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FOREWORD (ABREVIATED) TO THE FIRST EDITION

The appearance of this first systematic presentation of my
philosophy fills me with a deep sense of appreciation to God for
the strength He granted me to overcome innumerable difficul-
ties. I would also like to acknowledge my indebtedness to the
Board of Directors of the Dr Kuyper Foundation (Kuyperstich-
ting) whose support made the publication of this work possible.

The first rudimental conception of this philosophy had ripened
even before I came to the Kuyper-foundation (1921).

Originally I was strongly under the influence first of the Neo-
Kantian philosophy, later on of HusserL’s phenomenology.
The great turning point in my thought was marked by the
discovery of the religious root of thought itself, whereby a new
light was shed on the failure of all attempts, including my own,
to bring about an inner synthesis between the Christian faith and
a philosophy which is rooted in faith in the self-sufficiency of
human reason.

I came to understand the central significance of the “heart”,
repeatedly proclaimed by Holy Scripture to be the religious
root of human existence.

On the basis of this central Christian point of view I saw the
need of a revolution in philosophical thought of a very radical
character. Confronted with the religious root of the creation,
nothing less is in question than a relating of the whole temporal
cosmos, in both its so-called ‘natural’ and ‘spiritual’ aspects, to
this point of reference. In contrast to this basic Biblical concept-
ion, of what significance is a so-called ‘Copernican’ revolution
which merely makes the ‘natural-aspects’ of temporal reality
relative to a theoretical abstraction such as Kant’s ‘transcenden-
tal subject’?

From a Christian point of view, the whole attitude of philoso-
phical thought which proclaims the self-sufficiency of the latter,
turns out to be unacceptable, because it withdraws human
thought from the divine revelation in Christ Jesus.
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The first result of the Biblical point of view with respect to
the root of all temporal reality was a radical break with the
philosophical view of reality rooted in what I have called the
immanence-standpoint *.

The discovery of the transcendental ground-Idea at the foun-
dation of all philosophical thought, made it possible to display
the different theoretical views concerning the structure of
reality, as developed by the dominant immanence-philosophy,
in their depeandence upon a supra-theorctical a priori. It made
the inauguration of criticism possible upon a much more deeply
lying plane than a supposcd mercly theoretical one.

If temporal reality itself cannot be neutral with respect to
its religious root, if in other words the whole notion of a static
temporal cosmos ‘an sicl’, independent of the religious root of
mankind, rests on a fundamental misconception, how can one
¢ny longer scriously belicve in the religious ncutrality of theore-
tical thought?

One of the fundamental principles of this new philosophy is
the cosmological basic principle of sphere-sovereignty. Its deve-
Iopment was suggested by (the famous Dutch thinker and states-
raan) AbraHAM KuyPER, but depends upon the introduction of a
religious Christian foundation into philosophy. On this principle
rests the general theory of the modal law-spheres developed in
Volume II. The first conception of this theory was gained after
the discovery of the inner structure of the modal aspects of
Fuman experience which I could explain even in my inaugural
address The Significance of the Cosmonomic Idea for Jurispru-
aence and Philosophy of Law (1926). In the elaboration of this
t1eory difficultics arose, not only because it could nowhere find
a point of contact in the immanence-philosophy, but also because
i cannot become fruitful apart from a close contact with the
svecial theory of the modal law-spheres, which investigates the
Easic problems of the various special sciences in the light of the
Christian transcendental ground-Idea.

For this reason in my earlier publications I discussed the
tieory of the modal law-spheres always in connection with my
own field of special science, ie. jurisprudence. I wished to
assure mysclf that this philosophical theory has a principial

1 Translator’s nole. The meaning of this terminology will become clear
in the course of the discussion, D.H. F.
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value for special scientific thought before I drew any provisional
systematic conclusions.

The theory of the structures of individuality which I have
developed in the third volume has also given rise to many syste-
matic problems. Even in my work The Crisis in the Humanistic
Theory of the State (1932) I have not only indicated the impor-
tance of this theory with respect to the view of the structure of
naive experience, but I have also shown its significance for
sociology and jurisprudence.

In its earlier stage this theory had not yet been worked out to a
sufficient degree. Its significance is not limited to the sciences,
but it touches the fundamental structures of empirical reality.

I am strongly convinced that for the fruitful working out of
this philosophy, in a genuinely scientific manner, there is needed
a staff of fellow-labourers who would be in a position indepen-
dently to think through its basic ideas in the special scientific
fields. It is a matter of life and death for this young philosophy
that Christian scholars in all fields of science seek to put it to
work in their own specialty.

I am also very thankful that from the outset I found at my
side my colleague Dr VoLLENHOVEN, professor of Philosophy at
the Free University of Amsterdam, whose name has been in-
separably joined to my own. It was a great joy to both of us to
find an enthusiastic independent fellow-worker in Prof. Dr H. G.
STOKER, whose publications made our movement known in South
Africa, and who in his profound constructive criticism has called
attention to various points which require further working out.

And although I cannot see through SToxER’s peculiar concepts
in their full compass, and at first sight have certain objections
to them, yet this does not prevent me from rejoicing greatly over
the fact that Stoker is making his philosophical gifts, of which
he already gave evidence in the circle of MAX ScHELER, service-
able to a further independent construction of this new philosophy.
His cooperation is to be esteemed of great value, particularly in
his own special field of psychology.

And finally I am further encouraged by the rise of a circle,
though it be still modest, of scientific adherents, each of whom
endeavours in his own department to make the newly developed
philosophy fruitful.

Bound by one and the same Christian faith, equally inspired
by the stimulating effect of the Christian root of life in the
practice of sciénce, a first circle of scientific workers has thus
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attached itself to this philosophy. God grant that this modest
group may grow and that many that should be our adherents,
but who still resist the Christian Idea of science, may be con-
vinced that the question is not a matter of a ‘system’ (subject
to all the faults and errors of human thought) but rather it
concerns the foundation and the root of scientific thought as
siich,

In conclusion let me make two final remarks. The first is
addressed to my opponents on grounds of principle. I am fully
conscious that any method of criticism which tries to penetrate
to the religious motives of a thinker is in danger of causing an
emotional reaction and giving offense. In tracking down a philo-
sophical train of thought to its deepest religious foundations I
am in no way attacking my adversaries personally, nor am I
exalting myself in an ex cathedra style. Such misunderstanding
of my intention is very distressing to me. An act of passing
judgment on the personal religious condition of an adversary
would be a kind of human pride which supposes it can exalt
itself to God’s judgment seat. I have continually laid emphasis
o1 the fact that the philosophy which I have developed, even
in the sharp penetrating criticism which it exercises against
non-Christian immanence-philosophy, constantly remains within
thie domain of principles. I wish to repudiate any self-satisfied
scientific attitude in confronting immanence-philosophy. The
detailed criticism of the Humanistic immanence-philosophy in the
second part of the first volume, must be understood as self-
ciriticism, as a case which the Christian thinker pleads with him-
self. Unless this fact is understood, the intention of this philoso-
phy has not been comprehended. I should not judge imma-
nence-philosophy so sharply were it not that I myself have gone
through it, and have personally experienced its problems. I
stould not pass such a sharp judgment on the attempts at
synthesis between non-Christian philosophy and the Christian
tr aths of faith, had I not lived through the inner tension between
the two and personally wrestled through the attempts at syn-
thesis.

My second observation is of a more formal character. Many
h:.ve been deterred from the study of this new philosophy by its
supposed obscurity and complexity, and especially by its new
terminology. They desire a popular form which makes a direct
appeal without requiring effort. To these and similar objections
I have but one reply to make. This philosophy, to be sure, is diffi-
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cult and complicated, just because it breaks with much traditio-
nal philosophical views. He who will make it his own must fry to
follow step by step its turns of thought, and penetrate behind
the theoretical structure to the religious basic attitude of this
whole mode of philosophizing. To those who are not ready in
reading to free themselves from the traditional views of reality
and epistemology and who look at merely isolated sub-sections of
the work, this philosophy will not open its meaning.

But nobody can get rid of this view by ignoring it. As little as
Christian thought can isolate itself in an attitude of negation
toward non-Christian philosophy, so little may the latter adopt
such an attitude toward this trend of Christian philosophy.

It has always been a law of human knowledge that the truth
is gained only in the conflict of opinions. May then the conflict
about this philosophy be carried on merely for the sake of truth,
and thus in a chivalrous fashion.

I do not consider it to be a disadvantage if this philosophy does
not enjoy a rapid and easy success. No one less than Kanr
declared in the foreword of his Prolegomena zu einer jeden
kiinftigen Metaphysik: ‘allein Popularitiat hatte ich meinem
Vortrage (wie ich mir schmeichele) wohl geben kénnen, wenn es
mir nur darum zu tun gewesen wire, einen Plan zu entwerfen
und dessen Vollziechung andern anzupreisen, und mir nicht das
Wohl der Wissenschaft, die mich so lange beschaftigt hielt, am
Herzen gelegen hitte; denn {ibrigens gehorte viel Beharrlichkeit
und auch selbst nicht wenig Selbstverlaugnung dazu, die An-
lockung einer fritheren, giinstigen Aufnahme der Aussicht auf
einem zwar spiiten, aber dauerhaften Beifall nachzusetzen.’

If the elaboration of the Kantian philosophy was deemed
worthy of this self-denial it is certainly obvious that those
interested in the Christian foundation of theoretical thought
should not be concerned with personal success, which is after
all of no value. Rather they should be willing to carry on a long
and difficult labour firmly believing that something permanent
can be achieved with respect to the actualization of the idea
concerning an inner reformation of philosophy.

For, as a matter of fact the precarious and changing opinion of
our fellow-men is not even comparable with the inner happiness
and peace that accompanies scientific labour when it is based
upon Christ, Who is the Way, the Truth and the Life!

Amsterdam, 1935 THE AUTHOR.




-FOREWORD TO THE SECOND (THE ENGLISH) EDITION

The first (Dutch) edition of this work, published in the years
1135 and 1936, has been long out of print. I am pleased to see
that both in the Netherlands and in other countries the lively
initerest manifested in the philosophy expounded in it has
n:cessitated a second cdition, this time in the English language.
To me as well as to the translators the new edition has given
very difficult problems to solve.

Naturally, the evolution of my conceptions has not been at a
standstill since 1936, so that on various points important addi-
tions and far-recaching altcrations proved to be unavoidable. On
the other hand, the book being designed as a rigorously self-
contained whole, there was but little scope left for this revision.
I had to restrict any changes to what was absolutely necessary,
if I did not want to write an entirely new work. The same limita-
tions also apply to the digestion of recent literature on the sub-
ject. Notwithstanding all these restraints, however, it proved to
b2 inevitable to increase the volume of the original work con-
siderably.

The translators were up against great difficulties in rendering
the phrasing and unusual terminology of the Dutch text in
correct, current English; they had to remain in contact with
me throughout. The greatest difficulties, however, will have to
b: overcome in the next two volumes, which contain the positive
cposition of the Philosophy of the Cosmonomic Idea. I thank
them sincerely for the devotion with which they have accom-
plished the translation of the first volume now published. In
these thanks I want to include cspecially Mr H. DE JONGSTE,
who will be the co-translator, together with Mr Freeman, of
vilumes IT and III, and who will draw up the Index of authors
a1d subjeets dealt with. e has alrcady taken an intensely active
share in the revision of the English text of the first volume.

Finally, T tender my sincesest thanks in the first place to the
Nederlandse Organisatic voor Zuiver Wetenschappelijk Onder-
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zoek, whose considerable support in the form of a subsidy has
made the revised edition of this voluminous work possible; and
in the second place no less to my publishers H. J. Paris of
Amsterdam and The Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing
Company, who undertook substantial risks and have brought
out such an excellently produced work.

THE AUTHOR,
Amsterdam, July 1953.



TRANSLATORS’ PREFACE

The year 1926 marks a milestone in the development of Chris-
tian philosophy. On October 15th Dr Herman DoOYEWEERD be-
came professor of philosophy and history of law in the Free
University of Amsterdam. In his inaugural address, DooYEWEERD,
ceeking a distinctively Christian foundation for his own special
{ield of Jurisprudence, found himself involved in more general
philosophical questions. Between 1926 and the present, Doove-
‘WEERD has been instrumental in the founding of a new movement
‘n Christian philosophy. A rather extensive literature has ap-
yeared during these years, the chief works being DooYEWEERD’s
De Wijsbegeerte der Wetsidee, 3 Volumes (1935-—36), (of which
his work is a translation with the author’s revisions), a small
work in English, Transcendental Problems of Philosophic
Thought (1948), and the first volume of a new trilogy, Refor-
matie en Scholastiek in de Wijsbegeerte (Reformation and Scho-
lasticism in Philosophy) (1949), several works by Prof. Dr H.
T'a. VoLLENHOVEN, including De Noodzakelijkheid eener Christe-
lijke Logica (The Necessity of a Christian Logic (1932) and Het
Calvinisme en de Reformatie van de Wijsbegeerte (Calvinism
and the Reformation of Philosophy) (1933) and the first volume
of a series on the History of Philosophy (1950), a quarterly jour-
nal Philosophia Reformata (1936—1953), as well as a number of
smaller works, including J. M. SpIER’s splendid introduction to the
philosophy of DoovyEwkErp, which has been translated into En-
glish under the title, An Introduction to Christian Philosophy,
published by the Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Com-
pany.

Though Dutch in its inception, this new Christian philosophy
has proved itself to be international in character. Its adherents
are to be found throughout the world. But up until now only
those who rcad the Dutch language could acquire a substantial
knowledge of the movement.

The publication of Volume 1 is to be followed by Volumes 2,
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3 and 4. Volume 2 is devoted to an analysis of the inter-relation-
ships of the various aspects of our world and to a detailed treat-
ment of epistemology. Volume 3 sets forth an elaborate theory of
individual things and social structures. Volume 4 will contain
an extensive index of the entire work.

DooYEWEERD was a student at the Free University of Amster-
dam, under Professors FaBius, ANEMA and P. A. DIEPENHORST.
He received the doctor’s degree in jurisprudence at the age of 22,
with a thesis on “The Cabinet in Dutch Constitutional Law.”

Before his acceptance of his post at the Free University he
served as manager of the Abraham Kuyper Foundation and
established the political quarterly, Antirevolutionaire Staatkunde.
As a systematic philosopher DooyEwWEERD displays tremendous
intellectual powers which assure him a place among the leading
contemporary philosophers.

American and English philosophers of many persuasions, who
are often annoyed by the disparagement of science on the part
of some contemporary continental philosophers, will find Doovye-
WEERD’s respect for science refreshing. Students of modern philo-
sophy will be interested in his historical analysis of the develop-
ment of modern Humanistic thought. DooYEWEERD’s own positive
contribution will be of special interest to those concerned with
the problems of Christian philosophy and the philosophy of
religion. But not to these only, since it has raised new problems
in ontology, epistemology, anthropology and science which are
of great concern to every thinker generally. IFrom the stand-
point of the history of ideas anyone who wishes to know the
significant tendencies of current modern thought, must take
cognizance of this movement.

In translating we have sought, in compliance with the wishes
of the author, to give as literal a translation as is in keeping with
ordinary English usage. The presence of new philosophical terms
in the original has led us occassionally to coin words in English
which are not a part of a general philosophic vocabulary. Part 1
and chapters 5 and 6 of part IT have been translated by Professor
Younag. The remainder of part II and part III have been trans-
lated by Professor FREEMAN. Inasmuch as the translators are
indebted to each other for advice and aid, the work is a joint
undertaking in its entirety.

The support of the Dutch Government, in the form of a subsidy
given by the Nederlandse Organisatie voor zuiver Wetenschap-
pelijk Onderzoek, greatly encouraged the publication of this
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Fnglish edition. Grateful acknowledgement is also due to Dr
SAMUEL G. Craig, President of the Presbyterian and Reformed
Publishing Company, whose interest in the work has been
cultural rather than mercenary.

The translators are under great obligation to Professor DoovEe-
WEERD, for reading the rough draft of the translation and making
12any suggestions and corrections; to Professor WiLLiam WEL-
2ERS, of Cornell University, to Professor GeorGe P. RicE, GEORGE
Barser and GorooN H. CLaARg, of Butler University, to Professor
IiLizaBeTH FLOwER, of the University of Pennsylvania, to Mr
JosepH ZimMmBrOLT, for their advice and criticistn on matters of
Iinglish style; to Mr H. pE JoNGSTE, for his assistance in proof
1eading; to Rev. HaroLp ANDERSEN and Miss Groria EricksoN for
their help with the typing; and to Mrs FrReemaN, for her aid with
certain Dutch idioms.

The Translators:
Davip HuGH FREEMAN,
Wilson College.
‘WiLLiAM YOUNG,
Butler University.

1953
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PROLEGOMENA







INTRODUCTION

THE FIRST WAY OF A TRANSCENDENTAL CRITIQUE OF
PHILOSOPHIC THOUGHT

If I consider reality as it is given in the naive pre-theoretical
experience, and then confront it with a theoretical analysis,
through which reality appears to split up into various modal
aspects? then the first thing that strikes me, is the original indisso-
luble interrelation among these aspects which are for the first time
explicitly distinguished in the theoretical attitude of mind. A
indissoluble inner coherence binds the numerical to the spatial
aspect, the latter to the aspect of mathematical movement, the
aspect of movement to that of physical energy, which iself is the
necessary basis of the aspect of organic life. The aspect of organic
life has an inner connection with that of psychical feeling, the
latter refers in its logical anticipation (the feeling of logical cor-
rectness or incorrectness) to the analytical-logical aspect. This in
turn is connected with the historical, the linguistic, the aspect of
social intercourse, the economic,the aesthetic,the jural,the moral
aspects and that of faith. In this inter-modal cosmic coherence
no single aspect stands by itself; every-one refers within and
beyond itself to all the others.

The coherence of all the modal aspects of our cosmos finds
its expression in each of them, and also points beyond its own

1 Here are meant the fundamental universal modalities of temporal
being which do not refer to the concrete ‘“what” of things or events,
but are only the different modes of the universal “how” which deter-
mine the aspects of our theoretical view of reality. For instance, the
historical aspect of temporal reality is not at all identical with what
actually happened in the past. Rather it is the particular mode of being
which determines the historical view of the actual events in human
society. These events have of course many more modal aspects than the
historical. There does not exist a purely historical reality. The same holds
good for all other modal aspects.
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limits toward a central totality, which in its turn is expressed
in this coherence .

Our ego cxpresses itself as a totality in the coherence of all its
functions within all the modal aspects of cosmic reality. And
man, whose ego expresses itself in the coherence of all its tem-
poral modal functions, was himself created by God as the
expression of His image 2

Meaning as the mode of being of all that is created 3,

This universal character of referring and expressing, which is
proper to our entirc created cosmos, stamps created reality as
meaning, in accordance with its dependent non-self-sufficient
nature. Meaning is the being of all that has been created and the
nature even of our selfhood. It has a religious root and a divine
origin.

Now philosophy should furnish us with a theoretical insight
into the inter-modal coherence of all the aspects of the temporal
world. Philosophy should make us aware, that this coherence
is a cohercnce of meaning that refers to a totality. We have
been fitted into this coherence of meaning with all our modal
functions, which include both the so-called “natural” and the so-
called “spiritual”. Philosophy must dircct the theoretical view
of totality over our cosmos and, within the limits of its possibility,
answer the question, “Wie alles sich zum Ganzen webt”.

Philosophical thought in its proper character, never to be dis-
regarded with impunity, is theoretical thought directed to the
totality of meaning of our temporal cosmos.

These single introductory theses contain in themselves the
entire complex of problems involved in a discussion of the possi-
bility of genuine philosophy.

1 We shall subsequently see why this deeper totality necessarily trans-
cends the mutual coherence of all modal aspects of temporal reality, just
as our selfhood transcends the coherence of its functions in these aspects.

2 This was wiped out when man intended to be something in himself.
Cf. the splendid pronouncement in CALvIN’s Epitre d tous amateurs de
Jésus Christ 1535, (ed. J. Pannier, Paris; 1929) p. 36: ,,Car il lavoit formé
a son image et semblance, telleme(n)t que la lumicre de sa gloire reluysoit
clairement en lui... Mais le malheureux voulant estre q(uel)que chose en

| soymesme... son image et semblance en estoit effacée...”

| 8 Translator’s note: In the original Dutch text this passage reads: “De
% zin is het zijn van alle creatuurlijk zijnde”. “Het zijn van het zijnde” has
I no more an equivalent in English than MartiN HEIDEGGER’s “das Sein des
Seienden,” which is its German equivalent, W. Y.
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Philosophical thinking is an actual activity; and only at the
expense of this very actuality (and then merely in a theoretic
concept) can it be abstracted from the thinking self.

This abstraction from the actual, entire ego that thinks
may be necessary for formulating the concept of philosophical
thought. But even in this act of conceptual determination it is
the self that is actually doing the work. That ego is actually ope-
rating not merely in its thought, but in all the functions in which
it expresses itself within the coherence of our temporal world.
There is no single modal aspect of our cosmos in which I do not
actually function. I have an actual function in the modal aspect
of number, in space, in movement, in physical energy, in organic
life, in psychical feeling, in logical thought, in historical develop-
ment, in language, in social intercourse with my fellowmen, in
economic valuation, in aesthetic contemplation or production,
in the juridical sphere, in morality and in faith. In this whole
system of modal functions of meaning, it is I who remain the
central point of reference and the deeper unity above all modal
diversity of the different aspects of my temporal existence.

The direction of philosophical thought to the totality
of meaning implies critical seif-reflection.

Can philosophy — which ought to be guided by the Idea of the
totality of meaning —- then ever be possible without critical self-
reflection? Evidently not. A philosophy which does not lead to
this reflection must from the outset fail to be directed to the
totality of meaning of our cosmos. I'v@th ceavrdy, ‘know thyself”,
must indeed be written above the portals of philosophy.

But in this very demand for critical self-reflection lies the
great problem.

To be sure, the ego is actually active in its philosophical
thought, but it necessarily transcends the philosophical concepi.
For, as shall appear, the self is the concentration-point of all
my cosmic functions. It is a subjective totality which can neither
be resolved into philosophical thought, nor into some other
function, nor into a coherence of functions. Rather it lies at the
basis of all the latter as their presupposition. Without conceptual
determination, however, we cannot think in a theoretical sense,
and consequently we cannot philosophize.

How then can self-reflection be possible, if it does not trans-
cend the concept and consequently the limits of philosophical
thought?
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However, there seems to be a way out of this difficulty.

There is no sense in requiring philosophical thought to exceed
its immanent limits in order to attain to self-reflection.

If it be granted, that in philosophical thought the ego is active
I when actually thinking, it follows that this thinking must be
| concentrated from the outset upon the selfhood, only in so far
as the latter functions in the logical sphere as a subjectivity
which is no longer to be eliminated. This thinking ego then is the
residue of a methodical elimination of all those moments in the
concrete “individual self” functioning in “time and space” which
I can still make into a “Gegenstand” * of the ultimate subjective
logical function of thought.

The supposed reduction of the selfhood to an imma-
nent, subjective pole of thought.

That which remains is a so-called “transcendental-logical sub-
ject”. It no longer has anything individual in itself and does not
transcend the boundaries of our logical function. It is conceived
of as an immanent, subjective pole of thought, in opposition to
which the entire experienceable reality recedes into the counter-
pole of “Gegenstandlichkeit”. As such it is considered to be a
transcendental pre-requisite of all concrete theoretical know-
ledge. For all knowledge is necessarily related to an ultimate “I
think”. And the latter is nothing but the ultimate logical unity
of the epistemological subject.

However, in taking cognizance of this experiment of thought,
there appears to us the ghost of the “blessed Miinchhausen”. For,
in point of fact, the so-called transcendental logical subject of
thought is here again abstracted from the ego which is actually
operative in its logical function. It is even isolated to the greatest
conceivable degree of abstraction, since it is the product of a
methodical process of elimination by which the thinker ima-
gines, he is able, ultimately, to set the logical function of thought
apart as a self-sufficient activity.

1 Translator's note: “Gegenstand”: this German term commonly trans-
lated by “object” in epistemological discussions, is used by DOOYEWEERD
in the sense of the non-logical aspects of reality which in the theoretical
attitude of thought are opposed to the logical function. It is sharply
contrasted by him with the “object”, the meaning of which will be
explained in a later context. W. Y.
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The transcendence of our selfhood above theoretical
thought. The so-called transcendental subject of
thought cannot be self-sufficient as a theoretical ab-
straction.

But this entire reduction of the thinking ego to the would-be
“transcendental logical subject”, executed in the process of
thought, can be performed only by the selfhood. This latter,
which thinks theoretically, cannot itself in turn be the result of
the abstraction formed by thought. The “transcendental logical
subject,” in the supposed sense of universal subjective logical
pole of thought, is, in the final analysis, nothing but the bare
concept of the subjective logical unity of thought which pre-
supposes the thinking ego. Besides, this is a pseudo-concept, since
it is supposed to be incapable of analysis.

Philosophical thought, however, cannot isolate itself in its
subjective logical function, because it has no selfhood as mere
thought, as so-called “reines Denken.” All actuality in the act
of thinking issues from the ego, which transcends thought. The
actual “transcendental-logical subject” remains an abstract-
ion, produced by the thinking ego. And it is,moreover, a meaning-
less abstraction involved in internal contradictions. For the actual
logical function of thought never can be “an sich”. Apart from
the transcending ego, it simply is not actual, or rather has no
existence at all.

Philosophical self-reflection then supposes in any case, that
our ego, which transcends the limits of theoretical thought,
should direct its reflecting act of thought toward itself. Philoso-
phical thought does not return to itself, in the process of reflect-
ing, but it is the ego which in the process of philosophical think-
ing should return to itself. And this actual return to oneself in
the reflecting act of thought must finally transcend the limits
of philosophical thought, if indeed the desired self-reflection is
to be arrived at. This same conclusion may be reached along a
different road. It may be drawn from the idea of philosophical
thought as theoretical thought of the totality.

How does philosophical thought attain to the Idea of
the totality of meaning?

The proper character of philosophical thought, as we have
said, may never be disregarded with impunity. Philosophical
thought is theoretic thought directed towards the totality of
meaning.
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Therefore, I must first give my thought a fixed direction in
the idea of the totality of meaning.

If this idea® is not to remain completely without content, if
it is to succeed in showing a direction to my philosophical
thought, then it must be possible that I, who am to practise
philosophy, should choose my standpoint in this totality of
meaning of our temporal cosmos. For, unless such a standpoint
can be found, the latter will remain strange to me. In my central
selfhood I must participate in the totality of meaning, if I am
to have the idea of it in my philosophical thought.

To speak in a figure: In the process of directing my philoso-
phical thought in the idea towards the totality of meaning, I
must be able to ascend a lookout-tower above all the modal
speciality of meaning that functions within the coherence of
the modal aspects. From this tower I must be able to survey
this coherence with all the modal diversity of meaning included
in it. Here I must find the point of reference to which this modal
diversity can be related, and to which I am to return in the
process of reflecting thought. In other words, if I am not to lose
myself in the modal speciality of meaning during the course
of philosophic thought, I must be able to find a standpoint
which transcends the special modal aspects. Only by transcend-
ing the speciality of meaning, can I attain to the actual view of
lotality by which the former is to be distinguished as such.

The Archimedean point of philosophy and the ten-
dency of philosophical thought towards the Origin.
This fixed point from which alone, in the course of philoso-
phical thought, we are able to form the idea of the totality of
meaning, we call the Archimedean point of philosophy.
However, if we have found this Archimedean point, our self-
hood makes the discovery that the view of totality is not possible
apart from a view of the origin or the doy; of both totality and
speciality of meaning.
The totality in which our selfhood is supposed to participate,
may indeed transcend all speciality of meaning in the coherence
of its diversity. Yet it, too, in the last analysis remains meaning,

1 Translator’s note: “Idea” is used here in the technical sense of a
“limiting concept” which refers to a totality not to be comprehended in
the concept itself. W. Y.
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which cannot exist by itself, but supposes andpy, an origin which
creates meaning.

All meaning is from, through, and to an origin, which cannot
itself be related to a higher doy7.

The genetic relativity of meaning, the fact that it is not self-
sufficient, lies in its very character. And if it is impossible that
philosophical thought be something different from theoretical
thought directed to the totality of meaning of our cosmos, then
the direction toward the doys is necessarily included in its
tendency to totality.

All genuine philosophical thought has therefore started as
thought that was directed toward the origin of our cosmos. From
the outset, non-Christian philosophy sought this origin within
the realm of meaning itself, although it gave many exalted
names to it. However, for the present I am not concerned with
this fact. My sole concern at this moment is to place in the fore-
front the basic genetic tendency of philosophical thought as
thought directed to the origin.

The introduction of the critical question as to the limits of
our knowledge would be premature at this stage. The episte-
mological problem: What are the limits to our knowledge?
presupposes, in fact, some insight into the meaning of know-
ledge as necessarily related to the ego. So long as this insight
has not been achieved, the appeal to the epistemological inquiry
is premature; it may seemingly banish the whole of the basic
genetic tendency from philosophical thought, but this verdict
can never be peremptory.

The opposition between so-called critical and genetic
method is terminologically confusing, because it is
not clearly defined 1n its sense.

For the basic tendency mentioned above is so essential to
philosophy that it makes its appearance at the heart of all
epistemological questions. In its reference to the apriori con-
ditions of all human knowing, the critical question how univers-
ally valid knowledge of our cosmos is possible may need to be
sharply distinguished from all questions relating to the non-
apriori moments of our knowledge. Yet it is to a high degree
terminologically confusing to speak of a critical, in opposition
to a genetic mode of thought, as is usual in certain currents of
the neo-Kantian philosophy.

For the critical question, after a little reflection, necessarily
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leads to the genetic: What is the origin of our knowledge and
of knowable reality? !

The only thing that matters is the question about the meaning
of the genetic problem, and no sooner has this question been
raised, than it is seen to imply the problem of how a theory of
knowledge is at all possible.

Meaning, as we said, constantly points without and beyond
itself toward an origin, which is itself no longer meaning. It
remains within the bounds of the relative. The true Origin, on
the contrary, is absolute and selfsufficient!

Suppose now, that one or more of our cognitive functions in
their apriori structure are from the outset theoretically regarded
as independent, i.e. thought of apart from all further possible
determinedness (as is done by a certain idealistic trend of
philosophic thought, which is falsely called critical). In that
case these functions are necessarily elevated to the role of
apriori origin of our knowable cosmos.

If philosophic thought comes to a halt at this assumed &y,
the question as to the meaning of our knowledge is automatically
precluded. For the doys is franscendent to all meaning. In this
case, the knowable cosmos rather derives all its meaning from
the supposedly self-sufficient apriori structure of the cognitive
functions.

At this stage of the preliminary fundamental questions which
concern the foundation of philosophy, philosophic thought has
come to rest in the pretended origin of all knowable meaning.

Thus for example, from the standpoint of the neo-Kantian of
the Marburg School, there is no sense in inquiring after the
origin of transcendental-logical meaning, in which this philoso-
pher supposes he can understand the whole of cosmic reality.
According to him, the very origin of our knowable world is
transcendental-logical in nature. Thus reality derives all its
possible meaning from transcendental-logical thought!

If, however, the thinker finds no rest in logical meaning, he
is necessarily driven further into preliminary philosophical ques-
tions. The pretended goy# appears not to be the true origin, but
rather to exist merely as meaning, which points beyond itself
towards its true origin.

1 The ‘critical’ Marburg school, for instance, even speaks of an origin
of being in a {ranscendental-logical sense. “Nur das Denken kann er-
zeugen, was als Sein gelten darf” (Coien). Here one can clearly see how
critical and genetic problems coincide in a transcendental logical sense.
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Thought will not be set at rest in the preliminary philosophical
questions, until the oy is discovered, which alone gives meaning
and existence to philosophic thought itself.

Philosophic thought cannot withdraw itself from this tendency
towards the origin.

It is an immanent conformity to law for it to find no rest in
meaning, but to think from and to the origin to which meaning
owes its ground and existence. Only after the raising of questions
ceases to be meaningful, does philosophic thought attain to the
Origin, and is it set at rest.

The restlessness of meaning in the tendency of philo-
sophic thought towards the origin.

This restlessness, manifests itself in the tendency of philoso-
phic thought to move toward the origin. It is essentially the
restlessness of our ego which is actually operative in philosophic
thought. It issues from our own selfhood, from the root of our
existence. This restlessness is transmitted from the selfhood to
all temporal functions in which this ego is actually operative.

Inquietum est cor nostrum et mundus in corde nostro!

Our selfhood is actually operative in philosophic lhought.
As certainly as philosophic self-reflection is impossible apart
from the direction towards the ego, so certainly does it require
to be directed towards the dgy of our selfhood and of the totality
of meaning. The ego must participate in this totality, if genuine
thinking in terms of totality is to be possible.

Philosophic thought as such derives its actuality from the
ego. The latter restlessly seeks its origin in order to understand
its own meaning, and in its own meaning the meaning of our
entire cosmos!

It is this tendency towards the origin which discloses the fact,
that our ego is subjected to a central law. This law derives its
fulness of meaning from the origin of all things and limits and
determines the centre and root of our existence.

Thus, a two-fold pre-supposition of philosophic thought is
discovered at the outset. In the first place, philosophic thought
pre-supposes an Archimedean point for the thinker, from which
our ego in the philosophic activity of thought can direct its view
of totality over the modal diversity of meaning. Secondly, it
presupposes a choice of position in the Archimedean point in
the face of the doy#, which transcends all meaning and in which
our ego comes to rest in the process of philosophic thought.
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For, if the attempt is made to go beyond this oy, the formulating
of any question has no longer any meaning.

The three requirements which the Archimedean point
must satisfy.

The Archimedean point should satisfy these three conditions:
First - It may not be divorced from our own subjective self. For
it is our self that is actually operative in philosophic thought.
And only in this centre of our existence can we transcend the
modal diversity of meaning.

Second - It may not be divorced from the concentric law of
the ego’s existence. Without this law the subject drops away
into chaos, or rather into nothingness. Only by this law is the
ego determined and limited.

Third - It must transcend all modal diversity of meaning and
be found in the totality and radical unity of the latter. Our ego
must participate in this totality, if it is to have an idea of it in
the process of philosophic thought.

The immanence-standpoint in philosophy.

The prevailing conception accepts the self-sufficiency of philo-
sophic thought in accomplishing its task,notwithstanding the fact,
that for the rest there exists a great divergence of opinion about
the nature, task and methods of philosophy. While regarding
this autonomy of reason as the alpha and omega of philosophic
insight, many thinkers are sure to concede the necessity of the
Archimedean point. DESCARTES in his “cogifo” supposed that he
had found the only fixed point in the universal methodical
scepticism with respect to all reality present in experience. Since
this great thinker the necessity of an Archimedean point has
generally been recognized by modern philosophy, at least so far
as the latter realizes the necessity of critical self-reflection. But
modern philosophy will have to rise with might and main against
our position, that this Archimedean point cannot be sought in
philosophic thought itself. In regard to the Archimedean point
of philosophy, it must cling tightly to the immanence-standpoint.
Consequently it rejects every support that is found in some-
thing which transcends the immanent boundaries of theoretic
thought, as such. At the utmost it will agree that — within
the latter — the theoretic intuition (“Wesensschau”) is the
ultimate ground of philosophical certainty.

Every attack against this immanence-standpoint will mean



Prolegomena 13

an attack on the scientific character of philosophy itself. Or
— in so far as the very field of philosophic inquiry is considered
to be of a supra-scientific character — it will be regarded as an
attack on the freedom of philosophic thought.

The immanence-standpoint does not in itself exclude
the so-called metaphysical way to that which tran-
scends human thought.

In itself the acceptance of the immanence-standpoint does not
in any way imply the rejection of the so-called metaphysical way
to that which transcends human thought. Classical immanence-
philosophy was even entirely based upon a metaphysical prima
philosophia.

This metaphysical road to the totality of meaning and the
aoyr, at least in the rationalistic currents, involves the attempt
to overstep the boundaries of philosophic thought in the idea
of an absolute deified thought. The latter should comprise in
itselt the fulness of being, it should be the vdnoic voyoéws, the
“intellectus archetypus” in a purely logical sense.

In other words, the rationalistic-metaphysical way to an éoy%
that transcends human thought absolutizes the logical function
of thought.

Deified thought, the vénois vonoéws, becomes the doyj; human
thought in its assumed participation in divine reason, is under-
stood to be the Archimedean point. The totality of meaning is
sought in the system of the Ideas immanent in thought.

The immanence-standpoint, however, does not necessarily
imply belief in the self-sufficiency of the logical function of
human thought, in contradistinction to the rest of the immanent
functions of consciousness.

The age-old development of immanence-philosophy displays
the most divergent nuances. It varies from metaphysical rational-
ism to modern logical positivism and the irrationalist philo-
sophy of life. It is disclosed also in the form of modern existen-
tialism. The latter has broken with the Cartesian (rationalistic)
“cogito” as Archimedean point and has replaced it by existen-
tial thought, conceived of in an immanent subjectivistic histori-
cal sense ?,

We employ the term immanence-philosophy in the
widest possible sense.

Thus we do not take the term immanecnce-philosophy in the

1 We are only referring to the Humanistic philosophy of existence.
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usual narrow meaning of philosophy which sees all reality as
immanent in consciousness and has broken every bridge between
the functions of human consciousness and an extra-mental “Ding
an sich”. Rather we mean it in the wide sense of all philosophy
that seeks its Archimedean point in philosophic thought itself,
irrespective of its further understanding of this latter, whether
in a rationalistic, irrationalistic, metaphysical, transcendental-
logical, vitalistic, psycho-logical or historical sense.

On this standpoint, the task of philosophy can be viewed more
broadly or more narrowly. Thus there exists in modern imma-
nence-philosophy a current which stresses the purely theoretical
character of philosophic inquiry and recognizes, that the theo-
retical is merely one of the many aspects from which we may
view the cosmos, even though it be the only one from which we
can really grasp it in the view of totality.

Alongside of the theoretical cosmos, the religious, the aesthetic,
the moral and other a-theoretical “worlds” are recognized. To
philosophy is expressly denied the right to claim the monopoly
of value for its “theoretical cosmos”.

So much the more powerfully, however, does this school of
philosophy bring to the fore the self-sufficiency of “transcen-
dental” thought as Archimedean point for philosophy and at
the same time as doy; of the “theoretical cosmos”.

The theoretical cosmos, on this standpoint, is really the “creat-
ion” of philosophic thought. The latter must first of all demolish
methodically everything a-theoretical, leaving a chaotic material
of consciousness, which is to be ordered as a cosmos in the
creative forms of philosophic thought (RICKERT).

The immanence-philosopher has the sincere conviction, that
the scientific character of philosophic thought can only be
maintained in this conception of philosophy. What would become
of the “objectivity”, of the “universal validity”, of the control-
lability of philosophic thought, if philosophy were to bind itself
to presuppositions which go beyond its own immanent boun-
daries? Religious and “weltanschauliche” convictions may be
highly respectable; indeed, a philosophy that understands its
limits, will guard against attacking them. But, within the domain
of philosophy, their claims cannot be recognized. Here it is not
1 matter of believing in what exceeds “the limits of our cognitive
faculty”. But it is solely a question of objective theoretical truth,
walid alike for everyone who wants to think theoretically.
Observe the presence in this same connection of the so-called
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neutrality-postulate in respect to religious conviction and per-
sonal life-view. However, this postulate is in no sense inherent
in the immanence-standpoint. It is accepted only by those
currents in immanence-philosophy which deny to the latter any
dominion over personal life.

All the acumen which the advocates of this standpoint have
at their disposal is brought to bear on the demonstration of the
correctness of this neutrality-postulate. When later on we enter
upon a more special discussion of the relation of philosophy to
a life-and-world-view, we shall have to face two of the most
acute modern pleas in its behalf, those of HEinricH RickErT and
THEODOR LITT.

The inner problematic situation of the immanence-
standpoint,

In this Introduction it suffices for us to bring to the fore the
inner problematic nature of the immanence-standpoint. 1t will
suffice to show, how the choice of this standpoint is not possible,
unless the limits of philosophic thought are actually transcended.

At this point we proceed from that which we learned above
to be essential to the Archimedean point of philosophy. The
latter, as we demonstrated, must be elevated above the modal
diversity of meaning. Should the Archimedean point itself be
enclosed in this diversity, then it would be per se unsuitable as
a point of reference, from which the view of totality must be
directed over the different modal aspects of our cosmos.

Furthermore, the Archimedean point, as we previously ob-
served, must also transcend the coherence in the diversity of
the modal aspects. Of this thesis we are now to render a further
account.

Why the totality of meaning cannot be found in the
coherence of the modal aspects.

Why can the totality of meaning not be found in the immanent
coherence of meaning among the different modal aspects?
Because the immanent coherence among all special aspects of
meaning of our cosmos lacks in itself the inner concentration-
point in which these latter meet in a radical unity. This truth
becomes immediately evident to us in the act of self-reflection.

In this Introduction we began by observing, that our ego
expresses itself in all special modal aspects of our existence.
This is possible only because the latter find their concentration-
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point in the ego. Now the self is clevated above the modal diver-
sity of meaning and is thus transcendent with respect to it. Our
selfhood does not coalesce with the mutual coherence among all
functions which we have in the cosmos.

The modal diversity of meaning exists only in the coherence
of all modal aspects, but it is the expression of a totality of
signification which through the medium of time is broken up
into a modal diversity of aspects.

The totality or fulness of meaning is the necessary transcen-
dent centre where, in their mutual coherence, all modal aspects
converge into the unity of direction towards the Origin, towards
the "Aoyy of all meaning.

The Archimedean point as concentration-point for
philosophic thought,

Thus, in connection with the preceding, the Archimedean
point of philosophy must truly be the concentration-point for
philosophic thought and as such it must transcend the modal
diversity of meaning even in its coherence. Can this concen-
tration-point be found in philosophic thought itself? In other
words, can we, discover anywhere in theoretical thought a
point that really transcends the modal diversity of meaning?

Does the so-called transcendental subject of thought
satisfy the requirements for the Archimedean point?

With all sorts of terms not properly analysed in their meaning,
the attempt is made to suggest to us, that we possess such a
unity beyond the diversity of meaning in philosophic thought.
The “transcendental consciousness”, the “transcendental cogito”,
the “transcendental unity of apperception”, the “transcendental
logical ego” and such like are conccived of as the subjective pole
of thought, to which the empirical world is related as “Gegen-
stand”.

This unity is thought of as a logical unity of the thinking
consciousness which does not imply any multiplicity or diversity
of moments. Instead, every special synthesis of a multiplicity of
perceptions should be necessarily related to this unity.

Consequently, the latter should also transcend the coherence
of the modal aspects. For, indecd, this inter-modal coherence of
meaning, too, presupposes the transcendental subject of thought
as central logical point of reference.

However, this argument rests upon a serious misunderstanding
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which is caused by the pitfall concealed in the conception of the
“transcendental cogito” itself.

For the latter neglects the basic transcendental problem concer-
ning the relation of the ego and its logical function of thought .

It may be true that I myself transcend the coherence of all
modal aspects of meaning, but this does not hold good for my
logical function of thought. The unity of the ego which thinks
cannot be of a transcendental logical character. For the ego is
the concentration-point not only in respect to my logical, but to
all of my modal functions. The logical unity of the thinking
subject remains a unity within a multiplicity of moments. For
the logical aspect together with all other aspects is also bound
to the inter-modal coherence of meaning. As we shall show in
detail in a later context of our inquiry, this coherence is ex-
pressed in its own modal structure, and the latter is the very
transcendenlal condition of our logical function of thought.
Consequently, the logical function of the act of thought does not
transcend the modal diversity of meaning, and therefore it must
lack that unity above all multiplicity which characterizes the
central ego. But, it will be objected, is not the very diversity of
meaning which is in view, a state of affairs that is meaningful
only for thought that makes distinctions? Thus it may be true,
that the logical function of thought, so far as it is still conceived
of as an aspect of experienced reality, is confined to the diversity
of meaning. But this does not prove, that the franscendental-
logical subject of thought (understood as the ultimate subjective
pole of thought) is unable to transcend the coherence of the
modal aspects. On the contrary, does it not appear, just at this
point, that all modal diversity of meaning is irreversibly depen-
dent upon this transcendental subject of thought, and does it

1 “Pure transcendental thought” is always meant in a logical sense.
For the other modal aspects of the real act of theoretical thinking e.g.
the psychical or the hisloricai, do not satisfy the requirements of “pure
thought” in the sense which is meant here. Only the linguistic aspect is
usually comprehended in it, but in a strict conception of “pure thought”
that aspect,”too, should be eliminated, because it cannot be “pure” in the
sense ascribed to “iranscendental reflexive thought”, “Linguistic signi-
fication”, taken in its modal meaning, remains always bound to time,
and to the coherence with the other modal aspects of temporal reality.
Only by reducing the linguistic aspect of meaning to a purely logical one
can it be maintained as belonging to supposed “pure thought”, However,
we shall see, that the logical function of thought itseif is nothing without
the inter-modal coherence of meaning.

A new ecritique of theoretical thought 2
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not appear that in respect to the latter we can in fact speak of a
“Transcendenz in der Immanenz”? At this juncture we have
indeed approached a very fundamental point in our discussion
with the adherents of the so-called “transcendental” inmanence-
standpoint.

In the last objection we meet a new pitfall, which we have
to lay bare carefully, in order that it shall not catch us again
and again.

We must attribute logical meaning to the subjective pole of
thought under discussion in so far as it is conceived of as an ulti-
mate logical unity of our thinking self-consciousness; and more
precisely, in so far as it is presented as a subjective logical pole
of philosophical thought, we must attribute theoretical logical
meaning to it.

Now in the sequel, we shall demonstrate in still further detail,
that in theoretical thought we are constantly active in an opposi-
tion of the non-logical aspects to the logical aspect of meaning. It
is from this very opposition that the theoretical problem is born.

The theoretical synthesis supposes the modal diversity
of meaning of the logical and the non-logical which
is its opposite.

In this process of theoretical thought, characterized by its anti-
thetical attitude, every correct formation of concepts and judge-
ments rests upon a sharp distinction among the different aspects
of meaning and upon a synthesis of the logical aspect with the
non-logical aspects of our experience which are made into
a “Gegenstand” *. This synthesis is in itself a basic problem of
philosophy.

However, in every case it supposes the inter-modal coherence
as well as the modal diversity of logical and non-logical meaning.

Consequently, the logical meaning of the assumed subjective
pole of thought is different from all non-logical aspects of
meaning. But at the same time it is fitted with the latter in an
indissoluble coherence.

Now there is a logical diversity which is immanent in the
logical meaning of thought, but which could not exist apart
from a cosmic modal diversity of meaning, within which the

3 'We must observe that the modal aspects of our experience are
at the same time the modal aspects of «ll reality in its integral empirical
sense, Empirical reality is by no means exhausted in sensory perceptions.
We shall have to return to this point in different later contexts.
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logical side itself functions. A closer discussion of this state of
affairs will follow in a later context.

The pitfall in the copception of the so-called tran-
scendental subject of thought as Archimedean point:
cosmic diversity of meaning and diversity in the
special logical meaning.

The pitfall in the last objection made by the adherents of
transcendental logicism consists in the identification of cosmic
diversity of meaning with diversity in its logical or analytical
sense.

How could the fundamental modal diversity of meaning, to
which the logical function of thought necessarily remains bound,
itself be of logical origin? If this supposition were dealt with
seriously, it should destroy itself at the outsetin the following anti-
nomy: the proclamation of logical meaning as the origin of the
cosmic diversity of meaning is tantamount to the elimination of
the modal diversity, and consequently to the abandoning of theo-
retical thought itself. For the latter is possible only in the process
of analysis and inter-modal synthesis of meaning. This conse-
quence was inferred by some Sophists from the logicism of
PARMENIDES.

The so-called transcendental subject of thought cannot be
maintained, unless, from the start, the inter-modal synthesis is
introduced into the logical aspect itself. But, as soon as this
occurs, the “transcendental-logical subject of thought” is thrown
back into the midst of the modal diversity of meaning. For the
inter-modal synthesis presupposes the modal diversity and the
mutual coherence of the logical and non-logical aspects of mean-
ing. Consequently how could an Archimedean point be given
within theoretical thought?

Misunderstanding of the intermodal synthesis of
meaning as a transcendental-logical one.
Transcendental logicism can be maintained apparently only
by a curious shift of meaning, which interprets the truly inter-
modal synthesis as a so-called transcendental-logical one, as
an act of the would-be self-sufficient transcendental subject of
thought.
What really happens in this first choice of a position is an
absolutizing of the transcendental-logical function of theoretical
thought and this absolutization is not to be explained in terms
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of a purely theoretical conclusion from the inner nature of
reflecting thought itself. Consequently, doy5 and Archimedean
point coincide in this transcendental logicism.

The rationalistic metaphysics which distinguished dpy% and
Archimedean point absolutized the logical aspect of actual
thought only in the dgy, regarded as Intellectus Archetypus.

The necessary religious transcending in the choice of
the immanence-standpoint.

By this original choice of a position, the attempt is made to
detach the logical function of theoretical thought (whether
only in the doy/ or in the doy# and Archimedean point alike)
from the inter-modal coherence of meaning and to treat it as
independent. In the nature of the case, this choice is no act of a
“transcendental subject of thought”, which is merely an abstract
concept. It is rather an act of the full self which transcends the
diversity of modal aspects.

And it is a religious act, just because it contains a choice of
position in the concentration-point of our existence in the face
of the Origin of meaning.

In the choice of the immanence-standpoint in the manner
described above, I myself elevate philosophic thought, whether
in the transcendental-logical or in the metaphysical-logical sense,
to the status of doys of the cosmos. This apy stands as origin,
beyond which nothing meaningful may be further asked, and
in my view no longer occupies the heteronomous nmode of being
which is meaning. It exists in and through itself.

This choice of a position in the face of the doys transcends
philosophic thought, though in the nature of the case it does not
occur apart from it. It possesses the fulness of the central self-
hood, the fulness of the heart. It is the first concentration of
philosophic thought in a unity of direction. It is a religious
choice of position in an idolatrous sense.

The proclamation of the self-sufficiency of philosophic thought,
even with the addition of “in its own field”, is an absolutizing of
meaning. Nothing of its idolatrous character is lost by reason
of the thinker’s readiness to recognize, that the absolutizing
xd? &oyfv which he performs in the theoretical field is by no
means the only rightful claimant, but that philosophy should
allow the religious, aesthetic or moral man the full freedom to
serve other gods, outside the thcoretical realm.

The philosopher who allows this freedom to the non-theo-
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retician is, so to speak, theoretically a polytheist. He fights shy
of proclaiming the theoretical God to be the only true one. But,
within the temple of this God, no others shall be worshipped!

Thus the first way of our critique of philosophical thought
has for a provisional conclusion:

Even on the immanence-standpoint the choice of the Archime-
dean point proves to be impossible as a purely theorefical act
which prejudices nothing in a religious sense.

In truth the selfhood as the religious root of existence is the
hidden performer on the instrument of philosophic thought.
Only, it is invisible on the basis of the immanence-standpoint.

Actually, philosophic thought in itself offers us no Archi-
medean point, for it can function only in the cosmic coherence
of the different modal aspects of meaning, which it nowhere
transcends.

The immanei . Ideas of the inter-modal coherence of meaning
and of the totality of meaning are transcendental limiting con-
cepts. They disclose the fact, that theoretical thought is not self-
sufficient in the proper field of philosophy, a point to which
we shall have to return in detail.

No other possibility for transcending the inter-modal coherence
and the modal diversity of meaning is to -be found, except in the
religious root of existence, from which philosophic thought also
has to receive its central direction.



CHAPTER I

THE TRANSCENDENTAL CRITICISM OF
THEORETICAL THOUGHT AND THE CENTRAL
SIGNIFICANCE OF THE TRANSCENDENTAL
GROUND-IDEA FOR PHILOSOPHY

§ 1 - THE PROBLEM OF TIME

In our “Introduction” we argued that no philosophical thought
is possible without a transcendent starting-point. We contended
that even the philosopher who believes, that he can find such a
point in theoretical thought itself, despite all his protestations
to the contrary, must exceed the limits of theoretical thought in
order to discover its true Archimedean point .

1 RickeRt (Sysiem der Philosophie, p. 241) observes: ,,Gewisz zeigt
das heterologische Princip” (in our train of thought, the requirement that
the modal diversity of meaning be distinguished theoretically) ,bei der
Frage nach der letzten Welteinheit die Grenze unseres Denkens, aber
gerade dadurch erdffnet es uns zugleich die Moglichkeit, uns von seinen
Fesseln zu befreien. Sind wir imstande, durch Denken die Grenze des
Denkens fest zu stellen, so miissen wir auch imstande sein, diese Grenze
zu {iberschreiten.” [It is certain, that the heterological principle marks
the limits to our thought in the problem of the ultimate unity of the world.
But in this way it creates the possibility of liberating ourselves at the
same time from its fetters. If we are able to determine the boundaries of
thought through thinking, we must be able, too, to exceed these limits].

On the immanence standpoint, this conclusion contains an overt contra-
diction: Thought determines its own boundaries and is thereby able to
exceed these limits! Can it under these conditions continue to be pure
transcendental thought? It is here unavailing to distinguish with RickerT
between a merely “heterological” and a‘“heterological-monological” thought,
in 'which the latter would exceed the limits of the former alone. Where this
sort of monological thinking autonomously attempts to conceive of the
unity of the cosmos in the subjective meaning connecting “reality” and
“value”, it exceeds the immanent limits of the activity of thought qua
talis. And it involves itself in the antinomy which RickerRT himself
honestly lays bare in his pronouncement (op. cit. p. 260): ,,So bringen
wir das in einem Begriff, was wir streng genommen in einem Begriff
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This apriori transcends the immanent limits of philosophic
thought.

RIcKERT’s conception of the self-limitation of thought.
RickeRrT, one of the leading thinkers of the South-West Ger-
man school of neo-Kantians, holds, that we can never become
conscious of the limits of thought by taking a stand beyond the
latter and, looking down from that point upon thought, learn to
know it in its limitedness: “As soon as we are beyond thought,
we do not know anything” *. Indubitably correct. We can even go
further and say: it is entirely impossible for us, in the actuality
of our self-consciousness, to stand beyond our thought; for, apart
from thought, our human selfhood cannot disclose itself in the
temporal coherence of our world. But RicKERT on the immanence-
standpoint lacks an appreciation of the transcendence of our
selfhood. And our selfhood, as we have seen, is never to be
eliminated from the act of thinking 2.
To be sure — if we want to learn the limits of our thought —
we must, while thinking, come to a transcendental theoretic

nicht fassen kénnen.” [Thus we form a concept of that which, strictly
speaking, cannot be contained in a concept.]

1 System der Phil., p. 247: ,,Sobald wir auszerhalb des Denkens sind,
erkennen wir nichts.”

2 See also his essay: Wissenschaftliche Philosophie und Weltanschauung
in Logos, Bnd. XX1I, Heft I (1933), pp. 56f: ,,Wer das, was er als theore-
tische Erkenntnis der Welt in ihrer Ganzheit nicht nur logisch zwingend
zu begriinden vermag, sondern es zugleich abzugrenzen gelernt hat gegen
die Lebensiiberzeugungen, die seine auszerwissenschaftliche Weltanschau-
ung formen, der wird auf Grund seiner universalen Erkenntnis, die als
Philosophie notwendig auch den ganzen Menschen mit zum ,,Gegenstande®
macht, indem sie sich iiber ihn stellt zugleich am besten einsehen, wes-
halb die auszerwissenschaftliche Stellungnahme zur Welt, so lange sie
nicht, wie die theoretische Wahrheit, den Anspruch auf Geltung fiir alle
erhebt, neben der wissenschaftlichen Philosophie unangefochten bestehen
bleiben kan.” [Anyone who is able not only to establish stringently on a
logical foundation that 'which he has learnt as theoretical knowledge of
the world in its totality, but also to delimit it at the same time from
those views of life that form his non-scientific view of the world, will be
best in a position to understand, why the non-scientific attitude towards
the world, so long as it does not claim universal validity for all, like
theoretical truth, can hold its own by the side of scientific philosophy.
For his universal knowledge which as philosophy necessarily makes the
entire man also its object, transcends man himself.].
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Idea of the limits. But on this account, it is not to be sup-
posed, as RICKERT does, that these limits are set by thought. Nor
can they be known by a thought which would be abstracted
from its religious root and from the inter-modal coherence of
meaning.

After we have recognized the necessity of transcending, we
may advance another step.

The intent of philosophy is to give us a theoretical insight
into the coherence of our temporal world as an inter-modal
coherence of meaning. Philosophic thought is bound to this
coherence, within which alone it has meaning.

It is a temporal coherence. Man transcends it in his selfhood,
it is true, — but within this coherence he exists in a status of
being-universally-bound-to-time. Man is bound to time together
with all creatures that are fitted with him in the same temporal
order.

The immanence of all modal aspects of meaning
in time.

As we observed in the Introduction, within this temporal
coherence reality displays a great diversity of modal aspects
which are essentially modalities of cosmic meaning. We men-
tioned the aspects of number, space, motion, energy, organic
life, feeling and sensory perception, the logical analytical and
historical aspects, the aspect of symbolic signification, that of
social intercourse (ruled by norms of fashion, courtesy, ceremony
etc.) the economic, aesthetic, jural, moral, and faith aspects.

This is a very rough preliminary schema of the fundamental
modalities of meaning, not yet investigated in the refined theo-
retical analysis of their modal structures. But it may serve as
a provisional orientation info the modal diversity of our temporal
COSINos.

All these modal aspects are interwoven with one another in
a cosmic order of time which guarantees their coherence of
meaning. As we shall see below, time-order is necessarily related
to factual time-duration. And only this indissoluble correlation
of order and duration can be called cosmic time, in distinction
from all its special modal aspects. Nowhere else do we actually
transcend this cosmic time, except in the religious centre of our
existence. Neither in the concept as to its intentional meaning, nor
even in the transcendental Idea as a limiting concept qua talis.
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In the first orientation into the modal diversity of our cosmos,
we see ourselves compelled to set this conception in contrast
to that of immanence-philosophy. For, in consequence of its
starting-point, the latter has lost the insight into the universal
inter-modal character of time and into the coherence of meaning
among its different modal aspects.

I have treated the problem of time in detail in a separate
work . In the present connection some introductory remarks
may suffice to prepare our further investigations.

The influence of the dialectical ground-motives upon
the philosophical conceptions of time.

Here I am obliged to anticipate for a moment the results of
later critical investigations in order to make clear the influence
of the dialectical ground-motives upon the philosophical view of
time from the immanence-standpoint.

Even in classical Greek thought this view was entangled in a
falsely posed dilemma, i.e. whether time has a subjective mental
or rather an objective physical character. In the brief treatise
that ARISTOTLE devotes to this question in his Physics 1V 10,
217 b. 29ff, he develops the conception that time is the measure
(the number or rather the numerability) of motion according
to the dorepor xai mpdrepov; the problem is posed here in the
framework of the Greek form-matter motive, the dialectical
religious character of which will be explained presently. Accor-
ding to ARISTOTLE, motion (which is treated here exclusively
in the sense of change of place) is a striving of matter after
form and from potentiality to actuality. As long as it has not
attained its form, it is a flowing plurality of earlier and later.
It is without unity and consequently without actual being,
because being implies unity. The psyché, however, can give unity
to this plurality in the subjective synthesis of the act of counting.
Therefore, time cannot actually exist outside the soul. Does it
then, in the local movement of things, have only a potential
existence in the plurality of phases of the earlier and later?
ARISTOTLE’s exposition fails to provide a clear answer to this
question,

1 Het tijdsprobleem in de Wijsbegeerte der Wetsidee (The problem of
time in the philosophy of the cosmonomic idea). This treatise is also
published in the review Philosophia Reformata (publisher J. H. Kok,
Kampen), 5th year 1940, pp. 160ff. and pp. 193ff.).
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A quite different view from the Aristotelian was found in
the old Ionian nature-philosophers. Whereas ARiSTOTLE deified
the form-motive in identifying deity with pure Form, the latter,
on the contrary, deified the matter-motive of the ever flowing
Stream of life which cannot fix itself in any form. Time is
viewed here, especially in Anaximander, as a divine order of
diké avenging the injustice of things which have originated
in an individual form, by dissolving this latter in pure matter
and carrying back all things to their form-less Origin.

The dilemma posed by ARISTOTLE could not arise here, since
the Ionian thinkers made no difference between the physical
and the mental spheres. According to them ‘“matter” was ani-
mated. ARISTOTLE, on the contrary, held that the psyché is the
form of the material body and that “matter” is only a poten-
tiality. It cannot have actual being without a form which guaran-
tees the unity of being.

In consequence of the inner dialectic of the form-matter-
motive, medieval Aristotelian scholasticism was also broken up
into diamectrically opposed trends with respect to its view of
time. ALBERT THE GREAT, in his commentary on the Physics,
defended an objective physical conception and ascribed to the
movement of things, independently of the soul, a form and
structure of its own, in the so-called numerus formalis *. THOMAS
Aquinas veers toward the opposite subjectivistic psychological
position. In this he follows AucusTINE 2. Time as the numerical
measure of motion can have real existence only in the soul,
although THoMmas concedes, that it has a fundamentum in re in
the motion of matter .

1 ALBERTUS MaGnus, Physicorum L. IV tr. 3 ¢. 16: “Ad numerare tria
exiguntur, scilicet materia numerata, et namerus formalis, et anima
efficienter et formaliter numerans: ergo si non est anima adhuc numerus
est secundum esse formale et sccundum numerum numeratum; ergo, quo
numeratur est duplex, scilicet quo numeratur efficienter, et quo numeratur
formaliter.” Time is such a numerus formalis.

In modern times the same conception is found again in the neo-
Thomist P. Hoexux S.J., in his Philosophie der anorganische natuur
[Philosophy of inorganic naiure] (Antwerpen-Nijmegen) 1940, p. 284.

2 AucustiNus, Confessiones L. XI, 33: “Inde mihi visum est nihil
alium esse tempus quam distentionem: sed cuius rei nescio, et mirum,
si non ipsius animae.”

3 Tuomas, De Instantibus, Cap. I. Opusc. XXXVI. Cf. on this point
my trcatise: De idee der individualiteits-structuur en het Thomistisch
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In modern Humanistic philosophy, the problem of time is
posed in the framework of the Humanistic ground-motive of
nature and freedom. The latter is to be subjected to a detailed
investigation in the second part of this volume.

The inner dialectic of this basic motive drives philosophical
thought at the outset toward a conception of time orientated
rationalistically toward mechanical motion as it was conceived
of by classical physics. And subsequently it drives it toward an
irrationalistic vitalistic, psychological or historical view (domi-
nated by the freedom-motive). Here too, one comes across the
opposition of objectivistic and subjectivistic views.

In KanT’s Critique of Pure Reason, time is viewed as a
transcendental form of intuition of sense experience, in which
the objective-physical as well as the subjective-psychical im-
pressions of consciousness are ordered in succession. Time is
coordinated here with space as the other form of intuition.

In the twentieth century, the philosophical discussion is set in
motion once more by the development of EINSTEIN’s relativity-
theory, which views time as a fourth dimension of the physical
world-space (the ordering system x, y, z, t).

BerasonN alleges against EiNsTEIN that in the theory of relati-
vity time is denatured to a spatial line. “True time”, according
to him, is the psychical duration of feeling, in which we
immediately enjoy a living experience of the creative free-
dom of the “élan wvital” (inaccessible to mnatural-scientific
thought). This actual “durée” is of inner psychical character
and lacks mathematical uniformity of successive parts. All
moments here penetrate one another qualitatively.

Psychical “‘durée”, according to BeresoN, is the absolute
time.

Modern phenomenology also speaks of “true time” as an
“Erlebnisstrom”, in opposition to the objectivistic conception of
time in modern mathematical natural science. DILTHEY and
HEepEGGER conceive of time in an irrationalistic historical sense,
but in HeEmeceer historical time has a dialectical existential
meaning.

In all these philosophical discussions of the subject, it strikes
us again and again that time is unwittingly identified with one

substantie-begrip, Il {The idea of the individuality-structure and the
Thomistic concept of substance] (Philosophia Reformata 9th and 10th
years. 1944/5), pp. 1f.
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of its modal aspects or modalities of meaning. As long as
philosophical thought proceeds from a dialectical ground-motive
and is caught in a religious dualism, an infegral conception of
time is excluded.

The integral character of cosmic time. The correla-

tion of temporal order and duration, and the subject-

object relation in the latter.
The idea of cosmic time ! constitutes the basis of the philoso-
phical theory of reality in this book. By virtue of its integral
character it may be called new.
According to this conception, time in its cosmic sense has a
cosmonomic and a factual side. Its cosmonomic side is the tem-
poral order of succession or simultaneity. The factual side is
the factual duration, which differs with various individualities.
But the duration remains constantly subjected to the order.
Thus, for example, in the aspect of organic life, the temporal
order of birth, maturing, adulthood, aging and dying holds good
for the more highly developed organisms.
The duration of human life may differ considerably in diffe-
rent individuals. But it always remains subject to this biotic
order of time. No man can come into this world as an adult.
Temporal order and duration are each other’s correlata and
so they may not be dissociated. Consequently, the opposition
between rationalistic and irrationalistic conceptions has lost its
foundation for us. For the former absolutizes the cosmonomic
side and the latter the factual-subjective side of time.
The duration discloses itself further in a subject-object rela-
tion, which will be subjected to a detailed analysis in volumes
IT and III, and to which we shall return presently in a provisional
way.
For the moment, we must be satisfied with the observation
that the objective duration can never actually exist indepen-
dently of the subjective in the subject-object-relation. This is
of essential importance for the problem of the “measurement
of time”. Consequently, the polar opposition between subjec-
tivistic and objectivistic conceptions is also meaningless from
pur standpoint.

1 The term “cosmic” may not of course be understood in a natural-
scientific sense.
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All structures of temporal reality are structures of
cosmic time.

We must further observe, that all the basic structures which
we shall discover in temporal reality in the course of our in-
quiry (in vol. II and III), the modal structures of the various
aspects as well as the typical totality-structures of individuality,
are grounded in the order of cosmic time. They are all specific
structures of time and as such necessarily related to the factual
duration of transitory beings, events, processes, acts, social rela-
tionships and so on.

The entire empirical reality in its overrich diversity of struc-
tures is enclosed and determined by universal cosmic time.
In each of its modal aspects, the latter expresses itself in a
specific modality of meaning with respect to temporal order as
well as duration.

But its cosmic character discloses itself precisely in the in-
dissoluble inter-modal coherence of meaning into which it fits
the modal aspects.

As a matter of fact we shall see, in the second volume of this
work, that the modal aspects are bound by cosmic time in an
order of before and after, which is expressed in their very
internal modal structure.

This order discloses its temporal character, namely, in the
empirical opening-process of the modal aspects of reality (to
be investigated more closely in vol. II). In this process, antici-
patory structural moments come to be developed; and these
moments disclose their inner coherence of meaning with the
modal aspects that are later in order. The complex of anticipa-
tory structural moments is, for example, lacking in the as yet
closed structure of the logical aspect as we discover it in the
pre-theoretical attitude of thought. Anticipatory structural
moments find expression within this aspect only in the theore-
tical attitude of thought. Only in the latter is disclosed the inner
connection with the historical, linguistic, economic and later
aspects. Thus — to give another instance — in a closed primitive

jural order, the anticipating connection with morality — as
expressed in the principles of equity, good faith, good morals,
punishment according to guilt etc. — is absent.

The opening-process, intended here, has temporal duration
and comes about according to the inter-modal temporal order of
the aspects. We shall go into all these points in detail in vol. 1L
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The transcendental Idea and the modal concepts of
time. The logical aspect of temporal order and
duration.

We can form a theoretical concept of the separate modal
aspects of time. But time itself, in its all-embracing cosmic
meaning can never be comprehended in a concept, because the
former alone makes the concept possible. It can only be approxi-
mated in a theoretical limiting-concept in critical self-reflection
as to the necessary pre-supposita of the theoretical attitude of
thought. We then get a transcendental idea of cosmic time-order
in the theoretical discontinuity of its different modal aspects.
This discontinuity is caused by logical analysis.

In the logical or analytical aspect, itself, cosmic time discloses
a modal-analytical sense.

The logical order of simultaneity and of prius and posterius
is as much a modal aspcct of the integral order of time as the
physical. It has meaning only within the cosmic time-order in
the coherence of all its modal aspects. Therefore, it is meaning-
less to set the logical prius and posterius in opposition to the
temporal before and after, as if the former had no authentic
meaning as time-aspect.

The theoretical concept joins in logical simultaneity the ana-
Iyzed characteristics of that which is defined in it. It is thereby
subjected to the logical principles of identity and contradiction,
which give expression to the analytical (normative) temporal
order of simultaneity in the sense of logical implication and
exclusion. Likewise the theoretical logical movement of thought
follows the analytical temporal order of prius and posterius (the
premises are logically prior to the conclusion), as being subjected
to the principle of the sufficient ground .

1 The logical movement of thought has subjective duration in the real
act of thought and is subjected to the logical order of prius el posterius
with respect to the logical aspect of this act. From the side of psycholo-
gists it is objected that actually the process of logical concluding does
not follow explicitly the logical order of prius et posterius. However, it
is at least not to be doubted that it does so, when we draw a syllogistic
inference in theoretic logical form. This is only possible in a real act
of theoretical thought, which does disclose explicitly the logical aspect
of time which is present only implicitly in pre-theoretic logical con-
clusions and 'which has also a logical aspect of duration. It must be
observed, that the logical order of succession differs fundamentally from
that of mathematical movement in its original modal sense. For in the
analytical succession of thought the former stages do not disappear, be-
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Nowhere, hence not in the logical aspect either, does cosmic
time in itself offer a concentration-point that could serve as a
point of departure for philosophic thought.

In time, meaning is broken into an incalculable diversity,
which can come to a radical unity only in the religious centre
of human existence. For this is the only sphere of our conscious-
ness in which we can transcend time .

cause the inference implies its premises. Besides, the analytical order of
prius, et posterius is a normative one, which ought to be followed in a
theoretical logical syllogism if the inference is to be correct.

1 It has become apparent to me that some adherents of my philosophy
are unable to follow me in this integral conception of cosmic time and
its relationship to the concentration-point of philosophic thought.

Some seek the conceniration-point of human existence in time and
suppose, that this religious cenire must certainly be pre-functional but not
supra-temporal.

But, at least within the horizon of cosmic time we have no single
experience of something ‘“pre-functional”, i.e. of anything that would
transcend the modal diversity of the aspects. We gain this experience
only in the religious concentration of the radix of our existence upon
the absolute Origin. In this concentration we transcend cosmic time.
How could man direct himself toward eternal things, if eternity were
not “set in his heart”? Even the idolatrous absolutizing of the temporal
cannot be explained from the temporal horizon of human existence.
For the latter nowhere provides a point of contact for an idea of the
absolute, unless it be related apriori to the supra-temporal. This act
of concentration presupposes a supra-temporal starting-point in our
consciousness.

This, however, is not to say that the religious centre of human
existence is found in a rigid and static immobility. That is a metaphysical-
Greek idea of supra-temporality. It found, for example, sharp expression
in PAanMENIDES’ conception of the eternal divine form of being and
in PLAT0’s original conception of the transcendental world of the £67
and of the immortal soul, enclosed entirely in the pure form of theoreti-
cal thought (cf. PLato’s Phaedo).

In the case of the founder of the Eleatic school, this conception
originated from an absolutizing of the modal spatial aspect, an aspect
bound to the horizon of time. The eternal being, which has no coming
into being nor passing away is in his view enclosed in the ideal static-
spatial form of the sphere. In his dialectical dialogue Parmenides, Prato
himself has laid bare the inner antinomies involved in this absolutiza-
tion.

The spatial is not in the least supra-temporal since it implies simulfa-
neity in the modal meaning of continuous dimensional extension, and
the spatial relations in temporal reality have subjective-objective duration
of time. So far as the spatial relationships in abstract geometry arc
viewed apart from transitory things and events, i.e. according to their
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Only from this supra-temporal concentration-point are we
in a position to gain a veritable notion of time. Beings that are
entirely lost in time lack that notion.

No static conception of the supra-temporal. Is the
acceptance of a central trans-cosmic time desirable?

If we say, that we transcend cosmic time in the root of our
existence, we must guard against metaphysical Greek or Hu-
manistic conceptions of the “supra-temporal”. We shall later
on see, that the central sphere of human existence is in the full
sense of the word a dynamic one. Out of it the dramatic conflict
between the civitas Dei (city of God) and the civitas terrena
(earthly city) takes its issue in the history of the world. We can
even call it the central sphere of occurrence, for that which
occurs cannot be distinguished too sharply from the historical
aspect of cosmic time, which is only one of its temporal modali-
ties of meaning.

I have considered whether -— in order to cut off all misunder-
standing respecting the term “supra-temporal” — it would be
recommendable to introduce the expression ‘“central trans-
cosmic” time.

But this would lead to a duplication of the temporal horizon,

modal structure alone, they, nevertheless, always continue to express the
spatial temporal order of greater and less in simultaneity. A spatial order
of time, can exist only in the coherence of meaning with all other aspects.
The same holds good for the + and — order of numbers, which is no
less a modal aspect of the order of time and is in temporal reality con-
tinually related to factual duration, because the numerical relations as
well as the spalial ones are, in reality, constantly subjected to change.
The -+ and the — directions in the order of numbers, however, maintain
themselves in every factual temporal duration of numerical relationships,
because they express an arithmetical order of time, which determines
the place and value of each of the numbers.

This must be my answer, if other adherents of my philosophy are of
the opinion that cosmic time does not find expression in the numeri-
cal and spatial aspects as such. This would even spell a regress in face
of the view of KanTt, who made number originate from a schematizing
of the logical category of quantity in time; also in face of the insight of
Hamirrox who defined arithmetic as the science of pure time or order
in progression. (Cf. J. ALExaNxpER GUNN, The Problem of time (London,
1939), p. 92); also in face of the intuitionalistic school in mathema-
tics, which makes all natural numbers originate from a synthesis
of the original intuilion of time and the original ideas of one and
addition.
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in connection with which it would become necessary to use the
word in two fundamentally different senses. Furthermore, the
general explanation ‘“duration determined by the order of
succession or simultaneity” would no longer prove serviceable
to cover both meanings. I would not know what criterion would
have to be accepted for a “trans-cosmic” time. Consequently,
the meaning of this term would remain entirely in the dark.
For these reasons, I still prefer to reserve the term “time” for
the cosmic one and its different modal aspects.

The eschatological aspect of cosmic time in faith.

To be sure, cosmic time has its limiting aspect in faith and
there is a temporal order and duration in the special meaning
of the latter. The modal meaning of faith, as we shall see in the
second volume, is by its nature related to divine revelation. In
this eschatological aspect of time faith groups the “eschaton”
and, in general, that which is or happens beyond the limits of
cosmic time. In this special sense are to be understood the “days
of creation”, the initial words of the book of Genesis, the order
in which regeneration precedes conversion etc.

Theology will always need this limiting aspect of time in
which the cosmic temporal order is indissolubly connected with
the revealed supra-temporal realm. However, I cannot agree
with the tendency of some modern Christian theologians, who
identify the eschatological aspect of time with the historical
and reject the supra-temporal central sphere of human existence
and of divine revelation.

Naive and theoretical experience of time,

In the naive pre-theoretical attitude of experience, we have
an immediate integral expericnce of cosmic time in the uninter-
rupted coherence of all its modal aspects, inclusive of the nor-
mative ones, and in concentric relatedness to the selfhood. If I
hasten to my work and look at my watch, then time has for me
not only an abstract objective aspect of movement, but I expe-
rience it in the continuous coherence of its aspects of-number,
space and movement, with the stream of organic life, duration
of feeling and the normative social aspects. When I let a person
go first who is ranked higher in the social scale, intuitively, I
am aware of the temporal aspect of symbolic significance and of
the social intercourse-aspect of temporal order. This holds like-

A new critique of theoretical thought 3
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wise for the economic and juridical aspects of time, when I
spend the scanty time that I have at my disposal in a definite
economic manner or guard myself against mora in the perfor-
mance of my legal obligations. The implicit experience of norma-
tive aspects of the temporal order in the notion of being “too
late” is one of the most evident indications of the integral charac-
ter of the naive consciousness of time.

But it is no less certain, that in naive experience the different
modal aspects do not explicitly come to consciousness, but only
implicitly and conjointly. The continuity of cosmic time here
completely covers the modal boundaries of its aspects.

In the philosophical-theoretical attitude of thought, on the
contrary, we can approximate time — and temporal reality —
only in an analytical setting-asunder of its modal aspects, which
nevertheless continue to express their coherence of meaning in
their very intrinsic structure.

§ 2 - THE TRANSCENDENTAL CRITICISM OF THEORETICAL
THOUGHT AND THE DOGMA CONCERNING THE AUTONOMY
OF THE LATTER. THE SECOND WAY TO A TRANSCENDENTAL
CRITICISM OF PHILOSOPHY

Here a second way is opened to subject philosophic thought
to a transcendental criticism. In the “Introduction” we chose
the way from above: we started from the position that it is the
nature of philosophy to be directed to the totality of meaning
of temporal rcality and to the selfhood, and we then came
immediately to the problem of the Archimedean-point and to
that of the dpy.

But in this line of thought, we had to start from a supposition
about the character of philosophy, which is not at all universally
accepted in philosophical circles. Besides, it might seem, that a
due account of the transition from the theoretical basic problem
of philosophy to the central religious sphere was lacking.

Therefore, since the appcarance of the first (i.e. the Dutch)
edition of this work, I have directed all my attention to a
sharpening of the method of transcendental criticism, whereby
the objection, mentioned above, might be met. The conceptions
of the task of philosophy are extremely divergent and every
apriori choice of a position in this matter may be esteemed
dogmatic. Consequently, if our transcendental critique is actually
to embrace every possible conception of the philosophic task,
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it must necessarily examine the theoretical attitude of thought
as such. For no veritable philosophy whatsoever can escape
this attitude *.

The dogmatic positing of the autonomy of theoretical
thought.

Immanence-philosophy in all its nuances stands or falls with
the dogma of the autonomy of theoretical thought. However,
hitherto it has been simply posited, that this autonomy follows
from the nature of such thought, without justifying this assertion
by means of a really critical investigation of the inner structure
of the theoretical attitude of thinking itself. Not only tradi-
tional metaphysics, but also Kantian epistemology, modern
phenomenology and phenomenological ontology in the style of
Nicorat HARTMANN continued in this respect to be involved in a
theoretical dogmatism. Essentially supra-theoretical prejudices
were thus treated as theoretical axioms, and no account was
given of the fundamental significance of these prejudices for
the whole theoretical vision of empirical reality.

The different views of the autonomy of theoretical
thought and the origin of this difference.

There was, however, actually every reason to make the so-
called autonomy of theoretical thought a critical problem. In
the first place, it cannot be denied, that in Greek philosophy it
had a meaning entirely different from that in Thomistic scholas-
ticism. In both of these, again, it was viewed entirely otherwise
than in modern Humanistic thought. As soon as one penetrates
to the root of these fundamentally different conceptions, one
encounters a difference in religious starting-point, which is at
the basis of the pretended autonomy of thought.

When Greek philosophy begins to claim its autonomy over
against popular faith, it does so because, in its estimation, theoria
is the true way to the knowledge of God. Pistis (faith), which
continues to cling to the sensory mythological representations,
gives only a doxa, an uncertain opinion. As early as the time
of PARMENIDES’ didactic poem, these two ways are set sharply
in opposition to one another. PraTo said, that it is exclusively
destined for philosophers to approach the race of the gods.

1 In a later context we 'will explain the fact, that so-called existential
philosophical thought also retains a theoretical character.
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But the whole philosophical theoria of the Greeks, as I have
shown in detail from the sources in the first volume of my
Reformation and Scholasticism in Philosophy, continues to
be dominated by the same religious ground-motive which was
also at the bottom of the popular faith and which, since the time
of ARISTOTLE, was called the form-matter motive.

On the other hand, the Thomistic vision of the autonomy of
the naturalis ratio is unintelligibile, unless its religious back-
ground is apprehended, namely, the scholastic basic motive of
nature and grace. This motive was entirely foreign to Greek
thought. Similarly one cannot approach the modern Humanistic
conception of autonomy in its fundamental difference from
Thomism, without having understood its religious background
in the Humanistic ideal of science and personality. This religious
background finds expression in the ground-motive which since
KanT has been called that of nature and freedom.

The Thomist claims that, in the proper use of natural reason,
philosophy can never come into contradiction with the super-
natural truths of grace in the church doctrine. This standpoint
implies an accomodation to the ecclesiastical dogma of the
Aristotelian metaphysics and view of nature (accepted as a
product of natural reason). The Kantian or Hegelian will show
as little understanding for this typical scholastic striving after
accomodation as would have been the case with ARISTOTLE him-
self, had he been acquainted with Thomism. Thus the dogma
concerning the autonomy of theoretical thought can never
account for the fundamentally different conceptions of it. There-
by it loses its right to serve as an unproblematic starting-point
of philosophy.

The dogma concerning the autonomy of theoretical
thought as an impediment to philosophical discussion
among the various schools.

It appears again and again, that this dogma impedes a mutual
understanding among philosophic schools that prove to be fun-
damentally opposed in their true (though hidden) starting-point.
This is a second ground for doubting its character as a purely
theoretical axiom.

For if all philosophical currents that claim to choose their
standpoint in theoretical thought alone, actually had no deeper
presuppositions, it would be possible to convince an opponent
of his error in a purely theoretical way.
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But, as a matter of fact, a Thomist has never succeeded by
purely theoretical arguments in convincing a Kantian or a
positivist of the tenability of a theoretical metaphysics. Conver-
sely, the Kantian epistemology has not succeeded in winning
over a single believing Thomist to critical idealism.

In the debate among these philosophical schools, one receives
the impression that they are reasoning at cross-purposes, because
they are not able to find a way to penetrate to each other’s true
starting-points. The latter are masked by the dogma concerning
the autonomy of theoretic thought. The same holds, for example,
in the debate conducted by a positivist of the Vienna school
with a Hegelian thinker or a Spinozist.

This simple fact of experience, in the nature of the case,
does not yet prove the impossibility of autonomous theoretical
reflection in philosophy. But it is quite sufficient to show, that
it is necessary to make the autonomy of theoretical thought a
critical problem and no longer to pass it off as a scientific axriom.

This problem should be posed as a quaestio iuris. It touches
the empirical sciences as well as philosophy, since both imply
the theoretical attitude of thought.

The necessity of a transcendental criticism of the
theoretical attitude of thought as such. The difference
in principle between transcendent and transcendental
criticism.

The proper answering of the question raised above requires a
transcendental criticism of the theoretical attitude of thought
as such. By this we understand a critical inquiry (respecting no
single so-called theoretical axiom) into the universally valid
conditions which alone make theoretical thought possible, and
which are required by the immanent structure of this thought
itself. In this latter restriction lies the difference in principle
between a franscendent and a transcendental criticism of science
and philosophy.

The former does not really touch the inner character and the
immanent structure of the theoretical attitude of thought, but
confronts, for instance Christian faith with the results of modern
science and with the various philosophical systems, and thus
ascertains, whether or not factual conflicts exist.

It remains dogmatic, however, as long as it fails squarely to
face the primary question, whether the theoretical attitude of
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thought itself, with reference to its inner structure, can be in-
dependent of supra-theoretical prejudices. With such a dogmatic,
merely franscendent criticism, one constantly runs the risk of
regarding as the result of unprejudiced science and philosophi-
cal reflection, something that appears upon critical inquiry to
be the consequence of a masked religious prejudice and an anti-
Christian attitude of faith. Besides, there is another ever present
danger. What is actually a complex of philosophical ideas domi-
nated by unbiblical motives, may be accepted by dogmatic theo-
logy and accomodated to the doctrine of the church. The danger
is, that this complex of ideas will be passed off as an article of
Christian faith, if it has inspired the terminology of some con-
fessions of faith. Transcendent criticism, in other words, is
valueless to scicnce and philosophy, because it confronts with
each other two different spheres whose inner point of contact is
left completely in the dark. One can then just as well proceed
to exercise criticism of science from the standpoint of art or
politics!

In order to guarantee from the outset a really critical attitude
in philosophy, transcendental criticism of theoretical thought
should come at the very beginning of philosophical reflection.

§ 3 - THE FIRST TRANSCENDENTAL BASIC PROBLEM OF THEO-
RETIC THOUGHT. THE “GEGENSTAND-RELATION” VERSUS
THE SUBJECT-OBJECT-RELATION.

How is the theoretical attitude of thought characterized, in
contrast with the pre-theoretical attitude of naive experience?

Our introductory survey of the problem of time has shown
us the way which must necessarily lead to the solution of this
question.

It became evident, that in the theoretical attitude of thought
we analyze empirical reality by separating it into its modal
aspects. In the pre-theoretical attitude of naive experience, on
the contrary, empirical reality offers itself in the integral
coherence of cosmic time. Here we grasp time and temporal
reality in typical total-structure of individuality, and we do
not become aware of the modal aspects unless implicitly. The
aspects are not set asunder, but rather are conceived of as being
together in a continuous uninterrupted coherence.
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The antithetical structure of the theoretical attitude
of thought in its purely intentional ! character and the
origin of the theoretical problem.

Theoretical thought has a typically antithetic attitude in all of
its positive forms. Here we oppose the logical, i.e. the analytical
function of our real act of thought, to the non-logical aspects of
our temporal experience. The latter thereby becomes “Gegen-
stand” in the sense of “opposite” (Widerstand) to our analytical
function 2. These non-logical aspects, as well, belong to our real
act of thought in its temporal concreteness and are consequently
not to be sought exclusively outside the full temporal structure
of the latter.In other words, the antithetic structure of the theore-
tical attitude of thought can present itself only within the tempo-
ral total-structure of the act of thinking.

The first structure is only an infentional one; it does not have
an ontical ® character.

The non-logical aspects stand in an intentional antithesis to
the logical function of thought. Any attempt to grasp the former
in a logical concept is met with resistance on their part. From
this resistance the theoretical problem originates.

In logical analysis the aspect which is opposed to the logieal
is distinguished theoretically from the remaining aspects. Con-

1 Translator’s Note: The term “intentional” is used here in the sense
of a merely mental directedness towards the “Gegenstand”, a sense akin
to that of the phenomenological usage (BreENTANO, HUSSERL). W. Y.

2 By the logical aspect of our act of thought, we understand the
aspect of analytical distinction; distinction in the sense of setting apart
what is given together.

At this juncture I must once more mention, that logical analysis is not
the only mode of distinction. Secondly, I must recall, that logical or
analytical diversity supposes a cosmic diversity of meaning which is at
the basis of all analysis. So far as the first point is concerned, it is
sufficient to refer to animals distinguishing their mates, food, etc. The
distinction made by animals is certainly not of a logical nature. So far
as the second point is concerned, we must observe, that logical analysis
would have nothing to distinguish apart from a previously given cosmic
diversity of meaning. In other words, logical analysis would in this case
become meaningless. For 'we may not forget, that the logical aspect can
reveal its logical sense only in the coherence of meaning with all other
aspects.

3 Translaior’'s Nole: The term “ontical” is not intended in the sense
in which HEIDEGGER employs it, nor in a metaphysical sense in general.
It is exclusively related to empirical reality in its integral sense which
includes all modal aspects and individuality-structures. W. Y.
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sequently, if we designate the opposed aspect by the symbol “a”
and the remaining aspects by the symbol “y”, then “x” will also
stand in an antithetic relation to “y”.

This theoretical antithesis does not correspond to the structure
of empirical reality. It is only a consequence of the necessary
theoretical abstraction of the modal aspects from cosmic time.
This latter links up the aspects in a continuous coherence of
meaning and can never be eliminated from reality.

Now we have seen, that the non-logical aspects of experience
offer resistance to a logical analysis of their structure. This resi-
stance arises from the fact that, even when theoretically abstract-
ed, the modal structure of the non-logical aspect « which is made
into a “Gegenstand” continues to express its coherence (of
meaning) with the modal aspects y which have not been chosen
as the field of inquiry.

Theoretical abstraction of the modal aspects from cosmic time
is necessary for a theoretical insight into the modal diversity
of meaning as such .

As soon as we have realized, however, that the theoretical
attitude of thought arises only in a theoretical abstraction, we
can no longer consider theoretical reason as an unproblematic
datum.

1 In this context, I must remark, that the modal struciure of the analyti-
cal aspect itself is given as a whole and not in analyzed moments. However,
in the theoretical attitude of thought we can analyze the structure of the
analytical aspect; but only in its theoretical abstraction and opposition
to the non-logical aspects. For the analytical aspect, like all others,
expresses in its modal structure the temporal order into which the
different aspects are fitted. Consequently, this structure is a unity in a
multiplicity of analyzable moments. The theoretical act in which we
perform this analysis is, of course, not identical with the abstracted modal
structure of the logical aspect. The subjective analytical function of this
concrete act remains bound to its modal structure in its temporal cohe-
rence with the other aspects. In its theoretical abstraction this modal
structure has only an intentional existence in our act of thought, and
can be made intc the “Gegenstand” of our actual logical function. It is,
consequently, not the latter which can be made a “Gegenstand”, but only
the abstracted, purely intentional, modal structure of the logical function.
We never arrive at a “transcendental logical subject” which can be
detached from all modal structures of time and can be sovereign and
“absolute” in this sense.
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The first transcendental basic problem as to the
theoretical attitude of thought.

The first transcendental basic problem with which we are
confronted is exactly the theoretical “gegenstand-relation”.

We can formulate this problem as follows: “What do we
abstract in the antithetic attitude of theoretic thought from the
structures of empirical reality as these structures are given in
naive experience? And how is this abstraction possible?

Those who reject the integral conception of cosmic time de-
veloped above must seek another solution to the critical problem
we have proposed. But if we seriously confront the theoretical
attitude of thought with the pre-theoretical attitude of naive
experience, the problem itself can no longer be brushed aside.

A closer confrontation of the naive attitude with the
theoretical.

The naive attitude of thought in principle lacks an intentional
antithetic structure. Consequently, it knows of no theoretical pro-
blems. This subject cannot be treated in its full scope prior to the
third volume. Nevertheless, in our Prolegomena, we must eluci-
date more closely some essential states of affairs with relation to
the attitude of naive experience in so far as this is demanded by
our present transcendental criticism of theoretical thought.

We have previously observed, that in the naive attitude of
experience, our logical function of thought, so far as its inten-
tional content is concerned, remains entirely accommodated to
the continuous coherence of cosmic time. In this respect, our
logical function, like all other functions of consciousness, re-
mains completely within this coherence.

In naive experience we grasp reality in the typical total struc-
tures of individual things and concrete events. All modal aspects
are grouped and typicalized * in a characteristic manner and in
an unbroken coherence of time within an individual totality.
This occurs without involving any analytical distinction of the
modal aspects. The naive process of concept-formation is not
directed toward the latter, but toward things or concrete events

1 Translator’s Note: For the Dutch term “getypiseerd” Prof. DooYE-
WEERD himself has coined the English term ‘“typicalized”, which could
be rendered “ordered according to types”. It should be noted, that a
“typical” structure is never identical with the full “individuality” of
reality. W. Y.
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as individual totalities. 1t is not concerned with abstract relations
of number or space, nor with the effects of energy as such, but
with things which are countable, spatial and subjected to physi-
cal-chemical changes. In the total structure of naive experience,
the logical aspect is joined with the non-logical aspects in an
indissoluble coherence. Consequently, the logical aspect is con-
ceived of as an inherent, but implicit component of concrete
reality itself. The same is true of the aspect of sensory percep-
tion, the historical culture-aspect, the aesthetic, and so on. But
how is this to be understood?

The subject-object relation in naive experience.

Naive experience can have this integral character only by
virtue of the subject-object relation inherent in it. In this rela-
tion, objective functions and qualities are unreflectingly ascribed
to things and to so-called natural events within modal aspects
in which it is not possible for them to appear as subjects.

Thus, as adult men who have outgrown animistic representa-
tions, we know perfectly well, that water itself does not live.
Nevertheles, in the aspect of organic life, we ascribe to it the
phjective function of being a necessary means for life. We know
that a bird’s nest is not alive, but we can conceive of it meaning-
fully as a thing only in relation to the subjective life of the
bird. Thus we conceive of a bird’s nest as a typical object of
ife. We know, that a rose does not feel or think or engage in
esthetic valuation as a subject. Nevertheless we ascribe to it
espectively, objective qualities of sensory colour and odour,
bjective logical characteristics, objective cultural qualities and
bjective beauty. Further, this subject-object relation in the
ttitude of naive experience and thought is grasped as a structu-
al relation of reality itself. That is to say, the objective functions
elong to things themselves in relationship to possible subjective
unctions which the things do not possess in the aspects of reality
involved.

The sensory colour red is ascribed to a rose, not in relation to
y, or your, individual sense-perception, but in relation to any
ossible normal human perception of colour. Similarly water is
means of life for every possible living organism. But then too,
hen the subject-object relation in the biotic aspect is wholly
individualized, as in the case of the bird’s nest, naive experience
still ascribes the objective functions in question to the things
themselves. It ascribes these objective functions to them in
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structural relation to the subjective life of the animal concerned.
The objective qualities which are ascribed to this thing in the
logical and post-logical aspects are undoubtedly related to
subjective functions of human nature. But they are related in
such a manner that, here too, the typical structure of individua-
lity of the thing, which is characterized by a specific relation to
animal life, finds expression. The bird’s nest remains a bird’s
nest with respect to its objective logical characteristics. It
remains a bird’s nest, even though it is a possible object of
human culture and has an objective symbolic signification ex-
pressed in its name, and objective aesthetic qualities.

The metaphysical substance-concept, the concept of a “Ding
an sich” is in principle foreign to naive experience. So is also
the abstract enclosing of the reality of things in those modal
aspects which form the field of inquiry of physics, chemistry and
biology.

Through the subject-object-relation we consequently expe-
rience reality in the total and integral coherence of all its aspects,
as this is given within the temporal horizon of human experience.
Naive experience leaves the typical total structures of this reality
intact.

The antithetic relation of the theoretical attitude of thought,
on the contrary, sets reality apart in the diversity of its modal
aspects.

Dogmatic theory of knowledge, which considered the theore-
tical attitude of thought as an unproblematic datum, conse-
quently eradicated the fundamental difference between the theo-
retical and the pre-theoretical attitude of thought, and finally
identified the subject-object-relation with the antithetic gegen-
stand-relation.

Thus naive experience itself was misinterpreted as a theory
about reality, and identified with the uncritical theory of “naive
realism” or the ‘“copy theory”. Then, in alliance with modern
natural science and the physiological theory about the “specific
energies of the senses”, modern epistemology undertook the task
of refuting this “naive realism”! At present, it is not necessary to
enter further into this fundamental misconception. We will deal
with it more fully in the third volume.

For the moment it is sufficient, that we have made clear the
fundamental difference between the naive and the theoretical
attitude of thought, so that we can fully realise the in-escapability
of the first transcendental problem with respect to the latter.
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The consequences of ignoring the first transcendental

basic problem in the traditional conception as to the
| relation of body and soul in human nature.
(\‘ The dogmatic ignoring of this problem has had far-reaching
consequences for the entire vision of temporal reality. Even in
philosophical and theological anthropology these consequences
may be demonstrated. For example, the traditional dichotomistic
conception of human nature as a composition of a material body
and an immortal rational soul is doubtless connected with the
misconception, that the antithetic relation in the theoretical
attitude of thought answers to reality itself.

ARISTOTLE, in accord with Prato, tried to prove, that the
theoretical activity of thought (the nous poiétikos, i.e. active
intellect) in forming logical concepts must be wholly indepen-
dent of and separated from the organs of the material body.
The active intellect must be separate from the body, because it
can grasp everything other than itself in logical universality
and abstraction. The theoretical activity of thought is here hypo-
tatized in its logical aspect as an immortal ousia or substance.

THoMAS AQuINAs accepted this Aristotelian argument, but
ccommodated it in scholastic fashion to the doctrine of the
hurch. Consequently, he held, that the entire rational soul,

hich was considered to be characterized by the theoretical
ctivity of thought, must be an immortal and purely spiritual

ubstance!
A direct conclusion is here drawn from the purely intentional
\ntithetic structure of the attitude of theoretical thought to a
eal separateness of the logical function from all pre-logical
spects of the body! This conclusion was directed by the dualistic
orm-matter motive, which impeded an integral view of empiri-
rl reality.

But it is of no avail to ignore the problem implied in the
theoretical antithesis. For new transcendental problems arise,
als soon as we try to account for the way we follow, in the theo-
retical attitude of thought, in order to overcome the intended
antithesis.

‘We cannot stop at the theoretical problem, born out of the
r¢sistance offered by the non-logical “Gegenstand” to our logical
function in its analytical activity. We must proceed from the
theoretical anfithesis to the theoretical synthesis between the
lagical and the non-logical aspects, if a logical concept of the
non-logical “Gegenstand” is to be possible.

a8

o h oy~
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§ 4 - THE SECOND TRANSCENDENTAL BASIC PROBLEM: THE
STARTING-POINT OF THEORETICAL SYNTHESIS

Now, however, a second transcendental problem arises which
can be formulated as follows:

From what standpoint can we reunite synthetically the logical
and the non-logical aspects of experience which were set apart in
opposition to each other in the theoretical antithesis?

This question touches the kernel of our inquiry. By raising
this second basic problem, we subject every possible starting-
point of theoretical thought to a fundamental criticism. In this
way we must finally settle the question whether the dogma of
the autonomy of theoretical reason is compatible with the in-
tentional structure of the theoretical attitude of thought.

Now it is evident, that the frue starting-point of theoretical
synthesis, however it may be chosen, is in no case to be found
in one of the two terms of the antithetic relation. It must neces-
sarily transcend the theoretical antithesis, and relate the aspects
that theoretically have been set asunder to a deeper radical
unity (or in the case of a dualistic standpoint, perhaps to a pair
of assumed radical unities). For one thing is certain: the anti-
thetic relation, with which the theoretical attitude of thought
stands or falls, offers in itself no bridge between the logical
thought-aspect and its non-logical “Gegenstand”. We saw ear-
lier, that even cosmic time, which guarantees the indissoluble
coherence among the modal aspects, does not present an Archi-
medean point to theoretical thought.

This seems to imply at the same time, that the latter has in
itself no starting-point for the theoretical synthesis.

Even here the dogma as to the autonomy of theoretical reason
appears to lead its adherents into an inescapable impasse.

The impasse of the immanence-standpoint and the
source of the theoretical antinomies.

In order to maintain the pretended self-sufficiency of theo-
retical thought, the advocates of this dogma are compelled to
seek their starting-point in theoretical reason itself.

But the latter, by virtue of its very antithetic structure, is
obliged to proceed in a synthetical way. Now there are as
many modalities of theoretical synthesis possible as there are
modal aspects of a non-logical character belonging to temporal
experience.
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There is a synthetic thought of mathematical, physical, biologi-
cal, psychological, historical, and other character. In which of
these possible special scientific points of view may the theoreti-
cal vision of empirical reality seek its starting-point? No matter
how the choice is made, it invariably amounts to the absolutizing
of a special synthetically grasped modal aspect.

The various -isms in the theoretical vision of reality.

This is the source of all -isms in the theoretical image of
reality. The attempt must constantly be made to reduce all
other aspects to mere modalities of the absolutized one. These
-isms play their confusing rodle in the different branches of
science as well as in philosophy.

Now such -isms (as materialism, biologism, psychologism,
historicism etc.) are uncritical in a double sense. In the first
place they can never be justified theoretically. The antithetic
structure of the theoretical attitude of thought offers resolute
resistance against every attempt to reduce one of the aspects to
another. It avenges the absolutizing by involving theoretical
thinking in internal antinomies. In the entire theoretical sphere
there is no place for the absolute, because the thecretical attitude
of thought is itself grounded in an antithetical relation.

Theoretical synthesis cannot cancel this relation. Such would
be tantamount to the cancellation of the theoretical attitude of
thought itself. In every theoretical synthesis, logical analysis
remains bound to the modal structure of the opposite non-
logical aspect. And the synthesis is, consequently, partly of a
logical and partly of a non-logical character. The theoretical
synthesis is, to be sure, a union, but not the deeper unity of the
logical and non-logical.

It pre-supposes a supra-theoretical starting-point which must
transcend theoretical diversity.

Consequently, what we have said also holds for every special
scientific synthetic point of view. And with this we touch the
second ground of the uncritical character of all -isms in the
theoretical conception of reality.

In each of them the second transcendental basic problem
returns unsolved. The absolutizing itself cannot issue from the
theoretical attitude of thought. It points to a supra-theoretical
starting-point, from which the theoretical synthesis is performed.

But, the objection will be raised, we sought after a starting-
point for the theoretical synthesis.
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Imperceptibly this problem has been identified with that of
a starting-point for the theoretical vision of reality. Has not the
problem been entirely shifted in this way? Does science indeed
require a theoretical vision of reality? Is this, for example,
necessary for pure mathematics, for logic, for ethical theory?

The problem of the basic denominator for the theo-
retical comparison and distinction of the modal
aspects.

In order to answer this question, I may first recall, that the
theoretical attitude of thought consists in setting apart the modal
aspects of temporal reality in opposition to one another. It
consists primarily in the opposition of the logical aspect of our
act of thinking to all aspects which are of a non-logical character.
Every theoretical distinction of the latter aspects supposes an
insight into their mutual relationships and coherence. Or, in
other words, it supposes a basic denominator, under which the
non-logical aspects can be brought in order to be compared
with one another. For they could not be distinguished, unless
they have something in common. On our own standpoint, the
modal aspects have no other common denominator than the
cosmic time-order. From our point of view, the latter expresses
itself in the modal structure of each of the aspects, and is the
guarantee of its coherence of meaning with all the rest. On the
immanence-standpoint, another denominator of comparison must
be sought, for example, in the way already discussed, by reducing
all other aspects to modalities of a special (absolutized) one, or,
as was usual in Greek and scholastic metaphysics, by accepting
the metaphysical concept of being as a so-called ‘“‘analogical
unity”, lying at the basis of the diversity of special aspects.
Now, the theoretical vision of the mutual relationships and
coherence of the aspects in every case implies a theoretical
vision of reality. For the latter is nothing but the vision of the
abstracted modal aspects in the totality of their coherence.

The ro6le of the -isms in pure mathematics and in
logic.
Neither a special science nor philosophy can escape such a
theoretical vision of reality.
In pure mathematics, the problem immediately arises: How
is one to view the mutual relationship between the aspects of
number, space, movement, sensory perception, logical thought
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and symbolical signification? Different schools in pure mathe-
matics such as logicism, symbolistic formalism, empiricism and
intuitionism arise in accordance with their respective theoretical
visions on this basic problem. These differences are not restricted
to the philosophy of mathematics. The famous Dutch mathemati-
cian, Brouwer, the chief representative of the intuitionistic
school abolished an entire branch of special scientific work
which had been built up by the logicist and formalist theories
(the theory of the so-called transfinite numbers).

The first three schools, logicism, symbolistic formalism and
empiricism, try to reduce the aspects of number and space to
the logical, the linguistic and the sensory-perceptual aspects
respectively.

Even in logic itself we obscrve the rise of a great diversity of
theoretical schools. Here, too, this difference as to the nature
and limits of the field of inquiry is determined by a theoretical
vision of reality in its modal aspects. It is determined by a
theoretical conception of the place that the logical aspect occupies
in the entire order and coherence of the modal aspects (psycholo-
gism, mathematicism, symbolistic-conventionalism, dialectical
historism, etc.). Invariably the starting-point which is chosen
for theoretical synthesis in general, remains decisive for the
vision of the mutual relationship and coherence of the modal
aspects.

That this is also the case in normative ethics, aesthetics and
theology, may be demonstrated convincingly. Yet we would have
to anticipate too much of our later inquiries, were we now to
elaborate all these points. Especially the current conceptions as
to the field of inquiry for ethies are still vague. They are ill-
defined to such a degree, that an adequate discussion of ethics
would require a detailed exposition, which would exceed the
compass of our transcendental criticism of the theoretical atti-
tude of thought.

Provisional delimitation of the moral aspect.

In the present context, therefore, we will only establish the
fact that ethics, so far as it lays claim to a ficld of inquiry
distinct from theology and the philosophy of law, can have no
other “Gegenstand” than the moral aspect of temporal reality. This
aspect is characterized as that of the temporal relationships of
love as differentiated more precisely by the typical structures of
temporal society as conjugal love, love of parents and children,
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love of country, social love of one’s fellow-man, and so on.
It is again evident, that this aspect has its own modal meaning
only in the coherence with all other modal aspects of temporal
reality. The theoretical vision of this coherence is then again
decisive for the conception which one has of the moral norms,
and this vision, in its turn, is dependent upon the starting-point
of the theoretical-ethical reflection.

From the above it is quite evident, that each special realm of
theoretical inquiry, whether or not it is called “empirical”
in the narrower sense, pre-supposes a theoretical vision of
temporal reality. And such a theoretical vision of reality must
necessarily exceed the boundaries of any special science and
exhibit a philosophical character. Consequently it appears at the
same time, that no single special science can possess an essential
aufonomy with respect to philosophy in the sense of a theory of
reality. For the rest we shall revert to this subject in he last part
of this volume.

But have we at all proved definitely, that theoretic thought it-
self, with respect to its inner character, is dependent on a supra-
theoretical starting-point, by which the autonomy of this thought
is excluded? We may not accept this too hastily. For Kanr,
the father of the so-called critical-transcendental philosophy,
supposed that he could lay bare a starting-point in theoretical
reason itself, which would rest at the basis of every possible
theoretical synthesis, and consequently would not be gained by
the absolutizing of a special scientific point of view. Can the
autonomy of theoretical thought be actually demonstrated along
the way of KanT’s critique of knowledge?

The starting-point of theoretical synthesis in the
Kantian critique of knowledge.

This was the question which in our Introduction was raised
at the very outset of the first way of our transcendental critique.
Here we argued, that philosophical thought, as theoretical thought
directed to the totality of meaning of our temporal cosmos, can-
not arrive at a transcendental idea of this totality without criti-
cal self-reflection. But the very critical problem appeared to be

1 The “disposition of the heart”, which is rationalized by KanNT and
proclaimed as the criterion of morality in his “Gesinnungsethik”, is
actually of a ceniral-religious character and so can, as such, never be
related exclusively to the moral aspect; KaNt’s conception in this matter
hangs together with his religious absolutizing of morality.

A new critique of theoretical thought 4



50 Prolegomena

the relation between the thinking ego and its theoretical-logical
function of thought. At first sight, it might seem, that the problem
is here formulated in an unsatisfactory functionalistic manner.
Why must we direct our attention solely to the logical function
and why not to the integral act of theoretical thinking? To be
sure, the latter may be characterized by its theoretical-logical
aspect, but it can by noc means be identified with the latter. We
are now able to reply to this question, since in the second way
of our transcendental critique we have engaged in an enquiry
with respect to the inner structure of the theoretical attitude of
thought. It is precisely the antithetic structure of the latter which
obliged KaNT and his followers to oppose the logical function
to the other modal aspects of the integral act of thought. The
only, but fundamental, mistake in their argument was the identi-
fication of the real act with a purely psychical temporal event,
which in its turn could become a “Gegenstand” of the ultimate
transcendental-logical “cogito”. For we have seen, that the
‘“gegenstand-relation” can only be an intentional relation within
the real act of theoretic thought between its logical and its non-
logical aspects. The real act itself can never be made the “Gegen-
stand” of its logical function, since the latter can be actual only
within a real act of our consciousness, and does not have any
actuality in a theoretical abstraction. But the identification of
this real act with its psychical aspect is not tenable, and is an
indicant of a dualistic view of reality. And the latter cannot be
explained in terms of a purely theoretical epistemology.

The second way of our transcendental critique of philosophy
involves resuming the investigation of KanT’s conception con-
cerning the transcendental cogito, notwithstanding the fact that,
already in our Infroduction, we did lay bare the pitfalls concealed
in it.

The second- investigation seeks to arrive at a critical formula-
tion of the third transcendental basic problem. This problem is
involved in the theoretical attitude of thought with respect to
critical self-reflection. In this inquiry we wish to account criti-
cally for our transition from the theoretic to the central reli-
gious sphere. This involves also a deeper critical inquiry into
the transcendental problem of the origin in philosophical
thought. For, in our Introduction, it could appear, that this prob-
lem was introduced as a “deus ex machina”, the necessity of
which was unaccounted for in the course of our first critical
inquiry. Finally our second investigation seeks to arrive at the
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ultimate stage of our transcendental critique, which was not yet
reached by the first way explained in our Introduction.

The problem of the starting-point and the way of
critical self-reflection in theoretical thought.

In order to discover the immanent starting-point of all special
synthetic acts of thought in which these latter find their deeper
unity, we must, according to Kant, look away from the
“Gegenstinde” of our knowledge and exercise critical self-
reflection in theoretical thought. It must be granted, that this
hint indeed contains a great promise. For it may not be doubted-
that, as long as theoretical thought in its logical function con-
tinues to be directed merely to the opposed modal aspects of
temporal reality which form its “Gegenstand”, it remains dis-
persed in a theoretical diversity. Only when theoretical thought
is directed to the thinking ego, does it acquire the concentric
direction towards an ultimate unity of consciousness which must
lie at the root of all modal diversity of meaning. If you ask the
special sciences active in the field of anthropology: What is man?
you will obtain a diversity of items from physical-chemical,
biological, psychological, cultural-historical, linguistic, ethnologi-
cal and sociological points of view. These items are valuable. But
no special science, nor an encyclopaedic sociology, can answer
the question, what man himself is in the unity of his selfhood.
Human I-ness functions, to be sure, in all modal aspects of reality.
But it is, nevertheless, a central and radical unity, which as such
transcends all temporal aspects . The way of critical self-reflec-
tion is, consequently, the only one that can lead to the discovery
of the true starting-point of thcoretical thought. Even Socra-
TES realised this, when he gave the Delphic maxim, I'vodi

1 As soon as this transcendent character of the ego is overlooked, and
the ego is conceived of as a merely immanent centre of its acts, its radical
unity disappears and the ego is viewed as a merely structural unity in
the diversity of its mental acts.

This is clearly seen from ScHELER’s explanation of human persona-
lity in his The place of man in the cosmos (,,Die Stellung des Menschen
im Kosmos”, p. 75) as a “monarchical arrangement of acts, one of which
at every turn takes the lead” (,,eine monarchische Anordnung von Akiten,
unter denen je einer die Fithrung und Leitung besitzt”). As a matter
of fact, the central position of the ego as to its temporal acts is not to
be maintained in this way. The selfhood is dissolved in the structure
of its acts.
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géavrov  (know thyself), a new introspective meaning and raised
it to a primary requisite of philosophic reflection.

§ 5 - THE THIRD TRANSCENDENTAL BASIC PROBLEM OF THE
CRITIQUE OF THEORETICAL THOUGHT AND KANT’S TRANS-
CENDENTAL UNITY OF APPERCEPTION

But here there arises a new transcendental problem, which
we can formulate as follows:

How is this critical self-reflection, this concentric direction of
theoretical thought to the I-ness, possible, and what is its true
character?

It cannot be doubted, that an authentic transcendental problem
resides here, if it is borne in mind, that the theoretical attitude
of thought, with respect to its internal structure, is bound to the
previously investigated antithetic relation.

Neither phenomenology, founded by Epmunp HusserL, nor
modern existentialism has been able to dissociate its theoreti-
cal attitude of thought from this “Gegenstand-relation”.

Phenomenology, following in the footsteps of Franz BREN-
TANO, has even posited the intentional relatedness of every act
of consciousness to a “Gegenstand”. However, this view is not
our immediate concern now.

For it is evident, that the term “Gegenstand” cannot be meant
in our sense, when BrRENTANO and HUSSERL ascribe also to feeling
an intentional relation to a “Gegenstand” (for instance a
melody!).

However, the intentional antithetical structure, inherent in all
theoretical thought, is doubtless present in the phenomenological
attitude itself, which opposes the absolute “cogito” (in the sense
of the “absolute transcendental consciousness”) to the “world”
as its intentional “Gegenstand” which is dependent on the
former 2.

ScHELER considers the “gegenstand-relation” (by which the
human mind can oppose itself not only to the “world”, but
can even make into “Gegenstand” the physiological and psychi-
cal aspects of human existence itself) as the most formal category
of the logical aspect of mind (GEIsT)2.

1 Cf. Hussery, Ideen zu einer Phdnomenologie and phdnomenologi-
schen Philosophie, p. 92,

2 ScHELER, Die Stellung des Menschen im Kosmos, p. 58. ,,Gegen-
stand-Sein ist also die formalste Kategorie der logischen Seite des
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Modern Humanistic existentialism, too, can grasp existence as
the free historical ex-sistere only in its theoretical antithesis to
the “given reality of nature” (for HEIDEGGER, “Dasein” as the
“ontological” manner of being against the “given world” as the
“ontical”; for SARTRE, “le néant” as against ‘Iétre”). Indeed,
HEIDEGGER, too, is a phenomenologist, although his phenomeno-
logical method is an irrationalistic one in the hermeneutical sense
of DiLTHEY’s historicism; and phenomenology, as we have seen,
implies the theoretical antithesis.

In the face of this antithetical attitude of existential thought,
it is of no consequence, that the philosophy of existence wishes
to create a great distance between existential thinking as authen-
tically philosophical on the one hand, and all scientific thought
which is directed to a “Gegenstand” on the other. For the term
“Gegenstand” has in our critique another meaning than that
here intended, viz. “given object” (,,das Vorhandene”), although
naturally science, too, is bound to the “gegenstand-relation”.

For the present, then, it is not to be understood, how the
concentric direction of theoretical thought to the ego could
arise from the theoretical attitude of thought itself.

KanT, however, did not wish to abandon the autonomy of
theoretical reason. He supposed, as we have seen, that in the
logical function of thinking (the “Verstand”) a subjective pole
of thought may be demonstrated, which is opposed to all empiri-
cal reality, and which, as the transcendental-logical unity of
apperceplion, lies at the basis of all synthetic acts of thought as
their starting-point. The “I think”, so he says, must be able to
accompany all my representations (KaxT means here doubt-
les “synthetic concepts of empirical “Gegenstidnde”), if they are
to be my representations. This was to be a final transcendental-
logical unity of consciousness, which itself can never become a
“Gegenstand”, because every theoretical act of knowledge must
proceed from this “I think”. It is the “transcendental-logical
subject of thought”, which would have to be viewed as the
universally valid condition of every scientific synthesis. It is,
consequently, in no way identical with our empirical, real act
of thought, which, according to him, can be again made a
“Gegenstand” of this “transcendental subject”. It is only a
merely-logical point of unity of the consciousness, which lacks

Geistes” [Being a “Gegenstand” is therefore the most formal category of
the logical side of the mind].
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all empirical individuality. KanT denies also, that we would
possess real self-knowledge in this transcendental-logical concept
of the thinking ego. For, according to his epistemological concep-
tion, human knowledge can have relation only to impressions,
given in sensory perception (“Empfindung”), which have been
received in the transcendental forms of intuition of space and
time and are ordered by logical categories to an “objective reality
of experience”.

Has KaNT now succeeded in demonstrating a starting-point,
immanent in “theoretical reason” itself, which satisfies the
requirements of a genuine transcendental criticism of theoretical
thouht? In our Introduction we answered this question negatively.

In the second way of our critical inquiry we can strengthen
the grounds for this reply. For we saw, that the true starting-
point for the theoretical synthesis is never to be found within
the antithetical relation which characterizes the theoretical atti-
tude of thought. Kant’s transcendental-logical ego remains
caught in the logical pole of this relation, which, according to
his own conception, finds its counterpole in the non-logical
aspect of sense perception. If, as he himself explains emphati-
cally, the logical aspect of thought and the aspect of sense
perception are not reducible to each other, then it follows in a
stringent way, that in the former no starting-point can be found
for their theoretical union.

As we shall show in still greater detail in the epistemological
part of the second volume, KANT, in consequence of his axiom that
every synthesis should proceed from the logical function of
thought, has abandoned the critical way of inquiry and has elimi-
nated the authentic problem of synthesis by means of a dogmatic
statement. The dogma as to the autonomy of “theoretical reason”
forced him to do so. But, by reason of this theoretical dogmatism,
the frue starting-point of his theory of knowledge remained
hidden.

The third basic problem formulated by us is, just as the first,
ignored by KanT. As a result he was unable to bring the second
problem to a critical solution.

If then, in theoretical thought as such, no starting-point for
the inter-modal synthesis is to be found, the concentric direction
of this thought, necessary for critical self-reflection, cannot
have a theoretical origin. It must spring from the ego as the
individual centre of human existence.

We have said in our Introduction, that the selfhood cannot
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give this central direction to its theoretical thought without
concentrating itself upon the true, or upon a pretended absolute
origin of all meaning. That is to say, that self-knowledge in the
last analysis appears to be dependent upon knowledge of God,
which, however, is quite different from a theoretical theology.
Can we account for this statement?

In the first place, we must grant, that both self-knowledge and
knowledge of the absolute origin or pseudo-origin, exceed the
limits of theoretical thought, and are rooted in the “heart” or the
religious centre of our existence.

Nevertheless, this central supra-theoretical knowledge does
not remain enclosed in the heart, but must by its very nature
penetrate the temporal sphere of our consciousness. Theoretical
thought, too, is concerned in this central knowledge, in the trans-
cendental process of self-reflection, in the concentric direction
of the theoretically separated aspects of the gegenstand-relation
to the thinking self.

For we have seen, that without veritable self-knowledge the
true starting-point of theoretical synthesis cannot be discovered,
and that theoretic self-reflection in thought presupposes this
central knowledge, since the concentric direction of theoretical
thought can start only from the ego. KaNT as well as modern
phenomenology, has overlooked this truth. The empirical fact,
that selfknowledge appears to be dependent on knowledge of
God is established by ErnsT CASSIRER in the second volume of
his Philosophie der symbolischen Formen, on the basis of a
wealth of anthropological and ethnological data .

But a real account of this fact is rendered only by the Biblical
Revelation concerning the creation of man in the image of God.
God reveals Himself as the absolute Origin excluding every in-
dependent counter-power which may be His opposite. He has
expressed His image in man by concentrating its entire temporal
existence in the radical religious unity of an ego in which the
totality of meaning of the temporal cosmos was to be focused
upon its Origin.

The fundamental dependence of human self-knowledge upon
the knowledge of God has consequently its inner ground in the
essence of religion as the central sphere of our created nature,

1 We shall return to this point in detail in the second volume in the
discussion of the problem concerning the relation between faith and
history.
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The alleged vicious circle in our transcendental
criticism,

The question could now be raised, whether our transcendental
criticism in its third stage does not make an unwarranted leap
by explaining the concentric direction of theoretical thought as
an effect of the central religious sphere of consciousness. Has
this in fact been proved stringently, and what then is here under-
stood by religion?

Finally, if our criticism should actually prove something strin-
gently, does it not move in a vicious circle? For does a proof not
suppose this very autonomy of theoretical thought, the impossi-
bility of which our criticism tried to demonstrate?

To these questions I must reply as follows:

‘What is stringently proved, in my opinion, is the thesis, that
the concentric direction of thought in its self-reflection cannot
originate from the theoretical attitude of thought itself, and that
it can issue only from the ego as a supra-theoretic individual
centre of human existence.

It would be an uncritical petitio principii to pretend, that our
criticism even at this point moves in a vicious circle by aban-
doning the autonomy of theoretical self-reflection. Up to now
it has remained strictly within the theoretical sphere, and has
laid bare structural states of affairs which had been ignored
under the very influence of the dogma as to the autonomy of
theoretical reason. However, these states of affairs, once they
have been discovered, may no longer be ignored by anyone who
appreciates a veritably critical standpoint in philosophy.

It is of course impossible, that this transcendental criticism
— although up to the question of self-knowledge being of a strict-
ly theoretical character — itself should be unprejudiced. FFor in
this case it would refute its own conclusions. But what shall we
say, if the very supra-theoretical presuppositions hold here,
which free theoretical thought from dogmatic ‘“axioms” standing
in the way of a veritable critical attitude? If, as we have demon-
strated, theoretical synthesis is possible only from a supra-
theoretical starting-point, then only the contents of the supra-
theoretical presuppositions implied thereby, can be question-
able, but not the very necessity of them.

Hitherto, however, the demonstrative force of our critique
has been negative in character, so far as it, taken strictly, can
only demonstrate, that the starting-point of theoretical thought
cannot be found in that thought itself, but must be supra-theoreti-
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cal in character. That it is to be found only in the central religious
sphere of consciousness, is no longer to be proved theoretically,
because this insight belongs to self-knowledge, which as such
transcends the theoretical attitude of thought. We can only say,
that this self-knowledge is necessary in a critical sense, because
without it the true character of the chosen starting-point remains
hidden from us. And this would be fatal for the critical insight
into its true significance in respect to the inner direction of
philosophic thought.

What is religion?

To the question, what is understood here by religion? I reply:
the innate impulse of human selfhood to direct itself toward
the true or toward a pretended absolute Origin of all temporal
diversity of meaning, which it finds focused concentrically in
itself.

This description is indubitably a theoretical and philosophical
one, because in philosophical reflection an account is required
of the meaning of the word “religion” in our argument. This
explains also the formal transcendental character of the des-
cription, to which the concrete immediacy of the religious
experience remains strange.

If, from out of the central religious sphere, we seek a theoreti-
cal approximation of it, we can arrive only at a transcendental
idea, a limiting concept, the content of which must remain
abstract, as long as it is to comprehend all possible forms in
which religion is manifested (even the apostate ones). Such an
idea invariably has the function of relating the theoretical diver-
sity of the modal aspects to a central and radical unity and to an
Origin.

The impossibility of a phenomenology of religion.
The ex-sistent character of the ego as the religious
centre of existence.

There is one thing, however, on which we cannot lay too much
stress. As the absolutely central sphere of human existence,
religion transcends all modal aspects of temporal reality, the
aspect of faith included. It is not at all a temporal phenomenon
which manifests itself within the temporal structure of human
act-life. It can be approximated only in the concentric direction
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of our consciousness, not in the divergent one, not as a “Gegen-
stand” 1.

Therefore, with respect to its inner essence, religion can never
be described “phenomenologically”. It is no “psychological
phenomenon”, it is no emotional feeling-perception; it is not to
be charactized, as is done by RuboLra OTtTO, as experience of
the “tremendum”. It is the ex-sistent condition? in which the
ego is bound to its true or pretended firm ground.

Hence, the mode of being of the ego itself is of a religious
character and it is nothing in itself.

Veritable religion is absolute self-surrender. The apostate man
who supposes, that his selfhood is something in itself, loses him-
self in the surrender to idols, in the absolutizing of the relative.
However, this absolutizing itself is a clear manifestation of the
ex-sistent character of the religious centre of our existence,
which, to be sure, expresses itself in all modal aspects of time,
but never can be exhausted by these® Even in the religious

1 This does not hold as to belief and its different contents. For we have
seen, that the faith-function is bound to cosmic time and to the temporal
coherence of meaning with the other modal functions of our existence.
It should not be identified with the religious centre of this latter. Never-
theless, the direction and contents of faith are not to be understood apart
from the religious ground-motive by which it is directed and from a
divine Revelation, no matter whether the latter is understood in its true
meaning or is misinterpreted in an apostatic sense.

2 T use here a term well known in modern existence-philosophy. How-
ever, it is evident, that it is not meant here in the Humanistic sense.

3 Therefore, modern existence-philosophy, so far as it considers time
to be an existential trait of the “authentic” human cgo, remains entangled
in the diversity of meaning of the terms ‘ego’ and ‘selfhood’ which comes
to light, as soon as we lose sight of the religious radix of human
existence.

We can project an idol of our “true ego” and clevate this idol to an
“ideal selfhood” which is placed over against our “empirical” I-ness,
considered as the “objectivation” of our self in the “past” and subjected
to the natural law of causality. If in this case our “ideal selfhood” is
related to the freedom of the “present” and the “future”, there is born a
dialectical time-problem in the existential conception of the ego, due to
the dialectical ground-motive of nature and freedom. But the “authentic”,
the “fundamental” I-ness (or whatever you will name it) will ever recede
from our view, as long as this latter is dispersed in time. A truly critical
hermeneutic method in philosophical anthropology has the task to lay
bare the origin of these dialectical problems as to the ego and true self-
hood of man, and to unmask the temporal idols projected about it.
A purely temporal ex-sistere may never be identified with the ex-sistent
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absolutizing of the historical aspect of our existence in the self-
surrender to an aspect of time, we transcend the latter.

Nevertheless, the autonomous ex-sistere of the ego which has
lost itself in the surrender to idols, must be broken down by the
divine ex-frahere from the state of apostasy, if man is to regain
his true ex-sistent position.

After having given an account of what we understand by
religion, we can establish the fact that the concentric direction
in theoretical thought must be of religious origin. It must be
of a religious origin, even though it always remains theoreti-
cal in character, because of its being bound to the antithetic
gegenstand-relation. It springs from the tendency to the origin
in the centre of human existence, which tendency we pre-
viously discovered in the Introduction. But now we have made
clear the inner point of contact between philosophic thought
and religion from the intrinsic structure of the theoretical
attitude of thought itself. Critical self-reflection in the con-
centric direction of theoretical thought to the ego necessarily
appeals to self-knowledge (which goes beyond the limits of the
theoretical gegenstand-relation). Consequently we may establish
the fact, that even the theoretical synthesis supposes a
religious starting-point. Furthermore, we have now explained,
that it is meaningless to ask for a theoretical proof of its religious
character, because such a proof presupposes the central starting-
point of theoretical thought.

The supra-individual character of the starting-point.

‘We must now proceed to the final and decisive stage of our
transcendental critique.

We have established the necessary religious nature of the
starting-point and have learned of the intrinsically ex-sistent
character of the selfhood. Therefore, we can no longer seek the
true point of departure of philosophic thought in the individual
ego alone. We observed in our Introduction that the I-ness must
share in the Archimedean point, but that in this latter must be
concentrated the total meaning of the temporal cosmos.

The ego, however, is merely the concentration-point of our
individual existence, not of the entire temporal cosmos. More-
over, philosophy is as little as science in the narrower sense

character of the religious centre of human nature which is implied in
its tendency towards its divine Origin.



60 Prolegomena

merely a matter of the individual. It can be cultivated only in
- a community. This, too, points to the necessity of a supra-indivi-
\ dual point of departure.

~ Critical self-reflection in theoretical thought is, to be sure,
the necessary way to the discovery of the starting-point of philo-
sophy. It is indeed the individual ego which gives to its thought
the concentric direction. However, true self-knowledge discovers
the ex-sistent character of the selfhood also in the fact that the
ego is centrally bound with other egos in a religious community.
The central and radical unity of our existence is at the same
time individual and supra-individual; that is to say, in the
individual I-ness it points beyond the individual ego toward that
which makes the whole of mankind spiritually one in root in its
creation, fall and redemption.

According to our Christian faith, all humanity is spiritually
included in Adam. In him the whole human race has fallen,
and in mankind also the entire temporal cosmos, which was
concentrated in it. In Jesus Christ, the entire new humanity is
one in root, as the members of one body.

Our I-ness is, in other words, rooted in the spiritual community
of mankind. It is no self-sufficient “substance”, no “windowless
monad”, but it lives in the spiritual community of the we, which
is directed to a Divine Thou, according to the original meaning
of creation.

The meaning of the central command of love.

This is the deep meaning of the central command of love:
Thou shalt love God above all and thy neighbour as thyself.
This command in its indivisible unity is of a religious and not of
a moral character. For the moral relations of love to our fellow-
men are merely a modal aspect of temporal society. In their
modal speciality of meaning, they have sense only in the cohe-
rence with all other aspects of this society. They are also diffe-
rentiated necessarily according to the diversity of social relation-
ships in conjugal love, parent- and children-love, social love of
the neighbour, love of the fatherland, and so on. But the religious
command of love understands the necighbour as a member of
the radical religious community of mankind in its central
relationship to God, who created man after His image. Therc-
fore, it is in truth the radiz of all modal aspects which unfolds
the divine law in temporal reality.
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The spirit of community and the religious basic
motive.

Now a religious community is maintained by a common spirit,
which as a dynamis, as a central motive-power, is active in the
concentration-point of human existence.

This spirit of community works through a religious ground-
motive, which gives contents to the central mainspring of the
entire attitude of life and thought. In the historical development
of human society, this motive will, to be sure, receive particular
forms which are historically determined. But in its central
religious meaning it transcends all historical form-giving. Every
attempt at a purely historical explanation of it, therefore,
necessarily moves in a vicious circle. For, by virtue of the inner
structure of the theoretical attitude of thought, the historical
explanation itself supposes a central and supra-theoretical
starting-point, which is determined by a religious basic motive
or ground-motive.

Since the fall and the promise of the coming Redeemer, there
are two central main springs operative in the heart of human
existence. The first is the dynamis of the Holy Ghost, which
by the moving power of God’s Word, incarnated in Jesus Christ,
re-directs to its Creator the creation that had apostatized in the
fall from its true Origin. This dynamis brings man into the
relationship of sonship to the Divine Father. Its religious ground-
motive is that of the Divine Word-Revelation, which is the key
to the understanding of Holy Scripture: the motive of creation,
fall, and redemption by Jesus Christ in the communion of the
Holy Ghost.

The second central main spring is that of the spirit of apostasy
from the true God. As religious dynamis (power), it leads the
human heart in an apostate direction, and is the source of all
deification of the creature. It is the source of all absolutizing of
the relative even in the theoretical attitude of thought. By virtue
of its idolatrous character, its religious ground-motive can receive
very diverse contents.

The Greek form-matter motive and the modern
Humanistic motive of nature and freedom.

In Western thought, this apostate spirit has disclosed itself
chiefly in two central motives, namely, (1) that which has
dominated the classical Greek world of culture and thought,
and which has been brought (since the time of ARISTOTLE)
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under the fixed designation of the form-matter motive, and
(2) that of the modern Humanistic life- and world-view, which,
since the time of ImMANUEL KaNT, has been called the motive
of nature and freedom. Since the 18th century, this latter motive
came more and more to dominate the world of Western culture
and thought.

The former motive originated from the encounter of the older
pre-Homeric Greek religion of life (one of the different nature-
religions) with the later cultural religion of the Olympic gods.
The older religion of life deified the eternally flowing Stream of
life, which is unable to fix itself in any single individual form.
But out of this stream there proceed periodically the generations
of transitory beings, whose existence is limited by an individual
form, as a consequence of which they are subjected to the horri-
ble fate of death, the anangké or the heimarmené tyché. This -
motive of the form-less eternally flowing Stream of life is the
matter-motive of the Greek world of thought. It found its most
pregnant expression in the worship of DioNnysus, which had
been imported from Thrace.

On the other hand, the form-motive was the main spring of the
more recent Olympian religion, the religion of form, measure
and harmony, which rested essentially upon the deification of
the cultural aspect of Greek society (the Olympian gods were
personified cultural powers). It acquired its most pregnant
expression in the Delphic Apollo as law-giver.

The Olympian gods leave mother earth with its ever flowing
Stream of life and its threatening anangké. They acquire Olym-
pus for their seat, and have an immortal individual form, which
is not perceptible to the eye of sense. But they have no power
over the fate of mortals.

The form-matter motive itself was independent of the mytho-
logical forms which it received in the old nature-religions and
the new Olympian culture-religion. It has dominated Greek
thought from the outset.

The autonomy which philosophic theoria demanded, in oppo-
sition to popular belief, implied, as we have observed in an ear-
lier context, only an emancipation from the mythological forms
which were bound to sensory representation. It did not at all
imply a loosening of philosophic thought from the central reli-
gious ground-motive which was born out of the encounter of the
culture-religion with the older religion of life.

The modern Humanistic ground-motive of nature and freedom,
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which we shall presently subject to a detailed investigation in
the transcendental criticism of Humanistic philosophy, has taken
its rise from the religion of the free autonomous human person-
ality and that of modern science evoked by it, and directed to
the domination of nature. It is to be understood only against
the background of the three ground-motives that formerly gave
the central direction to Western thought, namely, the form-
matter-motive, the motive of creation, fall and redemption, and
the scholastic motive of nature and grace. The last-named motive
was introduced by Roman-Catholicism and directed to a religious
synthesis between the two former motives.

1t is not surprising, that the apostate main spring can manifest
itself in divergent religious motives. For it never directs the
attitude of life and thought to the true totality of meaning and
the true radix of temporal reality, because this is not possible
without the concentric direction to the true Origin.

Idolatrous absolutizing is necessarily directed to the speciality
of meaning, which is thereby dissociated from its temporal
coherence, and consequently becomes meaningless and void. This
is the deep truth in the time-honoured conception of the fall as
a privatio, a deprivation of meaning, and as a negation, a nothing-
ness.

Sin as privatio and as dynamis. No dialectical relat-
ion between creation and fall.

However, the central dynamis of the spirit of apostasy is no
“nothing”; it springs from the creation, and cannot become
operative beyond the limits in which it is bound to the divine
order of meaning. Only by virtue of the religious concentration-
impulse, which is concreated in the human heart, can the latter
direct itself to idols. The dynamis of sin can unfold itself only
in subjection to the religious concentration-law of human exi-
stence. Therefore, the apostle PAauL says, that without the law
there is no sin and that there is a law of sin.

Consequently, there can be no inner contradiction between
creation and fall as long as they are understood in their Biblical
sense. A contradiction would exist, if, and only if, sin were to have

not merely an imaginary but a real power in ifself, independent
of creation.
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The dialectical character of the apostate ground-
motives.
Religious and theoretic dialectic.

On the contrary, it belongs to the inner nature of the idolatrous
ground-motives, that they conceal in themselves a religious anti-
thesis.

For the absolutizing of special modal aspects of meaning,
which in the nature of the case are relative, evokes the correlata
of these latter. These correlata now in religious consciousness
claim an absoluteness opposed to that of the deified aspects.

This brings a religious dialectic into these basic motives, that
is to say, they arc in fact composed of two religious motives,
which, as implacable opposites, drive human action and thought
continually in opposite directions, from one pole to the other.
I have subjected this religious dialectic to a detailed investigation
in the first volume of my new trilogy, Reformation and Scholasti-
cism in Philosophy. And 1 demonstrated, that this dialectic is
quite different from the theoretical one which is inherent in the
intentional antithetical gegenstand-relation of theoretic thought.

For theoretical antithesis is by nature relative and requires a
theoretical synthesis to be performed by the thinking “self”.
On the other hand, an antithesis in the religious starting-point of
theoretical thought does not allow of a genuine synthesis. In the
central religious sphere the antithesis necessarily assumes an
ahsolute character, because no starting-point beyond the religious
one is to be found from which a synthesis could be effectuated.

The uncritical character of the attempts to bridge the
rcligious antithesis in a dialectical starting-point by
a theoretic dialectic.

Every philosophical effort to bridge such a religious antithesis
in the starting-point by means of a theoretical logical dialectic

| is fundamentally uncritical. This was the way, however, of all
| so-called dialectical philosophy, from HeracLITUS up to the Hege-
lian school, in so far as it aimed at an ultimate synthesis of its
| opposite religious motives.

The theoretical syntheses which pretend to fulfil this task,
are merely illusory at the very point here mentioned. They are
subjected to the intrinsic law of all religious dialectic, that is to
say, as soon as philosophy returns to the path of critical self-
reflection, they are nccessarily dissolved again into the polar
antithesis of their starting-point. Against HEGEL’s synthetical
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dialectic which attempted to think together the antithetic motives
of nature and freedom, ProupnoN directs the verdict, earlier
pronounced by KaNT and later repeated by KierkEGaarD: “L’anti-
nomie ne se résout pas” (The antinomy cannot be solved).

Even in Greek antiquity the efforts to reconcile the religious
antithesis between the form- and the matter-motive by means
of a dialectical logic were dissolved in a later evolution of Greek
thought into a polar antithesis *.

The religious dialectic in the scholastic motive of
nature and grace.

A more complicated religious dialectic is exhibited by the
scholastic basic motive of nature and grace, introduced in philo-
sophy and theology by Roman Catholicism, and taken over by
Protestant scholasticism.

It originally aimed at a synthesis between the central motive
of the Word-revelation and that of the Greek (especially the
Aristotelian) view of mature (the form-matter motive). But it
lends itself as well to a combination of the former with the
Humanistic ground-motive of nature and freedom. In this attempt
at synthesis, the Christian basic motive necessarily loses its
radical and integral character.

For nowhere in the scholastic vision of human nature is there
a place for the Biblical revelation of the heart as religious centre
and radix of temporal existence. Therefore, Thomistic scholasti-
cism could proclaim the autonomy of natural reason in the
“natural sphere” of knowledge, without being aware of the fact
that in so doing it handed philosophy over to domination by an-
other religious motive. And the latter could not be rendered harm-
less by a simple accommodation to the doctrine of the church.

The Greeck or the Humanistic basic motive, which here domi-
nates the vision of nature, has in its turn undergone a certain
scholastic accommodation to the Christian doctrine of creation or
to that of creation and fall, respectively. In the dialectical tension
between “nature” and ‘“grace” is concealed, as a component,
the inner dialectic of the Greek or Humanistic basic motive,
respectively.

In scholastic anthropology this component finds a clear ex-
pression in the dichotomist conception of the relation of hody

1 See my analysis of the Platonic dialectic in my Reformation and
Scholasticism in Philosophy, vol. L.

A new eritique of theoretical thought 5
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and soul. The latter is dominated either by the motive of “matter”
and “form” or by that of “nature and freedom”.

The inner dialectic of the ground-motive of nature and grace
drove scholastic thought in the 14th century from the Thomistic
(pseudo-) synthesis (Natura pracambula gratiae) to the Occa-
mist antithesis (no point of contact between nature and grace
according to WiLLiam oF OccaM, the leader of the nominalist
scholasticism of the 14th century).

In the most recent time it has disclosed its polar tendencies

! in the “dialectical theology”. The conflict between KARL BARTH
| and Emi. BRUNNER was entirely dominated by the question
\ whether in “nature” there may be accepted a “point of contact”
1 for “grace”. Against BRUNNER’s ‘“‘yes”, going in the synthetic
direction, BARTH set his inexorable “no” *.
| The development of the religious dialectic of the form-matter
motive in Greck philosophy and the dialectic unfolding of the
l motive of nature and grace in the scholastic Christian philosophy
| have been investigated in detail in the first and second volumes
| of my Reformation and Scholasticism in Philosophy. The second
part of book I of the present work will be dedicated completely
to a transcendental criticism of modern Humanistic philosophy,
in which the dialectical development of the motive of nature and
freedom will be traced.

\ The ascription of the primacy to one of the antithetic

\ components of the dialectical ground-motive.

| In default of a basis for a real synthesis between the antago-
nistic religious mainsprings which are operative in a dialectical
ground-motive, there remains only a single way out, viz. that of
ascribing the “primacy” or the religious precedence to one of
the two.

In so far as a philosophic current has become conscious of the
religious antithesis in its starting-point, such an ascription will
increasingly go hand in hand with a depreciation of and with-
drawal of divine attributes from the other mainspring. The
‘ancient Ionian natural philosophy held to the primacy of the
matter-motive. It originated in the archaic period in which the
old nature- and life-religion, which had been pushed back by
the public Olympian religion of the polis broke forth again
R
\ * This extremely antithetical conception as to the relation of nature
gand grace is no longer maintained in BarrtH’s Kirchliche Dogmatik.
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openly in religious revivals, in the remarkable Dionysian and
Orphic movements.

Consequently, the Ionian thinkers must have been fully
aware of the religious conflict in the form-matter motive. The
form-principle in this philosophy is entirely deprived of its
divine character. According to these thinkers the true God is
the form-less, eternally flowing stream of life, generally re-
presented by a “moveable element” (water, fire, air), but in
ANAXIMANDER conceived of as an invisible “apeiron”, flowing
in the stream of time and avenging the injustice of the
transitory beings which have originated from it in an individual
form, by dissolving them in their formless origin. The deepest
conviction of these philosophers may perhaps be expressed by
quoting in a typical Greek variant the famous words of Mephisto
in GoerHE’s Faust:

,Denn alles was (in Form) besteht,

»Ist wert das es zu Grunde geht.”

With ARISTOTLE, on the contrary, in whose philosophy — in
accordance with SocraTEs and Prato — the primacy has passed
over to the form-motive, the deity has become “pure Form”,
and “matter” is completely deprived of any divine quality by
becoming the metaphysical principle of imperfection and
“potentiality™.

In the late-medieval scholasticism of WiLLiam oF OccaMm, which
had become keenly conscious of the antagonism between
the “nature”- and the “grace-motive”, “natural reason” has
become entirely tarnished. There is no longer place here for a
metaphysics and a natural theology, although the autonomy of
natural reason is maintained to the utmost. The grace-motive
retains the primacy, but not in a synthetic hierarchical sense
as in Thomism.

In the modern Humanistic philosophy there is originally want-
ing the clear notion of the religious antithesis between the motive
of dominating nature by autonomous science and that of the
autonomous freedom of human personality. But scarcely had
this notion awakened in Rousseau, when he depreciated the
ideal of science and ascribed the primacy to the freedom-
motive which is the mainspring of his religion of feeling. Kanr,
who follows Rousseau in this respect, deprived “nature” (in
the natural-scientific sense) of all divine character and even
denied its divine origin. God is, according to him, a postulate
of practical reason, i.e. a postulate of autonomous morality
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which is completely dominated by the Humanistic freedom-
motive.

In modern philosophy of life as well as in the Humanistic
existence-philosophy, there is seen a still deeper depreciation
of the motive of the autonomous control of nature. The freedom-
motive here has the absolute religious primacy, even though in
a form which is quite different from what it possessed in
Rousseau and Kanr.

The meaning of each of the antithetic components
of a dialectic ground-motive is dependent upon that
of the other.

Finally we must observe, that the meaning of each of the anti-
thetic components of a dialectic ground-motive is dependent upon
that of the other.

Consequently, it is not possible to understand the meaning of
the Greek matter-motive apart from that of the form-principle,
and reverse. In the same way, the signification of the scholastic
nature-motive and that of the grace-motive determine one an-
other mutually., And so do the Humanistic nature-motive and
the freedom-motive.

It is of great consequence for a critical study of the history of
philosophic thought that one does not lose sight of this state of
affairs. In Greek thought the term “nature” had a very different
sense from that which it has in modern Humanistic philosophy.
In a Thomistic discussion of the problem of freedom and causa-
lity the term freedom may not be understood in the Humanistic
sense; as little as the Thomistic concept of causality may be
conceived in the sense of the classical-Humanistic motive of
nature-domination.

§ 6 - THE TRANSCENDENTAL GROUND-IDEA OF PHILOSOPHY

The three transcendental Ideas of theoretical thought,
through the medium of which the religious basic
motive controls this thought.

With the exposure of the religious ground-motives as the true
starting-points of philosophy our general transcendental criti-
cism of the theoretical attitude of thought has completed its
chief task.

At present, there remains only the question as to the way in
which these religious motives control the immanent course of
philosophic thought.
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To this question the answer must be: through the medium of a
triad of transcendental Ideas, which correspond to the three tran-
scendental basic problems of the theoretical attitude of thought.
Theoretical thought hereby gains successively its concentric
direction to the presupposita which alone make it possible, no
matter if a thinker has become aware of them in a really critical
way of self-reflection.

For while the theoretical concept of a modal aspect is directed
to the modal diversity of meaning and separates the aspect con-
cerned from all the others, the transcendental theoretical Idea
is directed to the coherence, the !otality and the Origin of all
meaning, respectively.

This theoretical Idea does not cancel the theoretical separation
and antithesis of the modal aspects, and thus it retains a theoreti-
cal character. But within the theoretical attitude of thought it-
self, it relates the analytically separated and opposed aspects
concentrically to their mutual relationship and coherence of
meaning, to their integral — or else dialectically broken —-
radical unity and Origin. It relates them in other words to the
presupposita which alone make possible the theoretical concept
of the modal speciality and diversity of meaning.

The triunity of the transcendental ground-Idea.

The transcendental Ideas, which are related to the three stages
of critical self-reflection in theoretical thought described above,
form an indissoluble unity.

For the question, how one understands the mutual relation
and coherence of meaning of the modal aspects as theoretically
set apart and opposed to one another, is dependent on the
question whether or not one accepts the integral religious unity
in the root of these aspects, which brings their totality of meaning
to concentric expression. Furthermore, this last question is
dependent upon the following: how the idea of the Origin of
all meaning is conceived of, whether this idea has an integral or
rather a dialectically broken character, i.e.,, whether only one
Arché is accepted, or whether two principles of origin are
opposed to one another.

Therefore, we can view the three transcendental Ideas, which
contain the answer to these fundamental problems, as three
directions of one and the same transcendental ground-Idea.

This is the basic Idea of philosophy, but indirectly it also lies
at the basis of the various special sciences. Thelatter ever remains



}70 Prolegomena

1"dependent on philosophy in their theoretical conception of
Ireality, and in their method of forming concepts and problems.

The contents of this Idea, so far as it is directed to the Origin
and to the unity (or duality respectively) in the root of the
temporal diversity of meaning, is directly determined by the
religious basic motive of theoretical thought.

The transcendental critique of theoretical thought
and the dogmatic exclusivism of the philosophical
schools.

What now is the fruit of this transcendental critique of thought
for the discussion among the philosophical schools?

It can pave the way for a real contact of thought among the
various philosophical trends. For — paradoxical as it may sound
— this contact is basically excluded on the dogmatic standpoint
of the autonomy of theoretical reason. Qur transcendental criti-
que wages a merciless war against the masking of supra-theoreti-
cal prejudices as theoretical axioms which are forced upon the
opponent on penalty of his being viewed as an outsider in philo-
sophical matters. In other words, it aims its attack against the
dogmatic exclusivism of the schools, all of which fancy them-
selves to possess the monopoly on philosophical truth.

A sharp distinction between theoretical judgments and the
supra-theoretical pre-judgments, which alone make the former
possible, is a primary requisite of critical thought.

To this end a painstaking investigation is necessary, as to the
transcendental ground-Idea of a philosophical line of thought,
with which one intends to enter upon a serious discussion.

An apriori which is binding on all philosophic thought is un-
doubtedly contained in this basic Idea of philosophy. But what
does it avail immanence-philosophy to withdraw from critical
self-reflection with respect to this transcendental ground-Idea,
if after all this latter manifests its apriori influence in the for-
mulation of every philosophic problem?

Every philosophic thinker must be willing to account criti-
cally for the meaning of his formulation of questions. He who
really does so, necessarily encounters the transcendental ground-
Idea of meaning and of its origin.
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The metaphysical-analogical concept of totality and
the transcendental Idea of the totality of meaning.
Transcendental critique of the metaphysical con-
ception of the analogia entis.

Thomistic metaphysics will deny the religious foundation of
the transcendental Idea of totality and origin of the modal diver-
sity of meaning in its inter-modal coherence. As to the trans-
cendental Idea of totality, it will argue, that our thought does
have an immanent and autonomous transcendental concept of
totality, as of a whole that is more than the sum of its parts.
Granted, but in what sense is this concept to be understood?
Does there not hide in this very concept the whole transcendental
problem concerning the relation of modal diversity to the totality
and radical unity of meaning? Is not the geometrical concept of
totality quite different from the physical-chemical (e.g. that of
the atom), from the biological, the psychological, the linguistic,
etc.?

The totality in its relation to the modal diversity and inter-
modal coherence of meaning cannot be truly approximated by
such essentially special scientific concepts which are bound to
the modal aspects of meaning, unless I am willing from the
outset to steer my philosophic thought into the channels of
the different -isms which our transcendental critique has un-
masked.

I think, Thomistic metaphysics will agree with this argument.
However, it will say, that the transcendental concept of totality
is implied in the metaphysical concept of being, which is not of
a generic and specific but of an analogical character. Conse-
quently, when we say, that being is a whole in which everything
participates, we must conceive of the concept of the whole in
this transcendental analogical sense. It is as such a metaphysical
pre-supposition of all generic and specific concepts of totality.
However, it does not satisfy the requirements of a transcendental
Idea in the true critical sense. For, a purely analogical concept
of totality lacks as such the concentric direction which is in-
herent in the transcendental ground-Idea of meaning. It does not
direct the modal diversity of meaning in theoretic thought to its
unity of root, but remains dispersed by this diversity. For this
very reason it cannot replace the transcendental ground-Idea.
Moreover, the metaphysical concept of being in its Aristotelian
sense is not at all an autonomous concept of theoretical thought,
as is pretended here. As soon as we subject it to a radical trans-
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cendental critique, it appears to be ruled by the dialectical form-
matter motive, which is of a religious character.

Pure matter and pure Form are the two poles in the first (so-
called transcendental) distinction of being. Pure matter is the
principle of potentiality and imperfection; pure Form is identi-
fied with God as pure actuality and unmoved Mover of material
nature. This Aristotelian concept of deity is of course accommo-
dated to the Christian doctrine of creation. Here the meta-
physical Idea of being and totality results in a transcendental
Idea of the Origin which lies at the foundation of a “natural
theology”. The existence of God as unmoved Mover is proved
in various ways, all of which apparently start from empirical
data in nature, but which — besides their logically untenable
leap from the relative to the absolute — pre-suppose the very
conception of God which should be proved. The Ionian philoso-
phers of nature and Heracritus, who deified the matter-prin-
ciple of the eternally flowing stream of life, could never ask
for an unmoved Mover as prime cause of empirical movement.
This was not a logical mistake on the part of these thinkers,
but is to be explained only in terms of their holding to the reli-
gious precedence of the matter-motive.

In the Thomistic system autonomous metaphysics should re-
place the transcendental critique of theoretical thought. How-
ever, all its metaphysical axioms and “proofs” are nothing but
religious pre-suppositions in a dogmatical theoretical elaboration,
masked by the dogma concerning the autonomy of natural reason.

It may be supposed, that AristoTLE himself was fully aware
of the religious character of his form-matter motive, as can
be seen from the truly religious manner in which in his Meta-
physics he speaks about the mystical moments of union of human
thought with the divine pure Form through theological theoria.

Tromas could not be aware of this, because his view of
the autonomy of natural rcason (ruled by the scholastic motive
of nature and grace) implied a meaning of autonomy quite

. different from that of the Aristotelian conception.

Our conclusion must be, that the metaphysical concept of the
whole and its parts, implied in the analogical concept of being,

- is a pseudo-concept. It does not explain in what manner the
. theoretic diversity of meaning can be concentrated on a deeper

unity. A purely analogical unity, as implied in the analogical
concept of being, is no unity at all, but remains dispersed in the
diversity of the modal aspects of meaning.
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It cannot even explain the coherence in this modal diversity,
because this coherence is the very pre-supposition of a true
analogy .

An analogical concept cannot be useful in philosophy, unless
it is qualified by a non-analogical moment of meaning which
determines its special modal sense. But this state of affairs can-
not be explained before the development of our theory of the

modal aspects of meaning. And this is reserved for the second
volume of this work.

The so-called logical formalizing of the concept of
totality and the philosophical Idea of totality.

Now Epmunp HusserL has supposed in his Logische Unter-
suchungen (II, 1 p. 284 fl.) that one could pass beyond the
modal diversity [of meaning] of the totality-concept by means
of the logical formalizing of the latter.

In this way he arrived at the “formal logical” relation, ‘“whole
and its parts”, which is to be purified from all non-logical specia-
lity of meaning. And in regard to this formal relation there can,
according to him, be formulated different purely logical propo-
sitions and definitions by means of the formal concept of “logical
foundation” (logische Fundierung). I must reserve basic criti-
cism of these so-called purely analytical definitions and propo-
sitions until, in the course of the discussion of the problem of
knowledge in vol. II, KanT’s distinction between synthetic and
analytic judgments is subjected to a critical investigation? I must,

1 I have not discussed here the theological use of the analogia entis.
For this subject T may refer to my recent treatise in the quarterly review
“Philosophia Reformata”, 17th year (1952) entitled: “The transcendental
critique of theoretical thought and the Thomistic theologia naturalis.

There is no place in our philosophy for an analogical concept of being
in its metaphysical-theological sense.

Being is only to be ascribed to God, whereas creation has only meaning,
the dependent mode of reality or existence. A true concept of being is
impossible. The word being has no unity of meaning. When, in our
Introduction, we called meaning the being of all that has been created,
the word “being” designed only “essence”, which does not transcend the
boundaries of meaning. Only the transcendental ground-Idea which is
ruled by the central motive of the divine Word-Revelation, can relate the
different modal aspects of meaning to the divine Being of the Origin.
But this Idea is not an autonomous concept, and it is incompatible with
every form of natural theology.

2 That the proposition: “the whole is more than its parts” should be
purely analytic, is to be disputed on good grounds. It can even be disputed
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however, even in the present context observe, thateven a logically
formalized concept “whole”, granted that it has any sense, would
remain ultimately enclosed in the modal speciality of signific-
ation, namely in that of the modal-analytical aspect, which itself
supposes the inter-modal coherence of meaning, especially that
between the analytical and the linguistic aspect.

For this very reason, this concept is unfit to occupy the place
of the transcendental Idea of totality. On the contrary, it must
be dependent on a transcendental Idea of meaning.

Only the latter can, as a limiting concept, point beyond the
modal diversity to the temporal coherence and the supra-tem-
poral totality of meaning. Yet, this transcendental Idea is nothing
apart from a content which philosophic thought is incapable of
deriving from itself.

Every attempt at a sufficient determination of the meaning
of philosophical concepts necessarily discloses, in the process
of critical self-reflection, the transcendental ground-Idea of the
philosophical course of thought.

The principle of the Origin and the continuity-
principle in CoHEN’s philosophy.

HermMaNN ComneN, the founder of the Marburg neo-Kantian
School, for example, starts by interpreting philosophic thought
(the “Vernunft”) as self-sufficient “thinking of being” and
of its origin. To this thought, as thought of the origin (,,Ur-
sprungs-denken”), he sets the task of creating reality from this
thought itself, namely, in a transcendental-logical process accord-
ing to the “principle of continuity”. With reference to such a
program the following critical problems must be raised: Where
do you actually find your Archimedean point in that “Vernunft”,
which you yourself break up into the modal diversity of logical,
on the basis that the question whether every whole implies the existence
of parts is not to be answered in terms of pure logic. Even the linguistic
meaning of the term “whole” is not of purely logical character. The term
may in itself very well be used in opposition to “existing in parts”. This
‘ holds in particular for a concentric 'whole as the human I-ness, in which
. the entire temporal human existence is concentrated.

For the rest, it appears from HUSSERL’s explanation that his for-
malized concept of the whole is conceived in the special sense of pure
- mathematics and that, according to him, the latter is to be reduced to
pure logic. Consequently, his logical formalization of the concept “the
- whole and its parts” is based upon a transcendental Idea of the relation
. and coherence of the modal aspects of meaning.
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ethical, and aesthetic reason?! What meaning do you ascribe
to the principle of the origin and to that of continuity, with which
you intend to bridge the modal diversity of meaning referred to?

These questions are not to be evaded in philosophic thought!
CoHEN’s system suggests to us, that the “principle of truth”
(,,Grundsatz der Wahrheit”) implies a continuous coherence
between logos and ethos. Nonetheless, thought and volition are
to have different meanings. Therefore, it is no use transferring
the principles of “origin” and “continuity” from the “Logic of
Pure Knowledge” to the “Ethics of Pure Will”. The coherence
in the diversity of meaning may not be sought in the speciality
of meaning. To be sure one can strike on the anvil of the “unity
of reason” 2. But, as long as this unity is not shown to us in a
totality beyond the diversity of meaning, implied in its different
functions, the “unity of Reason” remains an ASYLUM IGNORAN-
TIAE3 As soon as CoHEN’s principle of continuity itself is
reduced to its origin, it turns out to be a principle with a

1 CoHEN himself recognizes this question as a special problem of
philosophy. See his Logic of pure Knowledge (Logik der reinen Erkennt-
nis), 3rd Ed,, p. 17. Actually it is rather the basic problem of his philoso-
phy, with respect to which only critical self-reflection as to his logicistic
ground-Idea could bring clarity. For, apart from a transcendental ground-
Idea, the unity of consciousness cannot be grasped philosophically.

2 Remarkably we find this sort of mystification in the strongest degree
in Kant, who in his criticism has contributed most toward the dis-
solution of this would-be unity in the dualism of theoretical and practical
reason, which in substance (essence) he never bridged. In the Preface of
the Kr. der R. V. (1st. Ed.) he writes: ,,In der Tat ist auch reine Vernunft
eine so volkommene Einheit, dasz, wenn das Prinzip derselben auch nur
zu einer einzigen aller der Fragen, die ihr durch ihre eigene Natur auf-
gegeben sind, unzureichend wire, man dieses immerhin nur wegwerfen
konnte, weil es alsdann auch keiner der iibrigen mit voller Zuverliassigkeit
gewachsen sein wiirde.” [“Indeed, pure reason is a perfect unity to such
an extent, that, if the principle presented by it should prove to be insuffi-
cient for the solution of even a single one of those questions to which
the very nature of reason gives birth, we must reject it, as we could not
be perfectly certain of its sufficiency in the case of the others”],

In the Preface, p. 19, of his Grundl. zur Metaphysik der Sitien, he speaks
of ,,am Ende nur eine und dieselbe Vernunft, die blosz in der Anwendung
unterschieden sein mag” [“ultimately it is one and the same Reason that
may show diversity only in its application”].

3 As in CoHEN’s expression: ,,Das Denken, das die Bewegung mit
sich fiihrt, verwandelt sich selbst in Wollen und Handiung.” [Ethics of
Pure Will; 4th Ed., p. 110: “Thinking in which movement is inhcrent,
transforms itself into will and action.”] Ethik des Reinen Wollens, 4th
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special mathematical sense?, which is absolutized to an trans-

cendental Idea of the inter-modal coherence in the modal diver-
sity of meaning! Here a supra-theoretical motive manifests itself
and also determines the contents of CoHEN’s Idea of totality.

Theoretical thought remains imprisoned in the modal diversity
of meaning and therefore does not become truly philosophic
thought, so long as it not directed by a transcendental Idea of
the totality which is dependent on a supra-theoretical basic-
motive.

Being and Validity and the critical preliminary
question as to the meaning of these concepts.

The so-called South West German School in neo-Kantian
philosophy proceeds to introduce into philosophic thought the
opposition between being and validity, reality and value. Behind
this opposition there crops up anew the transcendental problem
as to the mutual relations of modal speciality, inter-modal
coherence, and totality of meaning. For the question arises: In
what sense are being and validity understood here? Are they
intended as transcendental logical determinations, originating
from thought, as basic categories? If so, can a basic category of
“being” in its transccendental-logical sense bridge the modal
diversity of the different aspects which, even in an abstract
naturalistic conception of empirical reality as defended by
KanT, cannot he eliminated? In KaNnT's epistemology ‘‘reality”
was only one of the “categories of modality”. Is ‘“validity”
also to be understood in the sense of such a category? If so, can
it bridge in this logical sense the fundamental diversity of
meaning in the “realm of values”?

It is of no avail for RICKERT to reserve the term “meaning”
exclusively for “culture”, as a subjective relating of ‘“reality”
to “values”. The fundamental philosophical distinction between
“being” and “validity” pretends to have a meaning. The critical
question is whether these ‘“categories” embrace the totality of
meaning of empirical reality and of the realm of values, respec-
tively, or only their logical aspect.

Ed., p. 110. CouEN seeks the deeper unity in the ,,Melhode der Reinheit”,
but this method can bridge the fundamental diversity of meaning only for
a logicistic outlook.

1 In fact derived from the infinitesimal calculus.
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Genericity of meaning versus totality of meaning.

If the category does not possess this totality of meaning, what

then is its relation to the totality and to the coherence of meaning

among the modal aspects? By ascribing a mere generic meaning
to the “logical categories”, I do not advance a single step.

Levelling of the modal diversity of meaning in the
generic concept rests upon an uncritical misjudgment
of the special meaning in the logical aspect,

In a special science, to be sure, one may form so-called generic
concepts (class-, genus-concepts, etec.) in order to join together
the individual phenomena within a special modal aspect of
reality. But the irreducible modal meaning of the different
aspects themselves does not permit itself to be levelled down
logically by any generic concept. This levelling out always im-
plies, that the specific meaning of the logical aspect is ignored.
In theoretical thought every attempt by means of a “generic
concept” to gloss over the diversity of meaning of the logical
aspect of thought and the modal aspects set in opposition to it,
betrays the influence of a transcendental ground-Idea. For, in
such a generic concept, I ascribe to the special modal meaning
of logic the power to bridge the modal diversity of meaning in
the theoretical gegenstand-relation. This exceeds the limits of
genuine logic and attributes to a pseudo-logical concept the
function of a transcendental Idea of totality.

The most seductive way in which the transcendental ground-
Idea of philosophy is masked is that of dialectical logic. This may
finally be illustrated by the philosophical standpoint of another
famous German thinker in respect to the relation of logic and
reality.

The masking of the transcendental ground-Idea by the
so-called dialectical logic. TrHEODOR LITT.

TaeEopor Lrrr, who in this respect intends to continue the
tradition of post-Kantian idealism, supposes, that he has found
the Archimedean point of his philosophic thought in the
“pure reflection” of theoretical thought on its own activity. In
the course of his inquiries he proceeds to introduce a dialectical
identity of the “thinking ego” (the “pure thought in its self-
reflection”) and the “concrete ego” (the ego as real individual
“totality” of all its physical-psychical functions “in space and
time”).

However, in the critical consideration of this dialectical con-
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ception, we are obliged to raise the following questions: In what
sense do you understand this “dialectical identity” and in what
sense the “concrete ego”?

Then it appears forthwith, that the “dialectical identity” is
intended in a transcendental-logical sense; for LiTt teaches us:
“In the unity of the thinking I and the concrete I, the former
gains the mastery” 1.

The “thinking ego” is conceived here in the reflexive-logical
sense of FicuTE’s ,,Wissenschaftslehre”. It is the “transcendental-
logical subject of Kant’s epistemology which has its “Gegen-
stand” in the “empirical ego in time and space”, but, in a
second reflexion should overcome this antithesis which in Kant
was definitive. Only in “pure thought”, according to Litr, does
the ‘“‘conerete ego” come to itself. For the latter does not
transcend the former. The relation is just the reverse “It”
(i.e. the concrete ego) “has the standpoint of possible self-
assurance absolutely beyond itself, and is thus absolutely not
»ibergreifend” (i.e. capable to conceive the transcendental ego)2.

The critical question is, however, whether the “pure” (i.e.
abstracted) logical function of human thought can transcend
the modal limits of its aspect in a dialectical way, and whether
the deeper unity beyond the modal diversity of meaning can be
of a dialectical-logic character. Here we again touch the trans-
cendental problem of the “Archimedean point”, discussed in our
Introduction.

In this “Archimedean point” the modal diversity of meaning,
which at first sight is confusing, must be overcome. For from
this point our selfhood must direct the philosophical view of
totality over the modal and typical diversity of meaning in its
theoretical distinction.

In Litr, however, the theoretic relating of the modal diver-
sity of meaning to its integral unity of root has become impossible
as a result of the hidden dualism in his religious ground-motive.
Therefore he introduces a dialectical idea of unity which must
relate this modal diversity to the two antithetic motives, each of
which for itself pretends to express an ultimate unity of meaning
(scl. nature and freedom).

1 In der Einheit von denkendem und konkretem Ich eignet dem
ersteren die iibergreifende Macht.”

2 Einleitung in die Philosophie (1933), p. 162: ,Es hat den Standort
mobglicher Selbstvergewisserung durchaus jenseils seiner selbst, ist also
durchaus nicht iibergreifend.”
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Modal diversity and radical identity of meaning. Lo-
gical identity has only modal meaning, PARMENIDES.

All diversity of meaning in temporal reality supposes a tem-
poral coherence of meaning and the latter in its turn must again
be the expression of a deeper identity. We have seen, that the
transcendental Idea of coherence of meaning is the necessary
basic denominator, under which I must theoretically bring the
modal aspects in order to be able to compare them with one
another in their diversity.

For if they were to have nothing in common with each other,
they could not even be distinguished from one another. On our
own standpoint, as I have previously observed, only the trans-
cendental Idea of time can serve as such a basic denominator.
For the cosmic order of time expresses itself alike in the modal
structure of all aspects, and brings them into indissoluble cohe-
rence of meaning, without derogating from their mutual irre-
ducibility.

But the temporal coherence of meaning of the aspects supposes
their deeper identity in a religious unity of root. For we have
seen, that without this latter, there would still be lacking the
necessary starting-point for the comparison, and consequently
for theoretical synthesis. The denominator of comparison cannot
itself furnish us with this point of departure.

But the unity-and-identity, taken in its dialectical-logical sense,
is not the unity-and-identity to which the transcendental ground-
idea of philosophy can be directed.

For, the logical or analytical unity-and-identity, on which
ParMENIDES supposed he could build his entire metaphysical
doctrine of being, is not the unity-identity sought for beyond
the temporal diversity of meaning.

It is only by a metaphysical identification of “pure” reflexive
logical thought and being that LitT assumes a dialectical unity-
and-identity of the ‘“concrete ego” and the ‘“transcendental
logical ego”.

Here Lirr disagrees fundamentally with Kant but is in
keeping with FicaTte and HeceL. By means of a dialectical
logic he attempts to overcome the dualism in his hidden starting-
point: the dialectical ground-motive of nature and freedom.
The ‘“‘concrete ego” is conceived here as a “physical-psychical
individual” belonging to the realm of nature. The “pure thinking
ego”, or the “reflexive-logical subject” is nothing but the theore-
tical expression of the freedom-motive, in the pure reflexive act
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of thought®. It has the free and autonomous power of opposing
itself to the whole “concrete ego” which is dispersed in the
diversity of its functions. It has also the sovereign power of tran-
scending the modal limits of the logical aspect and its analytical
laws. Conscquently, it is identical with the “concrete ego”, but
identical in a dialectical-logical sense.

However, this dialectical Idea of unity-and-identity is a
pseudo-logical one. It is nothing but a masked transcendental
ground-Idea, expressing the supra-theoretical presuppositions
of Lirr’s philosophy. It is conceived in an uncritical synthetic
form, which in the transcendental process of critical self-reflec-
tion must necessarily be redued to an antithetic one. For the
dialectical ground-motive of nature and freedom does not allow
of a real synthesis of its antagonistic components. Nevertheless,
the freedom-motive has the inner tendency to absorb the opposite
one, just as the motive of the domination of nature has the ten-
dency to absorb the freedom-motive. This is also demonstrated

1 See op. cit. p. 74: ,,Das seelische Leben so der umfassenden Kausalitit
des Naturgeschehens einordnen -— das heiszt dieses Seelenleben aufs
offenkundigste “vergegenstindlichen”, Geht man von diesem Aspekt in die
Tiefen der Reflexion zuriick, so sieht man die genannte Schwierigkeit
alsbald in nichts zergehen. Denn einmal erweist sich hier die Ansicht,
die das seelische Leben dem gegenstindlichen Denken darbietet, als
durchaus bedingt und der Korrektur sowohl fihig als auch bediirftig,
womit an Stelle der ,Freiheit” die angeblickte ,,Notwendigkeit” h3chst
zweifelhaft zu werden beginnt. Diese Anzweiflung aber verwandelt sich
in Verneinung, sobald ein Weiteres bedacht wird: das unanfechtbarste
Zeugnis daftir, das das seelische Leben der Erhebung iiber jede Art von
,»Notwendigkeit” fihig ist, liegt — in eben dem Denken selbst, das sich in
der Reflexion seiner bewuszt wird... ,,Freiheit”, die alle Verkettung von
Ursache und Wirkung unter sich lidszt, ist iiberall da verwirklicht, wo
gedacht wird, also u.a.auch da, wo ,,Notwendigkeit”, ,,Kausalitit” gedacht
wird.” [“The inclusion of psychic life into the comprehensive causality of
natural events is most manifestly objectivizing psychic life. If from this
aspect we turn back to the depths of reflection, the difficulty just mention-
ed passes into nothingness. For here it appears, that the aspect that psychic
life presents to objectivizing thought, is always and in every respect one
of being conditioned and capable of correction as well as needing it, so
that instead of “freedom” it is the so-called “necessity” which begins to
be most doubtful. This doubt turns into a denial, as soon as a further
thought presents itself: The most irrefutable evidence of the fact that
psychic life is capable of transcending any kind of “neccssity” is to be
found in thought itself which becomes conscious of itself in reflection...

i “Freedom”, leaving all manner of connection between cause and effect

“ behind, is realized wherever there is thought, hence a.o. also there where

CEINNTS

| “necessity”, “causality” is thought.”]
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by Litr’s important sociology, in which the pattern of thought of
natural-science is completely replaced by a dialectical pheno-
menological one.

Dialectical logic is an uncritical attempt to solve the tran-
scendental basic-problem of the theoretical synthesis. It intends
to overcome the theoretical antithesis by a dialectical-logical
Idea of unity, which turns out to be no unity at all. For Lrrr
does not actually solve the transcendental problem concerning
the unity in the root of the modal diversity of meaning in its
theoretical distinction. He does not and cannot explain how the
“pure thinking ego” and the “concrete ego” which is its theoretic
opposite (Gegenstand), can be one and the same. This identity
cannot be a logical one. For in this case the “gegenstand-
relation” would be eliminated, whereas Litt wants to maintain
this latter emphatically. Now we saw, that in default of a tran-
scendental idea of the integral unity in the root of human self-
hood — which is excluded by Litr’s dialectical ground-motive —,
dialectical logic furnishes philosophy with an apparently autono-
mous dialectic Idea of unity. However, the transcendental critique
of philosophic thought does not permit itself to be led astray by
theoretical dogmatism. Dialectic logic, no more than scholastic
metaphysics, can replace it.

Logic itself is to be set by philosophy within the complex of
problems involved in the relation between modal speciality,
diversity, temporal coherence and totality of meaning.

‘Whoever does not want to fall into the uncritical error of
logicism, should admit, that the logical aspect of thought is it-
self enclosed within the modal diversity and the inter-modal
coherence of meaning and — at least in that respect — has no
philosophic advantage above the other aspects. At this very
point, the Biblical religious conception of the centre of human
existence unfolds its full eritical signification for philosophy.

LrrT intends not only a logical but a real identity of the pure
thinking and the concrete ego, in order to save the real identity
of the selfhood in the antithesis of the gegenstand-relation.

However, he cannot accept the religious transcendence of the
I-ness in respect to its pure logical thought. He holds to the
opinion, that the ego by elevating itself to the abstracted function
of “pure thought” has reached the ultimate limit of its inner
possibilities *.

1 Op. cit. p. 162/3: ,,Damit ist schon gesagt, dasz das Ich erst, indem es

A new critique of theoretical thought 6
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Consequently, according to him, the real identity of the “con-
crete” and the “pure thinking” ego must be a dialectical-logical
one, because the concrete ego “comes to itself” only in pure
reflexive thought. This is a dialectical-metaphysical logicism,
although L1t emphatically rejects the metaphysical Aristotelian
conception of pure thought as a substance which is absolutely
separate from the “concrete ego”.

§ 7 - THE TRANSCENDENTAL GROUND-IDEA AS HYPOTHESIS OF
PHILOSOPHY

The theoretical character of the transcendental
ground-Idea and its relation to naive experience.

The question may now be raised, why I conceived the contents
of the transcendental ground-Idea of philosophy only as a funda-
mental determination of the relation between origin, totality
and modal diversity of meaning in the coherence of the different
modal aspects. Is this not much too abstract a conception of
this basic Idea?

We have seen, that naive expericnce has not yet arrived at
the level of theoretical analysis of the different modalities of
meaning; therefore it does not explicitly conceive the modal
aspects of temporal reality. Reality presents itself to the pre-
theoretic view exclusively in the typical total-structures of
individuality, which encompass all modal aspects together; but
the latter are not conceived here in theoretical distinction. Now
it appeared, that naive experience is in no way inconsequential
for philosophy. Therefore, it seems insufficient to point the
transcendental ground-Idea only toward the theoretical anti-
thesis of the modal aspects of temporal reality.

sich zum Ich des reinen Denkens zuspitzt und emporsteigt, das Auszerste
und Letzte seiner inneren Moglichkeiten erreicht: denn erst als solches
wird es Subjekt der Reflexion und damit michtig der ,,iibergreifenden”
Denktat, In seinen Gesichtskreis fallt von nun an grundsitzlich alles,
was das konkrete Ich nur immer tun und erleiden mag; es ist im Besitz
der Souveriinitiit, die es ihm gestattet, sich dem Ganzen seines konkreten
Erlebens, dieses sein denkendes Tun eingeschlossen, gegeniiberzustellen.”
[“This is to say that only in rarefying and elevating itself into the -I-
of pure thought can the -I- reach the utmost limits and the last of its
inner possibilities — for only as such does it become the subject of
reflection and consequently able to “comprehensive” thinking. Everything
that the concrete -I- can ever do or suffer, falls within its range of vision;
it is in possession of the sovereignty that enables it to oppose to itself
the whole of its concrete experience, that of its thinking act included.”]
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Every philosophic view of empirical reality ought to be con-
fronted with the datum of naive experience in order to test its
ability to account for this datum in a satisfying manner. There-
fore, is it not also necessary to direct the contents of the tran-
scendental ground-Idea toward the diversity and coherence of
meaning in the typical structures of individuality?

The datum of naive experience as a philosophical
problem.

This question I will answer as follows.

Philosophy must convert the datum of naive experience into
a fundamental philosophic problem. For it is evident, that by
maintaining the attitude of naive experience one would never
be able to account for that datum philosophically. Consequently,
since philosophy is bound to the theoretic attitude of thought,
its transcendental ground-Idea is also bound to the theoretical
gegenstand-relation in which temporal reality is set asunder in
its modal aspects.

Therefore, philosophy cannot examine the typical structures
of individual totality without a theoretical analysis of their
given unity. These structures, too, must be made a philosophical
problem, and this problem can be no other but that of their
temporal unity in the modal diversity of meaning, manifesting
itself in the different aspects of reality. Their typical character
and their relation to concrete individuality does not derogate
from this state of affairs.

Besides, the transcendental ground-Idea of meaning implies a
relation to the cosmonomic side as well as to the factual subject-
side of temporal reality. And the latter is by nature individual.
In other words, this transcendental Idea is also a ground-Idea of
type and individuality, but it is always bound to the theoretical
gegenstand-relation.

The naive concept of the thing and the special sci-
entific concept of function.

On the level of modern scientific thought the naive concept
of the thing is in the process of being broken up into functional
concepts. This is done in order to gain knowledge of the func-
tional coherence of the phenomena within a special modal
aspect. Under the influence of the classic Humanistic ideal of
science, which we shall examine presently in detail, there was
even an evident tendency to eliminate the typical structures of
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individuality and to dissolve the entire empirical reality into a
continuous functional system of causal relations. This was, to
be sure, an absolutizing of the scientific concept of function
and it could only lead philosophical thought astray. However,
this consideration does not derogate from the value of the
concept of function as such.

The gain accruing from its application in the different
branches of science was enormous. One by one, the modal aspects
of temporal reality, especially the mathematical and physical
ones, opened to penetrating scientific analysis the secret of their
immanent functional relations and laws.

But the more deeply special scientific thought penetrated into
its “Gegenstand” (i.e. the abstracted special aspect of reality
which limits its field of research), the more sharply was re-
vealed the fundamental deficiency of theoretical thought in com-
parison with naive experience.

By being bound to a special scientific viewpoint, a special
science loses the vision of the whole with respect to empirical
reality, and consequently the integral empirical reality itself
is lost from its grasp. If special science were to be entirely
autonomous, this void could never be filled and special science
would be impossible for lack of a veritable view of reality. For
temporal reality is not given in abstracted modal aspects; it
does not give itself ,,gegenstdndlich”. Special science is never in
a position to account for our naive experience of things; it can-
not even render an account of its own possibility.

Naive experience has an integral vision of the whole, so far as
it conceives of temporal things and events in their typical struc-
tures of individual totality. Furthermore, so far as it is rooted
in the ground-motive of the Christian religion, naive experience
also has the radical and integral view of temporal reality by
which the latter is concenfrically conceived in its true religious
root and in its relation to its true Origin. But its view of the
whole is a naive one, which for lack of a theoretical insight into
the modal diversity of meaning does not satisfy the require-
ments of the transcendental ground-lIdea as hypothesis of philoso-
phic thought. The concrete unity of things is not a problem to

aive experience.

Philosophy, special science, and naive experience.
Only philosophy has the task of grasping in the view of totality
he different modal aspects of meaning as they are set asunder
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by theoretic thought. In this way, philosophy has to account for
both naive experience and special science.

Therefore, even where naive experience is made into a theore-
tic problem of philosophy, the transcendental ground-Idea of
the latter can have no other contents but that which we have
found in our transcendental critique.

Methodically, philosophic inquiry as to the modal structures
of the abstracted aspects of temporal reality must necessarily
precede the philosophic analysis of the typical structures of
individual totality. For the latter imply the theoretical problem
of the structural temporal unity in the diversity of its modal
aspects. Special science, as such, in its different branches can
neither have an autonomous conception of the modal structures
of the different aspects nor of the typical structures of individual
totality.

For, a theoretical analysis of these temporal structures requirces
the theoretic view of totality which is in the nature of the case
a philosophic one.

The modal structure of a special aspect is a temporal unity in
a diversity of modal structural moments, which can display their
modal meaning only in their structural coherence and totality.
Besides, we have seen, that within the modal structure of a
special aspect there is expressed the inter-modal coherence of
cosmic time-order, so that the former cannot be conceived of
theoretically without a transcendental idea of its coherence
with all other modal aspects and of the radical unity of the
modal diversity of meaning. Special sciences — with the ex-
ception of pure mathematics — are pointed to the examination
of the functional coherence as well as the typical character
(and in diffferent branches of science also the individuality) of
transitory phenomena within a special modal aspect of tempo-
ral reality. The very modal structures of temporal reality are not
to be conceived theoretically by means of special scientific
concepts, which in their turn must be made a philosophic
problem. When, for instance, EINSTEIN’s theory of relativity
handles the concepts of time and space, the special synthetic
meaning of these concepts in relation to those of other special
sciences as biology, psychology, history, etc. remains hidden.

This meaning can be made clear only in a philosophic inquiry
as to the modal structure of the physical aspect, which requires
the theoretical view of totality.

Nevertheless, a philosophic conception of this modal structure
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is an implicit hypothesis of physics, because its special branch
of inquiry is limited in principle by the structure of the physical
aspect of experience and empirical reality.

“Reflexive” thought versus “objective” thought in
recent philosophy. The confusion of ‘“object” and
“Gegenstand” in this opposition.

It is not right, that philosophy must or can abandon the anti-
thetic relation (gegenstand-relation) which we found to be in-
herent in the theoretic attitude of thought. This is supposed by
that current in modern immanence-philosophy which opposes
philosophy (as reflexive thought, introverted to the “transcen-
dental logical subject of pure thinking”) to all ,,gegenstidndliches
Denken”. This latter should be the “naive” manner of thought
proper to special science, entirely lost in the study of its “objects”
without reflecting about the activity of the pure thinking ego,
which can never be made into a “Gegenstand”. We have met
this conception of the difference between philosophical and
“objective” scientific thought in the discussion of THEoDOR LiTT’s
standpoint as to the relation of “thinking ego” and ‘“concrete
ego”.

It is evident, that it is based upon a fatal confusion of “object”
and “Gegenstand” and of the really “naive” and the theoretical
attitudes of thought. In fact, it appeared, that Litr’s “pure
thinking ego” could not be detached from the gegenstand-
relation.

What distinguishes philosophy from special science cannot
be the abandoning of the antithetical relation, but rather the fo-
cusing (of the former) towards the totality and unity in the root
of temporal meaning. We have seen, that this concentric direc-
tion of theoretic thought is possible only by means of truly criti-
cal self-reflection which must break through the theoretic
horizon in order to gain religious self-knowledge.

The transcendental ground-Idea as hypothesis of
philosophy.

Consequently, we arrive again and again at the transcendental
ground-Idea as the real hypothesis of philosophic thought. The
supposition, that philosophy might refrain from giving an
account of the conditions of its possibility has appeared to be
uncritical in the highest degree.

In the first place, philosophy itself requires its transcendental
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foundation, its dnddeois. A vicious circle is involved in making
special science a philosophic (epistemological) problem, while
withdrawing from a critical consideration of the pre-suppositions
of philosophical thought itself. For the main transcendental
problem involved in special science, viz. the possibility of an
inter-modal synthesis of meaning, is implied a fortiori in philoso-
phic thought. The latter is immediately confronted at every stage
of its inquiry with the fundamental problems concerning the
relation of origin, totality, modal diversity, and inter-modal
coherence of meaning.

Now since philosophic thought cannot become its own “Gegen-
stand”, philosophy, in the basic critical question as to its own
possibility, encounters its immanent limits within cosmic time.
These limits can be accounted for only in the concentric direction
of theoretical thought to its supra-theoretic pre-suppositions.

Truly reflexive thought, therefore, is characterized by the
critical self-reflection as to the transcendental ground-Idea of
philosophy, in which philosophic thought points beyond and
above itself toward its own apriori conditions within and beyond
cosmic time.

As soon as reflexive theoretic thought is conceived of as a
“free” act which transcends all structural limits, because the
latter can belong only to the “gegenstidndliche” world, we arrive
once more at the illusory conception of the sovereignty and
autonomy of philosophic reflection.

The pitfall in this conception appeared to be the identification
of “Gegenstand” and ‘“‘temporal reality”, due to the lack of in-
sight into the true character of the “gegenstand-relation” and of
cosmic time as hypothesis of the latter. The structural limits of
philosophic thought transcend the gegenstand-relation, because
they are founded in cosmic time, which cannot be determined by
thought, since it is the very pre-supposition of the latter.

Only in reflection on its transcendental ground-Idea is philo-
sophy urged on to its insurmountable apriori limits which give
philosophic thought its ultimate well-defined character in the
universal cosmic coherence of meaning. It is not philosophic
thought that determines its apriori conditions in self-sufficiency,
but the very reverse: philosophic thought is determined and
limited by its transcendental focusing toward its presupposita.
It is limited by being bound to its intentional as well as to its
ontical structure in cosmic time.

In the basic Idea of philosophy we are engaged in reflection
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while thinking to the limits of philosophic thought. This Idea is
therefore in the full sense of the word, a limiting-concept “par
excellence”, the final transcendental foundation or dnédeoiws
of philosophy, in which we retire into ourselves when thinking.
We can reflect critically upon the limits of philosophic thought,
only because in our selfhood we transcend them as limits of
philosophic knowledge. The pre-supposita of philosophy, toward
which the basic idea of philosophy points, are themselves infini-
tely more than Idea. Idealism, which elevates the Idea itself as
totality of meaning, is possible only upon the immanence-stand-
point. But its transcendental foundation, its philosophic ground-
Idea continues to point beyond the Idea to that which exceeds
the transcendental limits of philosophy, inasmuch as it alone
makes philosophic idealism possible. The immanence-standpoint
merely prevents philosophic thought from proceeding to this
last stage of critical self-reflection.

The relation of transcendent and transcendental
points of view and the original meaning of the tran-
scendental motive.

We can thus provisionally summarize our point of view with
reference to the limits of philosophy:

The religious pre-suppositon of philosophy, toward which the
ground-Idea as transcendental foundation of philosophy is direc-
ted in its contents, toward which as Idea it points, is of a tran-
scendent nature, whereas philosophic thought is itself of a
transcendental character. The choice of the Archimedean point
necessarily crosses the boundary line of the temporal coherence
of our world. Philosephy itself, though directed by its ground-
Idea, remains within this boundary line, because it is possible
only by virtue of the temporal order of the world.

Transcendent and transcendental, taken in this sense, are thus
no “either-or”. For the actually transcendental direction of
theoretic thought pre-supposes the transcendent and central
sphere of our consciousness from which this direction starts,
since this starting-point is not be found in theoretic thought
itself.

Only in this view as to the relation of transcendent and trans-
cendental conditions of philosophy is the original critical
meaning of transcendental thought given its due.
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KaNT’s opinion concerning the transcendental Ideas.
Why did Kant fail to conceive of these Ideas as
trnddeoic, of his critiques.

The real transcendental direction of KANT’s epistemology
in this original critical sense does not disclose itself until the
necessary function of the transcendental Ideas of theoretical
reason are discussed in the ‘“transcendental dialectic”. Here
KanT clearly explains, that these Ideas point to an absolute
totality which transcends the immanent limits of “objective
experience”, and at the same time in their theoretical knowledge
remain bound to the immanent limits of theoretical knowledge
itself. Here, also emerge the three transcendental Ideas which
in their triunity must be considered as the transcendental ground-
Idea and the real ©¢xédeoic of every possible philosophy, namely,
the Idea of the universe which -— although in KanT restricted
to the sphere of “nature” — corresponds to our Idea of the inte-
gral coherence of meaning in cos