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PREFACE

My concern in what follows is to begin to carve
out a cultural niche for philosophers. Philosophers
reflect upon human endeavors in so peculiar a fashion
as to appear virtually useless to the culture at
large; lacking a clear account of their true value
to culture, they embark on a variety of unflattering,
self-protective maneuvers that serve to postpone
indefinitely their deliberate and methodical interven-
tion in culture.

Some light may be shed upon philosophy's present
plight and its consequences for philosophic praxis
by borrowing a distinction drawn by Richard Rorty
between 'philosophy' and 'Philosophy'. While 'philo-
sophy' 1is the pursuit of a synoptic view, a view
of how things hang together, 'Philosophy', in its
two dominant forms -- the 'empirical' and the 'trans-
cendental' -- promotes a restricted view, after having
made a near fatal distinction between mere opinion
and genuine knowledge.! Although the distinction
is interpreted differently by 'empiricists' and 'trans-
cendentalists', it serves to block the attainment,
by either form of 'Philosophy', of the synoptic view
'philosophy' would reach. It amounts to a pre-under-
standing, a prejudice, that things do not in fact
hang together, that some things simply "hang out",
as it were, and are to be removed altogether from
the cultural scene or, at least, subjugated to some
preferred human endeavor. As Rorty has noted, this
distinction is invidious: it has 'empiricists' giving
offense to ‘'transcendentalists' and vice versa, and
it has both types giving offense to unphilosophical
folks. But these offensive positions are self-pro-
tective ruses. 'Transcendental Philosophy', in its
earliest manifestations, had to preserve itself in
the face of the notable propensity (still easily
discernible in our day) of ordinary people and poets
and the modern equivalents of sophists to banish
from the face of the earth any impediment to the
smooth performance of practico-social life that resists
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being brushed hastily aside. As Socrates gave offense
to Anytus, Lycon and Meletus -- a politician, an
orator, and a poet -- so 'transcendental Philosophy'’,
in its incipient stages, gave offense to the culture
at large. The distinction between 'Philosophic' Truth
and mere opinion, while reflecting (in my opinion)
a normative breakthrough formative of the entire
Western tradition of inquiry, was tainted from the
start by a protective purpose and constituted the
ground for an imperialistic totalization of the 'Philo-
sophic' outlook, method, and objective. 'Empirical
Philosophy', on the other hand, in particular the
positivist tradition, has more recently given its
all to emerging modern science, appropriating to
the degree it could the natural scientific outlook,
method and object, and employing the distinction
between empirical Truth and 'nonsense' to bulwark
its threatened position. Whereas the 'transcendental'
side seeks to preserve itself as a cultural endeavor
by totalization, 'empirical Philosophy' seeks to
secure itself against the threat of elimination from
the cultural scene by capitulating to that human
endeavor that has achieved the status of cultural
ideal.

Now, these stratagems do indeed preserve for
philosophy a place in the cultural milieu; but the
'place' is hardly a 'niche'; that is to say, it is
hardly a position from which philosophers may operate
deliberately, methodically and effectively to influ-
ence the culture. Our culture could easily do without
'Philosophy', as separated as it is from its original
aspiration to achieve a synoptic view. But our culture,
I believe, cannot do without 'philosophy'; and, to
the degree these 'Philosophical' attempts at self-
preservation are recognized to be "holding actions",
preservative of some place, at least, for the original
philosophic aspiration, albeit in an imperfect and
distorted form, totalizing and capitulating 'Philo-
sophy' may evoke our sympathy and, with appropriate
reservations, our approval. The problem facing us,
then, 1is not solved by imprecating a plague upon
both their houses, because their houses, while perhaps
constructed from the wrong set of plans, are home
to us as well. Rather, the project before us is one
of constructing a guiding vision of philosophy's
place in culture that at once discloses a niche that
philosophers might fearlessly and comfortably inhabit
and sheds 1light upon the defensive postures we have
been taking. In the present essay I shall attempt
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to expose the basic features of my vision of a worth-
while cultural role for philosophers, a vision that
is, I hope, free of invidious defensiveness.

Two far-reaching questions, then, determine
the subject-matter and direction of this essay. First
and foremost, what task may philosophers reasonably
be called upon to perform in our culture? Is philo-
sophy peculiarly suited for a specific function in
the existing cultural matrix? Second, what is the
present cultural situation? A correct answer to the
first question presupposes a correct answer to the
second; successful cultural self-orientation pre-
supposes an understanding of the cultural situation.

These two gquestions are intricate. The contem-
porary cultural situation is highly complex; the
proper role of philosophy has 1long been a matter
for controversy. Accordingly, I shall not attempt
to answer these questions fully in this short essay.
I propose instead to undertake a preparatory maneuver,
as it were, by attempting to construct a way of ap-
proaching determinate answers to these questions.
I hope to shed light on the structure of cultural
matrices in general, to expose typical features of
cultural contexts of philosophic activity, and to
indicate schematically the major, significant options
confronting philosophers in our day.

As this study proceeds, numerous dquestions of
related interest may emerge in the mind of the reader.
But these questions, bearing wupon such topics as
the objectivity of judgments of fact and value, the
differences between the various endeavors constitutive
of our culture, and the ground of the unity of the
various endeavors, need not be addressed here with
great thoroughness and precision. The pursuit of
answers to questions such as these does constitute
partly the philosophic task; but their detailed treat-
ment is not required by the purpose at hand. My aim
is to equip the student of philosophy, notorious
in non-philosophic circles for his inability to define
unequivocally the nature of his discipline and its
cultural role, with a broad view of his cultural
position and the options it places before him. Never-
theless, it is hoped that the task of finding satis-
factory answers to these important gquestions and
others will have been made easier by my preparatory
study and my schematic survey of the options con-
fronting philosophers.
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The essay is divided into four parts. In Chapter
I I shall introduce a model of sufficient breadth
for the fruitful investigation of relations between
the various endeavors constitutive of a cultural
matrix., The fruit of this chapter is the horizonal
structure in its most basic and general form. Chapter
ITI is divided into two parts. In the first part the
horizonal structure is compared and contrasted with
classificatory schemes of a basically sociological
nature in order to promote a clear apprehension of
the wunfamiliar horizonal structure. In the second
part I expose the philosophic presuppositions of
the model and defend its heuristic adequacy by com-
paring and contrasting it with the ancient Aristo-
telian scheme of ways of life and with the modern
scheme of sub-worlds devised by William James. In
Chapter III I shall expose the main types of relations
into which horizons may enter and distinguish differ-
ent types of configurations of co-existing horizons.
Finally, in Chapter IV, with the expanded model as
a guide, I shall exhibit the major significant options
confronting philosophers seeking to orientate them-
selves in their culture, and I shall use the expanded
model to inform my account of the process of deliber-
ation which the self-orientating philosopher may
follow. In the final section of Chapter IV I shall
propose a practical philosophic task which, I believe,
effectively exploits the knowledge gained by philo-
sophers to meet the demands of our present cultural
situation.

FOOTNOTES TO THE PREFACE

lSee Rorty's Consequences of Pragmatism: Essays:
1972-1980 (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press,
1982), Introduction: Pragmatism and Philosophy.
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There remain the philosophers, a group apart if ever
there was one, yet seemingly unsure of their function.
Some identify their cause with that of common sense
and ordinary language. Others assume the role of
spokesmen for science. Still others switch their
reflective concern to the hermeneutics of existence
and the originality of Geschichte. Greeks of old
sought to be universalist and autonomous by discoursing
on being. A few moderns take their cue from the dif-
ferentiation of horizons by specialization and, through
an appeal to authentic subjectivity, seek to distin-
guish and evaluate the various orientations of the
polymorphic consciousness of man.

Bernard Lonergan
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THE HORIZONAL STRUCTURE

The purpose of the present chapter is to assemble
the elements of a model which may be employed as
a heuristic device by students of culture and by
philosophers attempting to discover their place in
contemporary culture. Bernard Lonergan has succinctly
expressed the nature of a model.

By a model is not meant something to be copied
or imitated. By a model is not meant a description
of reality or a hypothesis about reality. It is
simply an intelligible, interlocking set of terms
and relations that it may be well to have about
when it comes to describing reality or to forming
hypotheses. As the proverb, so the model is some-
thing worth keeping in mind when one confronts
a situation or tackles a job.!

The model whose elements are to be assembled is to
be of sufficient generality and yet of sufficient
determinacy to be useful as a guide both for the
investigation of cultural matrices and their internal
relations and for the orientation of philosophic
activity within any cultural matrix to which a philo-
sopher might belong. On the one hand, the model is
to provide students of culture with a structured
anticipation of the types of dynamic relations pos-
sible within any cultural matrix of sufficient com-
plexity. On the other hand, it is to provide philo-
sophers with an appreciation of the broad context
of their activities which may render their conduct
more deliberate and methodical.

The model may be named the horizonal structure,
for the notion of horizon is the most important ele-
ment of the model. The remaining basic elements of
the model are related to the central notion of horizon.




A cultural matrix is a structure whose elements are
horizons. Horizons may be ordinary or extraordinary.
They may be present to their subjects and to other
subjects of distinct horizons as merely experienced
or as actually known. In themselves, horizons are
interlocked sets of standpoints, modes of operation,
and worlds. The horizons of subjects are expressed
in language and artifacts. The horizons constituting
our cultural matrix at the present time seem to num-
ber six: ordinary, artistic, scientific, scholarly,
philosophic, and religious. Finally, in a single
subject horizons may be combined. As these basic
elements of the model are discussed, the horizonal
structure in its most basic and general form will
begin to take shape.

1. CULTURE

The notion of culture is central to the disci-
plines of cultural anthropology and philosophical
anthropology. Two meanings of culture may be dis-
tinguished: (i) the classicist or axiological no-
tion, and (ii) the empirical or objective notion.? The
first meaning of culture is too determinate to be
useful as a tool for the non-partisan investigation
of relations composing cultural matrices. The second
meaning, in turn, is too indeterminate or vague to
be useful.

The classicist notion of culture was normative
or axiological. It reflected the view that de Jjure
there was only one culture that was both universal
and permanent.?® Some states of human existence were
thought to be cultured while others were uncultured.
In this sense, culture is a positive goal equated
with social progress." In different historical periods,
different ideals of culture in this sense have reigned:
the 1literary ideal of Cicero and Quintilian; the
theological ideals of Augustine and Thomas; the scien-
tific ideal of Comte and the Encyclopaedists.® For
the most part, this notion of culture has been dis-
placed in scientific studies by the empirical notion,
but its persistence in the background of recent anthro-
pological thought is reflected by the recurrent use
of pejorative categories such as 'savages' and 'primi-
tives'.®

The modern notion of culture is empirical. A
culture is a set of meanings and values that informs



a way of life. The set may in fact remain the same
for ages, acquiring a semblance of permanence, but
it may also develop or decline.’” In the modern anthro-
pological sense, culture is a specific mode of acti-
vity of living beings and a specific mode of organi-
zation of their collective life.® The operative dis-
tinction in the past was between the cultured and
barbarians. At present, the operative distinction
is between the cultural activities of humans and
those activities peculiar to purely biological forms.?
Kroeber and Kluckhohn have formulated a summary de-
finition of the notion of culture employed by American
anthropologists at mid-century.

Culture consists of patterns, explicit or implicit,
of and for behavior acquired and transmitted by
symbols constituting the distinctive achievement
of human groups, including their embodiments in
artifacts; the essential core of culture consists
of traditional (i.e., historically derived and
selected) ideas and especially their attached
values; culture systems may, on the one hand,
be considered as products of action, on the other,
as conditioning elements of further action.!®

While the classicist notion of culture is too
determinate, the modern notion of culture is too
indeterminate or broad. E. S. Markarian has recently
complained that

too broad a definition of culture as 'not nature'
or 'creations of men' do not set the boundaries
of the phenomenon, nor do they give a particular
frame of reference for studying human activity.
And it 1is this very problem which seems to be
most interesting and complicated today in spe-
cifying the concept of culture.!!

The modern notion of culture, while it points in
the general direction of answers to the leading ques-
tions of this essay, 1is too broad to be a useful
component of the model.!? The model itself is to be
a refinement of this notion of culture, giving the
notion additional determinacy without transforming
it back into the classicist notion.

Markarian has outlined the additional determina-
tions which he believes are required to make the
notion of culture an effective methodological tool.
A rather lengthy summary of his requirements is called



for, for they provide a foretaste of the notion of
horizon which is central to the model being developed.

An integrated understanding of a society requires
consideration from three different points of view:
(1) the point of view of the subjects of the ac-
tivity, in answer to the question who is acting;
(2) the point of view of the fields of activity,
in answer to. the question what are the objects
and goals of human activity; (3) the viewpoint
of the mode of activity, in answer to the question
how, in which manner, this human activity is imple-
mented. Markarian believes that this approach
to social reality -- a three-dimensional one —
makes it possible to embrace all the multiformity
of human society and, as well, provides science
with the criteria necessary for the classification
of the elementary components of human society
and for the distinction of its different structural
sections and connections. The structural relations
express (1) relations between human individuals
and groups, (2) relations between various fields
of socially-directed human activity, and (3)
relations between all kinds of means of stimulation,
regulation, programming, realization and repro-
duction of human activity derived extrabiologically.
Finally, by abstracting these structural sections,
Markarian believes, it 1is possible to distinguish
three classes of elements encountered by the stu-
dent of society. The first class embraces the
subject of human activity in its various mani-
festations. The second <class includes various
types and spheres of human activity. The third
class of elements includes the diverse forms mani-
fested by culture.!?®

A three-dimensional approach to the study of culture
will be the essential characteristic of the model.
Its incorporation is demanded by the nature of the
questions guiding the present essay. The ultimate
question pertains to the philosopher's place and
role in a culture; it pertains to the activity or
conduct of a subject of a particular type. Conse-
guently, the prior guestion regarding the existing
situation cannot be focussed narrowly upon the "objec-
tive mind" or the "mind-affected world" considered
simply as the artificial world and its configurations.

Nor can it be focussed simply upon what Dilthey named
"objectifications of life": "everything human beings
have created and in which they have embodied their
thoughts, feelings and intentions."!*The prior gquestion
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must be directed towards objectifications of 1life,
modes of objectification, and objectifiers. Without
the incorporation of the three-dimensional approach,
a model may still be valuable for investigators of
"objective mind", but it will not be adequately de-
terminate to guide philosophic conduct.

2. STRUCTURE

A cultural matrix is a dynamic structure. Bernard
Lonergan has drawn a wuseful distinction between a
whole, a structure, and a materially dynamic struc-
ture.!5A conventional guantity or arbitrary collection
whose parts are determined by a conventional or ar-
bitrary division is a whole, but it is not a struc-
ture. The closed set of relations between such a
whole and its parts is an "arbitrary jumble of arith-
metic ratios." But some wholes are highly organized
products of nature or art, and these wholes are dif-
ferent.

Then the set of internal relations is of the great-
est significance. Each part is what it is in virtue
of its functional relations to other parts; there
is no part that is not determined by the exigences
of other parts; and the whole possesses a certain
inevitability in its wunity, so that the removal
of any part would destroy the whole, and the addi-
tion of any further part would be 1ludicrous. Such
a whole is a structure.

Structures may be static or dynamic. A dynamic struc-
ture whose parts are activities is materially dynamic.!'®

A culture is a highly organized product of art
that is at least materially dynamic. For, while the
notion of culture includes artifacts, it also includes
modes of activity and the subjects who produce the
artifacts. Moreover, besides the dynamic relations
between subjects and objects, both natural and arti-
ficial, and the relations of subjects to themselves,
there are the dynamic relations of subjects to one
another. A cultural matrix is a materially dynamic
structure. The model to be developed must anticipate
the structured dynamism of its object. It must be
a structured anticipation of a whole constituted
by activities which are intrinsically related to
one another and to the whole. However, it is to be
recalled that the model itself is just an abstract



set of terms and relations to be kept in mind by
students of culture and philosophers interested 1in
conducting themselves on the level of their time.

3. HORIZON

A culture may be conceived as a structure of
horizons.

The word 'horizon' is used commonly to signify
the apparent intersection of the earth and sky as
seen by an observer. "The sun is sinking below the
horizon." It is also employed in an analogous sense
to signify the range of an individual's knowledge,
experience, observation, and interests. "Mathematical
physics is completely beyond my horizon." I shall
employ the word in this analogous sense, with some
additional refinements.

In the analogous sense, a horizon includes not
only visible objects but also objects of knowledge
and objects and objectives of anticipation or in-
terest. Objects of knowledge may be present or ab-
sent, possible or impossible. But a range is an area
or sphere in which any activity takes place. In its
analogous sense, a horizon includes more than objects
and objectives. It includes the activities of human
subjects as well. Subjects are conscious.!” We know
and we anticipate, but we are also aware of knowing
and anticipating. If called upon to account for our-
selves at any moment we may respond, "I was just
trying to figure something out" or "I was daydreaming"
or "I was studying”. The range of objects and objec-
tives of human subjects is not independent of the
standpoints and activities of human subjects, and
those standpoints and activities are more or less
fully within the horizons of subjects. A horizon
may include not only objects of observation, objects
of knowledge, and objects and objectives of interest
but also both the subject who observes, knows, and
anticipates and the activities of observing, knowing,
and anticipating. For the most part, objects other
than ourselves as subjects and our activities are
foci of interest and subject-matter of inquiry. But
we are also more or less fully within the range of
our knowledge and interest. The human subject, inas-
much as he is awake, is at least present to himself
or conscious, although he may not know himself in
a technical sense of 'knowing'. Hence the vagueness
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of the illustrative expressions above may be a func-
tion, not of their lack of reference, but of unde-
veloped understanding of that to which they refer.
In Section 5 the accessibility of modes of operation
shall be considered.

In a refined analogous sense, then, a horizon
has three related components or aspects: a subject-
pole, an object-pole, and an active relation of sub-
ject-pole to object-pole. Any horizon may be con-
sidered under any or all of its three aspects. Con-
sidered as a subject, the horizon may be named a
standpoint. Considered as an object and an objec-
tive, it may be named a world. Considered as an af-
fective and cognitive relation between a standpoint
and a world, it may be named a mode of operation.
A subject's mode of operation and standpoint may
be either a merely present or an actually known part
of his world. By definition, the three components
of any horizon are intrinsically related. A world
strictly implies a mode of operation and a standpoint.
Distinct worlds strictly imply distinct modes of
operation and standpoints.!?®

4. ORDINARY AND EXTRAORDINARY

Horizons may be divided initially into two ma-
jor types to facilitate a grasp of the horizonal
structure of a culture. Some horizons are ordinary
and some are extraordinary. One may think of the
horizon of the man of common sense, on the one hand,
and of the horizon of intellectuals or men of ideas,
on the other. By 'extraordinary' I mean "beyond what
is ordinary, usual, or commonplace" rather than 'ex-
ceptional' or ‘'remarkable'. The latter terms are
employed, for example, to describe athletic feats.
In that employment they have a connotation of un-
matched superiority. However, I shall employ the
word 'extraordinary' with descriptive neutrality.
'Ordinary' is also to be employed without evaluative
connotations. By the ordinary horizon is meant the
usual human standpoint related to the wusual human
world by the usual mode of operation. By an extra-
ordinary horizon is meant an unusual human stand-
point related to an unusual human world by an unusual
mode of operation.!?®



5. EXPERIENCE AND KNOWLEDGE

Every horizon, as human, is present to itself
or conscious; -it has a self-taste, as it were.?® If
confusion 1is to be avoided, a distinction must be
made Dbetween self-presence and self-knowledge. The
distinction has its precedent in successful scientific
performance. As gaping and gazing are distinguished
from scientific observation, as looking-for and look-
ing-at are distinguished from scientific scrutiny,
so self-presence may be distinguished from advertence
to oneself as a conscious subject, and self-exper-
ience may be distinguished from self-attention. As
scientific observation and description are distin-
guished from scientific explanation and theorizing,
so advertence to oneself as a conscious subject may
be distinguished from understanding oneself as a
conscious subject. As scientific theories in general
are distinguished from those particular theories
which ground successful scientific predictions, so
self-understanding may be distinguished from adequate
self-knowledge.?! If these distinctions are allowed,
then it follows that at any time only some horizons
may be expected to have advanced beyond self-presence
to understand and judge themselves as standpoints,
worlds, and modes of operation. As human development,
so horizonal development is a process of learning.
Through the learning process a horizon is constituted.
Some subjects know themselves as horizons, but others
are merely self-present or in process of coming to
know themselves as horizons. We may distinguish be-
tween horizons of experience, including self-present
modes of operation and standpoints as experienced,
and horizons of self-knowledge which are constituted
by inquiry into oneself as present. The horizon of
experience of an extraordinary subject includes the
horizon of experience of an ordinary subject, but
the reverse is not true.

As horizons are at the very least self-present,
so they are present to one another inasmuch as human
life is also social life. Some subjects have advanced
beyond mere consciousness of the Other to understand
and judge the Other as standpoint, world, and mode
of operation. Some subjects have advanced only so
far as the formulation of a possible understanding
of the Other as standpoint, world, and mode of oper-
ation, or simply as world, simply as standpoint,
simply as mode of operation. For the most part, it
seems, horizons are merely present to one another,
having no carefully elaborated mutual understanding.
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This is especially true of the mutual presence of
ordinary and extraordinary horizons.?22

6. STANDPOINT, MODE OF OPERATION, WORLD

A standpoint is a position from which things
are Jjudged and courses of action are settled upon
and carried out. It is the 1locus of a coalescence
of judgments into the context named a mentality and
also the locus of a guiding set of values and ideals?
It is he or she who knows and decides inasmuch as
he or she is informed by personally-generated know-
ledge, by the group's beliefs, by reasonable decisions
and deliberate conduct, by the decisions of others
and traditional ideals. As a standpoint is a sym-
biosis of knowledge and belief, so one may speak
of the standpoint of the group, the group mentality.?"
As it is also a function of personal and group orien-
tations, so one may speak of the group ideal.

A world is that which is apprehended from a
particular standpoint. It is the object-pole of a
horizon, but it is objective not in an absolute sense
but only in a relative sense. It is the field of
objects experienced, understood, or known by a sub-
ject, and also that field of objects and objectives
to which a subject is related affectively as merely
interested, somewhat interested, very interested,
or disaffected. Among the objects in the field is
the subject himself as at least present to himself
as experiencing, understanding, judging, deciding
and as feeling.2?%A world may be partially coincident
with some part or aspect of the universe of being
and the truly good, but it need not be. The horizonal
self-understanding of a subject may be incorrect,
giving rise to a variety of distortions of his stand-
point and mode of operation.

A mode of operation 1is the affective and cog-
nitive relation of a standpoint to a world. As there
are many horizons, but only one human nature ex hypo-
thesi, we may distinguish between surface modes of
operation and a deep mode. Surface modes vary from
horizon to horizon; they assume their dynamic forms
as standpoints are constituted and worlds take shape.
By the deep mode is meant something akin to what
Lonergan has named the invariant dynamic structure
of cognitional activity, or transcendental method,
or what Newman has named the organum investigandi,
or what Apel alludes to when he speaks of a notion of

9
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science "that is relevant to the philosophy and
methodology of science, and that, none the less,
is not restricted to the 'logic of science'."?® It
is the common general form shared more or less com-
pletely by every surface mode of operation. Every
subject experiences, understands, judges, and decides.

As a rule, questions are preceded by experience,
understandings are preceded by questions, judgments
are preceded by reflective questions, and decisions
are preceded by deliberative questions. But in every
case the experiences that are questioned, the ques-
tions that are asked, and the hypotheses and courses
of action that are proposed arise in consciousness
in a context determined by a mentality. As contextsvary,
so surface modes of operation vary within the broad
limits imposed by the deep mode or general form that
is common, on the one hand, and by individual and
social habits which lead to either the omission of
one or more moments of the deep mode or inadequately
thorough implementation of the deep mode.

7. EXPRESSION

A cultural matrix is constituted by ordinary
and extraordinary expression. By 'expression' is meant
'manifestation', that which communicates, indicates,
embodies, or symbolizes something. Subjects speak,
write, compose, build, design, institute. Their 1lan-
guage, writings, compositions, constructions, inven-
tions, and institutions reflect the variety of hori-
zons. Some ordinary linguistic expression is about
extraordinary horizons, and some extraordinary ex-
pression is about the ordinary horizon. As horizons
are, for the most part, merely present to one another,
having no carefully elaborated mutual understanding,
expressions about horizons normally do not take the
form of theories, explanations, definitions, or ex-
plicit positions. One horizon's  expression about
another normally takes the form of an allusion, an
indirect but pointed and meaningful reference. 1In
those cases where reference is more direct and overt,
it is also most often evaluative rather than descrip-
tive, expressing a Jjudgment of wvalue that has been
added to a foregone intellectual conclusion. However,
there are some subjects who make it their business
to understand the full range of horizons and whose
expression about horizons takes the form of inten-
tionally neutral descriptions.
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A horizon is a self-present and possibly self-
knowing standpoint, mode of operation, and world.
It may be ordinary or extraordinary. It expresses
itself, and some of its expressions are allusions
to other horizons. A culture may be conceived as
a materially dynamic structure of horizons. The ques-
tion now arises, How many horizons are there? This
set of terms must be supplemented by an additional
set towards the completion of the account of the
basic elements of the horizonal structure.

8. THE NUMBER AND KINDS OF HORIZONS

The number and kinds of horizons may be revealed
by means of a linguistic reflection guided by the
notion of horizon that has been developed. I shall
consider words and phrases in common use. By "common
use" is not meant "ordinary use". Analysis of ordinary
language 1is too limiting when we are concerned to
discover the full range of existing standpoints,
modes of operation, and worlds. By "common use" is
meant "general use". So it is that a first approxi-
mation to the determination of the number and kinds
of horizons may be obtained by adverting to the dis-
tinction between the ordinary horizon and a set of
extraordinary horizons. This distinction is commonly
employed, although usually in terms that are evalua-
tive and therefore useless in the present context.
The nature of the distinction will become apparent
as the 1linguistic reflection proceeds. However, it
should be noted at the outset that the lists of words
and phrases that are assembled here are illustrative
and not exhaustive. They are intended to facilitate
an identification of the distinct horizons and a
determination of their number.

8.1 ORDINARY STANDPOINT

Extraordinary subjects, those who are not simply
men of common sense, employ a variety of words and
phrases to designate the ordinary standpoint in
its singularity: the plain man, the vulgar man, the
man of experience, the man of the natural standpoint,
the average man, the common man, the practical man,
the man of sound judgment, the man of common sense,
the layman, the man of sense, etc. Another collection
is employed by extraordinary subjects to designate
the ordinary standpoint in its plurality: the crowd,
the herd, the multitude, the masses, the public,
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the people, the great unwashed, the common people,
etc. The frequency with which these words and phrases
are employed by extraordinary subjects wvaries with
the historical period under consideration. "The wvul-
gar man" was more common in Hume's time than it is
at present, while "the masses" occurs today with
notable frequency and was not used in Hume's time?”More-
over, different connotations are attached to these
words and phrases in different historical periods,
and these connotations reflect relations between
horizons. In Roman times the vulqus were the common
people, but today ‘'vulgar' means not only unrefined
but also ignorant, rude and offensive. Many extra-
ordinary expressions alluding to the ordinary stand-
point have evaluative connotations, and these conno-
tations are normally pejorative subsequent to the
period of Enlightenment.

8.2. ORDINARY WORLD

Extraordinary subjects employ another collection
of words and phrases to designate the world of the
ordinary horizon: the mundane, the life-world, trivia,
the routine, everyday 1life, the practical realm,
the realm of human affairs, the world of experience,
the sensible world, the domain of common sense, etc.
In their extraordinary employment certain of these
words and phrases also have evaluative connotations.
The mundane and the routine are not only uninteresting
to the extraordinary subject as a rule, but they
are considered to be positively distracting as well.

8.3. ORDINARY MODE OF OPERATION

Still another collection of words and phrases
is used by extraordinary subjects to indicate the
ordinary mode of operation: know-how, experience/®
sound judgment, good sense, bon sens, gesunder Men-
schenverstand, native intelligence, everyday thinking,
practical sense, experiencing, sensing, natural in-
ference, motherwit, etc. Designations of the ordinary
mode of operation are commonly found to have posi-
tive connotations.

8.4, AMBIGUITY AND THE ORDINARY MODE

Words and phrases employed by extraordinary
subjects to designate the ordinary mode of operation
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exhibit a significant ambiguity not shared by those
found in the previous lists. We say that one should
use one's common sense; but we also say that one
should have common sense. The same ambiguity inheres
in 'know-how', 'experience', 'sound judgment', ‘'good
sense', 'bon sens', 'gesunder Menschenverstand', 'native
intelligence', and 'practical sense'. The ambiguity
may be traced provisionally to two sources, although
a more detailed analysis would be required to account
completely for the ambiguity.

First, there is a difficulty inherent in any
attempt to give expression to the ordinary mode of
operation. The ordinary mode is subtle and versatile.
For example, the trouble-shooter cannot put his know-
how into a pamphlet for others to read and simply
follow; he must travel to the spot, and those who
accompany him learn his trade by apprenticeship.
Again, the doctor must see the patient before making
a diagnosis and a lawyer must know the facts of a
particular case before entering a plea. The ordinary
mode 1is not deliberately methodical in the manner
of modern empirical science; it is spontaneous. ?

In the second place, the ordinary mode is to
a great extent habitual. Problematic situations tend
to recur in everyday life; dealing with these similar
situations soon becomes "a matter of course". Habits
are difficult to break and difficult to articulate.
If a habit is to be broken, it must first be articu-
lated; but to give expression to a habit, to objectify
it, requires deliberate and thoughtful expression
of that which, because habitual, occurs without de-
liberation and thought.®® The ordinary mode is obscured
from view by a familiarity bred of repetition.

The recurrence of the word 'sense' in extraordi-
nary expression of the ordinary mode is related to
the first source of ambiguity, the subtle versatility
of the ordinary mode of operation. In this employment,
'sense’ does not mean 'meaning' as in the expression,
"'Two plus two is very funny' doesn't make sense."
Nor does it have the meaning 'sense' has in the ex-
pression, "He lost his sense of smell." It has the
significance of 'sense' found in the following expres-
sions: "He has no sense of propriety”; "He doesn't
have the good tracker's sense"; "He has no sense
of humor.”

The latency of the connotation of activity or
operation, which may lead one to believe that there
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is no extraordinary acknowledgement of the existence
of an ordinary mode of operation, is related to the
second source of ambiguity, the habitual nature of
the ordinary mode of operation. Habitual operations
go unnoticed for the most part, that is, except when
they become irrelevant to the situation at hand.
That which can be done whenever one pleases, without
thinking, requires no unusual effort of attention.

The words and phrases employed by extraordinary
subjects to designate the ordinary mode of operation,
then, are ambiguous; but their ambiguity may be ac-
counted for by adverting to the habitual and situa-
tion-specific character of ordinary operation. The
expressions, despite their ambiguity, do point to
an ordinary mode of operation, an active relation
between standpoint and world.

8.5. THE SET OF EXTRAORDINARY STANDPOINTS

Both ordinary and extraordinary subjects employ
words and phrases to designate the whole set of extra-
ordinary standpoints: intellectuals, intelligentsia,
intellectual elite, the cultured,®! the educated,
the over-educated, ‘'brains', the refined, Xknow-it-
alls, les clercs, speculators, dreamers, men of ideas,
thinkers, men of 1learning, scholars, researchers,
savants, sophists, academicians, academics, profes-
sors, absent-minded professors, ivory-tower intellec-
tuals, idealists, etc. As the recurrence of 'sense'
in extraordinary expression of the ordinary mode
is related to the subtle versatility of ordinary
operation, so the recurrence of a family of words
connoting a concerted effort of learning is related
to the extraordinary point of view.

8.6. EXTRAORDINARY WORLDS

There does not appear to be a single collection
of related words and phrases commonly employed to
designate a single world shared by the set of extra-
ordinary standpoints. While the ordinary world 1is
commonly assumed to be one, provided we prescind
from differences rooted in psychological aberrations
and physical dysfunctions, extraordinary worlds are
commonly assumed to be many.
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8.6.1. THE UNITY OF THE ORDINARY WORLD

The ordinary world is assumed to be one in spite
of the commonplace that each man 1lives in a world
of his own. This commonplace is employed by the or-
dinary subject in several ways. It is used to account
for minor differences of taste or preference. It
is used to "explain away" impractical or inappro-
priate divergences from conventional routine, or
to remove the threat to order perceived to originate
from the existence of such divergences. It is used
as a way of accounting for the idiosyncracies of
behavior and expression that attend an acknowledged
and welcomed multiplicity of personalities and to
lessen the monotony of many an ordinary endeavor.
The commonplace is not employed to deny the uniqueness
of the ordinary world. As a unique world strictly
implies a wunique standpoint, so, as we have seen,
the ordinary standpoint is commonly taken to be one.

8.6.2. A MULTIPLICITY OF EXTRAORDINARY WORLDS

A collection of related words and phrases is
employed ordinarily to designate extraordinary stand-
points considered as a set. Apparently, these stand-
points cannot be accounted for by appealing to vari-
ations in temperamental disposition. An appeal to
temperament may be made to account for the ability
to maintain the strictly disciplined life of an ex-
traordinary subject (e.g., that of the ascetic mystic),
but temperamental disposition is not cited ordinarily
to account for the emergence of the extraordinary
horizon itself. More than temperamental inclination
is required to make an intellectual, as ordinary
and extraordinary lamentations over wasted talent
suggest. Again, extraordinary horizons cannot be
"explained away" as intermittent and short-lived
divergences from the ordinary routine., Each extra-
ordinary horizon 1is recognized to be extraordinary
because it involves a prolonged divergence from the
ordinary routine which occurs independently of vari-
ations in personality. Finally, it is also true that
each extraordinary subject lives in a world of his
own. But, as in the case of the ordinary subject,
this personal world is, as it were, a sub-world within
the world of the horizon. Does the ordinary reference
to extraordinary standpoints as a set imply that
there is only one extraordinary standpoint and only
one extraordinary world?
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Both extraordinary and ordinary subjects acknow-
ledge a multiplicity of extraordinary worlds. The
ordinary subject does not expect to hear identical
'stories' when he sits down first with "an Einstein"
and then with "a Rembrandt" or some other type of
extraordinary subject. But words and phrases desig-
nating these many worlds specifically and with rela-
tive precision are usually found in extraordinary
expression. Extraordinary subjects formulate sets
of designations for their respective worlds. Some
do this more explicitly than others. Some make it
their business to carry out this task of formulation.
The clarity and thoroughness of these extraordinary
self-references are dependent upon the degree and
extent of self-knowledge, a self-knowledge that re-
sults from inguiring exploitation of self-presence.
Moreover, sharing as they do the distinction of being
extraordinary, these subjects reflect to some degree
upon the remaining extraordinary horizons. Like seems
to seek like in cases where both instances of like-
ness are unusual. There is a fundamental truth imper-
fectly reflected by ordinary references to extraordin-
ary worlds and standpoints as a set. Extraordinary
subjects read and appreciate with greater or less
attentiveness, interest, understanding, sympathy,
and completeness the writings and other productions
of other extraordinary subjects.’? Consequently, desig-
nations such as the following may be found for a
variety of extraordinary worlds: the world of ideas,
the world of art, the world of literature, the world
of language, the drama of history, the world of sci-
ence, the spiritual world, the material world, the
physical world, the natural world, the supernatural
world, etc. It is to be noted that as designations
become more precise and specific their number de-
creases, for they are normally found only in extra-
ordinary expression and then only as a consequence
of a concerted effort of reflection.

8.6.3. THE PROBLEM OF THE IDENTITY OF WORLDS

The preceding collection of words and phrases
pertains to extraordinary worlds. How does the known
material world of an extraordinary horizon differ
from the known sensible world of the ordinary horizon?
A similar question may be posed with regard to other
pairs of designations, but the discussion of this
single question will suffice. It is to be noted that
the question pertains to the identity of worlds con-
sidered apart from their self-present dimensions.

16



This is an important qualification, for if it |is
overlooked the question may be taken to seek the
differences between modes of operation and standpoints
as self-present.

The question is an extraordinary one. In particu-
lar, it is a philosophic question. But it is a mis-
leading philosophic question. A world is not inde-
pendent of a mode of operation and a standpoint.
Accordingly, confusion is avoided if the question
is appropriately transformed. Is the material world
to which the scientist as such is actively related
the same as the sensible world to which the ordinary
subject as such is actively related? The two worlds
are not the same. While the ordinary subject may
see a threatening bug, the entymologist may see some-~
thing about which he could write a technical tome.
While the lawyer in a courtroom may see the legal
process at work, the behavioral psychologist may
see a patterned sequence of stimuli and responses.
While Eddington, the ordinary subject, may see a
desk, the extraordinary, scientific Eddington may
see mostly empty space.

The ambiguity of the word 'see' in these examples
strengthens rather than weakens their illustrative
significance. The ambigquity reflects a difference
of standpoint and mode of operation. Different worlds
strictly imply different standpoints and modes of
operation. The word 'see', used in this manner, is
radically ambiguous and obscure; it is a mere place-
holder for a variety of expressions of possible,
precise understandings of modes of operation and
standpoints.

A further question arises. Aren't these two
worlds the same world in some sense? The word 'world'
as employed here 1is also ambiguous. The ambiguity
can be eliminated and the latent presence of another
meaning revealed if one asks instead, Are these two
worlds the same universe of being? This philosophic
guestion is extremely significant, but it cannot
be treated here. Its solution is a necessary con-
dition of any integration of the variety of horizons
in a single, synoptic view, but my present concern
is the identification of the variety of horizons
and not their intellectual unification. The problem
of the identity of worlds will acquire renewed signi-
ficance later in this essay when I turn to the ques-
tion of the task of philosophers in the existing
horizonal situation.
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8.6.4. ORDINARY APPREHENSION OF EXTRAORDINARY WORLDS

The ordinary subject, while apprehending ob-
scurely the ties that bind extraordinary subjects,
still recognizes the existence of a multiplicity
of extraordinary worlds and standpoints. This recog-
nition is reflected by ordinary expectations. Scien-
tists and mystics are all unusual, but they are un-
usual in different ways. The ordinary subject may
listen attentively to a mystic for hours, but he
may doze off quickly at a 1lecture on mathematical
physics.

Despite this recognition of extraordinary mul-
tiplicity, the ordinary subject normally designates
extraordinary worlds as a set and by negation. Ex-
traordinary standpoints are ordinarily said to be
concerned with the abstract, the ideal, the irrele-
vant, the impractical, the useless, the boring, while
the ordinary standpoint is said to be concerned with
the concrete, the real, the relevant, the practical,
the useful, and the interesting. While advertence
to these negative characterizations does not contri-
bute much to the determination of the number and
kinds of horizons, their employment does reflect
a significant deficiency in the ordinary ability
to apprehend extraordinary subjects. Any extraordinary
horizon is beyond the ordinary horizon. Extraordinary
self-presence is not ordinary self-presence. On the
other hand, because there do exist extraordinary
designations for the ordinary standpoint, world,
and mode of operation, the ordinary horizon may be
assumed to be within an extraordinary world at least
as an experienced horizon. Ordinary self-knowledge
is accessible to extraordinary subjects, for ordinary
self-presence 1is in some sense preserved in extra-
ordinary self-presence. Consequently, there is no
contradiction involved in speaking of Eddington,
a well-known scientist, as both an ordinary subject
and an extraordinary subject.

The presence, in some sense, of the ordinary
horizon within every extraordinary horizon is a con-
dition for the emergence of the philosophic problem
of the identity of worlds. If there were not single
subjects with more than one horizon, the problem
would not arise. The problem is an extraordinary
one. While ordinary subjects do recognize extraor-
dinary multiplicity, they do not affirm the principle
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that states that a multiplicity of extraordinary
standpoints strictly implies a multiplicity of extra-
ordinary worlds. Consequently, they do not anticipate
the existence of extraordinary worlds and state that
fact clearly. Rather, they only acknowledge a multi-
plicity obscurely in their performance, and they
are content to characterize extraordinary worlds
by negation. Those subjects who formulate principles
relevant to ordinary and extraordinary human endeavors,
among other things, are extraordinary subjects. Later
in this essay, the significance of the ordinary hori-
zon as the preserved starting-point of extraordinary
endeavors will be considered further.®?

8.7. EXTRAORDINARY MODES OF OPERATION

Both extraordinary and ordinary subjects employ
words designating extraordinary modes of operation:

(1) creating, dreaming, painting, philosophizing,
musing, drawing, poetizing; (ii) thinking, studying,
theorizing, dissecting, systematizing, analyzing,

investigating, experimenting, hypothesizing, verifying,
measuring; (iii) speculating, thinking, intellectual-
izing, hair-splitting, contemplating, studying, analyz-
ing, synthesizing, clarifying, elucidating; (iv)
interpreting, scholarship, studying, hair-splitting,
researching, translating, investigating, theorizing,
hypothesizin; (v) praying, philosophizing, meditating,
preaching, worshiping, testifying, proselytizing;
etc. Many of these words have pejorative connota-
tions when employed by ordinary subjects. On the
other hand, when used by extraordinary subjects to
refer to one another, they have pejorative and lauda-
tory connotations.

I have organized these words into groups. Some
of the words 1listed occur in more than one group.
Scientists, philosophers and scholars all study.
Scientists and philosophers systematize and theorize.
Philosophers and scholars, seen from the ordinary
standpoint, "split hairs." The organization of the
groups 1is not merely arbitrary. While some of the
member words occur in more than one group, others
belong in different groups. For example, 'painting',
'experimenting', 'synthesizing', 'interpreting’,
and 'praying' commonly are not used indiscriminately
to refer to extraordinary modes of operation. They
are employed by ordinary and extraordinary subjects
alike to refer to different extraordinary modes of
operation. However, they are employed by ordinary
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subjects with less discrimination. Any theory, whether
scientific or philosophic, may be named an inter-
pretation by ordinary subjects, for example. 'Philo-
sophizing' is ordinarily used to designate not only
the mode of operation of the philosopher but also
on occasion the modes of the poet, the mystic, and
even the ordinary subject himself in his more reflec-
tive, 1less pragmatic moments. On the other hand,
extraordinary subjects commonly acknowledge that
the artist and the mystic normally do not philoso-
phize, that the scientist does not create his object
in the manner of the artist, that the mystic does
not systematize, that scholars interpret while natural
scientists do not, that scientists verify while ar-
tists do not, and so on.

8.8. EXTRAORDINARY STANDPOINTS

As expressions of extraordinary modes of opera-
tion fall into five groups, so there are five words
commonly employed to designate extraordinary stand-
points: artists, scientists, scholars, philosophers,
religious.

8.9. RECAPITULATION

A brief summary of the results of the analysis
is in order. A distinction is commonly made between
the ordinary horizon, on the one hand, and extra-
ordinary horizons considered as a set, on the other.
Extraordinary subjects employ designations of the
ordinary standpoint in its singularity and in its
plurality, designations of the ordinary world, and
designations of the ordinary mode of operation. Both
ordinary and extraordinary subjects employ designations
of extraordinary standpoints considered as a set,
and both fail to designate precisely a single extra-
ordinary world., Extraordinary subjects distinguish
between extraordinary worlds and employ appropriate
designations, while ordinary subjects designate extra-
ordinary worlds as a set and by negation. Both extra-
ordinary and ordinary subjects employ designations
of extraordinary modes of operation, but ordinary
subjects employ these with less discrimination.
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8.10. THE NUMBER AND KINDS OF HORIZONS

At the outset it was laid down that, by defini-
tion, distinct worlds imply distinct standpoints
and modes of operation, and distinct modes of opera-
tion and standpoints imply distinct worlds. What
was originally an abstract proposition has been con-
cretized by a reflection upon general usage. Again,
in the refined analogous sense of 'horizon', a hori-
zon is a self-present and possibly self-knowing stand-
point, mode of operation, and world of a subject.
The existence of horizons is implicitly affirmed
by common linguistic usage. The question arises,
What are the standpoints, worlds, and modes of opera-
tion that have emerged and how great is their number,
as reflected imprecisely by common linguistic usage?The
following six terms provide the beginnings of an
answer: the ordinary horizon (the man in the street,
the layman, the man of common sense, etc.), the artis-
tic horizon (painters, poets, composers, playwrights,
novelists, etc.), the scientific horizon (physicists,
chemists, biologists, psychologists, sociologists,
anthropologists, etc.), the scholarly horizon (men
of letters, «critics, translators, historians, exe-
getes, interpreters, etc.), the philosophic horizon
(philosophers of natural science, of human studies,
of culture, metaphysicians, epistemologists, ethi-
cians, etc.), and the religious horizon (holy men
and women, mystics, saints, etc.).?®"

At the present time, it appears that six types
of horizon constitute the cultural matrix. These
six sets of standpoints, modes of operation, and
worlds are basic elements of the horizonal structure.
The six types have not been revealed by a transcen-
dental deduction of categories; they happen to be
revealed by common linguistic usage. More types may
emerge in the future; fewer types may have existed
in the past. Moreover, the 1linguistic data could
also be arranged differently by investigators before
the model is employed. However, the linguistic evi-
dence for the present division of types is strong,
and the same or similar divisions have been employed
by several thinkers concerned to organize and integrate
human endeavors. 3°
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9. COMBINATIONS OF HORIZONS

A discussion of possible combinations of hori-
zons in a single subject will wvirtually complete
preparations for an exposition, in Chapter III, of
the relations constitutive of groups of horizons.
Possible combinations of horizons in single subjects
are exposed here for two reasons. First, a problem
arose regarding the relation of the ordinary horizon
to any extraordinary horizon in a single subject.
A deficiency 1in the ability of ordinary subjects
to apprehend extraordinary subjects was noted. Any
extraordinary horizon is beyond the ordinary horizon,
but ordinary self-knowledge is accessible to extra-
ordinary subjects. The presence of the ordinary hori-
zon within every extraordinary horizon was said to
be a necessary condition of the emergence of the
philosophic problem of the identity of worlds. A
discussion of combinations of horizons in single
subjects, then, 1is required to accommodate these
facts. Second, constellations of horizons are complex
structures, but my exposition of horizonal relations
will be schematic, focussing upon general types of
relations and groups. An exposition which reflected
the real complexity of cultural matrices would be
so long that it would obscure the dynamic features
I mean to expose. But a schematic study will suffice
only if one can rest assured that its abstractness
will not obscure the real complexity of the subject-
matter in the very attempt to facilitate investiga-
tions. A review of the possible combinations of hori-
zons in single subjects is offered in the interest
of concreteness.

9.1. THE UNITY OF THE SUBJECT

A possible misunderstanding must first be noted.
To speak of a single subject with more than one hori-
zon is not to deny the unity of the single subject.
If I were employing the analogous notion of horizon,
without the refinements added early in this chapter,
I could be accused of undermining the unity of the
subject. For, in the analogous sense, a horizon is
the limit of one's range of knowledge and interests,
and more than one horizon would imply more than one
limited range. Any extraordinary subject, then, would
constitute subject-matter for a case-study of multiple
personalities, and the wunity of an extraordinary
horizon would become a pressing problem. In the analo-
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gous sense of ‘'horizon', every subject has only one
horizon. However, in the refined analogous sense,
emphasis 1is not placed exclusively upon the world
of the subject, the range of knowledge and interests,
but wupon the interconnected set of components --
world, standpoint, and mode of operation. An extra-
ordinary subject is one who is capable of operating
successfully in more than one mode, from more than
one standpoint, with apprehensions of more than one
world. To speak of a single subject with more than
one horizon is not to undermine the unity of the
subject. It is a more precise way of saying, for
example, that a single man is both a good scientist
and a good artist. In the refined analogous sense
of 'horizon', any subject may have as many as six
horizons, while remaining a single subject.

Because the attribution of more than one horizon
to a single subject may generate confusion, in virtue
of the familiarity of the analogous notion of horizon,I
shall adopt the following convention. In cases where
two horizons are combined in a single subject, I
shall employ the extraordinary designation. For ex-
ample, a single subject who is both ordinary and
scientific shall be said to have a scientific horizon;
a single subject who is both ordinary and religious
shall be said to have a religious horizon. This con-
vention actually serves two purposes. Besides miti-
gating the confusion that could be generated by the
importation of the more familiar notion of horizon,
it will serve to underline the fact, to be discussed .
in the next subsection, that every extraordinary
horizon includes and goes beyond the ordinary horizon.

9.2. ORDINARY HORIZON AS PRESERVED STARTING-POINT

The ordinary horizon is a necessary precondition
of the emergence of extraordinary endeavors. Every
human subject must be a practical subject with greater
or less regularity if he is to survive to pursue
extraordinary ends. Every human subject must also
be a dramatic or social subject with greater or less
regularity, for human life is social 1life. The fre-
quency and extent of ordinary practical operation
requisite for the emergence and preservation of extra-
ordinary endeavor may vary with different historical
periods. But some frequency of recurrence of practical
operations, and some duration of practical involvement
are required for the maintenance of life. The frequency
and extent of ordinary social operation may also
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vary with different social situations and historical
periods. But some frequency of recurrence of social
interaction, and some duration of social involvement
are required for the development of psychological
integrity and linguistic facility.?3®

The ordinary horizon is not a sufficient precon-
dition of the emergence of an extraordinary horizon.
With the emergence of an extraordinary horizon, extra-
ordinary ends displace practical and dramatic ends,
extraordinary modes of operation displace the ordinary
mode, extraordinary apprehensions of the universe
of being displace the ordinary apprehension. This
displacement is not an elimination. The theoretic
ideal, for example, does not eliminate the practical
ideal, but the practical ideal is held in abeyance
by subjects who are operating theoretically. The
emergence of theoretical operation, the pursuit of
definitions in the manner of Aristotle, does not
eliminate the need for practical operation, but prac-
tical operation is transcended or gone beyond by
the theoretical subject as such. The emergence of
the theoretical world apprehended by scientists does
not eliminate the ordinary world apprehended by ordi-
nary subjects, but that ordinary world is of little
concern to the scientific subject as such. The ordinary
horizon is not eliminated once and for all, but it
is displaced temporarily in virtue of its being de-
liberately denied dominant status by a given subject.
If the ordinary horizon were a sufficient precondi-
tion of extraordinary emergence, then extraordinary
ideals, modes of operation, and worlds would be iden-
tical fundamentally with the ordinary ideal, mode,
and world. But this identity is denied by ordinary
linguistic performance. Ordinary designations of
extraordinary horizons by negation imply difference,
and these designations would not be formulated nega-
tively if ordinary subjects were able to recognize
their ideal and mode of operation, even obscurely,
in the expression and performance of extraordinary
subjects. The ordinary horizon is a necessary precon-
dition of the emergence of extraordinary horizons,
but it is not a sufficient precondition. Extraordinary
horizons preserve but nevertheless go beyond the
ordinary horizon.

9.3. COMBINATIONS

There is one type of horizon which is not com-
bined with another horizon: the ordinary horizon.
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There are five types of horizon which result from
the combination of two horizons: the scientific,
the artistic, the scholarly, the philosophic, and
the religious horizon. These are the extraordinary
horizons that have been mentioned to this point.
They are the basic combinations of horizons in single
subjects. Along with the ordinary horizon, these
five will be central to the schematic study of the
dynamic features of constellations of horizons. I
shall turn, in Chapter III, to a consideration of
the types of relations into which these six horizons
enter,

Besides the ordinary horizon and the five basic
combinations, there may be more complex combinations.
With the five basic combinations additional extra-
ordinary horizons may be combined. The mathematically
possible combinations may be noted: ten cases of
double combination, ten cases of triple combination,
five cases of fourfold combination, and one case
of fivefold combination. It should be noted, first,
that these combinations pertain to single subjects;
and, second, that they are only the mathematically
possible combinations of horizons in single subjects?’
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II

THE HEURISTIC SIGNIFICANCE OF THE MODEL

Before turning, in Chapter III, to the dynamic
aspect of groups of horizons, the model at this basic
stage of its development may be compared and con-
trasted with other more familiar models. The purpose
of this comparison and contrast is to promote further
understanding of the horizonal structure and its
heuristic significance. First, the horizonal structure
will be distinguished from a range of familiar socio-
logical schemes. Secondly, it will be distinguished
from two familiar philosophic shemes. My discussion
of sociological categories is meant to bring to light
the need for a recognition of horiznal differences
by students of internal cultural relations. Besides
sociological and economic variables, there are hori-
zonal variables which should be taken into account
when contentious and non-contentious human relations
are studied. My subsequent discussion of two philo-
sophic schemes is meant to underscore the fact that
the horizonal structure is one model which is rela-
tively free of the kindsof commitments that predeter-
mine the outcomes of investigations.

1. SOCIOLOGICAL CATEGORIES

By employing distinctions between castes, estates,
classes, professions, and elites sociologists may
account for a wide variety of types of contentious
and non-contentious human relationships. But the
horizonal differences recorded in common linguistic
usage are also relevant to the study of internal
cultural relations. To some extent, imperfect and
imprecise understanding of horizonal differences
plays a role in that spontaneous process of sizing-
up others and ourselves by which we situate ourselves
socially and by which we account for contentious
and non-contentious interpersonal events. "He's an
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intellectual, lacking in all practicality," we may
say. "No wonder he can't get the point." Again, "He
is a practical man like myself. We understand each
other." More often than not, imprecise appeals to
horizonal differences are expressed evaluatively, as are
appeals to socio-economic differences. These self-
situating accounts may be generated partially by
advertence to socio-economic status; but, once ascer-
tained, socio-economic status may serve only to con-
firm a suspicion of horizonal difference. In what
are commonly named class conflict, caste conflict,
estate conflict, conflict between professions, and
conflicts of elites there may be an element of hori-
zonal conflict; and in what are commonly thought
to be purely socio-economic instances of cooperation,
there may be an element of horizonal conciliation.
If students of culture are alerted to the possible
influence of horizonal differences on human relation-
ships and cultural stability, their accounts of the
formation, reproduction, and deformation of culture
may be rendered more concretely adequate. While the
conception of a culture as a dynamic structure of
horizons does not imply that the horizonal variable
is the most fundamental variable to be studied in
any particular case of conflict or harmony, it does
imply that the horizonal variable will be heuris-
tically significant in some cases.

1.1. HORIZONS AND CASTES

Horizons are to be distinguished from castes.
A caste 1is a hereditary, endogamous, occupational
group whose position in a hierarchy is fixed by what
sociologists have named a ritual distance. The purest
example of a caste system was the Hindu system of
India. In theory at least, Hindus belonged to one
of four main groups. In order of precedence they
were the warrior group, the priestly group, the trad-
ing and manufacturing group, and the servants and
slaves.!

Is the priestly group identical with the reli-
gious horizon? If a man were a servant or slave,
he could not be a priest; if he were a merchant,
he could not be a warrior. The possibilities of com-
bination of horizons in a single subject have already
been outlined. It 1is evident that a single subject
may be both a philosopher and an artist, a scholar
and a religious man, a philosopher and a religious
man, an ordinary subject and a religious one. Accord-
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ingly, it was not only the priestly caste that was
religious; for the warriors, the merchants, the arti-
sans, and the slaves were all Hindus in name, and
some in each group may be assumed to have been reli-
gious in fact. The priestly group is not identical
with the religious horizon. Caste divisions are more
specific than horizonal divisions. Horizonal divisions
are grounded upon an advertence to the internal data
of modes of operation and standpoints rather than
upon the external data of social role and economic
status.

1.2. HORIZONS AND ESTATES

Horizons are to be distinguished from estates.
An estate is not a position in the ritual order but
a social and legal position determined by man-made,
but supposedly divinely-inspired, laws of social
life. In Sweden, for example, until the latter part
of the nineteenth century, Nobles, Clergy, Citizens,
and Peasants were distinguished by their respective
legal rights and duties. But there were religious
Citizens, Nobles, and Peasants, and perhaps there
were irreligious Clergy. In Denmark, certainly, there
were Clergy who felt the sting of Kierkegaard's attack
upon Christendom. Again, among the Clergy, Citizens,
and Peasants one might have found scholars, mystics,
artists, and philosophers. All ordinary subjects
were not Peasants. Moreover, a king might at any
time ennoble a distinguished servant, or grant legal
immunity from the normal operation of feudal laws
to whole cities. But the servant did not become at
that moment a philosopher or a scientist, and a city's
inhabitants did not instantly become polymaths. A
king cannot make a philosopher of an ordinary man,
or a mystic of a scientist. At most, he can provide
the material means prerequisite to a personal task
of intellectual and affective development. One may
think, for example, of the central place held by
the discussion of economic matters in the letters
to Dionysius commonly attributed to Plato. In one
of these letters, too, the view is expressed that
it is a natural law that wisdom and great power at-
tract each other.® However, wisdom and great power
are seldom possessed by a single man or woman. The
great power of a king is his authority over the af-
fairs of everyday life with which everyone must deal
either intermittently or continuously. His rule may
be guided by the dictates of a philosophic horizon,
the higher perspective of a mystical horizon, the
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sensitivity and imagination of an artistic horizon.
But, for the most part, the ordinary horizon is the
horizon of kings as such.* Estate divisions are not
horizonal divisions; they do not have the same gener-
ality.

1.3. HORIZONS AND CLASSES

Horizons are to be distinguished from classes.
Marx argued that classes are to be defined in terms
of their relationship to the instruments of production
and the distribution of wealth.® Classes have an
economic basis. But, as Edmond Goblot has noted,
intellectuals {extraordinary subjects considered
as a set) do not constitute special classes and still
less one class.® Intellectuals may be bourgeois;
but, if they are bourgeois only because of their
intellectual mode of operation, they are of compara-
tively 1low rank. Further, while it is perhaps true
that, for the bourgeocis, intellectual work is deemed
more honorable than the work of the body or manual
labor, it is thought to be even more honorable not
to work at all and to live on one's income.’ Intellec-
tual work is preferred because it has a less deterior-
ating effect on the body, and not because of its
intrinsic worth. It is preferred for the ultimately
practical reason that it promotes indirectly the
prolongation of 1life. On the other hand, for the
- intellectual as such, living on one's income is nei-
ther honorable nor dishonorable; it is valued inasmuch
as it 1liberates him for extraordinary endeavors,
eliminating the need to return frequently and for
long periods of time to the ordinary starting-point.

As the set of extraordinary horizons is not
what is meant by the bourgeoisie, so the ordinary
horizon is not what is meant by the proletariat.
This distinction 1is especially important, for it
is the one most easily overlooked by Marxian and
other contemporary thinkers. In its Marxian sense,
the proletariat is the class of rural and urban indus-
trial workers who must work to live because they
own no capital; they have only their own labor.?
As ownership of the means of production does not
strictly imply an artistic, scientific, scholarly,
philosophic, or mystical standpoint, world, and mode
of operation, so manual labor does not strictly imply
an ordinary standpoint, world, and mode.® Eric Hoffer,
for example, was both a longshoreman and a philosopher
of life, and Spinoza was a lens grinder.!?
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The familiar notions of <c¢lass consciousness
and class conflict are not essential to an under-
standing of the relationship of a single horizon
to itself or of many horizons to one another. The
growing awareness by the proletariat of its class
position vis 4 vis the bourgeoisie is not the same
as the growing awareness by the ordinary subject
of his horizonal position vis & vis the set of extra-
ordinary horizons.!'! Class conscicusness may in fact
block the emergence of horizonal consciousness, for
its emergence presupposes a dominance of thinking
by the category of class. On the other hand, horizonal
consciousness may mitigate the socially disruptive
consequences of emerging class consciousness without
blocking needed transformations; for 1its emergence
implies a familiarity with a larger range of variables
relevant to the understanding of human conflict in
general. By itself <class consciousness escalates
class conflict, the process of gradual approximation
to an economically just utopia.!? On the other hand,
if horizonal differences do partially ground many
interpersonal conflicts, then horizonal consciousness
is a necessary condition for the possibility of har-
mony in some human endeavors.

However, the notion of class consciousness is
also employed in a loose and general way to signify
a group's self-awareness through the members sharing
a common consumption pattern.!® The self-consciousness
of horizons is analogous to this more general notion.
The key terms, though, must be changed. By self-aware-
ness and self-consciousness one must understand not
mere self-presence but some degree of self-under-
standing and self-knowledge. For "consumption pattern"
one must substitute "standpoint, world, and mode
of operation". For 'class' one must substitute 'hori-
zon'. The self-understanding of a horizon emerges
in part through the subjects sharing a common world,
standpoint, and mode of operation. Ordinary subjects
seek the company of other ordinary subjects, artists
congregate in particular districts and localities,
philosophers gather for conferences, and this gather-
ing-together to share expressions of aims, procedures,
techniques, and so on promotes the understanding
by sets of subjects of their respective horizons.

In Marxian theory the significant class conflict
is the mortal conflict between the bourgeoisie and
the proletariat, and it has its roots in conflicting
interests arising from different relations to the
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means of production. Class conflict 1is escalated
by the emergence of class consciousness. Horizonal
conflict, on the other hand, has its roots in dis-
tinct relations of distinct standpoints to distinct
worlds which are more or less adequate approximations
to the universe of being.!® The horizonal conflict
that stands forth at the present time, I believe,
is that between the ordinary horizon and the set
of extraordinary horizons. But this horizonal conflict
is not necessarily escalated by the emergence of
a degree of self-knowledge. For every extraordinary
subject, although beyond the horizon of the ordinary
subject, is always capable of empathizing with the
ordinary subject. Every extraordinary horizon emerges
out of an original ordinary horizon; ordinary self-
presence 1is preserved in extraordinary self-presence.
The horizonal self-knowledge of an extraordinary
subject, if achieved with thoroughness, would include
ordinary self-knowledge. On the other hand, not every
bourgeois was first a proletarian. Consequently,
the emergence of both bourgeois and proletarian class
consciousness most often results in an increase in
interpersonal and group tensions that can find their
release only in class war. Conflict analysis, which
emphasizes the notion of class conflict alone, seems
destined from the start to conclude that interpersonal
and group tensions can find their reduction and re-
lease only in violent confrontation. A preoccupation
with the category of class in conflict analysis serves
to remove any hope one may have had of promoting
mutual comprehension, and so also of avoiding violent
confrontation, by exploiting empathic ability. If
horizonal conflict is partially constitutive of human
disharmony, then, analysis of social conflict strictly
in terms of class conflict 1is excessively abstract
analysis. Without an explicit notion of horizonal
conflict, elements of social conflict having their
roots in horizonal differences will be discounted
or completely overlooked. The reduction, in Marxian
theory, of extraordinary expression to privilege-
preserving ideology is an example of the abstract-
ness of conflict analysis which overlooks horizonal
differences. Abstract conflict analysis bows before
the concrete, lapsing into performative if not logical
incoherence. Marx's own expression was extraordinary,
and yet Marx maintained an intention of absoluteness
or objectivity in his expression. Consequently, there
arises for Marxian theorists a troubling problem:
Can extraordinary expression be both objective and
ideological? Even the extraordinary assumption of
the primacy of the ordinary standpoint, world, and
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mode of operation, which wunderpins the conclusion
that intellectuals shun labor for ultimately practical
reasons, falls into the category of privilege-preserv-
ing ideology. If horizonal differences do in fact
play a role in some conflicts, then the notion of
class conflict is an inadequate tool for the dissec-
tion of those conflicts. Class conflict does not
normally occur in complete isolation from factual
horizonal relationships; and horizonal conflict can
occur where class conflict 1is absent. The notion
of horizon, then, introduces into the analysis of
human conflicts another variable which, 1if taken
fully into account, may render conflict analysis
more concretely adequate.

1.4. HORIZONS AND PROFESSIONS

A profession is an occupation or vocation requir-
ing training in the liberal arts and/or the sciences
and advanced study in a specialized field.!'® Criteria
for determining professional status are time spent
in classrooms, passing grades on examinations, and
use of acquired credentials to gain a 1livelihood.
Extraordinary horizons stand to professions as hori-
zons in general stand to classes. One may be a scien-
tist without having met these criteria. A scientist
may or may not be a professional, that is, one engaged
in scientific activity as a source of livelihood.
On the other hand, a professional scientist may or
may not be operating from a properly scientific stand-
point. This may be illustrated by considering the
Aristotelian notion of science. For Aristotle, science
was certain knowledge of things through their causes.
But one may attempt to do science strictly in terms
of the ten predicaments, without adverting to causes.
Again, modern science pins its faith on its method;
but there are professional scientists who are unable
to construct a properly controlled experimental situa-
tion. Finally, the differences between extraordinary
horizons and professions may be easily exhibited
by appealing to ordinary experience. One may think,
for example, of the otherworldly mystic who seeks
no employment whatever, and of the unemployed by
still active scholar or philosopher.
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1.5. HORIZONS AND ELITES

In his Notes Towards a Definition of Culture
T. S. Eliot distinguished between classes and elites.
Elites are approximately the horizons which I have
distinguished, but there remains a subtle difference
which has its roots once again in an emphasis of
the sociological point of view.

Classes, it is commonly supposed, could disap-
pear; but elites will remain. For elites are groups
of superior individuals, and qualitative differences
between individuals exist within c¢lasses, and they
will exist without them.

It seems to me that at the stage of the sharpest
division into classes we can distinguish an elite
also. Are we to believe that the artists of the
Middle Ages were all men of noble rank, or that
the hierarchy and the statesmen were all selected
according to their pedigree?!’

The qualities in virtue of which the original members
of the elite attained their position were not all
transmitted equally to their descendants.!® Discussion
of elites involves a good deal more than government
and the governing class, says Eliot.'® The dominant
tendency, however, has been to focus attention upon
the ruling classes, rather than upon elites.

Culture, according to Eliot, means the several
kinds of attainment of elites taken together.?? This
notion of culture is similar to my notion of culture
as a dynamic structure of horizons. Eliot distin-
guishes (i) governmental or political elites, (ii)
administrative or organizing elites, (iii) artistic
elites, (iv) scientific elites, (v) philosophic elites,
(vi) moral-religious elites or groups consisting
of men of action.?!According to their social functions,
he distinguishes governmental/political elites, on
the one hand, from artistic, scientific, philosophic,
and moral-religious elites on the other.2??The former
expedite the daily struggle for existence, while
the latter sublimate psychic energies not fully ex-
hausted by that struggle.

The political and organizing elites expedite
the daily struggle for existence by persuading and
coordinating human wills, They are groups of leaders??
Within the horizonal structure, the ordinary horizon
includes the highly developed practical and dramatic
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mode of operation of politicians and administrators,
but it also includes the practical and dramatic mode
of operation of the followers who simply earn a living
and run their own 1lives. Social function is more
fundamental in Eliot's classification of elites than
mode of operation. Eliot's sublimating elite corres-
ponds to the set of extraordinary horizons, but the
correspondence is not an identity. Extraordinary
horizons are most easily identified by adverting
to group formations of extraordinary individuals.
But extraordinary horizons are not groups. Horizonal
development influences group formation to some degree
in almost every significant case. Elites stand to
horizons as groups of obviously extraordinary indi-
viduals sharing a common concern stand to the shared
standpoint, mode of operation, and worlds of those
individuals who constitute the groups. While Eliot
is careful to distinguish himself from K. Mannheim,
who emphasized classes even more strongly, he does
not move completely beyond the sociological point
of view, 2"

The dominance of the sociological point of view
in Eliot's theory of elites is reflected by his con-
cern with the problem of the isolation of elites
from one another. Eliot appreciates the need for
some degree of departmentalization of elites; but
he feels that the increasing isolation of elites
from one another inhibits the circulation of ideas
and the flow of intersubjective influence. There
arises the problem of formation, preservation and
development of elites or superior groups of indivi-
duals. But the prior question, one more significant
for an understanding of the relations of elites to
one another, regards the formation, preservation,
and development of distinct horizons. The problem
of the fragmentation of elites, while not completely
separable from the problem of social formation, is
also related to the philosophic problem of the iden-
tity of worlds, standpoints, and modes of operation.
Had Eliot noted adequately the relevance of hori-
zonal formation to the formation of distinct elites,
he might not have permitted a sociological emphasis
of groups to force upon him a distinction between
the governmental/administrative groups and men of
common sense in general. The man of common sense
is practical and dramatic, and the function of a
persuasive and coordinating group of men of common
sense does not presuppose a shift in basic horizon
but only a difference in social position. Eliot ad-
verted only to obviously socially significant
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groups, perhaps because he maintained too narrow
a notion of culture, one which excludes all but su-
perior individuals.

Horizons are not castes, estates, classes, pro-
fessions, or elites, although these are related to
horizons as social and economic status and social
role are related to horizonal development. Social
and economic status constitute material conditions
of horizonal development, and in this respect they
reflect horizonal differentiation covertly and inade-
quately. The distinction between a priestly caste
and a servant caste reflects social role differentia-
tion directly; but it also covertly reflects the
broader horizonal distinction between the religious
subject and the ordinary subject. The distinction
between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie reflects
social role differentiation and economic status di-
rectly; but it indirectly reflects the horizonal
distinction between the ordinary horizon and the
set of extraordinary horizons. However, distinctions
based in social and economic status are inadequate
tools for the task of understanding the causes of
human disharmony in many situations in which it emerges.
They bring a certain range of causes to 1light, but
another range of causes is left in the shadows. As
these distinctions are inadequate for the dissection
of human disharmony in many cases, so they are in-
sufficient for the task of understanding human re-
lations in general.

Besides covertly and inadequately reflecting
horizonal differentiation, socio-economic status
partially determines horizonal development. A Hindu
servant may reach a high level of religious develop-
ment, but he probably will never become a scholar.
A proletarian may have highly developed native intel-
ligence, but he probably will never become a scholar
or a scientist. While I do not think socio-economic
status should be ignored by students of culture,
for just this reason, I do think its significance
is in need of careful qualification, especially in
our day when Marxian theory has acquired so many
adherents. Marxian theory, I have suggested, is in-
volved in an ultimate incoherence despite its limited
relevance to conflict analysis.?® Opportunity is often
a function of social status, and horizonal develop-
ment is dependent upon the emergence of opportunities.
But opportunity is not only a function of social
status. It is also a function, in our day, of random
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social constellations prepared by travel and elec-
tronic communication.

The general conclusion to be drawn from this
comparison and contrast is that the horizonal struc-
ture cuts across the boundaries that separate castes,
estates, classes, professions and elites. It directs
the student of cultural matrices to additional vari-
ables which he may otherwise overlook in his investi-
gations of cultural relations. But it is not to be
assumed that horizonal differences are more basic
or more fundamental than social and economic differ-
ences for the study of human relations. Horizonal
difference is not the ultimate root of human conflict,
nor is it the only notion to be employed in the study
of human relations. Moreover, besides social and
economic bases, human conflicts also have psychological
roots. By introducing the notion of horizonal differ-
ence, I have introduced another variable to be taken
into account in the study of man; it does not dis-
place but rather supplements the social, economic,
and psychological variables already employed as heur-
istic devices.

2. PHILOSOPHIC COMMITMENTS

The basic elements of the horizonal structure
have been exposed. In Chapter III the model will
be determined further by a treatment of the dynamic
aspect of cultural matrices. So far the following
terms have been employed for the construction of
the model: culture; structure; horizon; ordinary
and extraordinary; experience and knowledge; stand-
point, mode of operation, world; expression; combina-
tion, Identification of the distinct horizons and
their number has been facilitated by an additional
six terms: ordinary horizon; artistic horizon; scien-
tific horizon; philosophic horizon; scholarly horizon;
religious horizon. Words and phrases have been found
in ordinary and extraordinary linguistic expression
which point to ordinary and extraordinary worlds,
standpoints, and modes of operation. Ambiguities
in ordinary and extraordinary expression have been
accounted for by means of a distinction between con-
sciousness and self-knowledge and a brief reflection
upon the specific limitations of the ordinary horizon.
Every horizon is a function of subjective develop-
ment,2® and every extraordinary horizon is beyond
the ordinary horizon. This emerging model has been
compared with less general sociological structures
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to which investigators may be inclined to appeal
when they turn to a consideration of cultures, and
its heuristic significance for the study of internal
cultural relations has been noted. I propose now
to illustrate further the value of the structure
as a model by directing attention to its philosophic
presuppositions.

2.1. THE PROBLEM OF OBJECTIVITY

One principle operation in the formulation of
the model has already been mentioned and employed.
Distinct worlds strictly imply distinct standpoints
and modes of operation. This principle grounds the
unity of a horizon; but it also provides the grounds
for a serious problem of objectivity. However, to
affirm that a subject's world is at the very least
a world-for-a-subject is not to commit oneself to
an idealism, even though it raises the specter of
idealism. Fear of idealist implications may lead
a thinker to affirm inadvertently the existence of
idealist implications. But this is an illogical tran-
sition, it prejudges the issue, and it is to be a-
voided. It is certainly incumbent upon philosophers
to explain how it is that a multiplicity of worlds-
for-subjects can be related to a single universe
of being. But the existence of this philosophic prob-
lem does not alter the facts which give rise to the
problem in the first instance, viz., the actual exist-
ence of a multiplicity of worlds-for-subjects and
the actual maintenance of an intention of objectivity
by all of these subjects whose worlds differ.?’ Newman
remarked that ten thousand difficulties do not make
a doubt, and the point is well-taken. Difficulties
pertain to the personal task of solving a problenm,
but doubt pertains to the facts which give rise to
the problem.2?®

Neither a subjectivist nor an objectivist stand-
point is presupposed by the horizonal structure.
Both objectivism and subjectivism pertain to the
question of the absolute objectivity of knowledge.
Objectivists maintain that the object 1is decisive
for the objectivity of knowledge. Subjectivists main-
tain that the dispositions and states of the subject
are decisive. Objectivism implies the denial of the
actual existence of a multiplicity of worlds-for-
subjects; it conceives subjectivity as "mere subjec-
tivity", the interference of arbitrary and capricious
dispositions and states with the context-free appre-
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hension of just what is there. Subjectivism implies
the denial of the fact that subjects have an intention
of objectivity, and it leads eventually to radical
relativism. Objectivism implies a disregard of the
subject, his standpoint, and his operations, while
subjectivism eliminates the heuristic notion of a
single universe of being. The horizonal structure,
on the other hand, presupposes the actual existence
of a multiplicity of worlds-for-subjects and the
actual maintenance of an intention of objectivity
by all of these subjects whose worlds differ, but
it does not presuppose a specific stand on the grounds
of absolutely objective knowledge.?®

Underlying the horizonal structure is an antici-
pation of a middle ground, a third way which leads
neither to radical relativism and an abandonment
of the intention of objectivity nor to radical objec-
tivism and a denial of the significance of subjec-
tivity. The horizonal structure is simply a model,
a formula for finding, a guide for inquiry, to be
employed for the purpose of exposing the features
of a given cultural matrix. Within the boundaries
that have been drawn, the problem of the objectivity
of the knowledge acquired or implemented by any of
the six horizons does not need to be addressed. In fact,
claims of greater objectivity and accusations of
mere subjectivity are themselves expressions of philo-
sophic commitments which are constitutive of horizonal
relations in a given milieu. Horizonal relations
are strained by expressions of conflicting philosophic
commitments. The purpose of formulating the model
is to expose general features of cultural matrices
and not to institute or to participate in horizonal
conflicts. Accordingly, where the term 'object' is
employed, it is used in the same way as ‘'world'.
By 'object' is not meant an object of sense, as an
ordinary subject might assume, for then I would be
begging the question of horizonal superiority. More
generally, 'object' does not mean "that which stands
opposite" (Gegenstand, objet, oggetto, obiectum,
to antikeimenon), for this meaning is an expression
of the biologically-based, extroverted relation of
subject to object, and it is not specifically cogni-
tional; its use implies that the relation between
subject and object is not constituted by subjective
operations in the first instance.?®? Rather, the term
is to be employed in the very broad sense of "object
of a mode of operation" or "object of a subject".
Similarly, 'subject' does not mean "subject of ac-
tivities of sensing or perceiving" but '"subject of
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a mode of operation". Sensing and perceivinq are
not the sole constituents of modes of operation.?

2.2. CONSCIOUSNESS AND SELF-KNOWLEDGE

A distinction has also been drawn between self-
presence and self-knowledge which parallels the dis-
tinction implemented by scientists between physical
seeing, in the popular sense, and scientific obser-
vation, description, explanation, and judgment. This
distinction generates philosophic questions regarding
the nature of consciousness, the possibility and
fruitfulness of introspection, the danger of infinite
regression of conscious acts, and so on. But my employ-
ment of the distinction does not entail a commitment
regarding any of these philosophic issues.

Common or general usage suggests that a subject's
mode of operation may be part of his world. The mode
is at least an experienced part of his world, if
not an understood and known part. Linguistic evidence
renders legitimate the use of a generalized notion
of experience that may be employed to refer to data
of sense and to data of consciousness. As a matter
of fact, designations for modes of operation are
employed by ordinary and extraordinary subjects.
We do not find designations for worlds alone, with-
out any mention of modes of operation and standpoints.
It follows that ordinary and extraordinary subjects
presume themselves to have access, by whatever means,
to data other than sensible data wupon which they
may base their understanding of themselves and their
contemporaries. Differences in degree of specificity,
discernible in ordinary and extraordinary designations
of modes, imply different degrees of exploitation
of this access. To accommodate the existence of the
designations and the differences in their degree
of specificity, the notions of self-presence as such
and conscious data as understood and known were intro-
duced. Philosophic reflection must 'save' these pheno-
mena and so preserve and refine the distinction em-
ployed to accommodate them. Philosophers may escape
this task only by assuming that ordinary and extraor-
dinary subjects are self-deceived, but this assumption
is radically self-defeating. The only philosophic
commitment implied by the wuse of the distinction
is a commitment to the preservation of common linguis-
tic usage.

46



2.3. NEGATIVE COMMITMENTS

The commitments implicit in the model are not
positive as much as they are negative. There is a
commitment to the exclusion of evaluative terminology
in the formulation of the horizonal structure. This
commitment must be made if one is to avoid an arbi-
trary limitation of the range of possible horizonal
relationships. For example, if the evaluative desig-
nations of the ordinary horizon, common in extraor-
dinary expression, were employed to designate the
ordinary horizon, the horizonal structure would become
a reflection of horizonal relations at the present
time rather than remaining an open framework for
the study of relations in any period. Again, if the
evaluative designations of extraordinary horizons,
common in Marxian theory, were employed, a similar
difficulty would arise.

There is also a commitment to parsimony in epis-
temological and ontological matters. The horizonal
structure must permit the investigator to take the
range of human endeavors as he finds them, without
determining beforehand the ontological status of
their worlds or the objectivity of their modes of
operation, and each is to be given equal weight as
a possibly objective and worthwhile human endeavor.

These two negative commitments are coincident
with the ends for which the model is to be employed.
It is a heuristic structure, and it is to be employed
to expose and not to predetermine, justify, rational-
ize, or preserve privilege. The degree and extent
of philosophic commitment involved in the employment
of the model may be illustrated by contrasting the
horizonal structure, first, with Aristotle's scheme
of ways of life and, second, with William James'
scheme of sub-worlds.

2.4. WAYS OF LIFE

Even today, when we distinguish theoreticians
from practical men, we usually have in mind Aris-
totle's distinction between theoria and praxis. This
distinction is both current and laden with question-
begging presuppositions.

Aristotle reserved the notion of ways of 1life
for those 1lives chosen in freedom, in independence
from the necessities of 1life and the relationships
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they originate. There were three ways of 1life: the
life of enjoyment of bodily pleasures, the life of
the philosopher, and the political 1lifel? The 1lives
of slaves, free craftsmen, and merchants were less
dignified than the aesthetic, philosophic and politi-
cal 1lives. The polis-life was the properly human
life; the philosophic 1life was an 'immortalizing'
life, seeking what is above man; the lives of slaves,
free craftsmen, and merchants were subhumanl® The
Aristotelian distinction between theoria and praxis
was basically a distinction between walks of 1life;
it was not a distinction between thinking and acting,
thinking about 1life and 1living life. Aristotle em-
ployed 'praxis' in several ways. In the most technical
sense, praxis was man's free activity in the realm
of political life. In a less determinate sense, praxis
included making, which has its end outside itself,
and even seeing, thinking and intellectionl?® For
the most part, however, praxis pertained to the bios
politikos and the realm of human affairs. Theoria,
on the other hand, pertained to the philosophic life
concerned with three objects of contemplation --
the universal and imperishable features of nature,
the mathematical realm, and first causes.3®

As Hannah Arendt has noted, Aristotle's very
articulation of the different ways of life was guided
by the ideal of theoria; the decisive distinction
is not that between theoria and praxis, philosophic
life and polis-life, but a distinction between quiet
(schold) and unquiet (ascholia).?? This passage from
Aristotle's Politics plainly reveals Aristotle's
preference for the absolute quiet of theoria.

The preference which we give to the parts of life
and their different activities will inevitably
follow the same general 1line as those which we
give to the parts of the soul and their different
activities. War must therefore be regarded as
only a means to peace; action as a means to leisure;
and acts which are merely necessary, or merely
and simply useful, as means to acts which are
good in themselves.®®

The Greek preference for absolute rest in contem-
plation was taken to its limit in the medieval formu-
lation of the distinction between the vita activa
and the vita contemplativa. Praxis came to be consid-
ered one of the necessities of earthly life as well,
and the bios theoretikos (vita contemplativa) stood
alone as the only truly free way of life.”’

38




To complete this sketch of the Aristotelian
scheme, a scheme which has had enormous influence
upon characterizations of cultural relations,*? it
should be noted that the Greeks of the fourth and
third centuries B.C. did not share our contemporary
notion of the unity of mankind. Consequently, the
arrangement of ways of 1life is also an arrangement
of levels of manhood. Aristotle distinguished men
from animals because man alone of all animals stands
erect and has hands which serve as universal tools.
But a further distinction was made between men who
are capable of 1leading a truly human 1life, those
who used the logos, and those who did not use the
logos."! Logos did not mean "cognitive faculty" or
'rationality' but rather rationality as it expressed
itself in speech that was articulate. The actual
expression of rationality in articulate speech was
given more weight as a criterion of humanity than
was the mere possession of rationality. In the context
of this distinction, Aristotle's division of 1lives
into those that are properly human and those that
are subhuman is understandable.

2.4.1. HORIZONS AND WAYS OF LIFE

The horizonal structure differs from Aristotle's
scheme of ways of life. The horizonal structure is
broader, and it does not favor one life in particular.
The 1lives, in the broadest sense, which Aristotle
divided into subhuman and human are included in the
notion of an ordinary horizon. The ordinary subject
may lead the life of a slave, a laborer, a craftsman,
a merchant, or a political man without diverging
from the ordinary mode of operation.? Moreover, the
full range of 1lives -- subhuman, human, and 'immor-
talizing' -- may be included in the notion of a set
of extraordinary horizons. The extraordinary set
may include craftsmen who happen to be artists and
political men, 1like the young Plato, who happen to
be philosophers. Occupational proximity to the ful-
fillment of life's basic needs, social or practical,
is not an adequate criterion for the determination
of a horizon's ordinary or extraordinary status.
At best it is only a clue that is inherently inade-
quate. One may expect a businessman to operate solely
in the shrewd manner of ordinary practicality, but
he may turn out to be a man like Alfred Schutz who
was both a business executive and a preferred student
of Edmund Husserl."*?

The philosophic life is set apart by Aristotle
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primarily because it involves a distinct activity
that approximates most closely to absolute quietude,
and it 1is preferred to the remaining lives because
it is the least dependent of them all. Even the poli-
tical life requires other men. Inasmuch as the philo-
sophic 1life involves a different mode of operation,
it corresponds to an extraordinary horizon. It is
not a praxis either in the technical sense or in
the later medieval sense. In the broad sense of praxis,
however, every horizon is a praxis, for every horizon
is partially constituted by a cognitive and affective
mode of operation. In the technical sense, only the
ordinary horizon in one of its possible domains of
socio-practical operation -- the political -- is

a praxis.

Aristotle's division of ways of life was guided
by the ideal of theoria, but the horizonal structure
involves no commitment regarding the relative superior-
ity of horizons. The horizonal structure is neither
ancient nor typically modern. While ancient schemes
tend to give preference to the contemplative way
of 1life, modern schemes tend to elevate the active
life.** I have distinguished a variety of human en-
deavors, but I have not permitted a judgment on the
relative proximity of these endeavors to the schole
of contemplation or to the fulfillment of needs to
preclude the incorporation of the full range of en-
deavors into the structure as equally legitimate
members of a cultural matrix. I have not permitted
the intrusion of a classical ideal of knowledge,
as contemplation of eternal things, to determine
beforehand my evaluation of the ordinary horizon
in a variety of its dimensions. The theoretical mode
of operation, standpoint, and world first emerged
in Western culture with the Greeks, and this emergence
was accompanied by an imperialistic cultural movement.
The hierarchical arrangement of ways of 1life, which
entailed the abasement ultimately even of the vita
activa to a derivative, secondary position in the
Middle Ages, coincided with the emergence of the
theoretical mode of operation.*® The horizonal struc-
ture, finally, does not divide members of the taxo-
nomic class, homo sapiens, into those that are fully
human and those that are subhuman. A man, in accord-
ance with the modern notion of the unity of mankind,
is a subject who endeavors, who consciously intends
meanings and values, whose life is a conscious and
intentional unrest.
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2.5. SUB-WORLDS

In his Principles of Psychology William James
presents a classificatory scheme which Alfred Schut:z
combined with Husserl's phenomenological notions
in a study of the structures of the life-world. A
consideration of James' scheme reveals further the
freedom of the horizonal structure from presupposi-
tions which may render the investigation of cultural
relations inadequate. The heuristic adequacy of James'
scheme is diminished, first, by an unwarranted empha-
sis of criteria relevant primarily to the operative
mode of the ordinary horizon, and, second, by a re-
lated objectivism in his approach.

James distinguishes between the universe or
total world and various sub-universes or sub-worlds.
He makes related distinctions between special men
and most men and between the complete philosopher
and the popular mind.

The popular mind conceives of all these sub-worlds
more or less disconnectedly; and when dealing
with one of them, forgets for the time being its
relations to the rest. The complete philosopher
is he who seeks not only to assign to every given
object of his thought its right place in one or
other of these sub-worlds, but he also seeks to
determine the relation of each sub-world to the
others in the total world which is.*®

The sub-worlds listed by James are the world of sense,
the world of science, the world of ideal relations
or abstract truths, the world of common illusions
and prejudices, the supernatural world, individual
worlds as numerous as men are, the worlds of the
insane, and the world of dreams.“’ James affirms that
for most men the world of sense is the ultimate or
paramount reality.*®

For most men, . . . the 'things of sense' hold
this prerogative position, and are the absolutely
real world's nucleus. Other things, to be sure,
may be real for this man or for that--things of
science, abstract moral relations, things of the
Christian theology, or what not. But even for
the special men, these things are wusually real
with a less real reality than that of the things
of sense. They are taken less seriously; and the
very utmost that can be said for anyone's belief
in them is that it is as strong as his 'belief
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in his own senses'.®*®

2.5.1. HORIZONS AND SUB-WORLDS

James' distinction between the universe or total
world and various sub-universes or sub-worlds corres-
ponds approximately to the distinction between the
universe of being, a heuristic notion, and the six
worlds of the horizonal structure. But the sub-worlds
of the total world are not the same as the six worlds
of the model. In James' scheme, as the first quotation
above implies, the popular mind deals with all of
the sub-worlds at one time or another, and the com-
plete philosopher seeks to integrate a range of sub-
worlds, each of which is properly his own. The popular
mind is roughly the ordinary subject. But in the
horizonal structure the ordinary subject deals only
with his ordinary world, and that world is just one
among six. Again, the popular mind differs from the
complete philosopher in that it conceives of the
sub-worlds, all of which are its own, more or less
disconnectedly, while the complete philosopher pursues
an understanding of the relations of the wvarious
sub-worlds, all of which are his own, to one another.
However, in the model, the ordinary subject differs
from the philosophic subject in that he has no exper-
ience of worlds other than his ordinary world, while
the philosophic subject seeks, but does not possess
already, experience and synoptic understanding of
all other worlds.®® )

If James' sub-worlds are accessible, every one,
to the popular mind as such, they cannot be identical
with the worlds of the horizonal structure. The six
worlds of the model strictly imply six distinct modes
of operation and six distinct standpoints. From this
difference between sub-worlds and worlds there follows
a difference in the conception of that which is to
be wunified intellectually by the philosopher. The
horizonal structure, James' scheme, and all comparable
schemes are in fact conceptions of the world of the
philosopher seeking a synoptic view of human endeavor.
As we shall see, James' scheme suffers from his prob-
lematic relation to the ordinary horizon. A distinc-
tion between the popular mind as such and the popular
mind as that which extraordinary minds have as their
original but not permanent standpoint could eliminate
this problem in James' scheme.

The last three sub-worlds are excluded from
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the horizonal structure. While it is 1legitimate to
speak of individual horizons as numerous as men are,
the notion is not very useful to one who aspires
to be a complete philosopher. It has some relevance
within the philosophic horizon itself to the deter-
mination of the various psychological grounds under-
lying philosophic options in some cases, as both
Fichte and James have suggested.®! However, even if
Fichte and James are correct in asserting that real-
ists and idealists, tough-minded and tender-minded,
are partially or wholly determined by their tempera-
ments, and this is a further question, philosophic
options remain preparatory to the synthetic philo-
sophic task.®? Again, while it is legitimate to speak
of the horizons of the insane or mad, the notion
is relevant not to philosophy and the unification
of human endeavors in thought but to psychology and
the understanding of breakdowns in the ability of
subjects to settle upon and pursue a given end. These
psychological factors have philosophic implications,
but they pertain to the world of psychological inves-
tigators primarily. Finally, inasmuch as the dreaming
subject is semi-conscious, it 1is legitimate to speak
of a dream-world. But the semi-conscious subject,
his world, his images and feelings, are the subject-
matter of depth psychology and not properly speaking
the subject-matter of the student of the full range
of human endeavors. Dreaming is not a conscientious
or concerted effort; accordingly, the philosopher
is not concerned with dreams as such but with the
scientific horizon of the psychoanalyst or the neurolo-
gist and with the ordinary, artistic, scientific,
scholarly, philosophic, or religious horizon of the
analysand or patient, James' sub-world of dreams
is included in the horizonal structure, but it does
not constitute a world.

The world of ideal relations or abstract truths
and the world of common illusions or prejudices are
problematic. They too belong in the horizonal struc-
ture, but they do not constitute worlds in that struc-
ture. Contemporary ordinary, scientific, artistic,
scholarly, religious, and philosophic subjects all
entertain abstract truths and consider ideal relations
more or less frequently and grasp their significance
more or less adequately. Whatever their horizons,
human subjects think abstractly and believe others
who have formulated ideal relations. It does not
follow, however, that these ideal relations and ab-
stract truths are dealt with in the same way and
for the same ends by all subjects. Ideal relations
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and abstract truths do not constitute a distinct
world with a corresponding distinct mode of operation
and standpoint.

The world of common illusions and prejudices,
idols of the tribe in the Baconian scheme, is common
to all men as well, provided they are neither insane
nor otherwise incapable of historical existence. Every
subject is a historical subject. Men of common sense,
artists, scientists, scholars, philosophers, and
religious, all are influenced by the idols of their
age. This sub-world, then, does not constitute a
world in the structure with its own corresponding
mode and standpoint. But it is nevertheless included.

The three remaining sub-worlds correspond roughly
to worlds in the structure. The world of sense, the
world of science, and the supernatural world may
be compared with the ordinary, the scientific, and
the religious worlds. I have already drawn attention
to the difference between James' popular mind and
the ordinary subject. The popular mind has experience
of all of the sub-worlds and differs from the philo-
sopher only insofar as he fails to pursue an under-
standing of the relations between them. In the hori-
zonal structure, on the other hand, the ordinary
subject 1is simply ordinary, having experience, in
a generalized sense, only of the ordinary world.
For James, the scientific subject is basically or-
dinary, while for us he is an extraordinary subject.
The scientific subject not only pursues relational
understanding but also has a different apprehension
of the universe of being. Scientific experience dif-
fers from ordinary experience, just as the scientific
mode of operation differs £from the ordinary mode.
In similar fashion, the philosophic and religious
subjects may be distinguished from the ordinary sub-
ject.

If only three of the sub-worlds correspond to
worlds, the criterion by which James determines sub-
worlds must differ from the criterion which generates
the worlds of the model. What is James' criterion?
I noted that the horizonal structure is neither typi-
cally ancient nor typically modern. While ancient
schemes tend to favor the contemplative way of 1life,
the modern trend is to favor the active life. Now,
for James, the world of sense of most men is the
paramount reality. That is to say, for the ordinary
subject the ordinary world is the ultimate or para-
mount reality. Thus far James' position is not problem-
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atic. However, he also affirms that the world of
practical realities 1is the paramount reality even
for the special man.’® It is true that the world of
sense is taken seriously even by special men or those
I have named extraordinary subjects. Most mystics
do eat and drink. When scientists walk, they try
not to stumble; more significantly, when they enter
a laboratory, they are not at a loss to find their
way around. The scholarly Johnson's 'refutation'
of Berkeley exhibits an extraordinary seriousness
about the world of sense. However, James also asserts
that special sub-worlds are real to the special man
only to the degree that the strength of his belief
in their reality approximates to, but does not go
beyond, the strength of his "belief in his own senses".
This assertion lacks adequate grounds. James affirms
that sensible objects are either our realities or
the tests of our realities, that conceived objects
must show sensible effects or else be disbelieved.’*
This view does reflect modern scientists' views of
their own criteria and also the opinions of ordinary
subjects regarding their own mode of operation.
But is this an adequate expression of scholarly,
mystical, philosophic, and artistic criteria? A single
example will exhibit the significance of this further
question.

«

Philosophers of human studies do not form a
united front on the issues of objectivity in inter-
pretation. There are those who favor what may be
broadly termed positivism, and there are those who
prefer positions less dominated by current expressions
of the method of natural science.®®The phrase "current
expressions of the method of natural science" is
employed here intentionally. It 1is not clear that
the method of natural science has been adequately
objectified by theorists of natural science.’’ A ques-
tion, then, remains unanswered, and it is a question
that is begged by James' conceptions of belief and
reality. Moreover, in ordinary expression ‘'real'
is employed in more than one way. It means sensible
or tangible or palpable in one employment, but in
others it means genuine as opposed to artificial.
James, then, correctly understands at least one of
the ordinary meanings of 'real', and he is familiar
with the role this meaning plays in expressions of
scientific methodology. Are these adequate grounds
for the importation of this notion of the real and
the related notion of belief into philosophy as tools
of complete synthesis? While James states explicitly
that reality is a relatedness to our active and emo-
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tional 1life,’® there is a subtle emphasis of criteria
of reality appropriate to the ordinary horizon con-
ceived rather narrowly as subjectivity engaged with
sensible objects. This emphasis begs the question
of horizonal relations and horizonal legitimacy.®

James has inappropriately generalized one or-
dinary conception of the real and the related notion
of belief. In the present context, on the other hand,
the meanings of the terms, 'reality' and 'belief',
are to be determined by adverting to the variety
of horizons from within which apprehensions of the
universe of being are sought. James' notion of belief
and the related notion of reality pertain only to
a descriptive account of the ordinary mode of opera-
tion and world. If the ordinary subject as such were
capable of providing an account of his mode of oper-
ation, he would probably give an account of belief
and reality similar to James' account. But the ordi-
nary subject as such does not provide accounts. It
is the task of the philosopher to give an account
of the ordinary horizon. Moreover, the philosopher
is not an ordinary subject, but he also believes.
He believes the account he gives of the ordinary
mode of operation, for example. This believing is
not the believing of which he gives his account.
The philosophic world, standpoint, and mode differ
from the ordinary world, standpoint, and mode. James
remarks that "no mere floating conception, no mere
disconnected rarity, ever displaces vivid things
or permanent things from our belief. A conception,
to prevail, must terminate in the world of orderly
sensible experience."°’ It is not immediately clear
in what sense a philosophic account of the ordinary
mode of operation terminates in the world of sensible
experience. A mode of operation is not in the world
of sense properly speaking. It is present to the
operating subject insofar as the operating subject
is conscious. A mode may be known by an operating
subject inasmuch as he adverts to, understands, and
judges his mode of operation. The judgment does re-
quire some type of verification, but it is never
simply the type of verification which occurs as a
result of reflective attention to sensible conse-
quences. It is verification that occurs as a result
of reflective attention to conscious operation, for
conscious operations are the data in which an under-
standing of conscious operation is to be verified.
Unlike James' world of sense, the ordinary world
includes the ordinary subject as present to himself
in his operations. The ordinary mode, rather than
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being in the world of sense (as something sensible
or as something verified in sensible data), is di-
rected towards the world of sense. As such, it is
beyond the range of apprehension of James' popular
mind, but it is within the apprehensive range of
the ordinary subject. The ordinary mode is part of
the ordinary world as the ordinary subject is at
the very least self-present, but it is not a strictly
known or explained part of the ordinary world. It
follows, as I have already indicated, that the sen-
sible world of the ordinary horizon is commonly de-
signated inadequately. The use of 'sensible' tends
to obscure the non-sensible or conscious component
of the ordinary world. In the horizonal structure,
the notion of the ordinary world includes the ordinary
mode of operation as present to the ordinary subject.
Similarly, the notions of extraordinary worlds include
the appropriate extraordinary modes as present to,
but not necessarily explanatorily known by, the vari-
ety of extraordinary subjects.

The philosophic activity of believing the account
of ordinary operation, then, sets a 1limit by its
very occurrence to the possibility of generalizing
the account of ordinary belief, as though that account
were a criterion for the determination of the ade-
quacy of extraordinary horizons. This limit is imposed
in two manners. The ordinary account that would prob-
ably be offered by an ordinary subject, if he were
inclined to attempt an account of his mode of opera-
tion, cannot be generalized to apply to extraordinary
horizons. Again, the philosophic account of the ordi-
nary mode cannot be generalized to apply to extraor-
dinary horizons. The first account suffers from a
deficiency in the ability of the ordinary subject
as such to provide an account of his mode of operation.
The second account applies only to the ordinary hori-
zon. Both 1limits have been transgressed in a sense
by James. First, the philosopher is not restricted
to recording the account of the ordinary mode that
any ordinary subject might offer. To be bound by
this restriction is to be misled by the occlusive
meaning of 'sensible' as that word pertains to the
ordinary world. The ordinary world includes the ordi-
nary mode as self-present. Second, the philosopher
is not providing an account of his own mode of opera-
tion when he offers an account of the ordinary mode.
Philosophic belief, as I have noted, is not ordinary
when it pertains to modes of operation. It is adver-
tence to, understanding and Jjudgment of a mode of
operation which is not sensible but conscious. Normally,
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ordinary attention is fixed on the sensible as such
or as endowed with meaning. James has overlooked
the point that the philosophic account of the ordinary
mode cannot be generalized to apply to extraordinary
subjects. If he had not overlooked it, he probably
would not have been moved to assert that even special
men judge the reality of their respective worlds
by comparison with the paramount reality of the world
of sense.

James' suggestion that the popular mind deals
with all of the sub-worlds at one time or another
is consistent with his mistaken generalization of
ordinary criteria. If it is always the ordinary sub-
ject who is present to himself, even though he ven-
tures now and then into extraordinary endeavors,
it follows that the reality of extraordinary worlds
is dependent upon the approximation of the strength
of belief 1in extraordinary worlds to the strength
of ordinary belief. The ontological status of all
extraordinary worlds is determined by ordinary cri-
teria, even though ordinary subjects do not engage
in ontological reflection. Every subject, whether
the popular mind or a special man, is basically ordi-
nary in James' scheme. The stage is set, then, for
the emergence of pragmatism as a philosophic doctrine,
that is, as an epistemological position to be appealed
to for the philosophic purpose of synthesizing or
integrating all human endeavors in thought. Ordinary
thinking is the paradigm of practical thinking$!
Insofar as James tends to provide the account of
the ordinary mode that an ordinary subject would
probably provide if he were so inclined, the pragmatic
doctrine that emerges may be suspected immediately
of a fundamental inadequacy. The ordinary subject
tends to be misled into an emphasis of the sensible,
and self-present operations are obscured.®?

The horizonal structure differs fundamentally
from James' scheme. The differences have a common
root in James' objectivism. While this conclusion
may seem odd in light of James' psychological inter-
ests, it remains that his account 1is entirely in
terms of ‘'worlds'. But worlds constitute only one
component of the phenomenon to be investigated. From
this objectivism there follows the inadequacy of
James' list of sub-worlds. Placing his emphasis upon
the objective dimension, James naturally overlooks
the subjective dimension, that is, how objects and
objectives are dealt with by different types of sub-
jects. Again, all subjects have abstract ideas, whether
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personally generated or simply borrowed from the
existing culural matrix. All subjects have prejudices.
Because these two types of object differ from one
another, James seems to conclude to two different
sub-worlds while implying that there 1is basically
only one type of subject. If James had acknowledged
the intrinsic relation of worlds, standpoints, and
modes, he might have concluded that abstract ideas
and common prejudices do not constitute worlds, and
that differences exist not only on the objective
side but also on the side of the subject. As James'
scheme suffers from objectivism, so quite naturally
it suffers from an inattention to the subject. 1In
the objectivist context, this inattention is rein-
forced by a definition of subjectivity as the inter-
ference of arbitrariness with otherwise 'objective'
procedures, 'mere subjectivity".

James' objectivism is related to the predominance
of the ordinary standpoint in his philosophic approach.
On the one hand, James affirms that "any relation
to our mind at all, in the absence of a stronger
relation, suffices to make an object real."®?® Thus
far he approximates to the standpoint of the philo-
sopher who has not yet developed the tools to be
implemented in a philosophic integration of the vari-
ety of human endeavors. The assertion does not reflect
an ontological commitment; 'real' is employed heuris-
tically. But James retains the position that the
world of sense is the paramount reality. In this
respect, James 1is inadequately philosophic, for he
imports into the philosophic horizon criteria proper
to the ordinary horizon. There results an account
of the range of human endeavors that an ordinary
subject might offer if he were so inclined. In con-
trast, the horizonal structure depends upon a suspen-
sion or withholding of judgment upon the philosophic
value of criteria employed by any of the other five
horizons. The philosophic horizon is a horizon in
search of an understanding of criteria-in-operation,
while other horizons are implementations of criteria
that arise, as it were, in practice. The philosophic
horizon is characterized by a suspension of belief
in the absolute adequacy of ordinary criteria of
reality or any other, while the ordinary horizon,
as Schutz has observed, is characterized by a suspen-
sion of doubt concerning the absolute adequacy of
ordinary criteria of reality.** The ordinary criteria
about which the ordinary subject as such has no doubt
are, first and foremost, the criteria of sensibility,
palpability, tangibility -- criteria governing the
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apprehension of "that which stands opposite".

The horizonal structure is an intelligible,
interlocking set of terms and relations that it may
be well to have about when it comes to describing
internal cultural relations. On the one hand, it
brings into relief the horizonal differences which
may underlie or simply complicate a variety of conten-
tious and non-contentious human relationships. On
the other hand, it is relatively free from the kinds
of presuppositions which predetermine the outcomes
of investigations of internal cultural relations.
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the political today, that is, as a specialization of the ordinary
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will be shown in Chapter 1IV.

51 Fichte: Science of Knowledge (Wissenschaftslehre), eds.
and trans. Peter Heath and John Lachs (New York: Appleton-Century-
Croft, 1970), pp. 31-32. See also William James, "The Present
Dilemma in Philosophy" in The Writings of William James, ed. J. J.
McDermott (Chicago, London: University of Chicago Press, 1977),
p. 363: "The history of philosophy is to a great extent that
of a certain clash of human temperaments. Undignified as such
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divergencies of philosophies by it. Of whatever temperament
a professional philosopher is, he tries, when philosophizing,
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tionally recognized reason, so he urges impersonal reasons only
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stronger bias than any of his more strictly objective premises,
It loads the evidence for him one way or the other . . .." See
also F. C. S. Schiller, Must Philosophers Disagree? And Other
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Essays in Popular Philosophy (London: Macmillan, 1934), pp.
10-11: "Actually every philosophy was the offspring, the legi-
timate offspring, of an idiosyncracy, and the history and psycho-
logy of its author had far more to do with its development than
der Gang der Sache selbst. Whenever it is possible to recon-
struct the psychological history of a philosopher, it plainly
attests the truth of this apercu. And the reason why so many
philosophies remain mysteries is precisely because we cannot
reconstruct the. psychology of their authors . . .. Thus we see
that philosophy cannot fulfill its chosen function of unifying
experience without including in its synthesis all the idiosyn-
cracies and personalities which the whole affords. Neither can
it understand its own history."

52That is, while temperament may influence or even determine
initially the grounds of synthesis of the variety of horizons,
it need not determine the range of horizons which constitutes
the philosophic world to be integrated. For example, temperament
may dictate that modes of operation be ignored because they
are intangible, impalpable, invisible. In this case, the integra-
tion of existing horizons will take the form of an integration
of worlds alone, in a limited sense, that is, of worlds conceived
apart from their self-present dimensions. Despite temperamental
disposition, and despite the related theory of consciousness,
the range of data to be accounted for remains the same. What
I am suggesting here, with regard to the philosopher's role,
is that since temperamental disposition and its philosophic
consequences become accessible to the philosophizing subject
in the conscious performance of his investigations, the philoso-
pher may transcend temperamental limitations through self-criti-
cal attention to the data to be investigated and integrated.
While the character of our activities depends upon the quality
of our dispositions, it is also true, as Aristotle has remarked,
that the quality of our dispositions depends upon the quality
of our activities. See his Nicomachean Ethics II. i. 8. See
also Nicholas Rescher, "Philosophical Disagreement,"” The Review
of Metaphysics, Vol. XXXII, No. 2 (Dec. 1978), 227: "It is, how-
ever, important to recognize that such evaluative predispositions
need by no means always prevail in our reasoning. One may be
forced in a certain direction of credence in spite of and not-
withstanding one's inclinations in another . . .. The presump-
tions at issue are like most legal presumptions in being de-
feasible--liable to be upset or reversed by sufficiently weighty
counterindications. A probative orientation exerts a certain
cognitive pressure, but its force is not infinite and irresis-
tible but can be dampened and even ultimately deflected and
redirected. Accordingly, such orientations are not necessarily
something fixed and immutable.”

53 Alfred Schutz has taken over James' conception of the
paramount reality, extending it to explicitly include not only
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physical objects apprehended by external perception but also
cultural objects apprehended as already endowed with meaning.
See The Structures of the Life-World, p. 6. Schutz's notion
of everyday reality is virtually identical with the notion of
the ordinary world, except that the horizon of experience is
contracted to include only sensible and cultural objects. Note
also that this broader notion of the ordinary world is related
to the problem of the relation of scholarship to the ordinary
horizon; for the scholar deals continuously with meaning-endowed
objects. See Lonergan, Method in Theology, pp. 233-234.

5%James, Principles of Psychology, Vol. II, p. 301.

55%ece Lonergan, Insight, pp. 74-76 on the canon of operations
in empirical science.

56See Richard E. Palmer, Hermeneutics (Evanston: Northwestern
University Press, 1969), Chap. 4; four styles of contemporary
sociology have been distinguished by Gibson Winter in Elements
for a Social Ethic (New York, 1966).

57 See Lonergan, Insight, Chaps. II-V, especially pp. 198-
and 294 where the doubt is expressed.

58See Schutz and Luckmann, The Structures of the Life-World,
p. 22.

5% James' emphasis of ordinary criteria is apparently sup-
ported by several facts. The success of natural science and
its apparent reliance upon ordinary criteria of reality (con-
ceived perhaps too narrowly as sensible consequences) have given
weight to the assumption of the ultimacy of ordinary criteria,
as has the natural scientific preference for natural over cul-
tural objects. But, as Eddington's well-known reflections on
his two tables suggest, sensible consequences are sometimes
far removed from immediate apprehension of sensible objects.
Ordinary and scientific modes of operation differ; an actual
failure to provide an adequate account of this difference and
to communicate the account adequately seems to lie at the root
of the persistent conflict between the scientific and the ordi-
nary apprehensions of the universe of being that has existed
at least since the Renaissance. If this conflict seems to have
abated, this is not because a solution has been discovered and
generally accepted. Its latency seems rather to be the result
of what Einstein called positively 1liberating technological
effects of science on human affairs. The perpetual relevance
of practicality has also given weight to James' assumption that
ordinary criteria of reality are relevant to the task of evalu-
ating the reality of sub-worlds proper to extraordinary horizons.
A distinction may be drawn between perpetual short-term relevance
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and perpetual long-term relevance. Natural scientists claim
for their activities and conclusions a perpetual long-term rele-
vance which the ordinary subject, in virtue of his horizonal
limitations, does not easily apprehend. Certainly, the ordinary
subject acknowledges the long-term relevance of science as a
mode of operation inasmuch as he believes what scientists say;
but the acknowledgement is not immanently generated, that is,
it is not a function of his own mode and standpoint. Historians
also claim perpetual long-term relevance for their activities
which the ordinary subject as such does not explicitly acknowledge.

See Sir Arthur Eddington, The Nature of the Physical World
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1928), xi-xix; also
his New Pathways in Science (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1947), p. 1. See Lonergan, Insight, p. 294 on the Renais-
sance conflict of science and common sense. On the background
of this conflict in the Galilean distinction between primary
and secondary qualities, see E. A, Burtt, The Metaphysical Foun-
dations of Modern Science (Garden City: Doubleday, 1954), Chap.
III, Section C. For Einstein's reflections, see Philosophy for
a Time of Crisis, ed. Adrienne Koch (New York: E. P. Dutton,
1960), pp. 97-100. The notion of relevance is treated at length
and in detail, in a Husserlian context, by Alfred Schutz in
Reflections on the Problem of Relevance, ed. Richard M. Zaner
(New Haven, London: Yale University Press, 1970). See also Loner-
gan, "Aquinas Today: Tradition and Innovation," 166: "The varia-
tions of the boundary of one's knowledge and interests, in extent,
intensity, and selectivity help fill out what we mean by rele-
vance. The relevant in an absolute sense is what is known, what
is of interest, what may be selected for attention and considera-
tion."

%9 James, Principles of Psychology, Vol. II, p. 301.

510n the dominance of the pragmatic motive in James' concep-
tion of the mind's selectivity, see Schutz, Reflections on the
Problem of Relevance, pp. 5-6.

62 Yhether this is in fact the manner in which pragmatism
emerged as a philosophic doctrine would have to be determined
by historical studies of some complexity. Again, whether pragma-
tism is actually characterized by the inadequacy that would
seem to follow from the emergence would have to be determined
by similar studies. My purpose has been to illustrate the limits
applicable to a philosophic use of James' notion of belief,
given its foundation in his account of the ordinary mode of
operation., The interested reader may consult Arthur Lovejoy,
who has distinguished thirteen versions of pragmatism. See Prag-
matic Philosophy, ed. Amelie Rorty (Garden City: Anchor Books,
1966), pp. 339-341. See also, John E. Smith, The Spirit of Ameri-
can_Philosophy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1963), pp.
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187-214, Smith concludes that thinkers in the American milieu
hold (i) that thinking is primarily an activity in response
to a concrete situation aimed at solving problems, and (ii)
that ideas and theories must "make a difference" in the conduct
of the 1living thinker and in his situation, But American philo-
sophy as a whole cannot be affirmed to be reliant upon merely
practical or purely practical self-presence on the basis of
this description alone. The issue must be decided by cases,
and in each case it will be decided by (i) the narrowness or
breadth of the notions of "concrete situation" and 'problem',
and (ii) the narrowness or breadth of the relevance-structure
determining what ideas possibly do or do not "make a difference".

63 James, Principles of Psychology, Vol. II, p. 299.

8% Schutz and Luckmann, The Structures of the Life-World,
p. 36. See also E. Husserl, Ideas, p. 86: "The right attitude
to take in the pre-philosophical and, in a good sense, dogmatic
sphere of inquiry, to which all the empirical sciences (but
not these alone) belong, is in full consciousness to discard
all scepticism together with all "natural philosophy" and "theory
of knowledge," and find the data of knowledge there where they
actually face you, whatever difficulties epistemological reflec-
tion may subsequently raise concerning the possibility of such
data being there."

69



70



III

HORIZONAL CONSTELLATIONS

The purpose of the present chapter is to intro-
duce into the horizonal structure an anticipation
of the types of dynamic relationships into which
co-existing horizons may enter. Chapter I was in
part a response to Markarian's suggestion that a
methodological approach to the study of culture be
three-dimensional. In the present chapter I shall
attempt to move beyond a consideration of basic com-
ponents of the horizonal structure by surveying typi-
cal relations of horizons to one another and typical
configurations of sets of co-existing horizons. 1In
this way, the model may be expanded to take into
account the material dynamism of the object it is
employed to investigate.

It should be recalled that my concern is to
provide a model which may be helpful to students
of culture and especially to disorientated philoso-
phers seeking a responsible course of action. It
is the task of the student of culture to determine
the factual relations into which horizons happen
to have entered in a given historical period. It
is the task of the synthesizing philosopher, guided
by a concern to integrate human endeavors in thought,
to determine fundamentally the relations of co-exist-
ing horizons to one another. It is the task of the
disorientated philosopher to obtain a grasp of the
factual configuration of the milieu in which he finds
himself and in which he is to operate responsibly.
The present task 1is the preparatory investigation
which is to provide further details of the heuristic
structure which may be employed to achieve these
determinate understandings.
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1. CONSTELLATIONS

A constellation of horizons is a group, set,
or cluster of distinct horizons of subjects who are
at least present to one another and who may be under-
stood and known as horizons by one another. Constella-
tions of horizons may be simple or complex, potential
or actual, incomplete, microcosmically complete or
complete.

1.1. SIMPLE OR COMPLEX

By a simple constellation is meant a set of
two distinct horizons of mutually present subjects.
Most frequently, a simple constellation is constituted
by the ordinary horizon and one extraordinary horizon.
When a scientist and a man of common sense find them-
selves seated together on a train, there is a simple
constellation. Again, when a psychoanalyst sits down
to dinner with his ordinary spouse, a simple con-
stellation is formed. But simple constellations may
also be constituted by two distinct extraordinary
horizons. Thus there is a simple constellation when,
the man of common sense having departed, the scientist
is joined by a scholar, an artist, a philosopher,
or a religious subject.

A complex constellation is a set of three or
more distinct horizons of mutually present sujects.
Thus we have a complex constellation of horizons
when the scientist and the scholar are 3joined by
a philosopher, a man of common sense, an artist,
or a religious subject. Similarly, a complex constel-
lation exists if they are joined by all four. Again,
a constellation becomes complex when the psychoanalyst
and the ordinary spouse are joined by a scholar.
The significance of the distinction between simple
and complex constellations will become apparent when
I turn to a consideration of typical relationships
of co-existing horizons.

1.2. POTENTIAL OR ACTUAL

A potential constellation is a simple or complex
constellation in which the mutual presence of the
member horizons has not yet been made problematic
by the emergence in at least one of the members of
a recognition of horizonal dissonance. By a recogni-
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tion of horizonal dissonance is meant a determinate
and articulate or indeterminate or indirectly ex-
pressed apprehension of differences between stand-
points, modes of operation, and worlds. If a man
of common sense and a scientist pass their time play-
ing cards, the simple constellation is merely poten-
tial. Their mutual presence could be made problematic
by a recognition of horizonal dissonance, but this
recognition has not emerged. However, if their conver-
sation turns to a topic which bears extraordinary
treatment, an actual constellation is in the making.
A set of two commonsense subjects is not a potential
constellation. While +topics may arise which bear
extraordinary treatment, de facto no extraordinary
subject is present. On the other hand, a set consti-
tuted by one ordinary subject and one scientific
subject 1is a potential constellation. A scientific
subject is present to deal scientifically with those
emergent topics which Dbear scientific treatment.
Again, a set constituted by two extraordinary subjects,
one scientific and the other religious, is a potential
constellation. As the conversation turns from everyday
issues to the question of miracles, for example,
different extraordinary modes of operation are called
forth and a recognition of horizonal dissonance may
emerge. Every constellation is potential inasmuch
as one of the member subjects may diverge from ordi-
nary operations in virtue of previous extraordinary
development, but in fact does not. A potential constel-
lation becomes virtually actual as one or more of
its member subjects diverge from the ordinary mode
of operation in virtue of the introduction of a topic
which bears extraordinary treatment. A constellation
is fully actual if the mutual presence of the members
has become problematic in virtue of the emergence
in at least one of the members of a recognition of
horizonal dissonance.

1.3. COMPLETENESS

A constellation may be incomplete, microcos-
mically complete, or complete. The completeness or
incompleteness of a constellation is determined by
adverting to the number and kinds of horizons consti-
tutive of a given cultural matrix. For example, it
is commonly assumed that the practical and the reli-
gious horizons were the only horizons constitutive
of very early cultures.! A microcosmically complete
constellation, then, would be the simple constellation
composed of one ordinary and one religious subject,
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and no incomplete constellation would be possible.
In our culture, on the other hand, there are at least
six distinct horizons (five basic combinations and
the ordinary horizon). The microcosmically complete
constellation may be a set constituted by at least
one ordinary, one artistic, one scientific, one philo-
sophic, one scholarly, and one religious subject.
Any simple constellation is incomplete; some complex
constellations may be microcosmically complete. A
complete constellation is any given cultural matrix
considered as the set of mutually present sets of
subjects of distinct standpoints, modes of operation,
and worlds. This notion of completeness gives rise
to a question regarding the nature of mutual presence.

1.3.1. MUTUAL PRESENCE AND COMPLETENESS

Mutual face-to-face presence is not a necessary
condition for a potential constellation. Mutual pres-
ence must be conceived more broadly if the notion
of a cultural matrix is to remain meaningful. Horizons
are present to one another inasmuch as their various
objectifications 1lie within the experiential range
of the variety of subjects constitutive of a cultural
matrix. Subjects express themselves, they objectify
their horizons in written as well as spoken language,
in 1lasting productions, in perduring organizations
and institutions. As a cultural matrix is constituted
by the existing variety of horizons, so also is it
permeated by the self-expression of the existing
variety. The meaning expressed is carried by objectifi-
caticens and it has a relatively permanent presence
even in the absence of the originating subjects.?
The meaning lies within the experiential range of
subjects inasmuch as they 1live among the carriers
and are informed and directed by them. Even in the
relative solitude of an absence of face-to-face en-
counters, a recognition of horizonal dissonance may
emerge. If an ordinary subject confronts a carrier
of scientific meaning, a potential simple constella-
tion exists; if a scientific subject confronts a
carrier of religious meaning, we have a potential
simple constellation. If an artist, an ordinary sub-
ject, and a scientist confront in relative solitude
one another's self-expressions, there exists a poten-
tial complex constellation. Finally, if commonsense,
scientific, artistic, scholarly, philosophic, and
religious subjects are confronting each others' objec-
tifications recurrently and frequently, there exists
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a perduring potential constellation which is complete,
a cultural matrix similar to our own. In cases where
mutual presence 1is not the face-to-face presence
of subjects to one another, the transition from poten-
tiality to actuality is effected by means of the
attempts of subjects to go beyond mere experience
of objectifications to understand them. These attempts
lead to a recognition of horizonal dissonance inasmuch
as they are actuations of horizon-specific modes
of operation with regard to differently horizon-speci-
fic expressions of meaning.

1.4. RELEVANT DATA

The student of culture concerned to understand
the existing cultural matrix and its factual internal
relations, and the philosopher concerned to orientate
himself in the present culture, must take as their
common object of inquiry a complex, actual, and com-
plete constellation. The constellation must be complex;
for our culture is constituted by more than two hori-
zons. It must be actual; for a merely potential con-
stellation is not revelatory of horizonal relations.
Internal cultural relations come to 1light as sets
of ordinarily-operative subjects are transformed
by the emergence of extraordinary operations in one
or more of the members. Finally, the constellation
must be complete; for only a study of the relations
of the full range of existing horizons in their native
states will answer the question posed by the student
of culture and supply the philosopher with an adequate
appreciation of the actual context of his endeavors.
The student of contemporary culture and the disorien-
tated philosopher cannot be content to examine criti-
cally only their face-to-face encounters or to observe
carefully only a microcosmically complete constel-
lation. They must attend to their entire cultural
milieu as a self-expressing set of sets of mutually
present horizons and discover in it the dynamic con-
figuration of their age.

The present aim, on the other hand, is to expand
the horizonal structure introduced in Chapter I by
constructing a typology of dynamic relations of hori-
zons to one another. Accordingly, every actual constel-

lation -- whether it is simple, complex but incomplete,
microcosmically complete, or the complete constella-
tion -- is data relevant to the task at hand.
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1.4.1. THE RANGE OF INTERSUBJECTIVE COMBINATIONS

The mathematically possible basic combinations of
horizons in single subjects have already been surveyed.
As Dbasic combinations pertain to single subjects,
so intersubjective combinations pertain to constella-
tions of horizons. Types of subjects combine with
one another in a variety of ways. The basic range
of possible intersubjective combinations of horizons
may be represented héuristically by constructing
a matrix [see Fig. 1]. By using the matrix as a guide,
the student of culture and the disorientated philo-
sopher may pursue an understanding of the dynamic
configuration of their culture. But the matrix may
also be employed in the present context to guide
the construction of a typology of relationships of
co-existing horizons to one another,

The matrix is representative of only the basic
range of possible intersubjective combinations, for its
elements are the five basic combinations and the
ordinary horizon. It represents twenty-one bodies
of intersubjective expression. Fifteen of these are
relevant to the exposition of actual relations between
extraordinary subjects, and five are relevant to
the exposition of actual relations between ordinary
and extraordinary subjects. Of the twenty-one, six
are especially relevant to an exposition of relations
between subjects sharing the same horizon.

Additional matrices can be constructed to repre-
sent further ranges of bodies of intersubjective
expression. The further ranges can be determined
by exploiting the full range of possible combinations
of horizons in single subjects [see Chapter I, Section
9.3.]. For example, triple combinations can be com-
bined with double combinations, single combinations
with fourfold combinations, and so on; and these
relations could be explored. However, it would have
to be kept in mind by the investigator that not all
additional matrices will be relevant to every study
of historical periods. The entire range of matrices
is relevant to the study of horizonal relations in
the present and, assuming the maintenance of the
present level of complexity of human endeavor, it
will be relevant to studies of future configurations
as well. The elements of the horizonal structure
have been determined by adverting to the number and
kinds of horizons existing at the present time. More-
over, the range of possibilities represented by the
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FIGURE 1

THE BASIC RANGE OF INTERSUBJECTIVE COMBINATIONS
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21 Basic Intersubjective Combinations: 15 extraordinary
bodies of expression; 6 self-referential bodies of ex-
pression; 5 combined bodies of ordinary and extraordi-
nary expression.
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basic matrix and all additional matrices is not to
be taken as an exhaustive representation of combina-
tions possible in the future., As the six basic hori-
zons have emerged in time, so further horizons could
emerge. The Dbasic matrix represents schematically
the existing complete constellation. It is of suffi-
cient complexity for an exposition of types of hori-
zonal relations, an investigation of actual horizonal
relations, and for the contextualization of present-
day philosophic activity.

2. TYPICAL RELATIONSHIPS

Horizonal relations are functions of efforts
made by subjects with different horizons to accommodate
the perplexity generated by recognitions of horizonal
dissonance.

Horizonal dissonance, and the horizonal multi-
plicity in which it is based, are perplexing. Every
horizon is a more or less integrated unity of a stand-
point, mode of operation, and world; and this unity,
if not known, is at least self-present. As potential
constellations become actual, the self-present unity
of horizons is threatened. There are many horizons,
and each one is a unity. If the emergent perplexity
were given explicit expression, it might take the
form of a question of this type: How can the existence
of a multiplicity of horizons be reconciled with
the self-present unity of my own horizon?

Internal horizonal perplexity is related to
the twofold orientation of horizons. On the one hand,
the subject of a particular horizon is determinately
directed by horizon-specific ideals; he 1is a man
of common sense, an artist, a scientist, a scholar,
a philosopher, or a religious man. On the other hand,
every subject is indeterminately directed by the
ideals of human subjectivity in general; while each
of us has a horizon, each of us is also a human being.
Now, a determinate mode of operation from a determinate
standpoint with regard to a determinate range of
objects and objectives may or may not be a partial
realization of the ideals of human subjectivity in
general. Normally, the development of a horizon is
attended by an identification, more or less complete
and more or less deliberate, of the ideals proper
to the emergent horizon with the ideals of human
subjectivity in general. The identification may be
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expressed linguistically or merely performatively.
The developing scientist, for example, tends naturally
to identify his emergent standpoint, mode, and world
with the adequate standpoint, the adequately objective
mode, and the universe of being. This identification
commonly takes place despite the problem posed for
every extraordinary subject by his own recurrent
return to the ordinary horizon.* It seems to have
its root in the apparently self-validating unity
of the developing horizon. As potential constellations
become actual, the natural identification is temporar-
ily dissolved; other apparently self-validating uni-
ties are recognized to exist. The adequacy of the
identification is called into question: Are my world,
mode, and standpoint coincident with the universe
of being, the adequately objective mode of operation,
and the basic ideals of human subjectivity in general?

The subject of a horizon exists in a tension
between determinate horizon-specific ideals and the
indeterminate and over-reaching ideals of human subjec-
tivity in general. The ideals of human subjectivity
in general point beyond any determinate world, surface
mode, or standpoint. Their over-reaching nature is
revealed inasmuch as one adverts to the process of
over-reaching by recurrent questioning which is con-
stitutive of horizonal development and as well to
the variable range of perduring horizons. In a sense,
every horizon is an open-ended unity, and every com-
plete constellation may become still more - complex.
If this were not the case, horizons would not develop,
and a variety of horizons would not perdure.

The existence of the twofold orientation of
horizons 1is naturally revealed by the more explicit
expressions of horizonal perplexity. I have already
mentioned the problem of the identity of worlds.
It is a problem because a distinction is drawn between
the worlds of distinct horizons and the universe
of being towards which human subjectivity consciously
and intentionally tends. The worlds of distinct hori-
zons are determinate ranges of objects and objectives;
but the universe of being may or may not include
these determinate ranges, and horizonal development
reflects the very basic assumption that it goes beyond
any determinate range. Again, internal horizonal
perplexity may be explicitly formulated as the problem
of the identity of modes. This is a problem because
a distinction 1is drawn between the surface modes
of distinct horizons and a deep mode of operation
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which is taken to be proportionate to the universe
of being. The modes of operation of distinct horizons
are determinate patterned sequences of <conscious
and intentional operation; but the deep mode may
or may not inform surface modes, or it may inform
them only partially or inadequately. The structured
anticipation which 1is any surface mode may or may
not coincide with the heuristic anticipation of the
universe of being in one of its aspects. Again, inter-
nal horizonal perplexity may be explicitly formulated
as the problem of the identity of standpoints. This
is a problem because a distinction is drawn between
horizon-specific standpoints and the ideals constitu-
tive of human subjectivity in general. The horizon-
specific ideals are determinate guiding orientations;
but the ideals of human subjectivity are over-reaching.

The notions of a universe of being, a deep mode
of operation, and ideals of human subjectivity in
general, taken together, constitute the heuristic
notion of the basic horizon of human existence.®
If an account of this horizon were acquired, and
if the account were also generally known, a culture
would be in possession of the ultimate frame of refer-
ence for the fully adequate intellectual integration
of the variety of human endeavors. However, inasmuch
as an ultimate frame of reference does not orientate
human endeavors relative to one another at the present
time, at least explicitly, subjects have no ultimate
court of appeal to which they may turn to alleviate
the perplexity generated by recognitions of horizonal
dissonance and multiplicity. Consequently, attempts
to accommodate internal horizonal perplexity take
a variety of forms, rather than a single form, and
they give rise to a limited variety of types of inter-
subjective relationships.

2.1. IDEALS OF CULTURAL UNITY

The range of relationships into which co-existing
horizons enter in actual constellations is limited.
As constellations are actualized, member subjects
acquire a new or renewed awareness of the distinction
between horizon-specific ideals and the ideals of
human subjectivity in general. As horizonal integrity
is called into qgquestion, so also 1is the presumed
coincidence of horizon-specific ideals and the ideals
of human subjectivity in general. Once horizonal
perplexity has emerged and the normal identification
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of horizon-specific ideals with the ideals of human
subjectivity in general has been dissolved, efforts
to accommodate perplexity are governed by one or
the other of two possible ideals of cultural unity.

By a cultural ideal or ideal of cultural unity
is meant a more or less articulate conception of
the unity of the variety of co-existing human en-
deavors. There seem to be two fundamental cultural
ideals, corresponding approximately to two different
notions of unity. Georg Simmel, in his study of con-
flict, has distinguished between two notions of unity,
and one of these notions is useful in the present
context.

We designate as "unity" the consensus and concord
of interacting individuals, as against their dis-
cords, separations, and disharmonies. But we also
call "unity" the total group-synthesis of persons,
energies, and forms, that is, the ultimate whole-
ness of that group, a wholeness which covers both
strictly-sgeaking unitary relations and dualistic
relations.

The first notion of unity is concrete. The second
is an abstract notion of unity, the unity which is
a cultural matrix regardless of the degree of concrete
unity attained by its members; it corresponds to
my notion of the complete constellation. A further,
concrete notion of unity may be distinguished, the
reductive unity of a cultural matrix which is neither
a unity born of consensus and harmony nor the abstract
unity of the matrix regardless of the concrete unity
attained by its members. Corresponding to the first
notion of unity is the ideal of differentiated unity
or the ideal of a harmonious blending of elements
which retain their individual autonomy and integrity.
Corresponding to the third notion of unity is the
reductionist ideal of cultural unity or the ideal
of a concrete unity which emerges as a result of
the annihilation or relegation to inferior positions
of all but one of the elements.

Internal horizonal perplexity is accommodated
by appealing to these ideals and by entering into
relationships wunder their governance. Pursuit of
the reductionist ideal 1involves either a reversion
to the original identification of horizon-specific
ideals with the ideals of human subjectivity in gen-
eral or a transformation of the original identification
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through the introduction of a new determinate member.
That is, the pursuit of the reductionist ideal results
either in claims of hegemony for one's own horizon
in a given constellation or in the attribution of
authoritative status to some other horizon in the
same constellation. Guided by the reductionist ideal,
the perplexed subject mitigates his perplexity by
arrogating to his own horizon the ruling or authorita-
tive position in the constellation of which he is
a member, or he supports the arrogation of some other
co-existing horizon. On the other hand, pursuit of
the ideal of differentiated unity involves a concerted
effort to preserve the autonomy of each of the co-
existing horizons by resistance against the natural
tendency to identify the ideals of human subjectivity
in general with the determinate ideals of one horizon
in a given constellation. Guided by the collaborative
ideal, the perplexed subject mitigates his perplexity
by granting equal status to every horizon in the
given constellation. However, neither pursuit of
the reductionist ideal nor pursuit of the collabora-
tive 1ideal fully eliminates the tension which is
brought to consciousness by the dissolution of natural
identification.

Conduct guided by either of the cultural ideals
is, so to speak, blind. Conduct guided by the reduc-
tionist ideal 1is blind to the possible existence
of fundamental ideals of human subjectivity in general,
and this blindspot leads to a renewal of identifica-
tion or its transformation. Conduct guided by the
ideal of differentiated unity is blind inasmuch as
the ideals of human subjectivity in general, to which
appeal is made implicitly or explicitly, are indeter-
minate and over-reaching; the fundamental ideals
are not perspicuously grasped. However, the former
blindness is accompanied by a denial of the existence
of that which is not seen, while the latter is quali-
fied by an affirmation of the existence of something
(X) which lies beyond any determinate horizon.

Ideals of cultural unity may guide efforts to
accommodate internal ©perplexity even though they
remain for the most part implicit and unexpressed.
Normally, in fact, cultural ideals are appealed to
only implicitly. On the one hand, there is an inherent
difficulty in the attempt to express clearly and
precisely the ideal of differentiated unity because
its formulation requires an appeal to the over-reach-
ing ideals of subjectivity in general. On the other
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hand, explicit expression 1is attained more easily
by subjects guided by the reductionist ideal because
its formulation is bounded by a reference to the
determinate ideals of some existing horizon. However,
the reductionist ideal may also remain implicit,
despite its greater accessibility; for the explicit
formulation of horizon-specific ideals requires an
unusual shift of attention from the world of one's
own horizon to the standpoint, mode, and world of
one's own or some other horizon. The implicitness
of the ideals does not prevent their effective govern-
ance of intersubjective relations. Just as the artist
is able to function successfully without a precise
conception of the ideal of adequacy governing his
artistic activity, so the intersubjective activity
constitutive of an actual constellation may be gov-
erned by ideals of cultural unity even though none
of the members has succeeded 1in expressing these
guiding ideals precisely.

The two gquiding ideals constitute the poles
of the tension out of which six basic types of inter-
subjective activity, relating co-existing horizons
to one another, emerge. These are the activities
of annihilating totalization, relegating totalization,
self-abandoning capitulation, subservient capitulation,
collaboration, and resistance. In the following sub-
section I shall define these six terms; secondly,
I shall consider simple and complex constellations
governed (i) solely by the ideal of differentiated
unity, (ii) solely by the reductionist ideal of cul-
tural unity, and (iii) by a mixture of the two ideals;
finally, I shall touch briefly on internal horizonal
relations. In the course of these discussions I shall
offer a few illustrations which may aid the reader
in his attempt to understand how the model can be
applied by the student of culture and the disorien-
tated philosopher. But the illustrations are intended
to be taken at their face-value. They are not investi-
gative conclusions but only devices to facilitate
the apprehension of the types of constellations that
may emerge. Investigative conclusions are to be sought
by the student of culture and the disorientated philo-
sopher seeking a responsible course of action. A
preparatory maneuver is undertaken with the positions
of the enemy in mind, but it is not itself the engage-
ment of the enemy's main force. The reader may find
additional illustrations in the accompanying notes.
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2.2. RELATIONSHIPS

Horizons are related to one another in actual
constellations by subjective activity. By subjective
activity is not meant biased, one-sided or partial
activity but activity of a conscious and intentional
subject who may be "merely subjective" or "adequately
objective" in his operations. There are six signifi-
cant types of subjective activity by which horizons
may be related to one another in actual constellations.
In the present subsection I shall define generally
the terms employed to designate these types. In the
following subsection I shall consider the intersubjec-
tive combinations of horizons operating in these
six ways and provide elucidating illustrations.

2.2.1. TOTALIZATION

By totalization is meant activity aimed at the
reduction of a multiplicity of horizons to a mono-
lithic or wuniform wunity and also the enforcement
of that uniform unity by authoritarian means if and
when it is attained. There are two types of totaliza-
tion, annihilating totalization [Tot(A)] and rele-
gating totalization [Tot(R)].’ By annihilating totali-
zation is meant activity aimed at the complete destruc-
tion, elimination, reduction to non-existence, or
abolishment of all horizons except one's own in a
given constellation. By relegating totalization is
meant activity aimed at the banishment or consignment
to an obscure, inferior or 'lower' position in a
constellation of all but one's own horizon.®

2.2.2. CAPITULATION

By capitulation is meant the activity of acqui-
escing, yielding, submitting, deferring, or giving
up all resistance to the totalizing activity of a
co-existing horizon. There are two types of capitula-
tion, self-abandoning capitulation [Cap(A)] and sub-
servient capitulation [Cap(S)].

By self-abandoning capitulation is meant the
activity of a horizon that is totally self-forsaking,
self-deserting, or yielding in the face of a co-exist-
ing totalizing horizon. Self-abandoning capitulation
and annihilating totalization are complementary ac-
tivities. Self-abandoning capitulation is a gradual
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or rapid relinquishment of horizonal integrity. By
subservient capitulation, on the other hand, is meant
the activity of a horizon that is servile, subordinat-
ing itself to a co-existing totalizing horizon. Sub-
servient capitulation and relegating totalization
are complementary activities. Subservient capitulation
is a gradual or rapid relinquishment of horizonal
autonomy.

2.2.3., COLLABORATION AND RESISTANCE

By collaboration is meant working with others
in joint intellectual efforts, in Jjoint practical
efforts, or in Jjoint intellectual and practical ef-
forts. There is one type of collaboration ({Col].
By resistance [Res] is meant the activity of working
against, fighting off, actively opposing or contesting
the totalizing and capitulating efforts of co-exist-
ing horizons. It 1is collaboration transformed by
the presence of an external threat to the autonomy
or integrity of one's own horizon and co-existing
horizons in a given constellation.

2.3. TYPES OF ACTUAL CONSTELLATIONS

I shall turn now to a consideration of simple,
complex, and complete constellations governed (i)
solely by the collaborative ideal, (ii) solely by
the reductionist ideal, and (iii) by a mixture of
the two 1ideals. There are three significant types
of actual constellations: collaborative, reductionist,
and heterogeneous.

2.3.1. COLLABORATIVE CONSTELLATIONS

There 1is one type of relation characteristic
of constellations governed solely by the ideal of
differentiated wunity: collaboration [Col]l. Pursuit
of the ideal of differentiated unity involves a con-
certed effort to preserve the autonomy and integrity
of one's own horizon and co-existing horizons by
resisting the natural tendency to identify the ideals
of a specific horizon with the ideals of human subjec-
tivity in general. If the dissolution of the identifi-
cation, which follows from the actualization of a
constellation, 1is successfully enforced by every
co-existing horizon in a given constellation, the
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mitigation of horizonal perplexity takes the form
of collaborative activity and the constellation as
a whole may be named collaborative.

A simple constellation governed solely by the
ideal of differentiated unity may take one form.
A complex constellation with three member horizons
may take one form. The complete constellation, with
six member horizons, may take one form [See Chart
1]. In collaborative constellations a member horizon
is related to all co-existing horizons by its collab-
orative activity. While collaborative constellations
are constituted solely by collaborators, there is
still room for significant differences arising from
differences in conceptions of the canons and aims
pertinent to <collaborative activity in particular
instances. The member horizons do not necessarily
possess the mutual understanding and self-understand-
ing which would eliminate all intersubjective tensions
related to horizonal differences. The level of inter-
subjective tension in a collaborative constellation
may vary considerably because presence differs from
knowledge and self-presence differs from self-know-
ledge. Moreover, besides the intersubjective horizonal
tension rooted in differences in the conception of
canons and aims in particular instances, there may
also be a variable level of intersubjective tension
rooted in the fact that even shared canons and aims
are pursued and realized in a variety of sequences
at a variety of rates.

Collaborative constellations are not easily
identified and illustrations are not easily provided.
If the investigator is totalizing his own horizon,
he will seek evidence of collaboration under the
governance of the reductionist ideal. Accordingly,
evidence of collaboration will be apprehended ini-
tially as evidence of the totalizing subject's failure
to realize his cultural ideal. Subsequently, collab-
orative activity may be apprehended as a misguided
effort to realize an unrealizable ideal. The totaliz-
ing investigator is likely to be selectively inatten-
tive to data that is not directly relevant to the
realization of his preferred ideal. Similarly, if
the investigator 1is capitulating to the totalization
of a co-existing horizon, he 1is likely to apprehend
collaborative activity as reasonable cooperation
with an aggressor or invader. Genuine collaboration
may be misapprehended under the guidance of reduction-
ist anticipations, or, if accurately apprehended,
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CHART 1

CONSTELLATIONS GOVERNED BY THE IDEAL

OF DIFFERENTIATED UNITY

Simple Constellations

1) Col & Col

Complex Constellations (3 Members)

1) Col & Col & Col

The Complete Constellation

1) Col & Col & Col & Col & Col & Col
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it may be seen again as an effort to realize an un-
realizable ideal. These possible interferences with
cultural investigations may complicate attempts to
understand the terms and relations constitutive of
the model as well. As adequate investigative activity
requires a disinterested and detached stance, so
an adequate grasp of the model presently under con-
struction requires a detached and disinterested view
of the two ideals and their implications for horizonal
relations.® If this stance has been effectively ap-
propriated, illustrations may be effectively clarifica-
tory. With this in mind, one may consider the recent
emergence of interdisciplinary studies and inter-
disciplinary efforts to plan curricula. However,
it should be noted that the dominant curricular divi-
sions reflect horizonal differences only imperfectly.
As classes are distinguished by adverting to economic
criteria, so disciplinary divisions are normally
made on the basis of differences between subject-
matters, objects, and objectives, and little attention
is paid to differences between modes of operation
and standpoints. Existing curricular divisions are
normally the explicit determinants of interdiscipli-
nary relations;!® curriculum planners do not employ
explicitly the criteria of horizonal differences.

More specific illustrations of expression gov-
erned by a collaborative ideal may be offered. Newman,
for example, affirmed the independence of distinct
human pursuits in a way that reflects the resolution
of internal perplexity by an appeal to the collabora-
tive ideal.

Things which can bear to be cut off from everything
else and yet persist in 1living must have 1life
in themselves; pursuits, which issue in nothing,
and still maintain their ground for ages, which
are regarded as admirable, though they have not
as yet proved themselves to be useful, must have
their sufficient end in themselves, whatever it
turn out to be.!!

Again, Jacques Barzun has described the delicate
balance between ordinary and extraordinary which
he believes must be maintained if a constellation
is not to become dangerously contentious.

Thus the greatest danger to a democratic state
is probably the contamination of its politics
by Intellect. At the same time, the sound instinct
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which keeps apart the work of Intellect and the
work of government can turn into an anti-intellec-
tualism that is equally dangerous to both.!?2

Thoughtful reflection on collaborative combinations
[See Chart 1] may aid the reader further in his per-
sonal search for clarifying illustrations. Some pos-
sibilities are especially evocative in virtue of
their notable difference from the types of constel-
lations normally encountered. For example, a collabora-
tive (natural) scientific horizon may be combined
with a collaborative religious horizon, or a set
of collaborative extraordinary horizons may be com-
bined with a collaborative ordinary horizon.

2.3.2. REDUCTIONIST CONSTELLATIONS

There are four types of relations characteristic
of constellations governed solely by the reductionist

ideal: annihilating totalization [Tot(A)], relegating
totalization [Tot(R)], self-abandoning capitulation
[Cap(a)], and subservient capitulation [Cap(S)1.t®

The reinforcement of an original identification of
one's horizon-specific ideals with the ideals of
subjectivity in general results in claims of hegemony
in the constellation. From this position there follow
totalizing movements. The shift, subsequent to the
emergence of perplexity, to a new identification
of the horizon-specific ideals of a co-existing hori-
zon with the ideals of human subjectivity in general
results in claims of hegemony for a co-existing hori-
zon other than one's own. From this position there
follow capitulating movements.

A simple constellation governed solely by the
reductionist ideal may take seven forms. A complex
constellation with three member horizons may take
sixteen forms. The complete constellation, with six
member horizons, may take fifty-two forms [See Chart
2]. There can be no capitulating activity in a reduc-
tionist constellation without the presence of at
least one totalizing horizon, but totalization may
occur without capitulation. Moreover, in a complex
constellation, if more than one horizon is totalizing,
co-existing capitulators choose from among thetotaliz-
ing horizons that horizon to which they will grant
hegemony in self-abandoning or merely subservient
fashion.
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CHART 2

CONSTELLATIONS GOVERNED BY THE IDEAL

OF REDUCTIONIST UNITY

Simple Constellations

1) Tot(A) & Tot(A)
2) Tot(A) & Tot(R)
3) Tot(R) & Tot(R)
4) Tot(A) & Cap(S)
5) Tot(A) & Cap(A)
6) Tot(R) & Cap(S)
7) Tot(R) & Cap(A)

Complex Constellations (3 Members)

1) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A)
2) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R)
3) Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Tot(R)
4) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(R)
5) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Cap(S)
6) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Cap(A)
7) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Cap(S)
8) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Cap(A)
9) Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Cap(S)
10) Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Cap(A)
11) Tot(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
12) Tot(A) & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
13) Tot(A) & Cap(S) & Cap(A)
14) Tot(R) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
15) Tot(R) & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
16) Tot(R) & Cap(S) & Cap(A)

The Complete Constellation

1) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A)
2) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(R)
3) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Tot(R)
4) Tot(R) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R)
5) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R)
6) Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R)

90



7) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R)
8) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Cap(S)
9) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Cap(S) & Cap(S)

10) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
11) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
12) Tot(A) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
13) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Cap(A)
14) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
15) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
16) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
17) Tot(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
18) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Cap(S)
19) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
20) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
21) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
22) Tot(R) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
23) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Cap(A)
24) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
25) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
26) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
27) Tot(R) & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
28) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Cap(S)
29) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Cap(S)
30) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Cap(S)
31) Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Cap(S)
32) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Cap(A)
33) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Cap(A)
34) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Cap(A)
35) Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Cap(A)
36) Tot(A) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(A)
37) Tot(A) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(A) & Cap(4)
38) Tot(A) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
39) Tot(A) & Cap(S) & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
40) Tot(R) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(4)
41) Tot(R) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
42) Tot(R) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
43) Tot(R) & Cap(S) & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
44) Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(A)
45) Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
46) Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Cap(S) & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
47) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(A)
48) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Cap(S) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
49) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Cap(S) & Cap(A)
50) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(A) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(A)
51) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(A) & Cap(S) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)

52) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(A) & Cap(S) & Cap(A)
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The same problems attend the investigation and
illustration of reductionist constellations as compli-
cate the identification and study of collaborative
constellations. It seems, however, that evidence
of reductionist relations is found more £frequently
than evidence of collaboration. Collaborative activity
is precarious and difficult to sustain, while reduc-
tionist activity is relatively secure, self-assured,
and more easily sustained. There does not exist,
at the present time, a generally accepted intellectual
integration of the wvariety of human endeavors which
can provide the ballast for pursuits of the collabora-
tive ideal. On the other hand, reductionist activity
is stabilized by a more easily attainable knowledge
of one set of horizon-specific ideals. While both
collaborative and reductionist activity are mitiga-
tions of perplexity, the perplexity of the collabora-
tive subject remains relatively severe.

The investigator seeking evidence of reductionist
activity may be a collaborating, totalizing, or capi-
tulating member of the complete constellation. If
he 1is a collaborative member he may seek evidence
of totalization and capitulation without a clear
awareness of the influence of the ideal of differen-
tiated unity upon his search, or he may apprehend
annihilating and relegating totalization as mere
criticism offered in a collaborative spirit and ap-
prehend self-abandoning and subservient capitulation
similarly as humble acknowledgements of the legitimacy
and poignancy of the totalizer's ‘critiques'. On
the other hand, the collaborative student of culture
may grasp too emphatically the genuine threat posed
to his own horizonal integrity and autonomy by totali-
zation and capitulation, and he may then turn from
the investigative task to meet the apparently more
pressing need to fight against reduction. Further,
if the investigator is a totalizing and capitulating
subject, his blindness to the over-reaching ideals
of human subjectivity in general may lead to his
misconception of totalization and capitulation as
varieties of the superficial collaboration that is
reasonable cooperation with an invader or aggressor.

The prior commitments which interfere with the
task of the cultural investigator may also stand
in the way of an understanding of the model being
constructed. As the investigator seeking evidence
of reductionist activity must hold in check his ten-
dency to respond along the 1lines of his governing
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ideal to the data he encounters, so one seeking to
grasp the terms and relations of the model must ap-
propriate a detached and disinterested stance and
approach illustrations in that spirit. As interdisci-
plinary studies may illustrate imperfectly a variety
of simple and complex collaborative constellations,
so one may advert to the conflicts into which the
various departments and faculties of wuniversities
enter and discover imperfect illustrations of reduc-
tionist constellations. However, a few, very general
illustrations may facilitate an identification of
reductionist activity. In The Revolt of the Masses
Ortega y Gasset noted two troubling facts about his
day.

First, the masses are to-day exercising functions
in social 1life which coincide with those which
hitherto seemed reserved to minorities; and se-
condly, these masses have at the same time shown
themselves indocile to the minorities--they do
not obey them, follow them, or respect them; on
the contrary, they push them aside and supplant
them.!*

Ortega y Gasset is referring to the relationship
of the ordinary horizon to the set of extraordinary
horizons. He suggests that the ordinary horizon is
totalizing in either an annihilating or a relegating
fashion. It is not clear whether, in Ortega'sview,
the set of extraordinary horizons 1is capitulating
in a self-abandoning or a subservient fashion, but
there 1is the suggestion that ordinary totalization
is meeting 1little resistance. Again, in The Betraval
of the Intellectuals Julien Benda describes a similar
situation.

If I look at contemporary humanity from the point
of view of its moral state as revealed in its
political 1life, I see {(a) A mass in whom realist
passion in its two chief forms--class passion,
national passion--has attained a degree of con-
sciousness and organization hitherto unknown;
(b) A body of men who used to be in opposition
to the realism of the masses, but who now, not
only do not oppose it, but adopt 1it, proclaim
its grandeur and morality; in short, a humanity
which has abandoned itself to realism with a unan-
imity, an absence of reserve, a sanctification
of its passion unexampled in history.!®
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Benda speaks of the relationship of the ordinary
horizon to the set of extraordinary horizons. The
ordinary horizon, he suggests, 1is totalizing in an
annihilating fashion. Moreover, he sees extraordinary
subjects capitulating in a self-abandoning fashion.!®

A review of reductionist permutations [See Chart
2] may aid the reader further in his personal pursuit
of additional illustrations. For example, in a simple
constellation, the religious horizon and the scien-
tific horizon may both be totalizing in an annihila-
ting fashion, or the scientific horizon may be totaliz-
ing in a relegating fashion and the religious horizon
may be capitulating in a self-abandoning fashion.
In a complex constellation with three member horizons
the scientific horizon may be totalizing in a rele-
gating fashion, the religious horizon may be capitu-
lating in a self-abandoning fashion, and the philo-
sophic horizon may be capitulating in a subservient
fashion. Or, the philosophic horizon may be totalizing
in a relegating fashion, and the artistic and schol-
arly horizons may be capitulating in a subservient
fashion.!’

2.3.3. HETEROGENEOUS CONSTELLATIONS

In an age lacking an adequate and generally
accepted intellectual integration of human endeavors,
the most common type of constellation is that in
which both ideals are operative. Five types of ac-
tivity are possible in a heterogeneous constellation:
annihilating totalization [Tot(A)], relegating totali-
zation [Tot(R)], self-abandoning capitulation [Cap(A)],
subservient capitulation [Cap(S)], and resistance
[Res]. Underlying heterogeneous forms are (i) re-
inforcements of original identifications, (ii) shifts
of original identifications, and (iii) enforcements
of the dissolution of original identifications. The
internal perplexity that emerges with the actualiza-
tion of a constellation is mitigated by efforts to
totalize, capitulate, and resist.

A simple constellation in which both ideals
are operative may take only two forms. Complex constel-
lations with three member horizons may take nine
forms. The complete constellation, with six member
horizons, may take one hundred-and-five forms [See
Chart 3]. In heterogeneous constellations there is
always at least one totalizing horizon. Governance
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CHART 3

CONSTELLATIONS GOVERNED BY MIXED IDEALS

Simple Constellations

1) Tot(A) & Res
2) Tot(R) & Res

Complex Constellations (3 Members)

1) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Res
2) Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Res
3) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res
4) Tot(A) & Res & Res
5) Tot(R) & Res & Res
6) Tot(A) & Res & Cap(S)
7) Tot(A) & Res & Cap(A)
8) Tot(R) & Res & Cap(S)
&

9) Tot(R) & Res & Cap(A)

The Complete Constellation

1) Tot(A)
2) Tot(A)
3) Tot(A)
4) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Res & Res
6) Tot(R)
7) Tot(R)
8) Tot(R)
9) Tot(R) Tot(R) & Res & Res
10) Tot(R) & Res & Res & Res &

11) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) &
12) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) &
13) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(R) &
14) Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) &
15) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) &
16) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(R) &
17) Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) &
18) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(R) &
19) Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) &
20) Tot(A) & Tot(R) &

&
&
&
&
5) Tot(A) & Res & Res & Res & Res & Res
&
&
&
&

Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Res
Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Res & Res
Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Res & Res & Res

& Res & Res

Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res
Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res & Res
Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res & Res & Res

& Res & Res
Res & Res
Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Res
Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res
Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res
Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res
Tot(R) & Res & Res

Tot(R) & Res & Res

Tot(R) & Res & Res

Res & Res & Res
Res & Res & Res

Res & Res & Res & Res
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21) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Res & Cap(S)
22) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Res & Res & Cap(S)
23) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Res & Res & Res & Cap(S)
24) Tot(A) & Res & Res & Res & Res & Cap(S)
25) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res & Cap(S)
26) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res & Res & Cap(S)
27) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res & Res & Res & Cap(S)
28) Tot(R) & Res & Res & Res & Res & Cap(S)
29) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Res & Cap(S)
30) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res & Cap(S)
31) Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res & Cap(S)
32) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Res & Res & Cap(S)
33) Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res & Res & Cap(S)
34) Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Res & Res & Res & Cap(S)
35) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Res & Cap(A)
36) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Res & Res & Res & Cap(A)
37) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Res & Res & Res & Cap(A)
38) Tot(A) & Res & Res & Res & Res & Cap(A)
39) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res & Cap(A)
40) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res & Res & Cap(A)
41) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res & Res & Res & Cap(A)
42) Tot(R) & Res & Res & Res & Res & Cap(A)
43) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Res & Cap(A)
44) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res & Cap(A)
45) Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res & Cap(A)
46) Tot(A) & Tot{A) & Tot(R) & Res & Res & Cap(A)
47) Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res & Res & Cap(A)
48) Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Res & Res & Res & Cap(A)
49) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
50) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Res & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
51) Tot(A) & Res & Res & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
52) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
53) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
54) Tot(R) & Res & Res & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
55) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
56) Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
57) Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Res & REs & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
58) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
59) Tot(A) & Res & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
60) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
61) Tot(R) & Res & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
62) Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
63) Tot(A) & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
64) Tot(R) & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S)
65) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Res & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
66) Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Res & Res & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
67) Tot(A) & Res & Res & Res & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
68) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
69) Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res & Res & Cap(A) & Cap(A)

&

70) Tot(R) & Res & Res & Res & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
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71) Tot(A) &
72) Tot(A) &
73) Tot(A) &
74) Tot(A) &
75) Tot(A) &
76) Tot(R) &
77) Tot(R) &
78) Tot(A) &
79) Tot(A) &
80) Tot(R) &
81) Tot(A) &
82) Tot(A) &
83) Tot(A) &
84) Tot(R) &
85) Tot(R) &
86) Tot(R) &
87) Tot(A) &
88) Tot(A) &
89) Tot(A) &
90) Tot(A) &
91) Tot(A) &
92) Tot(R) &
93) Tot(R) &
94) Tot(A) &
95) Tot(A) &
96) Tot(R) &
97) tot(A) &
98) Tot(A) &
99) Tot(R) &

Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Res & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
Tot(R) & Res & Res & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
Tot(A) & Res & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
Res & Res & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
Tot(R) & Res & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
Res & Res & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
Tot(R) & Res & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
Res & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
Res & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
Tot(A) & Tot(A) & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(A)
Tot(A) & Res & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(A)
Res & Res & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(A)
Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(A)
Tot(R) & Res & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(A)
Res & Res & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(A)
Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(A)
Tot(R) & Tot(R) & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(A)
Tot(R) & Res & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(A)
Tot(A) & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(A)
Res & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(A)
Tot(R) & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(A)
Res & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(A)
Tot(R) & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(8) & Cap(A)
Res & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(A)
Res & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(A)
Tot(A) & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
Res & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
Tot(R) & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)

100) Tot(R) & Res & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)

101) Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
102) Tot(A) & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
103) Tot(R) & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(A) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
104) Tot(A) & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
105) Tot(R) & Res & Cap(S) & Cap(S) & Cap(A) & Cap(A)
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of intersubjective activity by the ideal of differen-
tiated wunity 1is exhibited by resistant activity.
If there is also a capitulating member, then govern-
ance by the collaborative ideal is exhibited byresist-
ance to both totalization and capitulation. If two
or more resisting horizons combine in a complex heter-
ogeneous constellation, they are related to one an-
other as collaborating; resisting horizons do not
resist one another's efforts of resistance.

Investigators seeking evidence of heterogeneous
constellations face the same problems as those at-
tempting to identify collaborative and reductionist
activity. However, the significant activity in this
case 1is the activity of resistance to totalization
and capitulation. Investigators must hold in check
their tendencies to respond to the data along the
lines of their unexamined governing ideals of cultural
unity. In that way they may preclude the misconception
of resistant activity as mere recalcitrance or as
critical activity with an ultimately reductionist
aim. As prior commitments may interfere with the
investigative task, so they may vitiate attempts
to grasp the terms and relations of the model.

Earlier I directed attention to the works of
Ortega y Gasset and Julien Benda in order to illus-
trate totalization and capitulation. But Ortega and
Benda wrote the works cited in order to put a stop
to ordinary totalization and extraordinary capitula-
tion. Consequently, the two bodies of expression
produced by these extraordinary subjects are them-
selves illustrations of resistance. Accordingly,
Ortega and Benda direct their criticisms not only
to "the masses" who are totalizing but also to les
clercs (Benda) or "the minorities" (Ortega) who are
capitulating. A resistant expression of the collabora-
tive ideal is offered by Bellah in the same connection.

Perhaps America is too deeply committed to the
active 1life in 1its pathological hypostatization

to find again the healing balance of contemplation.'®

Employing the fairly imprecise distinction between
the wvita activa and the vita contemplativa, Bellah
laments extraordinary capitulation to ordinary totali-
zation. Santayana resisted both ordinary and philo-
sophic totalization.

Thus the many armed with prejudices and the few
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armed with 1logic fight an eternal battle, the
logical charging the physical world with unintel-
ligibility and the man of common sense charging
the logical world with abstractness and unreality
. . .« Each errs only in denouncing the other and
wishing to be omnivorous, as if on the one hand
logic could make anybody understand the history
of events and the conjunction of objects, and
on the other hand as if cognitive and moral pro-
cesses could have any other terms than constant
and ideal natures.!®

Santayana's distinction between the physical world
and the logical world may be inadequate, but his
interest in preserving the autonomy and integrity
of both horizons is evident. Carlyle took up the
defense of the ordinary horizon against totalizing
(natural) science. Of an eminent physiologist of
his day he wrote:

We have the greatest admiration for this learned
doctor: with what scientific stoicism he walks
through the land of wonders, unwondering; like
a wise man through some huge, gaudy Vauxhall,
whose fireworks, cascades and symphonies, the
vulgar may enjoy and believe in, --but where he
finds nothing real but the saltpetre, pasteboard
and catgut.?’

But Carlyle was also sensitive to ordinary capitula-
tion.

Sincere men, of never so limited intellect, have
an instinct for discriminating sincerity. The
cunningest Mephistopheles cannot deceive a single
Margaret of honest heart; 'it stands written on

his brow.' Masses of people capable of being led
away by quacks are themselves of partially untrue
spirit.

The ©pursuit of additional illustrations may
be facilitated by a review of heterogeneous permuta-
tions [See Chart 3]. For example, in a complex constel-
lation with three member horizons the scientific
and religious horizons may be totalizing, while the
artistic horizon is resisting both totalizing move-
ments. Or, the scientific horizon may be totalizing
and five co-existing horizons may be resisting.2??
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2.3.4. INTERNAL HORIZONAL RELATIONS

Subjects sharing the same horizon may differ
from one another as collaborating, resisting, capitu-
lating, or totalizing. This additional complexity
is exhibited by heterogeneous forms. Consider, for
example, the three-member complex constellation:

[Tot(A) & Tot(R) & Res] & [Res & Cap(S) & Cap(A)] &
[Cap(A) & Cap(S) & Res].

In constellations characterized by a great degree
of internal horizonal differentiation, resistant
subjects fight the totalizing and capitulating move-
ments of other horizons and seek resistant unanimity
in their own horizons. Totalizing subjects seek the ca-
pitulation of other horizons and totalizing unani-
mity in their own horizons. Capitulating subjects
subjugate themselves to the totalizing horizons while
seeking capitulating unanimity in their own horizons.
Capitulating subjects do not capitulate to totalizing
subjects sharing their horizons.

The three charts of permutations may be expanded
to accommodate these additional variations arising
from internal horizonal differences. It should be
recalled, however, that these charts are based upon
a consideration of only the basic range of intersub-
jective combinations of horizons [See Section 1.4.1.
above]. The three charts, with the additional varia-
tions arising from internal horizonal differences,
may be expanded by adverting to and symbolically
representing the full range of possible combinations
of horizons in single subjects. The resulting set
of charts would constitute the symbolic representation
of the complete model. It would represent a materially
dynamic cultural matrix, and it could be employed
as a model by the student of culture and the disorien-
tated philosopher seeking to ascertain his responsible
cultural role.

NOTES TO CHAPTER III

'This is not to say that there were no signs of artistic,
philosophic, scientific, and scholarly modes of operation. See,

100



for examples, B. Snell, The Discovery of the Mind. See also
Daniel Guerriere, "The Structure of Mythic Existence," The Per-
sonalist (Summer, 1974), 263-264: "All those dimensions of ex-
perience called art, play, sexuality, politics, economics, medi-
cine, religion, and so on--which we live in a discontinuous
fashion--form, for compact man, a compact whole. For example,
sowing seed or trapping the boar is as much a religious and
political praxis as an economic one. Sexuality is artistic,
political, playful, economic, and religious at once. War is
play and politics and religion. Simply trying to understand
the world is a 1literary, philosophical, scientific, religious,
and political act; ancient astronomy, for example, is all of
these. Every polis is a theocracy. A meal is economics, play,
and religion at once." The self-present subject plucks out,
as it were, each aspiration from the ordinary mixture or blend
of aspirations, The ordinary subject, for example, remembers;
but it is the artistic subject who undertakes to make things
and events memorable., Again, the ordinary subject inquires,
wonders, asks questions; but it is the emerging philosophic
subject who commands himself, in the person of Parmenides' God-
dess, Inquire into everything. Again, it is commonly held that
philosophy emerged during the period from 800 to 200 B.C. The
series of events which took place have been characterized in
a variety of ways: the Axial Age (K. Jaspers); the discovery
of mind (B. Snell); the leap into being (E. Voegelin); the pri-
mordial revelation of Being as Being (M. Heidegger); the shift
or transition from undifferentiated to theoretically differenti-
ated consciousness (B. Lonergan); the philosophic breakthrough
(T. Parsons). Prior to the emergence of the philosophic horizon,
there were ordinary, artistic, and religious subjects. Ordinary
and religious subjects existed long before the poets, and the
poets existed long before the emergence of philosophers. In
the absence of philosophers, the poets had played the roles
of prophet and sage. This arrogation of what was to become a
strictly philosophic function constitutes evidence in support
of the view, expressed by E. Voegelin and shared by Lonergan,
that the history of conscious intentionality may be a development
from compact to differentiated consciousness. See Voegelin's
Order and History, Vol. IV: The Ecumenic Age (Baton Rouge: Lou-
isiana State University Press, 1974), Introduction; also, Loner—
gan, Method in Theology, the Index under "differentiations of
consciousness". The notion of differentiation is significant
inasmuch as it provides a tentative answer to the question,
Where do horizons come from?

20n intersubjectivity, art, symbols, languages, and lives
and deeds of persons as carriers of meaning, see Lonergan, Method

in Theology, Chap. 3.

%It may be objected that to venture beyond a consideration
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of the relations of mutually physically-present subjects to
one another renders the tasks of the student of culture and
the philosopher excessively complex. Even the preparatory task
requires advertence to the existing cultural matrix, and so
it too is complicated by the broad notion of presence. Wouldn't
these tasks be completed more easily if a control group were
convened and closely observed? A thought-experiment will reveal
the deficiencies of this manner of proceeding.

Let us imagine a round-table discussion on the future of
human endeavor in Western culture. To meet our requirements,
this meeting would have to represent in microcosm the complete
constellation, It will be attended, then, by representatives
of the full range of human endeavors constitutive of our culture:
one ordinary subject, one artistic subject, one scientific sub-
ject, one scholarly subject, one philosophic subject, and one
religious subject. We must be willing to settle for a group
composed of one ordinary subject and the variety of basic combin-
ations, for each a truly representative group would be too large.
Let us imagine now that each participant states his case in
his own manner, according to his horizonal lights. The constel-
lation, which was merely potential at the start, will quickly
become actual; horizonal dissonance will become apparent even
thought the differences may not be immediately specifiable,
We may now imagine the group members to call a temporary halt
to the proceedings. All of the participants are at least common-
sensical; all recognize the impracticality of continuing in
the same manner. Discussion of the topic which brought the mem-
bers together is postponed in favor of the pursuit of agreement
on how to proceed. All agree that nothing will be accomplished
if each continues to operate in his own manner and express him-
self in his own way. The point to the meeting, they all agree,
is to get something done, to come to some type of agreement
on measures to be taken to preserve their culture. The alterna-
tives are reviewed. Each participant could learn to operate
and express himself in the manners of the others. But this,
it is commonly recognized, would require an enormous general
effort of learning which time will not permit., On the other
hand, it is pointed out that one in the group can already be
understood by all of the others. An agreement is reached; all
will restrict themselves to ordinary language and employ only
those words and phrases which everyone can understand. The extra-
ordinary participants agree to avoid using their peculiar tech-
nical languages and idioms, and to abandon for the time being
their peculiar modes of operation.

Let us now reflect on what has taken place in this round-
table discussion, To prevent the dissolution of the meeting
in a highly impractical anarchy, the commonsense mode of opera-
tion and expression has been given a dominant position. In effect,
measures have been taken to reduce an actual constellation to
a mere collection of commonsense subjects, a potential constel-

102



lation. The topic at hand, which originally mediated a common
recognition of horizonal dissonance, is intentionally bounded
by self-imposed restrictions; it is defined beforehand as a
topic that cannot bear extraordinary treatment. The relationships
that emerge among the participants cannot be taken as representa-
tive of the relationships characteristic of the entire cultural
matrix. In virtue of the mutual physical presence of the subjects,
the range of response is artificially limited. It may happen
to be true that the capitulation of extraordinary subjects to
the ordinary horizon is characteristic of the cultural matrix
into which the observers are inquiring. But, because the subjects
are physically present to one another, the experiment is inade-
quately controlled and the observer cannot conclude objectively
that the culture as a whole is similarly constituted. Moreover,
for the same reason, the meeting does not provide sufficient
data for the preparatory determination of the range of possible
relations between horizons. In mutual physical presence, the
ordinary horizon which all subjects share exerts an inertial
influence. In the interest of getting things done, mutual under-—
standing is preferred to mutual incomprehension, and the full
range of actually possible cultural relations is not given an
opportunity to emerge.

“R. G. Collingwood noted the same phenomenon: "Every person
who 1is actually absorbed in any given form of experience is
by this very absorption committed to the opinion that no other
form is valid, that his form is the only one adequate to the
comprehension of reality . . .. When artists and scientists,
who after all do inhabit a common world of fact, meet and discuss
their aims, each is apt to accuse the other of wasting his life
on a worlds of illusions." See Speculum Mentis, p. 307.

5 The notion of basic horizon employed here is not merely
the product of a Kantian-type deduction of abstract conditions
of the possibility of horizonal perplexity. While it is true
that horizonal perplexity could not arise if a distinction were
not drawn, however vaguely and inadequately, between horizon-
specific ideals and ideals of subjectivity in general, it seems
also to be the case that horizonal conflict does in fact hinge
on the employment of the distinction. So what is at issue here
is not the existence or non-existence of a basic horizon, but
the fact that the presupposition of its existence is commonly
maintained., I am, therefore, applying a methodological principle
similar to the Thomas Theorem in sociology: if men define situa-
tions as real, they are real in their consequences., Schutz has
‘rephrased the principle: if an appresentational relationship
is socially approved, then the appresented object, fact, or
event 1is believed beyond question, even if fictional, to be
in its typicality an element in the world taken for granted,
See Schutz's Collected Papers I: The Problem of Social Reality,
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ed. Maurice Natanson (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1962), pp.
294 ff, and p. 303, However, there are also good grounds for
assuming that a basic horizon could be discovered by investigat-
ing the worlds of the variety of horizons in their self-present
dimensions, that is, as modes of operation and standpoints.
The discovery of this basic horizon would not be a grasp of
being in its totality; but it would constitute a heuristic grasp
of it. The assumption or presupposition of common subjective
ideals is seemingly incorrigible and ineradicable: even subjects
who identify their horizon-specific ideals with the only adequate
ideals defend their identifications and so exhibit a faith in
a deep mode which might enable those with different horizons
to be convinced. In brief, to deny the distinction between hori-
zon-specific ideals and ideals of human subjectivity in general
is to rely upon the distinction, just as the sceptic's defense
of his position is an undermining of his position. So it is
that accounts of the deep mode of operation are normally accom-
panied by the claim that critics of the accounts undo themselves
by performatively confirming the accounts. See, for example,
Lonergan, Insight, Chap. XI, and Method in Theology, p. 17.

6 Georg Simmel, Conflict & The Web of Group-Affiliations,
trans. Kurt H. Wolff and Reinhard Bendix (New York: The Free
Press, 1955), p. 17.

7The distinction between annihilating and relegating totali-
zation 1is employed, in different language, by Otto A. Bird,
Cultures in Conflict, pp. 5, 51, 178-184.

8Totalizing movements have been recognized in other contexts.
Bacon employed the notion, in different terms, in connection
with impediments to the advance of the sciences. He is quoted
by Newman, who brought the same notion to bear in his defense
of theology as a branch of knowledge against what he perceived
to be an invasion by the natural sciences of co-existing disci-
plines: "Men have used to infect their meditations, opinions,
and doctrines, with some conceits which they have most admired,
or some Sciences which they have most applied; and give all
things else a tincture according to them utterly untrue and
improper . . .. So have the alchemists made a philosophy out
of a few experiments of the furnace; and Gilbertus, our country-
man, hath made a philosophy out of the observations of a lode-
stone. So Cicero, when, reciting the several opinions of the
nature of the soul, he found a musician that held the soul was
but a harmony, saith pleasantly, 'Hic ab arte sua non recessit
[He was true to his art].' But of these conceits Aristotle speak-
eth seriously and wisely when he saith, 'Qui respiciunt ad pauca,
de facili pronunciant [They who contemplate a few things have
no difficulty in deciding].'"™ See Newman's The Idea of a Uni-
versity, p. 109. More recently, Konrad Lorenz has observed the
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tendency of innovative thinkers to overstate the significance
of their discoveries. He finds such overstatement in connection
with Loeb's discovery of the principle of tropisms, Pavlov's
discovery of the conditioned reflex, and Freud's invention of
psychoanalysis. See his Preface to Charles Darwin, The Expression
of the Emotions in Man and Animals (Chicago, London: The Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1965), ix. Perhaps the clearest illus-
tration of a totalizing movement is that which follows rapidly
upon a political revolution. The installation of a new regime
is normally succeeded by a deliberate subjugation or purge of
the opposition.

®By a detached and disinterested view or stance is meant
one dominated by interests or anticipations or a particular
type, rather than a stance free of interests and anticipations.
An illustration of the degree of involvement characteristic
of scientific 'detachment' is provided by Lonergan, Insight,
pp. 73-74. The detachment of which I speak is analogous to na-
tural scientific detachment; while it does not require a restric-
tion to sensible data, it does require a dominance of conscious
intentionality by a desire or interest to understand correctly.

19 gee Otto Bird, Cultures in Conflict, Chap. 8, pp. 137-
153.

113, H. Newman, The Idea of a University, p. 133.

12Jacques Barzun, The House of Intellect (New York: Harper,
1959), pp. 145-146. The philosophico-religious movement of Trans-
cendentalism may have tipped the balance toward ordinary domi-
nance. The suggestion is made and amply illustrated by Richard
Hofstadter in Anti-Intellectualism in American Life (New York:
Vintage Books, 1962), p. 70. See also, Morton White, Science
and Sentiment in America (New York: Oxford University Press,
1972) and "Reflections on Anti-Intellectualism," Daedalus, Vol.
91 (1962), 457-468.

13 The notion of reduction employed throughout this chapter
and the next is not the same as the notion commonly encountered
in articles and books on issues in philosophy of science. The
reductionist trend discussed by philosophers of science is charac-
terized by a series of capitulations; it is a re-compacting
of a telescoped hierarchy of sciences. See, for example, the
account of the reductionist trend given by Barry Commoner in
The Closing Circle (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1971), p. 191:
"It often leads sociologists to become psychologists, psycholo-
gists to become physiologists, physiologists to become cellular
biologists, and turns cellular biologists into chemists, chemists
into physicists, and physicists into mathematicians." This notion
is similar to the one employed in the present chapter, for both
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imply a re-compacting. However, this notion pertains to a re-
compacting of sciences, while my notion implies a re-compacting
of horizons.

1% Jose Ortega y Gasset, The Revolt of the Masses, trans.
Anon., (London: Unwin Books, 1961), p. 17.

'5Julien Benda, The Betrayal of the Intellectuals, p. 143.

18 For another detailed account of extraordinary capitulation
to ordinary totalization, see Thomas Molnar, The Decline of
the Intellectual (New York: Meridian Books, 1961). Note that
Benda's objectification of the situation relies upon a verbal
context which is partially capitulatory., His employments of
'realist' and 'realism' reflect the inadequacy of his own analy-
sis of ordinary totalization; for it is a totalizing ordinary
horizon which claims to be the realist horizon. Insofar as Benda
surrenders the notion of reality to the ordinary horizon, he
diminishes also his ability to defend his claims of integrity
and autonomy for extraordinary subjects; for he must rely upon
the inherently weaker notion of 'idealism' in his defense.

}7Consider, for example, "the old quarrel between philosophy
and poetry" mentioned by Plato {Republic 607b]. Earlier, Hera-
clitus had attacked Hesiod as a rival authority [Fr. 57], de-
scribing him as learned certainly, but lacking in intelligence
[Frs. 40, 42]. And Plato, although he gave beauty a crucial
role in his philosophic writings, practically defined it so
as to exclude art., Iris Murdoch's short work, The Fire and the
Sun, Why Plato Banished the Artists (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1978), is a good source for an understanding of Plato's
ambivalent relationship to the artistic horizon. Plato's banish-
ment of some types of artist from the ideal Republic, and his
suggestion that art is fundamentally frivolous, have troubled
artists and scholars for centuries. See his remarks in Repub-
lic 398a-c and 595 ff. Incidentally, scholars, those who re-
flected upon art and evaluated it, fared almost as badly. "Ar-
guments about poetry," said Plato, '"remind me of provincial
drinking parties" [Protagoras 347c]. The ordinary horizon also
had its status in the existing constellation reduced. Plato's
allegory of the cave is the lasting representation of the differ-
ence between the ordinary horizon and the philosophic [Republic
514a), The cave allegory depicts two distinct standpoints (those
of the lover of wisdom and the lover of opinion), two distinct
modes of operation (the scientific faculty and the opining fac-
ulty), and two distinct worlds (the intelligible world and the
visible world) [Republic 475¢c-476d, 480; 477a-478a]. Earlier,
Parmenides had warned, through the Goddess: Avoid the way ruled
by the eye; and Heraclitus had asserted that the majority of
mankind are "unaware of what they are doing after they wake"
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[Fr. 1]. The totalizing movement characteristic of emergent
philosophy is carried by Plato to its limit. The inferior status
of the horizon of the multitude is explicitly affirmed. Neither
the lover of opinion nor the lover of sights and sounds attains
truth. Moreover, neither sees "the last thing to be seen" in
the upper region of the intelligibles, the idea of the Good
[Republic 517a-d]. But, Plato says, "Anyone who is to act wisely
in private or public life must have caught sight of this." In
the ideal Republic the guardianship of the city is to be under-
taken by those who have most understanding of principles, and
it is the philosopher alone who has this understanding [Republic
521b]. While Plato attempts to avoid an absolute condemnation
of the multitude, inasmuch as he claims that ordinary subjects
are capable of distinguishing the sophist from the true philo-
sopher [Republic 499e-500], it remains that his position consti-
tutes a reductionist integration of human endeavors. The philo-
sopher may succeed in convincing the multitude of his difference
from the sophists whom ordinary subjects despise, but he is
then faced with the difficult task of convincing the multitude
that he alone has access to being and the good. The perplexity
felt by ordinary subjects before the prospect of being led by
sophists is ultimately deepened by internal horizonal perplexity
before this totalizing philosophic claim. Prudent deference
to philosophers is one thing, but a total relinquishment of
horizonal integrity and autonomy is quite another.

Religious totalization may be illustrated by some Christian
Fathers' attacks on secular learning. The text and symbol for
religious denunciations of the pride of intellect was often
the philosopher Plato. "All the assertions of the philosophers
about the eternity of the world and hyle and the ideas, and
that soul of the world that they call noys are utterly destroyed
and confounded by the first chapter of Genesis.”" Again: "How
much more estimable the philosophy that does not discourse idly
of the stars and the nature of things in the style of Plato,
but treats humbly and usefully of the correction of morals and
the practice of virtues." [These expressions are quoted by Paul
Shorey, Platonism Ancient and Modern (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1938), pp. 82-83] The horizon-relative charac-
ter of the first expression is evident. Only insofar as the
philosopher shares the religious subject's apprehension of Gene-
sis is he 1likely to be confounded or even slightly troubled
by its account of the origin of the cosmos. Again, only a reli-
gious subject who overlooks horizonal differences completely
could expect such an expression to give a philosopher pause.
The second expression is especially striking, however, in view
of Plato's love of the Good. From a philosophic standpoint,
ignorance of this keystone of Platonic thought is almost beyond
belief. Nevertheless, when one takes into account the fact that
the reduction of the status of any horizon normally involves
the wholesale "writing off" of its self-expression by the total-
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izing subject, this enormous oversight, while still disturbing,
appears to be consistent.

Religious totalization may be illustrated further by the
Inquisition. However, the Inquisition is often cited to expose
the dangers of religious domination. It should be noted that
to appeal to the Inquisition to illustrate religious totalization
is not to make as well a negative judgment on the significance
or adequacy or legitimacy of the religious horizon as such.
Allusions to the Inquisition are often at root condemnations
of the religious horizon itself; as such, they are simply further
illustrations of totalizing activity. There may be as many 'in-
quisitions' as there are horizons capable of totalizing them-
selves and subsequently gaining socio-political hegemony.

Numerous illustrations of ordinary totalization may be
found in Richard Hofstadter's Anti-Intellectualism in American
Life.

For a discussion of (natural) scientific totalization and
capitulating artists, scholars and philosophers, see Leo Marx,
"Reflections on the Neo-Romantic Critique of Science," Daedalus
(Spring, 1978). See also Freud's totalizing expression in New
Introductory Lectures on Psychoanalysis, trans, James Strachey
(Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1973), pp. 195-196, 207-208;
also, The Future of an Illusion, trans. W. D. Robson-Scott (New
York: Anchor Books, 1964), pp. 62-63, 92. See also, Jean Piaget
on philosophy in Insights and Illusions of Philosophy, trans.
Wolfe Mays (New York: The World Publishing Company, 1971), pp.
121 and 216.

For illuminating discussions, with illustrations, of artis-
tic capitulation to scientific totalization and of artistic
totalization, see A. W. Raitt, Life and Letters in France, The
Nineteenth Century (New York: Scribner's, 1965), xxvi, pp. 29,
69, 93-95, 98, 99, 104, 106.

C. P. Snow's The Two Cultures and the Scientific Revolution
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1959) explores the rela-
tionship of scientific to literary intellectuals. Snow, a scien-
tific and artistic subject, favors science and consequently
apprehends an "unqualified hostility to science" among artists.
See Leo Marx, Ibid., 66, and Herbert Read, To Hell with Culture
(New York: Schocken Books, 1964), pp. 178 ff., especially p.
179.

The capitulation of scholarly subects to scientific totaliza-
tion is revealed in I. A, Richards' early works, Principles
of Literary Criticism and Science and Poetry. In these works
Richards advocates the scholarly emulation of "scientific objec-
tivity". This view had a long afterlife within the movement
of "new criticism" (1930-1960). Even though proponents of 'new
criticism" were occasionally antagonistic toward science, Leo
Marx argues that they nevertheless emulated the scientific mode
of operation. See Leo Marx, Ibid., 66-67.
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l8Robert N. Bellah, "To Kill and Survive or To Die and Become:
The Active Life and the Contemplative Life as Ways of Being
Adult," Daedalus (Spring 1976), 73-74,

19 The Life of Reason, Vol. I, Reason in Common Sense (New
York: Collier Books, 1962), p. 122,

29Thomas Carlyle: Selected Writings, ed. Alan Shelston (Har-
mondsworth: Penguin Books, 1971), p. 69.

21hid., pp. 182-183.

22G, K. Chesterton resisted the totalizing activity of extra—
ordinary subjects. "Thus far my thesis is this: that it is not
the Uncommon Man who is persecuted but rather the Common Man.
But this brings me into direct conflict with the contemporary
reaction, which seems to say, in effect, that the Common Man
had much better be persecuted. It is quite certain that many
modern thinkers and writers honestly feel a contempt for the
Common Man; it is also quite certain that I myself feel a con-
tempt for those who feel this contempt." See The Common Man
(London: Sheed and Ward, 1950), p. 6.

Francisco Goya had the advantage of powerful protectors
during the Inquisition, so he was not molested. Nevertheless,
he did express resistance to religious totalization in defense
of others less fortunate. "Painting, like poetry, selects in
the universe whatever she deems most appropriate to her ends.
She assembles in a single fantastic personage circumstances
and features which nature distributes among many individuals.
From this combination, ingeniously composed, results that happy
imitation by virtue of which the artist earns the title of inven-
tor and not of servile copyist." Goya was objecting to the imposi-
tion of the standards of propriety, fitness, and suitability
of religious subjects upon the artist. See Artists on Art, eds.
Marco Treves and Robert Goldwater (New York: Pantheon Books,
1958), pp. 203-204. See also the revealing transcript of Paolo
Caliari Veronese's inquisition, in which the conflict of stan-
dards of propriety is clearly illustrated, on pp. 104-108.

Freud has himself provided an illustration of religious
resistance to scientific totalization. See his New Introductory
Lectures, pp. 208-209.

The interested reader may find in Otto Bird's work, Cultures
in Conflict, studies of a variety of conflicts which, I believe,
are rooted in horizonal differences.
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Iv

PHILOSOPHY'S PLACE IN CULTURE: A PROSPECTUS

In Chapter I I outlined the general form of
the horizonal structure. In Chapter III I augmented
the outline with an account of the types of dynamic
relationships into which co-existing horizons may
enter. The expanded model constitutes a way of ap-
proaching determinate answers to the following dques-
tions: (i) What 1is the present cultural situation?
(ii) What task may philosophers reasonably be called
upon to perform in our culture? The first question,
if it is raised in a scientific manner, is the leading
question of the student of culture, and it may be
broken down, as it were, into two questions: (a)
What is the present cultural situation? (b) What
was the cultural situation in the past? Now, the
manner in which the model might inform cultural in-
vestigations could be investigated at length; but
the aim of the present essay requires that the model
be related to the process of answering question (ii),
the leading question of the disorientated philosopher.
The answer to this question depends in part upon
answers to the two types of gquestion raised by the
student of culture; a knowledge of the demands of
the present depends upon a knowledge of the present
situation, and a knowledge of the present situation
depends in part upon a knowledge of previous cultural
situations. However, my aim in the present chapter
is to employ the horizonal structure to describe
generally the process from cultural disorientation
to deliberate philosophic engagement in a culture.
Accordingly, the emphasis in my discussion falls,
not on the methodical procedures of sociology and
anthropology and cultural history, but on the self-
orientating procedures of the philosopher.

The point to this additional exposition, it
should be noted, 1is not to provide a determinate
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answer to the leading question of the disorientated
philosopher. The upcoming exposition constitutes
an extension of the model in the specific direction
of an answer which each philosopher must obtain for
himself. Decisions affecting the <course of one's
cultural involvement, as recent existentialist reflec-
tions have shown, do not simply follow logically
from the arguments of others. The present chapter
is the final stage of a preparatory maneuver. Accord-
ingly, in the first section I shall review the options
facing the disorientated philosopher; in the second
section I shall present a model of the process of
deliberation by which philosophic subjects may orien-
tate themselves; in the third section I shall illus-
trate the use of the deliberative model by placing
the results of my own deliberations within its struc-
ture; in a final section I shall explore briefly
a notion of philosophic engagement which emerges
from the personal illustration.

1. OPTIONS

In Chapter III two guiding ideals of cultural
unity were distinguished, the reductionist ideal
and the ideal of differentiated unity. According
to the model, the philosopher concerned to orientate
himself in his culture may choose to pursue the reduc-
tionist ideal or the collaborative ideal. By choosing
to pursue the reductionist ideal, the philosopher
commits himself to one of the following types of
activity in relation to co-existing horizons: anni-
hilating totalization [Tot(A)]; relegating totaliza-
tion [Tot(R)]; self-abandoning capitulation [Cap(A)];
subservient capitulation [Cap(S)]. On the other hand,
by choosing to pursue the collaborative ideal, the
philosopher commits himself to collaboration [Col]
or resistance [Res].

The disorientated philosopher, then, is faced
with two major options, according to the model. Depend-
ing upon his choice of a cultural ideal, he is faced
with either two or four minor options. However, it
may happen that the philosopher does not experience
cultural disorientation, that he does not see the
need for deliberate reflection on these options.
According to the model, his indifference may have
several causes. First, the philosopher may have gone
through the deliberative process of self-orientation
previously. Second, the philosopher may not have
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been a member of an actual constellation.

If the philosopher has already gone through
the deliberative process of self-orientation, he
has already committed himself to participation in
his constellation under the governance of either
the reductionist or the collaborative ideal. His
cultural activity is deliberate or premeditated.
However, a repetition of the deliberative process
with the aid of the horizonal structure still has
worth in that it provides an occasion for a deepening
of the philosopher's self-understanding and his under-
standing of his cultural milieu.

If the philosopher has not been a member of
an actual constellation, he may be participating
in his culture while still remaining relatively iso-
lated from subjects of other horizons. His participa-
tion, then, may be governed by the ideal of cultural
unity subscribed to by "normal philosophy". Inasmuch
as his cultural activity is grounded upon another's
deliberate or unpremeditated resolution of internal
horizonal perplexity, it 1is wunpremeditated and so
also worthy of suspicion. The deliberative process
of self-orientation remains to be gone through.

Cultural participation cannot be avoided except
by maintaining complete isolation. But complete iso-
lation also prevents the emergence of a horizon.
If one is exercising common sense or practicing art,
science, scholarship, philosophy, or religion, one
has chosen, either deliberately or without premedi-
tation, an ideal of cultural unity. Because commit-
ment is inevitable if one has a horizon, the wise
or merely rational course to follow, if the experience
of disorientation is absent, is the course of deliber-
ate self-orientation., If one's disorientation has
already been legitimately eliminated, a repetition
of the deliberative process with the aid of a new
model of culture will further strengthen conviction
and commitment. On the other hand, if one's conviction
and commitment have never been questioned, the de-
liberative process may provide the self-understanding
and cultural understanding that lead to either the
correction of one's orientation or its solidification
in methodical activity.

Finally, it may happen that the philosopher
experiences cultural disorientation but chooses,
for whatever reason, to ignore it. In this case the
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philosopher has suppressed the problem of orientation
posed by horizonal dissonance and multiplicity, and
he has arrested the deliberative process motivated
by internal perplexity. It remains, however, that
he participates in his culture, that he does in fact
take a stand by his actions, that by refusing to
choose he nonetheless makes a choice. His refusal
to orientate himself deliberately is in fact an expres-
sion of his preference for incomplete deliberation.

1.1. SPONTANEOUS AND DELIBERATE ACTIVITY

Each of the six minor options confronting the
philosopher may be exercised spontaneously or deliber-
ately. Totalization, capitulation, collaboration,
and resistance may be spontaneous, habitual, unpremedi-
tated. As potential constellations become actual,
the adequacy of particular horizons is called into
question. Horizonal dissonance promotes a temporary
suspension, as it were, of previous involvement.
In this interval, two types of accommodation of inter-
nal perplexity may take place. On the one hand, per-
plexity may be immediately accommodated; on the other,
it may be deliberately accommodated. By immediate
accommodation is meant either the simple reinstitution
of previous involvement without deliberation or the
institution of essentially similar involvement without
deliberation. By deliberate accommodation is meant
the completion of a deliberative process and the
subsequent institution of a type of involvement that
has been found to be worthwhile.

Immediate accommodation is the reinstitution
of previous involvement without benefit of delibera-
" tion or the institution of essentially similar involve-
ment without benefit of deliberation. First, if previ-
ous 1involvement was governed by the reductionist
ideal, immediate accommodation may take the form
of a renewal of the natural identification, typical
of incipient horizons, of horizon-specific ideals
with the ideals of human subjectivity in general.
On the other hand, it may take the form of a trans-
formation of the natural identification and a shift
to capitulating allegiance to a co-existing total-
izing horizon. However, the accommodating horizon
may be relatively mature, and its previous involvement
may have been totalizing or capitulating. In such
cases, immediate accommodation takes the form of
a simple reinstitution of previous involvement. Second,
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if previous involvement was governed by the ideal
of differentiated unity, immediate accommodation
may take the form of a simple reinstitution of previ-
ous collaborative or resistant activity. Immediate
accommodation, clearly, does not bring about an essen-
tial change in a constellation.

Deliberate accommodation is the completion of
a deliberative process and the subsequent institution
of a type of involvement that has been found to be
worthwhile. It is a meditative response to the moti-
vation of horizonal perplexity rather than an unpre-
meditated reversion or inessential transformation.
Deliberate accommodation requires of the philosopher
that he abide in the state of suspension, that he
advert to the tension of that state, and that he
employ his experience of the tension as evidence
to support the judgment that serious deliberation
is indeed required. The tension of disengagement
is the very spontaneity that calls for reflection;
it is the tension created by the inhibition of habit-
ual routines. Déliberate accommodation may terminate
in totalization, capitulation, collaboration, or
resistance; however, these activities are now deliber-
ate instead of spontaneous. The mere experience of
oneself as participating in one's culture has been
augmented by an identification of the type of partici-
pation and the ideal by which it is governed; more-
over, one's participation may be essentially trans-
formed as a consequence of one's deliberative reflec-
tion on its value. In the end, one settles on an
ideal of wunity and one becomes methodical in the
pursuit of it, proceeding according to a fairly well-
ordered plan; one's pursuit is neither wholly spon-
taneous nor dilatory. Deliberate accommodation brings
about an essential change in a constellation.

The distinction between spontaneous and deliber-
ate activity introduces into the horizonal structure
an additional determination. Each of the three types
of horizonal constellations may be spontaneous, semi-
deliberate, or deliberate. A spontaneous constellation
is one in which all of the member subjects have immedi-
ately accommodated horizonal perplexity. A deliberate
constellation is one in which all of the member sub-
jects have deliberately accommodated their perplexity.
A semideliberate constellation is one in which sub-
jects of one or more, but not all, member horizons
have deliberately accommodated horizonal perplexity.

115



2. THE PROCESS OF SELF-ORIENTATION

The process of deliberation by which we orien-
tate ourselves is, most generally, a set of sequen-
tially-ordered operations terminating in decisive
action. Ordinary, artistic, scholarly, philosophic,
scientific, and religious subjects deliberate; all
are called upon, with greater or 1less frequency,
to make decisions. Accordingly, to speak of a deliber-
ative process is to allude to what has been named
the deep mode of conscious and intentional operations
[See Chapter I, Section 6]. The extension of the
horizonal structure in the direction of philosophic
self-orientation, then, requires at 1least a general
reference to the deep mode. In particular, it requires
a reference to a specific set of operations occurring
in a specific sequence. To give my exposition of
the deliberative process of self-orientation a struc-
ture, I shall make use of Bernard Lonergan's account
of deliberative operations.

In his attempt to provide an account of the
deep mode informing every horizon-specific mode,
Lonergan has distinguished four 1levels of conscious
and intentional operation: (i) the empirical level
of seeing, hearing, touching, tasting, smelling,
anticipating, remembering, and imagining; (ii) the
intellectual level of questioning, understanding,
conceiving, formulating, and hypothesizing; (iii)
the rational level of reflective questioning, weighing
the evidence, grasping the fulfilment of the condi-
tions for a judgment, and judging; and (iv) the level
of responsibility on which, Lonergan writes,

we are concerned with ourselves, with our opera-
tions, our goals, and so deliberate about possible
courses of action, evaluate them, decide, and
carry out our decisions.

In order to provide a structure for my exposition
of the process of philosophic self-orientation, I
shall employ the sequentially-ordered set of opera-
tions -- deliberation, evaluation, decision.

Several characteristics of Lonergan's account
of deliberative operations and their sequence recom-
mend it for use in the present context. First, Loner-
gan employs the terms ‘'deliberate', 'evaluate', and
'decide' in their familiar, ordinary senses. Conse-
quently, the exposition is not complicated by the
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requirement that one have a technical grasp of the
nature of deliberative or responsible consciousness;
all that is required is an ability to identify the
operations in one's own conscious experience in the
manner of the ordinary subject. Second, Lonergan's
account is very general, first, because his intention
is to expose the deep mode of operation and, second,
because his account is explicitly designed to 'save'
every horizon-specific mode of operation that has
emerged so far.? Again, Lonergan's account of the
deep mode is not merely a contribution to the unifica-
tion of the various natural sciences, or the various
human or social sciences; nor is it merely a contri-
bution to the integration of science and religion.
Rather, Lonergan's account is offered for the purpose
of unifying methodologically the standpoints, worlds,
and modes of operation of ordinary, artistic, scien-
tific, scholarly, philosophic, and religious sub-
jects. Consequently, Lonergan's account of delibera-
tive operations provides a capacious frame for the
extension of the horizonal structure in the direction
not only of philosophic self-orientation but also
in the directions of ordinary, scientific, artistic,
scholarly, and religious self-orientation. The employ-
ment of Lonergan's account of deliberation to facili-
tate the extension of the horizonal structure in
this specific case does not close off the possibility
of additional analogous extensions. However, my pre-
sent concern is to bring the horizonal structure
to bear upon the process of philosophic self-orien-
tation.

2.1. DELIBERATION: REFLECTIVE DISENGAGEMENT

The process of self-orientation begins with
reflective disengagement from active cultural involve-
ment. When I begin to question my involvement I with-
draw from philosophic activity; I am no longer pro-
ducing philosophic works or having philosophic dis-
cussions. Naturally, I do not shed my cultural context
as a snake sheds its skin; rather, the reflective
disengagement with which the process begins, 1is the
exploitation of a given capacity to take stock of
myself and my involvement. But there is always the
danger, subsequent to the emergence of internal hori-
zonal perplexity, of immediate accommodation. Accord-
ingly, reflective disengagement may be promoted by
raising and attempting to answer two questions. First,
what is the present situation? Second, how do I stand
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in the present situation? Since reflective disengage-
ment constitutes the initial phase of the process
of deliberation, these two questions must be raised
in the context of an intention to answer eventually
a third: How should I stand in the present situation?
The horizonal structure may be employed now as a
heuristic device.

What type of constellation exists? Three types
of constellation are possible subsequent to the emer-
gence of a multiplicity of horizons: reductionist,
collaborative, and heterogeneous. What is the trend
of my constellation? Is one horizon dominant? If
so, is its dominance a function of totalization and
capitulation? Are all horizons collaborating? Are
some horizons resisting while others are totalizing?
On the basis afforded by the horizonal structure,
a set of questions relevant to the identification
of one's situation may be generated.

How do I stand in the existing constellation? Six
types of involvement 1in the existing constellation
are specified by the horizonal structure: annihilating
totalization, relegating totalization, self-abandoning
capitulation, subservient capitulation, collaboration,
and resistance. What, then, is the nature of my in-
volvement? Do I share with Plato, for example, the
view that only the philosopher is qualified to conduct
the affairs of the state? Do I hold the view that
the role of philosophy is to serve as a handmaiden
to natural science? Do I see myself as among the
last of the philosophers, as presiding over the final
stages of the subsumption of philosophy by natural
science? Such questions as these must be raised and
answered in the context provided by the answer to
the first guestion. If it is true that a collaborative
constellation exists, then my own stance must be
that of a collaborator. Similarly, if a reductionist
constellation exists, my stance must be that of a
totalizer or a capitulator. Finally, if a hetero-
geneous constellation exists, it 1is possible that
I am resisting, totalizing, or capitulating. While
the second question is raised and answered in the
context of the answer to the first, its answer is
not a mere deduction from the first answer. It may
appear to be so if the existing constellation is
collaborative, for example; but deductions are imper-
sonal and indifferent to value, and the process of
self-orientation is not.




The two questions which promote reflective dis-
engagement are raised in the context of an intention
to answer the ultimate question of self-orientation.
The two questions can be raised as though they were
sociological questions, for example. If the horizonal
structure were appropriated by sociologists, then
investigators of society may inquire whether the
existing constellation is reductionist, collaborative,
or heterogeneous. They could appeal to the charts
in Chapter III in order to determine just what hori-
zonal configuration exists. However, when the question
is raised in this manner it is not an operation on
the level of responsibility; rather, it is an opera-
tion on the level of intelligence. Because the ques-
tion is raised on the level of responsibility in
the present context, its emergence is attended by
an interest in self-orientation. Its significance
lies, not simply in its intention of an understanding
of the nature of the existing constellation, but
in its function as facilitating an eventual determina-
tion of my own stance. Similarly, the question of
my own stance may be asked for its own sake, and
how I happen to stand in the constellation becomes
simply a question of fact. But, if this question
is raised without the intention of self-orientation,
it is raised without a sense of the impact the answer
might have upon my own cultural involvement in the
future. Deliberative activity presupposes a reflec-
tive acknowledgement of the possibility that, as
a consequence of my deliberative reflections, I might
have to change. If this sense of the possible impact
of my questioning on my way of life is lacking, the
thoroughness of my self-questioning may be affected.
Psychologically, the sense of possible impact may
drive me away from self-study altogether; on the
other hand, barring psychological aberrations and
supposing a genuine interest in self-orientation,
the sense of possible impact may motivate me to in-
quire of myself with great thoroughness.

The two questions which promote reflective disen-
gagement and block immediate accommodation of internal
perplexity are not the detached and disinterested
questions of natural or human science. They are exis-
tential questions raised in the context of an inten-
tion to orientate myself in my culture. The overarch-
ing context 1is provided by the ultimate question
of the deliberative process toward which I am heading:
How should I stand in the existing constellation?

119



2.2. EVALUATION: WEIGHING THE OPTIONS

The evaluative phase of the process of self-
orientation may be divided into three inter-penetrat-
ing moments. The entire evaluative phase heads toward
a Jjudgment of the type: It is most worthwhile for
me to participate in the existing constellation in
this way. Accordingly, in the first moment of the
evaluative phase I ask myself, What is the ideal
of my horizon? In order to determine which type of
activity specified by the horizonal structure is
most worthwhile for me gqua philosopher to pursue,
I must first determine the nature of the philosophic
horizon to my satisfaction. In the second moment
of the evaluative phase I raise the rational question
of consistency: Is the ideal of my horizon consistent
with one of the two cultural ideals? Given the ideal
of my horizon, does the pursuit of one of these ideals
involve me in a performative self-contradiction?
In the third moment of the evaluative phase I raise
two affective questions of value: (i) Is the pursuit
of philosophy as defined worthwhile? (ii) 1Is the
type of cultural participation which I have found
to be consistent with the ideal of philosophy worth-
while? Both of these questions are intended to bring
to 1light my affective orientation and to promote
reflection on my affective responses to the ideal
of my horizon and to the two cultural ideals.

2.2.1. THE NATURE OF PHILOSOPHY

By the nature of philosophy is meant its ideal,
mode of operation, and world. Of particular importance
here is the philosophic ideal; for it 1is against
the philosophic ideal that the consistency or incon-
sistency of the options is to be weighed. It is to
be noted at this point that adequate reflection on
the nature of the philosophic horizon requires a
concerted effort to maintain the dissolution of pre-
vious involvement that was brought about by the recog-
nition of horizonal dissonance. As self-orientating
reflection in general occurs in the interval between
spontaneous involvement and deliberate involvement,
so deliberative reflection on the nature of my horizon,
being a part of the process of self-orientation,
takes place in that interval as well., Accordingly,
the gquestion at hand is not analogous to the second
question of the earlier deliberative phase. It is
not my previous spontaneous activity that I am seeking
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to understand; rather, I am seeking to grasp the
nature of my horizon which may or may not have been
expressed coherently in my previous spontaneous in-
volvement.

What is the nature of the philosophic horizon? The
data relevant to answering this question seem to
be of two types, internal and external. Internal
data are data obtained by adverting to relevant data
of consciousness, that is, myself as philosophic
-- my ideal, mode of operation, and world. External
data are data obtained by adverting to past and con-
temporary philosophic expression. To answer the ques-
tion of philosophy's nature, I advert to the history
of philosophy and to my own operations in alternation.
By adverting to the history of philosophy I call
forth in myself the philosophic mode of operation
as data of consciousness; by adverting to data of
consciousness I augment the merely lived experience
of my philosophic mode with understanding and formu-
lation. Again, by adverting to the historical opinions
of philosophers on the nature of philosophy, my own
opinions are called forth; then, by adverting to
myself, I subject those spontaneous opinions to re-
flective scrutiny.

This alternation of advertence from external
to internal data and back again depends for its effi-
cacy upon the spontaneity of subjectivity itself.
Naturally, the danger of subjectivistic conclusions
arises. But two ranges of spontanecus tendencies
may be distinguished. On the one hand, there are
those tendencies which are properly named biases;
on the other hand, there are those upon which we
inevitably rely in every attempt to overcome our
biases. There is no escaping the fact that the pur-
suit of answers to questions 1is always a subjective
activity in the neutral sense of 'subjective'. The
problem, then, is not that this process is subjective,
but that one range of subjective tendencies may inter-
fere with another range. Consequently, if we ask
what the criterion of Jjudgment is that is relevant
to this process of discovering the nature of philo-
sophy, we are asking about the tendencies constitutive
of the deep mode of operation. But the question re-
garding the nature of the deep mode must also be
raised in ignorance of the nature of the deep mode;
in pursuing the grounds of objectivity we must rely
upon the spontaneities of subjectivity. Accordingly,
the model of deliberation being constructed is de-
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signed to provide the opportunity for one range of
spontaneous tendencies to overwhelm the other; it
is hoped that those tendencies which lead us to objec-
tive conclusions will prevail. Nevertheless, several
tendencies which may interfere with the clarifying
alternation of advertence may be considered.

First, I may believe that the question of philo-
sophy's nature is perennial, and this belief may
undermine the deliberative process. The everlasting
character of the question may be interpreted in at
least two ways. On the one hand, it may be taken
to mean that the gquestion of philosophy's nature
cannot be answered, that 1its answer 1is absolutely
beyond my grasp. On the other hand, it may be taken
to mean that the answer is very difficult to obtain,
but that I may expect to approximate to it gradually.
Naturally, if I hold the first interpretation, there
is no point to my continuing my inguiry. But, if
I hold the second interpretation, there is reason
to continue; after all, even the natural sciences
claim only to approximate to the truth. However,
both of these interpretations are somewhat abstract.
Concretely, the question of philosophy's nature is
raised by each philosopher; moreover, each philosopher
has in fact answered the gquestion for himself with
greater or less circumspection. Just as philosophers
adhere, either implicitly or explicitly, to some
ideal of cultural unity, so they adhere more or less
reflectively to some ideal of philosophic success.
Philosophers may express with frequency their bewil-
derment, their confusion, their wonder, their awe;
but, for the most part, they claim to have some idea
of what they are doing.This 'idea' 1lies among the
internal data to be considered reflectively.

Second, I may be too selective in my approach
to external data. Relevant external data are multi-
form. The informative alternation of my advertence
from internal to external data and back again may
be inhibited by intruding internal commitments. By
their nature, internal data do not wait passively
for me to integrate them into my reflections; for
they are my operations, my beliefs, my commitments.
Just as I may subject myself to reflective scrutiny,
so also may I skew my reflections, rendering them
overly selective.® When I turn to investigate the
external data relevant to the determination of philo-
sophy's nature, I may fail to maintain reflective
disengagement. For example, having been previously
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a phenomenoclogist, I may refuse to admit 1logical
empiricism into the philosophic fold. Employing the
model, I may reason that logical empiricism has capitu-
lated to totalizing natural science and, therefore,
could not be an instance of philosophy. Again, having
been previously a linguistic analyst, I may refuse
to view seriously the products of Continental idealism.
I may reason that idealism is resisting irrationally
the subservient philosophic role. However, it is
to be recalled that totalization, capitulation, collab-
oration, and resistance are not evidence of the agency

of particular horizons; any of the six horizons pre-
sently existing may totalize, capitulate, collaborate,

or resist, Moreover, a single horizon in a particu-
lar period may be internally differentiated -- par-
tially resisting, partially capitulating, partially
totalizing. To avoid excessive selectivity in my
approach to external data, I must achieve the high
altitude of surveillance characteristic of the his-
torian of contemporary philosophy.®

Third, I may object that philosophy has no single
nature. The implications of this extremely abstract
position go beyond the discontinuation of the de-
liberative process and call into question the unity
of the philosophic horizon itself. The position is
extremely abstract. A remark of Hegel's, made in
the introduction to his History of Philosophy, is
to the point.

However different the philosophies have been,
they had a common bond in that they were philosophy.
Thus whoever may have studied or become acquainted
with a philosophy, of whatever kind, provided
only that it is such, has thereby become acquainted
with philosophy. That delusive mode of reasoning
which regards diversity alone, and from doubt
of or aversion to the particular form in which
a universal finds its actuality, will not grasp
or even allow this universal nature, I have else-
where likened toan invalid recommended by the
doctor to eat fruit, and who has cherries, plums,
or grapes, before him, but who pedantically refuses
to take anything because no part of what is offered
him is fruit, some of it being cherries, and the
rest being plums or grapes.®

The deliberative process being outlined presently
presupposes the horizonal structure. Consequently,
the fundamental unity of the philosophic horizon
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is presupposed by the question of philosophy's nature,
and by 'nature' is meant "standpoint, mode of opera-
tion, and world". I must assume a single nature,
anticipating in apparent diversity a common core.’

Fourth, I may object that I have no access to
data of consciousness, that the invitation to exploit
self-presence is merely an invitation to explore
the domain of "mere subjectivity”. The alternation
of advertence, I may conclude, 1is an oscillation
between objective observation and merely subjective
whim. This objection takes exception to the emphasis
I have placed upon the model as an adequately heuris-
tic device ([See Chapter 1II, Section 2.1.]. To be
sustained, the objection must exclude from serious
consideration two facts which I have attempted to
acknowledge fully. First, there exist at least six
horizons, each of which seems to employ its own cri-
teria of objectivity and reality. It seems reasonable,
consequently, to await the outcome of a study of
these approaches before deciding that the criteria
of objectivity and reality proper to one horizon
are applicable to the study of the horizons themselves.
Second, general linguistic usage reflects the more
or less thorough, common exploitation of a given
access to data of consciousness or internal data.
Even natural scientists and ordinary subjects, those
whom one might expect to adhere naturally to an ap-
proach which excludes advertence to internal data,
employ words and phrases designating standpoints
and modes of operation (worlds in their self-present
dimensions). There seem to be no reasonable grounds
for ignoring this fact when we set out to construct
a model for the study of horizons. The objection,
then, defends a more determinate, less openly heuris-
tic approach to the study of horizons; and so it
also begs the questions of horizonal adequacy and
legitimacy. Moreover, it deprives the self-orientating
philosopher of a range of data to which subjects
of all other horizons commonly appeal with greater
or less frequency.

The task of answering the question of philosophy's
nature may seem monumental; indeed, it is the diffi-
culty of this task which grounds the merely relative
adequacy of conclusions and brings into relief the
critical significance of the alternation of advertence
from external to internal data and back again. Ex-
ternal data are multiform; internal data are intrusive
and elusive. There seems to be no infallible method
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of insuring the correctness of my conclusion. Never-
theless, by maintaining conscientiously the reflective
disengagement of the deliberative process, the proba-
bility of a mistaken conclusion is reduced. Moreover,
in the second moment of the evaluative phase the
question of consistency arises; and in the third
moment there arise two questions of value. Throughout
these subsequent moments the conclusion arrived at
in the first moment remains merely hypothetical;
depending on their outcomes, its adequacy may be
further reinforced, further gqualified, or completely
denied.® However, one should expect no more than
a relatively adequate conclusion to the question
of philosophy's nature; the history of philosophy
and its contemporary situation are complex affairs,
and self-clarification is perhaps a life-long enter-
prise. Moreover, like other horizons, the philosophic
horizon unfolds temporally; philosophy itself is
in process of development or decline. Accordingly,
the first moment of the evaluative phase need not
be specified further; in the end, each one must make
his relatively adequate judgment on the ideal of
philosophic activity for himself.

2.2.2. THE QUESTION OF CONSISTENCY

In the second moment of the evaluative phase
the question of consistency is raised. The nature
of my horizon having been determined tentatively,
the question of consistency takes the following form:
Is a particular ideal of cultural unity, and so also
a particular type of cultural involvement, consistent
with the ideal of my horizon? Specifically I ask,
Is reductionist activity consistent with the aims
of my horizon? Is collaborative activity consistent
with the aims of my horizon?

Is reductionist activity consistent with the
aims of my horizon? If I subscribe reflectively to
the ideal of 1logical empiricism, for example, I may
ask, Is the reductionist ideal of cultural unity
consistent with the ideal of philosophy as logical
empiricism? Again, is totalizing participation consis-
tent? Is capitulating participation consistent? Is anni-
hilating totalization more or 1less consistent than
relegating totalization? 1Is self-abandoning capitu-
lation more or less consistent than subservient capitu-
lation? Clearly, the question of consistency includes
a consideration of the roles of co-existing horizons.
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If T find that capitulating participation is consis-
tent with my philosophic ideal, I find as well that
totalizing participation by a co-existing horizon
is acceptable to me. As immediate accommodation in-
cludes a spontaneous positioning of co-existing hori-
zons relative to one's own, so deliberate accommoda-
tion includes a reflective positioning of them.

Again, if I subscribe to the ideal of hermeneutic-
dialectic philosophy, I may ask, Is the reductionist
ideal of cultural unity consistent with the ideal
of philosophy as hermeneutical and critical? Is total-
izing participation consistent? Is capitulating par-
ticipation consistent? Is annihilating totalization
more or less consistent than relegating totalization?
Is self-abandoning capitulation more or less consis-
tent than subservient capitulation? The roles of
co-existing horizons must be considered. If I find
that one of these types of participation is consis-
tent, I find as well that its complement in my constel-
lation is acceptable to me.

Is collaborative activity consistent with the
aims of my horizon? If I subscribe reflectively to
the 1ideal of hermeneutic-dialectic philosophy, for
example, I may ask, Is the collaborative ideal of
cultural unity consistent with the hermeneutical
and critical ideal? 1Is collaborative participation
consistent? Is resistant participation consistent?
I must note that if I find collaborative participation
to be consistent, I find as well that totalization
and capitulation are intolerable and that these types
should not inform my constellation. Again, if I £find
that resistant participation is consistent, I find
as well that my constellation includes at least one
totalizing horizon.

If I subscribe reflectively to the ideal of
logical empiricism, I may ask, Is the ideal of differ-
entiated unity consistent with the logical empiricist
ideal? 1Is collaborative participation consistent?
Is resistant participation consistent? If collabora-
tive participation is found to be consistent, totaliz-
ing and capitulating horizons are not acceptable.
If resistant participation is found to be consistent,
my constellation includes at least one totalizing
horizon.

The conclusion reached in the second moment
of the evaluative phase takes the following form:
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This cultural ideal and this particular type of cul-
tural involvement are consistent with the pursuit
of the ideal of my horizon.

2.2.3. THE QUESTION OF VALUE

The third moment of the evaluative phase brings
into focus my affective relation to the ideal of
my horizon as defined and to the type of cultural
participation I have found to be consistent with
that ideal. The second moment alone does not provide
adequate grounds for a decision. Consistency isprim-
arily a cognitive criterion. Consequently, the second
moment involved an abstraction from the affective
relation I have to the ideal of my horizon and the
ideals of cultural unity. It entitles me to conclude
only that a particular type of cultural participation
does not lead me to contradict performatively my
horizonal ideal as defined. But I am not a purely
cognitive being, and deliberation is not a purely
cognitive process. In Lonergan's terms, for example,
cognition involves the first three levels of conscious
intentionality, while deliberation, evaluation and
decision pertain to the fourth level. I am related
to ideals not only cognitively but also through my
feelings, affectively. Accordingly, even though the
first moment of the evaluative phase took place in
reflective disengagement, my cognitive determination
of the nature of philosophy released in me an affec-
tive response.!® The second moment, then, served only
to relate the nature of philosophy as cognitively-
determined to the ideals of cultural unity. The ques-
tion of value of the third moment turns my attention
to my affective relation to the ideal of philosophy
I have specified, and also to my affective relation
to the ideal of cultural unity with which it is consis-
tent. Two questions are raised in the third moment:
(i) Is the pursuit of philosophy as defined worth-
while? (ii) Is the type of cultural participation
I have found to be consistent with my horizonal ideal
worthwhile? By 'worthwhile' here I mean 'valued',
that is, regarded highly, prized, or esteemed. Clearly,
ideals may be valued for a variety of reasons, both
adequate and inadequate; and what one happens to
value may or may not be truly good. This moment of
the evaluative phase is designed to facilitate the
process of value-clarification and value-correction,
without attempting to specify for the deliberating
subject just which ideals are truly good and which
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are not.

Is the pursuit of philosophy as defined worth-
while? Do I value the ideal of 1logical empiricism,
for example? Do I value the ideal of hermeneutical
and critical philosophy? Let us suppose I answer
one of these specific questions in the affirmative:
I do value the ideal of philosophy I have determined.
Immediately I become suspicious of the conclusion
I drew in the first moment. To what degree was my
definition of philosophy simply a function of my
feelings? I am moved to re-enact the first moment
of the evaluative phase [See Section 2.2.1. above]
with an expanded awareness of my preferences. Was
my conclusion merely wish-fulfillment? Let us suppose,
on the other hand, that I answer one of the specific
questions in the negative: I do not value the ideal
of philosophy I have determined. Again I become sus-
picious of my conclusion in the first moment, and
I am moved to re-enact the process of inquiry into
philosophy's nature. Now, however, I may be more
directly suspicious of my feelings. Do my feelings
accurately reflect true values? If they do, have
I gone out of my way to contravene my own ' preferences,
mistakenly assuming that all feelings are '"merely
subjective"? Have I made the mistake of seeking a
conclusion that opposes my preferences simply because
it opposes them? In short, both an affirmative and
a negative conclusion to the first question of value
lead to a re-enactment of the first moment of the
evaluative phase.

Is the type of participation which I have found
to be consistent with my horizonal ideal worthwhile?
Do I value the ideal of reductionist unity? Do I
value the ideal of differentiated unity? Let us sup-
pose that pursuit of the reductionist ideal is consis-
tent with the ideal of philosophy I determined origi-
nally, and that I answer the second question of value
affirmatively: I do value the ideal of reductionist
unity. Again I become suspicious of my original con-
clusion to the first moment. To what extent did my
preference for a monolithic cultural unity inform
and bias my inquiry into the nature of philosophy?
Suppose, on the other hand, that I answer the second
question of value negatively: I do not value the
ideal of reductionist wunity; totalizing and capitu-
lating participation elicit from me the kind of affec-
tive response that signals a disvalue. Accordingly,
I return to the first moment with a twofold suspicion.
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Does the structure of my feelings require renovation?!
On the other hand, have I made the mistake of seeking

to contravene proleptically my preference for a parti-

cular type of cultural unity? Both negative and affirm-

ative answers to the second question of value lead

me to re-enact the first moment of the evaluative

phase.

The third moment terminates in a judgment of
the type: It is most worthwhile for me to participate
in my constellation in this manner. However, this
judgment 1is made subsequent to the completion of
the internal dialogue between myself-as-feeling and
myself-as-cognitive that is initiated when the two
questions of value are raised. Naturally, the internal
dialogue may be carried on indefinitely. The internal
evidence that is appealed to in the first moment
of the evaluative phase is elusive, and its range
is expanded enormously when my affective orientation
is included. The external evidence relevant to the
first moment is multiform and complicated in each
instance. Eventually, though, a line is to be drawn,
the evaluative -phase is to be concluded, a judgment
of value is to be made.

2.3. DECISION: DELIBERATE ENGAGEMENT

Reflective disengagement from my constellation
is a short-lived luxury. It may be enjoyed intermit-
tently over a life-time, but it cannot be maintained
continuously. I am called upon to choose and to par-
ticipate in my culture along the lines of my choice.
Both my judgment of value. and my subsequent decision
involve risk, for they rést on a knowledge of my
horizon and of myself which is only relatively ade-
quate at best. But such risks are at least calculated
risks, and they are preferable to merely spontaneous
participation in my culture.

The last phase of the deliberative process of
self-orientation is constituted by the decision to
participate in my constellation in the manner found
most worthwhile in light of the enlightening dialogue
of the evaluative phase. The decisive phase differs
from previous phases in that it does not have its
proper end in itself. Decision is a 1leap. In the
decisive phase I engage once again in cultural ac-
tivity; I effect a transition from reflective dis-
engagement to cultural participation. This transition
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is not a return to my original stance, the spontaneous
participation which was called into gquestion when
my constellation became actual. It is the institution
of a new type of cultural participation, deliberate
participation. My involvement in my culture has been
rendered methodical by the deliberative process.
I know the configuration of the constellation in
which I stand; I know where I stood spontaneously;
I have determined to my satisfaction the nature of
my horizon; I have identified the consistent type
of participation; I have evaluated both my horizonal
ideal and the ideals of cultural unity; I have sub-
jected my conclusions and my affective responses
to the ongoing criticism of internal dialogue; finally,
I am called upon to conclude that I know well enough
where I ought to stand.

3. A PERSONAL ILLUSTRATION

The model of the process of self-orientation
is not to be followed slavishly 1like a recipe. In
fact, the alternation of advertence from external
to internal data and back again and the internal
dialogue which are essential to the model, as pro-
moting the objectivity of the deliberating subject,
preclude exact imitation. It may be useful never-
theless to have an illustration to which one might
appeal for further clarification of the main phases
of the model. Properly speaking, the model is a series
of related questions. By placing my own conclusions
and values within its frame, it may be exhibited
as a series of related answers to those questions.
Considered as a set of related answers, the delibera-
tive model becomes a set of orientating guidelines.
Deliberate accommodation of internal horizonal per-
plexity is the development by the deliberating subject
of a set of guidelines for his cultural participation.
What follows, then, is one philosopher's tentative
set of guidelines.

My purpose in presenting a personal illustration
is not argumentative. My interest lies in facilitating
a grasp of the structure of the model by exhibiting
it in another way. Accordingly, I shall not assemble
an abundance of internal and external evidence for
my position on the nature of philosophy. Nor shall
I trace the erratic course of my alternating adver-
tence or record the raised and lowered voices of
the critically important dialogue of thought and
feeling.
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Reflective Disengagement. What type of constella-
tion exists? A heterogeneous constellation exists.
How do I stand in the constellation? I stand as resis-
ting totalization and capitulation.

Evaluation: First Moment. What is the nature
of my horizon? The philosophic ideal is twofold.
In the first place, philosophy heads toward an intel-
lectual integration of human endeavors. In the second
place, philosophy heads toward a concrete synthesis
of endeavoring subjects. The philosophic world is
also twofold. The world of philosophy as intellectual
integration is the full range of existing horizons.
The world of philosophy as concrete synthesis is
the full range of endeavoring subjects. The philo-
sophic mode of operation is twofold. The mode of
philosophy as intellectual integration is identifica-
tion, differentiation and correlation of existing
horizons. The mode of philosophy as concrete syn-
thesis is the implementation of an intellectual in-
tegration in harmonizing social conduct. Both modes
of philosophy involve a methodical exploitation of
a given access to data of consciousness.

Evaluation: Second Moment. Pursuit of the reduc-
tionist ideal of cultural unity 1is not consistent
with the pursuit of the philosophic ideal of intellec-
tual integration. An intellectual integration pre-
serves the integrity of the elements to be integrated.
Pursuit of the reductionist ideal 1is not consistent
with the pursuit of the philosophic ideal of concrete
synthesis. Concrete synthesis 1is a differentiated
unity, not a monolithic unity; horizonal differences
are preserved in a concrete synthesis. Pursuit of
the collaborative ideal is consistent with the pursuit
of philosophy as intellectual integration and as
concrete synthesis.

Evaluation: Third Moment. As a philosopher in
this heterogeneous constellation I should resist
totalization and capitulation in two ways. First,
I should pursue an intellectual integration of the
full range of existing horizons. Second, I should
pursue a concrete synthesis of the full range of
endeavoring subjects by implementing the intellectual
integration in harmonizing social conduct. The pursuit
of intellectual integration alone is an incomplete
realization of the philosophic ideal. The pursuit
of concrete synthesis without having attained previ-
ously an intellectual integration is presumptuous
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conduct. The two phases of philosophy are reciprocally
constitutive. In the ideal <case, an intellectual
integration is achieved and then implemented in har-
monizing social conduct. Concretely, the ideals of
philosophy are not realized sequentially but concomi-
tantly. The second phase depends for its efficacy
upon the first; but the first phase depends for its
evidence and verification upon the second.

4. PRAXIS AT THE LEVEL OF THE TIMES

The process of self-orientation is, in one of
its aspects, the reflective development of horizonal
guidelines. But, more importantly, the process cul-
minates in deliberate engagement in the cultural
matrix which essentially transforms the matrix. If
the process I have described has been undergone suc-
cessfully, the self-orientating subject has considered
thoroughly his present cultural situation and his
place in it. His engagement constitutes praxis at
the level of his times. The course of action which
issues willfully from his decision is a response
to what Max Scheler has named the demands of the
present. His chosen course of action, then, warrants
careful and precise formulation. In the present sec-
tion I shall explore briefly my notion of second-
phase philosophy as harmonizing social conduct based
upon an intellectual integration of the standpoints,
modes, and worlds of the full range of existing hori-
zons.

4.1, HORIZONAL DIPLOMACY

First-phase philosophic activity is already
familiar to students of philosophy. From the time
of philosophy's emergence, philosophers have charac-
terized themselves repeatedly as seekers after a
synoptic view. However, the practical philosophic
activity I have specified is not so familiar. For
second-phase philosophic activity I propose the name
"horizonal diplomacy". This name is not only less
awkward than '"second-phase philosophic activity",
but it also calls to mind international diplomacy
and evokes in that way an analogous understanding.

Diplomacy, in an ordinary sense, is the manage-
ment of international relations by negotiation. Simi-
larly, horizonal diplomacy is the management of horizonal
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relations by tactful intervention in constellations. A-
gain, in a more technical sense, international diplo-
macy is the intelligent and tactful implementation
of a foreign policy in the conduct of official rela-
tions between the governments of independent states.!?
Similarly, horizonal diplomacy is the methodical
implementation of an intellectual integration for
the promotion of collaborative relations between
subjects of autonomous horizons. Just as the interna-
tional diplomatist practices on the basis afforded
by a study of the history of international negotia-
tions, an analysis of treaties, and an investigation
of the ambitions, resources, and weaknesses of individ-
ual nations; so the horizonal diplomatist practices
on the basis afforded by a study of the history of
horizonal relations, an analysis of coalitions and
disputes, and an investigation of the ideals, modes
of operation, and worlds of existing horizons. Again,
international diplomacy, if it is collaborative,
is practiced with an appreciation of common interests.
The Greeks of the fifth century B.C. recognized an
implicit 'law' which was thought to be above immediate
national interests and momentary expediency; the
Romans employed a vague notion of ius naturale or
natural right. Similarly, horizonal diplomacy, because
it is collaborative, is practiced with an appreciation
of common interests; it 1is guided by a heuristic
notion of the basic horizon of human existence which
includes in its scope all perduring horizons. Besides
horizon-specific ideals, there are the ideals of
human subjectivity in general; besides horizon-specific
modes, there is the deep mode; besides horizon-specific
worlds, there is the universe of being to which all
emergent horizons have a tendency to lay claim.

Besides the similarities there are differences.
For the most part, international diplomacy is prac-
ticed with specific national interests in mind. So
it is that even the earliest diplomatists, the heralds
of the Homeric period, were placed under the tutelage
of Hermes, symbol of charm, trickery and cunning.
In contrast, the horizonal diplomatist is not an
agent of a particular horizon. This is the paradox,
as it were, of philosophic activity. While the hori-
zonal diplomatist is a philosopher, it is also true
that philosophy happens to be that horizon which
promotes a general, collaborative accommodation of
horizonal perplexity. The horizonal diplomatist stands
to co-existing horizons as a diplomatic agent of
the human world stands to co-existing nations. He
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differs greatly, then, from Plato's philosopher who
holds that our troubles will not cease unless philo-
sophers become kings in our states.'?

The analogy with international diplomacy conveys
a general idea of the role I have in mind for the
practical philosopher who has been relatively success-
ful in his pursuit of an intellectual integration
of human endeavors. I turn now to a consideration
of the thing-itself which I envisage.

The occasion for the initiation of diplomatic
activity is constituted by the emergence of horizonal
perplexity in members of a constellation. For the
horizonal diplomatist to promote collaborative rela-
tions successfully, he must block immediate accommo-
dation of horizonal perplexity and promote deliberate
accommodation. It may appear, then, that there is
no need for the horizonal diplomatist in a collabora-
tive constellation, on the one hand, and that there
is no point of insertion for the horizonal diplomatist
in a reductionist constellation, on the other. It
seems that occasions for the initiation of diplomatic
activity arise only in heterogeneous constellations,
those constellations which include at least one total-
izing horizon and at least one resisting horizon.
However, this apparent limitation on the role of
the horizonal diplomatist has its root in a static
conception of constellations. Horizons are gradual
developments of subjects; every culture, 1if it is
to survive, must take appropriate measures to repro-
duce itself. Consequently, horizonal perplexity regu-
larly emerges during the acculturation process in
all types of constellations as developing subjects
are introduced to existing extraordinary endeavors.
In every constellation, there is a point of entry
for the horizonal diplomatist in the educational
process. Through this opening, there passes the hori-
zonal diplomatist-as-teacher. In situations calling
for diplomacy-as-teaching, the dispute to be mediated
normally involves the ordinary horizon as one of
its parties. Besides the diplomatist-as-teacher,
there 1is the diplomatist-as-instigator. The philo-
sopher in a predominantly reductionist constellation,
who somehow discovers a basis for promoting collabora-
tive relations, becomes himself a resisting subject.
But, because he is a horizonal diplomatist, his resis-
tance 1is a self-conscious instigation of horizonal
perplexity in contemporaneous subjects; he exploits
the paradox of philosophic activity to promote per-
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plexity, block immediate accommodation, and promote
deliberate accommodation. Finally, reflection on
the nature of heterogeneous constellations gives
rise to the notion of the horizonal diplomatist-as-
mediator. In heterogeneous constellations the stage
is set regularly for diplomatic intervention; the
co-existence of totalizers, capitulators, and resisters
virtually guarantees the frequent emergence of per-
plexity not only in the educational process but also
in the recurrent interactions of the educated.

The horizonal diplomatist may function as a
teacher, as an instigator, and as a mediator in all
three types of constellations. But my own set of
guidelines includes the orientating judgment that
the existing constellation 1is heterogeneous. Conse-
quently, the notion of horizonal diplomacy, which
has emerged from the same process of self-orientation,
is qualified by an emphasis upon mediation. What
are the steps to be taken by the horizonal diplomatist-
as-mediator? I envisage two stages of diplomacy-as-
mediation. The first stage is impersonal, empathic,
and definitive of the particular situation. The second
is interpersonal, communicative, and transformative
of the situation.

In the first stage the diplomatist identifies
the horizons of the perplexed subjects, distinguishes
them from one another, and relates them to one another.
This procedure is impersonal, for as yet the diplo-
matist has not entered into dialogue or discussion,
verbally or in writing. But the procedure is neverthe-
less empathic. The identification, distinction, and
relation of the horizons constitutive of the actual
constellation is at once a re-enactment of the dia-
logue or discussion which 1is heard or read and a
correlation of the meanings expressed by the partici-
pating subjects with the standpoints, modes, and
worlds distinguished and related previously in a
relatively adequate intellectual integration. Finally,
this procedure is definitive of the particular situa-
tion; for its conclusion is a judgment of the follow-
ing type: The present situation is constituted by
horizons of this type which differ from one another
in these ways and are related to one another in these
other ways.

In the second stage of horizonal diplomacy-as-
mediation the diplomatist intervenes in the constel-
lation; he enucleates the dispute by bringing to
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light the deep mode informing the horizon-specific
modes, the ideals of subjectivity reflected in the
horizon-specific ideals, and the universe of being
partially objectified in the horizon-specific worlds;
he transposes horizon-relative expressions from one
horizon to another by adverting to the horizon-relative
employments of key variable terms such as ‘being’,
‘object', 'objectivity', 'knowing', and ‘knowledge'.
This procedure is interpersonal and communicative,
for it is an engagement in the dialogue or discussion
through the expression of meanings, verbally or in
writing. It is transformative of the particular situa-
tion, first, because it 1is a- complexification of
the constellation by the addition of an explicitly
collaborative member and, second, because enucleation
and transposition, if successful, have mediated a
common, rudimentary realization that collaboration
could displace conflict in the future.

Clearly, the task of the horizonal diplomatist
is not an easy one. It is more complicated than the
complex task of conceptual analysis and linguistic
clarification which has won the hearts and engrossed
the minds of so many philosophers in our century.
The conflicts with which the diplomatist is concerned
have deeper roots than conceptual confusion and im-
precise use of language. As I noted early in the
present essay, some of the imprecise usages of ordi-
nary subjects are rooted in the very nature of the
ordinary horizon [See Chapter I, Section 8.4.]. The
advocacy by philosophers of their total elimination
is a consequence of an oversight of the significance
of the horizonal variable. Again, the task of the
horizonal diplomatist 1is more difficult than the
task of communicating a body of ‘'truths'. There is
a sense in which an intellectual integration may
be called a body of truths, but the diplomatist's
task is not its communication but its implementation
in an indefinite range of particular situations.
Perhaps the greatest difficulty associated with the
practice of horizonal diplomacy derives from its
dramatic nature. Diplomacy is a kind of performance
which makes far-reaching demands upon the performer.
The stancer of the horizonal diplomatist is a pre-
carious posture, one reqguiring simultaneous detach-
ment and involvement. When the diplomatist intervenes,
he complexifies the constellation, he becomes part
of it, and the paradox of philosophic activity is
easily transformed into an oscillation between de-
liberately collaborative implementation of anintegration
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and virtually totalizing activity designed to impress
the participants of philosophy's relevance to cultural
life. Consequently, just as the international diplo-
matist, ideally, should be calm, accurate, patient,
good-tempered, and modest, so too should the horizonal
diplomatist be psychologically well-adjusted.!* For
the horizonal diplomatist is, above all, an exemplar
of possible success in the transformation of conten-
tious heterogeneity into collaborative unity in human
endeavor. The relationship between psychological
constitution and ©practical philosophic efficacy,
it seems to me, cannot be ignored by aspiring practi-
tioners of horizonal diplomacy. As Otto Bird has
noted in his study, Cultures in Conflict, the imperi-
alism typical of adherents of intellectual ideals
has had its root invariably in hubris.!$

Horizonal diplomacy may not be an easy task,
but it is nevertheless demanded by the contemporary
cultural situation. Returning to our analogy, modern
international diplomacy, as the art of negotiation,
first acquired a significant place in the political
sphere during the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries
in Italy because the conditions were favorable. It
was inevitable, Sir Harold Nicolson has argued, that
Italy should have become the mother of professional
diplomacy. The Italian city states "were interconnected
by countless common interests as well as sundered
by ferocious rivalries; they were constantly engaged
in a competition for power and preoccupied by those
combinations and alliances which might render that
power predominant."!® Ssimilarly, while the horizonal
constellation has been complex for centuries, only
recently has the complexity become explicitly sixfold.
Moreover, our constellation, I have suggested, is
heterogeneous; proponents of interdisciplinary studies
are barely heard above the clamor of totalizers and
resisters. As this heterogeneity becomes more acute,
the need for horizonal diplomacy or some basically
similar philosophic praxis becomes more urgent. Whole
bodies of expression, whole meaningful worlds, whole
modes of ingquiry, discovery and creativity, and whole
sets of ideals stand in danger of being discarded.
Only the subject of that horizon whose world is the
full range of horizons is specifically suited to
methodically and equitably restore the balance.

Philosophy as intellectual integration of the
arts and sciences has long been recognized as a sep-
arate pursuit. Philosophy as pursuit of the unity
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of science has also acquired a distinct place. But
philosophy as concrete synthesis has yet to receive
full recognition as a distinct philosophic activity
deserving serious reflection and clear delineation.
As international diplomacy was associated for many
centuries with the preservation of archives, the
analysis of treaties, and the study of the history
of negotiations, so properly philosophic activity
has been associated, virtually to this day, with
the study of horizons and their relations. It was
not until 1815 at the Congress of Vienna, long after
the heralds and persuasive orators had been displaced
by diplomatists, that the rules, conventions and
presumptions of international diplomacy as the actual
conduct of international relations were given a def-
inite if fragile form. Second-phase philosophy has
yet to reach a similar level of self-consciousness.
In light of the disheartening collapses of intellec-
tual monuments, this deficiency is somewhat under-
standable. One can hardly proceed confidently to
enunciate in detail the canons of horizonal diplomacy
if guiding intellectual integrations remain contro-
vergial. However, inattention to second-phase philo-
sophy 1is rooted partially in an expectation of the
ideal case of sequentially-ordered phases. In fact,
the phases are reciprocally constitutive, Jjust as
negotiation and foreign policy are mutually trans-
formative. Horizonal diplomacy is the implementation
of an intellectual integration; but it is concretely
the manner in which evidence is obtained and tenta-
tive integrations are tested. This concrete apprehen-
sion of the reciprocity of phases, however, is only
a partial solution to the problem of elaborating
and legitimating second-phase philosophy. What is
needed 1is a heuristic device which permits us to
draw conclusions about second-phase philosophy despite
the absence of a generally-accepted intellectual
integration. The horizonal structure developed in
this essay is one such device.

As a testament to the need for an elaboration
and legitimation of second-phase philosophy we have
the perduring symbol of Socrates. Even though Socrates'
death illustrates the need for serious reflection
upon the canons of practical philosophy, other ele-
ments of the Socratic symbol tend to obscure that
need. Nowadays the symbol of Socrates is recalled
to console us. A most distressing gquestion recurs
within philosophy and outside it: What is philosophy?In
our internal dialogues the Socratic symbol is recalled
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to support us in a poorly-defined pursuit, to inspire
us, and to renew us. In fact, the death of Socrates,
rather than stimulating reflection on the canons
of practical philosophy as it should, seems to func-
tion as an indirect confirmation of a conviction
of our profundity and the inability of the ordinary
mortal to understand us.!” In our conversations with
non-philosophers, on the other hand, the Socratic
symbol is employed to help others situate us. To
the Socratic symbol as a consoling, inspiring, and
renewing force in our philosophic 1lives I have no
serious objections; but the use of the symbol as
a situating device has its drawbacks. First of all,
the symbol as such is ambiguous. Socrates is synoptic
inquiry; but he is also perduring aporia. He exem-
plifies the ideal of philosophy's first phase; but
he also exemplifies the pursuit of that ideal as
virtually interminable. Second, Socrates symbolizes
emergent philosophy; but modern philosophy is a vari-
ety of activities rooted in centuries of wondering.
Third, Socrates practiced in a constellation with
a relatively low level of complexity; but the present
constellation, it seems, has a sixfold complexity.
Fourth, Plato's Socrates of the Republic reflected
at length on the problems attendant upon the imple-
mentation of a reductionist integration; but the
perdurance and resilience of a multiplicity of hori-
zons constitutes a serious challenge to the adequacy
of the reductionist ideal of cultural unity. As a
situating device, the Socratic symbol may have out-
lived its usefulness. While the memory of Socrates
may orient, inspire, and renew the philosophic enter-
prise, it may inhibit it as well by providing a sym-
bolic justification, as it were, of our inattentive-
ness to second-phase philosophic activity. The philo-
sophic horizon awaits its own version of the diplo-
matists' Congress of Vienna. But it seems certain
that such a congress will lack direction and cohesion
unless the horizonal structure or a similar model
is commonly employed to provide boundaries for common
reflection.!®

The task of the horizonal diplomatist is diffi-
cult and demanded by our times, but horizonal diplo-
macy is not a panacea. The activities of identifi-
cation, distinction, relation, intervention, enuclea-
tion, and transposition are undertaken in the atmos-
phere of a selective attention to the horizonal vari-
able. But the horizonal variable is just one among
many which must be taken into account in the pursuit
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of a complete understanding and adeguate resolution
of the conflicts that fragment the cultural community.
As the horizonal diplomatist must abide in the paradox
of philosophic activity, so he must retain and nourish
an awareness of just what he can and cannot accomplish.

The ideal governing horizonal diplomacy is cosmo-
politan rather than utopian. H. G. Wells interpreted
the drama of world history as the <tension between
man's animal affection for the narrow comforts of
tribe and village and his self-surpassing or over-
reaching search for the widest possible community
of thought, wealth, and work. W. Warren Wagar has
translated this distinction into the antithesis be-
tween Utopia and Cosmopolis.!® If the ideal governing
horizonal diplomacy were utopian in this sense, then
horizonal diplomacy would be more appropriately named
philosophic totalization. The process of creating
a utopia, like the process of totalizing a horizon,
is a terminal process; the aim of the process is
a relatively static, monolithic unity. As monolithic
cultural unity is characterized by the totalization
of the ideals, mode, and world of a single horizon,
so utopian unity is characterized by parochialism and
ethnocentrism.?’ On the other hand, the process of
creating a cosmopolis, like the process of promoting
differentiated cultural |unity, is open-ended and
never-ending. Wagar writes that cosmopolis

is the quintessence of a civilization, the gather-
ing of all its vital human resources into a living
organic unity. A cosmopolis is not a utopia; it
is not the best of all possible worlds, but the
boundless community of the best in the world-that-
is . . .. Cosmopolis is simply the world in a
state of optimal integration.??

It follows that, as horizonal diplomacy differs from
horizonal totalization, it differs also from that
terminal process by which the personal and interper-
sonal tensions generated by self-surpassing encounters
are supposed to be eliminated.

Again, my description of philosophy as a two-
stage process 1is ideal-typical, and so it differs
from what is meant by the popular notion of a utopian
scheme. Numerous problems attend the pursuit of an
intellectual integration, and these problems are
intellectual, psychological, and social. Moreover,
any intellectual integration will be historically
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relative in some of its aspects, that is, it will
be partially a response to the issues that happen
to arise in a particular historical period. Again,
horizonal diplomacy has been conceived in abstraction
from personality and class differences, differences
of the level of mastery of an existing intellectual
integration, and differences of the level of facility
with which an existing integration is tested and
verified as it 1is transposed to actual practice.
As the horizonal structure itself is only a heuristic
device to be employed in the study of internal cul-
tural relations and for horizonal self-orientation,
so the conception of horizonal diplomacy 1is only
an ideal-type useful for exposing the wvirtual ten-
dencies of the philosophic horizon. Actual discrep-
ancies can be identified and investigated in the
light of this ideal-type. Utopian schemes, on the
other hand, tend to force signs of failure into the
shadows.2?

Finally, Karl Mannheim introduced, early in
the present century, a notion of utopia which differs
from Wagar's technical notion and from the popular
notion of a utopian scheme.

A state of mind is utopian when it is incongruous
with the state of reality within which it occurs.??

By analogy, a conception is utopian when its implemen-
tation implies a reconstitution of the existing order.
The notion of horizonal diplomacy is a conception
of a manner in which both philosophy and the hori-
zonal situation generally might be renovated. As
such it is a utopian conception in Mannheim's sense.

In this chapter, and in those preceding, I have
attempted to accomplish a preparatory maneuver. I
have not assaulted the citadel which hides the re-
quired intellectual integration from our view. My
limited aim has been to present a model which may
be useful to students of culture and, especially,
to the disorientated philosopher. It 1is important
that the limitations of my attempt be fully appreci-
ated. To that end, and as a final note, I shall direct
attention once more to the nature and uses of a model
as described by Bernard Lonergan.

For models purport to be, not descriptions of
reality, not hypotheses about reality, but simply
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interlocking sets of terms and relations. Such
sets, in fact, turn out to be useful in guiding
investigations, in framing hypotheses, and in
writing descriptions. Thus, a model will direct
the attention of an investigator in a determinate
direction with either of two results: it may pro-
vide him with a basic sketch of what he finds
to be the case; or it may prove largely irrelevant,

yet the discovery of this irrelevance may be the
occasion of uncovering clues that otherwise might
be overlooked. Again, when one possesses models,
the task of framing an hypothesis is reduced to
the simpler matter of tailoring a model to suit
a given object or area. Finally, the utility of
the model may arise when it comes to describing
a known reality. For known realities can be ex-
ceedingly complicated, and an adequate language
to describe them hard to come by. So the formula-
tion of models and their general acceptance as
models can facilitate enormously both description
and communication.?"

NOTES TO CHAPTER IV

Y.onergan, Method in Theology, p. 9.

2Ibid., pp. 13-14.
3See Insight, xiii, xxx, pp. 390-396, 421.

“For a brief account of the process of selective inattention,
see Patrick Mullahy, Oedipus: Myth and Complex (New York: Grove
Press, 1948), pp. 299-300. For a more detailed discussion, see
Harry Stack Sullivan, The Interpersonal Theory of Psychiatry,
eds. Helen Swick Perry and Mary Ladd Gawel (New York: W. W.
Norton, 1953), pp. 161-164, 232-234.

5This altitude is achieved with varying degrees of success
by a variety of historians of contemporary philosophy. Each
of the following historians distinguishes at least two major
trends in contemporary philosophic thought. While they may differ
from one another in their evaluations of the philosophic ade-
quacy of the trends, they all share an awareness of contemporary
philosophic diversity. See Gerard Radnitzky, Contemporary Schools
of Metascience (Chicago: Henry Regnery, 1970), pp. 15-17; Wolf-
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gang Stegmuller, Main Currents in Contemporary German, British,
and American Philosophy (Bloomington: Indiana University Press,
1970), pp. 13-14; John Passmore, A Hundred Years of Philosophy
(Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1968), pp. 4&66-467, 477-479;
I. M. Bochenski, Contemporary European Philosophy, trans. Donald
Nicholl and Karl Aschenbrenner (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1965), pp. 30-38; F. C. Copleston, Contemporary Philosophy:
Studies of Logical Positivism and Existentialism (Westminster:
The Newman Press, 1956), pp. 22, 125, 129-130; E. A. Burtt,
In Search of Philosophic Understanding (New York: The New Ameri-
can Library, 1965), Chaps. 2-5; K.-0. Apel, Towards a Transforma-
tion of Philosophy, trans. Glyn Adey and David Frisby (Lon-
don: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1980), Chap. 2; Richard Rorty,
Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature (Princeton: Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 1979), Part Three; Richard Rorty, Consequences
of Pragmatism (Essays: 1972-1980) (Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 1982), Introduction.

6G. W. F. Hegel, On Art, Religion, Philosophy: Introductory
Lectures to the Realm of Absolute Spirit, ed. J. Glenn Gray
(New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1970), p. 226.

?Naturally, this assumption may be disputed by many philo-
sophers. A single standpoint, mode, and world does not in fact
characterize contemporary, modern, or ancient philosophy. Two
points are to be noted. First of all, advertence to internal
data includes in its sweep one's own ideals qua philosopher.
It follows that the process of determining philosophy's nature
involves not only an appeal to philosophy as practiced but to
philosophy as one would like it to be practiced. Consequently,
the obvious diversity in modes of operation may be offset by
the discovery of a unity of aspiration. Second, philosophy as
currently practiced may be totalizing, capitulating, collabora-
ting, or resisting; and each of these types of cultural partici-
pation qualifies or alters to varying degrees the philosophic
mode of operation. It follows that the empirical grounds to
which one appeals to deny a single philosophic nature may only
be evidence of philosophy's present plight., For a survey of
contemporary philosophers' views of themselves and our present
philosophic needs, see The Owl of Minerva: Philosophers on Philo-
sophy, eds. Charles J. Bontempo and S. Jack 0Odell (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1975). See also the conceptions of the philosopher
presented by Peter Winch in The Idea of a Social Science and
Its Relation to Philosophy (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul,
1958), pp. 4-10. For a sociologist's view of currently fashion-
able philosophy, with particular regard to its relation to the
ideal of intellectual integration or metaphysics, see Ernest
Gellner, "The Crisis in the Humanities and the Mainstream of
Philosophy," in Crisis in the Humanities, ed, J. H. Plumb (Har-
mondsworth: Penguin Books, 1964), pp. 45-8l. In support of my
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suggestion that philosophic performance may not be pure and
unmixed, see Gellner's conclusion that contemporary philosophy
in the Anglo-Saxon tradition "provides or services the basic
conceptual equipment of humanist thought" (pp. 70-71).

8It is important to note that the deliberative model being
developed is intended not only to accommodate but also to promote
the self-correcting process of devising horizonal guidelines.
The explicit acknowledgement of the positive contribution to
self-orientation made by reflective retrogression or reversion
to less complex stages of the deliberative process constitutes
a fundamental feature of this model.

°For clarificatory purposes, in this section I shall employ
Radnitzky's division of contemporary philosophy into Anglo-Saxon
philosophy as ordinary language philosophy and logical empiricism,
on the one hand, and Continental philosophy as hermeneutic-dia-
lectic philosophy on the other.

100n feelings as intentional responses to values, see Loner-
gan, Method in Theology, pp. 30-34.

113ee Max Scheler, Ressentiment, trans. William W. Holdheim
(New York: Schocken Books, 1972), on perversion of values. See
also Abraham Maslow, The Farther Reaches of Human Nature (New
York: The Viking Press, 1972), pp. 36-37 on 'counter-valuing'.

12The definition is that of Sir Ernest Satow. It is quoted
by Sir Harold Nicolson, Diplomacy (London: Oxford University
Press, 1969), pp. 24, 122, In the present section I shall rely
upon Nicolson's account of the development of organized inter-
national diplomacy. See pp. 1-14 of his essay.

!3Republic 473c-e.

'%Nicolson, Diplomacy, pp. 62-63. As the psychological thera-
pist should be psychologically healthy, so the horizonal diplo-
matist should be well-adjusted. However, horizonal diplomacy
is not to be conceived strictly as a type of therapy, except
insofar as it is governed by the following guideline: "The thera-
pist's skill and art lie in keeping things simple enough so
that something can happen: in other words, he clears the field
for favorable change, and then tries to avoid getting in the
way of its development." See H. S. Sullivan, The Psychiatric
Interview, eds. Helen Swick Perry and Mary Ladd Gawel (New York:
W. W. Norton, 1970), p. 227. Psychological constitution has
its effects in cognitive work also; consequently, the philo-
sopher's psychological constitution may have a detrimental in-
fluence upon his pursuit of an intellectual integration. See
Maslow's list of cognitive pathologies in The Psychology of
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Science: A Reconnaissance (Chicago: Henry Regnery Company, 1969),
pp. 26-29.

!5 Otto Bird, Cultures in Conflict, pp. 178-184. See also
E. A. Burtt's general call for philosophic attention to the
psychological in In Search of Philosophic Understanding, pp.310-
311: "The form of awareness that urgently needs to expand is
awareness of the deep-seated motivations active in one's relation
to other people, for they are the forces decisively affecting
man for weal or for woe."

1®Nicolson, Diplomacy, pp. 12-13.

17 As Hannah Arendt has noted, "The reason Plato wanted the
philosopher to become the ruler of the city lay in the conflict
between the philosopher and the polis, or in the hostility of
the polis toward philosophy, which probably had lain dormant
for some time before it showed its immediate threat to the life
of the philosopher in the trial and death of Socrates. Politi-
cally, Plato's philosophy shows the rebellion of the philosopher
against the polis. The philosopher announces his claim to rule,
but not so much for the sake of the polis and politics (although
patriotic motivation cannot be denied in Plato and distinguishes
his philosophy from those of his followers in antiquity) as
for the sake of philosophy and the safety of the philosopher."
See Between Past and Future, p. 107.

'8 1 do not mean to imply that the Socratic method should
be excluded from consideration when we pursue an adequate notion
of second-phase philosophic activity. However, it remains that
we must be attentive to the possible disadvantages of motivating
and governing our actual performance by adverting to the symbol
of Socrates. As Lonergan has noted, feelings are evoked by sym-
bols, and they provide the mass, momentum, and drive of our
conscious and intentional activity. See Method in Theology,
p. 65; see also Insight, pp. 188-189, 195, 237.

19 W. Warren Wagar, The City of Man. Prophecies of a World
Civilization in Twentieth-Century Thought (Baltimore: Penguin
Books, 1967), p. 14.

20Tbid,, pp. 13-17.
21Thid., p. 15.

22 For a general discussion of typologies and their uses,
see Edward A.Tiryakian, "Typologies," in International Encyclo-
paedia of the Social Sciences, pp. 177-185.

23Karl Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, pp. 192-193.
2"Lonergan, Method in Theology, pp. 284-285.
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