophic programme will require
a brief analysis of the subject-matter of the projected
Summa.



2. THE SUBJECT-MATTER OF A SuMm4 Drarecrica

The universe of scientific discourse may be described
as the body of propositions that purport to be statements
of fact, or propositions about actuality. Scientific
discourse 1s part of a more comprehensive universe of
discourse which constitutes the subject-matter of dialectic
since 1t is considerate of any possible proposition But
the differentiating trait of a scientific proposition among
all other possible items in discourse 1s 1ts assertion of
fact, and its claim to more than possible truth through
being related extrinsically to things not in discourse,
to reality or actuality, substance or existence. This
assertiveness and this claim are clearly icompatible
with dialectic procedure. Therefore, it becomes necessary
to explamn in what manner scientific discourse can be
regarded as subject-matter for dialectic; and it is only
scientific discourse which requires this explanation.
Whatever other partial fields of subject-matter are
embraced by a Summa Dialectica are naturally congemal
to such inclusion and treatment, by reason of therr
bemng entirely systems of discourse, merely theoretical,
merely possible.

The universe of scientific discourse is itself subdivided
into many partial fields. There are theoretical sciences,
on the one hand, such as theology, ontology, cosmology,
epistemology, metaphysics, mathematics, logic, ethics,
asthetics. These technical terms designate what have been
traditionally considered as branches of philosophy, but 1f
philosophy is dialectic, these branches are more properly
classified as theoretical sciences, since in every instance
they have the two dogmatic qualities of science, the
assertion of truth, and relation to actuality. They are
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different sciences 1n so far as they have different fields of
subject-matter , they are theoretical in so far as their
method 1s entirely a process in discourse. Their anomalous
character would be revealed by calling them dialectical
sciences. Mathematics and logic may be thoroughly
dialectical if no ontological assertion 1s attached to their
respective doctrines. They would then be merely
possible systems, mstead of sciences.

On the other hand, there are the empurical sciences,
such as the physical, the biological, and the social sciences,
different because of the distinction m their subject-
matters and therr methods, but alike in bemng sciences
because of their dogmatic claims, and alike in being
empirical because of the common trait in their diverse
methods of manipulating or dealing with actual events
or existent objects It 1s this trait which distinguishes
them from the group of theoretical sciences. But the
empirical sciences are not entirely inductive, whether
m the experimental, or the statistical, or the heunstic
fashion The physical sciences, for example, to the
extent to which they achieve mathematical formulation,
are deductive in method and highly theoretical, and all
of the other empirical sciences attempt to approach
as an 1deal the theoretical structure of mechanics,
terrestrial and celestial. To the degree that they are
deductive and become theoretical, the empirical sciences
are dialectically articulate. The social sciences are still
m the stage of baby-talk, but even they have made
some attempt at theoretical clarity.

This analysis might be generalized in the statement
that in so far as any science achieves theoretical form,
its universe of discourse has dialectical structure In
the case of the empirical sciences, their theoretical or
dialectical properties are not incompatible with their
expermmental or otherwise empirical methods. The business
of prediction and verification, and the method of multiple
working hypotheses, are i part instances of dialectical
procedure.
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In other words, any science considered merely as a
theory, as a system in discourse, is an instance of dialectical
elaboration. But the dialectic 1s mcomplete 1f the
system 15 not submutted to the oppositions which it
inevitably provokes However, in the ight of such oppo-
sition, any system becomes merely partial Its statusis
that of possibiity, and any further dialectical considera-
tiofi of 1t must disregard whatever claims the system has
to be related to actuality, to be extrinsically true. But
1t 15 precisely this claim which distinguishes any partial
unwverse of discourse as scientific This holds equally
for the theoretical and the empirical sciences

In order, then, for the sciences to become m part
subject-matter for the proposed Swumma Dralectica,
they may be regarded mm one of two ways The first
has been suggested by Mr Scott Buchanan in his treatise
on Possibility 1 Briefly stated, a science may be regarded
as an order of parameters Its structure 1s systematic,
and 1ts function analytic, as a system it 1s analytic, and
that analysis 1s relevant to some actual whole A science
1s the analytic equivalent of some actual whole But
analysis 1s always an intellectual affair, its status is
that of a possibility Any science 1s merely one of many
possible analyses of a given actual whole This treatment
does not abrogate the truth-claim of a science, but 1t
reinterprets the import of that truth-claim, and renders
empurical science comparable to myths and to any purely
theoretical system. In their intellectual forms, they are
all equally possible systems, analytic of some actual
whole, and equivalent to one another in proportion as
they are true, that 1s, equivalent to the actual whole
they analyse The fuller statement of this interpretation
of science will be found in Mr Buchanan’s book.

The second way of regarding the sciences 1s 1n accord-
ance with the theory of dialectic herein developed Any
science may be taken in its theoretical aspect entirely,
and m this aspect it 15 merely a discursive system, and

1 Chapter 1x.
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can be treated entwrely as an affair in the universe of
discourse  Its truth 1s determined intrinsically as m
the case of any other system or theory Its significance
1s determined, not 1n relation to reality or actuahty, but
n relation to the systematic oppositions which the defini-
tion of 1its doctrine generates Regarded in this way,
any partial umverse of scientific discourse 1s thoroughly
susceptible to dialectic, but 1t must be admitted that
the partial umiverse of discourse so treated no longer
possesses any of the distinctive traits of a science It
1s pure theory, 1t 1s an intellectual possibility.

There 1s agreement between Mr Buchanan’s para-
metric formulation and the theory of dialectic in therr
major clauses, but not with respect to the relation of the
analytic to the actual whole which the former interpre-
tation postulates. This pomnt of disagreement suggests
a dialectical 1ssue between the two theories that cannot
adequately be undertaken here, 1n part 1t has been
touched upon in the earher discussion of the relation
between discourse and actuality The further elabora-
tion of this opposttion 1s a theme for the Summa Dialectica
itself.

It should now be clear in what manner the history of
philosophy becomes subject-matter for dialectic The
history of philosophy is the documentary record of the
development of the theoretical sciences By depriving
them of any dogmatic property they may possess,
philosophy 1n its role of dialectic can incorporate them
mto the matrix of a Swumma Dialectica Philosophy
can deal similarly with the empirical sciences The
implication 1s that philosophy 1s a method for dealing
with any partial universe of discoursel, 1t 1s a method
determined by the nature of discourse in general And
that method 1s dialectic

The relation between philosophy as a method and
scientific discourse as a fragment of its subject-matter
may be determuned by the foregoing analysis. But there

1 See Appendix G
R
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is still a conflict between philosophy as a method and
science as a method, a conflict between dialectic and
empiricism  This opposition may be stated as an opposi-
tion of intellectual values, and in the clarification of
this opposition, the last step will be taken in explamning
the sigmificance of dialectic by defining the specific
intellectual values 1t 1s capable of satisfying.



3. THE DIALECTICAL ATTITUDE

Dialectic is confined entirely to the universe of discourse *
1ts subject-matter 1s discourse and 1ts own movement is
expressed in propositions. It 1s a method of under-
standing and of criticism.

The method of empirical science can be generally
described as a method of inquiry and mvestigation It
is concerned with the discovery and the determination
of facts of the first order, events and existences, and thelr
actual relationships Scientific theory may be resident
in discourse, but 1ts method, in so far as it 1s empirical
and mductive, 1s a movement among things, and 1t 1s
through the exercise of its method that scientific theory
claims truth and relevance to actuality.

In terms of its method and 1its claim, science represents
an mtellectual attitude profoundly in contrast with the
attitude of dialectic. The emprrical attitude 15 an
emphasis upon two values, the dogmatic value of belief
and the pragmatic value of action Scientific thinking
satisfies these two values* 1n 1its claim to extrmnsic and
determinate truth, it may result in belief, through its
dealing with entities in the realm of action, it may
eventuate in conduct. In other words, science 1s capable
of application.

On the other hand, the dialectic attitude 1s an emphasis
upon the values of impartiality and impracticality,
of unbelief and inaction. It 1s 2 kind of thinking which
satisfies these two values 1n the essential inconclustve-
ness of its process, 1t avoids ever resting in behef, or m
the assertion of truth; through its utter restriction to
the universe of discourse, and 1its disregard for whatever
reference discourse may have toward actuality, 1t 1s barren
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of any practical 1ssue. It can make no difference in the
way of conduct !

The values of empiricism are not confined to the practical
Lfe. They are genumnely intellectual values, in that they
are determinative of a certain kind of thinking According
to empiricism the ascertamnment of truths, the establish-
ment of beliefs and the regulation of human behaviour
m accordance therewith, are the important amms of
thinking Dialectic does not deny these values, 1t sumply
proposes that there are other intellectual values than these
and that there 1s a kind of thinking other than empirical
or scientific thinking which 1s able to satisfy such values
The values of dialectic, furthermore, are not confined
to the theoretical life They have a certam practical
mmport 1 so far as they 1mmpose upon thinking the aware-
pess of 1its irrelevance to practical affairs, to hfe and
conduct Action 1s utterly, brutally pragmatic, 1t 1s
never an affair for dialectic except in retrospect, and then
1 reflection 1t becomes merely ethical theory Dialectical
thinking may be somewhat related to empirical procedure
m the sense that deductive and analytic processes are
mvolved 1n any instance of complicated empirical dis-
covery or research. But dialectical and empirical thinking
are clearly poles apart in the values which they pretend
to satisfy. It is the fundamental polanty of intellectual
activity in general justice to the fullness of the concrete,
on the one hand, and to abstract, universal considera-
tions on the other Scientific thinking attempts to fulfill
both of these alternative aims, and 1s thereby in the diffi-
culty of facing an ultimate opposition ; whereas dialectical
thinking abolishes the opposition as one which 1s irrelevant
to its nature Dialectic admits that 1t 1s unable to deal
with the fullness of the concrete; i1t might even go

! The consideration of casmstry 1n general or sophistry (cf above,
Pp 31ff and footnote), suggests a comment upon the tendency of
empincism to place high value on the mere accumulation of facts
Were all the facts collected, assorted, and submitted to an ommscient
intelhigence, there would still be the task of understanding them , the
possibility of multiple interpretation would stall remain
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further, and assert that no thinking 1s capable of dealing
with the fullness of the concrete. That, 1n a sense,
15 the first step i the cniticism of science

Human conversation, it was seen, 1f 1t 1s controversial
or argumentative tends erther toward dialectic or toward
investigation The intellectual values of both empiricism
and dialectic are therefore relevant to the situation
in which conversation occurs over a disputed theme or a
pomnt of contention It may be possible to settle the
1ssue by reference to the facts, and this will involve
recourse to the processes of empirical thought, experiment,
mvestigation, actual mquiry of one sort or another.
But recourse to empiricism 1s equivalent to the surrender
of conversation Argument 1s forsaken for investigation.
Scientific thinking is not conversational even though
1t have crucial bearings on 1ssues so developed. The other
alternative 1s recourse to a kmnd of thinkmg which 1s
mtrimsically conversational, a kmd of thinking which
deals with the disagreements that arise mn human discourse
by treating them as intellectual oppositions, capable
of some clarification and some resolution in further
discourse.

It 1s not important to decide between these two
alternatives in general, that depends upon the tempera-
ments of the mmdividuals engaging in controversy, and
upon the character of the particular theme 1n any occasion
of dispute. Some minds are incapable of assuming
the intellectual attitudes of impracticality and impartiahty
required for the dialectical pursmit , and to some the ends
of such procedure are valueless Controversy very often
turns out to be argument about the facts, and when
that 1s discovered, argument should be postponed for
the sake of inquiry. The meanings of the facts, whatever
they are, may be determmed by conversation, but
conversation can never determine what 1s a fact and what
1s not. Only such issues as can be interpreted as opposi-
tions in discourse, rather than as dispute about the facts,
are the proper themes of mtellectual conversation
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It is important, therefore, to distingumish between
these alternatives 1n conversation. Conversation should
either be given up when 1t becomes inefficacious mn any
particular mstance, orif 1t turns to dialectic as the method
for dealing with its difficulties, then 1t must observe
the conditions which are thereby imposed uponit. It has
been the purpose of this book to define those conditions
in the description of dialectic as a method Conversation,
furthermore, 1f 1t choose the dialectical way of dealing
with 1ts controversial 1ssues, must submit itself to the
intellectual values which that way of thinking 1s able
to satisfy These are fundamentally different from the
values mmmanent in scientific or empirical thinking
The implications of that difference have now been
summarized It remamns only to state very generally
the human value and significance of philosophy i 1ts
locus be in conversation, and if 1its method and attitudes
be those of dialectic.

If truth and practical consequences be the ends of
scientific thinking, philosophy may be regarded in contrast
as the source of mtellectual freedom. It may be offered
that there are three stages in the liberation of human
thought, first the stage of universal behef, secondly, the
introduction of rational criteria for the determination
of the validity of belef, and, thirdly, the independence
of thinking from any belef whatsoever. The second
1s the stage of scientific and dogmatic criticism ; the third
15 the achievement of the philosophic attitude. The
amm of philosophy might almost be described as the
attempt to achieve an empty mind, a mind free from
any intellectual prepossessions, and unhampered by
one belief or another So conceived, philosophy 1s the
process of entertaming any idea as merely possible,
and of examining its significance impartially. It has
been said that bad poetry 1s usually the product of sincere
feelings It might be similarly said of conversation
that 1t 1s bad philosophically when it 1s motivated by
sincere convictions.
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Philosophy, however, 1s not only the instrument of
intellectual freedom It 1s an experience of the comic
spirit, for those who enjoy 1t i the dialectical pursuit
of conversation.  ‘ The essential tragedy of human
thought,”” 1t has been wntten, 1s * its unavoidable task
and 1ts unescapable frustration ”’. But to the philosopher
the mnevitable frustration of dialectic 1s not a tragedy ;
1ts mconclusiveness 1s the symbol of mfinite possibility.
The Iimitation which actuality imposes upon thought 1s
tragic, but the undertaking of thought as an adventure
m the realm of possibility 1s the essence of the comic
spirit in the intellectual ife To be thoroughly a dialec-
tictan 1n conversation or reflection is to be a philosopher
engaging in the partisanships of controversy, but never
losing impartiality toward all relevant theoretical con-
siderations.

Philosophy 1s the emancipation of the intellect and the
cultivation of the comic spiit. It may also be a
way of becoming sensitive to life, a way of becoming
sensitive to the differences and oppositions which pervade
the human world because it 1s wrought not only of
brute things but with meammngs in discourse.






APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

L

The word “ doctrine " 1s used throughout the logical
and metaphysical expositions to designate any group
of propositions which are compendant and have imphca-
tions. Simce the body of propositions which form a
system are compendant and have imphcations, a
“system ” 1s heremn sometimes referred to as a
““doctrine . But more frequently “ doctrine "’ denotes
the set of assumed or intuitive propositions, the postulates
and definrtions, as distinct from the demonstrative
propositions, or theorems. It 1s in this sense that the
phrase, ““the doctrine of the system,” 1s used; and
unless otherwise indicated, “* doctrine "’ means the doctrine
of a system. This usage differs arbitranly from the sigm-
ficance attached to the word in mathematical logc,
wheremn ““ doctrine ”’ and *‘system’ are used inter-
changeably.

APPENDIX B

The phrase “analytic whole” is used throughout
the text, except where otherwise specified, to refer to
any set of propositions established by defimition as a
system, and articulated deductively by analysis An
analytic whole 1s thus always a partial whole, and as a
partial whole, a system is always analytic. This defimtion
of * analytic whole "’ deterrmines the meanings of the
words ‘‘ equivalence ” and “ intervalence’. Systems
are equivalent when they are equally satisfactory values
1n substitution for the vanables of a common system-
function; 1e. when they are mutually translatable
point by point. Systems are iniervalent when they are
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included partially in some supraordinate system; i.e.
when they are synthesized Herein, then, 1s the distinc-
tion between the translation of system, and the resolution
of ther effective opposition Resolution 1s a sub-case
of translation; 1t is incomplete or partial translation.
Perfect translation, the limiting case, 1s an expression
of 1dentity.

On page 211 of the text, Mr. Buchanan's use of
“ analytic whole” 1s discussed. In that usage an
analytic whole 1s also a system, but 1t 1s “ analytic”
by reason of its analytic equivalence to some actual whole.
Intervalence becomes the relation between two systems,
or analytic wholes, which are more or less equivalent
to some actual whole.

The difference between these two usages for the same
set of terms 1s parallel to the opposition between two
theones of implication developed in the text. (See page
211 £))

ArPENDIX C

The discussion of the law of contradiction in relation
to dialectic procedure concluded with the thesis that
contradictions do not obtain within or between systems
when they are treated dialectically (see pp. 187-99).
What, then, 1s to be the operative criterion for the com-
patibility of two or more postulates of a given doctrmne ?

The postulates of doctrine Alpha may be considered
as the theorems of supraordinate system Beta. If the
gwven postulates are demonstrated by the doctrine
of system Beta, they are thereby not only proved to be
consistent theorems 1n Befa, but they are proved also to
be compatible as postulates of the doctrme Alpha.
But this demonstration of their compatibihty depends
upon the consistency of the doctrine Befa, whose
postulates must 1 turn be proved compatible as theorems
consistently imphed 1n the supraordinate system Gamma.
And this obviously continues into an infimte regressus.
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The compatibility of postulates 1s thus everywhere
reduced to the consistency of theorems, and this 1s
equivalent to mamntammg that there 1s no final test for
the compatibility of postulates in dialectical procedure.
This thesis, moreover, 1s eminently appropriate to the
logical theory of dialectic. The compatibility of any
set of postulates 1s as relative an affair as the valhdity
of any system, and the test for the one quite properly
assumes the other, and vice versa.

APPENDIX D

The relationship between a proposition (an entity in
discourse) and a fact (a non-discursive entity) 1s through-
out the present exposition described as a relationship
which transcends discourse, and 1s recalcitrant and
resistant thereto. The denoted relationship, in other
words, cannot be stated in discourse. This seems to be
precisely what Bertrand Russell refers to as “ the most
fundamental thesis of Mr. Wittgenstemn’s theory ”, in
his Introduction to the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus -
““ That which has to be in common between the sentence
and the fact cannot, so he (Wittgenstein) contends, be
itself 1n turn sa:d in language. It can, in lus phraseology,
only be shown, not said, for whatever we may say will
still need to have the same structure.” It is with this
insight that Wittgenstein concludes in Proposition 7 -
‘“ Whereof one cannot speak, thereof one must be silent.”

ArPENDIX E

Two types of implicative relation have been enunciated
in this book One may be called analytic implication ;
1t is the relation between a whole and any of 1ts parts,
and this relation 1s not reciprocal. The other type of
implicative relation may be called definstsve tmplication ;
it 1s the relation between co-ordinate elements, between
one part and its others, or opposites. Defimtive imphca-
tion 1s treciprocal.
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It is patent that imphcation in dialectic has not the
same meamng that it has m most treatises on formal
or mathematical logic. And 1t 1s almost crucial for an
understanding of the doctrine of this book that the
distmction 1n meaning be made clear. A brief analysis
of imphcation in the more usual sense will help to
flustrate this distinction. Whitehead and Russell
in the Introduction to the Principia Mathematica give a
general formulation of thewr conception of imphcation
It will be remembered that the four prinutive ideas
for them are disjunction, contradiction, conjunction,
and mmphcation They proceed to derive the latter two
from the former two, remarking, however, that the process
could, with greater difficulty, be reversed. As 1t 1s,
mmphcation is defined 1n terms of disjunction and contra-
diction. Thus the proposition p imphes the proposition
g if not-p or ¢ 1s true The Principia denomimates
this as the general form of the “ if-then ” proposition
The disjunctive function 1s expressed m one proposition
(viz. not-p) and another (viz. g) bemng true. But the
‘““reason "’ why ¢ ¢s true and hence why p wmplies g hes
in the 1dea of contradiction. Not-p cannot be true,
if p is true; the law of contradiction holds that if a
proposition $ 1s true, its contradictory not-p is false.
This 15 material wmplication. The strict wmplicaton of
Professor Lewis of Harvard, though different 1n techmcal
detail, similarly rests in the law of contradiction.

Three questions immediately arise: (1) What 1s the
resolution of the opposition between imphcation depending
upon contradiction (material or strict) and imphcation
(analytic or defimtrve) as used 1 this book ? (2) What
1s the logical status of true? (3) What considerations
are logically pertinent to the discovery of truth, 1e.
demonstration ?

It will be seen that any solution of the first will be
i terms of the relation of exclusion; the other two
mvolve the relation of inclusion.

Dnalectically considered, the system, or partial umverse
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of discourse, which effects a partial resolution of the
opposition between the system in which matersal implica-
tion 1s an element, and some ofher system, will be superior
to the systems in opposition. It will be remembered
that contradiction does not obtain between systems,
and further that, given a proposition, its ‘ formal
contradictory ”’, as one of its indefinite others, 1s simply
excluded from the system in which 1t (the given proposi-
tion) 1s. The ‘‘ contradictory’ proposition 1s related,
hke any of the others, to the given proposition by partial
exclusion the one imphes the other defimtively Systems
are related in the same way, by partial exclusion and
defimitvve wmphcation. And the system which * contra-
dicts ”’ the system 1n which material 1mplication 1s asserted,
will, 1n dialectical terms, be simply an other of that system,
and related to it by exclusion. The opposition engendered
between the two will be capable of resolution in some
supraordinate system. In the same way the proposition
which ‘‘ contradicts ”’ the proposition stating material
unplication 1s an excluded other, and the opposition thus
engendered 1s capable of similar partial resolution. The
exclusion, it will be remembered, 1s partial, and the
resolution 1s likewise partial.

The proposition 1n which the resolution 1s effected will
be discovered by synthesis i terms of common identity
conditions. In the proposition of material smphcation,
the element “  imphes g "’ presupposes a relation between
# and q. The disjunctive element presupposes a relation
between not-p and ¢ Likewise contradiction presupposes
a relation between p and not-p. In any proposition which
is the “ contradictory " of material implication, 1f p, g,
and not-p are involved, there will be common pre-
suppositions. Therefore the supraordinate proposition
mn which the opposition 1s partially resolved, and which
15 presupposed by both opposed subordmate pro-
positions, will at least state there 1s a relation belween
pand q

It 1s now necessary to wnspect the formula . “ If this,
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then that,” which is the alternative form for the proposi-
tion: “p imphes g.”” This, expanded, states: “if this
is true, then that 15 true.” This is also the statement of
what has here been called analytic implication. It will
be remembered that in the shght svmmary of material
wmplication no meanng was given to frue. Nor do Russell
and Whitehead attempt to give this treatment 1 ther
formulation. At this point, however, the dialectical
status of ‘ true ”’ must be considered mm order that the
dialectical statement of imphcation be made perfectly
clear. ‘ True” or * valdly following from " 1s a pro-
positional function and the conmstant which is admitred
depends upon the system to which it is relevant. Ths
merely restates a proposition of this book, that the
meamng of an element in discourse {in this case * true ”')
depends upon the context in which it appears. In other
words, dialectically considered, an element (bemg a
symbol) has no meaning in isolation. Thus 1s particularly
difficult in the case of ' true ”’, for two reasons. In the
first place, " true ”’ usually has an extra-logical mmport
which 1s connected with “ expenience ”’. It 1s because of
the imperfection of human discourse that this extra-
logical mmport becomes an effective factor in human
thought. The practise of dialectic, on the other hand.
attempts in so far as 1t is possible to eliminate this
psychological conditioning  Considered logically, * true ”
has a meaning 1n a context which it may be the purpose
of dialectic to discover. But this first difficulty only
enhances the second. Stated briefly, 1t is that the rule of
demonstration must i any given system (even 1 a
logical analysis of dialectic) have intuitive status;
1e., be postulated 1n order to avoid an mfinite regress.
In other words, the demonstration of the rule of demon-
stration cannot occur within the system in which that
rule of demonstration is regulative. And this very
condition would seem to give the rule of demonstration
an extra-logical significance which might easily become
fraught with epistemological antinomies. A logical
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analysis of dialectic, if 1t 1s to be thorough, must deal
with this situation.

Further consideration will disclose that 1n purely logical
terms this apparent difficulty 1s reconciled within the
hmits stated ‘“ True” or “ valdly following from
has been designated as a propositional function. Tt will
be noted that 1t 1s then equivalent to the rule of demonstra-
tion, or 1n terms of this text, analytic imphcation. The
rule of demonstration for any system will be the constant
element which for that system 1s admutted in the pro-
positional function “ true ”’ or ‘‘ vahdly following from .
But 1t has becn said that this must be separate from the
system It will be remembered, however, that two
relations are possible ; exclusion or inclusion Since 1t 1s
obviously not an other, 1t cannot be related by exclusion.
And since mclusion is not reciprocal, the rule of demonstra-
tion must reside 1n a system supraordinate to the system
of which 1t is regulative. Actual demonstration 1n that
system, however, 1s dependent upon a rule of demonstra-
tion which 1s hkewise resident m a still supraordinate
system This develops the structure in which logically
the infimte regress of the demonstration of any rule of
demonstration subsists. And it 1s because of this that
any actual analysis of dialectic must be forced to postulate
a rule of demonstration, of analytic implication, which 1s
separate from, and presupposed by, that system. Finally,
it must be borne in mind that i precisely the same way
that no term or proposition has dialectical meaning apart
from 1ts context, no system has meaning apart from 1ts
context of supraordinate and co-ordinate systems.

It 1s evident, then, (z) that material implication, depend-
mg upon disjunction and contradiction, must be demon-
strated by a rule of imphication whose ground 1s supra-
ordinate ; and (2) that the term ‘‘ contradiction ” has
a particular meaning depending upon the context 1n which
it 1s. In this text it 1s translated as opposition or otherness,
and that translation is, of course, relative to the context.
Neither term has an extra-logical vahdity apart from
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its context More important. it becomes clear that
material mplicatron i1s only one method of demonstra-
tion ; and that conclusions may be armved at vahdly
through other demonstrative procedures. Whatever the
method of demonstration 15 for a system, 1t will be the
constant admitted to the propositional function, *“ vahdly
following from,” or ‘“implcation ”, relevant to that
svstem Thus * coherent truth ”’ 1s structurally possible,
which will result in ferminal theorems very foreign to
what the eulogistic psychology of “ nmgorous thinking "
has thus far demanded. Moreover, the “ nonsense”
which 15 the test for the madmissibibity of constants in
propositional functions will be found to be an equivalent
propositional function for ‘‘false” which, as the
“ formal contradictory *’ of *‘ true ”, is merely an otfer,
and related to 1t by exclusion. Whatever psychological
or supra-cogitative cniteria may be brought to bear,
dialectically the constants of “ nonsense " are not only
not 1rrelevant to * truth ”” but wmphed by 1t definfively

And 1in the same way that an analysts of the supra-
ordinate proposition which resolved the opposition between
material implicatrion and definstive wmplication rested 1in the
identity condition * there is a relation between p and
not-p’’; so the supraordinate proposition which resolves
the opposition between demonstration by material implica-
tron and demonstration by analyfic 1mplication, rests
the 1dentity condition ‘‘ there 1s a relation between $
and ¢ "—where $ 1s supraodinate A further determination
of this function would, as has been demonstrated, 1nvoke
a still supraordinate proposition which would, likewise,
1 that context, be only partially determinate

Three theses, then, will summarize this discussion.

1. Imphcation 1s the subsistence of relationships
between entities 1n discourse.

2. Definstwoe vmplication 1s the relation of exclusion
by which co-ordinate others are related to a given element ;

analytic smplication 1s the relation between an element
and 1its subordinates.
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3. “True” and " false ” are propositional functions,
the partial determinations of which are the parhial
determinations of the relations between implied elements.

ArpPENDIX F

Plato 1s referred to in the text as the only histoncal
philosopher who thoroughly exemphfies the dialectical
attitude and whose work 1s an embodiment of the
dialectical procedure.  This representation of Plato
becomes extremely inimical to the orthodox and con-
ventional conception of Plato when 1t goes so far as to
1ignore the ‘“ Platonic doctnnes ” entirely, either as a
misunderstanding perpetrated and perpetuated by the
scholarly tradition, or as irrelevant to Plato the
philosopher. So radical a departure in historical con-
struction clearly requires some evidence and corrobora-
tion The evidence and arguments in support of this
theory of Plato cannot be offered in detail here Readers
are referred to a forthcoming work by Professor F. J. E
Woodbnidge, to whom I am profoundly indebted for my
mtroduction to Plato in the hght of this refreshing
mterpretation of hm The following three quotations,
however, are presented as exemplary in lieu of adequate
documentation and authomntative discussion

The first is a bnief quotation from Plato’s Leiters,
Epistle vi, 341, b—d. In tlus passage Plato refers to
those who pretend to have set forth his philosophic
doctrnines.

‘* I hear too that he (Dzonysius) has since written on the subjects

1 which I instructed him at the time, as 1f he were composing

a handbook of his own which differed entirely from the instruction

he received Of this I know nothing I do know, however, that

some others have written on these same subjects, but who they
are they know not themselves One statement at any rate I can

make 1n regard to all who have written or who may wrile with 2

claim to knowledge of the subjects to which I devote myself—

no matter how they pretend to have acqured it, whether from
my instruction or from others or by their own discovery Such
writers can 1n my opimion have no real acquaintance with the

subject I certainly have composed no work with regard to 1t,
nor shall I ever do so 1n the future , for there 1s no way of putting
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1t 1n words hike other studies Acquaintance with i1t must come
rather atter a long period of attendance on iustruction n the
subject 1tself and of close compamonship, when, suddenly, Lke
a blaze kindled bv a leaping spark, 1t 1s generated in the soul
and at once becomes self-sustaining

* Besides, this at any rate I know, that 1f there 1s to be a treatise
or a lecture on this subject, I could do 1t best I am also sure for
that matter that I should be very sorry to see such a treatise
poorly written If I thought 1t possible to deal adequately with
the subject 1n a treatise or a lecture for the general public, what
finer achievement would there have been 1n my hfe than to write
a work of great benefit to manlund and to brning the nature of
things to hight for all men ? I do not, however, think the attempt
to tell mankind of these matters a good thing, except in the case
of some few who are capable of discovering the truth for them-
selves with little gmdance In the case of the rest to do so would
excite 1n some an unjustified contempt 1n a thoroughiy offensive
fashion, 1n others certan lofty and vain hopes, as 1f they had
acquired some awesome lore *’

The second 1s a quotation from A. E. Taylor’s recent
work on Plate (pp 201-2). In this passage. which
occurs at the end of an elaborate study of The Phaedo,
Taylor outhnes the Socratic method, the method which
Plato called dialectic or philosophy.

" The disappointment, Socrates says, confirmed his opimon
that he was ' no good ’ at natural science, and must try to find
some way out of his ‘ umversal doubt’ by s own mother-wit,
withount trusting to ‘ men of science ’, each of whom only seemed
to be able to prove one thing—that all the others were wrong
His description of the ‘ new method ' reveals 1t to us at once as
that which 1s charactenistic of mathematics It 1s a method of
considenng ‘ things ’ by 1nvestigating the Adyo: or ‘ propositions ’
we make about them Its fundamental charactenstic 1s thatitis
deductive You start with the ¢ postulate ’, or undemonstrated
principle, which you think most satisfactory and proceed to draw
out 1ls consequences or ‘implications’, prowvisionally putting
the consequences down as ‘ true’, and any propowitions which
conflict with the postulate as false (100a) Of course, as 1s made
clear later on, a ‘ postulate ’ (§mdfeais) which is found to imply
consequences at variance with fact or destructive of one another
1s taken as disproved  But the absence of contradiction from the
consequences of a ‘ postulate’ 1s not supposed to be sutficient
proof of 1ts truth If you are called on by an opponent who
disputes your postulate to defend 1t, you must deduce the postulate
itself from a more ultimate one, and this procedure has to be
repeated until you reach a postulate which 1s ¢ adeguate * (101e 1),
that 1s, which all partres to the discussion are unlling to admat
(Italcs muine —M J A) The most important special rule of the
method, however, 1s that, also insisted on by Descartes, that a
proper order must be observed We are not to raise the question
of the truth of a ‘ postulate ' 1tself until we have first discovered
exactly what its consequences are The confusion of these two
distinct problems 1s the great error of the drredoywoi (101e)
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In spite of hus humorous deprecation of lis proceeding as that
of an amateur, Socrates has ewvidently lhike Descartes, reflected
carefully on the nature of the geometrical method, and hke him,
he 1s proposing to introduce the same method into scientific
inquiry in general '

The third quotation 1s from the Autobiography of
John Stuart Mill. At about the age of 12 he was intro-
duced to some of the dialogues of Plato, and at that age
he was able to make the distinction here being discussed.

He wmtes, 1n retrospect .—

‘T have felt ever since that the title of Platomst belongs by
far better night to those who have been nourished 1n, and have
endeavoured to practise Plato’s mode of investigation, than to
those who are distinguished only by the adoption of certain
dogmatical conclusions, drawn mostly from the least intelligible
of his works, and which the character of his mind and writings
makes 1t uncertain whether he humself regarded as anything more
than poetic fancies, or philosophic conjectures *’

The reader may not have had the great advantage of
John Stuart Mdl's early traiming, but after following the
argument of this book he can at least be expected to
assume a dialectical attitude toward the 1ssue between
the orthodox conception of Plato as the author of
“ dogmatical conclusions ”’ and the Plato here presented
as the author of dramatic reproductions of dialectic,
and as a philosopher 1n the sense that therein are to be

found a certamn intellectual temper and a certain method.

ArpENDIX G

The distinction made 1n the text between philosophy
and science has an interesting parallel in the statements
made by Wittgenstemn in propositions 4 III and 4 I12
of the Tractatus . * Pmlosophy 1s not one of the natural
sciences. (The word ‘ philosophy * must mean something
which stands above or below, but not beside the natural
sciences.) The object of philosophy 1s the logical clanfica-
tion of thoughts. Philosophy is not a theory but an
activity. A philosophical work consists essentially of
elucidations. The result of philosophy is not a number
of ‘ philosophical propositions ’ but to make propositions
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clear. Philosophy should make clear and delimit sharply
the thoughts which otherwise are, as 1t were, opaque
and blurred.”

And he goes on to make a statement which harmonizes
with the argument n the text concerming the relation
of the Summa Dralectsca to 1ts subject-matter, the relation
of philosophy as dialectic to epistemology, for instance,
which 1s traditionally considered a branch of philosophic
doctrine  “ Psychology 1s no nearer related to philosophy
than 1s any other natural science. The theory of knowledge
is the philosophy of psychology.” (4.112I)
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standard maintained may be judged from the following hst
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VOLUMES PUBLISHED

PHILOSOPHICAL STUDIES. By G E. Moore, Litt D, author
of * Prineipia Ethica ”, edator of “ Mind ”
15/- net
“’Students of philosophy will welcome the publication of this volume It1s
full of 1nterest and stimulus, even to those whom it fasls to convinee , and
1t 15 also very undogmatic  Dr Moore 15 always anxious to bring out the
arguments agawnst those 1n favour of the positions to which he inclines,
and cares to refute not persons but false doctrines *—Owxford Magazine
" A valuable contribution to contemporary phulosophy *~—Spectator
THE MISUSE OF MIND * a Study of Bergson's Attack on
Intellectuvalism By Kann Stephen, formerly Fellow of
Newnham College, Cambnidge ~ Preface by Henrs Bergson,
6/6 net
*“This 1s a book about Bergson, but 1t 15 not one of the ordinary popular
expositions It 1s very short, but it 1s one of those books the quality
of which 1s 1n 1nverse ratio to 1ts quantity, for 1t focnsses our attention
on one single problem and succeeds 1 bringing it out with masterly
clearness The problem 1s the relation of fact to explanation So stated
1t may sound dull, but the moment 1ts 1mport 18 grasped, 1t 1s seen to
deel with the fundamental diflerence between two rival methods im
philcsophy "'—Twmes Lilerary Supplement
CONFLICT AND DREAM. ByW H R Ruwers,\M[.D,Litt D,
F R.S. Preface by Professor G Ellwot Smuth, FR S
12(6 net
* In hus last hook Mr Arnold Bennett claims for W H R Ruvers a place
among great men As traveller, healer, and expennmenter Rivers had
that kind of commanding vigour that is ome of the marks of genius
Nothing could be more fascinating than to watch him separating the gold
from the alloy 1n Freud's theory of dreams His book 15 as different
from the usual Freudian book on the same subject as 35 a book of
astronomy from a book of astrology ''—Robert Lynd, m Daily News
PSYCHOLOGY AND POLITICS, and Other Essays By IV H. R
Rwers, FRS  Preface by Professor G Elhot Swmusth
Appreciation by C S Myers, F RS
12/6 net
“In all the essays in this volume ome feels the scientific mrud, the
mind that puts truth first Each of the essays ts interesting and valuable ,
perhaps the most arresting 1s that 1n which he discusses and defends, 1n
the hght of recent research, the conception of society as an orgamssm,”
~—New Leader ** This volume 1s a fine memorial of a sohid and cautious
scientific worker "'—Havelock Eliis, in Nation
MEDICINE, MAGIC, AND RELIGION. By W H R Ruvers,
F.RS. Preface by Professor G. Elhot Smuth
10/6 net
“It1s pnnapally an attempt to 1nterpret the 1deas that inspired pninutive
medicine  But the penetrating mund of a seeker such as Rivers mevitably
went beyond that 1t 1s disclosure of the principles by which primitive
socteties hved No more important contribution to ethnological know-
ledge has been made dunng the past twenty years “—ddeph “Dr Rivers’
book 15 one long atray of fascimating illustration, hnkng up lus subject
with the most modern forms of neurosis, a contnibution of quite excep-
ucnal value to medicine and lstory alike “—Northern Review

s——
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TRACTATUS LOGICO-PHILOSOPHICUS. By Ludw:g Witigen-
stesn.  Introduction by Berirand Russell, F.R.S.

10/6 net

“ 'i‘lns 1s a most important book contaimng original ideas on a large
range of topics, forming a coherent system which 1s of extraordinary
interest and deserves the attention of all plulosophers —Mind *‘ Quite
as exaiting as we had been led to suppose 1t to be As stimulating as
Samuel Butler’s Nofzbooks and nearly as important as Prinsipia
Mathematica "—New Stalesman

THE MEASUREMENT OF EMOTION. By IV. Whately Smuh,
M.A. Foreword by William Brown, M D, D.S¢
10/6 met
* No theory more devastating, more matenalistic i 1ts impheations, has
ever been enunciated ; 1t dismisses man as an automaton, and renders
survival after death imconcetvable IL touches the fundamental issues
of both psychology and physiology, and the man who devises a means
of disproving 1t finally will render those sciences a great service ''—
Weekly Westminster
SCIENTIFIC THOUGHT : a Plulosophical Analysis of Some
of 1ts Fundamental Concepts 1n the Light of Recent Physical
Developments By C. D Broad, Lut.D.,, Lecturer m
Philosophy at Trimity College, Cambridge,
Second edrtron, 16(- net
" This closely-reasoned and particularly lueid book 1s certamn to take
a chief place mn the discussions of the philosophical problem which at
the present time is of central interest—that of the nature and smport
of the new concepts of the physical uiverse The whole book 1s weighty
with natter and marks an intellectual achievement of the highest order
It arests our attention—a cursory reading of 1t 1s simply 1mpossible—and
interest 18 sustained from beginming to end *—Timies Lulerary Sup plement
PSYCHOLOGICAL TYPES . the Psychology of Individuation
ByC G Jung, author of “ The Psychology of the Unconscious "
Translated with a Foreword by H. Godwin Baynes, M B
Thid edstion, 25/- net
‘* Among the psychologists who have something of value to tell us
Dr Jung holds a very ligh place He 1s both sensitive and acute, and so,
like a great writer, he convinces us that he 13 not inadequate to the -
mense complexity and subtlety of lus material We are conscious through-
out of a sensitiveness, a wide range of understanding, a farr-midedness,
which give us a real respect for the anthor The man who undertakes to
discuss psy chological types proposes to lumself alinost the most ambitious
task a man could attempt Among modemn psychologsts there 15 no
one who scems to us more adequate than Dr Jung "—Tiues Lulerary
Supplement
CHARACTER AND THE UNCONSCIOUS : a Crntical
Esposttion of the Psychology of Freud and Jung By
| H wvan der Hoop

10/6 net

" IIs book 1s an admurable attempt to reconcile the theomes of Jung
and I'reud e shows that the posttions taken up by these two psycholo-
wists ate uot as antagomstic as they appear at first sight The book con-
tams a very adequate and simple account of Freud’s teaching in its

snheut"feal}lres, and lus treatment of both theones 1s clear and sympa-
thetic,"—New Statesman
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THE MEANING OF MEANING : a Study of the Influence of
Language upon Thought and of the Science of Symbolism.
By C. K. Ogden and 1. A. Richards Introduction by J. P,
Postgate, Litt D Supplementary Essays by B, Mahuowsks,
Pr.D., D Sc. and F G. Crookshank, Ml D, F RC.P.

Second edslion, 12/6 net
" ‘The authors attack the problem from a more fundamental point of
view than that from which others have dealt with it, and at last some
hght 1s thrown on the factors involved The amportance of their work
15 obvious It 1s a book for educationalists, ethnologists, grammanans,
logicians, and, above all, psychologists The book 15 wrtten with
edmirable clanty and a strong sense of humonr, making 1t not only
profitable but also highly entertaimng reading for anyone who wishes to
address any remark to a fellow creature with the intention of being
understood "—New Siatesman

SCIENTIFIC METHOD . an Inquiry mto the Character and
Vahdity of Natural Laws By 4 D Ruiclue, Fellow of
Trimity College, Cambridge

10/6 net

‘ The fresh and bnght style of Mr Ratchie’s volume, not withont a salt

of humour, makes 1t an interesting and pleasant book for the general

reader Taken as a whole Scigniific Method 1s able, comprehensive, and, 1n
our opimon, right in 1ts main argument and conclusions —Brifish

Medical Journal ‘* His bnlhant book "' —Daily News

THE PSYCHOLOGY OF REASONING. By Engenio Rignano,

Professor of Philosophy m the University of Milan
14/~ net
* Professor Rignano's elaborate treatise, which completely surveys all
the chief types of reasomng, normal and abmormal, 15 a valuable con-
tribution to psychological lterature "—Weekly IWestnunster  * The
theory 1s that reasomng 1s simply imagmative experimenting Such
a theory offers an ecasy explanation of error, and Professor Rignano
draws 1t out 1n a very convincaing manner “—Twmes Luterary Supplement
CHANCE, LOVE and LOGIC * Philosophical Essays By
Charles S Pence  Edited with an Introduction by orrs
R Cohen  Supplementary Essay by fokn Duccy
12/6 net
" I/t 16 1mpossible to read Peirce without recogmzing the presence of a
superior nund  He was something of a gemus —F C 5 Scluller, 1n
Spectalor ‘' It 15 about the clanfication of our ideas that Mr Peirce
makes his most interesting remarks, 1t 1s here that one sees what a
briliant mind he had and how independently he could tunk "—Natzon
SPECULATIONS  E<says on Humamsm and the Philosophy
of At By T" E Hume Edited by [lerbert Read
Frontispiece and Foreword by Jacob Epstein
10/6 nei
\Vith 1ts peculiar ments, this book 1s most unlikely to meet with the
shightest comprehension from the usual reviewer When Ilulme was
killed 1 Flenders in 1917, he was known as a brilhant talker, a briliant
amateur of metaphysics, and the author of two or three of the most
beautsful short poems 1n the language In this volume he appears as the
forerunmer of a new attitude of nund, which should be the twentieth
century mind "—Crilerion
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THE NATURE OF LAUGHTER. By J. C Gregory.

10/6 net

“ l(dr Gregory, 1 this fresh and stimulating study, joins 1ssue with all
Ius predecessors In our judgment he has made a distinct advance 1n
the study of laughter, and his remarks on wit, humour, and comedy,
are most discnmunating The wrnter’s own vivacity of style smts s
subject admuirably “—Journal of Education

THE PHILOSOPHY OF MUSIC. By William Pols, F.R.S,
Mus, Doc. Edited wath an Introduction by Edward | Dent
and a Supplementary Essay by Dr Hamallon Harividge

New edstron, 10/6 nel
* This 1s an excellent book and its te-issue should be welcomed by all
who take mote than a superficial interest in music  Especially should it
appeal to those of a musical or sctentific frame of mind who may have
pondered upon the why and the how of things musical Dr Pole possessed
not only a wide knowledge of these matters, but also an attractive style,
and this combination has enabled lum to set forth clearly and sufficiently
completely fo give the general reader a fair all-round grasp of Ins
subject "'—Discovery.

INDIVIDUAL PSYCHOLOGY : 1its Theory and Practice By
Alfred Adles  Translation by Dr Paul Radin

18/~ met

* Dr Adler 15 the leader of one of the more important schisms from the
onpnel Freudian school He makes a valuable contribution to psychology
His thesis 1s extremely simple and comprehensive  mental phenomena
when correctly understood may be regarded as leading up to an end
which consists in establishing the subject’s supenonty “—Discovery
* Suggestive and stimulating "—Morning Post

THE PHILOSOPHY OF ‘AS IF’. By Hans Vailunger
Translated by C K Ogden. M.4

25/- net

“The most mmportant contnbution to philosophical hterature in a
quarter of 2 century Bnefly, Vathunger amasses evidence to prove that
reality and thought are out of key Reason was never an instrument,
he holds, for the understanding of ltfe We can arrive at theortes which
work pretty well by ‘ consciously false assumptions* We know that
these fictions 10 no way reflect reality, but we treat them as sf they
did Among such fictions are —the average man, freedom, God, empty
space, point, matter, the atom, infimty, the absolute All abstracts,
classifications, comparisons, general ideas, are fichions  All the sciences
and arts depend upon fictrons “—Spestator

THE NATURE OF INTELLIGENCE : a  Biological
Interpretation of Mind By L L Thurstone, Professor of
Psychology i the University of Chicago

10/6 net
“ Prof Thurstone distinguishes three views of the nature of intelligence
He names the first Academc, the second the Psycho-analytic, the
third the Behaviourist  Against these three views, though not
opposition to them, Prof Thurstone expounds us thesis that conscious-
ness 15 unfimished action  He contends that it is not inconsistent with
any of the three views, while 1n & sense 1t interprets each of them His
book 1s of the first importance  All who make use of mental tests will do
well to come to terms with hus theory *—Times Literavy Supplement
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THE GROWTH OF THE MIND : an Introduction to Child 1
Psychology By Professor K Koffka of the Umiversity of
Giessen. Translated by Professor R 2, Ogden

Second edstion, 15/- net

His book 15 extremely interesting, and 1t 15 to be hoped that it will be

widely read —Tumes Luterary Supplement Leonard IWoolf, reviewnng this

book and the following one 1n a Nation Leading Article, wriles ' Every
scrious student of psychology ought to read it {The Apes], and he should
supplement 1t by reading The Growth of the Mind, for Professor Koffka
joms up the results of Kohler's observations with the results of the study
of child-psychology *

THE MENTALITY OF APES, with an Appendix on the
Psychology of Chimpanzees By Professor I Kochler, of
Berhn Umiversity

Cheaper editton, with 9 plates and 19 figures, 106 nei

* May fairly be said to mark a turming-pomt 1n the history of psychology

The book 18 both 1 substance and form an altogether admirable prece

of work It 1s of absorbing interest to the psychologist, and hardly less

to the layman—especially the lover of ammals His work will always
be regarded as a classic n its kind and a model for futvre stuches
~—Twmes Luerary Suppiemeni

TELEPATHY AND CLAIRVOYANCE. By Rudoly Tischner
Preface by E ] Dinguall

Witk 20 silusiratrons, x0/6 net

* Such investigations may now expect to recerve the grave attention of
modern readers They will find the material here collected of great value
and interest The chicf interest of the book lies 1n the experniments 1t
records, and we think that these will persuade any readec: frec from
violent prepossessions that the present state of the evidence nccessitates
at least an open mund regarcdhng thewr possibilily “—imes  Lutevary
Supplement
THE PSYCHOLOGY OF RELIGIOUS MVSTICISM. By
Professor James H Leuba, author of * A Psychological Study
of Religion,’ etc
15/~ net
* The book 18 fascinating and stimulatmg even 1o those who do not agree
with 1t, and 1t 15 scholarly as well as scientific *—Remew of Reviews An
extension and development of the vicws outhned m James's Variettes of
Rehgious Lxperience wath much new material A scetion 1s devoled to
mystical experiences produced by drugs

THE PSYCHOLOGY OF A MUSICAL PRODIGY. By
G Revesz, Director of the Psychological Laboratory,
Amsterdam

With many musical 1ilustrations, 10/6 net

" For the first time we have a suentific 1epoit on the development of a

musical genwus  Instead of beng dependent on the vaguely marvellous

report of adonng relatives, we enter the more satisfymy atmosphere of
precise tests That Erwin 1s a musical gemus, nobody who reads thus
book will doubt ""—Twmes Luterary Supplement
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PRINCIPLES OF LITERARY CRITICISM. By I. 4

Richards, Lecturer at Magdalene College, Cambridge.
Second edition, 10[6 net

* A mne of really suggestiveideas It has real onigmality *— Datly News
 An important contribution to the rehabihitatior of English enticism—
perhaps, because of its sustaned scientific nature, the most important
contribution yet made Mr Richards begins with an account of the
present chaos of cnitical theores aund follows with an analyus of the
fallacy 1n modern aesthetics  The principles enunciated are pursued with
clear zest and consequent elucidation Parallel applications to the
arts of painting, scuipture, and music form the subject of three chapters *
~—Criterson

THE METAPHYSICAL FOUNDATIONS OF MODERN SCIENCE,
with special reference to Man’s Relation to Nature. By
Professor Edwin A Burlt

14/~ net

*This pook deals with a profoundly interesting subject  the uncritical

assumptions which were made by the founders of modem physics, and

through them became part of the unquestioned apparatus of ordinary
thonght The entical portion of this book 15 admurable "

Bertrand Ru-sell, 1n Nafionr ** He has given us a history ot the ongin

and development of what was, untl recently the metaphysic generally

asworiated with the smentiic outlook  This 1s what Professor Burtt
has qute admurably done —Tumes Lilerary Supplement

PHYSIQUE AND CHARACTER. By E Kretschuter

Wtk 3t plates, 15 net

" This wolume of the steadily growing Library will bear companson
with ay ot 1ta predecessors 1 interest and importance It gives
seientific 1ahdity to much ancient doctrine and folk-psychology It
professes {0 e merely a beqinmng, but, even so, the author has estab-
ished cert. .n cunclnslons beyond reasonable doubt, conclusions of great
signiqeance oel prognant with possibihities of almast 1infinite extension ™
— 10t erad 1T sturers'er  * His notable work (om) the relation between
funan furm and fuman character "—British Medical Journal

THE PSYCHOLOGY OF EMOTION: Morbid and Normal
By Joan T Mact wrdy, N D

25! net

 Tnere are two -easonz .n particular for welcommg thus book  Furst,
it 15 Ly 2 psy e natnst who takes general psychology serously  Secondly,
the author pricents lus evidence as well as hus conclusions  This 1s
distinctly a bool which should be read by all interested mn modern
psychology Tt~ subject 1s important and its author's treatment mter-
esting '~ Mwi chest: s Guardian "' A record of painstaking and ongmal
work .n o dirction that pronuses to illummate some of the fundamental
problems of psychiatry “—ZLancet

THE PSYCHOLOGY OF TIME. By Vary Sturt, M 4

316 net

“ An atere-ting book, t3 pical of the work of the younger psychologists
of to-day The first chapter gives a clear summary of metaphysical
views of time, later chapters descnibe practical experiments, wiile
the last chapter sets forth the writer’s view that time 1s a concept con-
structed Ly each individual  The clear, conase style of wnting adds
greatly to the pleasure of the reader “—Journal of Educalion
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PROBLEMS OF PERSONALITY : a Volume of Essays n
honour of Morien Prince. Edited by Dr A. A. Roback.

18/- nel,

‘* Here we have collected together samples of the work of a great many
of the leading thinkers on the subjects which may be expected to throw
light on the problem of Personahty Some such survey 1s always a tre-
mendous help i the study of any subject Taken all together, the
book 1s full of interest ’—New Staiesman  Contributors include
G Elhot Smith, Bernard Hart, Emest Jones, C S Myers, C G Jung,
Prerre Janet, W McDougall, Willam Brown, T W Mtchell, and
numerous others,

THE MIND AND ITS PLACE IN NATURE. By C. D. Bioad,
Litt D, Lecturer in Phulosophy at Trimty College, Cambridge

16/- nei.

 Quite the best book that Dr Broad has yet given us, and one of the most
important contnbutions to philosophy made 1n recent times “—Times
Literary Supplement *' Full of accurate thought and useful distinctions
and on this ground it deserves to be read by all senous students ""—
Bertrand Russell, 10 Nation ‘* One of the most important books which
have appeared for a long time a remarkable survey of the
whole field of psychology and philosophy . a piece of brilhant
surgery.”’—Discovery

COLOUR-BLINDNESS : with a Comparison of different Methods
of Testing Colour-Blindness. By Mary Collins, M A.,
Ph D Introduction by Dr James Drever

With a coloured plate, 126 net

“ Her book 1s woirthy of high praise as a painstaking, honest, well-

written endeavour, based upon extensive reading and close ongmal

mveshgation, to deal with colour-vision, mainly from the point of view
of the psychologist We believe that the book will commend itself to
every one interested in the subject "—Iwunes Lilevary Supplement

THE HISTORY OF MATERIALISM By F A Lange
New edition mn one volume, with an intioduction by
Berirand Russell, FR S

15/- net

‘ Animmense and valuable work ’ —Spectator A monumental work,

of the highsst value to all who wish to know what has been said by

advocates of Mater®lism, and whv plilosophers have i the man
remamed unconvinced Lange, while very sympathetic to materialism

m 1ts struggles with older systems, was himself bv no means 2 matenahst

His book 1s divided into two parts, one dealing with the times before

Kant, the other with Kant and lus successors ""—Erom the Iutroduction

PSYCHE: the Cult of Souls and the Belief in Immortahty
among the Greeks By Erwn Rohde

25/- net

*"The production of an admirably evact and unusually readable trans-
lation of Rohde’s great book 1s an event on which all concerned are to be
congratulated 1Ii 15 in the truest semse a classic, to which all future
scholars must turn if they would learn how to see and describe the inward
significance of primitive cults '—Daily News The translator and
publishers are to be congratulated on renderng this standard treatise
accessible '—Adelph
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EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY ; 1ts Problems and Methods
By Charles Fox, \I.A , Lecturer on Education 1n the Um-
versity of Cambuidge.

10/6 net

** A worthy addition to a series of outstanding merit There are 1nter-

esting sections on heredity and on mental tests The chapter on fatigue

13 excellent The lbliography 1s valuable ”—Lancet ‘* Certainly one of

the best books of its lond **—Observer ‘* An extremely able book, not

only useful, but onginal "—Journal of Educaiton

EMOTION AND INSANITY. By S Thalbizer, Chuef of the
Medical Staff, Copenhagen Asylum. Preface by Projessor
H Hoeffdmg
7/6 net
‘“ A psychological essay the matenal for which 1s provided by a study of
the mame-depressive psychosis It is a bmef attempt to explain certain
mental phenomena on a physiological basis This explanation 1s based on
three well-recognized physiological laws \\ hatever the view taken
of this fastnating explanation, there1s one plea in this bock which must
be whole heartedly cndorsed, that psychiatric research should recene
much more consideration in the effort to determne the nature of normal
mental processes ""—N alure

PERSONALITY. By R G. Gordon, \! D ,BSc ,MRCP Ed
10/6 nrt
* The book 1s, in short,a very useful entical discussion of the most
umportant modern work beaning on the mind-body problem, the whole
knit together by a philosophy at least as promising as any of those now
current '—Tmes Literary Supplement *' His excellent book He accepts
the important and attractive theory of Emergence '—Qbserver A
significant contnibution to the study of personalty “—Byitish Afedical
Journal
BIOLOGICAL MEMORY. By Eugemo Rignano, Professor of
Philosophy 1n the Umiversity of Milan Translated, wath an
Introduction, by Professor E. 11" MacBride, FR S
10/6 net
" Professor Rignano’s book may prove to have an important beaing
on the whole mechamst-vitalist controversy He has endeavoured
to give meaning and content to the special property of * hvingness *, which
separdates the orgamic from the 1norgamic world by identifying 1t with
unconsuous memory The author works out his theory with great
vigour and mgenuity, and the book deserves, and should recerve, the
earnest attention not only of students of biology, but of all interested
1n the age [ong problem of the nature of hfe ’—Specialoy

COMPARATIVE PHILOSOPHY. By Paul Masson-Oursel.
Introduction by F G. Crookshank, M.D.,F.R C P.

10/6 net

“The comparative chronology, which he supplies, places 1n parallel
columns the contempoeraiy phlosophy (in each period) of the Western
World, the Middle East, India, Tibet, China, and Japan Thus the
author illustrates how Confucius played 1 China a réle comparable with
that of Socrates in Greek thought He pleads for the comparative
study of plilosophy, It bnngs meamng into ligher histoncal learming,
attaches human values to events, institutions, manners, and 1deas In

cl;fhc;r words, 1t makes philosophy realistically humamst *"—Birmingham
05
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THE LANGUAGE AND THOUGHT OF THE CHILD. By Jean
Puaget, Lecturer at the Umiversity of Geneva. Preface by
Professor E. Claparéde

10/6 net

‘* A verymnteresting book Everyone interested 1n psychology,education,

or the art of thought should read it The results are surpnsing, but

perbaps the most surprising thing which this book makes clear 15 how
extraordinanly httle was previously known of the way 1n which children
thnk "“—Nation * Fills a gap in the study of the subject “—Lancet

CRIME AND CUSTOM IN SAVAGE SOCIETY. By B. Mal-
nowsks, Lecturer 1n Anthropology in the Umiveisity of
London

With 6 plates, 5/- net
* In this first-hand investigation into the social structure of a pumitive
community Dr Malimowski has broken new ground It 1sprobabiy no
exaggeration to say that the book1sthe most important contiibution to
anthropology that has appeared for many years past Its eflects are
bound to be far-reaching . It 15 written by an anthropologist for
anthropologists, but 1t should be read by all who have to deal with
primitive peoples and by all who are interested 1n human nature as
manifested 1n social relationshups, wlich 1s to say that 1t should be read
by everyone "—Qutlook

PSYCHOLOGY AND ETHNOLOGY. By W. H. R. Rwers, M.D ,
Litt. D.,FR.S Preface by G. Ellsot Smith, FR S

15/- net
* Gives us most fascinating evidence of the many-sidedness of Iuvers’s
mterests, and of his actual scientific methods Tlus notice m no way

exhausts the treasures that are to be found mn tlus volume, which really
requires long and detailed study  We congratulate the edilor on producing
1t Itisa worthy monument to a great man ""—Saturday Revien ** Every-
thing he has wntien concerning anthropology 15 of mntcrest to all senous
students of the subject "—Tumes Lutevary Supplement
THEORETICAL BIOLOGY. By [.von Uexkull,
18/- net
" His important book "—]J Arthur Thomson, m John Q’Loudon's Weekly
““ Described as an attempt 1o extend the doctnnes of Kant's plulosophy
mto the realm of biological thought, there 15 much of nterest
to be quarried from the bock The author’s imagery of live things con-
sisting of an cssential framewotlk of function 1n which a vanable structure
1s arranged his reminder of Roux’s great saymg that the goal 15 more
certain than ihe route, ns summary of the relations of stiuctuie and func-
tion, there 1s much food here for reflection "—ZLancet
THOUGHT AND THE BRAIN By Henri Piéron, Professor at
the College de France Translated by C. K Ogden, M.A.
12[6 net
" ’I/‘he work 15 devoted to 4 full and well-documented descuption and
discussion of the phvsiology and pathology of the central nervous system,
especially m regard to cerebral localization as revealed by disease or
njury, and has an unquestionible value *—Lancet  * There has been
great need for a single volume in which should be collected all the know-
ledge that we have at present  This need has been ably met  He has here
given an admirable and balanced account of the rescarch work This
book should be of great value to the student of psychology or physiclogy
—Glasgow Herald
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SEX AND REPRESSION IN SAVAGE SOCIETY. By
B. Malinowshs

10/6 net

Endowed with exceptionel hngmstic abihities, Dr Mahnowshi was able
to study Melanesian insular commumities through the medium of ther
own language m mntimate contact over a long period In this volume
he shows how a ' complex. * 1s formed 1n a typical matriarchal community
We see this complex developing in Melanesian myths, dreams, obscene
language, and mental disorders  The author then criticizes Freud's famous
theory of the ongns of totemusm, while m conclusion he shows by an
analysis of cultural ongins how some complex must amnse out of the
begmnings of culture

SOCIAL LIFE IN THE ANIMAL WORLD. By I'. Alverdes,

Professar-extraord, of Zoology n the Umversity of Halle.
10/6 net

A summary of all the information available regarding ammal sociology,
dealing not only with herd Iife, with the relations between mated animals,
and with the famly, but also with the features that develop mn a group,
such as, order of precedence, means of commumcation, mutual assistance,
etc Much hght 1s thrown on the connexion of the herd and the farmly,
the comparative frequency of monogamy, polygyny, polyandry, and
promiscuity, and the paris played by tradition and imtation But the
author s greatest achievement 1s his success 1n showing the 1mportance
of the study of ammal sociology for the study of human problems

THE PSYCHOLOGY OF CHARACTER. By Dr 4. A. Roback,

21 [ net

Within the last decade the subject of Character has come to occupy the
forefront of the psychological sciences and has been recerving the eamest
attention of psychiatrists, social workers, and education authonties
Students however have been handicapped by the absence of a compre-
hensive volume which should show what contributions have been made 1n
this field i the widest sense The present volume attempts to satisfy this
need At the same time 1t offers a tentative plan for handling the subject
scientifically, for defining the term °character * wnambiguously, and

for proniding the rcader with a workable cntenion of character and a
gude for 1ts measurement

THE SOCIAL BASIS OF CONSCIOUSNESS : A Study

Organic Psychology. By Tiigant Burrow, M.D PhD
12/6 net

In viewing the neurosis as a social rather than as an individual
phenomenon, the author has brought a fresh interpretation to the problem
of mental and nervous disharmomies and has lhnked the field of the
psychiatnist with those of the sociologist and the educator He has
demonstrated the need 1o include the socal environment as well as the
mdividual element for the understanding of the common affects of man s
collective biology Inits insight into the recessesof human conduct—the
Leen flashes of the humamst as well as the sober authonty of the scientist
—the book furmshes o fertile field for both layman and speciahist
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NEARLY READY
THE ANALYSIS OF MATTER By Berirand Russell, FR S.

21/- net.

Of nterest alike to the psychologist, the physiologist, the mathematical
logicaan, the philosopher, and the physicist, this book sets out to discover
the philosophuical consequences of modern physics In the first part, The
Logical Analysis of Physics, the author deals with such subjects as
Electrons and Protons, Theory of Quanta, Special and General Theones
of Relativity, etc  In the second part, Perception and Physics, are con-
sidered Nature of Empincal Science, Knowledge of Matters of Fact,
Hypotheses and Theories, General Laws, Substance, Scientific Inference,
etc The thurd part 1s devoted to The Structure of the Physical World

THE EFFECTS OF MUSIC : a Series of Essays edited by
Max Schoen
15/- net

The studies of the effects of music presented in this volume have all
been undertaken m the scientific spiit  The method of the laboratory
and the books of statistics have been employed, gmded by the insight
of the musician and aesthetician The book 15 a response to the inquiry
““ what 1s this music domng to me ” Tt 1s also a challenge to science to
explain more adequately the nature and mysteries of musical effects

READY IMMEDIATELY

RELIGIOUS CONVERSION : a Bio-Psychological Study. By

Sante de Sanctis, Professor of Psychology in the University
of Rome.
About 106 net

This important study mn religious psychology aims at a descnption of the
processes by which an individual 1s * converted ", leaving alone the
problem of “* Grace "’ It investigates the causes and the genesis of con-
version, analyses the different types of convert, and discusses the possi-
bility of the prediction of conversion 1n persons immune from insanity
or neuropathic disease It also studies the appearance of religious
phenomena in persons who have never {or not for a long tume) experienced
them conscrously

POSSIBILITY, By Scott Buchanan
About 9/- net

The author, distingmshing first between the possible and ihe actual,
divides possibility into three classes, imaginative, scientific, and absolute
possibility  The first 1s the realm of fancy and imagination expressed
in the fine arts and Literature, the sccond 1s the field of scicnce, the
third 15 the subject-matter of philosophy and theology These three
arc distinguished from each other by analysis and 1llustration Next 1s
given a definition of possibility and 1ts place 1n our knowledge 1s examuned
This defimtion 1s then apphed to two great historical philosophies, those
of Kant and Amstotle, where possibility played a deciding role
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DIALECTIC By Mortumer | Adler, Lecturer i Psychology,
Columbia Univeisity

About 126 net

Dsalectic, the author defines, as the kind of thinking which takes place
when human beings enter 1nto dispute, or when they carry on in reflection
the polemical consideration of some theory It 1s carefully distingmshed
here from the procedure of the empincal scientist or the method of the
mathemalician It 15 the tcchmque of ordinary conversat:on when a
conflict of opimions anses It 15 also the essential form of pnlosophical
thought Philosophy, the author believes, 1s not a system and has no
special subject-matter, 1t 1» sumply a method and an intellectual attitude,
the method of dialectic

POLITICAL PLURALISM : a Study in Modern Political
Theory By K C Hsiao

Aboitt 126 net

This important book by 2 Chinese student 1s paitly devoted to one of
the mosi important problems that face the modern state, the problem
of sovereignty The formation of huge organizations within the state
such as trades union, of great power and influence, makes this matter
of vital concern The whole field of political theory 15 surveyed 1n the
hght of recent developments

THE NEUROTIC PERSONALITY. By R.G Gordon, M D,
DSc, FRCPEd

About 106 net

This book, which should appeal both to the doctor and to the general
reader, attempts to define the make up of the neurotic personality and to
indicate the lines on which he may be helped mm his return towards
normalty The reccnt methods of treatment and the theones on which
they are based (mcluding those of the psycho analytic schools) are
examned and cniticized, and therr value and limitations appraised

PROBLEMS IN PSYCHOPATHOLOGY. By T W.Muichell, M.D.
About 9l nel

The aim of this book 1s to examine the foundations of Medical Psvchology
and to discuss some of the problems that have ansen m the course of
the development of Psychopathology Some consideration 1s given
to the views of wrters belonging to the pre analytical peniod, but the
main part of the book 1s devoted to the vanous schools of thought which
regard some form of mental analysis as the only sure foundation for
psychopathology, and more especially to an exposition and criticism of
the theones of Frend in the hght of is more recent writings
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THE LAWS OF FEELING by ¥ PAULHAN
THE FOUNDATIONS OF MATHEMATICS by F P RAMSEY
EMOTIONAL EXPRESSION IN BIRDS by T B KIRKMAN
INSECT SOCIETIES by W MORTON WHEELER
THE PSYCHOLOGY OF INSECTS by] G MYERS
STATISTICAL METHOD IN ECONOMICS . by P S FLORENCE
COLOUR-HARMONY . . by JAMES WOOD
THE THEORY OF HEARING by H HARTRIDGE, D Sc
SUPERNORMAL PHYSICAL PHENOMENA by E ] DINGWALL
GFSTALT by K KOFFKA
INTEGRATIVE ACTION OF THE MIND by E MILLER, MD
PLATO’S THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE by F M CORNFORD
PARADOXES OF RATIONALISM by LOUIS ROUGIER

THEORY OF MEDICAL DIAGNOSIS by F G CROOKSHANK, M D.
LANGUAGE AS SYMBOL AND AS EXPRESSION &y E SAPIR

PSYCHOLOGY OF KINSHIP . ty B MALINOWSKI, D S¢
A HISTORY OF MODERN PSYCHOLOGY by G MURPHY
SOCIAL PHILOSOPHY by M GINSBERG, D Lit
THE PHILOSOPHY OF LAW by A L GOODHART
PSYCHOLOGY OF MUSICAL GENIUS . by G REVESZ
MODERN THEORIES OF PERCEPTION by W J H SPROTT
THE BEHAVIOURIST MOVEMENT by A A ROBACK

SCOPE AND VALUE OF ECONOMICS by BARBARA WOOTTON
MATHEMATICS FOR PHILOSOPHERS by G H HARDY, FRS
PHILOSOPHY OF THE UNCONSCIOUS byE VONHARTMANN
THE PSYCHOLOGY OF MYTHS by G ELLIOT SMITH, FRS
THE PSYCHOLOGY OF MUSIC by EDWARD J DENT
PSYCHOLOGY OF PRIMITIVE PEOPLES by B MALINOWSKI,D Sc
DEVELOPMENT OF CHINESE THOUGHT by HU SHIH
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