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INTRODUCTION •

If I think aboiit reality as I experience It naively, without a great deal
of theoretical analysis and extended abstraction, and try to simply conceive of
its most basic differences, one of the first tilings that strikes me is that there
is a great diversity of things which exist in a great diversity of ways.^ I
experience things like earth, ground, air, water, sidewalks, various objects like
pen, paper, pencils, cups, stones, cars, grass, trees, dogs, cats, squirrels, and
people in a variety of quantities, shapes, sizes, colours, etc. Two ordinary
concepts I often use to grasp this difference between the diversity of things and

2their different waXs of existing are "what" and "how". These are two concepts 
of ordinary experience; two words from ordinary language which reflect a basic 
difference that permeates reality in a fundamental way.

Yet, I experience these two facets of reality as constantly interrelated:
I know what something is by seeing how its functioning or existence is different 
from other things1 functioning« one squirrel is noispy and busy while another is 
quiet and slow. And I see that different things often function in the same ways 
both the squirrels and the trees have grown bigger.

As I begin to think more abstractly and inquire more systematically into 
basic differences which 1 have already recognized "naively" in my ordinary 
experience, I gradually begin to uncover more of the consistent order among this 
great diversity; I begin to see that there are orderly patterns of consistency 
and I begin to speak of the different kinds of things I experience and the dif
ferent modes or manners of ways in which they exist or function. In this way, 
as I begin to analyze the what and how (which I originally experience naively) 
with much more abstractly distinct and carefully defined concepts and terms, I 
also begin to get more and more conceptual insight into the constant order, and 
orderly patterns of that great diversity of meaning.

This particular conceptual activity, which tries to gain some insight into 
the universal order conditioning the great diversity and individuality of things,
1 take to be theoretical analysis or scientific activity, which at times sharply 
distinguishes the structure of things ( their 'what'-character) from their 
functioning (their 'how'-character)?" different types of structure from other 
types, as well as different modes of functioning from each other.

^This diversity is one of the first things that must strike me as soon as I begin 
to analyze, dis-tinguish, abstract, as soon as I begin to think about "reality" 
rather than experience it indescriminantly as a whole. At: this primary level of 
thinking however, 1 am still very conscious of the unity and coherence of reality 
as well as its diversity.

2The "what-how" distinction, I take to be a distinction based on naive thought 
and the result of(real»tively ordinary human concept formation. 1 intend to use 
it as a point of empirical experiential reference for the more abstract and 
scientific cosmological concepts of structure and function or structural-typicality 
and modal-functionality. I suspect that people have said some interesting things 

about what and how, but I have not taken the time to carefully search them out.
It is referred to by Herman Dooyweerd in Vol. lit p.668 and Vol. ills p.39. 
Vollenhoven refers similarily to the difference between "dit-dat" and "zus-zo"; 
Isagooge...PP.22-28. In addition, I have come across a reference to what and how 
in Virginia Satirs book: Conjoint Family Therapy (Palo Alto, Calif.: Science 
and Behavior Books, Inc., 1964, 1967.) p.178; and* in Love joy's Great Chain of 
Being (N.Y.: Harper Torchbook, 1936,1960), p.33, where he quotes from A..N. 
Whitehead's Science and the Modern World, p.249.
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Nevertheless, it is important to keep in mind that these basic dimensions 
to reality, as I ordinarily experience them, are always intimately related! things 
function and functions are always of thingsj there are different modes of func
tioning and different types of structures.

I say this by way of introduction simply to establish by way of reference 
to my ordinary experience, something of the nature of the Kinds of problems I 
plan to be dealing with in this paper, as well as something of the direction in 
which I want to head.

This is an essay then, on the concept of function in the systematic philo
sophy of Herman Dooyeweerd (H.D.). Because this concept has played such an 
important role in his thinking, (unlike many other philosophers) it makes the study 
of his systematic philosophy particularly worthwhile. At the same time it means 
that there are many intricacies and important aspects of his thought which bear 
in an important way upon his use of this concept which cannot be dealt with in 
the scope of this essay. One especially important part of his thought - namely 
his theory of Subjective and Objective functions - will in particular get little 
attention, as will his theory of history and the functional opening process.
Similady, I shall not be dealing very much with the details of his view of the 
epistemological problem - although it is important and related to what I have to 
say about his view of the nature of scientific concept formation.^

1 shall first try to set some of the contours of a basic problem I see in
H.D.'s systematics and then show how that basic problem has saddled his under
standing of the relationship of structure and function with a number of diffi
culties which in turn hinder him from forming very clear and distinct scientific 
concepts of function.

In the first nine sections of this paper, I will attempt to illustrate the 
basic systematic problem. In section Ten, I will try to focus this on the par
ticular tendlr̂ icy H.D. has to try to grasp the specific meaning of a particular 
function with general modal concepts because he identifies structural-functional 
specificity with individuality.

Section II, will consist of a thumbnail historical sketch of the way the 
basic cosmological meaning of functionality has been opened up by modern science 
in the measure that it has been able to grasp the different functions and structures 
of things in specific concepts.

Section Twelve will be a brief concluding summary, where I will indicate 
what the value of using such specific concepts of functions (and structures) 
might be for interdisciplinary philosophy and science.

^Particularly significant in this regard, for example, is the need for an analysis 
of his odd and perplexing, but nonetheless prevalent and important references 
to "the logical function of (theoretical) thought." I have included these refer
ences in a special section of my index, but must leave its analysis to others.



1. "Function" is a useful and valuable scientific
concept, involving recognization of law side 
and subject side.

li.D. recognizes the concept of function as preeminantly a scientific
1 > concept. He notes that the use and application of the concept in the various

branches of »sicenoe has led to the discovery, within the various modal aspects
7of reality, of"their immanent functional laws and relations". And this has 

enabled us to gain knowledge of "the functional coherence of the phenomena within
3a special modal aspect".

it is idortant to note that this reference to the (immanent) functional laws 
and relations of the various modal aspects and the functional coherence of the 
phenomena 'within a special modal aspect', relates the concept of function to 
its subject side; the cohering phenomena which are subject to that modal diver
sity of law.*

The diversity of phenomena which science investigates are subjects functioning
5in subjection to the modal diversity of law and the"modalities" are thought of 

as universal^cosmonomic modes of functionality, holding good for all the subjects 
which function in response to them.** Science, which has as its purpose to under
stand and gain insight into the universally valid functional laws and relations) 
which hold for everything, can never ignore the subjectivity, which responds to 
the law, if it truely wishes to be empirical, comprehensive, and systematic; 
since law and subject are inescapably bound together, knowledge of the law is 
dependent on knowledge of the subjective response to that law.

For H.D. then, the meaning of the concept of function cannot be understood 
without recognition of the mutual relation of law side and subject sidej things 
(phenomena) function in a variety of ways according to universally valid modes 
(or spheres) of functionality which hold for them.

^It gets its -first mention (as a special concept) in Vol. I, Chapterl, Section7, 
pp.83-85, of A iNew Critique of Theoretical Thought (NCTT); the term itself is 
used already on p.4.

2NCTT, Vol.Is PP.83-84.

3Ibid.

4
Ibid. Vol.I: p.108; the transcendental meaning of the relation between the divine 
law and its subject "will find expression in every concept of a modal aspect with 
respect to its special cosmonomic and its special subject side."

5"The law in its modal diversity of meaning is the universally valid determination 
and limitation of the individual subjectivity which is subject to it, The subject 
is sujet, that is, subjected to the law in the modal diversity of the law-spheres. 
There is no law without a subject and vice versa." Ibid■ Vol. I: p.508.

6Ibid. Vol.II: p.8; "The functional subject-side of the lawsphere is determined 
and delimited by the functional laws of the sphere." cf. also Vol. 1: pp.83,96.
(p.108; "... this transcendental meaning of the relation between the divine law 
and its subject will find expression in every concept of a modal aspect with 
respect to its special cosmonomic - and its special subject-side.")



2. The concept of modality refers to (universal) 
modal law-side of reality and the concept of 
functionality (generally) refers to (individual) 
subject-side of reality.

There is a clear tendency in H.D.'s systematics to associate individuality 
of meaning with subjectivity and general universality of meaning with law.

What I now want to point out is that there is also a tendency for 11.D. to use 
the concept of functionality more in relation to the subjective individuality and 
the concept of modal ijty in relation to universal law.

This can be seen, most clearly perhaps in Chap.VI of Vol. II, p.414ff. where 
he discusses "The problem of individuality within the modal cadre of the law- 
spheres." In the first paragraph, for example, he refers to the problem as "the 
problem of the functional or modal individuality of meaning", and the question 
of "how it is possible for the modal meaning of a law-sphere to express itself

'V i /
in such a wealth of functional individuality, whereas it is always the same 
modality...

Thus, as a concept of science (which is oriented to gaining insight into the 
universal law side of reality) "function" is not without its relation to this., 
modal law side even though for II.D. functionality has to do more with individuality 
of meaning, in comparison with the concept of "modality" or "aspect" which is 
related to universality.

To express this somewhat more clearly, 1 would say that in dividual things 
may be thought of as functioning in a variety of different ways (or "modes", 
or "aspects") and thus, individual things may be thought of as "having" different 
functions. Functions then, may be thought of as functions of individual subjects.
But there is also a cosmic order of reality which holds for all individual subjects
in their functioning, and makes it possible for us to recognize the fact that
they consistently function in fundamentally different ways (or "inodes" or "aspects").

.. ,' « I U  i.l ii i-.--.
These inodes of reality as modes or types of functionality hold_..uniyersally for all

\ u\ I r.’ I I'-r. U
the individual subjects which function in response to it, so that although things 
function very differently (that is, have very different functions) there is still 
a commoness between these many different functions which indicates their subjection 
to a universally valid mode or type of functionality.

Op.cit. p.414. See also Vol III: p.80; for example, where he states that internal 
structural principles belong to the lawside as "a typical unity of order in the 
modal diversity of its aspects, just as the individual whole, as its factual sub
jective or subjective-objective correlate, is an individual factual unity in the 
modal diversity of its functions." (emphasis mine)
I do not want to get involved in discussing the rather complicated problem of H.D.'s 
view of the relation of universal and individual, which comes particularly to the 
fore in this chapter where he talks about individualization. Perhaps I can simply 
state that I think 11.D. gets involved in a bad set of problematics by thinking of 
a relation (i.e. that of subjects individual responses to the universal conditions 
of law which hold for them) as a process in which the universal laws must "indi
vidualize" or "express themselves". As long as this relation of individuality 
and universality is seen as given, created, inescapable co-relation of individual 
subjective response to universal laws which hold for that response as conditions, 
the "problem" of "individualization" as a process which Lakes place between law 
and subject, is rendered much less perplexing if not entirely eliminated.



3. Modality and Typicality as appropriate, 
matters for scientific investigation.

In the introduction i tried to illustrate how in our naive experience we 
already naively conceive of a basic difference in reality in terms of a rich 
diversity of what and how which is expressed in scientific terminology with such 
concepts as structure and function, or, ̂ especially foi^cosirionomic character of 
those basic differences; modality and typicality.

The fundamental way li.D. acknowledges these basic differences and distinctions 
can be seen in the systematic division of his philosophy into a transcendental 
critique (Vol. i), a general modal theory (Volumell), and a theory of the structures 
:>i i i'd i. vidua Li t.y (Vol. These basic differences are also reflected in his
distinction:. 01' a religious - temporal horizon, a modal horizon, and a plastic

?horizon c> 1. experience.
Ay.y analysis therefore, of H.D.’s systematic understanding of the concept of

function as a scientific concept will have to take into account his view of theotappropriateness of these basic facets of reality as matters^scientific concern 
and investigation.

1 shall not be dealing in this essay very much with the facet of directionality 
or the appropriateness of the religious dimension of reality as a matter for 
r,r i i'::t i 1 i c investigation. 1 could acknowledge however, thatit is not a matter 
which goes unrecognized as a basic facet in our naive experience, any more than 
it iloe:. i;: :;r i i.-n t if ic investigation; similarly to our naive concepts of what and 
how, v;e experience even naively that reality has a basic "where" or "where to" 
e'.irac-ter to if, which permeates it in a very thorough manner.

~Vol.I : p.Vilff., and Vol.II: p.552ff.



4 .Scientific insight into the typical- 
structural dimension as well as the 
modal-functional dimension requires 
recognition of law-side and subject 
side.

For H.D., a scientific concept of function is related to universal modal law.
In fact, it is a central element in the nature of scientific investigation to
discover or gain insight into the universal modal-functional laws.^

Furthermore, science will try to grasp these universal modes of functional
law in general modal conccpts and these concepts are of crucial importance for

2.delimiting the fields of the various sciences. However, modal law and subjec
tivity to that law is noL Lhe only dimension of reality in which science is inter-

3ested. Science is also interested in the typical laws governing the different 
structural sides of things in reality.

1 note here two significant features of H.D.'s view of typical lawB which will 
prove to be important later on in this essay:

1.) Although like modal law, they are considered to be on the law side
4of reality and therefore have the sense of condition or law which , 

governs the subjective response to them, h.D. shys away from considering 
them as universal, in the same way he considers the modal laws as 
universal.J
2 .) Nowhere does 11.D. discuss the necessity or possibility of forming 
;lear and distinct scientific concepts of these types of structural law - 
an issue which is of great concern to him in his general modal theory.

Here we have already an indication that there may be some inconsistency in the way 
II.D. understands the relation of these two fundamental sorts of cosmic law and 
the subjectivity which is conditioned by them. How this affects his understanding 
and use of the concept of function, will be the central issue 1 want to focus on 
in this essay.

In order to do that it is important to first of all understand a few more 
important features of li.D's general systematics, in order to lay the basis for a 
more incisive discussion and criticism later on in this essay. 1 especially want 
to bring out H.D.'s critical attitude toward modern science anahis attempt to 
develop a critical method of scientific concept formation in the light of the 
principles of sphere sovereignty, universality, and the idea of cosmic coherence 
or temporal order.

^See section 1 of this essay. NCTT. Vol.l: pp.108,508.
2Vol.l: p.30, Vol.lI:p.7. 1 shall be dealing more with this point in sections 
7,8, and 9 of this essay.

3Vol.II:pp.3 and 557 are two of the very infrequent references 1 have found in 
the first two Volumes to typical law Cor types of law) in comparison with modal 
law (or modi of law:;). Even though on p. 3 of Vol. 11 (i.D. claims to have shown  

in the Prolegomena (of Vol.l) that "the cosmic order of time...determines the 
structure of reality... both as regards its modal and typical laws and its sub
jectivity...", the only mention he makes of 'typical laws' that 1 can find in 
Vol.l is on p.955. in L'act it seems to me to be conspici ously absent - where one 
might expect to find it ii.enlioned on such pages in Vol. J as 152-86, 96 and 108.
The only other, albeit, important references are on pp.552-556 of Vol.l, although 
here the term used is "structural types of law".

'lie calls them 'structural principles'for example.

■*For example, Although on pp.168-17} he speaks of typical structures as rooted in 
the divine order of creation neither here nor anywhere else have i been able to 
find any specific references to then universal character.



5. Absolutization and Reductionism.

The first thing that must be noted is the critical attitude ii.D. has taken 
towards absolutization and reductionism in modern science.

In its most basic sense, absolutization is the basic result of an apostate 
religious motivation to find an ultimate point of reference and source of meaning 
within created reality, rather than in the Creator God and lilts Sovereign Word of 
law. In thi s sense it: is also refered to as an immanence point of view. Its 
distinguishing features will always be loss of a "vision of the whole" or an 
"integral vision of the whole" because of its tendency to reduce the diversity 
of meaning Ln creation to basically one kind.^

In modern science and philosophy, this basic religious absolutization and
2reductionism has expressed itself in three distinct but inter-related ways:

1.)The first has to do with a reduction of ordinary naive experience
knowledge (which naintains an integral vision of the whole) to scientific
type of knowlege, whose nature it is to analyze and distinguish, that is,

3to pull things apart conceptually.
2.)The second kind of absolutization which li.D. recognizes has to do 
with the philosophical-scientific attempt to reduce all modal diversity 
of meaning to that of one particualr mode or aspect of reality. This 
is essentially the result of a failure to acknowledge modal sphere
sovereignty and leads to antinomies in the formation of scientific

. 4 concepts.
3.) There is yet a third type of absolutization, found in the tendancy 
to "eliminate the typical structures of individuality and to dissolve 
the entire empirical reality into a continuous functional system of

r
causal relations."

All three can be found in the immanence standpoint of modern philosophy and science; 
all three are "functionalistic" in ll.D.'s sense of the t.-r:,..

1 NCTT, Vol.Is p.84.

2
Compare, for example, the emphasis on (modal) sense #2. in Vol.11:pp.41-42, with that 
on sense typical') U3 in Vol.Is p.98.

3"On the level nf modern scientific thought the naive concept of the thing is in
the process of being broken up into functional coifcpts." ibid. p.83.

This is probably the predominant meaning of "functionalistic" for example, on 
pp.40-41, of Vol:1i, where it is understood as the contravention of modal sphere 
sovereignty, by theoretical thought which does not recognize its dependence on 
certain cosmological limits.

^Ibid, Vol.1:pp.83-84. Although as I will try to show, ll.D. is ambiguous as to 
whether this is a failure of the special sciences because of Vts unmadee standpoint 
or inescapably built into^nature of science as modal-functional analysis.

6 ,
That ll.D. tends to think of all immanence philosophy as functionalistic is indicated
by his use of the pln/ruie "functionalistic Immanence view", Vol. II: p.431. ‘I.-*
1*4 vHtow C VrWI {in O i W< *> KltU.hil.1 t J H> 0. ** fwM,» lw>«< I C , ’*



6 . The concept of function, concepts of 
naive experience, and reduceionism ƒ/1 .

For H.D., concept formation does not belong exclusively to scientific thinking,
but he recognizes that we form concepts of reality in our naive experiencing of
it as well.^ In distinction from scientific or theoretical concept formation.
however, naive experience forms concepts which are ''directed... toward things or

, 2concrete events as individual totalities. 1

Naive concepts then, are concepts of individual wholes or things (subjectivity) 
in distinction from scientific concepts of universal ¡nodali ties or modal aspects of 
reality.

Now it is important to see that II.D. does two things, which 1 feel lead to
difficulties with his concept of function.

First of all he associates the individual subjective reality with the typical
structures for the individual things of reality. This is witnessed to by the fact
that he repeatedly refers to them as "typical structures of individuality".
Secondly, he associates all naive concepts of reality with these typical structures,
so that any structural-thing concepts are really in effect limited to naive-concepts
of individual 'structural' wholes, and denied any scientific character.
Thus, in as much as theoretical-scientific concepts are still viewed in their
orientation toward mat tors of modal universality, concepts of modality, or the
universally valid modes of functionality, are really the only scientific concepts
II.D. recognizes which M a i n t a i n  their orientation to the universal law side.

This means that concepts of typical structures (which as structures are also
in a sense universally valid for things and therefore sh ould get equal recognition
in scientific-theorizing and concept formation) are bound to naive concepts
and seen as exclusively concepts of things ('whats'). Thus the possibility of naive
jconcepts of reality in its modal-functional "how" character is denied and
|modal-functional concepts are seen as the exclusive domain of scientific theoreti-

3cal thinking.
Consequently, we find H.D. making such a statement as: "on the level of 

modern scientific thought the naive concept of the thing is in the process of 
being broken up into functional concepts. "^ov that chemistry, f or example,
"as a special science...must eliminate the things of naive experience from its 
theoretical field of vision... otherwise it could not give theoretical insight 
into the functional coherence of events..."J

1See Vol. 1 :1 Pp.A1-42.
2- ibid. Note too that H.D. oiten characterizes this difference between theoretical 
or scientific thinking or concept formation and naive conceiving as a difference

1 of "abstract" and "concrete", especially with regard to the way they experience
- the modal aspects of reality: scientific thinking is explicit and naive experience 
"implicit ", e.g. see Vol. 11: p. 36, "The modal aspects are implicitly included in 
naive experience."; and p.61: "Pre-theoretical experience does not explicitly 
distinguish the modal aspects as such; it conceives them only implicitly within
the typical total structures of individuality." Also, Vol.Ill: p.57, and elsewhere.
3in tact, theoretical thought itsoli comes to be viewed as "abstracting" modal, 
as;act:; from the subjective, individual reality of structural entities, phenomena, 
events, or "things", which have been restricted to the domain of naive experience.



7. Keductionism it2 as the failure to 
recognize modal sphere sovereignty 
and the source of conceptual antin
omies in modern science.

As 1 have pointed out, function is a scientific concept of 
basic cosmological significance for H.D. and is of fundamental 
importance for gaining Insight Into the universal-modal law order 
which conditions everything individually functioning in subjection 
to that law which holds for thorn.

Failure to reoogni/.u the mutual i rredi ic; i l>i 1. i t y and colicrcrice of 
the universal modes (of functionality) is uxactly wliat, in li.D.'s 
opinion, has been at the basis of conceptual antinomies which have 
plagued modern science and philosophy in its formation of clear and 
distinct basic concepts. This happens when it is attempted to make 
one particular mode the common denominator of comparison for all the 
rest of them.'*'

This is the predominant sense in which H.D. refers to an abso
lutizing immanence philosophy or standpoint which tries to find the 
totality and fullness of cosmic meaning in one modal aspect and there
by suffers the retributive effect of losing an Integral theoretical 
view of the full unity and diversity of cosmic meaning. Mistaking the 
the universal boundaries and limits or conditions for cosmic reality 
will lead science into insoluahle antinomies in its concept formation.

it is also at the root of what H.D. calls a functionalistic 
view point because it operates with scientific concepts of function 
whose definitions have not been established with regard for the 
mutual sovereignty and analogical coherence of the various universal 
modes of functionality.

In the first 113 pages of Vol. II, H.D. tries very carefully to
develop and demonstrate, as the first stage of his modal theory, a
methodological principle for scientific-theoretical concept formation

2(at least for the basic modal-functional concepts of science).
As such it is a method which is consciously based on several

fundamental ideas which underly his whole philosophical systematics, 
namely: sphere sovereignty, or mutual irreducibility, and cosmic

3temporal coherence or order. These ideas are important because they 
are grounded In the religious basic assumption that God in His 
covenant faithfulness constantly upholds his creation by His universal 
law-Word. From this it follows that contradictory, or mutually ex-

'I’he need for a common denominator of comparison as necessary for all 
distinction-making would be an interesting issue for further study.
H.D. uses the term rather regularly: cf. Vol. i: pp.47, 79, 203, 563 
Vol.11: pp.14, 19, 22f, 25, 217; and especially Vol.Ill: p. 87, where 
he says "every distinction of the different fundamental structures of 
of our temporal horizon of experience presupposes a basic denominator 

2©f comparison."
Ij2ii[. Vol.11:6-7: "The criterion of a lawsphere as a modal concept of
function*', and "The concept of the latter (^general modal meaning of 
the sphere) is an apriori functional one." And"we shall for the 
^present have to leave alone, also the structures of individuality..." 
Ibil* Vol.11: pp.3-4; It is not within the scope of this paper 
to critically discuss the significance of t hti role of these ideas in

■ li.D.'s systematics. I am only concerned here to point out some tiling 
of the way in which they are related to his concept of function.



io

elusivo (antinomic) concepts may never be thought of as the result
of antinomies which are built into the creational order but can
only be seen as the ultimate result of men misconceiving that order.
This conceptual mistaking of reality can never freely go its own

2mistaken way either, apart,from that cosmic order, but the cosmic 
order consistently impinges itself on any disobedient anti-nomic 
thinking by involving it in conceptual antinomies.

It is therefore this sphere sovereignty and mutual temporal 
coherence which must he recognized by any .scientific or philosophical£thought which seeks to di'tinguish the various modal dimensions ot 
reality from each other in concepts of general modal meaning .

8 . The principle of excluded antinomies,
a.) Scope

The principle of excluded antinomies is basically a cosmological 
principle, and therefore not merely based on a logical principle of
non-contradiction, but on the mutual sovereignty and orderly co-

3herence of a fundamental basic cosmic dimansion of reality.' These 
basic cosmic dimensions, as i have pointed out above, come to ex
pression in H.D.’s systematics, most vividly in his cosmological 
distinctions between religious direction and typical structures of 
individuality.

how I want to note that 11.D. is very conscious of having applied 
such a method of antinomy in his treatment of the religious motive 
of modern humanistic (immanence) philosophy in Vol.l.^ In Vol. II, 
at least in the first two chapters (pp.1-106), he is also concerned 
to apply this method with equal rigor in the area of modal theory: 
which he does in his analysis of the modal concepts of number, space, 
and motion.

However, on page 107, he stops with the rigorous application of
Cthis method to the various modal concepts and claims that to continue 

doing so would go beyond the scope of general theory of the modal 
law spheres and get into the special theory of them. 5 For his subse-

lVol.il: p.37.

2I hid. Theretore neither is a dialectical logic of any use in attemp
ting to overcome such anitnomies by a (pseudo-) theoretical synthe
sis: "It is not the law itself... that can be antinomic...but all 
theoretical antinomies are caused by theoretical thought."
3Vol .II:pp47-48; This difference is what 11.D. claims distinguishes 
his theory of antinomies from Kant's.
4
See Vol.1 1 :p.37j Simply note how frequently the word antinomy occurs in Vol.I.

5H o w  exactly he conceives the difference between general modal theory 
and special modal theory is not entirely clear, hut he refers to 
the distinction several times throughout the rest of Vol.11:pp.46,
77,79,93,107 and 452-3. See also the Forward to Vol.lip.vi. The 
most p]ausable understanding would^vjpein to rest on a distinction 
between general systematic philosophy and a philosophical theory 
of each oi the special science:;.. \

5



quent analysis of the other modalities of meaning, he says, "is 
exclusively concerned with the task of bringing home to the reader 
the value of the distinction between the three different kinds of 
structural moments in the modality of meaning so that "in this way 
he may get an insight into the strict cosmic 1aw-conforraity of 
the order of the law-spheres. This means his analysis will be 
directed to distinguishing the modal nuclear meaning from that of 
its various analogical moments so as to gain insight into the order 
of the law-spheres. So here we see that he considers the modal 
concepts of the modal meaning nucleus and its analogical moments to 
be a key to the determining of the modal order.^

b.) Constituent factors

Essential to this principle ax-e the concepts of analogy, 
sovereign irreducible coherence and temporal order or succession. 
For H.D. the modal law spheres (which 1 have called modes of func
tionality although H.D. doesn't use this particular phrase), as 
we have already noted,^are grounded in the universal law side of 
reality and^are mutually sovereign; that is, each maintains its 
own meaning character which cannot be reduced to the meaning of 
another. At the same time however, these spheres^of universal 
modal laws) are not to be thought of as isolated from each other, 
but they cohere together in a mutual order of cosmic temporal 
succession or increasing complexity. The key to understanding 
the nature of this order lies in seeing its analogical character 
which has been the object of the basic analogical concepts used in 
the different branches of science. H.D. claims that to the best 
of his knowledge he is the first to recognize this fundamental role 
that analogical concepts play in the whole method of scientific 
concept-formation.^

1 Vol. 11s p.107.

2In fact the heading of this section is entitled: "Some examples of 
the structural analysis of later modalities of meaning intended to 
give insight into the order of succession of the law spheres'."
(emphasis mine)

3Vol.Ilsp.55 and 49-54 passim. I want to not e here th$t he treats 
the analogical concepts as a conceptual key for doterming the order 
of succession of the various modes of functionality. This is 
especially clear on p.74 where he says: "every aspect expresses 
the whole of the temporal coherence of meaning in its own modal 
strueture... the temporal order of succession of the law-spheres must 
be expressed in this structure." it should perhaps be noted here, 
however, that some people may object to li.D.'s arm r;<>. t as either, 
speculative or epistemologically unsound: for he argues 1 .) that 
"each of the law-spheres is a temporal, modal réfraction of the 
religious Lulness oi moaning. And as such every aspect expresses 
the whole of the temporal coherence..etc." and 2 .) that whereas "cosmic 
time appeared to be the pre-supposition of theoretical thought, the 
latter cannot transcend it.; it has to abstract irom the cosmic 
continuity in the temporal coherence...consequently, only in the 
modal structures oi the meaning aspects themselves can theoretical 
thought enter into the cosmic order of time..."
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What 1 find particularly significant here is that the modal 
nuclei and their analogies (or analogical moments) are conceived
of in functiona1 coneepts or concepts of the different kinds of
functions. This is evident in li .!>. * s analysis that follows upon
this explanation of the method of excluded antinomies: " 'Number'
as such is a theoretical abstraction; a modal function, not a
thing.w In fact, he refers to the complex of modal nuclei, anti-

2cipations, and retrocipations as its junctional structure ana his
3analysis of it as functional analysis. At times he also refers 

to modal anticipations as anticipatory functions

c.) Value for the sciences 
Finally it is important to see that II.D. sees an important syste

matic task for philosophy in using this method of excluded antino
mies to aid in delimiting the fields of the various special sciences. 
For "the fundamental fields of research of the various special 
sciences are defined according to the different modal aspects of 
human experience. . . " 5 and since "our transcendental Idea does not 
allow for any arbitrary theoretical delimitation of these modal 
aspects", what is al. stake is nothing more than "the necessity of 
finding a new method of concept formation, since the current methods 
neglect the modal meaning-structures. ̂

y. A critical objection and reductionism #3.
The objection I have with regard to Il.D.'s systematic position is:
1.) Granted that there is a need to recognize modal sphere sover
eignty in the formation of any scientific concept of different
functions;
2 .) granted, furthermore that such a principle as the method
of excluded antinomies makes good sense as a philosophical tool 
to assist in the formation of clear and distinct scientific 
concepts;
3.) if then the difference between naive experience and science 
lies more in the fact that naive experience is orientated to the 
individuality of the subject side (in both its structural-what and 
functional-how character) whereas science is orientated to the 
universality of the law side (in both its typical-structural and 
modal-fi.r.cti onal character)

lVol.lI:p.54.

2Vol.ll: pp.3,51 and 366.

3Ibid. p.366.

4
Ibid. p.182; (see index; sub-voce "anticipatory functions" for

o 1 11 e r r c f c! i; one o s .

1 bid, p.55; see also Vol.isp.565, "As soon as a special science 
was born... to delimit its field of research."

^Ibid. Vol.il: pp.50, 77, 576, c»7(>.



4.) so that in scientific thinking we may also try to form con
cepts of universal structural types ' _'

• as well as concepts of universal modes
of functioning; 

and.

5.)v'if, as H.D. says, the principle of sphere sovereignty can 1be fruitfully applied to the theory of individuality-structures 
as well as to the general theory of the modal law spheres,
6 .) then is it not reasonable to require scientific concept for
mation to he as clear and distinct a:id free from antinomies in
the formation of its structural concepts as it 'is in its function
al conceptst

'• Since these two kinds of concepts are so intimately related in2scientific analysis (especially in its task of trying to identify I /,/ \ <1things) .it-must surely follow that any anti-nomic method of scienti
fic concept formation which ignores either modal sphere sovereignty 
(.and universality) o£ typical sphere sovereignty (and universality) 
will quite likely involve itself in conceptual antinomies involving 
both its modal-functional concepts as well as its typical-structural

7concepts. ISAIt is, afterall, these various structures - experienced as indivi
dual ’whats’ in naive experience - which always function. And it is 
the various functions - experienced as individual 'hows' in naive 
experience - which always belong to, or are functions of particular - 
things. What and how, structures and functions, are never experienced 
apart from eachjather. Functions are always functions of something 
and things are always structures which function, or have different 
functions. In scientific analysis then, we must try to form clear 
and distinct concepts of structure and functions in relation to the 
different types of structure and different modes of functionality 
(.in a coherent order) so as to gain insight into the universal modal 
and typical laws which condition the structuration and functioning 
of all things in reality.

' 13

Un p.627 of Vol.Ill, he claims that "Guided by our cosmonomie Idea 
we started from the internal sphere-sovereignty and mutual irreduci- 
■bility of the structural types. The cosmological basic principle of 
sphere-sovereignty first proved to be a fertile idea in the ¿Vieral 
theory of the modal law-spheres, and it appeared to be equally appli
cable to the theory of the individuality structures." However, the 
nearly apriori way in which he posits his basic cosmological (trans
cendental) catagories of structural types in Vol.ill, can hardly be 
compared with the rigor of his argument for the recognition of tine 
various modal aspects in Vol. II. It is somewhat more understand- 
.able however, in view- of the fact that H.D. .restricts knowledge of 
"-structure to naive experience and functionality to science.

7
“Witness, in I.D.'s own systematics, for example, the dependence of
.the structural concepts of "internal structural principle" and 
“radical type" on the functional concepts of "qualifying and founding 
■-function,"
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Mow that I have established some of the basic systematic contours 
for the way if.D. understands the concept of function and have drawn 
out a critical question, 1 want to turn to a closer examination of 
il.D's use of the concept itself to see if and how these critical 
assumptions come to bear on the way lie actually works with the con- 
cept as an analytical tool.

To do that 1 will first survey briefly the variety of ways II.D. 
uses the word, then distinguish a few of its more systematic usages 
from a couple of other distinct but less important uses. Then 1 
will concentrato on I wo particular systemat ic usages of Lhe concept 
as a technical term which are particularly relevant for under
standing how II. 1). views the relation of specific concepts of function 
to both structural concepts anti the concepts of general modal 
.meaning«

1 0 « li.D.'s different uses of the word function.

H.D. uses the word function in quite a number of different ways. 
Gramatically he uses it as a noun, a verb and as an adjective.
He uses it as a noun: ("a function or "the function”) with various 
kinds of qualifying adjectivei(e.g. numerical, spatial, physical- 
chemical, etc.,also, subjective, objective, qualifying, foundi.ni’,, 
and modal, typical, normative, temporal, transcendental, earlier, 
later, lower, higher, etc.)^

2lie uses it as a verb in several basically different senses.
He uses it in its adjectival form ("functional") to modify or

qualify a large number of other nouns such as analysis, character,
3coherence, concepts, lav/s, relations, structures, etc. tie also 

uses it adjectivally in combination with different prefixes such as 
inter-functional, modal-functional, prefunctional and trans- 

¿\functional. And of course he uses the adjectival form "function
alistic" to indicate the inunanentistic character of modern science

5which does not recognize modal sphere sovereignty.
Although much interesting and perhaps fruitful analysis could 

be conducted by considering in more detail any or all of these 
various uses of the word function, 1 shall limit myself in this 
essay to considering only a few of the different ways in which 11.D. 
uses the word as a technical term-f^in its modal noun forms and 
its various verb forms, since these are the basic usages. The 
adjectival uses 1 will not deal with since they are not so numerous 
and since 1 believe it can be assumed that t bein' isn’t, that much 
new to be discovered from li.D.’s use of the word "functional" that 
can't be learned from what; he says about functions and functioning.

^See my index, sections 1 and 2 .
:'2- . .Ibid., section 3. This gets particular attention in section 10.5.1
.-•■3 •• •Ijml., section h.

*1 bid.

Ŝo<* suction 5 of this essay md my index, seetion6 ,

below.
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10.2 Function as a systematic term.

h%I have already pointed out, the meaning II.D. gives to the term 
function in his systematics is dependent upon its, relation to two 
basic cosmological facets of realitys the modal (functional) aspects 
of reality in their temporal order of succession and the typical 
structures of reality (.which are typified by their central, internal, 
radical qualifying and founding functions).* in identifying the 
specific nature and meaning of any function therefore it becomes 
important in Il.D.'s systematics to indicate which mode it. belongs to 
(or is a function of) and/or what kind of thing or structure it 
belongs to (or is a function of). In both cases 11.D. often uses
the possessive form: "the function of_______ ", with either a modal
concept (e.g. feeling, or faith) or a typical concept (e.g. a work 
of art, a tree, the body, the body politic, certain acts, etc.).~
As 1 shall try to show, whereas he is usually quite discriminating 
in his use of general modal concepts he is not nearly as careful in 
his use of typical concepts. lie also tends to substitute general 

U  modal terms or concepts for specific functional ones and this results 
in a lack of conceptual specificity which is ultimately detrimental 
to his attempt to establish a conceptual method of gaining insight 
into the modal order of the law-spheres, based on the functional 
analogical concepts of the special sciences.

10.3 Some variations«

before illustrating these main systematic usages, 1 want to
mention just a couple of different ways in which 11.D. uses the term
of function other than in its main systematic sense just to avoid
confusion with the main usages.

birst, 11.D. often vises the term funotion in a rather general sense
that is roughly equivalent to concepts of purpose, task,or role as in
"the function of the woody fibres and ducts of a tree is conducting

3
water," or "the function of the transcendental ideas of theoretical 
reason" in Kant or Fichte's philosophy.^

Secondly, H.L). also uses the term function to indicate a dependent 
variable of something, or something which depends on something else 
(especially with regard to change): as in "the cell form is a function 
of the total body"’’ or for von Jhering, "subjective right is a 
function of the juridical norm" , 6 or in Leibnitz, "the Christian 
religion is reduced to a function of the religion of reason" . 7

Vol. Ill: pp. 54, 5(>, 6'J, VOf.; see my index for other references to the 
various terms.

1-or a larger list, with references, see the first paragraph of 
sections 10.5.1 and 10.5.2.

3see, e.g., Vol. 1.11 : p. 131.

Sec, e.g. Vol.L: p.3C2; lor lurther references see my index under 
function ~ purpose, task, role, or activifcy/v* •' • i*)

JSce, e.g., Vol. ill: p. 772.
^Vol.ilj p.400.
Vul. 1 11). ?<i].......  ..............:---------- --- -— — —



Hero, the meaning of the term depends on a stri.ct mathematical sense
of two variables in a system of relations, where the value of the one 
(X) is dependent on the value of the other (Y), as expressed in 
X=F(Y). this is of special interest because apparantly it goes 
back to the original use of the terra function as a mathematical 
scientific concept (which was first used by Leibnitz antT)which has 
since been applied to other fields of science such as physics and

2chemistry): "the pressure of a cas is a function of its temperature"./

Curiously, this is also the sense in which 11.D. seems to consistently 
use the term in accounting for the difference between Rationalism 
and Irrationalism«

10.4 Subject and object functions,
qualifying and founding functions.

Although in themselves H.O.'s concepts of subjective, objective, 
qualifying, and foundational functions are worthy of much more atten
tion and study than i am able to give them in this essay, i must say 
a word or two about them to indicate something of their signifi
cance in il.D.'s systematics.

The main thing I want to note is that both sets of concepts are
important for establishing a connection between ll.D.'s modal theory

. 4and his theory of the typical structures ("of individuality").
It is important to remember that for H.D., since scientific in

sight into the structure of things is rendered problematic (because 
he tends to identify structure with individuality, which is only 
experienced naively) he places a lot of emphasis in Vol.Ill on
distinguishing the qualifying and founding functions of things as the

5way to understand their structural principle or typical law-order.

_Uud. pp. 227-229; see also Martinadale, The Nature and Types of
Sociological Theory,■ p.44; who says that the that the mathematical 
theory of fund:ions can be traced back to Descartes* work on analyti
cal geometry of 1637; and Merton, "Manifest and Lantent Functions"
(in Social Theory and Social Structures, 1949, 1957 p.21) who says 
the concept goes back to Lebnitz.
2I've taken this example from L.Wright's article, "Functions", in the
April.1973 issue of Philosophical Review, p.I39ff.

3
See Vol.l:pp.95, 466,549; "irrationalism...attempts to reduce the 
nornos to a dependent function of individual creative subjectivity",
"the rationalist types...make the concept of the subject a function 
of the concept of the law..." etc.
4See for example, Vol .1 i.l : p. 58, where he says that "the theory of 
modalities...by its doctrine of modal structure, modal subject-object 
relation,..." etc. can furnish the necessary point of contact, needed to 
find a theoretical access to a thing’s structure of individual totality.", 
and further: "The key to our problem is supplied by the tree's 
qualifying function."
5In addition he indicates that his understanding of "The Subject-Object 
Relation in The Thing- Structure of reality" (.see Vol. 111 s p. 104f f) is 
closely parrallel to, if it is indeed not dependent on, his analysis 
sllf*>''Tl«i Subji.set-Ubject Relation in The Modal Aspects",, (see Ch.5 of 
alfei.* 1-1-; p p. 3 6 7 -413 ) .



10.5 "To function" and "functions of".

In this section of my essay 1 now want to pay some careful atten
tion to the structure of il.D.'s language when he uses the term function.
1 do not do this to simply point out grammatical or linguistic 
inconsistencies in Il.D.'s language but because the scientific forma
tion of cliMi. and d t  i nr l roni.-opts cannot take place apart from the 
context of ,■ r.i: .¡...it ical consi dcrat ions and the norm of lingual clarity.

In addition, ¡ay concern here is to penetrate into the way H.D. 
understands the notion of function, particularly in relation to the 
of.!.or basic s y ::tc: i.i t i c notions oi his philosophy such as modality 
and typical H.y. !o do t hi.*, .1 will concentrate on the way H.D. uses 
the term function (first of all as a verb and secondly as a noun).
This section then, is organized around two lines of questioning:

1.)what kinds of things (functors) does H.D. mention as functioning, 
(.or what kinds of concepts are used as noun-subjects of the verbs
to function) and In what manner are they said to function?

2 .)how arc t¡:nct.i oi:y related to the concepts of structure and 
modality when function is used in its attributive form in the 
expression "function of"?

4- ' 'IV '[fit,'
10.5.1 What is that which functions and 

in what manner does it function?

The following concepts and terms are just some of the wide variety
used by H.D. as noun-subjects of the verb to functions

I . . 2- human I - ness, acti.vi.ty
- concrete phenomena, an organ (of the body of an animal/*
- a t re e,5 the internal structure of a tree^
- things, events, or societal relationships?
- the family community, the marriage bond, 9 sibs1®
- the state, 11 actual s ta t e s l ^
- individual.-';, 1 '3 .-.truet uru:; of i ndividuallty, 14 typical total structures 

of individualityl5
- structural wholes, 16 typical form totalities, 1 7 a spatial point, 18 

objective juridical facts1 '-"1

1 V o l . i : p . 5 1 .

Vol. 1 1 : p . 6 8.
iVol.1 1 s p .6 8 .
Vol. 11! : p. 6 '37 .
■’Vol.iH ; pp.  56-57.
6
V o l . I I I :p . 105.

7Vol.Ill;p.637.
8'Vol.Ill:p .301.
9
.1 bid > p . '310.

10
' ii d : p . 356.

* 1 hi d ; p.l\87,

 ̂ iiiiiiL P - ^01, 

hi d : p . 5 U y .
14,V o ] . 1 1 1 j p . 7 8 .
1 ̂
'Vol.Ij sp. 557.

16
V o l . | I |jp.]65.

W Vol.lll: p. '1 . 
lii

1. In d : 3i> 3.
VJ.. .
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The first thing i want to note here is that these are all rather 
distinctively structural concepts and not modal concepts. Thus, H.D. 
does hold to a basic cosmological distinction between structure and 
function by conceiving of structure as that which functions.

Secondly, it should he noted that H.D. speaks of both the indi
viduals, or concrete phenomena such as trees, families, and states 
as well as their "internal structures" as functioning. In other words,
he talks about both the subject side of reality (the concrete individuals)

1and tla: lawside (t lie normative typical law for things) as functioning
even though in its stricter sense functioning should be more closely
identified with the response of things to law, and laws should be
thought of as conditioning, limiting, or governing 'that response.
To speak of laws as functioning, is to speak analogically and not
in the strict systematic meaning of "functioning".

There is a third feature of U.D.'s language which 1 want to take
particular note of at this point: when he refers to things as
"functioning" he often adds such qualifying phrases as "_in_ (all) the
modal aspects" or "in the (numerical, psychic, logical...etc.) modal

2aspect".
i:ow in a sense, and at first sight, there is nothing wrong with 

this manner of expression, since he is simply refering to those uni
versal modes of functionality to which everything that functions is 
subjected, and therefore in accordance with which it cannot escape 
from functioning.

llut there is, I think, at least a potential danger latent in this 
manner of expression, and that is: robbing scientific concept forma
tion of distinct terms with which to indicate functional specificity, 
by forgetting that modal concepts are only general concepts, indicating 
general inodes of functionality, but not specifying a particular function.

iiy now this should not be too surprizing since we have already seen 
how H.D. tends to identify the typical-structural dimension of reality 
with the subjected side of naively experienced individuality.

2 ,ice, e.g. Vol.i:p.5l; IIspp.68-69 ("in all aspects of experience").
Vol.lisp.383 ("in the aspect of continuous dimensional extension"), 
p.415,("in the juridical aspect of reality") and for more references 
see my Index. subvoce:; The verb "to function", A. modally... ' .
Notice here however, the apparantly arbitrary ascription of the 
modal aspects to either experience or-reality, which is similar to 
the way he ascribes functions to either things or reality in general.

The following section, of -'this essay will illustrate this latter 
feature of IJ.ii.’s systematics in a little more detail.

i-.’otice also however, that he uses the term law-sphere interchangably 
with modal aspects in an apparantly, rather arbitrary, fashion. Although 
depending somewhat on the context, these terms (including: modal spheres, 
law uplsieres, aspects, or modalities, and sometimes functions) are 
occasionally followed by the phrases "of reality" (e.g. Vol.H’p.51;
11;p.415; Vol.LiL:pp.347-348): "of our cosmos" (Vol.il:p.112);
"of temnroal reality" (Vol.iijp.137); "of the temporal order" (Vol.II: 
pp.301,522); "of our temporal horizon" (Vollii:p.78); "of experience" 
(Vol.II spp. 12:,68)» "of our social experience" (Vol .ill ;p. 172) j "of 
s;M.M.eny" (Vol..Lisp,69); "of human society" (Vol,Hi ;p,664). Sometimes 
he just refers .'to aspects or lav-spheres without further qualification:' 
e.g. Vol.iispp.329,557, Vol.In:pp.57, 197f. etc.



That H.D. may indeed be suscept.ibi.le to such a danger is more 
clearly evidenced by the fact that from the very beginning, and 
throughout the entire -.0 i’T , he uses the phrase "expresses (or manifests) 
itself in" syitonoir.fnurly with the expression "function in" as ini 
"The family communi t.y cannot function in the biotic law sphere unless 
as such it. expresses it sell also in those spheres in which*..the biotic 
law sphere itself is founded . (.emphasis mint?)

iiis reasons for choosing this [¡articular terminology become more 
apparent when it is seen that this is die same expression which he 
also uses i.o indic.it.e the relation of modality and typicality:
"tin- ¡mnl.il a:, pi-I t.Lie only run 1 i /<-d i n structures of individuality 
which in principle function in all the modal spheres of our temporal 
horizon." And the tact, that "The structure of a thing expresses 
itself in each of its modal aspects" he says is "the loading viewpoint" 
for his investigations of "the structures of individuality" in Vol.III.

Thus H.D. tends to see the functioning of things as the key to 
understanding their structure, which is acceptable inso far as a 
things structure and its function are always corelate. it seems to 
me to be questionable however, to assume, as II.D. does, that structure 
(as typical total structures of individuality) is the individuali
zation of modal functional law and is therefore known only by non— 
i.cie.-it if ic naive exj'Ti ■■nc>>. F.ir then scientific concept: formation 
vith regard to structural law is, ineffect, made dependent on /
scientific concept form with regard to modal-functional law.

This : endancy lo speak of the funct loning of things as expressing 
t hei:■-.(»lv.?:;, or expressing their strut:t.ural-principle in modal aspects 
may well be ultimately rooted in his view of ’meaning as the being 
of creation’ - man i i es t.ed in its universal character of refering and
expressing; however, it has an even close»connect ion with his ideaof 5o f a teinnnral order ̂ coherence.

Vol. illip.UU; .mother example can he found on p.105 (Vol.Ill) where 
he say:;, " n.e iuteru.il st n.t■ t ■■.r <■ of our tree.. .expresses itself also in 
all the later i. odal i t i es in which it: func t i on s. .. " ( ompha s i s mi ne J.

2Vol.lII:p.78.

3Vol.1L1:p. 104.

*Vol.1 :p.4 .

i have already indicated .something of the role tins idea plays as 
a foundation for his principle of excluded antinomies in the forma
tion of clear and distinct modal-functional scientific concepts. I 
now have in mind to compare that with the. role he gives it in Vol.III.

ip.il e lie I ! T t. two cl..inters, of Vol.il with the first two chapters 
oi Vol. HI).
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Accordi ng tu !!.!>., all tin? basic structures of reality are grounded 
in the order of cosmic time, and that includes both the modal aspects 
and the typical structures of individuality} as such it provides
us will', t.lu? ’basic common denominator of comparison' which is neces
sary for every dislit».:t ion of the differences between these * funda-?mental structures' .

i li.ivi* already pointed out how, in his general modal theory of 
Vol.11, the idea of the order of cosmic time, as an idea of (modal) 
succession, is basic to ll.D.’s critical method for forming theoreti
cal :.ci i::;t i f ic roi.cfpi s of function and modality.

Now even t hough on p.H7 of Vol . 1 I i he admits that "similarly we 
(Miiiiu:: di sti ngui : h t he di i ti* runi. structures of individuality If we 
have nor. an a priori idea of their common basis of comparison", he 
doesn't, developo a similar method for the formation of clear and 
distinct structural concepts, even though these structures (of indi
viduality) an? "¡'rounded in i lie plastic order of cosmic time as their 
o:.ly legi Liman; basic denominator of comparison." (emphasis mine)

Thus, although II.D. distinguishes a plastic temporal order and a 
modal temporal order, and even refers to both of them as basic 
denominators of comparison for scientific concept formation, he does 
not relate each of t he:u to their respective (typical-structural and 
modal functional) scientific concepts in the same way.

The reasons for this can he foui.d in the fact that just as he 
tends to identify structural concepts with naive concepts of Indivi
dual things, so also he tends to see the nature of plastic temproal 
order a*; primarily a coherence of individuality expressed in the "non- 
w.oda 1 uni tv and identity of things" as we experience them naively.^

ji’i! Vol. j:p.2'<; i 1 : pp. 7 7, 7K, o7 j (see also my comments In fn.3, 
section h of tins es.~-ay) • it should be noted here that l have tried 
to reserve the t si rut-tore i.or reference to the typical dimension 
(.plastic 1-oii/o:..) in d i si i ret i on from the modal functional dimension, 
and that ! want to it. to refer to the particular structures in
distinction l'ro,.i the uni versa 1 types of structure, just, as 1 want 
to use function to indicate particular functions in distinction 
from their universal modes. In some contexts It.D. uses the term in 
a similar fashion (see esp. Vol.Ii552f. and Vol.11:p.78). He uses 
the term structure in an analogical sense in his modal theory when 
he talks about the structure of a modal aspect, eg. in terms of its 
meaning nucleus, anticipations and retrocipations. In this context 
however, "structure" derives much of its meaning from the concepts 
of order and coherence. See Vol.1,Chpts.land2, passim.

2see Vol. I ii: p. H7 . The necessary role of a basic common denominator 
of comparison for distinction making, is an important and interesting 
i.vsi.e in Lr.velf', especially tor critical discussions in ontology as 
well as epistemology. As such, 1 cannot deal with it in the limits 
of this essay, although H.D. himself uses the term frequently enough 
to merit further investigation, it seems to me. Some, of his other 
references to it:, in addition to the above mentioned are: Vol .1 {pp.
'i 7, 7, 2)'3, 561; Vol. LI: pp. 14,18,19, 22f .25, 217.

Vol.III:p.3fj particularly p.75.3

»
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l n ocher words, thr> plascic ' order' or coherence is really identified 
wi iii (t̂ :-inoral «lur.it i on of the individual subject side of reality rather 
.than the temporal uni or of the cosmonomic side (of universal  laws).*- 

The consequence of thi s view can be seen in his discussion of the 
problem of bow we are to Rain theoretical  access to the structures 
of things and by what ori terib.i are we to distinguish the differenton art 

2

by s i „
: L

categori es or types of structure. *
Hy means of a functional ana l\vsi s ' of a linden tree, li.l), discovers

what is possibly the most important point of contact between his 
structural theory and hi. s modal theory in the notion of its quali fying 
function; namely, its biotic function which is "the ultimate func
tional point of reference for the internal structural coherence of 
t I;“ t I . . . . " ’ \

unee lie has begun this functional analysis, and discovered that 
a tree functions (.subjectively or objectively) in all. the various 
i-»daI aspects, bis -.truggle to establish a criterion for the determi.-
nation of 1,1 io different kinds of st 
since ho does not want: to base it o

-uetures becomes more difficult 
i purely functional grounds, nor

on a subsr.ai ce concept., l-'or on the one hanil he wants to maintain
that the .structural unity of things is experienced naively and pre-

t
theoretically first of .ill; "i'he idea of trie internal structure of 
i •; re.i ! wi. 11 •>. . . ;ri'i-e.!es every a ialysis of the modal diversity o H  
these functions, while on the .other hand he wants to gro.irid the 
structural character of reality in the law-side.

It is precisely at this poynt in his analysis that (by refering 
to the different dimensional'inrizons of experience and his idea of 
coherence) he claims that the internal unity of a thing is founded
in the horizonjif the structures of individuality so that it "can

' N . «j only be (a temporal\unity in the modal diversity of the functions."
V .M .y ! .  /■ '  * ^ < ¿ 1  f <-U<-ycJ>*rx

It is i.mportant to keep in mind that, on the other hand, modal func
tional concepts are theoretical concepts (in fact theoretical analysis 
is essentially defined as distinguishing or abstracting modal aspects 
or functions) and in addition the modal temporal coherence has much 
ujore of a sense of temporal order of succession of the modal aspects»
Vo].ill: Chap. 2, p. 5'31'. Particularly section 3, pp.76-98,
3Vol. Ill: ¡1 * r>(>.
Vol. Ill: p.7<i. :*ote too that because be defines the nature of theoretical 
thou;--,lit as the abstraction and opposition of modal aspects as Gegenstand to 
tuMogbt or the logical function of thought, he also argues on p.65 that 
"it is impossible t.o make the structural cnntinui ty of a thing, which 
guarantee.; i t: s relative identity, into a Gego-isrand of theoretical analysis." 
Ividi could be said about. li.D.'s view of the nature of theoretical analysis 
and the frM'onst a.id relat ion but that would involve problems that go beyond 
the scope of this essay. i. simply want to point out here that it seems 
to be a; ibi y_u"us wijether the structural continuity which guarantees the 
relative ¡d.-niity :,j a i hiug ; s refer ing to temporal universal order 
on the law si.de, or duration on the subject side.

Vol.11I¡p.77.
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In r!ù;-, Hiiy in; hope:., i o have avoided both a substance concept and 
a functionalism, since in the plastic horizon of cosmic time, "a 
thing's modal function are neither joined together into a meta
physical 'substance', nor into a functional identity of modal func
tions. Hut they only come together in the continuous operational 
coherence of a structural unity of irreducible modal functions, 
which as such is necessarily inter-modal and temporal in character."^

Hut the problem here is that "the structural un tty” has still only 
really been defined in terms of individual durât: 1 on, and not yet really 
(-i ounded i!: the l.iw~si<kr of order, so t hat despite the phrase "struc
tural unity of irreducible modal functions" there is little appareil t 
difference between a "continuous operational cbherence" and "a func
tional identity of modal functions," since both may be thought of as 
merely a collection or (rather arbitrary) configuration of functions.

i:e therefore must al.-,o claim for this structural unity a foundation 
if. the law-.»ido of reality a-id the cosmic temporal order. But the 
; ! *'"■ 1 i.t-re is i ha i the only ordei. to which theory can gain direct 
access for il.D. is the nodal order of aspects. Therefore despite 
: hi; fad ‘.bat he wan i la l or to rlaim that the criterion needed for 
establishing, the ultimate irreducible genera, or types of structures 
is to be found m  the plastic horizon, he is in effect only able to
ground it in the modal horizon via the qualifying function and the

3modal order of succession.
The justification for this, however, in his systematic explanation 

see.,:, lo be prer ; sol y in the fact that "The cosmic order expresses itself 
accord i i;g to its tinctures of individuality" because "the modal aspects 
.we only roal jy.od t_n structure.', oi individuality which in principle 
function in all the modal spheres of our temporal horizon."^
Therefore when 11.u. speaks of "the internal structures" or "typical 

st ructi-.res" of things (.as well as of individual or concrete phenomena) 
a.-» lur.ctior.i nr. j_n i:-K'-al aspects of reality, such a manner of expression 
is at least implicitly grounded in his view of structure as the indi
vidualization or individualized expression of the temporal order of 
the modes of functioning. This is connected with his attempt on the
■ hand to protect naive experi one»; from ¡.ietaphysical substance con
cepts by grounding structural order in the unity and identity of indi
vidual duration, while at the same time avoiding a functional level
ing of these struct eres by iuuniJmg them in the temporal .modal order.

The consequence of this however, is that 11.D. is unable to develop 
a gen;:îne criterion for the formation of structural concepts, based 
ei. typical--.i i:ui:i.urai sphere sovereignty and order. Instead he is 
lorood to rely on the criterion of modal sphere sovereignty and modal 
order for ; :,e format: inn ul his si ructural concepts, in conjunction 
with bis doctrine of qua 1 ilying aid founding functions. The resulting
l.'.c.-K i >L c lari I y and d i s t i ne t i venet.s in different concepts he has of 
structure is evident in the unordered assortment of terms he uses to 
indicate that which functions.

* Vol. Ii1j p.77.
"Vol. 11 1 : p.7/.

' ' ' •Vol. ill: p.Hi,H7.
‘ VOI .till I - ■ / 1 - .......:-----
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Finally it is also important to note that indistinction from the 
primary systematic sense of "functioning in the modal aspects”, N.D. 
also frequently refers to things as functioning structurally or enkap- 
tically, that is, in structural or enkaptic interlacements."''

Although it would take me too far a-field to discuss ll.D.'s theory 
of enkapsis, 1 want to at least indicate something of the importance 
of its relation to his systematics as a whole.
1.) Despite the fact that his idea of structural coherence and 
order is basically dependent on his idea of modal order and coherence, 
there is a sense in which the notion of enkapsis provides him with
a tather separate or clearly non-modal idea of coherences

Sphere sovereignty of modal aspects can only reveal itself 
within the inter-modal temporal weaning coherence, and a 
similar restriction applies to the sphere sovereignty of 
::t n.c; .¡r.il t yj i*s of individuality. These types are arranged 
in an interstructural enkaptic coherence frustrating any 
at tempt to absolutize them.'

But although in his general modal theory such a state of affairs 
afforded him a basis for developing a critical method for the formation 
of non-antiriomi c modal-functional concepts, in his theory of individu
ality structures there is no similar development, even though "struc
tural enkaptic coherence" is quite parrallel m  sense to the notion 
of "i.nter-modal temporal meaning coherence."
2.) The second important thing I want to note about H.D.'s notion 
of the enkaptic functioning of things is that it is viewed as the key 
point of contact for his anthropology and provides a key conceptual 
link for his analysis of human activity and the human act structure. 
(Which for reasons unknown or unacceptable to everyone but H.D. him
self has never been published.) This is a serious matter also for 
understanding the conmologi.cal nature of functionality since human 
activity is one of the more prominent types of structures (along with 
■.■■ai.ur.il I hi ng.;, events, and relati uni.hips) which are said to function 
or have functions.^

See my index; The verV'to function", B., In a systematic structural 
or enkaptic: sense.

* V-)1 .ills p.i':.27.
31 should perhaps mention that, in addition to the functioning of things 
Modally, or 'in modal aspects' and enkaptically or "in enkaptic inter- 
twiuement" there are tirj other relatively distinct senses in which things 
are said to function, namely in Subject-Ubject relations and as parts of 
wholes. They are relatively distinct because the Subject-ubject relation 
receives distinctive attention from H.D. in separate chapters in Vols. II 
and Hi, and because the functioning of something as a part of a whole is 
clearly distinguished by l:.u. as different from its functioning as enkap- 
t, i call y In lend into another structure. Both these systematic distinctions 
i-.:mt lurt.her • nvestigation, and especially ll.D.'s discussions of the sub- 
ject-object relation in both Vols. of the i.CTT are notably difficult to 
understand, l. have mentioned them here without much discussion because 
1 know of no other basic systematic n which H.D. speaks of things as 
functioning. My difficulties with ll.D.'s discussion of the subject- 
object relation are similar to those 1 have with his discussion of indi
viduality in that he seems to shift back and forth between talking about 
a relat. ion and a process (objectification), if the modal subject-ob ject 
relation is always a relation c.f subject-functions and object-functions,
L find it diliicult to grasp h.,<u a subject tunction can objectify another 
function or even a modal aspect. but that is the way 11.D. talks about 
i. t:: Vol. .n : p. 3(>6 .
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10.5.2 "The functions of"

Systematically this phrase is most often used to indicate what
kind of tinnp, or structure a function belongs to, such as the functions
of a tree,^ of micro-totalities such as atoms, molecules, crystals,
and cells,“ of objective natural things such as birds*nests and 

imolluscs' shells, of normatively qualified objective things such
4 5as a sculpture, chairs, tables, lumber, of societal relationships

such as the family, ̂  marriage,7 the state,^ the church-institution, ̂
10voluntary associations such as political parties, trusts and labour 

unions,*"*" of various other "inter-individual societal phenomenon" such
I )as 'fashion', 'sports,' 'free market', 'publicity', and of individual

i . r . . 13 .acts such as salutinp, a iri.end.
Normally, 11.U. will indicate the mode of functionality to which a

---------------------------- , , i

particular function of something belongs by using a modal -««»jective
with the term function as, for example: numerical function, psychical

14function, historical function etc.
¡>u;.. ,1' t i a l s o  i i id i cat es the mode of functionality to 

which a function belongs by using the expression "function of" such
as "the function of faith" or "the function of feeling", or "the

15function of: symbolic signification". Sometimes it is fairly clear 
this is what he means, as for example when he- says, "the psychical 
function of feeling"*^ or "the cultural function of controlling 
fwii.iation"*7 or "the i..ndal function of faith".^

At oU.er titles 11.1). is not very clear; for example, when he refers 
to "the political function of faith" which seems to be the same thing 
as i. 1:..- Lai lh function of a slate, (.or the structural principle of the

* Vol.111:pp.54, 56f.
Vol .111:pp.yy-1 0 3 .
"Vol.1.1 [ :p.l07.
4Vol.Ill:p.l09f.
5Vol.lII:p.12Uf.
Sol.Ill :p.265f.
7Vol.I1I:pp.304f,346f.
bVol.III:p.37yf.
\ ’ol .111: p. 509f .

*UVol.III;p.605f.
11Vol.llI:p.5lJ7f.
12Vol.lil:p.589f. 
lJVol.lli:p.5av.
1 4 jim; i::y index: "¡.i.id.il 1 um: r i on:;" .

1 hi (1 .
* * Vol.1j p.263.
^Vol.l 1.1 :p.7H; also spoken of as "the cultural function of technical 
f v.r: ¡iit. i on"; Vnl . I I J : p. 1 J'J.

1ftVol. II: p. llty. The prevalence oi such expressions is also indicative 
of his tendancy to identify a particular function with a general modal 
11* rm instead oJ a specific concept of its own.



state 'expressing itself1 within the modal aspect of faith).^
Tills is the kind of confusion that is encountered as a result of
using the same expression ("function of") to indicate both the uni
versal mode of functionality and the structure to which a function 
belongs.

In addition, H.D. frequently uses general modal concepts to name
the partie.nl.ar furictions of different structures instead of using 
a iuoi'e di sti.nctive term; and in general he often uses the terms

3aspect, nodality and lawsphore, interchangcbly with the term function. 
His concern is to make it clear that the functions of any particular 
structure can never be understood apart from the universal order of 
modal law spheres for all functionality, and to thereby fight 
against any functionalistic reduction of the diversity of modal mean
ing to the functional coherence of one particular mode (absolutization).

This however, fundamentally restricts the number of functionally 
specific concepts and terms that he uses, and makes him vulnerable 
to universalizing the great functional diversity of meaning into gen
eral modal meanings.J
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Vol.1 Li:pp.500— 501; Perhaps the most complicated example of this 
is the phrase "the logical function of thought" where sometimes it 
seems that "thought" is just another term for logical, and other times 
refers to an act of thinking. See my index: "the logical function 
of thought*' •

2Vol.Ill:p.56; ("the organic vital aspect of our linden"); Vol.Ill:p.76, 
Vol.HI:p.80, Vol.Illsp.98 ("the sensory aspect of a tree"); Vol,III.p.102 
(the numerical, spatial, kinematic functions of a cell); Vol.H I :p.107 
(objects of animal production are qualified by "a typical animal-psy
chical ofject-function"); Vol.Illsp.108 (typical mathematical structural 
functions, etc. of the Si-O^ formations of radio laria); Vol.III:p.113 
(the "objective sensory aspect" of a sculpture); Vol.1 Lisp.133 
(the physico-chemical function of a chair, its encrgy-aspecL, etc.);
Vol.ill:p.271 ("the different modal spheres, of the family's internal 
unity."); Vol.Illspp.273-297,325 (emotional aspect of matrimony);
Vol.ill¡p.327 (juridical, aesthetic...functions of conjugal bond);
Vol.ill;p.404ff. (typical historical foundational function of the 
-t .ae) etc .

3Especially obvious are his references to the aspects of things and 
the functions of reality. See footnote # 2 , on p.17 (section 10.5.1) 
in tin s4:>essay. for further references.

A * V' ' - •See section 5 of this essay for explanation and references.

î!ore his doctrine of analogical concepts and terms could be of a 
big help as catagori.es for further specification, but he rarely 
makes use of them. When H.D. does, it is only in connection with 
the first three or four lower aspects. Somewhere, for example, he 
distinguishes the concept of "organic" as a retrocipatory analogical 
concept refering to mathematical unity and diversity, but most of 
the time he uses it as a general term to indicate the biotic aspect 
of reality.''



How II.D. sees the relation of the general (universal) modes of 
functionality (modes of meaning) to this wealth of functional diversity
(in the specifically different functions of the different kinds of 
structure) seems to be the problem he wants to deal with in Ch.6 of
Vol.II, under the heading "The Problem of Individuality Within the

1Modal Cadre of the Law~Spheres". But he treats this relation of
2particularity, or specification as a problem of individualization.

in this context I want to point out that the terms and concepts
II.D. wants to use to identify functional meaning 'individuality' are
primarily terms and concepts taken over from his general modal theory;
eg. he distinguishes modal individuality of meaning as being of three
basic "types" which simply parrallel his distinctions for the general
structure of the modal lawspheres: original or nuclear, anticipatory
and founded "types of modal meaning-individuality". How these are
related an "individual" to the universal nuclear and analogical meaning

3moments and their respective analogical concepts, lie doesn't explain.
in one very short paragraph he relates also modal meaning individuality
t o the subiect-ob ject. relation, and the general concepts of subject

4tuncti on and object function.

* Vo1.1 J ; Chap.Vi,pp.414-426; This chapter is one of the shortest in
the i.’CTT; only 12 pages.

2"See :,ection 6 ot this essay and section 2,fn.l, where 1 have already 
mentioned the problem of ll.D.'s tendancy to think of the relation of 
universal and individual as a process of individualization by which 
modal universality of meaning "expresses itself" lu the typical- 
:,t.iHctural dimension of reality (which has been identified with indi
viduality and bound to our naive concepts of things).

in view of this it is remarkable that be wants to break with a 
method of classification and concept formation which tries to deal 
with individuality by a gradual process of abstraction from general 
concepts to more particular ones; (cf. Vol.li:p.415). m  other 
similar references he seems to reject the use of generic and specific 
concepts for this purpose on the grounds that this is a purely logical 
method which does not respect the genuine cosmo-logical states of 
affairs, (cf. eg. Vol .11' L s pp. 80-83, where he substitutes the term 
"rad-cal types" for genera, although he still refers to very structural 
type as exhibiting "an inner articulation of typicalness, descend'ng 
from a;; ultimate irreducible general type to an ultimate species 
which embraces no further spec ific types"; p.80). Cf. Also Vol.l:p.77 
and p.4si#*' Y

^Vol.IIjpp.424-425.

<5Vol.IIspp.425-4 26; "For the subject-objcct. relation plays an essen
tial part in the modal types of meaning individuality". But II.D. doesn' 
ic; ll> explain how; he only cites a few example.;.



Further explanation and clarification of these matters H.D. 
repeatedly postpones to the third volume, claiming that, "these 
states of affairs .. .cannot be accounted for by the theory of law- 
spheres alone. (For) we now touch a point where this theory
naturally passes into that of the typical structures of indi-

, i „ *viduality .
Thus it seems to me what li.D. is iryi ng to deal with here is 

the particular'! ty or speci f i.clty of meaning as it is found in the 
> ¡>t er-ie'lati on of functions and structures (on the law side), and 
not will t lie full individuality of meaning on the subject side.
The structure for a squirrel, or the qualifying function of all 
squirrels has a partIcular or spec ifi c meaning in relation to the 
different structures and functions of other kinds of animals and 
other types of things, but this particularity of meaning is not 
yet the individuality of meaning which i meet in that one indivi
dual squirrel who is sitting i.n the tree outside my window.

i find u.U.'s references in this chapter to the distinctions of 
nuclear, anticipatory, and retrocIpatory moments (or functions) 
and Subject-ubject functions further indication that what he is 
really looking for is catagories with which he can further specify 
functional particularity of meaning.

Structure is probably the most basic catagory (or axis) for the 
specification of modal functional meaning, but li.D. gets himself 
in a bind by identifying structures with individuality, instead of 
. 1: : Li i*". as a basic r:os:.:olô i cal correlat e of functions.

line final obfiervati.on on this section: in citing his examples
of modal individuality, II.D. relies heavily on the general structural

2
term "typical"" in order to identify the parti cular nature of 
these different moments of functional meaning individuality. 1 

take this as a consequence of hi.s tendaucy to identify typicality 
and .structural! t;y with individuali ty.

Keeping this i.n mind 1 now want to turn to Vol.Hi and ll.D.'s 
analysis of the various kinds of structures and point out some of 
this lack of clarity that arises when H.D. tries to use general 
.vodal concepts and structural terms such as "typical" to make dis
tinct ions which really call for more specific concepts of function 
and structure.

^Vol.1 1 : pp. 4 25-4.26.
?''•>1 -II :p.-i.24 IT,, "typical jund-cal or moral relations between parents 
and x :.ei r ri.: ldrc.-:" an; said to "lack ai. m.ig: al character in these 
aspects" since they are "doubtless biotically founded modal types" of 
individualized juridical and moral meaning, r.ow normally the typical 
.veaning of anything is determined for H.D by a tilings’ qualifying and 
founding functions. There is no explicit reference here however, to 
inactions, and so it certainly remains less than clear the sense in 
w.,:cu f.ilaU.) • :> can be called "t.yp: t:a 11 y" juridical and ethical
i.-.t :.t- 11 lac.; a:, "or: g. uni" character :n these aspects - just because 
they are "biotically founded types of individuality".
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One particular lack of specificity we encounter is his use of 
general inoda1 concepts or generally defined typical structural con
cepts to indicate the specific qualifying and founding functions of 
certain structures. Jo, eg. the objective natural things such as 
bird's nests anti mollusc shells are simply said to be qualified "as 
objective animal formations" or by "a typical animal-psychical 
object-furiction";* wood is said to remain "qualified as the organic 
product of the tree," although because it cannot “function in a 
biotic subjecL-objeet relation able to qualify its structure of 
individuality" the only way to account for the relation of wood to 
the tree from which it came (eg. why we recognize oakwood from beech 
wood), is to see that the matter of the wood (which is "qualified by 
a typical physical combination of atoms") "has assumed a variability-
tyie and it is in it.:; variability type that the wood maintains its

7relation to t lie tree irom which it originates."”
Another example of this unwieldy mixture of general terms to

identify specilic functions is, eg. his reference to the foundational
function of the .structure of individuality of a book as "the cultural
book-form" and to its function as a visible, tactile object in
somebodys' hand as "an objective structural aspect in the biotic
modality." Recognizing the difficulty inherent in such language,
perhaps lie adds that this "is not an abstract, biotic function, but
rather, that, this concrete thing which by the material symbols con-
taiie.i in its |m ex ere i ses a physiological influence upon our 

„ 3sense organs .
A similar lack of clear, precise functional and structural con

cepts and terms can be pointed out as well in his analysis of societal 
relationships. fake for example three basic kinds of ethical rela
tionships: friendship, marriage and family, and the questions 
how are their basic differences to he conceived?

:i..j. i.eel;.-; r:> ,-rai.p the d i i f.-reuce between friendship, marriage 
and family in the distinction that friendship "is typically founded 
in a feeling, of sympathy" whereas marriage and family, (which also 
"show a typical moral qualification") have "a biotic foundation".
Here there are certainly no distinct functional concepts, but only 
general modal and structural terms being used. Likewise, when he 
speaks of marriage as a "bond" which is "founded in the institutional 
sexual tin ion of husband and wife",4 it certainly does not appear that 
this "foundation"

*Vol.iiijpp.107-108.
>Vol. .11 f : pp. 130-131.
JVol. i i 1 : pp. 1 r> 1 - 1 5 5.

Nol.llijp.307; cf. Vol.Illsp.265.



I .is t.o?n f.raspod •. ti a cli.-ar .v.d di sti nctly def i :;ed f.:r.cti.onal concept 
nor is it even clear that it is indeed of a bi.otic character. "Bond" 
as a concept lias ¡a '■ tself ¡10 particularly clear functional-modal 
¡.urise and is cert a; uly not clearly belonging to the ethical mode of 
functionality. Similarly "sexual union" has more of a structural 
sense of "an act" than a clearly functional meanirig of a biotic
c. atact it .

.1, i v c r ,  as il.I). claims, "the leading structural function of 
the family is not to be found in the abstract modal moral sense of. 
love",* then it:, seems to me what is called for is a more distinct 
functional concept (.such as "trust"?) which, while maintaining a 

se if t.ue ethical mode of fu ic 11 o..a 1. i t.y still reflects the 
structural character of the family, it follows then too that the 
qualifying function of marriage, while still belonging to the same, 
ethical mode of functionality as the qualifying function of the 
i.i-.-. ly, 1 s .st: 11 c!! H'erent. structural ly a.id th s sir« crural differ
ence should be specified in a concept which at the same time reflects 
the ethical node of functionality to which it belongs (such as "troth"?), 
l-'riendslnp, similarly, although qualified by a function of the same 
mode as marriage and family, is structurally different and therefore 
ip.ni.: i : ed by a d: if ■■ru ■ l. f.n.ctiui; (,"loyalty"?.;.

if7 then the distinguishing of a founding function is still 
necessary for further functional specification of the structural 
ii: f l tj l" i ■ cos '.cl wo ci. I.':, i.: so throe different "ethical" relationships, 
tlie same distinctive functional clarity of concept formation ought 
to be striven for. Thus, for example perhaps the founding function 
of the family could be distingui shed as "consanqu i.ri i ty" or "nurture", 
marriage as "intimacy" and friendship as "afinity", rather than

?broadly "biotic" or "psychic".
it seems possible to me, that each of the various functions of 

these different relationships could and should be distinguished with 
clear and distinct concepts which reflect both the commoness of 

modality and functional-structural difference. Functions are 
aftorall, just as much functions of structured things, as they are 
functions of a particular mode of func t i.onal i. t. y. Any scientific 
theorizing which seeks to gain insight into the universal, normative 
law-order side of reality must be careful to recognize in its 
formation of functional concepts, the irreducible basic modal and 
structural differences.
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1 Vol.ill:pp.2f>y-270.
2i.iiise part ic i: 1 r term.'.; are only ofl ered by way of illustration: the 
real test of their value and appropriateness could only be based on
the results of a much more careful and comprehensive investigation of
these relationships, conducted by the special science of ethics in
interdisciplinary cooperation with the other branches of science -
such as biology and psychology in particular.
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11. Types of structuralistic and functionalistic
reduction!sm in modern science and the open
ing up of insight into the structural and 
functional specificity of law.

It is frequently recognized that theoretical thinking in the 
medieval period waj nominated by the notion of substance as a per
manent being underlying the changes in the properties of things, 
and the goal or task of abstract thought was taken to be knowledge 
oi. the universal, substance oI things.

11.U. .sees i his concept, as a product of Greek metaphysics which 
tried to account for the permanent identity oi things in the midst 
of their various changes by means of a supra-temporal substance 
which was unaffected by change and decay. in terms of H.D.'s 
own systematics however, 1 think the concept of substance is clearly 
and attempt to grasp the structural principles (or typical laws) 
which provide the structural order necessary for the continued

2duration of the various individual things of our naive experience.
iiut H.D. cannot acknowledge any genuine theoretical knowledge 

of structural law because he identifies the structural unity of things 
with their individual, subjective duration, and he treats all theo
retical insight into the law order of things as functional analysis 
which breaks up the integral subjective unity of tilings (grasped in 
naive concepts) into a diversity of functional relations and concepts, 

lie therefore thinks that the modern conflict between the concept
of function and the concept of substance is a meaningless alternative

3bi.'t.wi’i'ii a theoretical concept and a naive concept, of a thing.
but is the conflict really meaningless as he says? And is modern 

i.cii nce by nature purely "functionalistic"? 1 think not.
1 have already indicated rny reasons for disagreeing on the basis 

of Il.D.'s own systematic insight, but now 1 want to turn to the 
history of modern science to show how the development of modern 
science can be understood in terms of a structuralistic reductionism 
as well as a functionalistic one.

When modern science of the 17th century in particular began to 
brea'K away from the hegemony of the scholastic notion of the primacy 
of a substantial being, one of the key concepts it developed was the 
mathematical concept oi function, which, in its application in the 
other branches of science has enabled science to penetrate to the 
functional laws and relations of the various aspects of reality."*

Vol.ill 13f., and p. ?.ti where he refers to this identity as "identical 
thing-hood".
2iee section 1 ol this essay, and NCT’f, Vol .1:108,508.
3bee Vol.11L:p.lH, where he says "From the very beginning of Greek 
speculative thinking, there existed a fatal tendency to confuse the 
metaphysical concept: of subsatance with the concept of a thing (Ding- 
begri ff ) . <. .The modern conflict between the concept, of function and the 
concept ol substance has thus become a meani ngless alternative between 
a theoretical concept of function and the concept of a ihing. And 
this struggle is carried on as if the concept of substance explained 
the essence of our naive experience of things." (emphasis mine).
See section 10.3 of this essay.

''NCTT, J. 1 pp.83-84 .



:u;t just as the cynical s truc tura 1 dimension of reality had been
absolutized (in the concepts of substance, genus and species) at the
expense oi insight i ni.o the universa'li t.y of the modal-i enc I ional
dimension,^ so now in reaction, scientists of the modern age began
absolutizing the modal-functional dimension of reality. In H.D.'s
li'i;..:. was a strong Lendeney to "e1 i:::it:;iI e Lhe typical structures
ini' indi viduali LyJ .Hid to dissolve flu? entire empi rical reality into

2a t:c■:;t i i.i;<ii:s i.unet. ional. sys tem t»i. cau:.al re 1.1I ions .
i:; i!:; early : .i ¡ ■. c:: in (i.ilileo ( 1 StV* - 1 (> V' ) , Kepler (1 571 -lfi 30) ,

/.27), ;i;.d others, especial ly Descaí tes (1 V^íj-K/'iO) and
I.c i i t /. ( i f . / 1 7 ) , this can be seen in their concentration on 
d icover i ¡ii; law:.; nl m.m-Tical relations, space C t. ry ) ami motion.
J t can also »e seen in their tendancy to view the trueture of 
reality in terms of mathematical, geometrical, or mechanical systems 
or machines.

Ai: important point; to note here is that: as ¡¡inch as they fought
a.’.aii.i.t the rigidity of the metaphysical concept or m .bsnance which 
:..id lit.'lii back the differentiation and development of scientific insight 
into the universality of modal-functional law, these theorists couldn't 
.!■' away with all concepts oi structure. They still found i i: necessary 
to ivfi-r to tiii ngs in t hemsel ves (di ng-an-sich), .u:d syst. ems of 
nu.-.er i.cal, spatial, and physical relations, I >d i es, etc. Kven though 
they had Vo distinguish the modal-f unct i.onal d imens i on  ̂ in its 
nrmerieal, spatial, and physical aspects) tro:.i the typical structural 
di.-.ei-.sion (t.r adi tionally conceived of in terms of substance, genera, 
and species) with special sharpness in order to avoid the restric
tion:! ot i í¡e old metaphysics, i hey still had to deal with the numerical, 
spatial, a:.d physical laws in relation to the functions of ¡afferent 
thi ngs, since things never function apart from their structure.

Secondly, the discovery of the modal functional laws in these 
mathematical and physical branches oi science had to go hand in hand 
with the identification of the particular numerical, spatial, and 
physical l.mict ions of the structures of difieren!, things, especially 
physical] y qualified tl.ir.gs. This is evident in the attention given 
: c- experiments with, falling objects, etc. in this manner the concept 
oi function began to be opened up lrom its original numerical sense, 
becoming more oi a basic cosmological criterion by which to distinguish 
the various other non-numerical sorts of functions (or properties) 
oi different things.

■ » i .....  ■ ■ . • 31

think of the secondary role played ty the concepts of property and 
quality (the changables).
NC n ,Vol.l *pp.H3—o-/*; see also Dewey's telling contrast of the classical 
view oi the world with that of modern science, on pp. 53-61. of his 
Kecons true i: i on in .1' 11 i 1 osophy ( Beacon Tress, paperback edi tion, 1957).
■„a i:; i i'i'v, in hi:. :..nd'. .Ju!£,ui,c(̂  and l-'unci ion (which was by tin* way, 
the first oi: his works to be translated into English (in 1923) from 
the German .'Just an/hogr i I f und Innkt i onsbogr i 11 oi 1910) traces how 
L'.'.i* iv'.) eoi:Ci■ pt :> .it I'/’iiii'. and "i h.' thing" wej e I’epl.iee.l by concepts
ui relations and ser i es in mat hematics (Ch. .2, pp. 27-67), geometry 
(Ch. 3, pp.(uJ-111), and the other natural sciences (Ch./*, pp. 112-233) .



Thirdly, however, since these lower aspects were absolutized 
(.along with the typical structure of physically qualified things - 
think of the Newtonian world machine) these early developments in 
modern science began to threaten the sovereignty and uniqueness of 
the other ir.odes of reality especially the social, aesthetic, and jural, 
but the structural absolutization was also threatening to the unique
ness and sovereignty of the non-material and non-mechanical types 
of structures, particularly societal institutions and relationships.
Must of all of course, such a rcductionism threatened human initiative 
and resposibility, and man’s presumed free autonomous thought.

However, because of their fear of restrictive metaphysics, and 
the constricting reification of structure, and their belief in human 
autonomy and freedom, the thinkers of the 18th Century (such as Hume, 
Locke, Hobbes, and Rousseau) who reacted to the mathematical-physical 
reductionism of their predecessors, were in no better of a position 
to recognize the need for discriminating structural concepts and 
typical structural laws or principles. For their desire was to free 
hu.ian psychical, and analytic activity, and social, political, and 
ethical relationships from the domination of a physical science world 
view. Thus, for these men, the universality of the law-order (espec
ially in its non-physical, structural dimension) is dissolved into 
the individuality and diversity of subjective response ( now thought 
of numerically!). Thus they tended to view the structural dimension 
of things (especially of societal structures) as consisting primarily 
u! elemental units (individuals) in free interaction.^

With the opening up of the science of biology in the 19th Century, 
there ià a return, in positivism, to the absolutization of the natural 
science type of modal-functional laws. Only by now the cosmological 
meaning of the concept of function has undergone further opening up 
so that rather than reducing all modal law to mathematical (X:Y, X=F(Y) ) 
kinds of laws, or physical ones (the pressure of a gas is a function 
oi i !.:j temperature), more recognition is given to biotic kinds of 
functional laws (the function of the heart is to circulate blood), 
and the different biological functions of such structures as those 
of plants, animals, and organs of the human body, which are more 
carefully delimited and distinguished (classified or specified) 
with upeoific biological concepts and terms.

In reaction to the revolutiomiry exesses of the individualistic 
freedom ideal of their predecessors however, there is a tendency on 
the part of such 19th Century positivists as Comte, J.S. Mill, and 
Herbert Spencer, to look to biological types of structure to provide

^Tlms Martindule has referred to a sociological theory of this type 
as elemi'ntarism. (Functionalism in the Social Sciences, 1965,p.150).



a basic structural denominator of comparison for the structures of
societal relationships and institutions. It is for this reason that
they are refered to as holists, organicists, or positivistic 

1organicists.
This attempt to reduce all the different types of societal struc

tures to one basically biological or organic type, took different 
forms: from the extremes of theorists such as Lilienfield (who
"pursued biological analogies at great length, arguing for the

\2existence of a social nervous system ) and Schaffle (who "distin-
g.. i live types of social tissue thought to be homologous to

3biological tissue" ) to others such a Tonnies, and Durkheim who
• i., i /..-d the importance of such things as "will" and "mentality".^ 
But what they all had in common was a positivism that tried to treat 
all nodal functional reality in terms of physical and biological 
(and to a certain extent, sensory psychic) functional laws, and 
with specific concepts of functions taken over from the analysis 
of biologically and psychically qualified things.

In distinction from this positivistic kind of absolutization and 
roductionism there were also theorists such as Dilthey, Rickert"* and 
others, who tried to distinguish a basic difference between the 
, i.ysk m I or natural sciences and the historical, social, or cultural 
sciences. (They wanted two modal denominators of comparison).
This position has been argued for on the basis of differences in 
either subject matter, method, and/or the order discovered in the 
different sciences. Martindale remarks, for example, that various 
oi Lhese "anti-positivists" have argued for two different kinds of 
sciences on the basis of (different subject matters): physical things 
v:.. ideas, intentions, valuations or (different orders discovered); 
causal laws vs. purpose and intention; or (on the basis of different 
methods): experimental vs. intuitive or empathetic understanding.
Such a point of view, while fighting positivistic, organicistic 
structural reductionism, still fails to realize the full cosmological 
diversity and coherence of the modal-functional dimension of reality. 
This view has therefore tended towards a view of structure as merely 
cultural, social, or historical forms super-imposed or embedded in 
the material content of individual reality and human life.^
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Martindale, ibid., p.150, and The Nature and Types of Sociological Theory 
(Cambridge, 1960) p.51f.■>
‘"Ibid. p.96 

bid.
^Ibid.pp.96-97.
Martindale, Functionalism in the Social Siences, p.149-150; particularly 
interesting (in view of H.D.'s close relation to and interest in a 
fugure like Richert) is Martindale's reference to them in this context, 
especially the title of Richert's work: Die Grenzen der Katurwissenschaftlicken 
liogriffsbildung (1913). Cf. Also H.D.'s frequent references to Richert 
in the NCTT. Martindale also recognizes Richert as an eminent represen
tative of neo-Kantianism.
°1bid .

7See hartindale, The Nature and Types..., Part Four, pp.211ff. on 
"The Formal School...".



::>■ ilit! turn of the century, and especially in the United states 

the ti vi titfc: ii.ccrcbt: in the unity 01' sci once was; f.till strong,
but the t^VJdancy to find a structural common denominator in organic 
or biotic types of structure was weakening. Instead more and more 
interest cause to be focussed on the nature of human acts and activi- 
i it::., "Leuavio.ir" as it was called. iiut because they were afraid 
of, or disenchanted with, the organic istic "big animal” theories of 
societal structure, theorists such as F.S. Chapin, W.l. Thomas,
Max Weber, Thorstein Veblen, and Karl Mannheim tended to reject as 
reification any structural concepts which were orientated towards 
institutional societal structures, or such concepts as society or 
civilization. in this sense these theoritsts are marked by an indi
vidualistic, anti-structural tendency, although nevertheless they 
began to open up again the cosmological meaning of function as they 
began to investigate and identify the different functions of human 
activity.

Against this background there has arisen, especially in the years
....■:■■■■■■ 2

after World War li, so-called trend of sociological functionalism,~
in sociological theory.

fhere have been various attempts to limit or deny any real dis
tinctive character to this trend as a particular trend or method of 
analysis, but I find i;artindale*s discussion of it convincing.
First of all, ho says it: represents "a radical break" with social 
' . -; :;i v i ■ i;, i- ■ v.ii.s predecessor). For unlike social hei.a vi out i;.m's 
lear : oi l'ir.ii io:: (,and its consequen t emphasis un the primacy of 
individual activity), r'unc t ionali sm is much more willing to recognize 
■'; ;.«i' si m c  v \-.i\il societal entities and relationships as d'-formi native
1 ay ; h’1 particular activities functioning in tin::.!.

Martindale, (1960); pp.205-437; perhaps 1 should also note at 
thi.\. !’.>i s.! I hat: 1 take "activity" as basically a .-.truet ural concept, 
although it is frequently contrasted with the idea of 'substance* as 
something dynamic vs. something static. It is not unusual however 
to speak of acts or activities as things which function or have 
t:: i ■ <.: t i:j:;s in a technical scientific sense (as ii.u. due.i for example). 
The point of confusion here may be related therefore to a failure 
on the one hand to distinguish the scientific sense of the term 
lunct:ion from one of the ordinary meanings of the word where it is 
synonomous with an activity or event especially that of a public 
nature, and on the other hand, a reduction of the meaning of sub
stance to the sense of inert matter. Cf. for example, Horace Kallen 
early art.icle on "Functionalism" in the Kncyclopediea of the Social 
Sc i ences (1931/1937) and Martindale's discussion of it on pp.442-443

I at i-.re and Types. . . . Note too the appaient strong influence 
of J.Dewey on Kallen, by comparing Kallen's comments with those of 
Dewey in Reconstruction in Philosophy, especially p.61.
2
In addition to Fallen's article (Ibid.), see the article by Kingsley 

Davis, "Hie Myth of Functional Analysis as a Special Method in Socio- 
1 ;;i' / an.! A::t!i;-:>; .iloj-y " in American Joe: i nlm> i c:a 1 Krvifw, ll.<5lJ.---^  ■ ... .... . - rnrnmr...........
"’Martindale, The Nature and Types..., Part six, esp. pp.441-449.



i'i.u necond distinctive feature of functionalism Martindale sees 
in the central role given to the concept of 'system*. The concept
oi system admitedly has roots in biological organic meaning, but in 
functionalism», «ays Martindale,"the concept of 'organic system* 'is 
littiKjvaliz e d . A clear example of this, which Martindale cites is 
George Homans' book. The Human Groupy where such different societal 
structures as a streetgang, a family, a town and a business enter- 
p r a r e  analyzed as as 'systems' although the main concepts used 
are: activity, interaction, sentiment, and norms, which are clearly 
not used in an essentially biological sense.

1 1. therefore seems to me that the concept oi system, as a struc
tural concept derives its basic meaning from structures of a tech
nical nature such as industrial, technological, and administrative 
processes, as well as from the larger event-like character of var
ious complexes of human activités. And as such it seems to be pro
viding contemporary theorists with a basic cosmological structural 
criterion or category (common denominator) for gaining insight into 
more of the structural and functional specificity of reality (at 
least in the extent to which they will be able to define and deli
mit with greater conceptual specificity the different functions 
and structures of human events, activities, complex societal rela- 
tionships and institutions.) For this reason too, 1 think such 
modern trends as s oc i o1o gic a1 fune t iona1i s m and systems' analysis

'h'.'.i-rvc .some careful attention as another development in the open
ing :ip of the cosmological meaning of structural and functional law 
wï : 1 : specific concepts of the functions and structures of different 
things iri reality.

u.e need is crucial for a Christian interdisciplinary philosophy 
of science which respects the sovereign irreducibility and coherence 
of (the different modes and types of) functional and structural law 
in its formation of concepts of structure and function. In its cri
tical nature it must recognize the antinomic and reductionisti.c

Martindale, The Nature and Types..., Part six, p.449.

Ibid.
^Although Martindale limits functionalism largely t:o sociologists and 
anthropologists there is another development or trend in modern science 
which i think deserves some attention as well, namely "Systems Theory".
One of its main founders and leading figures was Ludwig von Bertalanffy 
(1901-1972), many of whose earlier works have been in the areas of 
biology and mathematics and their interrelation. Two of his main 
works are Kritische thedrie der Formbildung translated as Modern 
Theories of Development (N.Y.: Oxford Iniv. Press, 1933), and

¡1 v. stems Theory (N.Y.: G. liraziller, 1968,1969). See also 
■ ».■nei ,1.1. ,'j •■•gvfegitts., Year .book» Society for Gen. Systems .Research (Bedford,Mass. 
l‘̂ ».f.), osp. Vol.9, "General Systems" by O.K. Young; J. Sutherland,
A -loneral Systems Philosophy for the Social and Behavioral Sciences 
tli,Y.;■...C.. lfe%ziller# 1973) ;  and other works by such authors as



character of any theorizing which seeks to find a cosmological 
basic denominator of comparison in any one particular mode of 
i etionali Ly or one particular type of structure-. And in its  

positive cask it must seek to build up a coherent body of specific 
i unctional and structural concepts or terms which will aid the 
various special sciences in the conducting of their basic research 
ay providing them with non-antinomic concepts and terms with which 
they can more accurately distinguish and delimit: their particular 
field of research.

12. Summary and conclusion.

‘.'.y primary objective in this essay has been to show the 
importance of using particular terms or concepts to identify the 
various structures and functions of things with reference to both 
the node of functionality and the type of structure to which they 
belong.

i have gathered my evidence from basically two sources? the 
systematic philosophy of Herman Dooyeweerd, as he puts it forward 
in his New Critique of Theoretical Thought, and from the history 
oi modern .science, particularly contemporary sociological theory.

i have started from ll.D.’s insight that scientific concept forma
tion must respect the sovereignty of the law order of creation if it 
is to remain free of conceptual antinomies.^ I have also accepted 
his recognition of basically two different sorts of law: modal-func
tional law and typical-structural law; and the correlation of this
law in the subjectively enduring response of things in creation to

2it (as what and how).“
1 also agree with II.1). that there is a diversity of law in both 

dimensions, and that this diversity is not a haphazard one but exists 
i:. .in I’l'ii'i’ly rel at. i. t • i p of ili Llur«Mit n:udi'.-; an 1 types. further
more I agree with Dooyeweerd's respect for the integrity of ordinary 
f<: iei.ii:: naive per i > ;i:oo is always uf things in the full indi
viduality of their enduring subjective response to law, and scienti
fic analysis abstracts from that individuality in order to get at 
the universal lav/ which holds for things/ 1

U'here 1 disagree with li.D. is in his identification of the unity 
and coherence of structural law with the individual identity (or 
uniqueness) of enduring subjective responses to that law, and my 
particular point of objection is to his attempt to account for the 
. ; > i-i; it-it v ■.>( law (in the ini nreltion ui: uu<l,»1-functional and 
typical structural laws) by an appeal to "individualization".

Suctions 7 and i> of this essay. 

‘'Sections 3 and 4.

Section 2 .

Sections 4 and f>„

Sections V and 10.



1:'. 1 i:.sj with thus 1 have tried to show how he seems generally 
unable or unwilling to use any more specific functional concepts 
than his general modal and typical terms, even when he wants to 
identify particular functions.^

Secondly, 1 have tried to show how H.D.'s strict association of 
scientific knowledge with functional law, and naive experience with 
structural law, has led him to think of the reductionistic character 
ot modern 'immanence' philosophy and science basically in terms of 
its reduction of the diversity of the different inodes of function
ality to that' of une particular law-sphere. And since 11.I), defines 
science as essentially modal-functional abstraction, science by its 
very definition "eliminates the typical structures of individuality"
!-y dissolving "Liu; entire empirical reality into a continuous functtion-

2al system of causal relations". Thus tor H .1). all modern science
3i ! in.sei.t Lilly "i. ,1 .ci i oiia 1 isiic".

iiy means of a brief look at the history of modern science 1. have
tried to show the existence of structuralistic as well as iunetion-

, . .V ¡4alistic tendencies. iri addition 1 have attempted to show that these 
reductionisms have; been related to the need science has for a 
structural as well as a functional basic cosmological criterion or 
denominator of comparison in order to form specific concepts of 
particular lune I i.onal and structural differences.' This is the 
empirical basis for scientific insight into the universality of 
structural and functional law. furthermore, it has only been in a 
competitive struggle between the various sorts of reductionisms that 
science has been able to unfold the basic cosmological meaning of 
the inter-modal coherence of functionality and ther inter-typical 
coherence of the different types of structure. 3

in conclusion then it. seems to me that the recognition of the 
need for functional and structural specificity in scientific concept 
im mat ion is of part.icular value in the interdisciplinary task of 
I :.i losophy .Hid the special :.r i eni’cs. For the delimiting of the 
i iel.1:, ot the vaiioi.:. branche.-; of science can only take place in 
a harmonious way when recognition is given to the sovereignty and 
coherence of the various modes and types of law. Insight merely

Section lO. r>. 2. of this essay.
,7' :
Vol.l :pp.H3-.'i't; see sections 5 and 6 of this essay.

'3.: '■■■
;,ee sections 5 and 9 of this essay and particularly fn .#6 on p. 7. 

'Section 11,n,30f.

"’Sections 5, 7, and 9.
ft". :■..-.•¿tic t i on H, ¡). 301',
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into the niudal-functional order is not enough. If there are 
typical structural laws, there are also typical structural sciences. 
Therefore interdisciplinary scientific and philosophical insight into 
the order *.oL' analogical coherence and succession?) of the modal 
law-spheres, cannot take place without recognition of the (enkaptie?) 
order of the different types of structural law (things, plants, 
animals, men, acts, events, institutions, relationships, etc.).
And in both cases this insight must be founded empirically in the 
ionriation of specific and distinct concepts or terms for scientific 
identification of the different functions and structures of things 
in reality. Concepts of function must be specific with reference to 
the structure to which they belong. General modal or structural 
terms will not do. The specificity of functions depends on the 
recognition of structural-law sovereignty and order of coherence as 
well as on modal law-sphere sovereignty and order of succession.

I

This, 1 take it; is the basic reason II.D. doesn’t, or can’t 
rigorously apply the principle of excluded antinomies to modalities 
beyond the first three. Of course such a task is interdisciplinary 
and not just, philosophical (see section 8 of this essay, \u>h but 
it i:> also at this point that we meet the first modality in which 
structural qualifying functions are found (they pl’|sical - chemical)!
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APPENDIX &

INDEX TO A. NEW CHIT!OLE OF THEORETICAL THOl.GHT ON THE WORD FUNCTION

1 . Non-modal terms attributed to functions.

2. Modal functions.

3. The verb "to function."

4. "Functional..." (.attributive).

5. "The concept of function."

6 . "Functionalistic".

7. "Function" in a strict mathematical sense.

8 .‘Function* in the sense of'purpose’, 'task', or'role'.

9. a) "the logical function of thought.”
b) “functions of consciousness."
c) "functions of experience."
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1. NON-MODAL TERMS ATTRIBUTED TO FUNCTIONS.
3 t i vfi functions ( somet i mes s ub i &c. t functions)

I: 108, 111, 146, 160, 380, (390), 481, 492*
II: < 8), 53, 104, 114 , 159, 226, 230, 299, 301. 309 3283 70-82, 390-2, 406-7, 455'- j c h , ,
III; 55, 56-9, 104-5, 107, 111, 114-6, 129, 130, 134,

141 , 152, 197, 198, 285 , 295 , 298,(448), 4 72, 499 
558, 638, 645, 648, 719, 723, 725, 727, 768, 770,

Obiective functions 
I: 4 2 , 1 0 8
II;. 53, 1.14, 230, 370-82, 384, 391, 406-7, 437, 455, 478 
III: 38, 48, 57-60, 78, 104-5, 107, 109, 111, 112, 115-8 

121, 125, 130, 133-5, 141-4, 146-9, 152, 294, 499,
500, 633, 648, 650, 724, 775

Qua]ify | no function (or leadinq f . ) , (sometimes ciuidinq f.) 
T: T T : (18^), (185 ), 18 9 (cj) , 197, 199, 254, *259,

297(q), 298(g), 564-5(where leadi nq and qualifying 
functions are distinquished).

Ill; 56, 59-61, 63, 65, 79, 83, 88, 90-2, 97-8, 102,
104-8, 117-9, 122-6, 130-4, 137-8, 150-2, 190, 265-9, 
271, 189, 193, 303-4, 308, 347, 348, 358, 362 410, 
414, 417-9, 421-3, 425, 427, 432-4, 437, 451, 467,
472, 479, 4 83, 485, 489, 494, 498-500, 506, 521-2.
536, 539, 549, 550,558, 574, 576-8, 589-90, 5'92,
599, 604, 610-611, 613, 6 1 5 (q) , 636-7, 640, 642,
645 , 647-8,650-, 672, 702, 720, 731, 777, 783

Founding function (or foundational f.)
ii ( 273 T 1 1 ;
III; 90-2, 97-9, 118-24, 131-3, 135, 137, 140, 141, 144, 

146, 148, 151-2, 271, 300, 347, 348, 350, 359 404 
413-4, 416-25, 428, 434, 437, 472, 494-5, 536, 574,' 
576-8, 589, 604, 609-11, 615, 640, 652, 659, 771,
775, 776, 779

* * * * * * *
Actual, (cf. potential)
I: II: 374, 375, 378-9 III; m , 123
An t i ci patorv
T: II: (83, 93, 103, of number), 121, 136, 176-7
• 182, 185-6, 386 III; 64 i t ,

Apnsta te
I: IT: 297, 309 m  :
A n r i o r i
I: -92,“(352) II; 572 III;
Central (as "ultimate functional point of reference")
I: " II; III; 56, 725
Character! r, t- i c (sometimes w radical)
I: II; III; 92
C 1osed (or closed off, riqid, restrictive) (cf. opened)
I :
II: 120, 184-6, 227-8, 241, 259, 263, 285-6, 309, 312-5 
III; (134), 290, 300
Cosmi c
1 : 5  I I ; 500 i n  :
Deepened (also expansive, opened) (cf. anticipatory)
I': ' lit 184 , 4 71 - H I ;
Di fferenti ated (or undifferentiated)
li IT:' III: 3.4 7, 348, 359, 767 -
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Non-modal terms attributed to functions (cont.)
Pi.recti no or nuidinq function(s)
I: II: IBS, 189, 254 III: 97, 615
Pi reefed or guided function(s)
T: II: 1B4 H i :

Ear 1 ier/later; lower/hioher; pr e-/po s t-
~I: 431, 5 05 ‘ II: 113, 184, 268, 3 74-5f.
TIT: 98, 133, 134, 135, 266, 286, 288, 289, 300, 301,

435, 4^2, 493, 4^8, 500, 590
Enkaot i c (al )
1 : 1 1 :
III: 125,126, 127, 131, 134, 166, 170, 181, 469, 619-20, 

638-9, 644, 652, 654, 676, 695, 727, 766, 768
Enstat ic
I: IT: 470 i l l :
Essential
I: II: 1 1 1 : 6 5 1
Expans i ve (see Deepened)
I: II: 184-6 i n :
External
I: TT: TIT: 281, 336
Hvpostat i zed
I: 500 IT: m : 218
Imol ic.it
I: II: 380 m :
Individual
I: IT: III: 55, 102, 107, 144
Innate
I: 390 (immanent) II: 301 III:
Internal 
I : II:
III: 60, 61, 77, 98, 104, 105, 119-20, 123-4, 131-3, 285, 

294, 295, 326, 405, 434-5, 485, 574, 5 76, 577, 610, 
613, 725

Irreducible
I: II: III: 77
Isolated
I: II: 436 III:
L 1m i t ino
T; 185 II: ITT: 633
Meaninn
I: II: 88, 184-5, 222, 297-8, 356, 541 III: 289
Mental
I: II: 133 III:
Moda 1
I: 4, 5, 431, (541), (552f.), 553
II: (36), 41, 84, 102, 111, 115, 173, 183-5, 189, 226-8, 

230, 268, 297, 298, 302f., 334, 370, 374, 382, 405, 
432-3, 463, 468, 473-4, 486, 501, 526, 532, 536, 540-1 

III: 39, 41, 55-7, 59, 60, 63-5, 67, 75-7, 90, 97, 100, 
104, 111, 115, 116, 118, 133, 134, 139, 152, 159,
269, 303, 348, 435, 500, 632, 638, 645, 696

Moda1-structural or structural-modal
I: IT: (51) III:
Natural
T: 378 TT: 315 III: 132, 493, 697



48

Non-modal terms attributed to functions (cont.)
Necessary
I: II: III; 300
Normative (frequently w str. or modal)
!;T32^in 35J ’ 37 2 ’481 H i  49, 52, 177, 184, 297, 324, 328III: 109, 150, 290, 326, 388, 414, 420, 49B, 590, 591, 633
Open i nq
I: II: 4 69 i n ;
Oriq i nat (or sometimes primary)
I :  I I :  III: 119, 131, 311 ’
Plastic
I t  I I :  .(560) m s  125
Potent i al (cf. actual)
I :  . I T :  378 III: 78
P r i m i t i v e
I :  I I :  297 h i * 7 70
P r o p e r
I :  I I :  I I I :  131, 141
Radical
I: II: '
III: 92, 97, 99, 122, 123, 418, 503, 522, 536, 589, 720 
Rational.
I :  I I :  III: 783-4
g..g.strictive or riqid— see closed, or closed off
R e t r o d p a t o r v  (cf. anticipatory)
I: II: III; 64
Structural functions 
I .:...I"541 ) ' I T ;  555
III: 63, 77, 93, 98, 105, 107, 108, 112, 116-21, 124-5, - 

131-3, 138, 139, 149, 150, 152, 260, 269, 271, 283,
299, 301, 303, 309, 326, 347, 348, 381, 405, 414.
418, 420, 427, 4 86, 494, 49.8, 503,. 549, 551, 557-95 39 ’ ’ -—i-- — ’

Substratum (usually refers to spheres o r . aspects in the 
sense of earlier or pre-, e . q . , II: ‘160.)
I : II: I I I : 118, 119
T e r m l n a l  '
' I :... II: "291","" 293,'" 297,.299, "311, "565....... Ill;.............
T e m p or a l
I: 4 , 17/1, 205, 506 II; 294, 334, 500, 565 III; 783
Transcendental
15 1° i  8q I I :  572 III; 115, 116, 250, 558, 633
Typical
I: 552f. xi; 555
III: 61, 65, 83;, 88, 1.07-8/ 117-20, 122, 124, 125 , 131-3 ,

135, 137, 140, 146, 148, 151, 267-9 287, 293, 303,
304, 34?, 348, 350, 358, 381, 404, 410, 413, 414,
416, 417, 420, 423, 433, 434, 483, 485, 497, 506,
522, 550, 558, 589, 604, 609, 613, 615, 619, 652,
659-, 724, 771, 776. ’

Various or different 
I : 4 02, 5 06 IT; 2 75, 529
III: 61, 63, 64, 80, 90, 133, 289, 299, 632, 641, 774
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2. MODAL FUNCTIONS
Numerical (m )*mathematica1
T : IT: 79, (87), 89, 170-4 , 185(m ), 425(m), 48 4 (m),III: 98, 102(m ) , 180, 300, 302, 498 7 7

Soat i al
I : II: 425, ( 555 ) III : 98, 102 , 302, 498, 559
K i. nema t i c
I : II: 425, ( 555 ) ITT : 98, 102
Phvs i cal
I: 205 II: 101, 352 h i : 37, 112, 4 98, 500
Phvs i co-Chemi r.al 
I: 554 II:
III: 98, 10?, 10 R , 111, 119-21, 124, 133, 134, 150, 639,

641, 644, 702, 725, 734, 766
F,nerqv (or energetic)
1 ' TI: 101 ill: 39, 55, 62, 100, 134
Biotic (v )=vi tal. , or organic vital, (l)=life 
I: inn, 205 t t : 109(v ,l), 110, 3 7 ^  4?5(v)
III: 56, 57, 5Q(v), 60, 61, 63, 65, 07, 98, 102(v), 108, 

112, 116(v ) , 117(v ), 129, 130, 134, 149, 150, 152(v) 
266, 2° 1 , 209, 300, 497, 500, 638(v), 642(v), 648(v) 
716(v ), 719(v ) , 720, 723(v), 725(v), 727(v), 731, 
740, 766, 768, 770, 774

Sensory (s-nsy)=sensorv-psychical (sometimes sensuous)
I: 90, 109, 413, 434 TT: 145, 425, 539-41, (546)
III: 38, 41(s-nsy), (98), 115, 119, 121, 125, 134, 136 

500, 645 ’
Feeli no
I: 334, 346, 431 , 458 II: m :
Psychi cal
I: 92, 205, 216, 263, 381, 390
II: 244, 374, 431, 433, 478, 491, 539, (596)
III: 42, 48, 4 9 , 105, 107, 108, 115, 286, 291, 293, 326, 

396, 494, 636, 648, 724, 740, 767, 770
Analyti cal 
I: 38-40
II: 121, 382, 455, 461, 468-71, 4 73-5, 480, 483, 484 
I I I :
Logical (see also "logical function of thought")
I: 6, 17, 19, 38-40, 50, 54, 89, 90, 92, 100, 103, 106, 

109, 142, 144, 146, 205, 216, 219, 352, 353, 357, 358
368, 381, 390, 431, 434, 505, 560 

II: 333, 377, 381, 389-91, 431, 433, 434, 437, 463, 466 
467, 470, 4 91, 497-500, 504, 504, 505, 510, 512 
515, 516, 527, 536, 546, 555, 565, 572 

III: 10, 57, 5_R, 78, 88, 135, 287, 289, 300, 301, 590
Hi storical
T: 205 IT: 229, 244, 285, 391
III: 133, 134, 148, 294, 345, 411, 414, 418, 615
Cultural
I: ( 2 0 5 T TI: 145, 378-9, 381
III: 78, 89, 133, 151
Format i ve (or technical-formative)
Ti ( 205 ) TT: 24 4 III: 125, 133
Svmho1i c
I: 24~7 IT: 222, 380, 381, 382, 436 III: 152

( 555 )

J
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Modal functions (cant.)
Linqual
I; 205» 211» H i  140, 226, 382 III; 78, 152
Social
I • II:
III: 57, 141, 285, 295, (455), 463, 593(f. of social intercourse 
Aesthet ic
I: 205 II: 382
III: 111, 112, 114, 116-8, 125, 126, 140, 141, 148, 284,

479, 558
Economic
I: 205 II: III; 285, 464, 481, 652
Jural or juridical (sometimes political, or legal)
I; 205, 216 ' • II; £176), 405-407, 324
III: 282-3, 294 , 308, 348', 381(p), 411, 422, 431, 432( 1 ),

434-5, 437(1 ), (4.4ST, 451, 464(1 ), 465(p), 467,
479, 481, 485, 489(p), 493(p), 499, 500(p), 506,
509, 619(1)

Moral (e)ssethical
1:109, 205(e), 216, 325(e), 357, 372-3(e), 378, 402, 416,

420, 421, 4 36, 439, 440 
II: 145(e), 147, 150, 159, 294
III;88(e), 265, 269, 287(e), 289, 303, 467, 549-51, .783-4
Faith (p)=pistleal

. I;.58, 205
II: 189, 291-4, 297-315, 319-22, 320(p), 323(p), 562, 564,

565, 572
III; 144, 218, 303, 467, 505, 522, 527
Belief or bel.ie.vinq
I; 11; "299, 301 H I ;  503

3. THE VERB "TO FUNCTION«'
A. In a systematic modal sense 

I; (4), 18-9, 51, 112, 553
II: 12, 68-9, 100, 109, 11.2, 122, 137, (144)-5, 160,

1.66-7, 202, (230), 244, 301 , 329, 332, (354 ), ( 377), 
(383), 415, 557 

III; 56-7, 78, 105, 172, 197-8, 256, 285, 299, 301,
(326), 347-8, (356,the sib)., 467, 487, 494-5,
499, 501-2, 522, 537, (558),' 589, 611, 631, 647,
668, 764,(770)

B. In 'a systematic, structural, or enkaptic sense. (also,
"in a Sub iect-Ob iect relation" or "as parts of a whole")
I: 555 II; (68-9), (109) , 230., 354,3 70, 373, 377, 578
III; 105, 116, 12 3, 124, 126, 130-3, 140,' 1.41-2, 143,

150, 151, .152, 285, (286), 301, 310, 326, 327,
349, 356(the sib), 369, 390, 494-5, 499, 538, 558,
566, 572, 574, 631, 637, 638, 639, 640, (641) ,
642, 64 4, 648-9, 650, 652, 653, 664, 700-1, 716-7,
764, 769, 770

C. In a non-svstematic or unusual senses 
I; 184 , 2.24 , 284, 344, ...
I I : Q, 85, 87, 122, 144, 211, 354, 370, 373, 377, 383,

442, 483, 520
III; 226, 252, 256,-286, 300, 326, 349, 356(the s i b ),

369, 390, 495, 558, 572, 574, 612, 631, 641, 652,
653, 6 9 2 , 698, 764,

4. »«FUNCTIONAL"( ATTRIBUTIVE )
Functional analysis •
I ; if; ~3?T6-7 III;

'47), 354 , 481
2 1 1 , 354, 3 70,
300, 326, 349,
572 , 574 , 612,
769, 770

63Q
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"Functional” (attributive) (cont.)
Functional anticipation 
Is ' II: 424 ' III;
—  apparatus
I: 262Co?.human knowledge— Locke) II: III:
-- aspect
I: 554 II: 483(Ionical functional aspect) III:
—  boundaries
I: II; '54 0-1 .Ill;
—  cause(s)
I; 193, 236, 557 IT: H i :
—  character
I; 390(Kant)
II; 346(of aesthetic meaning), 414(of modal 1ndividuallity) 

431, 505, 5/10 
III; 740 (Driesch)
—  coherence (sometimes w modal or structural added)
I; 83, 201, 202, 553, 555, 558-9
II: 7, '12, 104, 222, 372, 423-4, 553, 555
III; 3, 27, 59(external ), 282, 326, 630, 647
•—  commencement (of the opening process)
I: II: 292 III: . ...
—  concept(s )
I; 83, 202 II; 7 III; 28,'396(of law), 760{func-*’"

tional mass-concept)
—  conformity to law (or law conformities)
I: II; 7, 555 III;
—  correlation
I: ' II; 7' III;
-—  denominator
I: 553 if: Til;
—  d i versi tv
I: II: III: 66
—  d i vi s i on
I: IT: . Ill: 460
— » domain
I : 'II: III; 58
—  factors
I: II: III: 100
—  facts
•I: ' II: 596(psvch i c facts) III;
—  faith
I: "ll: 308 III:
—  neoanstand
I: II: 489 ill*
—  guidance (in the openina process)
I: "jif 335 ITT*

i dent i tv
I IT; ITT; 65, 77

i nd i vi duali tv
II : 414 , 4 1 7 , . 421: III

1 a w ( s )
I: 84, 241 II; 8, 89, 335(law conform!tv), 4 70
I I I ; 647
-- Ion ical synthesis- (Kant?)
It- IT; 4*9-8 - - I I J I ;
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’•Functional*'(attributive) (cont. )
—  modalitv, modal meanina, or modalities of meani no Is H i  7 , 8 .".'.“ iit V — r—  — -- —

• —  openinq or unfoldinq process 
TV “ ..“I T? .”.'. .Ill: 58V.59 ~
—  point of reference (ultimate)
I: IT: TIT: 56
-»-» qualities (or properties)
I: 55/! II: III: 54, 101
—- refraction of'cosmic time 
I : ' ' I I : 4 72 ' • I I I ;
—  relation(s )
Is 84, 193, 227, 503 II: 267
III: 27,-28,. 102, 241, 243', 629
—  schema or viewpoint
I: Its : ' T T1 : 1 0 1 , 410-1.
—  sense or. .manner
I: I I : ’ 370 H I :  40, 118, 241,-407, 492
—  sensory
Is II: 546(i n Scheler £ empirical) III:
—  s t r u c t u r e d ) (sometimes with modal added)
I: 541, 552ff. —
II: 3 , 6, 7, 51, 181, 335, 364 (of the openi.no process),

366, 367, 371-2, 417, 423, 552, 554, . 5 56 
III: 59(of the openi nq process), 59(of the modal aspects 

of a thinq’s internal structure), 59(of reality),
'62-, 78, 14 2

—  subiect side
is ;• 11:8 ' ' m s  ■

super-structure (Gurvitch) and super-functional
I 495 11 * "*.... -'..........
Ills 164-5, 26 7, 347, 349, 468, 667
«—  system
I: 83 II: III: 55, 175(Durkheim), 246
•—  viewpoint (see functionalistic)- 
■Is 55,4 II* . Ill: 209, 224,. 349

inter-funcfional (including "inter-functional meaning synthesis'
Is 4-31' .fis" 434, '508, 517-9 ( "relatedness” )
III,: 59 (coherence of modal aspects)
modal-functional'
' T:.552',“ 553.II s 51, 366, 367, 370, 421
Ills '326 , ̂ 647' ,
pre-functional
I: 3 1 f f . : - II: ills
trans-f unct ional.

' Is ' II: 500 ■ ■ III;

5. »THE CONCEPT OF FUNCTION”
I: 83-4, 201-3, 227-9, 502, 505, 552-7, 562, 564
II: 6, 93, 124, 376, 417, 4 71, (556), (486)
III: 18, 26, (28), 54, 98,-100-1, 223, 238, 243, 260,

282, 371, 375, 387, 390, 396, 460, 493, 494, 629,
760

Variations: the scientific concept of function (I: 83-4);
the mathematical concept of function; a'physical concept 

: .of function (I.; 553', ITT;. 100-1)



53

6. FUNCTIONALISTIC (view, viewpoint, sense, attitude, schema, etc.
I: 98, 187, 202, 240, 290, 4 0 O t (554), 556-62, 564-5 
II: 40, 41, 291, 347, 383, 421, 430-1, 491, 501, 537-41,

546. 552 559 596 
III: 20-5,'28 ,'34 * 50, 100, 102, 106, 197, 223-4, 239,

259, 318-9, 326, 349, 370, 375, 385, 386, 398-9,
410, 422, 439, 629-30, 639, 647 

Variations: functionalistic immanence view (I: 431); 
functionalism (1: 556; III: 224)

7. FUNCTION IN A STRICT MATHEMATICAL SENSE
I: 95 (law as a function of individual creative subjec

tivity in irrationalism), 229, 230, 261 (the Chris
tian religion is made a function of the religion of 
Reason in Leibnitz):,- 330 (free human personality as 
a function of creative mathematical thought), 466 
(i.e., rationalist and irrationalist concepts of law 
and subiect), 549 (again: subiect side is, a function 
of principle of progression for rationalism), 549 

II; 400( subiecti ve right i.s made a function of juridical 
norm in von Jherinq)

III: (772)

8. FUNCTION IN THE SENSE OF PURPOSE, TASK, OR ROLE (and 
occasionally "office" )
I t  2 73, 362, 421, 493 II: 29 7
III; 89-92, 235, 240, 272, 278, 280, 291, 296, 311, 348,

362, 463, 464, 520, 527, 540, 571, 619, 667, 721, 722

9. a)"The logical function of thought" (or the logical func
tion of theoretical thought!
I : 17, 19, 20,,38, 39, 41, 50, 51, (100), 103, 194, 219,

352, 357, 368 
II: 36, 308, 389, 431, (475), 500, 515, (516), 562,

565, 572 
III: 88
Variations: the loqical function of the act of thought
(I: 17, 50); transcendental logical function of thought 
(T; 19, 89; II: 15, 333); the thought function (I; 140); 
thinking in its actual logical function (I; 144); the 
logical function of the understanding— Kant (I; 387;
II: 497, 508); the theoretical logical function of 
thought (I: 92; II; 3 70, 463, 498; III: 10), or theo
retical function of thought (I: 140); the logical func
tion .of knowledge (II: 434). See also "the juridical 
function of theoretical thought" and "the juridical 
function of analysis" (II: 177), and temporal cognitive 
functions of man (II: 52)

b )"Functions of consciousness" (or human consciousness)
It 41, 90 ,~~1097~390"T‘4 T 3 .414 , 431
II: 184, 285, 297, 311, 377, 429, 430-2, 479, 536-40 
III: 36, 49

c )"Functions’ of experience" (or human experience)
I: 58  ̂ I I ; -53, 432, 474, 496 III: 10, 112
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INTRODUCTION

This essay is a comparative analysis of John Dewey's 
logical theory as it is found for the most part» in his 
Essays in Experimental Logic (1903-16) and Logic a The 
“Theory of InquIry (193&), with the systematic position of’ 
our "cosmononic philosophy. ,!

The main objective will be to clarify a number of basic 
points of similarity and difference between those two philo
sophic conceptions, particularly with respect to their rele
vance for a logical theory of thinking as reflective activity.

The four basic problem-complexes which will be used as 
the principle of organization for this essay are 1) the mutual
ly irreducible and reciporcal correlation of cosmic law and 
creaturely subject, or cosmic order and subjective response,
2) the mutually irreducible and reciprocal correlation of 
structural order and functional order, or structures (functors) 
and functions, 3) the irreducible sovereignty of the differ
ent modes of functionality, and ^) the irreducible sovereign
ty of the different structural types, or kinds, of things. 
Special consideration will be given throughout, to the rele
vance which each of these fou^T basic cosmological problems 
holds for an systematic analysis of the structure of re
flective thinking as a type of human activity.

I should note here that I will mostly attempt only to 
clarify a number of important agreements and differences 
(between the basic systematic conceptions of the two differ
ent positions being compared) which seem to be most relevant 
for the development of a general logical theory and philoso
phy of science. I shall not, however discuss all of these 
points of agreement and difference in much detail, or draw 
out very many of their implications; for that would require 
a more extended analysis which must be carried out in the 
context of a special logical theory and theory of the struct
ure of science, which as such would quickly go beyond the 
limits of time, space and ability to v/hich this essay is bound.

The particular issues of interest and importance, in 
this essay are the matters involved in the second problem-com
plex regarding (the hypothesis of) the correlativity of 
structure and function, and what that hypothesis means for 
an analysis of human activity as a certain kind of structure 
(comparable to such structural kinds as material things, 
plants, animals, hximan beings, and societal relationships andd 
institutions), and of inqu iry or -thinking as a certain (sub) 
type of activity (comparable with such other types as eating, 
walking, conversing, buying, selling, worshipping, etc.).
As such, many of the implications of the various points dealt 
with in this essay stand in close connection with the hypothesis 
regarding the correlativity of structure and function, as I
befran^to examine it in my previous essay on the concept of func
tion in the philosophy of Dooyewoerd,
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I. THE LAW-SUBJECT CORRELATION

1. Introduction« The conjugate relation and the referen
tial character of reality.

Dewey's view of the relation (or better, correlation) 
of cosmic order (law) and creational response (subject) as 
a conjugate relation between various contrasting but mutual 
and reciprocal relations is basic to his philosophy. Al
though it receives particular articulation in his logical 
theory, as a functional correlation within inquiry between 
the observation of existential immediate qualities, or 
things as facts, datum, or evidence and the projection or 
conception of non-ex.istential ideas or meanings as hypothe
ses,^- its basic importance may be understood, systematically 
speaking, as growing out of Dewey's deep respect and appre
ciation for the inter-related, interdependent, dynamic, and 
referential character of the subject-side of reality as 
meaning.

For Dewey there are no cut and dried, independent, 
self-evident truths or certainties in reality, neither sen- 
sorily observable "datum" or "facts", nor rationally intruit- 
ed apriori conceptions or ideas. Things basically exist, 
and are therefore only experienced and known, in their in
tegral or whole, plastic inter-connectedness with each 
other and in the dynamic continuity of various changes which 
they undergo in relationship to each other.

Sufficient positive systematic appreciation of Dewey's 
respect for this fundamental nature of reality, may be 
gained, in my opinion, by considering his views of experience 
and the situation.

2. Experience and the situation.
For Dewey the words experience and s ituation are not to 

be taken as terms (or "zero words") which refer to anything 
definite or particular, but are rather names (or "infinity 
words") which "are used to remind the thinker of the need

In terms of Dewey's analysis, these two correlative func
tions of reflective activity might well be called its found
ing and qualifying funcionsj of, section IV 4.D. of thin 
essay. Their strict correlation is always conditioned by 
the mutual purpose they serve in the active transformation 
of an indeterminate situation into a determinate one, for 
Dewey. Cf. Logic, p. iii, ] 12-114, 11?, .12k, 273, 280, etc., 
and the index for further references.
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of reversion to precisely something which never can be one 
of the terms of his reflection but which nevertheless fur
nishes the existential meaning and status of them all."1
They are, "a notation of an inexpressible as that which de-

2cides the ultimate status of all which is expressed.'
And this ultimate or existential status which is given to
things in experience (or in the existential) situation is
"inexpressible not because it is so remote and transcendent,
but because it is so immed iately engross ing and a matter of
course."^ In the Essays, he also describes experience as
"saturated with a pervas ive quality", or a "qualitative,Zipervasive unity" and notes that the word "experience" in 
ordinary usage, does not designate a particular thing such 
as a (rock or) typewriter, but "the indefinite range of con
text in which the typewriter, is actually set, its spatial 
and temporal environment.

From the viewpoint of our own position it is also impor
tant to note that Dewey affirms the non-logical, or non-re- 
flectional character of ordinary everyday experience, or at 
least he affirms that thinking is only a secondary or inter
mediate "experience" in relation to various "non-reflectional 
types of experience,"^ Examples given of the later are 
quenching thirst with a drink of water, the enjoyment of 
social converse among friends, and aesthetic appreciation 
of a picture, which he characterizes as social, affectional, 
technological, or aesthetic, and distinguishes from such 
analytic experiences as a study of a sample of water (H2O) 
in a laboratory, a deliberate psychological study of the per
sonality or psychic make-up of particular acquaintance, or 
the examination of a picture by a connoisseur or critic to 
determine its origin or selling price,^

For Dewey the nature of a situation is much like that 
of experience in that it is never merely limited to a single 
object or set of objects and events, but it is a contextual 
whole 1 "For we never experience nor form judgments about
objects and events in isolation, but only in connection with

8a contextual whole." Like experience, situations are just

Essays, p. 8.
2Essays, p. 10
3Ibid.
Essays, P. 5.
^Essays, p. 7.
^Essays, P. 5.
7Essays, p. 2 .
8t . Logic, p. 66.
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such contextual wholes by virtue of an "immediately perva
sive quality" which may be felt or sensed but may not be 
reduced to "a feeling or an emotion or anything mentialistic" 
for "feeling, sensation and emotion have themselves to be 
identified and described in terms of the immediate presence 
of a total qualitative situation. D e w e y  continues to 
describe the nature of a situation by saying that "The per
vasively qualltat ive is not only that which binds all con
stituents into a whole but it is also uniqxie t it constitutes
in each situation an individual situation, indivisible, and 2unduplicable."

Situations are also seen by Dewey as essentially non- 
logical or non-reflective, although in their indeterminate 
and determinate states they provide respectively, the ante
cedent preconditions and the subsequent field of operation 
and test for inquiry.^

Although Dewey’s doctrines of experience and the con
textual situation are rich and invite further attention and 
analysis, I think the above sketch is sufficient to intro
duce a number of key terms which Dewey uses to describe the 
nature of what we would call the subject-side of reality.
For Dewey this is an essential feature of reality which is 
variously characterized as immediately engrossing, a matter 
of course, saturated with a pervasive quality, a qualitative, 
pervasive unity, an indefinite range of context, a contextual 
whole, the actual setting, a spatial-temporal environment, 
a unique, individual, indivisible and unduplicable situation, 
which is neither essentially reflective, or logical, but 
diversely social, affectional, technological, aesthetic, etc.

This also provides evidence of what I have called 
Dewey's deep respect and appreciation for the dynamic and 
referential character of cosmic reality as meaning, and it 
sets the basis for consideration of his doctrine of the 
conjugate relations (or functional correlation) of what we 
would call the law-subject relation.

^Logic, p. 68,
2 Ibid..
^Tbid.., cf. also pp. 104-10? and Essays, pp. 121-125« "an 
entire situation or environment. . . .actually provokes 
thought." "Tt is the situation as a whole. , . .that calls 
forth and directs thinking." and -p. 6 "every empirical 
situation has its own organization of a direct, non-logical 
character."
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This doctrine of the conjugate relation, defined as 
it is within the context of inquiry, I shall attempt to 
show to be a key to understanding how— in terms of our sys
tematic position--Dewey is essentially involved in a re
duction of the law-side or cosmic order of reality to its 
subject-side or response side.

3, Contingency, indeterminacy, and inquiry.
To indicate how Dewey essentially sees cosmic order as 

a construct of subjective response(via inquiry) I must intro
duce two more Deweyian terms* contingent and indeterminate, 
which are also used (with the above mentioned terms) to 
describe the nature of the subject-side of reality in its 
essential point of connection with inquiry. Dewey defines 
inquiry for example, as "determination of an indeterminate 
situation"1 or as "the controlled or directed transformation 
of an indeterminate situation into one that is so determinate 
in its constituent distinctions and relations as to convert 
the elements of the original situation into a unified 
whole.

In this way contingency and indeterminancy stand in 
close connection with all that marks the nature of the sub
ject-side of reality as that irreducible, integral, actual, 
existential, temporal, and immediate contextual whole which 
encompasses, evokes and tests any reflection or inquiry - 
whether that be practical or scientific. And when Dewey 
refers to "the contingent nature of existential material" 
as requiring satisfaction in and through inquiry, we not 
only have evidence that terms such as contingent and existen
tial are nearly synonymous or interchangeable-^ but for Dewey, 
inquiry is an activity which (although in itself it is al
ways as existential and temporal as its empirical antecedents

. 4and consequences) constructs or introduces a measure of

1T .Logic, p. in.
2Logic, p. 105. And in the Essays, this incomplete situation 
which precedes and elicits practical judgments of inquiry is 
described as indeterminate and contingent, cf. Essays, p. 337.
3ycf. Communal Certainty and Authorized Truth, p. 35.
Essays, p. 337.
4Logic, Ch. 6 , passim, and Essays, p. 38s "reflection is an 
actual occurence, , , , characterized by specific existen
tial traits uniquely belonging to- it." On p. 157 of the 
Logic, the operations of inquiry are referred to as "existen- 
tial and empirical occurences," And in various places the 
whole transformation of the indeterminate situation is called 
temporal, actual, existential, etc. cf., for example, Logic, 
p. 118, 120, 121, 133, 159, 220, etc.
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order, control, organization, or non-contingent certainty, 
security, and determinacy into the originally indeterminate, 
problematic, conflicting, uncertain, disorganized situation.1

While Dewey's doctrine of the contingent, or indeter
minate existential situation, - arising out of his admirable 
respect for the inescapable presence and fundamental nature 
of the subject-side of reality - sets the terms for under
standing his theory of Inquiry, the key to that theory is a 
recognition of the fundamental importance of the conjugate 
relationship. For it is in the concept of the conjugate 
relationship that Dewey comes closest to grasping the mutual
ly correlative character of the cosmic law order and its 
subjective response. But at the same time its embedded
ness is Dewey's theory of inquiry is testimony to his essen
tial reduction of the cosmic order to subjective response 
(not in terms of its existence, per se, but in terms of its 
origin and irreducible nature) as arising out of the forma
tive power of existential, subjective human activity.

4. The conjugate relation in inquiry.
Although Dewey does not yet use the term conjugate 

relation in the Essays (1903-1916), the concept is at least 
anticipated in the close correlation of the two different 
functional or instrumental sides of inquiry, namely those of 
the reflective observation and selection of the unique quali
ties, or immediate and existential functions of particular 
whole things as evidential signs or traits on the one hand, 
and on the other, the projecting or infering of (non-existen- 
tial) conceptual and hypothetical (until tested or warrant
ed by their consequences in action) ideas, or general meanings

2and possibilities. In "the art of inquiry" these two sides 
are said to form "a joint process of ascertainment and inven
tion, projection, or 'hypothesizing'."-^

Evidence has already been cited for Dewey's view of the 
purpose-results of inquiry as restoration of determinancy.
He also says "thinking is instrumental to control of the 
environment" (Essays, p. 30) and "reflection arises because 
of incompatible factors within the empirical situation. . . . 
when. . . ,a situation becomes tensional. . , .the meaning 
of the situation as a whole is uncertain. . . .while its 
(reflection's) purpose is a reorganization of its (the situa
tion's) factors in order to get unity." (Essays, p. 9-12). 
Similarly he says "Order is a matter of relation, , . . 
discovered in reflection, . . .a matter of science. , . ,
(Experience and Nature. p. 110) and "The basic category of 
logic is order." (Logic, p. 384-5.
?'Essays. p. 33-35f.» especially p. 38 and 46.
3Es says , p. 2 5.
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In the Logic (1938) however, the term conjugate rela-
tion is used quite explicitly and frequently."^ In addition,
its primary reference to the dual and correlative functions
or divisions within inquiry is also made clean

The functional correspondence, or conjugate 
relationship, of involvement and implica
tion, kinds and categories, characteris
tics and characters, generic and univer
sal propositions, signifies. , . .that 
they represent cooperative divisions of 
function in the inquiry which transform 
CsicJ a problem situation into a resolved 
and unified o n e .2

Thus for Dewey on the one hand the subject-side of reali
ty, in its dynamic interrelatedness is composed of situa
tions or experiences that are "immediately engrossing" and 
"a matter of course" and are characterized with such terms
as qualitative,-^ contextual,^ unique,-^ individual^

*7 8 0 10temporal, actual,' contingent, indeterminate, and
especially existential.^

See, for example, the numerous references cited in the 
index, p. 538, of the Logic.
?Logic, p. 280. In this connection, then, further evidence 
that the conjugate relation is already anticipated in the 
Essays is provided by Dewey's statement that the Essays 
already "submitted the thesis that this simple dichotomiza- 
tion of the practical situation of power and enjoyment, 
when menaced, into what is there. . . .and into suggested 
inventions--projections of something else to be brought to 
bear upon it, ways of dealing with it--is the explanation 
of the time-honored logical determinations of brute fact, 
datum and meaning or ideal quality; of. . . .sense percep
tion and conception; of particulars (parts, fragments) and 
universals--generics; and also of what ever there is of in
trinsic significance in the traditional subject-predicate 
scheme of logic." Essays, p. 24.
(Notei "This simple dichotomization" refers here to the 
twofold task performed by reflection or thinking in its 
"effort to get out of some trouble actual or menacing." 
Essays, p. 23,
-̂Essays, p. 5» Logic, pp. 63-70, esp. 68, 7^-76, 122, 202,
4Essays, p, 7i Logic, p. 66.
5Logic, p. 68-70, 122, 283.
6 Ibid..
^L o g i c , p, 45, 13^-5.
fi.Logic, p, 9, 1 9, 109, 117, 135, 251, 263; Essays, p. 7, 389.
Essays, p. 337; Logic, p. 137-8, 255.

10Logic, p. iii, 104f., etc.
11Logic, p. 95, 2 7 1.
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On the other hand, these terms are all related to a
correlative set of terms which may be taken as descriptive
of Dewey's view of the law-side of reality« non-qualita-
tive or quantitative,^ abstract, symbolical, or purely
relational,” general, constant, or uniform, universal,
n o n - t e m p o r a l ,  ̂ possible,^ non-contingent,^ determinative,®

9and non-existentlal.'
5. Systematic contrast and comparison.

All human response to the cosmic law-order is indeed 
always subjective, unique, variable, active and diverse 
and at the same time dependent on the constancy, universali
ty, and sovereignty of the cosmic law-order for its exis
tence, regularity, orderliness, coherence and continuity.

The cosmic order always transcends any responses to it 
but it is never separate, independent, or isolated from any 
response. The cosmic order does not originate, much less 
evolve or arise out of the creational response to it, any
more than creational response emanates from or is causally 
determined by the cosmic order. Both are given to each 
other in a full mutually reciprocal relationship by their 
divine Creator who alone is the ultimate ground and source 
of both.

The cosmic order may be said to call forth, or elicit 
an orderly diversity of response from its subjects, but such 
a relationship may not be reduced to that of mechanical-phy
sical causal determination or bio-organic genesis or growth.

The cosmic order may be said to provide limits and 
conditions— functional norms and laws and structural orders-- 
for the response of its subjects, but such a relationship 
may not be reduced to that of a mechanical determination 
and strict spatio-physical limitations.

•̂Essays, p. 5. Logic, p. 63-70, esp, 65, 76.
2Logic, p. 15. 18, 55. 115-H7, 262.
3Logic, p. 250, 270.
^Logic, p. 255f.» 264f..
5Logic, p. 45, 13^-5, 271.
^Logic, p. 9, 49, 109, 251, 263; Essays, p. 72, 389.
7'If Dewey actually uses the term,' I cannot find any reference 
to it. In the context of all the other related terms, how
ever, I suppose its meaning is not really in much doubt in 
any case. Cf. also Hart, Communal Cortainty. . ., p. 3^.
PiLogic, p. ill, 104f. etc.
9Logic, p. 95, 271, 277, -79.
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The cosmic order is universal, constant, and necessary 
in relation to all subjective response which is individual, 
variable, and contingent. The relationship between the two 
ought not to be conceptualized, therefore as that of two 
conflicting, contradictory opposites such as moral-immoral, 
good-bad, fair-unfair, just-unjust, etc. but if a conceptual 
model or image is needed a better one would be that of mutual 
correlates, or correlatives such as left-right, top-bottom, 
near-far, above-below, etc. The relationship is also better 
understood as a two-directional (or two-dimensional) con
tinuum than as spatial-physical parts of some single entity, 
since it is a dynamic correlation and not a static relation. 

Analysis or reflective thinking is itself an active and 
particular type of response to the cosmic order. It is in
deed, an actual, temporal existential occurance, in Dewey's 
terms,^ As such it is therefore a creature which is sub
jected to the cosmic order and not an original creator or

2even a mediatorial reshaper of that order.
As a creature which is subjected to the cosmic order, 

the activity of reflective thinking is integrally related to 
the other particular types of creaturely response in a mutual 
relationship of interdependent servicet a) on the one hand 
reflective thinking serves non-reflective responses by seek
ing to guide them out of conflicting paths of fruitless dis
obedience to the cosmic order and into paths of well-being 
and mean ingf til ly unfolding obedience, and b) on the other 
hand reflective thinking is very much dependent on its ob
servation of the various types of subjective response and the 
fruits or consequences they incur as meaningfully obedient 
or futily disobedient. For only in empirical relation to 
actual subjective response is reflective thinking able to 
know, that is, distinguish, conceive, or infer what the 
conditions, norms, laws, limits, or orders for responses are.

^Cf, (footnote p, 4 n, 4 3  above.
PContra Dewey, Reconstruction, p. 51, 95-97.
■̂ In this sense it is not only "instrumental to gaining 
control" but "also, , , ,to the enrichment of the immediate 
significance of subsequent experiences" (Essays, p, 17).
And this is the particular grain of truth in Dewey's doctrine 
that thinking must be defined and judged by its conse
quences, Cf. Essays, p. 31, 93, ,99-100, 237f., 339f.,
3^6f,, etc.
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The cosmic order as the Word of the Lord is indeed 
permanent, everlasting, constant, consistent, universal 
and inescapable, albeit neither in a narrow static and 
changeless sense, nor in an exclusively causal determinative 
sense, but the cosmic order is (to be understood as) that 
which dynamically leads, guides, calls forth, limits, and 
conditions, blesses and admonishes (even unto death if 
necessary) each and every creature as it responds in all 
o-f* the various modes of its existence and according to all 
of the various structural orders for its existence. The cos
mic order thus determines and conditions what things are and 
how they exist or respond; and everything— plant, animal, 
person, activity, event, societal relationship, or institu
tion— as a unique, individual response is limited, condi
tioned, and ordered, in its structural kindredness with 
other creatures and in the different shared dimensions of its 
functionality, by the universal cosmic order.^

Since the cosmic order never manifests or reveals it
self directly or apriorily apart from its full correlativity 
with the actual response of all its subjected creatures in 
their unique temporality and variability, knowledge of that 
order can never be gained in isolation from these various 
sorts of non-reflectional response and the inter-related 
causes and effects they have upon each other in the integrali
ty of their inter-relatedness. Knowledge of the cosmic order 
is never, therefore purely intuitive or apriorily given as
such, but only gained in and through its manifestation in

2and through the actual concreteness of responses to it.
As variable subjective response to the cosmic order, 

neither does reflective knowing of that order ever come to a 
final, full or complete stop, achievement, grasp, or comple
tion. To attempt to do so or think that it is possible means 
death and decay. For the cosmic order which is dynamic, 
always calls for new obedience and an endless unfolding and 
fulfilling of meaningful response or responsibility. The 
cosmic order's dynamic calling for response is like paths or

^This paragraph already touches upon and anticipates matters 
which will be discussed in the next section of this essay, 
pThis of course constitutes the demand that all reflective 
inquiry, including the more abstract and differentiated 
practices of science be empirical and pay attention to 
details.
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ways to walk in, go in, and follow. The cosmic order is an 
open invitation to the unfolding of creaturely responsibi
lity, and a reliable and secure guide and indication of 
what direction to take in the 1ife conduct of any creature. 
There is no end to a life response of following them and there 
is an endless delightful task that exists in discovering 
new pathways and fields for creaturely response. Those path
ways are as long as history, which is just a name for the on
going response of mankind's walk.

As just such a subjective and temporal response to the 
everlasting universally valid cosmic law-order, then, re
flective thinking and its results is only ever adequate (or 
inadequate), obedient, (or disobedient), valid (or invalid), 
serviceable (or disserviceable), for the present, for the 
time being, or for some time. As subjective, temporal, 
variable and dynamic response, it is never absolute, final, 
finished, or eternally valid but must always be open to cor
rection, revision, modification, and unfolding.

And furthermore, since an integral part of the task of 
reflective thinking is to serve the unfolding of all forms of 
non-reflective creaturely response as well, reflective think
ing may and should be tested by the way in which it per
forms that service. Reflective activity, just as with any 
other form of creaturely response, is to be known and judged 
by its fruits.

The bite to a logical theory which seeks to recognize 
the full correlativity and reciporcal nature of the univer
sal, constant, and necessary cosmic order and the individual, 
variable, and contingent character of the response that is 
subjected to it— including that of thought— is that it re
jects the possibility of a rigid, self-assured and eternally 
valid and unquestionable knowledge of the cosmic order as 
firmly as it rejects the impossibility of any reliable know
ledge based on the existence of a comletely fluid and con
tingent reality devoid of any enduring cosmic order. It 
thereby heads off both the development of tyrannical and 
dogmatic epistemological formalism which stifles the unfold
ing and differentiation of both logical theory and the prac
tice by a denial of any structural constancy or patterns 
and guidelines for thinking.

In as much as Dewey seeks to recognize the correlative 
nature of cosmic order and subjec.tive response in his account 
of the nature and structure of reflective thinking, we may 
share in and appreciate the struggle he has engaged in to 
distinguish and defend an alternative position to the above 
mentioned dangerous extremes.
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Some of the basic differences we have with Dewey as a 
result of his taking inquiry and human activity as the ulti
mate origin or mediatorial reshaped of the cosmic order 
and conditions for subjective response, have received only 
implicit and confessional articulation in this section. In 
the following sections I hope to give some of the most im
portant of these differences more explicit treatment.

II. THE CORRELATIVITY OF STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION OR 
MODALITY AND TYPICALITY.

1, Introduction

Besides the law-subject correlation, there is a second 
relationship I want to consider; that between the modal 
and structural order for things (law-side) or the function 
and structure of things (subject-side). Again, I will at
tempt to show how Dewey's logical theory reflects both an 
awareness and recognition of these two basic cosmic relata 
and at the same time reflects a tendency to reduce or 
ground the structural order of types or kinds of things and 
structural coherence into the modal order of functions and 
functional continuity.

In classical philosophy and logical theory this corre
lation has been frequently (mis)understood as the relation 
between an underlying permanent substance or ontic essence 
of something: and the changing, variable accidents, quali
ties, or properties of its surface appearance. In this classi
cal conception the permanent substance was seen as the prin
ciple of order or law (universal) and the changing qualities 
as the principle of individualization.

With the development in modern science of the mathe
matical concept of numerical, functions and an interest in 
the correlation of physical functional changes, the uni
versality of the modal functional dimension of reality was 
discovered and recognized, particularly as a result of the 
work of the mathematical, physical-chemical and biological 
special sciences. This differentiation in turn made possible 
the development of greater insight into the diversity and 
variety of the typical structural order or kinds of things as 
is testified to in the development of the modern zoological 
and botanical taxonomies, and the charting of the chemical 
elements,2

^Cf. |jp, 8 n, 2j above,
2Cf. my essay on the concept of function in Dooyeweerd, 
especially section 11, p. 3^f.



12

Dewey's view of the relation of these two basic dimen
sions of reality is very much conditioned by his deep appre
ciation and respect for the results and development of modern 
experimental scientific inquiry. As I have already indica
ted in the previous section, inquiry (especially that which 
is scientifically controlled) is the supreme existential and 
temporal source or mediatorial restorer of cosmic order.^

The ultimate cosmic order then, is to be understood, 
according to Dewey primarily from the viewpoint of the 
modern scientist who "does not try to define and limit some
thing remaining constant in change" (the old substance con
cept of what was universal) but he "tries to describe a con-

2stant order of change," Change in this sense has to do 
with the functional qualities of things in their relation
ships of continuity with each other. Thus, for Dewey«
"The scientific object, par excellence, is a correlation of 
functional correspondence of changes, and "In science the
order of fixities has already passed irretrievably into anhorder of connections in process.

The passages in which the first two of these statements 
appear make two additional things clear as well. First,
Dewey recognizes something of the historical background to 
the position he takes. For in speaking of the "correlation 
of a functional correspondence of changes" he says that the 
recognition that the presence of such correlations can only 
be determined by numerically stated and quantified measure
ments is a conscious break with Aristotelian logic in which 
quantity was seen as a mark of the accidental and particular 
over against the universal and qualitative (substantial) 
whole.^

Secondly, constancy as relative change (i.e. measured 
and co-relative) is related by Dewey to function and opera
tion, rather than structure, for immediately following his 
distinction between the old emphasis on something constant 
in change and the modern emphasis on a constant order (or 
correlation) of change, he says« "And while the word

■̂ See above, Q>. 4 n, 1, 4s p, 8 n. 2] etc.
Reconstruction, p. 6l,
^Logic, p. 201.
^Reconstruction, p. XI.
^Logic, p. 201.
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'constant' appears in both statements, the meaning of the 
word is not the same. In the one case we are dealing with 
something constant in existence, physical or metaphysical; 
in the other case, with something constant in function and 
operation. The one is a form of independent being (think 
of substance, P.R.); the other is a formula of description 
and calculation of independent changes."^ The third state
ment quoted also is evidence of this position.

Thus what Dewey seems to be doing is so closely identi
fying the structural order of types and kinds of things with 
individual, variable, and contingent response (on the subject 
side of reality) and modal functionality and functional con
tinuity with universal constancy and order (on the law side 
of reality), that he is forced to ground the universality 
of the typical structural order and coherence of the different 
kinds of things in the modal-universality of the different 
functional relations of continuity as they have been uncovered 
and formulated in the modern scientific formulations of func- 
tional law. (As for example in E=mc , or the pressure of a 
gas is a function of its temperature).

An additional point, which will prove to be of basic 
importance to the rest of this essay should also be noted 
here» namely, that Dewey seeks to accomplish this reduction, 
ultimately, through an appeal to the structural constancy 
of operations or activities, as peneral, uniform, and re
current modes of change (or modes of functionality)« "A 
way, a manner, mode of change and activity is constant, or 
uniform. It persists, although the singular deed done or 
the change taking place is unique."

Thus, the way in which Dewey sees, on the one hand, 
the importance of the correlation between structure and 
function, or between modes of functionality and orders of 
structural kind, and at the same time tends to reduce the 
universality and constancy of the one to the other, can be 
seen more clearly by considering first, what he has to say 
about the nature of kinds (formulated in generic proposi
tions) and how they are determined, and secondly, by his 
view of the nature of activity.

^Reconstruction, p. 6l.
2Logic, p. 2.50-1, cf, also p. 251« "The operation, being 
a constant, recurs." See also my essay on the concept of 
function where I have criticized Dooyeweerd for making a 
similar mistake.



2« Kinds and their determination.

Dewey's insight into the correlativity of structure 
and function can be seen in the following statement»

The singular is described (discriminated 
and identified) as one of a kind by 
means of a conjunction of traits which 
make it like certain other things al
ready determined and that are likely , 
to occur for determination in the future.

Taken at face value this statement could be taken to 
mean nearly the same thing as our systematic position that 
the structural type to which any thing belongs is discovered 
in the recognition or identification or distinguishing of 
its qualifying and founding function. Knowing what some
thing is is correlatively bound up with knowing how it 
functions. They are correlative, reciprocal and mutually 
dependent sorts of knowledge.

There is however, more the Dewey's position on this 
issue which must be taken into account. According to our 
systematic position, the typical structures of things are 
grounded in a cosmic structural order of mutually sovereign 
and irreducible universal types which should not be con
fused with or reduced to the correlative modal cosmic order 
grounding the universality and sovereign irreducibility of
the various functions of things. Modality and typicality

2are also strictly correlative.
But for Dewey all universality and sovereignty of cos

mic order^ is essentially a) pulled within the field of logi
cal generality (in the generality of logical forms), 
b) instituted in the temporal continuity of experience and 
inquiry, and c) grounded in its relation to activity (as 
modes of active response). And it is only in this context 
that he attempts to recognize the correlativity— or conju
gate relation--between the typical structural orders for 
things (their types and kinds, or genus and species), and 
the modal order of the different functions of things (ac
cording to modes or aspects of functionality).

1!££± c , P# 247-8.
^See my essay on the concept of function in H.D., pp. 6,
7, 12f.
^If there is a clear distinction in the meaning of the term 
universal for Dewey, between its "cosmic reference" to "the 
total and all-inclusive transactional cosmic context of all 
individual events" and its "cognitive reference”, it is the 
latter sense which comes closest to our systematic meaning 
and is therefore the one I will deal with. Cf. Hart, Com
munal Certainty. , . .p. 66 n. 4.

Ik
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a ) This issue comes up for discussion particularly in 
Chap. 13 of the Logic. which has as its theme "the connection 
between the continuum of inquiry and generality as a logi
cal form. Here the continuity of inquiry is seen as "the
only principle by which certain fundamentally important logi-

2cal forms can be understood," And the relevance of this for
the relation of the functional qualities of things and their
structural order of kinds, lies in the fact that although
"immediate qualities in their immediacy are. . , .unique,
(and) non-recurrent" nevertheless*

in spite of their existential uniqueness, 
they are capable, in the continuum of inquiry, 
of becoming distinguishing characteristics 
which mark off (circumscribe) and identify 
a kind of objects or e v e n t s , 3

Dewey makes a point here which may be well taken 1 
"There is no such thing as an instantaneous inquiryj and 
. , , .no such thing as a judgment (the conclusion of in
quiry) which is isolated from what goes before and comes4after," Thinking nearly always relies m  some fashion on 
the results or previous thinking. That, I think is undeni
able. But to continue to the conclusion that Dewey makes, 
namely that such logical continuity (as "something more than 
an indispensable condition of intellectual growth") is also 
"the only principle" by which the logical forms of stan
dardized general conceptions and general propositions can 
be understood, merits some critical consideration from our 
point of view.

For Dewey there are basically two sorts of (logical) 
generality* that of sets of conjoined traits or kinds, and 
that of "operations which are modes or ways of changing and 
a c t i n g . E a c h  of these is given its respective logical 
formulations in generic and universal propositions.^ And 
for Dewey it is not only very important that these "two 
types or logical forms of generality" be distinguished, but

1Logic, p. 247f.
2Ibid.,I.E. the "forms of general conceptions and proposi- 
t ions.
3Logic, p. 250.
4Logic, p. 246. Note the reflection of this assumption in the 
earlier statement that things are described as belonging to a 
particular kind "by moann of a conjunction of traits. , . .al
ready determined and that are 1ikely to occur for determina- 
tion in the future," (emphasis mine). 
tfLogic, p. 24?.
^Logic. p. 254.
7For an explanation of Dewey's view of the nature of proposi
tions, cf. Essays, p. 58-60j Logic, p. 90, 111, 120, 140, 246, 
251-2., Ch. 14 (p. 264f.), Ch. 15 (p. 283f.),
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he also argues that the latter form— that of operations-- 
is "logically prior and conditioning" in relation to the 
generality of kinds.'*'
b) This order of priority is supported in Dewey's view
that things (singulars or particulars) are rarely, if ever,
sorted out into kinds or distinguished as a member of a
kind merely on the basis of immediate qualities which are
supposedly recurrent or held in common as such. Instead,
says Dewey, such distinguishing (judging or predication?)
always presupposes a process of operations involving a series
of observations and inferences or "mediating comparisons2yielding exclusions and agreements." And m  this way 
Dewey is led to the conclusion that it is not the immediate, 
existential, readily apparent and obvious qualities of 
things in their immediate givenness, which form the basis for 
identifying them— as, for example, when we identify a sudden 
light as a flash of lightning or a noise as the banging of 
a door— but it is "the evidential function or use in in
quiry" which such qualities come to serve that forms the 
basis for regarding them as characteristic traits marking 
off their typical identity as a particular kind of thing or 
phenomenon.

Hence the functional qualities of things have no real 
constant uniformity or recurrent commonness (i.e. generality 
or universality) because they are always unique, individual, 
existential, contingent, etc. in their actual occurence.
The real source of their generality then is sought in their 
"power" to be used as signs, that is, their ability or capa
city to be selected as the relevant facts, datum symbols or 
tools for drawing the inferences, or projecting the hypotheses 
or ideas which are in turn the logical formulation or embodi
ment of non-existential and universal constants.-^

In this way Dewey seeks to recognize the subjective 
and temporally limited character of human insight and knowledge 
of the cosmic order. But the critical question to be asked 
is to what extent, if any, the correlative nature of the

*Logic, p. 25^.
OLogic, p. 249« The exclusions and agreements refers to 
the "new" qualities which result as a consequence or product 
of the things having been acted upon. In this manner he also 
concludes that "the problem of the oarnonoi-is of the singular 
object (over a period of time, P.R.) is of the same logical 
nature as the problem of kinds "since "both are the products 
of the continuity of experiential inquiry,"
^Logic, p. 250. cf. also pp. 107-114 concerning the role of 
facts and ideas in the pattern or process of inquiry.
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structural order in relation to the modal order of func- 
tionality, as well as the sphere sovereignty of the different 
typical kinds of things, is able to survive within the con- 
t inuum of inquiry as a subjective activity.

According to our position, functional qualities, no 
matter how uniquely individual and temporary or changing, 
are always distinguishable as belonging to a sovereignly 
irreducible and universal mode of functionality as well as 
to a sovereignly irreducible kind of structure, and both of 
these cosmic orders guarantee the distinctiveness and speci
ficity of the particular function in question.

What Dewey reminds us of so acutely, is that knowledge of 
these modes of functionality and structural orders of kinds 
is never achieved (either in scientific inquiry or ordinary 
reflection) in either an instantaneously empirical or apriorily 
intuitive manner. It is rather, a knowledge which gets built 
up or stocked through various kinds of experiential activi
ties i recollections, observations, inferences, manipula
tions, handlings, and contrasting and comparable experiences 
etc. over the temporal span of our lives. Thus knowledge 
and awareness of how in fact the great diversity of func
tional qualities and particular things of our daily experi
ence reflect in their similarités and differences, an order
of various cosmic modes of functionality1 and types of 

2structure is never knowledge which is final and complete, 
but it is itself subject to temporal change and may be 
either growing or decaying, adequate or inadequate, up
building or destructive, etc. in the particular concrete 
situation or point of time in our lives.

Our point of contention with Dewey here then is over 
his apparent tendency to over-emphasize on the one hand, the 
unique, individual character of the subjective response of 
things at the expense of seeing the true correlative nature 
the structural and functional cosmic orders for that re
sponse, and on the other hand, his tendency to ground the 
constancy and universality of those orders in the structural 
pattern and functional continuity of the recurrent activity 
of inquiry.

■^Such as the numerical, spatial, organic, psychic, lingual 
or symbolical, economic, ethical, etc),
2Such as physical things, plants, animals, and the activi
ties, relationships and institutions of human beings, and 
the various sub-types of each.
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c ) A further indication of Dewey's tendency to ground 
typical-structural sphere sovereignty, universality and co
herence in modal functional continuity— particularly that of 
activity— can be seen, therefore, upon a closer examination 
of what Dewey means by "modes of operation" or "active re
sponse. "

Modes of active response, "are the ground of generality 
of logical form" as we have seen, in distinction from the 
"existential immediate qualities of that which is responded 
to" because the "qualities" only become "traits" descrip
tive of a kind "when they are the consequences of operations 
which are modes or ways of acting,"^

Again, for our own systematic purposes, it must be ad
mitted that there is something of significance in what Dewey 
says herei things are rarely, in truth identified— as trees, 
or candy, for example— apart from such activities or opera
tions as observing, touching, tasting, smelling, etc. And 
what is also true, and yet frequently unrecognized, is that 
such activities often (if not always) produce consequences, 
that is, institute or effect new qualities of the things 
upon which we act or with which we interact— new qualities 
which were not in any real sense given in the original, im
mediate and existential situation in which we met the thing 
in question. Thus, in many cases, if not indeed in most 
cases, discrimination or knowledge of what kind of a thing 
something is or what its key identifying (qualifying and 
founding functions or qualities) are, depends on the simi
larities and differences of qualities or functions of things 
which have been "instituted" or opened up and unfolded as a 
consequence of our own subjective--but somehow not complete
ly arbitrary activity— or what Dewey calls "recurring opera-Otions in the experiential continuum."

Thus for Dewey, when as a result of such operations 
certain immediate qualities are "so conjoined with certain 
other non-immediate qualities that the latter may be in
ferred"-^ then it is within the operation of inference that 
"the potential generality due to the presence of the same 
modes of change and activity, is actualized."^ Thus for

*L o g i c, p. 25^, 

2L o g i c , p. 251. 
3 Ibid..

^Ibid..
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Dewey the modal and structural order for things is latent, 
as it were* in their analytic object functions (their power 
to be used as signs) and only requires the effective opera
tion of analytic inquiry to be actualized. But although 
the inescapable structure of analytic or symbolical subject- 
object relations are considered as fundamentally important in 
our systematic position, in themselves they are insuffi
cient to ground (or account for) the possibility of valid 
knowledge of the cosmic order in its modal and structural 
diversity of typical structures and modes of functionality. 

There is however, more at stake in this assertion that 
the generality of structural type is instituted in the con
tinuity of inquiry, than merely a blatant reductionism. To 
understand this we will have to consider Dewey's theory of 
the relation between what he calls "scientific kinds" and 
the distinction between immediate and intermediate qualities 
of things.

For Dewey it is a fact of immense (historical as well as 
systematic) significance that certain categories of scienti
fic kinds "are determined. . , ,with extreme disregard of 
immediate sensible qualities,"1 Consider the following 
examplei

A flash of lightning is very different in 
its sensible setting from the electric 
spark which had been observed before the 
time of Franklin, as well as from the at
traction exercised by amber when rubbed, 
as also from the tingling sensation ex
perienced when under certain atmospheric 
conditions a person who has scuffed his 
feet touches another person,2

It seems undeniable therefore that "The assimilation 
of such phenomena and a great many others to one another, as 
of the kind electro-magnetic did not come about by search
ing for and finding 'common' immediate qualities." Rather, 
"It was effected by employing modes of operation and noting 
the ir consequences."^

Another good example Dewey gives of this important dis
tinction involves that of the classification of different 
kinds of metals. Originally the traits taken to describe the 
kind metals (and their species, then only seven in nummber) 
were "observable qualities produced by the ordinary opera
tions of the body, seeing, touching, etc." i.e. such

^Logic, p, 250,
2Logic, p. 252. 
^Ibid,,
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characteristics as lustre, opacity, malleability, high 
density and tenacity. But, says Dewey, "Valuable as the 
consequences of these activities were for strictly practi
cal purposes, they failed to guide inquiry as inquiry.
They gave no aid in searching for other metals. . . .they 
gave no aid in linking metals with non-metals. . . .they 
did not even ensure accurate discrimination of a metal from 
an alloy.1,1 Thus it was not until such characteristics as 
the "affinity” or capacity of metals to interact with cer
tain non-metalic substances such as oxygen or sulphur to 
form oxides, and the capacity of such oxides to interact 
as bases with acids in forming salts, were taken as the key 
qualifying properties or functions of metals, that the pre
sent scientific discrimination and classification of metals 
into more than sixty species or sub-kinds could occur.

Dewey takes this as an indication of a fundamental 
shift in point of view or class ificatory method from looking 
to "consequences connected with direct use and enjoyment to 
consequences brought about by interactions of things with 
one another" instituted by experimental operations, as the 
key traits marking off differences in structural types to 
which things belong.

Again we could affirm with Dewey that knowledge of 
structural kinds or types of things is not merely a matter 
of pure logical deduction any more than it is a matter of 
simple empirical observation of things as they are immediately 
given, but that knowledge of what kind of thing something is 
depends very much on a variety of different activities, in
cluding careful observation of how it functions, and a care
ful and selective comparison of certain of its various quali
ties with similar or disimilar functional qualities of other 
things.

We could further affirm with Dewey that there is an 
important difference in the way in which for example different 
plants, animals, inorganic things, and human activities and 
relationships are distinguished in the course of ordinary 
daily experience and the way in which they are carefully 
discriminated and classified in the course of scientific 
analysis.

^Logic, p. 275-6.
?Logic, p. 2?6, Cf. also, p, 270 where he says "scientific 
kinds, say that of metals, are instituted by operations that 
disclose traits that are not present to ordinary observation 
but are produced by operations of experimentation, as a mani
festation of interactions that are taking place. For only 
qualities that are capable of being treated as signs of de
finite interactions facilitate and control inference."
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And thirdly, it also seems quite likely to me that we 
could further agree with Dewey that basic to understanding 
the difference between ordinary, practical common sense and 
specialized, theoretical inquiry is a proper understanding 
of the typically different structures of human activity 
which are involved.

But Dewey draws at least one other conclusion from the 
above considerations which we would want to critically ques
tion, for it is one that seems to be closely involved in his 
grounding of the universality of cosmic order within the 
continuity of the subjective human response to it in the 
activity of inquiry. For Dewey says that ,#the traits which 
descriptively determine kinds are selected and ordered with 
reference to their function in promoting and controlling ex
tensive inference.”1 Thus their only real claim to any con
stancy, generality, uniformity, or universality comes by 
virtue of their ability or capacity for use or functioning 
in promotion and control of inference; that is, when they 2"enable inference to be ready and secure from case to case."

Such a view as this must be understood as growing out 
of a fear of Old metaphysical and classical views of univer
sality and cosmic order as essential fixities, or substances 
existing in an eternal hierarchy of kinds and species, and 
turning, by way of reaction, to process and change, and the 
structural constancy and functional continuity of human acti
vity as the only source and basis of universality. We may 
agree with Dewey that "There is such a thing as relative--that 
is relational--universality,But we must be much more 
cautious and hesitant with our agreement when he proceeds to 
limit such universality to that scientifically discovered 
universality which has the form of actively instituted 
(modal) relations of functionalityt "The universality that 
belongs to scientifice theories is not that of inherent con
tent fixed by God or Nature but of range of applicability-- 
of capacity to take events, but of their appai'ent isolation
so as to order them into systems which, , , .prove they are

halive by the kind of change which is growth." And we must 
ask, is it true, therefore, that "In science the order of

1Logic, p. 268, 270.
2Logic:, p. 269.
^Reconstruction, p. xii-xv.
4 .Ibid,, p, xv-xvi.



22

fixities has already passed irretrievable into an order of 
connections in process?"1 Is all order basically only con
nections or correlations of functional continuity? Isn't 
there also an undeniable structural order of kinds which is 
correlative but irreducible to modal-functional order?

3, Modes of activity and change.

Particularly in view of the importance Dewey attaches 
to the role of activity or operations in the determination 
of the different typical or general structural kinds of 
things, there is a point of similarity worth taking note 
of between our understanding of the universal and constant 
or general nature of the different modes of functionality 
and Dewey's conception of human activities or operation as 
containing as element of constancy: "A way, manner, mode, 
of change and activity is constant or uniform," says Dewey, 
"It persists, although the singular deed done or the change

ptaking place is unique."“ This is as close as Dewey comes, 
it seems to me, to recognizing the constancy and universal 
character of modes of functionality in distinction from the 
particular unique functions or functional qualities of things 
which belong to those modes. It is also noteworthy that for 
Dewey only activity seems to have any original structural 
constancy.

Now that I have indicated something of Dewey's ten
dency to emphasize the functional subject side of reality 
(in the uniqueness of functional qualities) at the expense 
of seeing the universality and sovereignty of their modal 
order on the law side,3 and in the next section of the paper
I plan to focus on showing Dewey’s tendency to reduce the 
diversity of modal meaning to its organic and cultural dimen
sions! at this point I want to indicate how Dewey's con
ception of change and activity plays a particularly signifi
cant role in his view of the correlation between the struc
ture and function of things and between their structural and 
modal law, as additional evidence of how he ultimately re
duced structural constancy to functional continuity.

Dewey's conception of what we call the modal-functional 
dimension of reality in distinction from and in correlation

Ibid. , p. xl.
2Logic, p. 250-1, and p. 102,
3Cf. p. 18 above.
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to the typical-structural dimension is largely determined 
by h is view of change.

For Dewey the world or cosmos is in its most basic 
sense, a world of contingent change. It is not a closed, 
fixed, universe that we live in but one that is "infinite in 
space and time." Therefore it is "change rather than 
fixity" which is the "measure of 'reality' or energy of 
beingj change is omnipresent,"1

As I have pointed out earlier, this view of reality 
may be seen as consistent with Dewey's deep respect and appre
ciation for the role of modern science in gaining penetrat
ing insight into the universality of the modal functional

2dimension of reality, But it is important to note that for 
Dewey change is as much a fundamental mark of the response 
side of reality as it is a measure of the cosmic order or 
law side. It is in a sense the common denominator for them 
both.

Thus on the one hand, change is closely related for
Dewey to the indeterminacy and contingency which marks the
circumstantial quality of every human experience or response«

The problems with which a philosophy rele
vant to the present must deal are those 
growing out of changes going on with an 
ever-increasing rapidity, over an ever- 
increasing human geographical range, and 
with ever-deepening intensity of penetra
tions 3

Such an environment, of course soon becomes hostile and 
threatening to human security, stability, and the desire 
for a measure or order and continuity. For Dewey the key to 
life in such a world is to keep active, that is, in a sense, 
to fight fire with fire, by controlling or staying on top 
of (like a swimmer in a fluid environment) change, by active 
modification of the changing environment, by effecting chang
es of change through the consequences of intelligently direct-

Lled activities or operations. Thus on the other hand, for 
Dewey, change, especially in the form of activity is also an 
integral feature of order and stability. It has to do with 
learning the connections, sequences, correlations, causes, 
means, and consequences of natural change and activity, and 
forming and shaping them for human purposes.

^Reconstruction, p. 6lj cf, also the profound implications of 
this whichare described on pp. 108-122,
2Cf. Section II, 1, p. 11 above.
^Reconstruction, p, vii,
L Gf, Logic, p. 211-215! cf, also Reconstruction, pp. 108-122,
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This view of thought and action as the source of non- 
contingent order and control over the environment is evident 
already in the main thesis of Dewey's Essays, namely, that 
the control of the environment to which thinking is instru
mental in effecting is "a control effected through acts."'*

Taking acts, activity, and operations as synonymous 
terms of Dewey, it is important to see then that they play 
a key role not only in his understanding of the correlation 
of cosmic order and subjective response, of non-existential 
and existential reality, of necessity and contingency, etc. 
but also in his understanding of the relationship between 
kinds of things and their functional qualities.

For despite the fact that Dewey wants to maintain the 
existence of a conjugate relationship or functional cor
respondence between the generality of operations and the 
generality of kinds, he still gives operations or activities 
a greater claim on universality and constancy, and this is 
what underlies his statement that "qualities become traits 
descriptive of a kind when they are the consequences of

poperations which are modes or ways of changing or acting."
This preference of the functional relations of things—  

founded in and arising out of change and activity--over 
the structural orders of things and the discrimination of 
kinds, is also evident in the fact that Dewey calls proposi
tions about kinds and classes "generic" and propositions about 
"the operation by means of which a set of traits is deter- 
mined to describe a kind" he calls "universal."^ And while 
he maintains that there is a "functional correspondence or 
conjugate relationship" between the two, in the sense that 
neither one is final or absolutely determinative for the 
other— in their reciprocal function as two cooperative phas
es of inquiry^--it is nevertheless universal propositions which 
get a certain measure of higher priority by virtue of their 
being 'about' or 'formulations of' possible ways or mode of 
acting or operating. And it is these ways or modes of 
activity or opération which are, by virtue of their constant,

Essays, p. 30. See also the Logic, p. .118» "Only execution 
of existential operations. . . .can bring about the re-order
ing of environing conditions. . . . "
2Logic, p, 2*5̂ .
3Tbid..

T̂.ogio, p. 280,
^Logjc, p. 27^* "An operation not formulated in a proposition 
is logically uncontrolled, no matter how useful it may be in 
habitual practice,"
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uniform and recurring nature, capable of existentially insti
tuting the key differential qualities of things which deter
mine the kind to which they belong.1

Ultimately then for Dewey, it is intelligently led and 
directed activity which existentially engenders the non- 
existential, brings necessity into contingency, order and 
determination into the indeterminate situation, opens up 
the actual to the possible, and pulls something of the 
"eternal" or relatively permanent, non-temporal, and uni
versal into the individually unique and variable. It thus 
introduces a measure of functionally relative constancy 
and security amid the transiency and insecurity of natural, 
unorganized, uncontrolled and threatening change.

For Dewey, as for us, order— structurally and modally—  
is neither randomly chaotic nor eternally fixed. For us 
it is however given or put to the cosmos by its Creator, 
while for Dewey order is essentially a matter of reflective
ly projected or inferred, and actively instituted relations—  
especially relations between mathematical-physical changes. 
But in such a view the sovereignty and irreducibility of 
the full diversity of various modal orders of functionality 
and typical orders of structure are easily lost sight of 
because they get grounded and dissolved into the functional 
continuities and structural constancy of human activity.

"Generic propositions" on the other hand are only about, 
or formulations of, these sets of related qualities or traits 
which are taken an descriptive of the specified kind. Thus 
"No grounded propositions can be formed save as they are 
the products of the performance of operations indicated as 
possible by universal propositions." Logic, p. 275,
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III. MODAL-FUNCTIONAL IRREDUCIBILITY AND CONTINUITY

1. Introduction.

In the first two sections of this essay I dealt with 
a set of correlatives which were important in Dewey's sys- 
tematics as well as that of our own cosmonomic philosophy» 
and I tried to show in each case that something of a reduction 
of one of the relata to the other had taken place in Dewey's 
theoretical account of them.

The next two sections will also deal with Dewey's theory 
of inquiry in a similar fashion by way of contrasting his 
position as a reductionistic account of the diversity of cos
mic meaning with our position which seeks to emphasize the 
sovereignty and diversity of cosmic meaning in its functional 
arid structural dimensions.

Unlike the first two sections, however, the matters 
under attention here will not involve a set of correlative 
pairs but matters of irreducible and yet coherent diversity 
and multiplicity of meaning.

2. Organic continuity between inquiry and reality.

Rather than acknowledge the mutual sovereignty and co
herence of the various modal dimensions of reality, Dewey's 
conception shows a clear preference for the spatial-physi- 
cal (temporal), organic, and technical-cultural aspects, and 
a tendency to reduce all functional continuity to spatial- 
temporal, organic, and technical-formative continuity.

This tendency can be seen in Dewey's characterization of 
thinking as a natural organic event or occurance directed to 
technical mastery or control of the environment and 'Stimula
ted by the needs, the defects,the troubles, which accrue
when the environment coerces or suppresses man or when man

2endeavors in ignorance to override the environment."
Dewey will not admit any split between mind and reality, 

knower and the known, or subject and object of knowledge,

It should perhaps be noted that this reductionism is best 
understood not so much as an overt effort on Dewey's part as 
it is a systematic inadequacy in his thought-conception. In 
fact Dewey struggles to account for a great deal of the modal- 
functional diversity of meaning, but because he has no princi
ple of the sovereign irreducibility of the various modes of 
functionality as cosmic order, it is always in terms of physi
cal, organic, and formative continuity,
^Essays, p. 22.
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because for him thinking always occurs in an existential, 
qualitatively whole ("organic") situation or immediately en
grossing experience, which is in some way or another in con
flict, in tension, problematic or indeterminate, and in need 
of intelligent resolution.1 Another passage in the Essays 
reflects this point of view rather consisely»

thinking does not mean any transcendent 
states or acts suddenly introduced into 
a previously natural scene, but that the 
operations of knowing are (or are artfully 
derived from) natural responses of the 
organism, which constitute knowing in 
virtue of the situation of doubt in which 
they arise and in virtue of the uses of 
inquiry, reconstruction, and control to 
which they are put,2

3, The continuity and difference between common sense and
scientific inquiry.

When it comes to distinguishing the difference be
tween ordinary thinking and sicentific thinking Dewey claims

3that both have a common structure or pattern^ and that there 
is "no difference in kind between the methods of science and 
those of the plain man."

All thinking for Dewey is seen as essentially an art
in the sense of a craft, and he often draws on analogies to
industry or manufacturing processes to explain the nature of
thinking. Thus thinking is seen as an operation performed
upon selected raw-material-things in order to transform them,
mold them or shape them into useful products, i.e. tools or
instruments useful for obtaining reliable knowledge and for
improving and enriching the quality of life and experience*

logical traits are just features of ori
ginal existences ,as they have been worked 
over for use in inference, as the traits 
of manufactured articles are qualities of 
crude materials modified for specific 
purposes.5
Thinking may be supposed to give its ma
terial the form which will make it amen
able to its purpose— attaining knowledge, 
or, as it is ordinarily pyt, going from 
the unknown to the known.

1Essays, p. 10, 11. Cf. also earlier sections of this essayi 
I. 2.
2Essays, p. 332.
3Logic, p. 101.
^Essays, p. 86, emphasis mine.
cEssays, p. 418.
^Essays, p. 415.
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Knowledge, as an abstract term, is a name 
for the product of competent inquiries.1
Knowledge is related to inquiry as a pro
duct to the operations by which it is pro
duced,2

This also provides a basis for understanding Dewey's 
fundamental doctrine that facts, datum, signs, symbols, con
ceptions, ideas, meanings, propositions, terms, and judg
ments, etc, are not to be taken as things or objects final 
and absolute in themselves but are to be understood as 
means, agencies, tools or instrumentalities by which the 
business of thinking is conducted.^ Their meaning and 
structure depends on the use, purpose, activity, function, 
or role which they play, serve, or perform in thinking.
Thus "like all instrumentalities they are modifiable in fur
ther use,"^ Their meaning depends on what they do, or more 
accurately, on what they are made to do, the use to which 
they are put. And although this emphasis points to the key 
role of the active human agent or actor, it is not an ex 
clusive or arbitrary control which is exercised over the 
conceptual tools of thinking, for they must also be condi
tioned or controlled, that is, tested, by the consequences 
of their application to the existential environment situation. 

The complete key, therefore to understanding Dewey's 
view of the nature of thinking or inquiry lies in seeing the 
reciprocal relation of active or ongoing interaction be 
tween organism and environment, between active controlling

c.

agent and controllable or stubbornly resistent material.-'
Thus also in the L o g i c , chapters 2 and 3 are devoted 

respectively, to a consideration of the biological and cul
tural matrix of inquiry.

^L o g i c , p, 8,
2L o g i c , p. 118,
3Cf* E s s a y s , p. Jk, 43, 59, 60.
^ L o g i c , p. 350 (said with regard to terms),

^Thus "the logic which aligns itself with the origin and 
employ of reflective thought in everyday life and critical 
science follows the natural history of thinking as a life- 
process having its own generating antecedents and stimuli, 
its own states an career, and its own specific objective or 
limit,'* And this is a point which Dewey acknowledges he 
picked up from evolutionary biology« "the significance of 
the evolutionary method in biology and social history is 
that every distinct organ, structure, or formation, . .is to 
be treated as an instrument of adjustment or adaptation to 
a particular environing situation, , , ." Es s a y s , p, 93« 
Consequently there are only two possible ways of understand- 
inp the nature of thinking for D e w e y j "We have no choice save 
either to conceive of thinking as a response to a specific 
stimulus, or else to regard it as something 'in itself' 
having just in and of itself certain traits, elements, and 
laws," Ibid,,
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Since the above pattern is the same for common sense
inquiry as well as for scientific inquiry, what then is
their difference for Dewey? On the one hand it is described
on the basis of a contrast between the natural, immediate,
spontaneous character of common sense, or ordinary thinking,
and the greater decree of technical-formative control which
is exercised in scientific inquiry«1

The two are related to each other just 
as the hit-or-miss trial-and-error in
ventions of uncivilized man stand to the 
deliberate and consecutively persistent 
efforts of a modern inventor. . . ,2

So also science is described as "a highly specialized
3industry" of "controlled inference" or "controlled inquiry,"-' 

which is called theoretical or intellectual in contrast with 
ordinary reflection which is called practical.

Although the problems of the similarity and differ- 
erences in the structure and function of ordinary (practical) 
and scientific (theoretical) thinking will be treated more 
critically in the next section of this essay, at this point
1 want to indicate that in his attempt to account for the 
structural and functional commonness and differences between 
practical and scientific thinking, Dewey tends to appeal pre
dominantly to their organic and technical modes of function
al ity.

For Dewey ordinary and scientific thinking do not b e 
long to two completely separate (ontological) domains, even 
though their primary difference lies in the different types 
of problems which they deal with and not in a difference in 
their structure, method, or logics. Still he saysi

1) Scientific subject matter and proce
dures grow out of the direct problems 
and methods of common sense, or practi
cal uses and enjoyments, and, 2) react 
into the latter in a way that enormous
ly refines, expands and liberates the 
contents and agencies at the disposal 
of common sense,5

In this statement the terms "grow out of" and "react into" 
show something of his organistic bias. What can be appre
ciated in this though, is his rejection of any attempt to 
separate science and practical thinking as if they were

1E s s a y s , p. 8 6 j "The difference is the greater degree of 
control by science, . . . "
2Essays. p. 86-7,

^E s s a y s , p. ^35 and 4 36.

^ L o g i c , p, 115 and 61,

"’Logic, p. 66,
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opposites, or differentiate them on the basis of a rigid 
distinction between sensory-percepual subject natter and 
conceptual subject matter. That, as I have already indi
cated, is a problematic division which Dewey opposed with 
miFht and ma i n , 1

For Dewey the problem of the split in traditional
theory between common sense and science, will only be solved
"when scientific-subject matter is seen to bear genetic and
functional relation to the subject matter of common 

„2sense. . . .
For Dewey the relation between ordinary common sense 

thinking and scientific thinking cannot be explained satis
factorily on the basis of a common set of logical rules or 
a single logical method, but only on the basis of recogni
zing a) that their unity lies in "the fundamental unity of 
the structure of inquiry"-^ and b) "the difference being. . . . 
in the problems with which they are directly concerned, not 
(due) to their respective loirics,"

4. The special sciences.

Further indication of Dewey's modal reductionism can 
be seen in the fact that he nowhere in his logical theory 
considers the problem of the criteria by which the fields of 
the different special sciences are delimited. Nowhere does 
he discuss, for example, how the sphere of authority and 
competence between political science and economic theory, 
or between psychology and biology are to be understood.

In the Logic, D e w e y ’s main distinction in this regard 
is between the natural sciences (mathematics, phy s i c s , chemis
try, and biology) and the social sciences (those of social 
inquiry).^ Here his main point is how relatively backward 
the social sciences (in their present practice) are in com
parison with physical and biological inquiry, because the 
social sciences have not yet realized the importance of the 
conjugate, functionally correlative relation between observa
tion of facts and the inference of ideas as hypothetical 
conceptions of possible salutary actions. The social sci
ences, says, Dewey, have yet to realize that while on the one

■*Cf, 3ect. I. 4 and I, 5 of this essay.

2Lop;ic, p. 66.

^Logic, p. 79.
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hand, hypothetical ideas or concept ions "need to be tested 
and revised in terms of observed facts" on the other hand, 
they are also "required to control the selection and ar- 
fangement and interpretation of facts."1

Since, for Dewey, this is the primary reason for the 
backward state of social inquiry, he tends to look upon at
tempts to define the sphere of authority of any of the special 
sciences as raising obstacles to the transfer of this experi
mental method from physical science and biology to the social 2sicences,

5. The instrumental nature of inquiry.

As a third piece of evidence involving Dewey's modal 
reductionism, I want to consider his doctrine of the instru-

3mental nature of inquiry.
Dewey wants to insist that reflective inquiry is not 

something in and by itself, self-enclosed and self-serving, 
but it is a tool of service--an instrument--which helps in 
the unfolding of the various non-reflectional facts of human , 
life and experience.

Against the background of Dewey's appreciation for the 
diversity and integrality of ordinary experience (cf. section
I of this essay) this view of inquiry takes on an additional 
richness which we can appreciate from the point of view of 
our own systematic positioni analysis must be seen as one 
type of active human response (to the cosmic law-order) 
which is relative in its meaning to those other types of 
human response with which it is functionally and structural
ly interrelated (in functional continuity and structural 
coherence). Thus when Dewey says analysis is instrumental 
he comes very close to affirming that human reflective ac
tivity is a creature of response (to law) which never takes 
place, or occurs, apart from its relationship of mutual ser
vice or disservice to the other forms of creaturely response. 
Analysis ought to be judged therefore not simply on the basis 
of the fact that it may gain knowledge of the cosmic order,

1Logic, p. 503.
^Logic, p. 508.
3This doctrine, it should be noted, was considered impor
tant enough by Dewey himself that he was willing to charac
terize his whole logical theory as instrumentalism in order 
to distinguish it from idealism and realism. Cf, Essays, p. 29.
LlEssays, Ch. 1, passim. Cf, also Section I of this essay.
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but on the basis of how it serves the obedient unfolding 
and flourishing of the other non-analytical types of crea- 
turely r e s p o n s e .

But in Dewey's logical theory, the appreciation of the 
varieties of service which analytic knowledge may provide is 
largely limited to those of releasing growth, and providing 
organization or control. And although Dewey suggests that 
there are more possibilities when he says the "while re 
flective knowing is instrumental to gaining control in a 
troubled situation (and thus has practical or utilitarian 
force) it is also instrumental to the enrichment of the im
mediate significance of subsequent experiences,"1 it is pri
marily control of indeterminate situations of the environ
ment which receive the predominance of attention and mention 
in Dewey's theory and the other forms of enrichment (such 
as psychic sensitivity, aesthetic richness, distribution of 
justie, improved social welfare and economic resourceful
ness, as well as the deepening of faith commitment, etc.) 
get short shrift.

For Dewey thinking does not create or constitute the 
world (as a speculative idealist logic would hold), it 
does not put the order to the world in the sense of call
ing it into being, but it does serve as the primary agent 
(due to its organic and technical-formative functional capa
cities or qualities) for shaping and molding the world, and 
for leading and guiding human formative activity in its con
tinuous reshaping, and remaking of things, and in its con
tinuous reorganization of problematic situations. And such 
organization, or reconstitution of control and determinacy 
is, for Dewey, the ultimate source of constancy and un i v e r 
sality, although it is never in itself absolute or final, 
but as finite and temporal, is itself always subject to fur
ther modification and readjustment.

E s s a y s , p, 17. It should be noted that this is preceded 
by the earlier rather strong statement that "definiteness, 
^epth, and variety of meaning attach to the objects of e x 
perience just in the degree in which they have been pre
viously thought about" (p. 16) which makes it seem very 
much as if he views reflective inquiry as the only means 
by which the meaning of things is unfolded or opened up.
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IV. TYPICAL-STRUCTURAL IRREDUCIBILITY AND THE STRUCTURE
OF ACTIVITY.

1. Introduct ion

As a final point of systematic comparison, I want to 
look at Dewey's view of the nature of human activity, and 
put forward the hypothesis that on the one had Dewey has re
cognized some important things regarding the nature of 
structure of activity and put forward some distinctions 
which we would do well to give greater consideration in ela
borating our own systematic position, and on the other hand, 
that he is involved in a subtle dissolving or grounding of 
the structural sovereignty of the various kinds and types of 
things into the various types of activity or operations-- 
a reduction that we would want to avoid,

Basic to Dewey's high love and regard for the value of
human activity is its constancy and uniformity as a mode,
manner, or way of changing*

A way, manner, mode, of change and acti
vity is constant or uniform. It per
sists although the singular deed done or 
the change taking place is unique.

As I have pointed out earlier, this is as close as Dewey
comes to our doctrine that the different particular and
unique functions or functional qualities (no matter how
variable and changing) of actual individual things, all
belong to some recognizable sovereign and universal mode of 2functionality. And it is also tied up with his tendency to 
reduce the structure of things to their functional coherence 
(especially biological and technical), since for Dewey not 
only does knowledge of what kind of thing (structural type) 
something is depend on knowing how it functions, but a thing 
is essentially what it does, its behavior or use. Constan
cy of structure is thereby reduced to constancy of function, 
operation or behavior, i.e. biotic and technical continuity, 
for Dewey. But there is one type of structure which is re
latively more constant than any other for Dewey, namely that 
of activity.

He therefore appeals to the constancy of the structure 
of human acticity--and particularly that of inquiry— as the 
key point of mediation for controlling and securing the or
derly unfolding of all the various kinds of creaturely 
response to the cosmic order,

1Logic. p. 2 50.
2Cf. Section 1,5 of this essay, p. 8.
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2, Activity: its basic functional continuities.

In order to more fully appreciate Dewey's view of the 
structure of activity, it should be noted that he recognizes 
that activities may be of various kinds--for example, tast
ing, touching, gnawing, poking, taking a walk, drawing plans 
for a house, eating dinner, conversing with a friend, etc,1 
Taken together as a composite these various kinds of acti-
vity--non-reflective as well as reflective— constitute for

2Dewey the basis of ordinary experience.
In this way, as I have indicated, Dewey seeks to ac

knowledge that our experiencing of things involves more than 
their relationship to us as objects of knowledge* the experi
ence of water as quenching thirst is basically different, 
for example, from a laboratory study of it (as HgO).3

To merely say, however, that the relationship between 
the various kinds of activity is merely "composite" is in
sufficient from Dewey's point of view. For to some extent 
Dewey shows, as we have seen, an immense respect for the 
rich and complex inter-relatedness among things and the con
textual wholeness or integrity of our ordinary experience of 
th ings.

But Dewey tries to account for this basic interrelated
ness, largely in terms of only 3 of the basically different 
modal levels of functional continuity. These I will indi
cate with 3 different sets of Deweyian categories* 1) tem
poral development (or temporal-spatial continuity), 2) or
ganic-natural interaction (development or growth), and 
3) techno-formative transactional transformation (the organi
zing causes, processes and effects of intelligently controlled

. . x 4 and directed activity).

1Essavs, pp, 1-8, 77, and 9^-95 (cf. striving, thinking, 
do ing),
P'See section 1,1 above. Also cf, Dewey's Essays, p, 93-100, 
where he refers to the problem of the sequence of different 
activities, operations (also called attitudes or functions, 
interests, or occupations, p, 102) and their situations as 
the problem of a general logic of experience.
^Essays, p, 3 ^nd Ch, 10, p, 264-280, passim,
^As I have tried to show in section 3 of this essay, Dewey is 
not as systematic in his discrimination of the different 

modes of functionality as we would want to be. In many if 
not most cases Dewey does not sharply distinguish the differ
ences between these categories. The grounds for my doing so, 
however, lie 1) within an attempt to make use of some of the 
more subtle -nuances of the words as terms, and 2) an attempt 
to relate what Dewey sees or points to in a relatively rough 
and general way, to our more particular systematic distinc
tions of the different modes of functionality. As further 
evidence, however, that such a three-fold division is not an 
entirely unwarranted means of interpreting Dewey, I c'ari "¿ilso 
point out that they s'roughly correspond (or are very similar
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It is the serious attempt to reckon with these three 
levels of functional-continuity that forms at least in part 
the basis for Dewey's insights into the structure of activity, 
or what he calls the instrumental or "intermediate and mediat
ing place of inquiry in the (temporal) development of an 
experience.1,1

This instrumentalism is also combined with his attempt 
to account for the structural pattern or constant structure 
of inquiry or reflective thinking (as well as other activi
ties) as an activity, and not as a physical mechanism, bio
tic organ, (psycho-logical) faculty, or as a purely intra
mental subjective function or part of man in opposition to

2extra-mental things as objects.
As basic evidence for this difference may be cited his 

frequent comparisons of thinking with a manufacturing pro
cess and his insistent references to thinking as an acti
vity, a business, a mode of practice, an art (in the sense 
of a craft) or an enterprise or a (trans) formative p r o c e s s . ^

3. The structure of activity* as intermediate and instrumental.

Thus in beginning to analyze the structure of any acti
vity, the first point of importance that must be recognized 
is that an activity always occurs as a particular phase or 
stage in the course of our changing experience, and that

we keep our balance in moving from situa
tion of an affectional quality to those 
which are practical or appreciative, be
cause we bear constantly in mind the con
text, , , ,We keep our footing as we move 
from one attitude to another, from one 
characteristic quality to another, be
cause of the position occupied in the 
whole movement by the particular func
tion in which we are engaged,^-

in conception at least) to three basic structural totality 
concepts that Dewey uses very frequently‘aa-well» the situa
tion, nature or the environment, and experience,
1Essays, p. 1,
2Cf, for example, Essays, p. 103-10?, It goes without say- 
infrathat there are important historical considerations in
volved here which ought to be dealt with, but they fall out
side of the scope of this essay as a comparison of two differ
ent systematic positions,
^Cf, Essays, passim, but esp, pp./1, 12-13, 20, 31-34 
(medical procedures), 57 (self-bindinr reaper), 157 ("quali
tative transformation" and "progressive organization"),
171 ("reconstructive transition"), 173-178, 332, 4l3f. , ,
Cf, also Logic, Ch, 1, passim, but esp, pp. 8, 12, 15» 16.
^Essays, p, 94-95.
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This relationship between different kinds or types of
activities, or operations (which Dewey also calls attitudes 
or functions)1 and between the different situations or con
texts in which they occur is, says Dewey, "serial, dynamic,

Oand operative."' They always occur, you might say, m  the 
integrally interrelated, on-going continuity of experiencei 
in spatial-temporal sequence, as a natural-organic develop
ment or stimulus-response interaction, and as a process of 
transformative action. Dewey cites the sequence of striv- 
ing-thinking-doing as an example of where each activity ”in 
the fulfillment of its own function inevitably calls out its 
successor.

It is only within any of these given operations then, 
that different elements, (terms, statuses, distinctions) 
may be distinguished as "structural, contemporaneous, and 
distributive,"^ Thus "coincident, simultaneous, and 
correspondent within doing is the distinction of doer and 
of deed; within the function of thought of thinking and 
material thought upon; within the function of striving, of5obstacle and aim, of means and end,"^

Against this background Dewey deems it a matter of funda
mental importance and necessity to distinguish between a) the 
antecedent subject matter or "issue at hand" of the particu
lar situation in which an activity arises, b) the contents of 
the activity— material and procedural--(as means and agencies 
of dealing with the issue at hand), and c) the resulting out
come, consequences or product of that activity— in relation 
to its effects on the situation in which it occurs.

Dewey works this out particularly in relation to the 
activity of inquiry (thinking, analysis, reflection), 
but he makes it clear that within a "general logic of ex
perience" such a distinction is of general relevance for

6many of the various types of activityi
The problem of logic has a more general 
and a more specific phase. In its general 
form, it deals with this questionsi How 
does one type of functional situation and 
attitude in experience pass out of and 
into another; for example, the techno
logical or utilitarian into the aesthe
tic, the aesthetic into the religious, 
the religious into the scientific, and 
this into the socio-ethical and so on??

^See section IV. 4.B below for distinction in terminology.
2Essays, p. 95*
3-'lbid..

4 Ibid..

5 Tb id..

^Essays, p. 97-102, passim,
7Essays, p. 97-98.
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Taken in its wider sense this logic of experience may be
seen as *

an account of the sequence of the various 
typical functions or situations of experi
ence in their determining relations to 
one another^-

for,
unless we have a critical and assured view 
of (A) the juncture in which and with 
references to which a given attitude or 
interest arises, unless we know (B) the 
service it is thereby called upon to 
perform, and hence (C) the organs or 
methods by which it best functions in 
that service, our progress is impeded 
and irregular.

Such a line of thought leads Dewey to say some rather 
optimistic things about the value of scientific analysis 
and theory for the rest of life— views which we may well

3want to seriously quest ion --but for the moment I wish to 
leave these out of consideration. Instead I want to make 
the observation that Dewey could be interpreted here, in 
terms of our own systematics, as pointing to the basic sig
nificance held by functions or matters of spatial-temporal 
sequence, organic interaction, and transformative action, 
for any analysis of the external relations between the 
structures of different activities, and particularly for 
the relation of an activity to its contextual situation.
For the fact that Dewey make the following statement may be 
taken as an indication that for him systematic analysis and 
structural insight into the nature of the inter-action 
between activities can only be properly conducted and 
achieved when the functional continuity of inter-action is 
seen in (analogical) relation to the inter-change that goes 
on at a physical level of functionality«

a general logic of experience alone can do 
for social qualities and aims what the 
natural sciences after centuries of struggle 
are doing for activity in the physical 
realm.

1Essays, p. 98,
2Essays, p. 99-100, Thus for example, "much of the business 
of life is badly done because we do not know the genesis and 
outcome of the work that occupies us," (p, 99). For Dewey, 
every daily activity as well as reflection, must be seen as 
having causes and consequences. Insight into these dimens ions 
of the nature or structure of activity is necessary for their 
proper performance, for without it even daily routines—  
whether eating, sleeping, and working on the assembly line—  
not only suffer loss of meaning, but become "impeded and 
irregular" running into conflicts and problems.
^Essays, pp. 98-102. 
k Essays, p. 100.
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Where matters of physical change and movement, motion 
and causation are important for understanding phys ical pheno
mena jkuch. as chemical processes, and electromagnetic forces, 
similarly, matters of formative "causation" or transforma
tion and effective action are important for understanding 
the phenomena of human activities, not only in the internal 
structure of each activity, but also in the functional con
tinuity (and enkaptic coherence) among and between the differ
ent kinds of human activities.

Thus the heart of the problem in learning something from 
Dewey about the structure of human activity which may be 
of benefit in the elaboration and development of our own 
position, lies, it seems to me, in understanding what it is 
Dewey is getting at when he describes activity as instrumental, 
intermediate, and interactional (or transactional),

4, A structural model for the analysis of activity,

A, Approach

I shall now attempt to bring this essay to its conclu
sion by proposing a sort of basic schematic model for analyz
ing the structure of human activity, which will be based on 
a number of insights of Dewey's which seem fruitful for use 
in our own systematic theory.

As an illustration of how this model might be usefully 
applied I shall attempt to apply it to an analysis of the 
difference between the structure and function of ordinary 
or practical reflective analysis and the structure of the 
scientific theoretical enterprise. This will also arise out 
of an attempt to learn something from the insights contained 
in Dewey's logical theory--where practical reflection and 
scientific analysis are carefully distinguished as very 
different and yet sharing the same basic pattern or structure 
as reciprocal correlatives.

In doing so, critical as well as positive comparisons 
will be interspersed,

B, Terminology.

First, however, there is an important terminological 
difference with respect to the term function which must be 
dealt with.

In our systematic theory, the work "function" has been 
given a special meaning in relation to the irreducible differ
ent modal aspects of things, or the various modes or ways in
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which they exist. As such it is similar to, although more 
extensive than the traditional or classical concepts of 
property, quality, or attribute, and is also thereby a cos
mological correlative of terms such as structure, kind, and 
type which indicate the typical structural orders,rather 
than the modes of being to which things belong.1

Functions, however, 1) are not seen as exclusively or 
primarily divided into the traditional categories of primary 
and secondary qualities, but rather into a number of sovereign
ly irreducible and universally valid modes of functionality 
(such as numerical, spatial, kinetic. . . .symbolic, ethi
cal, etc.) and 2) they are not therefore merely accidental 
changing surface features of things which encase and indivi
dualize some underlying universal, essential substance, but 
they are on the one hand constant features of things by 
virtue of their being bound up in the constant structural order 
to which a particular thing belongs, and on the other hand they 
are grouped together as constant moments of the cosmic modal 
order. Thus functions are specifiable in reference to both
thethe structural type and the mode of functionality to

2which they belong.
The term "function" may therefore have a dual reference, 

either a) to the peculiar, unique qualities of actual con
cretely existing individual things, on the subjective 
response side of reality, or b) to the characteristic (quali- 
fying and founding) functions (features or traits) which 
mark the structural orders (kinds or types) of things and 
also indicate the modes of functionality to which a function 
belongs.

In its reference to the functional qualities or features 
of actual individual things on the subject side of reality 
the term function is a close equivalent of Dewey's term 
"quality" (or quale) and in its reference to the typical 
qualifying and founding features of things marking the modal 
and structural order on the law side, the term function is a 
close equivalent of Dewey's term "trait."

But Dewey also uses the term function in a multivocal 
sense. Often it may be equivalent to what he also calls 
an attitude, phase, stage, activity, or operation of experi
ence, a.s we noticed above when considering the instrumental

1Cf, section 11,1 of this essay, above.
2Cf. my essay on the concept of function m  Dooyeweerd, 
passim.
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and Intermediate character of activity.1 It may also mean 
for Dewey the particular service, role, purpose or occupa
tion task which something or someone performs. At times it 
may even come close therefore to mean ins: what we mean toy 
function in the sense of a particular modal dimension or 
structural characteristic of something.

That such a world should receive such multivocal use 
as a philosophical term in Dewey's philosophy should be no 
great surprise however in light of the fact that for Dewey 
the meaning of things is intimately bound up with what it 
does, the changes it undergoes, how it behaves, and especial
ly, with the consequences, purposes, and results of its 
activity.

C. The basic scheme and distinctions.

A fundamental and basic distinction in the analysis 
of any activity must be made between the subject-matter 
which is acted upon (object), the contents or internal 
structure of the activity, and the result, consequences, 
(objective) of the activity. If we are to learn anything 
from Dewey it ought to be that we begin to think of the 
structure of activity less as a vertical, rather blandly 
homogenous and formal structure, and more as a horizontal, 
dynamic structure with a beginning, a middle, and an end.

It will never do therefore to begin with a distinction 
between thought in itself and reality at large, or simply 
between the subject and the object of activity, because in 
a sense there are always two subject-object relations in
volved in an activity, namely that of the activity and its 
subject-matter and also the activity in relation to its ob
jective, result, product, or consequences. The internal 
structure or contents of any activity is not understand
able except in its continuity or coherence with what pre-

'cedes and succeeds it, I ,1
The meaning of any activity never stands in and by it-

/self, but is always in relationships of sequentiality, de
velopment, exchange, and transformation with whatever exists 
around it. And since activity is never merely spatial se
quence, or motion (physical movement), or mere chemical 
change, or biological stimulation, development, or growth, 
but is somehow always characteristically a transformative 
action, it could be said that the qualifying function of the 
structure for activity is techno-formative action, or 
transformation.

1Cf, Section IV.3 above.
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Thus a possible scheme for the structure of all acti
vity would look something; like this«

ACTIVITY
(qualifying function i techno-formative transformation)

(founding function s ?)
antecedents "0-S" contents _"S-0"________ consequence:
subject- re la T. I on internal relation ~“ob ject ives

matter structure
some simple examplesi

water and sensation--------- drinking water--------- quenched thirstof thirst
food and sensation---------- eating food-------------hunger assuaged
lost article needed „ article found oor desired--------- searching "written off
feeling tired and refreshment, weary----------- sleeping vigor
illness---------------------- medical treatment------ health restored
interest ing^vlew or--------- paintinK or drawing----work of art

, . . assembly-- parts of some machine-------construction------------ machine

Three things should be noted here. One is that there 
is always some sort of transformation taking place, which is 
more than, yet built on, or encompassing a continuous physi
cal and spatial-temporal sequence, organic process, and series 
of sensations, emotions, or feelings, etc. and in which there 
is always some sort of origin, cause, or beginning, and some 
sort of result, consequence, end, or issue.

Secondly, no actual activity is ever quite this simple, 
of coursei for as we have already noted, activity always oc
curs in complex situations of persons, things, and other 
changes, events, and activities.

Thirdly, any activity is never just a bland homogenous 
"structure" but always has a great variety of qualities, char
acteristics, or functions, some of which peculiarly mark it 
off as just the kind of activity which it is.

Thus the above structural scheme will have to be fleshed 
out more in terms of the functional qualities of the internal 
structure as well as in relation to the encompassing situation 
or context in which it occurs.

A good way to do this, it seems to me, would be by way 
of considering in more depth Dewey's analysis of the difference 
between ordinary common sense reflection and the more compli
cated and complex "enterprise" of scientific inquiry.

I have already pointed out that the structural type or 
kind to which anything belongs, is, for Dewey, determined by 
a conjunction of particular traits and at the very beginning 
of this essay it was noted that for Dewey the two most
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characteristic qualities, traits, or functions of inquiry
wore inference (of ideas, conceptions, meanings) and
observation (of datum or facts)."* In addition it was noted
that essential to Dewey's definition of inquiry is that it
is "the controlled or directed transformation of an indeter-2minate situation into one the is. . . .determinate," and 
that this basic structural pattern and definition holds for 
practical, common sense inquiry as well as for scientific

3inquiry.
In attempting to distinguish practical inquiry from 

science then, we noticed that Dewey appeals to the difference
between natural organic functionality and techno-formative

4 . . .functionality. But there is more to which he points m
order to further specify their distinctive difference, 
namely, that of their different subject-matters and respect
ive objectives or consequences:

The difference between them resides in 
their respective subject matters, not 
in their basic logical forms;. . . . 
the difference in subject matters is 
due to the difference in problems re
spectively involved; and finally, this 
difference sets up a difference in the 
ends or objective consequences they are 
concerned to achieve.^

More specifically then, the observations and inferences 
of common sense inquiry are determined by their rather "direct 
existential application" to problems of "qualitative use and 
enjoyment" while the more systematic relationship of the 
facts and conceptual ideas in scientific inquiry is marked 
by an "elimination of the qualitative as such" and an orien
tation to problems of the "non-qualitative formulation" of 
(non-existential) knowledge. In other words common sense or 
practical reflection is "inherently teleological" in its con
cern with "ends and values" involved in the daily decisions 
about the use and enjoyment of the concrete persons and things 
which one lives in daily relationship with. Science, on the 
other hand, says Dewey, "has progressed by the elimination of 
'final causes'" and their substitution or replacement by 
"measured correspondences of change" or "'efficient causation' 
irrespective of ends and values."^ Thus the problems with 
which practical inquiry deals "are those which continuously

^ef. sections II.2 and 1,1 of this essay.
2Logic, p. 104.
^Essays, p. 86. Cf, also the Logic, p. 101, and section I.l 
and III.3 above,
4Cf. section III.3 above,
'Logic, p. 115.
^Logic, pp. 60-80, 114-11 f).
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ar ise in the conduct of 1ife and the ordering of day-by-day 
behavior," while scientific inquiries, on the other hand,
"aim at attaining confirmed facts, 'laws* and theories."1

In addition Dewey points to a difference in the mean
ing contents of the symbols or language system which is 
used. In ordinary reflection, he says, the symbols employed 
are determined, constituted, and established in the context 
of the habitual culture, traditions, occupations, and inter
ests of social groups, and the meanings they embody are 
oriented to the determination of "what individuals of the 
group may and may not do in relation to physical objects 
and in relation to one another. They regulate what can be 
used and enjoyed and how use and enjoyment shall occur."
And they do this only in 1imited reference to "the specific
and environing conditions (read 'circumstances’) under which

2the group lives."
Scientific inquiry, by way of contrast is "disinterested" 

in relation to the specific limitations and prejudices of 
group interest and concerns and is concerned instead with 
the relationship between meanings "on the ground of their 
character as meanings, freed from direct reference to the 
concerns of a limited g r o u p . T h u s  in the language of 
science "semantic coherence, as such, is the controlling 
consideration," rather than the sensible and moral qualities 
and ends of things with which common sense or ordinary 
reflective inquiry is concerned. Again, "In science, since 
meanings are determined on the ground of their relation as 
meanings to one another, relations become objects of inquiry 
and qualities are rolegated to a secondary status."

What Dewey is feeling for in this distinction between 
relations and qualities, is, of course, the difference between 
the constant, invariable, universality of cosmic order and the 
unique, individual variability of subject response. But 
having the peculiarly strong affection for the modern natural 
sciences that he does, Dewey rests the distinction between 
the universality of cosmic order and the individuality

1Logic, p. 61.
2Logic, p. 114-115. Thus the judgments of common sense may 
either be sagacious as "in a proverbial phrase, ability to 
tell a hawk from a hernshaw, chalk from cheese, and to bring 
the discriminations made to bear jupon what is to be abstained 
from, in the 'ordinary affairs of life'" or they may be mis
taken and constricting as in the case of tabus and archaic 
social mores. Cf. Logic, p. 61-62,
3Logic, p. 114-115.
4 . ^f.ono, p. 316



subjective response on the d if f erence between mathematical- 
phys ical concepts such as pos it ion, motion, and temporal 
span (as neutrally abstract and relational) and the more 
subjective, immediate and concrete qualities of morals,
and beliefs, as well as such bio-sensory qualities as wet-dry, 
hot-cold, light-heavy, etc,1

Two things may be noted from this, one positive, and 
one negative.

Against the background of Dewey's doctrine of the con
jugate relation involving the individual, unique, existential, 
contingent, and variable but qualitatively whole and integrally 
interrelated nature of subjective response, in distinction 
from and in correlation to the universal, general, non-exis- 
tential, necessary and constant nature of cosmic order, it be
comes apparent that Dewey views ordinary reflection as 
oriented largely to the matters and problems, issues and 
concerns, which are more a matter of the immediacy and indi
viduality of the subjective side of reality, while scienti
fic inquiry is distinguished on the basis of its orientation 
to matters of the universality of the governing cosmic 
order. In this regard Dewey's conclusion about the objective 
of scientific inquiry is rather articulate«

The generality of all scientific sub
ject-matter as such means that it is 
freed from restriction to conditions 
which present themselves at particular 
times and places. Their reference is to 
any set of time and place conditions—  
a statement which is not to be confused 
with the doctrine that they have no 
reference to actual existential occas
ions. Reference to time-place of exis
tence is necessarily involved, but it 
is reference to whatever set of exis
tences fulfils the general relations 
laid down in and by the constitution of 
the scientific object,'

On the negative side we must note that Dewey evidences 
a bias in favor the the mathematical and physical modes of 
functional universality, His emphasis on the distinction 
between relations (as abstract, neutral objective meanings) 
and qualities as concrete, immediate, subjective, variable 
and changing functions of things, is a subtle disguise for 
reduction of the universality of the various higher irredu
cible modes of functional meaning to the universality of 
the mathematical-physical modes. This is a reduction which 
becomes even more apparent when it is recalled that Dewey 
takes change as a basic common denominator of meaning and 
wants to reduce all universality of cosmic order to "a 
correlations of functional correspondence of changes

1 Tb i d . .

2Logic, p. 11?. 
\ o r i c , p. 201.
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modelled after the formula of the natural sciences, such
Oas K=mc'- etc.

In this manner, Dewey's definition of the functional 
universality which the various special sciences seek to un
cover is reductionistic in comparison with a cosmonomic 
position which holds that there is an irreducible variety of 
universal modes of functional relations or norms (aesthetic, 
economic, jural, ethical-moral, and confessional) which, as 
laws or universals, and not as individuals or responses, are 
free "from restriction to conditions (i.e. subjective, in
dividual, unique circumstances of response) which present 
themselves at particular times and places," And their nature 
as correlative conditions holding for the response which they 
call forth, means that "their reference is to any set of 
time and place conditions" not that they "have no reference 
to actual existential occasions."1

This discussion is sufficient I feel, to the setting 
out of perhaps the most basic issue involved in our agree
ment with Dewey's account of the difference between scienti
fic inquiry and practical, reflective, inquiry. I now want 
to move on to the consideration of some more specific dif
ferences and agreements over the structure and function of 
all reflective inquiry.

Earlier in this section I noted that the structural
scheme of antecedent-subject matter-- internal contents---
and subsequent objectives, products, or results would have 
to be further fleshed out in terms of the internal, structure 
of inquiry and its relation to the encompassing situation 
or context in which it is elicited and occurs (its external 
structure). It is to this matter that I now wish to turn.

D. Antecedents (external) and subject-matter (internal).

Dewey calls our attention to the difference between the 
internal structure of inquiry and its external structure by 
distinKuishinfr between the indeterminate situation and the 
problematic situation. The indeterminate situation, it has
been noted, is always a pre-copnitive, qualitative whole in2its uncertainty,' As a matter of integrally interrelated 
cosmic coherence or continuity, it is "something which can 
never be one of the terms of, . , .reflection" although it 
nevertheless "furnisheds the existential status and meaning 
of them all."'' The problematic situation, is thus defined

1 lb id., cf. also sections I and III of this essay.
^ L o p  i n , p. lO'i.
•'Essays, p. 8. Its inexpressibility is due primarily to the 
fact that "it is.so immediately engrossing and a matter of 
course," (p, 10).
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as the cognitive recognition, "taking" or adjudgment of a 
situation as problematic. It is the realization that there 
is a situation which calls for or requires the activity of 
inquiry in order for it to be resolved and rendered deter
minative, unified, certain, etc, . . .1

That such an activity even occurs, however, is depen
dent on the fact that despite its unique, continually en
grossing wholeness, the uncertainty of the indeterminate 
situation is always a "unique doubtfulness," in the sense 
that it is not arbitrarily qualified or completely unquali
fied, but every situation is permeated by some pervasive
quality which "regulates the selection and weighing of

2observed facts and their conceptual order,"
Despite Dewey's emphasis on the natural continuity 

between antecedent situations and the activities which they 
elicit, he cannot get around the fact that every situation 
must have some sort of objective, discernable characteristic 
quality or trait which both qualifies the situation as a 
structural whole and elicits the appropriate response-acti- 
vity. There must be some sort of objective functional corre
lative in the situation for the subjective functioning of the 
activity. This correlation of the subject functions of the 
structure of activity with certain object functions in the 
structure of the situation, Dewey recognizes, but has diffi
culty accounting for.

Because he looks for the origin and ground of cosmic 
order in subjective response, he cannot fully realize that 
the unique individual functional qualities of things and 
situations are governed by a constant order of modes of 
functionality and types of structure which inescapably 
qualify and determine each particular thing or situation as 
being of a particular characteristic kind. For Dewey the 
(modal) functional quality which pervadingly distinguishes 
and qualifies the situation only "constitutes in each 
situation an individual situation"; they are only marks of 
individuality and therefore, are not indicative of any 
functional or structural order of constancy. Such constancy 
is only found in the subjective functions of activity for 
Dewey, Thus the constant and orderly functional variety of 
meaning is only instituted within a situation by subjective
ly functioning activity, as that which is "recurrant and re- 
peatable in different situations,-"

1 Logic, p, 107,
2Lof-ic, p. 70-71,



Thus also for Dewey, such analytic subject functions of 
inquiry as "distinctions" and "relations" (conceptual, non- 
existential) are not accounted for in relation to their cor
relative objective qualites or functions of the situation 
(as something "distinguishable" or "relateable") but solely
on the grounds of their being "instituted within a situation"
. . . 1by inquiry.

Similarly, it seems to me, Dewey cannot account for the 
objective occasioning, or eliciting quality or function of 
a situations that is, the ability of a situation in its pecu
liar qualified nature to elicit or evoke the appropriate 
kind of response-activity, If situations are always quali
fied by a pervasive quality which is not merely arbitrarily 
individual and unique, but actually qualifies the situation 
as being of a particular kind, then such qualification must 
have something to say for the type of response-activity which 
is to occur, Is it a situation of bio-organic need, such as 
hunger? Then eating would most likely be in order. Is it a 
situation of emotional desire and deep feelings? Then perhaps 
an expression of affection or sympathy would not be uncalled 
for. Is it a situation of convenience and leisure? Then it 
may elicit some social converse. Similarly, situations of in
justice ought to evoke acts of adjudication and retribution, 
just as situations of spiritual doubt or faith-supporting 
revelation may call for expressions of faith, or confessions 
of praise, and situations of waste and inefficiency call for 
economization and organization, etc.

As Dewey points out, the peculiar nature or quality of 
a situation may often be mistaken and inappropriate respons
es to it thereby shaped and performed. It is extremely im
portant therefore, to be sensitive "to the quality of the

2 . . .  situation as a whole." Such a sensitivity is probably as
close as we will f ind Dewey to come to acknowledging the 
existence of some kind of intuition. There can be no doubt, 
however, that such a phenomenon does exist, for it is some
thing which is frequently referred to in many different ways 
(as it probably occurs in a variety of different forms) such 
ast sensitivity, being 'in touch' with a situation, being 
timely, * on the ball'} sane, aware, percipient, sagacious, 
keen, pertinent, relevant, having a sense of fitness, rele
vance, or propriety, taste, manners, etc.
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2'Logic, p. ?0.
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Thus also for Dewey, such analytic subject functions of 
inquiry as "distinctions" and "relations" (conceptual, non

existent ial) are not accounted for in relation to their cor
relative objective qualités or functions of the situation 
(as something "distinguishable" or "relateable") but solely 
on the grounds of their being "instituted within a situation" 
by inquiry,1

Similarly, it seems to me, Dewey cannot account for the 
objective occasioning, or eliciting quality or function of 
a situations that is, the ability of a situation in its pecu
liar qualified nature to elicit or evoke the appropriate 
kind of response-activity. If situations are always quali
fied by a pervasive quality which is not merely arbitrarily 
individual and unique, but actually qualifies the situation 
as being of a particular kind, then such qualification must 
have something to say for the type of response-activity which 
is to occur. Is it a situation of bio-organic need, such as 
hunger? Then eating would most likely be in order. Is it a 
situation of emotional desire and deep feelings? Then perhaps 
an expression of affection or sympathy would not be uncalled 
for. Is it a situation of convenience and leisure? Then it 
may elicit some social converse. Similarly, situations of in 
justice ought to evoke acts of adjudication and retribution, 
just as situations of spiritual doubt or faith-supporting 
revelation may call for expressions of faith, or confessions 
of praise, and situations of waste and inefficiency call for 
economization and organization, etc.

As Dewey points out, the peculiar nature or quality of 
a situation may often be mistaken and inappropriate respons
es to it thereby shaped and performed. It is extremely im
portant therefore, to be sensitive "to the quality of the2situation as a whole." Such a sensitivity is probably as 
close as we will find Dewey to come to acknowledging the 
existence of some kind of intuition. There can be no doubt, 
however, that such a phenomenon does exist, for it is some
thing which is frequently referred to in many different ways 
(as it probably occurs in a variety of different forms) such 
asi sensitivity, being 'in touch' with a situation, being 
timely, 'on the ball's sane, aware, percipient, sagacious, 
keen, pertinent, relevant, having a sense of fitness, rele
vance, or propriety, taste, manners, etc.

3 Ibid..
2Logic, p. 70
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It is unfortunate that Dewey does not analyze such a 
phenomenon in more detail. That he doesn't however, appears 
more understandable at least in the light of the fact that 
he is unable to recognize the objective functionality of the 
situation in correlation with the subjective functionality 
of activity, which is in turn due, at least in part, to his 
failure to acknowledge that all functional qualities are 
grounded in a constant and irreducible modal order of 
functionality and a structural order of the different kinds 
of things. Instead he thinks that all such constant order 
is largely the result of being instituted by subjective ac
tivity in its constancy of recurrance,

Dewey arrives at a similar difficulty in his attempt 
to explain and account for the operational character of facts 
and meanings (or ideas) within the internal structure of 
inquiry,1 For Dewey, observed facts and entertained ideas 
are conjugate and cooperative within inquiry. Ideas con
trol and direct the observation and selection of facts and 
facts provide evidence for the warrantability or validity 
of ideas. Thus "facts are evidential and are test of an idea 
in so far as they are capable of being organized with one 
another," and such organization "can only be achieved 
as they interact with one another," Facts are selected not 
by mere arbitrary observation, "but they are the particular
facts. . . .that will link up with one another" while "those

2not found to connect with others, , , .are dropped," So also, 
for Dewey, the defining quality of ideas and terms is their 
potency or fitness for use in acts and purposes of inference 
or reflection. But Dewey cannot answer the question: Why 
do they interact, link up, connect? Why are they potent, and 
useful? He is unable to appeal to their objective quali
ties or functions of linkability, connectability, evi
dential forcefulness, fitness, or usefulness, because he 
does not recognize the correlative irreducibility of object 
functions. He is led astray by his fascination with the 
transformative character of activity and his tendency to 
account for all functional continuity in terms of physical 
causality or organic vitality, or at best the continuity of 
symbolic'suggestivity and techno-formative transformation.3

1Logic, p, 1 1 2-1 1 3 .

2Ibid..
-'cf. section III of this essay.
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What then, of inquiry in relation to the peculiar kind 
of antecedent, existential situation which elicits it? If 
indeterminate or incomplete is a ¡general term for the oc
casioning quality of any situation which calls for some 
sort of transformative activity, what is that peculiar kind 
of s ituation wh ich Dewey call problematic, i.e. a situation 
which elicits the specific activity of reflective inquiry?

Here, I think, Dewey's insight into the instrumental 
or intermediate role of inquiry, suggests the following 
answer: Reflective inquiry is just the sort of activity 
that is called for when the occasioning quality of a situa
tion is unclear, obscure, or ambiguous, so that the practical 
dicision or choice of a non-cognitively qualified activity 
must be postponed, until inquiry can, so to speak, clear 
the pathi "reflection" says Dewey, "arises because of the 
appearance of incompatible factors within the empirical 
situation. . . .incompatible not in a mere structural or 
static sense, but in an active and progressive sense." It 
arises when "opposed responses are provoked which cannot be 
taken simultaneously in overt action,"1 or when the conse
quences are unclear (obscure) or cannot be anticipated 
(confused). At least with ordinary reflection, then, it 
always"terminates, through a definitive overt act, in another 
non-reflectional situation,"-^ Reflective inquiry occurs, 
then, v/hen ordinary, practical nonreflective activity is 
blocked, or cast in question as to its appropriateness to 
the situation at hand. Reflection ends when the problem 
has been analyzed, diagnosed, and an appropriate non-cogni-
tive activity is settled on or chosen as most appropriate,4and then performed.

This then, leads us to question about the connection 
between different kinds of activities particularly that be
tween reflective inquiry and non-reflective activity. Dewey 
notes in the Essays that not only does the activity of re
flective inference often take place naturally, and without

•̂Essays, p. 9-H.
2Logic, p. 106.
3Essays, p. 14.
4Essays, p. 77« "Thinking is a kind of activity which we per
form at a specific need, just as at other need we engage in 
other sorts of activity. , . . The measure of its success, 
the standard of its validity, is precisely the degree in 
which thinking actually disposes of the difficulty and allows 
us to proceed with more direct modes of experiencing. . . . "  
(emphasis mine).
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conscious intention, but that "every act of human life, not 
nprinp-inp; from instinct or mechanical habit, contains it."1 
But how can two different activities be taken simultaneous
ly, or concurrently? How can two structures be bound together 
and each maintain their own peculiar identity? Is it possibble 
that the structure of one kind of activity pets encapsula
ted in the structure of another, in a similar fashion to the
way a piece of marble material frets taken up into a sculp-

2tura.1. work of art? '
These are questions which Dewey does not consider, be

cause he only has an eye for functional continuity and does 
not distinguish it clearly from structural coherence. This 
is peculiarly complicated by the fact that he does not clear
ly distinguish between functions as modal qualities of things 
and activity as a particular kind of structure. . . This 
is testified to by the faict that he constantly refers to 
the different types of activités as "modes of activity" on 
the one hand, and on the other hand, often uses the terms 
activity and function interchangeably or synonymously,

A prime example of where this confusion blocks and 
hinders his analysis is in the above mentioned situation 
where he simply states that the act of inference is con
tained (somehow) in every (non-cognitive) act of human 
life which is not instinct or habit, without really offer
ing an account of how and why this may be the case. His 
inability to do so, it seems to me, is tied up with the fact 
that he treats "inference" on the one hand as a qualifying 
function of the act of inquiry, and on the other hand as 
a full fledged act in itself. But acts or activities as 
structures may not be identified with any one of their 
functions, and functions may not be substantialized or 
reified as if they are themselves structures of things.

Essays, p. 420: "Prom the humblest act of daily life to 
the most intricate calculations of science and the deter
mination and execution of social, legal, and political 
policies" inference occurs wherever "things are used as 
s!rns, indications or evidence from which one proceeds to 
something else not yet directly given,
'̂Cf, Dooyeweerd, Herman. A New Cr it ique of Theoret ical 
Thought (Presbyterian and Reformed Pub!ishTng Co,, PhTTa- 
delphiai 1953-1957), Vol. Ill, pp.' 109-127.
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E, The internal structure of inquiryi inference and observation.

In dealing with problems of this sort, it seems to me 
that a helpful conceptual principle may be found in the recog
nition that the specification of founding and/or qualifying 
functions must embody a simultaneous reference to both the 
mode of functionality and the type of structure to which it 
belongs, in order to distinguish it both from analogous 
functions belonging to different modes of functionality and 
from those functions which belong to the same mode of 
functionality, but are the typical qualifying functions of 
a different type of structure.1

This also makes it understandable why Dewey would tend 
to use the same term for the whole structure of an activi
ty as well as one of its functional qualities— especially 
the qualifying function— of that structure« as a concept, 
"inference", refers not only to the mode of functionality 
to which it belongs (the analytic, reflective, logical) but 
it also implies something about the nature of that type of 
structure which it qualifies« i.e. that it is neither a 
plant, nor an animal, nor a human societal relation, but a 
human activity, as a transformative act with antecedents, 
subject-matters, contents as means, and consequences as 
results. As the qualifying function of the activity of re
flective inquiry it also indicate something of its structur
al distinctiveness from other kinds of activity— such as 
eating (qualified by the function of digestion?), sleeping 
(qualified by the function of rest?), worship, prayer, or 
praise (qualified by the function of faith-confession), etc.

Further evidence that Dewey acknowledges (at least in 
principle) that the structure of anything is only known in 
terms of a conjunction of its functional qualties (and is 
therefore not to be identified with any one particular 
function), may be found in his emphasis on the importance 
of the function of observation in any reflective inquiry.
For his emphasis on the conjugate relationship between these 
two functions in inquiry is at least implicit evidence that 
he recognizes the fact that no structure is ever a mere arbi
trarily or loosely conjoined configuration of functions but 
that there is some sort of internal coherence or structural 
constancy which binds together all the functions of any 
particular kind of thing.

1Cf. my previous essay on the concept of function in 
Dooyeweerd, particularly sections 4, 9. 10.5. H  and 12.
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But for Dewey this constancy of structural unity 
(or conjugate relation) between the functions of inquiry is 
not grounded in a universal cosmic order of structural 
law, but in the mere subjective functional continuity (esp. 
physical, spatial-temporal, organic and formative) within 
the actual subjective performance of an act of reflection, 
(between its various functions) and in the actual concrete 
subjective occurance of that activity in its particular 
connection with its existential antecedents and consequences.

F. Results/Objectives (internal) and 
Existential consequents (external).

As thinking is an activity which is elicited, or 
evoked, by a particular kind of existential situation (i.e. 
a "problematic" one) it also terminates in another existential 
situation which serves as a test of its results. Practical 
thinking which always begins with a "problem" for its sub
ject matter, ends, if it follows its natural structural 
course, with a "solution." "Solutions"are the objectives or 
results of thinking. But all thinking, as Dewey constantly 
notes, is experimental, and hypothetical in its very nature.
Its "solutions" are only proposed, potential solutions until 
they are tried out and tested in terms of some actual con
crete existential response. If the problematic character of 
inquiry has essentially to do with situations which are 
"indeterminate" as to what sort of non-reflective activity 
is appropriate, legitimate, efficacious, or called for, then 
the test of practical inquiry is to see if the activity or 
course of action it proposes is indeed a responsible one, 
and the only way that can be determined is in the actual 
existential response of performing just that particular kind 
of activity. The test for Dewey is whether it solves the 
problem, i.e. resolves the indeterminacy of the situation, 
as such. But once ap;ain, since he tends to dissolve the 
constancy of cosmic order into subjective response and func
tional continuity, he cannot entertain the idea that the 
"responsibility" of any particular decision or activity must 
be judged. i.n terms of the full-body of its effects in rela
tion to the various other creatures and especially in rela
tion to the full-orbed diversity of the cosmic order. For 
Dewey, the responsibility of any activity is only evaluated 
rather narrowly in terms of the particular "issue at hand."
The particular issue at hand is, of course a necessary
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consideration for judging the responsibility of the results 
of any practical reflection and decision making, but it is 
not sufficient. To pick an extreme examples heavy smoking 
or drinking may have the desired effect of calming my nerves, 
and so furthering my ability to accomplish certain tiings 
more quickly, etc. but there is always more "at stake" in 
any action than just the problems of the immediate situation.

Not only are there the more long range issues of my 
over-all general and future health which are at stake, but 
the fact that such issues must also enter into the test of 
responsibility for any particular repsonse, is not due mere
ly to the subjective interrelatedness of human response, 
as Dewey would have it, but also the the fact that the cos
mic order, as the constant, universal and inescapable law-word 
of a consistently faithful and just Creator-God, is holy and 
without any inner contradiction. Activity, as with any human 
response always has its consequences which are indeed - for 
better or for worse. But that betterment (for Deweys pro
gress and growth) or accursed worsening (for Deweys static 
fixity and decay) is not merely the result of active modifi
cation or transformative change of existential physical and 
biological changes (for the sake of change, etc.) but is a 
matter of the total religious direction of a person's life 
response in obedience or disobedience to the whole cosmic 
order - which is "for life" (in the sense of 'holding-for' 
and 'pro')*.

G. Ordinary reflection and scientifc reflection.

If practical inquiry and scientifc theoretical inquiry 
share the same basic pattern,what then is the criteria by 
which to account for their difference?

I have already shown how Dewey attempts to account for 
their difference at least in part bys a) appealing to a modal- 
functional difference between the natural occurence of re
flection and that of the scientific 'enterprise' of inquiry 
as a formatively disciplined and controlled art, craft, or 
industry; and b) the different orientation each has with 
respect to difference in their subject matter and objectives.

With respect to the latter difference in orientation, it 
was found that practical reflection was, for Dewey, oriented 
to more direct and immediate problems of existential activi
ties of "qualitative use and enjoyment" while scientific in
quiry was distinguished by its orientation to more "abstract" 
non-existential problems of (universality and generality of) 
cosmic order, conceived of as non-qualitative relations, or
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as scientificly formulated correlations of functional cor
respondence of changes.1

a). antecedent subject matter and results
If ordinary reflection is oriented to "problems" (as 

its subject-matter) and "solutions" (as its objectives) 
involved in the ordinary, daily, more individual practi
cal judgments of decision and policy as to the appropriate 
actions and courses of action to take on a particular point, 
situation, or stage in the life of an individual or group 
of people, then scientific inquiry may well be distinguished 
perhaps, by its orientation to general "oddities," "discre- 
pencies," "exceptions" or "perplexities" as its subject- 
matter/antecedents and "normative answers" as its objectives 
involved with a larger, more totally collective and inclusive, 
acknowledgment of constant and univeral norms or structures 
that are of a necessary and universal validity for all people 
in general, no matter what. That is to say, the objective 
of scientific inquiry is a theoretical acknowledgment and 
formulation of the universal laws of a cosmic order which is 
inclusive in its reference to any possible set of time and 
place circumstances of variable individually unique response.

b). structural contents
Besides having a difference in the subject-matter and 

objectives to which it is oriented, is there anything in its 
internal structure that distinguishes the scientific enter
prise of theory from that of ordinary reflection? As I have 
shown, Dewey's answer to this would be essentially: No. "There 
is no difference of kind between the methods of science and 
those of the plain man," And although they deal with dif
ferent problems and therefore have different subject-matters 
and objectives, this difference "is not incompatible with the 
existence of a common pattern in both types."3 They both work 
with the same conjugate correlation of perceptual facts or 
data and conceptual ideas and meanings and must subject their 
results to the tests of consequences in action so as to war
rant their success in transforming an indeterminate situation 
into a determinate one.^ If there is a single basic differ
ence for Dewoy, it would be (in the contrast) between the 
natural spontaneous, unpremeditated, more or less "hit-or- 
miss" occurance and performance of ordinary reflection and 
the more industrious, intentional', systematic occurance and

V .  Sections Til. 3 and IV. 3 of this essay.
2ISssays, p. 86 j cf. also Section III. 3 of this essay,
1.0>'ri c , p. 1 1 6 .
\,o p 1c . p. 117.



performance of theoretical inquiry and especially in its 
"greater controal of the statement of the problem, and of the 
selection and use of relevant material, both sensible and 
conceptual.

Yet this difference, if considered more fully, would 
seem to imply the need for a greater structural discrimi
nation, based on this rather obvious fact: whereas ordinary 
practical reflection is activity of relatively short dura
tion, performed by nearly every individual man and woman on 
the street, scientific inquiry or research is much more of a 
lengthy process, comprising a series of various different 
kinds of activities performed frequently by groups or teams 
of people, in laboratories, universities, libraries, and re
search institutions (as well as in large corporations, 
perhaps).

Although the same basic pattern holds for both, namely 
that of trying to deal with situations that are problematic 
or exceptional and trying to resolve them by means of a 
joint coordination of inferences(s) and observations(s ), 
ordinary reflection seems largely limited to the structure 
of an activity, while scientific inquiry has much more of the 
structure of a transformative process which encapsulates and 
binds together within itself a whole series of distinctive?acts of inquiry,'

Statements may be foiand in Dewey which may be taken 
to corroborate the importance of making such a distinction» 
he says, for example, that "controlled inference is science 
and science is, accordingly, a highly specialized industry.
It is a specialized mode of practice that does not appear to•3be a mode of practice at all."

Science is such a complex procession, or process of 
various kinds of activités - observing, collecting, dis
secting, interviewing, compiling, sorting, questioning, 
answering, formulating, writing, reading, hypothesizing, 
inferring, testing, checking, comparing, planning, organiz
ing, etc. and includes such a wide variety of material and 
precedural apparatuses and means, that it is hard to grasp 
any sense of its total structural unity. It is such a pe
culiar kind of thing - so unlike such things as rocks, trees, 
minerals, plants, animals, human beings, and simple acti
vities such as eating, drinking, walking, running, talking, 
loving, enjoying, or disliking, or even "stopping to think 
for a second/minute," that it hardly seems to be any particu
lar kind of thing at all.

Essays, p. 86.
2cf, especially pp. 431-4 38, of the Essays, whore he empha
sizes the "groat difference between the entities of science 
and the things of daily life." 94-36).
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Dewey has taken great pains to describe the unique pe
culiar nature of that entity called "the scientific enter
prise" and to distinguish its difference from other kinds 
of entities, particularly those of ordinary activities, and 
his description is therefore extremely valuable for any 
serious philosophy of science. But an important question 
that has to be considered if any real account of the basic 
difference and structural distinctiveness of science is to 
be developed, is the question of how to account for real 
structural unity or coherence of the diverse structures 
which comprise the process of scientific research.

From the point of view of a position which seeks to 
recognize the full correlativity and distinctiveness of the 
various functional aspects of things and their structural 
orders or kinds to which they belong, Dewey's largely func
tional description of the nature of the scientific enter
prise, whle informative and necessary, is not really suffi
cient. In order to fully acount for the full structural 
unity and diversity of the cosmos, more attention has to be 
given to the structural relations of coherence or encapsula
tion - as well as to the various modes and relations or 
laws of functional continuity - which bind the various things 
and entities of reality together into unified coherent and 
continuous wholes. . , .whether they be inorganic, animal, 
vegetable, or human activities, processes, events, and 
societal relationships and institutions.

In any such account, greater attention will have to be 
paid to the difference as well as the correlation between 
structure and function« and to the fact that functions of 
things, in their particularity are governed by a univer
sally valid and constant necessary order of different types 
of structures as well as different modes of functionality, 
such that every function of something, while also belonging 
to a basic mode of functionality, is also bound up in a typi
cal structure holding for that thing which so conjoins or 
unifies its various functions as to constitute them a unified 
whole.

Any general theory of activity (as well as logical 
theory and philosophy of science) must be careful then, not 
to confuse a particular function of an activity or process 
with its structure as a whole, for the structure is what 
gives the various functions of anything its conjunctional 
unity and structural identity. Conversely, care must also 
be taken not to treat such structures— whether they be acti
vities, processes, or societal relationship— (or whether 
they be the different kinds of physical things, plants and
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animals)--as mere functions of something else, for that 
would be equivalent to denying their structural identity. If 
there is something constant or uniform about activity, as 
Dewey notes, then what makes an act of eating always eating, 
and walking always walking, or thinking always thinking 
has at least as much to do with the constancy of structure 
binding together their various functional qualities as it 
has to do with the continuity and similarity of their differ
ent functional qualities - particularly those belonging to 
the modes of physical time and space, organic growth and 
technical-formation.

And finally, just as there is a continuity within and 
between the different functions of things and the modes to 
which they belong, so also attention must be paid to the co
herence between the different structures of things and the 
typical orders to which they belong. This in effect amounts 
to an appeal for a taxonomy of activity, or what Dewey 
would call "a logic of experience." It amounts to the posi
tion that activities, as structures never exist in strict 
structural isolation from each other, but are interrelated 
in various enkaptic interlacements, or interrelations of 
structural coherence, which may not be confused with either 
the continuities between the functions of things as they are 
governed by general functional laws (such as E me2 ), or 
with the structural coherences between the functions of 
things as they are governed by the structural principle 
constituting the kind of thing they are.

There is at least one more important implication for a 
science sympathetic to this kind of a position, which I want 
to draw attention to. That is the hypothesis that it would 
be a mistake to treat the structure of an activity such as 
inquiry as if it were the qualifying function of the pro
cess of scientific research. For acts are not functions, 
but structures, and only functions can qualify and found 
the distinctive identity of different structures. But 
an undeniable characteristic of the process of scientific 
research is that it binds together within itself a whole 
host of different kinds of activities among which that of 
reflective inquiry plays a predominate role. Any account of 
how and why that particular activity plays a predominating role 
in the process or scientific research - according to this hypo
thesis - will therefore have to be based (primarily, although 
not exclusively) on the theory of enkaptic structural inter
lacements rather than (primarily and/or exclusively) on a 
theory of modal-functional sphere sovereignty, irreducibility 
and continuity.
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It goes without saying, of course, that the test for 
this hypothesis falls outside the scope of this essay. I 
have merely attempted to show something of its plausibility 
as well as some of the dangers involved, by drawing on 
the insights of the logical theory espoused by John Dewey.
As a correlative hypothesis implicit in this essay then, is 
the suggestion that such an attempt, if undertaken within the 
scope of a Christian cosmo-nomic philosophy of science, would 
do well to pay attention to and consider some of the impor- 

*tant things John Dewey has said about the nature of thought 
and science,



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Dewey, John . Essays in  Experim ental Logic (Dover P u b lica tio n s , 

New Yorki 1 9 1 6 , 1 9 7 ? ) .

. Experience  and Nature (Dover Pu blicatio ns?  New York«

1 9 5 8 ) .

. Logic* The Theory of In q u iry  (Henry  Holt and C o .,

New Yorks 1 9 3 8 ) .

. Reconstruction  in  philosophy  (Beacon Press , Bostons 

1 9 4 8 , 1 9 5 7 ) .

Dooyeweerd, Herman. A New C r it iq u e  o f Theo retical Thought 

(The Presbyterian  and Reformed P u b lish in g  C o . ,  P h ila delp h ia«  

1953- 1958 . 4 V o l s .)

H art , H endrik . Communal C erta in ty  and Authorized  Truth  (Swets  

and Z e it l in g e r , Amsterdam« 1 9 6 6 ) .

R ecker , P erry . An Essay  on the Concept o f Function in  the Sys

tematic Philesophy  o f Herman Dooyeweerd (An unpublished paper 

fo r  System atic Philosophy , In s t it u t e  fo r  C h rist ia n  S tu d ies , 

Toronto« December, 1 9 7 4 ) .

____________ . A ty po lo gical A n a ly sis  o f  John Dewey* s Reconstruc

tion  in Philosophy  (An unpublished paper fo r  H istoriography  

of Philosophy , T r in it y  C h r ist ia n  C o lle g e , Palos H eights , I l 

lin o is «  Jun e , 1 9 7 1 ) .


