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THE INTRODUCTION TO A NEW PHILOSOPHY



If the definitions of metaphysics and conceptions of the absolute are compared, it will be seen that the philosophers, despite their apparent divergences, agree in distinguishing two widely different methods of recognizing one object. The first suggests that one encircles this object; the second, that one penetrates it. The former is dependent on the point of view assumed and on the symbols by which one expresses oneself. The latter does not start with any particular view point and is not supported by the use of any symbols. One mightsay that the knowledge derived from the first method stops at the "Relative"; of the second, that it reaches the "Absolute," as far as that is possible.

Imagine, for example, the movement of an object in space. I perceive it in different ways, movable or immovable, depending on the point of view from which I observe it. I express it according to the system of axes or of given points to which I refer, that is, in accordance with the symbols by which I translate it. And I call it "Relative" for two reasons; in both cases, I place myself without the object itself. On the other hand, if I speak of an absolute movement, it signifies that I ascribe to the object moved an internal nature, and at the same time, a psychic nature; it signifies, moreover, that I am in sympathy with these conditions, and that I project myself into, than by an effort of theimagination. Then according to whether the object is movable or immovable and according to its assuming one motion or another, I will experience different sensations. And what I experience will depend neither upon the view point which I assume opposite the object, since I will be without the object itself, nor will it depend upon the symbols by which I might translate my experience, since I have renounced all translations in order to possess the original. In short, the movement will not be grasped from without, nor, in a certain sense, from me, but it will be grasped from within, from itself. I will have an "Absolute."

Consider, for example, any character in a novel, whose experiences are related to me. The novelist might describe his traits of character again and again; he could have his hero speak and actas often as he desired; yet all this would not counterbalance the simple and undivided feeling that I would experience, were I in this person's company, but for an instant. In this case, I would note the actions, the mannerisms, and the words issue naturally from their source. Consequently there would be no further false ideas added to my conceptions of this character,ideas which would forever enrich these conceptions but which would never reach their totality. At once, this character would be repealed to me in its entirety, and the thousand qualities which disclose him, instead of adding to the conception and enriching it, would, on the other hand, diminish our knowledge of him, without, however, destroying or detracting from him. All that is told me of this personality furnishes me with just so many points of view. All the features which are described for me and with which I might become acquainted through just so many comparisons to persons or things which I already know, are signs by which they are more or less symbolically expressed. Symbols and view points! now, place me without them; they inform me of that which is common to the object and others, and is not peculiar to it as of itself. But what it really is in itself, that which constitutes its essences, cannot be perceived from without, being internal by definition, nor can it be expressed by symbols, since it is incommensurable to every other thing. Description, history, and analysis here lead me no further than the relative, for the meeting with the person himself alone would give me the absolute.

In this sense, and in this sense alone, is the absolute synonymous with perfection. All photographs of a city takenfrom every possible point of view would supplement each other indefinitely and uselessly; they would never become equivalent to the plastic original of the city itself. In vain will all the translations of a poem, into every possible language, add facts shaded down, more and more, and will correct each other by a kind of reciprocal retouching, in order to create a more and more faithful reproduction of the translated poem, without ever restoring the inner idea of the original. A picture taken from a particular point of view, or a translation made by means of particular symbols, always remain imperfect in comparison with the object whose appearance has been noted or which the symbols seek to express. The absolute is perfect in so far as it is perfect in what it is.

For the same reason, doubtlessly, the absolute has often been identified withthe infinite. If I wish to give the impression, left upon my mind by a verse of Homer, to a person who does not understand Greek, I would translate that verse for him, then comment upon my translation, next develop my commentary, and by explanation after explanation I would approach what I desire to express more and more; but even so I will never reach it. When one raises one's arm, a movement is gone through which one perceives simply from within; but externally, for me perceiving it, his arm moves first through one point, then through another, and between these two points there will lie other points, so that if I would begin to count them, the operation would continue endlessly. Viewed from within, therefore, the absolute is the simple (thing); but viewed from without, that is, in relation to something else, it becomes in referenceto those signs which express it, the piece of gold whose value is not decreased by coinage. Now, that which synchronously offers an indivisible perception and an inexhaustible enumeration is, by definition, an infinite.

It, therefore, follows that an absolute could be apprehended only by an intuition, while all else is dependent upon analysis. Intuition is that art of intellectual sympathy by which one transports oneself into the interior of an object in order to become harmonious with what is peculiar to it alone, and so, inexpressible. On the other hand, analysis is the operation which traces back the object to elements already known, that is, common to this and other objects. Thus to analyze an object is to express it in terms of something other than itself. So every analysis is, at the same time, a translation, a development in symbols,and representation obtained from successive view-points, from which one notes many connections between the new object which one examines, and others, which one already knows. In its eternally unsatisfied desire to grasp the object, around which it is condemned to revolve, the analysis multiplies the points of view without end, in order to complete its otherwise forever incomplete picture; and it tirelessly changes the symbols to perfect the translation, ever incomplete. Thus it continues into the infinite. But the intuition is, if possible, a simple act.

With this determined, one sees without difficulty that the proper field of the positivistic science is analysis. For all else it works with symbols. Even the most concrete natural sciences, the sciences of life, halt at the visible form of life's essence, of its organs, and of its anatomical constituents. They compare the forms with each other, lead from the complex to the simple, and finally study the functions of life in that which is, so to speak, its visible symbol. If there is any other method of grasping an absolute reality, instead of recognizing it as relative, to identify oneself with it instead of taking up view-points opposite it, of having an intuition of it, instead of an analysis of it, and finally seizing it without the use of any expression, translation, or symbolical representation, that is metaphysics itself. Thus metaphysics is the science which would dispense with symbols.

There is at least one reality which all grasp from within by intuition, and not by simple analysis. This is our own - self in its course through time. It is ouregowhich endures. We can never sympathize intellectually with anyother object. But we certainly sympathize with ourselves. If I permit the inner glance of my consciousness to ramble through my personality, which I will assume to be inactive, I first observe all perceptions, which reach it from the material world, as a crust, which has solidified on the surface. These perceptions are clearly and distinctly placed next to each other or can be so placed; they seek to group themselves into systems. Moreover, I am aware of recollections more or less associated with these perceptions and which serve to interpret them. These recollections have severed themselves from the depths of my personality, and they are drawn to the periphery by the perceptions which resemble them. They are posited on me without being myself. And finally I feel manifested aspirations, customary modes of action, and a mass of potential activities more or less firmly bound to those perceptions and to those recollections. All these elements with their distinct forms appear to be more separated from me, the more they are separated from each other. Directed from within toward the outside, they form the surface of a sphere when united, which tends to extend itself and lose itself in the external world. But if I direct myself from the periphery towards the centre, and if I seek what is most uniformly, most constantly, and most permanently. I, myself, in the depths of myself, I will find something altogether different.

Beneath those cleanly cut crystals and the hardening of the surface, there is a continual flux, which cannot be compared to anything I have ever seen flow.It is a succession of states, each of which points to what follows and containswhat preceded. In truth, they only form different states, when I have already experienced them and when I look back at them to observe their trace. While I felt them they were so firmly organized, and so deeply animated by a single life, that I would never have been able to tell where one began or the other ended. In reality, none has a beginning or an end, but all prolong themselves into each other.

It is, if you will, the unwinding of a roll, for there is no living being that is not sensible of the fact that it gradually approaches the end of its tether; life consists of growing old. But it is equally a continual rolling up, like a thread on a spindle; for our past follows us and it increases appreciably around the present, which it picks up on its way, and consciousness signifies memory.

In truth, it is neither a ravelling noran unravelling, for both of these pictures suggest the conception of lines or surfaces whose parts are homogeneous and superimposable. Now, there are not two identical moments in the same conscious being. Take the simplest feeling, consider it unchanging, and let the personality be completely absorbed in it: the consciousness that accompanies this feeling will not be able to remain the same during two successive moments, because the following moment always contains the memory of the preceding moment, which the latter has left to it. A consciousness that could have two identical moments would be a consciousness without memory. It would vanish and regenerate ceaselessly. How can one otherwise represent unconsciousness?

One would have to imagine a spectrum with a thousand imperceptible gradations,leading from one to the other. A stream of feeling traversing the spectrum would experience graded changes, at the time that it was colored by each nuance, according to its position, each of which suggests the following one and would include those which preceded. So then, the successive gradations of the spectrum will always remain outside each other. They are juxtaposed. They occupy space. On the other hand, that which is pure duration excludes every idea of juxtaposition, of reciprocal externality, and of extension.

Just imagine an elastic band, infinitely small, contracted to a mathematical point, if that is possible. Draw it out gradually from this point so that a line will be formed that constantly increases in length. Fix the attention upon the line not as a line, but upon the action that draws it. Notice, above all, thatthis action, despite its duration, is indivisible, that it is completed without interruption, that if one insert an interruption, two actions instead of one will be formed, and each of these actions will be the indivisible one, of which we are speaking, and that the moving action itself is never divisible but the immovable line which it has left behind it as a track in space. Finally free oneself from space, the prop of motion, so that we can give an account of motion itself, of the act of tension and extension, and, in short, of pure mobility. This time we will have a more faithful representation of the development of ouregoin duration.

And, even so, this picture will still be incomplete, as every other comparison will be unsatisfactory, because the unfolding of our duration resembles on one side, the unity of a progressive movement, and from another, a multiplicity ofunfolded states, and because no simile can restore one Of these two points of view without destroying the other. If I imagine a thousand-shaded spectrum, I will have a finished object before me, while duration remains interminable. If I consider a self-protracting rubber band, or spring, that is extended or contracted, I forget the wealth of color, which characterizes the duration experienced, in order to perceive only the simple movement by which consciousness passes from one gradation to another. The inner life is at one and the same time all these; a multiplicity of qualities, continuity of progress, and unity of direction. It cannot be represented by images. But even less so can it be represented by concepts, that is, by abstract, general, or simple ideas. Undoubtedly no picture can duplicate the original feeling that I have of the flux of myself. But it is,none the less, necessary that I try to reproduce it. To one who would be incapable of imparting to himself the intuition of the established duration of his being, neither concepts nor images would ever be able to represent it. The only problem of philosophers here, must be to rouse a definite effort, which tends, in most people, to impede the habits of the mind most useful to life. Now the, image has at least the advantage that it keeps one within the concrete. No image will replace the intuition of duration, but a great many different images, drawn from widely varying sources, will be able to guide the consciousness to the exact point, where there is a definite intuition to be reached by means of the convergence of their activities. In selecting the images that differ as much as possible, one will prevent any of these from usurpingthe place of the intuition which it is to call forth, because it would be suppressed by its rivals. By causing all of them, in spite of their different aspects, to demand the same kind of attention from our mind, and in a measure, the same degree of tension, we would gradually accustom the consciousness to a particular, definite disposition, the same that it must assume in order to appeal without a veil to itself.But then, it must consent to make this effort. If not, there will simply be nothing to show him. It rests merely in the attitude that it must assume to effect the desired effort and to get the intuition from itself. On the other hand, the inappropriateness of too simpleconcepts in this field, consists in their being principally symbols, which substitute themselves for the object which theysymbolize, and which demands no effort from us. Looking at it more closely, we might see that everyone retains only that portion of the object, held in common by this and other objects. We will notice that everyone mentions a similarity between the object and those which resemble it, even more so than the image. But as the comparison has made the resemblance visible, as the resemblance is a peculiarity of the object, and as a peculiarity looks as though it is a part of the object, which possesses it, we easily persuade ourselves that, when we juxtapose concept and concept we synthesize the entire object with its parts, and that we will obtain, so to speak, its intellectual equivalent. In this manner we think ourselves able to imagine a faithful representation of duration, in that, we align the concepts of unity, multiplicity, continuity, finite or infinite divisibility, etc. Right here lies the illusion. And here too lies the danger.Even the abstract ideas of analysis, that is, a scientific examination of the object in its relations to all others, can be serviceable in just so far as they are capable of replacing the intuition, that is, the metaphysical investigation of the object according to what is essential and peculiar to it. On the other hand, these aligned concepts can give us, as a matter of fact, only an artistic reconstruction of the object from which they can symbolize only particular, general, and, in a sense, unindividual view-points; in vain, then, would we believe that it is possible to patch together a reality with them, when they offer us only their shadows. But on the other hand, a very grave danger lies behind this deception. For in the direct ratio that we generalize it, does the concept become more abstract. The concept can symbolize only a particular quality, in thatit makes it common with an endless number of things. It always takes its form, more or less, from the extension which it gives the quality. In its place within the metaphysical object which contains it, the quality coincides with it, conforms to it to the last degree, and assumes the same contour. Drawn from the metaphysical object and represented in a concept, it extends itself endlessly and reaches out above the object, because it must resemble this quality and others at one and the same time. The different concepts that we have of the qualities of a thing describe just so many more cogent circles around it, not one of which fits it exactly. And even though the qualities in the thing coincided with it, and consequently with each other, we will then be compelled to seek another artifice to reconstruct this coincidence. We will withdraw any one of these concepts and then attempt to reunite the others. But whether we commence with this or that concept, the union cannot be accomplished in the same way. For example, we will grasp the manifold unity of duration differently, according to whether we start out from the one or the many. Everything depends on the weight that we assign to this or that concept, and this weight will always be arbitrary, for the conception drawn from the object has no weight, because it is still only the shadow of a body. So a mass of various systems will arise, in fact, just as many as there are external points of view on the over-investigated reality, or, as there are further circles within which we could place them. The simple concepts not only have the fault that they separate the concrete unity of the object into so many symbolical expressions, but they also divide philosophy into particular schools, each of which assumes its position, chooses its counter, and begins a game with the others, which it never completes. Either metaphysics is such a play of ideas, or, if it is a serious mental work, a science and not simply gymnastics, it must soar above concepts to reach the intuition. Surely it cannot endure concepts, for all other sciences work, for the most part, with concepts, and metaphysics would not be able to dispense with the other sciences. But metaphysics is wholly itself, only, if it extends beyond the concepts or, at least, if it frees itself from the inflexible, ever-ready concepts, to construct concepts, which are entirely different from those which we generally maintain; I mean pliant, mobile, almost fluid representations that are always ready to adapt themselves to the fleeting forms of the intuition. LaterI will return to this important point. It is sufficient to have shown that our duration is given us unquestionably in an intuition, that it can undoubtedly be suggested to us through pictures, but that it cannot be held down to a conceived representation, if we remember the real meaning of the word concept.

Let us try to construct the "many" out of it. We will have to admit that the branches of this "many," instead of differentiating themselves from each other, as those of any other "many" do, penetrate into each other, that we firmly establish the duration that has formerly flowed, by an effort of the imagination, that we dissect it then into juxtaposed parts, and that we can, therefore, count all of these parts; but that these operations are consummated by the rigid recollections of the duration, by the unchanging trace left behind bythe movement of duration, not by the duration itself. Thus, we must admit that, if there is a "many" in it, it differs from every other "many." Shall we say now that the duration is "one"? Doubtlessly, a continuity of elements carried on with each other is as much a part of the "one" as of the "many"; but this movable, changeable, varigated, living "one" scarcely resembles the abstract, immovable, empty "one" which circumscribes the pure conception of the "one." Can we conclude from this that duration must be defined by the "one" and the "many" simultaneously? But it is strange: I could twist both concepts hither and thither as much as I wished, I might define them quantitatively and bind them in different ways, undertake the subtlest operations in mental chemistry, at no time would I obtain the simple intuition of duration that I have. Now,if instead, I project myself into duration through a call on intuition, I will immediately become aware of the fact that it is the "one," the "many," and a great deal more. Those different concepts were so many external view-points of duration. Whether united or divided they allow us to penetrate duration itself.

So we get within it, and this may occur through an intuition. In this sense, an inner, absolute, understanding of the duration of theegois possible through theegoitself. But if metaphysics demands, at this point, an intuition, and can reach one, science, none the less, requires analysis. And here, through a combination of the problems of intuition and analysis, the discussions between the schools and the conflicts between the systems arise.

Psychology, in fact, is studied through analysis as are the other sciences. Itresolves theego,which was first posited through a simple intuition, into emotions and images which are studied separately. It substitutes for theego,a series of elements that form the data of psychology. But are these elements, at the same time, divisions? This is the whole question, and only because they have gone around it, the problems of man's personality has so frequently been put into language which precludes its solution. It cannot be denied that every psychological entity reflects the totality of a personality, only, in so far as it is a part of the person. There is no sensation, be it ever so simple, that does not virtually include the past and present of the being that feels it, which can separate from. it, and form an independent state, and it exists only by summoning abstraction or analysis. Nor is it less deniable, that if we did not resortto abstraction or analysis, a development of psychological science would have been impossible. Wherein does the knowledge consist, by which the psychologist separates a psychological state in order to establish it as a more or less self-sufficing essence? He begins by passing over the particular traits of the person, which could not be expressed in well-known and ordinary terms. Then he strives to isolate this or that aspect which promises an interesting examination in the case of the person whom he has already simplified in this manner. If, for example, it is a question of an inclination, he will set aside the inexpressible nuance, which colors it, and which determines that my inclination shall not be yours; then he will turn toward the movement by which our personality directs itself toward a definite object. He will isolate these attitudes, and he will establish theseview-points about the mobility of the inner life, and this scheme of concrete inclination as a self-sufficient fact. This is analagous to the work of an artist who, passing through Paris, for example, would make a sketch of the tower of Notre Dame. The tower is inseparably united to the edifice, which in turn is fixed to the ground, to its environment, and to all Paris. Next he must release it: from the entire picture, he will keep only one definite view, which is this particular tower of Notre Dame. In reality, moreover, this tower is built of stone, whose arrangement gives it its form; but the artist is not interested in the stone for he sees only the silhouette of the tower. He replaces the real, inner organization of the object by an outer, schematic reproduction. In this way his sketch covers, altogether, a specific point of view of the object andthe selection of a particular kind of representation. Similarly we find it in the knowledge by which the psychologist abstracts a psychological state from the totality of a person. This isolated psychological condition is scarcely more than a sketch or the setting for an artistic reconstruction; but it is the whole from a particular elementary aspect, for which there was a particular elementary aspect which one has undertaken to make permanent. This is not a part but an element. It has not been won by dissection but by analysis.

Below all sketches made in Paris, the stranger will write "Paris," as a token of remembrance. And as he really has seen Paris, he will be in a position to subordinate his sketch to the original intuition of the whole, and thus to bind them together. But there is no known method of accomplishing the inverse process; it is impossible even with an infinite number of sketches, be they as exact as you will, even with "Paris" as a reference, that they can be bound together so as to attain to the intuition that one did not have, and to create the impression of Paris, without ever having seen the city. This results from the fact that one is not dealing with divisions of the whole, but with tokens of the whole. To select a more striking example, a case where the notation is more symbolical, let us suppose that I am given the jumbled letters, which enter into the composition of a poem with which I am unacquainted. If the letters were parts of the poem, I could try to synthesize it with them by using every possible arrangement, quite as a child does with the pieces of a puzzle. But not for a moment could I accomplish this, because the letters are not composite parts, butpartial expressions, which is quite another thing. Thus, if I were acquainted with the poem, I would immediately put each letter in its place, and would unite them in a continuous line without any difficulty, whereas the inverse operation is impossible. In truth, when I believe I am attempting this inverse operation, even when I place the letters side by side, I begin by conceiving a plausible explanation: in other words, I create an intuition and from this intuition I try to descend to the elementary symbols, which might reconstruct its expression. The idea of reconstructing the object by operations, carried out solely with symbolical elements, implies such an absurdity, that it would not enter the mind of anyone, if one takes into account the fact that one is not considering fragments of the object, but, so to speak, fragments of the symbol.

And yet this is the way philosophers begin, who try to reconstruct a personality by means of psychological states, whether they adhere to the states themselves or whether they add a thread to bind these states together. Empiricists and rationalists are here deceived by the same illusion. Both mistake partial notations for actual divisions and thus confuse the analytical point of view with that of the intuitive, and the scientific with the metaphysical.

The former say rightly that psychological analysis can discover no more in the person than psychological states. And such, in effect, is the function, nay even the definition, of analysis. The psychologist can only analyze the person, that is, record his states: at most, will he place the rubricegoover these states and will say that these are states of theego,just as the artist inscribes the word "Paris"on all his sketches. In the realm where psychology takes its position, theegois merely a sign (always confused) which has furnished psychology with its object: it is only a word, and the great error is believing that one might find, remaining in the realm itself, a thing behind the word. Such has been the mistake of those philosophers who could not resign themselves to be simply psychologists of psychology, for example, Taine and Stuart Mill. Though psychologists in the methods they adopt, yet they are still metaphysicians in the object which they set before them. They seek an intuition, and by means of a strange inconsistency, they look for the intuition in this analysis, which, in reality, is the negation of that analysis. They seek theego,and claim to find it in the psychological states, whereas these manifold psychological states were maintainedonly by being transposed outside theegoso that one could consider a more or less schematic and symbolical series of sketches, notes, and representations of the person. Thus they have been able to juxtapose state on state, multiply contracts, and discover the interstices, yet theegoalways evades them so surely that they finally see but a vain phantom in it. In the same way, one could deny that the "Iliad" had a meaning, on the ground that one has sought the significance in vain among the spaces between the letters of which it is composed.

Philosophical empiricism arose out of the confusion between the different points of view of intuition and of analysis. It consists of seeking the original in the translation, where, naturally, it cannot be, and then to deny the original under the pretext that it cannot be found inthe translation. It terminates necessarily in negation; but, on viewing it more closely, one becomes aware of the fact that the negations only signify that analysis is not intuition, which fact is self-evident. From the original intuition, which confuses science with its object, science passes immediately to analysis, which multiplies the viewpoints of the object to infinity. It very quickly reaches the belief that, by synthesizing these points of view, one can reconstruct the object. Is it to be wondered at that they see the object flee before them, like the child which desires to reconstruct a solid toy from the shadows that play upon the walls?

But rationalism is deceived by the same illusion. It starts with the same confusion as empiricism, and remains as powerless as it, in reaching the personality. Like empiricism it considersthe psychological states just so many detached fragments of anego,which would reunite them. Like empiricism it also seeks to combine these fragments in order to reconstruct the homogeneity of the person. Finally, like empiricism, it perceives the unity of the personality disappear indefinitely like a phantom, in its ever-renewed efforts to seize it. While empiricism, tired of war, at last declares there is nothing more than a multiplicity of psychological states, rationalism insists on the unity of the personality. It is true that in seeking this unity in the realm of psychological states, and furthermore being obliged to take them all into account, all the qualities or conclusions which it discovers (since analysis, by definition, always terminates in some state) something entirely negative is left to the unity of the person,the absence of all determination. Since thepsychological states in this analysis have necessarily taken and kept for themselves all that gave the slightest appearance of materiality, the "unity of theego"will be only a form without content. This will be indetermination and an absolute void. To the detached psychological states, the shadows of theego,the aggregate of which signifies the equivalent of the personality to the empiricists, rationalism adds something more unreal, in order to reconstruct the personality: one might call it the void in which the shadows move, the realm of shadows. How could this "form," which in reality is formless, characterize a living, acting, concrete personality, and distinguish Peter from Paul? Is it astonishing that philosophers, who have isolated this "form" from the personality, later find it incapable of determining a person, and that they are forced, step by step,to create a bottomless receptacle from their voidego,which does not belong to Paul any more than it does to Peter, and where there is room for all humanity, or for God, or for existence in general, as one wishes? Here I see the only difference between empiricism and rationalism;the former, seeking the unity of theegoin the interstices of the psychological states, is led, in some way, to fill up these interstices with other objects and thus endlessly, so that theego,confined in an ever decreasing space, gradually approaching Zero, in that analysis, is driven further away; whereas rationalism, in that it creates the region where the psychological states live by means of theego,sees an empty space opposite it, to which one is never justified in assigning any limits, for any reasons whatsoever, in one direction more than in another, and which oversteps every boundarythat one successively seeks to assign it, which constantly accumulates extension, and which tends to lose itself, not in Zero, but in the infinite.

The distance between an affected empiricism like that of Taine and the transcendant speculations of certain Ger man pantheists is much less than one imagines. In both cases, the methods are analogous: it consists in dealing with the elements of translation as if they were divisions of the original. But a true empiricism is one which proposes to approach the original as closely as possible, to establish its life, and by a kind of intellectual auscultation:to feel its spirit palpitate; and this true empiricism is the true metaphysics. Truly this work is most difficult because none of the completed conceptions, which thought uses for its daily activity, can be used any longer. Nothing is easier

to maintain than to claim that theegois multiple or that it is one, or that it is the synthesis of both. Here unity and multiplicity are representations, which must not be cut to fit the object, which is found already finished, and which must only be selected from a miscellaneous group, like ready-made garments that fit Peter as well as Paul, because they are not designed for the figure of either. But an empiricism, worthy of the name, is one which is made to order, and which sees that it is obliged I to furnish an absolutely new effort for I every new object that it studies. It designs a conception for the object, which fits that object alone, a conception which one can scarcely call a conception because it is applied solely to this one object. It does not proceed with the aid of a combination of ideas found in trade, such as unity and multiplicity; but therepresentation to which it leads us, is, on the contrary, a single, simple picture, which, once built, enables us to see why it is, that one can classify it in the categories of unity, multiplicity, etc., all of which are much greater than it. Finally, philosophy, so denned, does not consist in choosing different concepts and in taking sides for any particular school, but it consists of seeking an intuition that is one, and from which one can again descend to the different concepts, because we have placed ourselves above the divisions of schools.

It is certain that the personality has unity, but such a statement teaches me nothing of that peculiar type of unity which is the person. At the same time I also admit that ouregois multiple, but one must recognize absolutely that it is that type of multiplicity, which has nothing in common with any other kindof multiplicity. What, in truth, is important for philosophy, is the knowledge of what kind of unity, what kind of multiplicity, and what kind of superposed reality of the abstract one and the many, is the manifold unity of the person. And it can only be known if it grasps the simple intuition of theegoby means of theego.Then according to the slope by which it chooses to descend from the summit, it will attain unity, multiplicity, or any of the concepts by which it tries to define the moving life of the person. But no mixture of these concepts, we repeat, will give any lasting impression that resembles the person, that endures.

If I have a solid cone before me, I see without difficulty how it contracts towards the apex and strives to coincide with a mathematical point, and also how it enlarges toward its base in anindefinitely increasing circle. But neither the point nor the circle, nor the juxtaposition of both on a plane, would give me the least idea of a cone. So much for the multiplicity and unity of the psychological life. So much for the Zero and the infinity toward which empiricism and rationalism lead the personality.

The concepts, as we will later show, usually appear in pairs and represent two opposites. There is scarcely one concrete reality about which one could not assume two contrary points of view at the same time, and which therefore would not allow themselves to be brought to the two antagonistic concepts. Therefore, a thesis and an antithesis result, which one tries in vain to logically reconcile for the very simple reason that one can never create an object from concepts or points of view. From theobject grasped by the intuition, one reaches in many cases the two contrary concepts without much ado; and as one sees the thesis and antithesis emerge from reality in this way, one understands at a flash, how this thesis and antithesis oppose each other and how they are reconciled.

Truly one must proceed to an inversion of the habitual method of the action of the intellect for this. Thinking generally consists of going from concepts to things, and not from things to concepts. To recognize reality is, in the usual sense of the word "recognize," to take concepts already complete, to define them quantitatively and to combine them with each other, until one obtains a practical equivalent of reality. But one must not forget that the normal functioning of the intellect is far from being an uninterested process. In general, wedo not try to know merely to have knowledge, but to know in order to take sides, to obtain a profit, and so finally to satisfy an interest. We investigate to what extent the object to be understood is "this" or "that," in what known manner it is ranked, and what kind of action, of proceeding, or of halting, it ought to suggest to us. These different kinds of actions and possible attitudes, however, are just so many conceivable directions of our thought, determined once for all; it only remains for us to follow them; the application of concepts to things consists precisely in that. To try a concept upon an object means to ask the object what we can do with it and what it can do for us. To fasten an object to a concept is to lay down the kind of action or attitude which the object ought to suggest to us in exact terms. All knowledge in a useful senseis oriented in a definite direction or taken from a particular point of view. Of course our interest is frequently manifold, and as a result, it may happen that we orient our knowledge of the same object in many directions successively, so that we can change the points of view on it. In the common use of these terms, awideandcomprehensiveunderstanding of the object lies here: the object is not led back to a single concept but to several concepts, in which it is thought to participate. How can it participate in all the concepts at once? This is a question which does not occur in practice, and which one need not present. So it is natural and justifiable that we proceed into the ordinary life by a juxtaposition and quantitative allotment of concepts; no philosophical difficulty will arise here because we abstain from philosophizing by silent agreement.But to transpose thismodus operandiinto philosophy, to go, even here, from concepts to things, and to obtain an uninterested knowledge of the object which we now strive to grasp, and to use a kind of knowledge that is inspired by a definite interest, and which, according to its concepts, consists in obtaining a view of the object from without, is to go from the goal, which one has proposed, is to condemn philosophy to an eternal skirmishing between the schools, and is to instill contradiction into the very heart of the object and its method. Either philosophy is impossible and all knowledge is practical knowledge, which is directed toward the profit drawn from it, or philosophy consists in projecting oneself into the object itself by an effort of the intuition.

But to understand the nature of intuition, and to determine precisely whereintuition ends and analysis begins, one must return to what has been said above concerning the flux of duration.

It will be noticed that an essential characteristic of concepts and schemata, to which analysis drifts, is to be unchangeable while one observes them. I have isolated this psychological entity which I call a simple sensation, from the whole interior life. As long as I study it, I assume that it remains what it is. If I found any change in it, I would say that there was no single sensation, but several successive sensations; and I would attribute the unchangeability, which I formerly ascribed to every sensation as a whole, to each of these sensations: I canin whatsoever way (I proceed)reach elements which I consider immutable, if I should push the analysis far enough. Here and only here will I find the solid basis of operation, which science needs for its own development.

Even then there is no state of mind, be it ever so simple, that does not change every moment, since there is no consciousness without memory, and no continuation of a state without the addition of the memory of the past moments to the present feeling. Duration consists of that. The inner duration is the continued life of a memory, which prolongs the past into the present, even though the present contain the ceaselessly growing image of the past, or even though it bear witness to the burden always growing heavier by means of its continual change of quality, which we drag after us and which adds to itself in the same proportion that we grow older. Without this life of the past continuing into the present, there would never be any duration, but only instantaneousness.

Truly if one reproaches me with the fact that I withdraw duration from the psychological state by means of the simple fact of analyzing it, I will defend myself by saying that each of these elementary psychological states to which my analysis goes, is a state which takes time into account. "My analysis," I would say, "resolves, of course, all life into psychological states each one of which is homogeneous to itself; only, since the homogeneity, stretches out upon a definite number of minutes or seconds, the elementary psychological state does not cease continuing, even where it does not change.

But who does not see that the definite number of minutes and seconds, that I ascribe to the elementary psychological state, has exactly the value of an index, which is destined to recall to me that the psychological state, considered homogeneous, is in reality a state that changes and continues? The state, taken in itself, is a perpetual becoming. I have extracted from this becoming a certain quality which I consider unchangeable: in this manner have I arranged a stable, and so, schematic state. On the other hand, I have drawn the becoming in general from it, the becoming, which is no more the becoming from this than from that, and I call this the time which that state occupies. Observing it closely, I would notice that this abstract time is as immovable for me as the condition which I localize in it, that it could flow away only by means of a continual change of quality, and that it becomes an immovable medium, if it is without quality, and if it is the simple scene of change. I would see that the hypothesis of this homogeneous time is destined to facilitate the comparison between thedifferent concrete durations, to permit us to count simultaneities, and to measure the flux of time with reference to another; and finally, I would understand that in binding the indications of a determined number of minutes and seconds to the representation of an elementary psychological state, I would recall that the state has been separated from anego,which endures, and limits the place where it must again be put into motion so that it can be led back to the concrete form, which it formerly had, from the simple schema that it had become. But I forget all this since I cannot use it in the analysis.

Analysis always works upon the immovable, whereas intuition projects itself into the movable, or, what amounts to the same thing, into duration. Here is the definite line of demarcation between intuition and analysis. One recognizesthe real, the living, and the concrete by the fact that it is changeability itself. One recognizes the element, by the fact that it is unchangeable. And being a schema, a simplified reconstruction, often a simple symbol, and in every case a view of flowing reality, it is unchangeable by definition.

But the error lies in believing that one could rebuild reality with these schemata. We cannot repeat it sufficiently that one can go from intuition to analysis, but not from analysis to intuition.

Out of change I can create as many variations and as many qualities or modifications as I please, because there are just so many immovable views assumed by means of analysis from the given immovability of intuition. But these modifications arranged side by side, will produce nothing which resembles changeability because they were notdivisions of it, but elements, which is entirely different.

Imagine, for example, that changeability most similar to homogeneity, movement in space. Along its entire length, I can image possible positions of immobility in the movement; that is, I call the positions of the movement points through which the movement passes. But though they were infinite in number, I could not construct movement with positions. They are not parts of the movement, they are, as one might say, only possibilities of their being stationary. The movement is never really at any of these points; at most, one can say that it goes through them. But their passage, which is a movement, has nothing in common with that which is at a stand-still or which is immovable. A movement could not be superposed upon a non-movement, for it would thencoincide with it, which would be a contradiction. The points are not in the movement of the parts nor under the movement, as for example, the locations of the movement. They" are simply projected by us beneath the movement like so many locations, where if it rested, a movable would be found, which by hypothesis, would not stand still. They are not, properly speaking, positions, but the placing of the views or view-points of the mind below. How can one construct a thing from view-points?

This is, however, what we try to do every time we reflect on movement and on time, too, for the representation of which movement serves. Through a deception, deeply rootedour mind, and because we cannot prevent ourselves from regarding analysis as the equivalent of intuition, we begin by distinguishing, throughout the entire movement, a particular number of possible stations or points, from which we forthwith make divisions of movement. In the presence of our impotence to reconstruct the movement from points, we interpolate new points, because we believe we can thus approach what movability there is in the movement more closely. Then as movability constantly escapes us, we substitute an "infinitely increasing" number for a finite and limited number of points, and attempt, though in vain, to imitate the real and undivided movement of the movable by the movement of our mind, which the addition of points prolongs into the infinite. Finally we say that movement is composed of points, but that it includes within itself, the dark, mysterious passage from one position to the next. As if the obscurity did not arise only and entirely from the fact that immovability is consideredto be clearer than movability, and that the condition of immovability is thought to be earlier than motion! As if the mystery did not arise from the fact that one would proceed from stops to movement by way of composition, which is impossible, while it is so easy to pass from movement to a retardation, and so to rest by a simple step. In this movement, one should become accustomed to see what is most simple and clear because immovability is merely the outermost limit of the retardation of movement, a limit perhaps conceived but never realized in nature. We have sought the meaning of the poem in the form of the letters which composed it, and we have believed, that by considering an increasing number of letters, we might grasp the constantly fleeting significance of the poem, and in despair of that, upon discovering its uselessness and seeing thatit would never do to look for part of the meaning in each letter, we have considered the fragments of the mysterious meaning were lodged between each successive letter! But once more the letters are not divisions of the thing; they are elements of the symbols. Once again, the positions of the movable are not divisions of movement; they are points in space which thought to sub-tend the movement. This immovable and empty space, simply conceived but never perceived, has precisely the value of a symbol. How can reality be brought forth by a manipulation of symbols?

But the symbol is a response to the most inveterate customs of our thought. Ordinarily we project ourselves into the immovable, where we find a point of support for experimentation and we pretend to reconstruct movability with it. But in this way we obtain only a clumsyimitation, a counterfeit of actual movement, but in real life thin imitation is of greater service to us than the thing itself. Our mind has an irresistible tendency to consider that idea clearer, which most often serves it. For that reason immovability seems clearer to it than movement, the stationary prior to motion.

The difficulties, which the problem of motion has afforded from the earliest times, arise from this. All result from the fact that one tries to go from space to motion, from the trajectory to the flight, from the immovable position to motion, and from one to the other by way of composition. But movement is prior to immovability, and it rests between the positions and changes in space, not the relation of the parts to the whole but that of the difference of possible view-points to the real indivisibility of the object.

A great many other problems have their origin in the same illusion. What the immovable points are to the movement of a mobile body, the concepts, of the different qualities, are to the qualitativechangein an object. The manifold concepts in which a change is resolved are just so many stable pictures of the instability of reality. And to think of an object, in the usual sense of the word "think" is to conceive one or more immovable views of its movability. In a word it is to ask how it is getting along from time to time, so as to know what one can do with it. Besides there is nothing more justifiable than this method of procedure as long as it is only a question of the practical understanding of reality. As long as the understanding is oriented toward the practical, it must only enumerate the principal attitudes of the thing opposite us, as well as, our own best possible attitudes opposite it. This is the ordinary role of the completed concepts, these signposts by which we stake out the path of becoming. But to desire to penetrate the innermost nature of things with them is to apply a method which has been created to give immovable view-points of it, and to determine the movement of reality. This means forgetting that, if metaphysics is possible, it can only be a difficult, even painful effort to reascend the natural slope of the mind's processes in order to project oneself immediately into the thing, which one studies, by a kind of spiritual extension, and in short, to advance from the concepts to reality and no longer from reality to concepts. Is it to be wondered at that philosophers see the object, which they strive to grasp escape before them so often, like children who wish to seizesmoke by closing their hands? Thus so many quarrels between the schools are planted, each one of which accuses the others of permitting reality to escape.

But if metaphysics would proceed by intuition, if the intuition has for its object the movability of duration, and if the duration is of a psychological essence, does not this shut in the philosopher to the exclusive observation of himself? Will not philosophy consist only, in that it sees itself living, "as a sleepy shepherd, who watches the water flow?" To speak in this way is to fall back upon that error which we have unquestionably revealed at the outset of this investigation. It means to misunderstand the singular nature of duration, and at the same time, to misunderstand the essentially active, I would almost say violent,, character of metaphysical intuition. It would be to shut our eyes to the fact that only the method of which we speak permits of reaching beyond idealism, as well as realism, of confirming the existence of higher and lower objects, which, in a certain sense, are also within us, of having them coexist without difficulty, and of progressively dissipating the mysteries which analysis throws around all great problems. Without taking up the study of these different points now, we will be satisfied by showing how the intuition of which we speak is not a single act, but an endless series of acts, all doubtlessly of the same class, yet each of a peculiar type, and by demonstrating how this multiplicity of acts corresponds to all the degress of being.

If I try to analyze duration, that is, to separate it into completed concepts, from the very nature of the concept of analysis, I am obliged to take up two contrary views of duration in general,from which I would later try to construct it. This combination which will also have something miraculous about it, since one does not understand how two opposing view-points came into unity of themselves, would be able to represent neither a difference in grade nor a change in form: like all miracles, it is, or it is not. For example, I say that there is a multiplicity of successive conscious states on one hand, and a unity which recombines them, on the other. Duration would be the "synthesis" of that unity and that multiplicity, a mysterious operation accomplished in darkness and which does not reveal how it brings about nuances or degrees. In this hypothesis, there can be only one particular duration where our consciousness customarily works. To explain these ideas, if we consider duration a simple aspect of a movement carried on in spaceby which we seek to reduce movement, regarded as a substitute of time, to concepts, we will obtain, on one hand, as great a number of points of the trajectory as you wish, and, on the other hand, an abstract unity which reunites them as a thread that holds together the pearls in a necklace. Between this abstract multiplicity and this abstract unity, is the combination, which, if it is once admitted possible, is something by itself for which we will find no more nuances than an arithmetical addition of given numbers of nuances allows. On the other hand, if, instead of desiring to analyze duration (that is, to synthesize concepts at the very foundation) one is projected into it by an effort of intuition, one has the feeling of a particular, exactly-determined tension, whose very determination appears to betheone selected from an infinity of possible durations. From thispoint one notices as many durations as one desires, entirely different from each other, though each of them, reduced to concepts, that is, grasped externally from two contrary view-points, is always led back to the same indefinite combination of the "many" and the "one."

Let us express this idea more precisely. If I consider duration a multiplicity of moments, which are bound together by a unity that runs through them like a thread, then these moments exist in a limitless quantity, though the selected duration be as short as possible. I can imagine them as close together as I please; between these mathematical points are other mathematical points, and so on to infinity. Observed from the side of multiplicity, duration will flee in a sandstorm of moments, none of which last, since each is but momentary. But if, on the other hand, I consider theunity which reunites the moments, this can last no longer, since, by hypothesis, whatever change and actual duration that there is in duration has been placed on the side of the multiplicity of moments. In the degree that I deepen its essence, this unity will appear to me like an immovable substratum of the moving, as I do not know the intemporal essence of time; that is what I call eternity,the eternity of death, for it is nothing other than the movement from which the movability, that changed it into life, has been extirpated. On examining the antagonistic opinions of the schools on the subject of duration, one might see that they differ simply in whether they attribute the most importance to the one or the other of these two concepts. The one attaches itself to the point of view of the "many"; they advance as concrete reality the separated movements of time, which, so to speak, they have pulverized; in opposition to the "many" which is composed of grains of powder, they consider the "one" much more artistic. The others, conversely, advance the unity of duration as a concrete reality. They take their position in the eternal. But as their eternity remains abstract in spite of this, because it is empty and because it is the eternity of a concept, which, by hypothesis, excludes the opposed concept, one does not see just how this eternity would permit an indefinite multiplicity of moments to coexist with it. In the first hypothesis one has a world suspended in air which would have to end of itself and begin again every moment. In the second one has an infinity of abstract eternity, of which one understands just as little, why it does not remain shrouded within itself and how it permits other things tocoexist with it. But in both instances, no matter to which of the two metaphysics one adheres, time, from the point of view of psychology, appears to be a mixture of two abstractions which permits neither of gradation nor of nuance. In both systems there exists but one single duration, which sweeps everything along with it, a stream without bottom and without banks, and which flows without any ascribable power in no definite direction. It is not even a stream; the stream flows only because the reality of both these doctrines attain their sacrifice in that they profit by a severance of their logic. From the moment that they again reunite themselves they permit this flux to cease and solidify, be it as a solid overlay or as an infinity of crystallized needles, but always as a thing that necessarily participates in the immovability of a point of view.

It is entirely different if one projects oneself into the concrete flux of duration by an effort of intuition. Certainly we will not find any logical reason for suggesting multiple or different continuations. Strictly speaking, no other duration than ours could exist, quite as if no other color than orange, for example, could exist in the world. But like a consciousness superposed upon color, which would sympathize internally with the orange, instead of perceiving it externally, it would possibly anticipate an entire spectrum in this color, in that the continuity, leading from red to yellow, would feel itself naturally lengthened,just so the intuition of our duration, far from allowing us to be suspended in space, as pure analysis would, would place us in contact with an entire continuity of durations, which we must try to pursue, be it upward or downward:in both cases we can extend ourselves into the limitless by an even more powerful exertion, and we are transcended above ourselves in both instances. In the first we approach a more and more widespread duration, whose pulse-beats are faster than ours in that they disperse our simple sensations and dilute their quality in quantity: at the boundaries pure homogeneity would be the pure repetition by which we define materialism. In the other direction we approach a duration, which makes its tension greater and greater, which contracts itself, and which becomes more and more intensified; eternity would be at the limit. This conceived eternity is no longeran eternity of death but one of life. A living and, therefore, self-moving eternity in which our duration finds itself again, would be like the vibrations in light and which would be the solidification of all duration, as materialism is its dispersion. Intuition moves between these two extreme limits and this movement is metaphysics itself.

The question of going through the different halting-points in this movement cannot be considered at this point. But after having presented a general view of the method, and having made its first application, it will perhaps not be useless to formulate the terms on which it relies as precisely as we can. Of the propositions which we propose the majority have received some proof in the present work. We hope to demonstrate them more clearly when we approach other problems.

I. To our minds there exists an external, though nevertheless directly given, reality. On this point common sense is correct when compared with the idealism and realism of the philosophers.

II. This reality is movability. It is nothing which has been made, but some which maintain themselves, but only states that change. Rest is always only apparent, or rather, relative. The consciousness of our own person in a continual flux leads us into the interior of a reality on the model of which we must conceive the others to be.All reality is a tendency if one agrees to call this tendency a change, from direction to a constantly renewed state.

III. Our spirit which seeks solid points of support has, as its principal function in the ordinary course of life, the duty of representingstatesandthingsto itself. Now and then it takes quasi-instantaneous views of the undivided movement of reality. Thus it obtains sensations and ideas. In this way it substitutes the discontinued for the continued, and fixed points for the tendency to change, which indicate a direction of tendency and change. This substitution is necessary for human understanding, language, practical life, and, to a certain degree, which we will discuss later, exact-science.When it follows its natural bent, our intelligence proceeds by solid perceptions on one hand, and by stable conceptions on the other.It departs from the immovable and conceives and expresses movement as the function of immovability. It fixes itself firmly in the completed concepts and attempts to capture some of the passing reality in something like a net. Undoubtedly this does not occur in an effort to obtain an internal and metaphysical knowledge of reality. It occurs simply to make use of it, each concept (as well as each sensation) being a practical question which casts our activity into reality and towhich reality will respond by a yea or a nay as is quite proper in practical affairs. But our intellect permits the actual essence of reality to escape at this point.

IV. The inherent difficulties of metaphysics, the antinomies which it calls forth, the contradictions into which it falls, the division into antagonistic schools and the unsolvable contradictions between systems, arise in a great measure from the reality that we apply to disinterested knowledge, which we constantly use for a practical purpose. These arise from the fact that we place ourselves firmly in the immovable so as to observe the movable as it passes by instead of projecting ourselves into the movable in order to traverse the fixed points with it. They arise from the fact that we seek to reconstruct reality, which is tendency and therefore movability, by means of observations and concepts whose function is to make them immovable. From stationary positions, however numerous, one can never reconstruct movability; but if one starts from movability, one can create, through thought by way of diminution, as many stationary positions as one wishes.In other words, it is understood that fixed concepts can be extracted from mobile reality by our thought; but there is no possible way of reconstructing the movability of reality by means of the fixity of concepts.As far as it has been the architect of systems, dogmatism has always attempted these reconstructions.

V. It would destroy itself at this point. It is this impotence, and this impotence only, that establishes the skeptical, idealistic,andcritical doctrines, in short, all those which offer the ability to give our intellect the absolute. But from the fact that we cease building up living reality with rigid and completed concepts, it does not follow that we cannot grasp them in any other way.The demonstrations of the relativityof our knowledge are contaminated byan original fault; like the dogmatismthey attack, they suppose, that all knowledge must necessarily start from concepts with a rigid contour in order to reachflowing reality with them.

VI. But to tell the truth, our intelligence can follow the opposite process. It can lower itself into moving reality, assume its ever-changing direction, and in short, grasp it by means of that intellectual sympathy called intuition. This is extremely difficult. The mind must exert itself, reverse the method of operation by which it habitually thinks, and completely upset, or rather, thoroughly remold its categories without cessation.But so it will reach flowing concepts, which are capable of following reality in all its twists and turns and of adopting the movement of the inner life of the object. In this way only, will a progressive philosophy be created, which will be free from the quarrels of the schools and capable of solving the problems in a natural way because they will have dispensed with the artistic expressions by which the problems are stated.To philosophise is to reverse the accustomed directions of the process of thought.

VII. This inversion has never been practised in a methodical manner; but a profound history of human thought, would show that we owe all that is greatest in the exact sciences, as well as everything vital in metaphysics, to it. The most effective methods of research, which human knowledge uses, infinitesimal analysis, resulted from this sameinversion.Modernmathematicsis precisely an effort to substitute thebecomingfor thecompleted,to pursue the generation of extensiveness to grasp movement, not in its result exhibited from without, but in its tendency to change from within, and in short to accept the movable continuity of the form of things. Of course it relies on forms, being only the science of dimension. Surely if it could only obtain its wonderful applications through the discovery of definite symbols and if the intuition, of which we speak, constitutes the origin of the invention, it is the only symbol which makes its application possible. But metaphysics, which does not approach any application, can and should refrain from converting intuition into symbols. Freed from the duty of obtaining practical, useful results, it will indefinitely extend the domain of its researches. What usefulness and exactness it will have lost in comparison to exact science, it will regain in weight and extension. If mathematics is only the science of extensiveness, and if the mathematical procedures apply to quantities only, one should not forget that quantity is always quality in a state of Ibecoming;it is, one might say, its limiting case. It is natural that metaphysics adopts the creative idea in our mathematics in order to extend it to all qualities, that is, to reality in general. It will by no means approach universal mathematics, that chimera of modern philosophy, in this manner. On the contrary, in the same degree that it advances, will it become more difficult to meet translating objects in symbols. But, at least, it will have made the beginning by coming in contact with continuity and the movability of reality, where this contact is most marvellouslyuseful. It has observed itself as in a mirror which undoubtedly reflects back to it a smaller, but also much more brilliant picture of itself. It has seen what the mathematical processes borrow from the concrete reality with superior clarity, and it will continue in the direction of concrete reality and not in that of mathematical processes. Let us say, after first modifying both the modesty and ambition of the formula:that the problem of metaphysics is to carry out qualitative differentiations and integrations.

VIII. What has led to the fact that one has lost sight of this problem, and what has deceived science as to the origin of its procedure, is the fact that intuition, once acquired, must find a method of expression and application which can conform to our customs of thought and which offers us solid points of support inthe well established concepts that we need so much. This is the condition that we call sharpness, precision,andalso unconfined extension of a universal method for particular cases. Now this extension, and this work of logical perfection, can extend through centuries while the act of generation lasts but an instant. That is why we so often mistake the logical apparatus of science for science itself and forget the metaphysical intuition from which everything emanates.

From the oblivion of this intuition, all that has been said by philosophers, and by scholars as well, about the "relativity of scientific knowledge" proceeds.The symbolical knowledge of pre-existing concepts, which advance from the fixed to the moving, is relative, but it is by no means the intuitive knowledge that projects itself into the moving and adopts the life of thethings themselves.This intuition reaches the absolute.

Science and metaphysics then are joined together in intuition. A really intuitive philosophy would realize the much sought union between metaphysics and science. As soon as metaphysics is seen in exact science,that is to say, a progressive and unconfined science capable of perfection it would bring the positive sciences, properly speaking, to the point where they would be conscious of their real halting point, which is often much more significant than they realize. It would bring more science into metaphysics and more metaphysics into science. Its result would be to re-establish the continuity between the intuitions, which the divergent, positive sciences have obtained in the course of their existence from time to time, and which they have secured only by a stroke of genius.

IX. That there are not two different ways of reaching to the bottom ofthings, and that the different sciences have their root in metaphysics, was the common belief of the ancient philosophers. This was not their error. It resulted from the fact that they felt that this change could be expressed and developed only through invariability, a belief natural to the human mind. From whence it developed that activity was a weakened contemplation, duration a deceptive and movable image of immovable eternity, and the soul a decadence of the idea. All the philosophy, which begins with Plato in order to reach Plautinus, is the development of a principle formulated thus: "More is contained in the immovable than in the movable, and one arrives at the stable from the unstable by a simple diminution." But the opposite is true.

Modern science dates from the day that movability was said to be an independent reality. It dates from the time when Galileo, rolling a sphere down an incline, firmly resolved to study this principle from top to bottom for himself, instead of looking for its principle in the concepts oftopandbottom,two immovables by which Aristotle thought he was explaining movement sufficiently. And this is not an isolated movement in the history of science. We are convinced that the great discoveries, those, at least, which have transformed the positive sciences or re-created them, were just so many casts of the lead into the depths of pure duration. The more living the reality touched upon, the deeper were the casts.

But the lead, cast to the bottom of the sea, brings up a liquid mass with it, that the sun quickly dries to solid, disconnected grains of sand. And the intuition of duration, when exposed to the rays of the understanding, also become rigid, separated, and immovable concepts very quickly. The understanding undertakes to mark out the real or virtual stations in the living movability of things; it notes the departed and the arrived; that is all that concerns the thought of man as far as it is merely p human. It is superhuman to grasp what occurs in the interval. But philosophy can only be an effort to transcend human limitations.

Scholars have cast their eyes most willingly on the concepts by which they have staked out the road of intuition. The more they considered these theses, which have passed through the state of symbols, the more do they ascribe a symbolical character to all science. And the more they believed in the symbolicalcharacter of science, the more did they realize and accentuate it. In the positive sciences they soon made no distinction between the natural and the artificial, and between the hypotheses of undoubted intuition and the immeasurable work of analysis with which the understanding surrounds intuition. Thus they have prepared the way for a doctrine which maintains the relativeness of all our knowledge.

But metaphysics has broadened equally.

How could the masters of modern philosophy, who have been metaphysicians and also the rejuvenators of science, have escaped the feeling that there is a movable continuity of reality? How could they have evaded the projection of themselves into what we call concrete duration? They have done it more than they have believed, and much more, above all, than they have said. If onetries to unite the extending lines of intuition with each other, around which the systems have organized themselves, one finds beside several lines which converge or diverge among other lines, an exact, definite direction for thought and feeling. What is this latent thought? How should this sentiment be expressed? To borrow the language of the Platonists once more, and at the same time divest the words of their psychological meaning, and call "idea" a certain assurance of easy intelligence, and thus a certain inquietude of life, we will say that an invisible stream of modern philosophy l leads to the tendency of placing the ' soul above the idea. It tends to go in the direction of modern exact science, and, even more, in the inverse direction of ancient thought.

But this metaphysics, like that science, has spread a rich web of symbols aroundits innermost life, and forgetting for the moment that, if the sciences require symbols for their analytical development, the chiefraison d'etrefor metaphysics is a separation from symbols. Here, then, the understanding has pursued its work of fixation, division, and reconstruction. Of course it has pursued it under a form quite different. Without insisting upon a point which we intend to develop elsewhere, we will content ourselves with saying that the understanding, whose work is to operate the stable elements, can seek stability either in. relations or things. In so far as it operates with relational concepts, it reaches scientific symbolism. In so far as it operates with the concepts of things, it reaches metaphysical symbolism. But in one case as well as in the other, the arrangement comes from it. It would like to consider itself free. Rather than immediately admitting what it owes to the deep down intuition of reality, it is exposed to the danger that its entire work will seem to be an artificial arrangement of symbols. So if one held oneself to the letter of what metaphysicians and scholars say, as well as to the sum of what they do, one might believe that the former have drilled a deeptunnel beneath reality, and that the others have spanned it with an elegant bridge, but that the living stream of things glides through these two works of art without touching them.

One of the principal artifices of the Kantian critique consisted in the fact that metaphysicians and scholars were taken at their word and that metaphysics and exact science were driven to the most extreme limits of symbolism, which they approach of themselves as soon as the understanding claims a freedom, whichis full of danger. Once shutting his eyes to the connection of science and metaphysics with intellectual intuition, Kant had little difficulty in showing that our science is wholly relative and our metaphysics wholly artificial. As he has surmounted the independence of the understanding in both cases, for he has released metaphysics and exact science from the intellectual intuition, which gave it its internal nature, science with its relations appears to be only an empty skin of form, and metaphysics with its things only a skin of matter. Is it astonishing that the former only shows him frames fitted into frames, and that the latter shows him only phantoms in pursuit of phantoms?

He has dealt our science and metaphysics such a telling blow that they have not yet recovered consciousness. Our mind would prefer to resign itselfto accepting the fact that our science is wholly relative and that our metaphysics is an empty speculation. Even to-day we think that the Kantian critique refers to all metaphysics and to all sciences. In reality, it applies particularly to the philosophy of the ancients as well as to the form,still antique, which the moderns have often permitted to creep into their thought. It refers to a metaphysics which would be a single system of relations,and, in short, a science and a metaphysics which would be reflected in the architectural simplicity of Plato's theory of ideas or of a Greek temple. If metaphysics were to create itself from concepts which we have acquired before it, if it consists of an ingenious arrangement of pre-existing ideas which we use as construction material for an edifice, and in short if it is other than the constant expansion of our being, the constantly renewed effort to transcend our actual ideas and perhaps our simple logic too, it is only too obvious that it becomes artificial like all works of pure understanding. And if science is wholly a work of analysis or conceptual representation, if experience should serve only as a verification for "clear ideas," and if, instead of originating in simple, diverse intuitions, which are inserter! in every movement of each reality but do not always fit into each other, it would be an immeasurable system of mathematics, a single system of relations which imprisons the totality of the real in a net already prepared, it would become a knowledge derived entirely from the human understanding. Read the "Critique of Pure Reason" carefully and you will see that it is that kind ofuniversal mathematicswhich means science to Kant, and that this scarcely re-modelledplatonismis metaphysics for him. To tell the truth, the dream of auniversal mathematicsis in itself only a survival ofplatonism. Universal mathematicsis what the world of ideas becomes when one supposes that the idea consists of a relation, or of a law,and not of a thing. Kant has taken this dream of some modern philosophers for a reality: what is more he has believed that all scientific knowledge was only a detached fragment or rather a stepping-stone touniversalmathematics. According to this, the chief problem of the critique was to establish this mathematics, that is, to define what the intellect should be and what the object should be, so that a flawless mathematics could bind them together again. And if all possible experience can be sure of being placed into the rigid and already constituted frames of our understanding, this necessarily occurs (at least, if one does not accept a pre-established harmony) in such a way that our understanding itself organizes nature, and finds itself reflected in nature like an object in a mirror. Hence the possibility of science, which owes all its efficacy to its relativity, and the impossibility of metaphysics, because this finds no more to do than to parody the work of conceptual arrangement, which science seriously pursues, with relations to the phantom of things. In short,the whole Critique of Pure Reason undertakes to establish the fact that platonism, which is illegitimate if the Ideas are things, becomes legitimate if the Ideas are relations, and that the completed Idea, after once being returned from heaven to earth, is indeed, as Plato had desired, the common foundation of thought and nature. But the entire Critique of Pure Reason rests upon the postulate thatour intelligence is incapable of doing any thing other than platonize,that is, of pouring all possible experience into preexisting moulds.

That is the whole question. If scientific knowledge is what Kant thought it to be, there is a preformed, even preformulated, science in nature as Aristotle believed: the great discoveries illuminate only point by point the previously drawn lines of the immanent logic of things, just as one gradually lights the circle of gas-jets, which traces the contour of a monument, on a festival night. And if metaphysical knowledge is what Kant thought it to be, it reduces all great problems to equal possibilities for two opposing attitudes of the mind; its manifestations are, however, just so many arbitrary, always ephemeral decisions between two explanations formulated for all eternity: it lives and dies with antinomies. But, in truth, modern science shows neither this uniserial simplicity, nor does the metaphysics of the moderns show these irreducible contradictions.

Modern science is neither one nor simple. It depends, as I admit, on Ideas which are finally found to be clear; but these Ideas clear themselves progressively by the usage made of them; they owe the greatest part of their clarity to the light, which the facts and the applications, to which they have led, have sent back by reflection; for the clarity of a concept is scarcely different from the certainty, which has become firm, by using it. Originally more than one of these Ideas had to appear obscure, reconciliable with the already admitted concepts of science with difficulty, and ready to border on absurdity. That is to say,that science does not proceed from the regular junction of concepts which might be predestined to be inserted into each other with precision. The true, fertile Ideas are just so many points of contact with streams of reality, which do not necessarily converge on the same point. It is true that the concepts succeed in becoming established among themselves, where they are lodged, as well as possible by rounding out their angles through a reciprocal friction.

On the other hand, the modern metaphysics does not consist of radical solutions, of such a nature that they must end in irreducible contradictions. Doubtlessly it would be thus, if it were impossible to accept the thesis and antithesis of the antinomies synchronously and on the same basis. But to philosophize is precisely to project oneself into the interior of this concrete reality by an effort of the intuition, regarding which the critique has takenup the two opposite views of thesis and antithesis, from without. I can never imagine how black and white penetrate each other, if I have never seen gray, but I easily see, having viewed gray once, how one can regard it from the double view point of black and white. The doctrines which have a foundation of intuition escape the Kantian critique just in so far as they are intuitive; and these doctrines constitute all metaphysics with the exception, that one does not see the rigid and dead metaphysics intheses,but living inphilosophers.Of course differences between schools, that is on the whole, between groups of disciples who have congregated around great masters, are striking. But are these found to be so glaring between the masters themselves? Something here dominates the diversities of the systems, something, we repeat, that is as clear andstraight, as a plummet, of which one feels that it has touched the more or less deep bottom of a similar ocean even if it showed each time very different matters on the surface. Over these matters students usually work: that is the role of analysis. And the master, as far as he formulates, develops, and translates what he reveals into abstract ideas, is, in a certain sense, already a pupil opposed to himself. But the simple act that sets the analysis into motion and that conceals itself behind analysis, advances from a capability totally different from that of analysis. It is, by the definition itself, the intuition.

In conclusion let us say: this faculty is not mysterious. There is nobody among us who has not had occasion to exercise it in a certain measure. For example, whoever has attempted literary production knows indeed that, if theobject has been studied for a long time, if all the documents have been collected, and if all the notes have been taken, one must exert an effort, often quite difficult, in order to project oneself into the heart of the object, and in order to seek a stimulus as deeply as possible; on the other hand, all one has to do is to let oneself go. This impulse, once received, guides the mind into a road where it rediscovers the information, which it has collected, and a thousand other details; it develops itself, and it analyses itself in terms, the enumeration of which goes on infinitely; the further one goes, the more one discovers; one never reaches the point where one can say everything: and yet, if one suddenly returns toward the impulse, which one feels behind him, in order to seize it, it conceals itself; for it was not a thing but a direction of movement, and though infinitely extensible, it is simplicity itself. Metaphysical intuition appears to be something of a similar nature. What is here the antithesis to the notes and documents of the literary production, is the totality of the observations and experiences collected by means of the exact sciences. For one does not obtain an intuition from reality, that is, an intellectual sympathy with that which is more internal, if one has not won its confidence by means of a long companionship with its outwardly directed revelations. And it is not simply a question of assimilating the most important facts; it is necessary to accumulate and cast such an enormous mass into one, that he may be sure he will neutralize in this fusion the preconceived and premature ideas that observers have been able to store up in the depths of their discoveries without their knowledge. Thus only the brutemateriality of known things is exalted. Even in the simple and distinct case which has served as an example, and even with the direct contact of theegowith theego,the definitive effort of distinct intuition would be impossible for one i who had not united and confronted a great number of psychological analyses. The masters of modernphilosophywere men who had possessed themselves of the whole subject matter of the knowledge of their times. And the partial eclipse of metaphysics for a half century has certainly no other source than the exceptional difficulty of the modern philosopher to become master of the too diverse science of to-day. Although metaphysical intuition can be reached through material knowledge, yet it is something altogether different from a resume or synthesis of this knowledge. It distinguishes, we repeat, how the moving impulse discriminates between itself and the road which the moving object traverses, just as the tension of the spring is differentiated from the visible movements of the pendulum. In this sense metaphysics has nothing in common with a generalization of experiences, and it may be defined, none the less, asintegralexperience.

H. BERGSON.







