INTRODUCTION: THE FIVE KEY TERMS
OF DRAMATISM

Waar is involved, when we say what people are doing and why they
are doing it? An answer to that question is the subject of this book.
The book 1s concerned with the basic forms of thought which, in ac-
cordance with the nature of the world as all mep.necessarily experience
it, are exemplified in the attributing of fnotives. These forms of
thought can be embodied profoundly or trivially, truthfully or falsely.
They are equally present in systcmatlcally claborated metaphysical
structures, in legal judgments, in poetry and fiction, in political and
scientific works, in news and in bits of gossip offered at random.

We shall use five terms as generating principle of our mvestigation.
They are: Act, Scene, Agent, Agency, Purpose. In a rounded state-
ment about motives, you must have some word that names the acz
(names what took place, in thought or deed), and another that names
the scene (the background of the act, the situation in which it oc-
curred) ; also, you must indicate what person or kind of person (agenz)
performed the act, what means or instruments he used (zgency), and

the parpose;” Men gy Violently disagree abotic the purposes behind @

given act, or about the character of the person who did it, or how he
did it, or in what kind of situation he acted; or they may even insist
upon totally different words to name the act itself. But be that as it
may, any complete statement about motives will offer some kind of an-
swers to these five questions: what was done (act), when or where it
was done (scene), who did it (agent), how he did it (agency), and
why (purpose). .

If you ask why, with a whole world of terms to choose from, we se-
lect these rather than some others as basic, our book itself is offered as
the answer.  For, to explain our position, we shall show how it can be
applied.

Act, Scenc, Agent, Agency, Purpose. Although, over the centuries,

men have shown great enterprise and inventiveness in pondering mat-

ters of human motivation, one can simplify the subject by this pentad
of key terms, which are understandable almost at a glance. They need
XV
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never to be abandoned, since all statements that assign motives can be
shown to arise out of them and to terminate in them. By examining
them quizzically, we can range far; yet the terms are always there for
us to reclaim, in their everyday simplicity, their almost miraculous casi-
ness, thus enabling us constantly to begin afresh. When they might
become difficult, when we can hardly see them, through having stared
at them too intensely, we can of a sudden relax, to look at them as we
always have, lightly, glancingly. And having reassured ourselves, we
can start out again, once more daring to let them look strange and diffi-
cult for a time.

In an exhibit of photographic murals (Road o Victory) at the Mu-
seum of Modern Art, there was an aerial photograph of two launches,
proceeding side by side on a tranquil sea. Their wakes crossed and
recrossed each other in almost an infinity of lines. Yet despite the in-
tricateness of this tracery, the picture gave an impression of great sim-
plicity, because one could quickly petceive the generating principle of
its design. Such, ideally, is the case with our pentad of terms, used as
generating principle. It should provide us with 2 kind of simplicity
that can be developed into considerable complexity, and yet can be dis-
covered beneath its elaborations.

We want to inquire into the purely internal relationships which the

fve terms bear to one another, considering their possibilities of trans- |
formation, their range of permutations and combinations—and then to. |

see how these various resources figure in actual statements about hu-
man motives. Strictly speaking, we mean by a Grammar of motives
a concern with the terms alone, without reference to the ways in which
their potentialities have been or can be utilized in actual statements
about motives. Speaking broadly we could designate as “philosophies”
any statements 1 which these grammatical resources are specifically
utilized. Random or unsystematic statements about motives could be
considered as fragments of a philosophy.

One could think of the Grammatical resources as principles, and of
the various philosophies as casuistries which apply these principles to
temporal situations. For Instance, we¢ may examine the term Scene
simply as a blanket texm for the concept of background or setting 7
general, a name for any situation in which acts or agents are placed. In
our usage, this concern would be “grammatical.” And we move nto
matters of “philosophy” when we note that one thinker uses “God” as
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his term for the ulumate ground or scene of human action, another
usesr“na}ture,” a third uses “environment,” or “history,” or “;means of
prgdqction,” ctc. And whereas a statement about the grammatical
principles gf motivation might lay claim to a universal validity, or com-
plete certainty, the choice of any one philesophic idiom cn;bodying
these prin_ciplc_s 1s much more open to question. Even before we know
wthat act 1s to be discussed, we can say with confidence that a rounded
discussion of its motives must contain a reference to some kind of back-
ground. But since each philosophic idiom will characterize this back-
grc:aunc} diﬂerently, there will remain the questivn as to which charac-
terization is “right” or “more nearly right.”

It 15 even likely that, whereas one philosophic idiom offers the best
calculus for one case, another case answers best to a totally different
calculus. However, we should not think of “cases” in too restricted a
sense. Although, from the standpoint of the grammatical principles
mhergnt m the internal relationships prevailing among our five terms
any given philosophy 1s to be considered as a casuistry, even a culturai
situation extending over centuries is a “case,” and would probably re-
quire 2 much different philosophic idiom as its temporizing calculus of
motives thap f;vopld be required in the case of other cultural situations.

In our original plans for this project, we had no notion of writing a

“Grammar” at all. 'We began with a theory of comedy, applied toa .. .

treatise on human relations.. Feeling that competitive ambition is a
dr'asﬁcally over-developed motive in the modern world, we thought this
inouve_ mfgh,;t .bc transcended if men devoted themselves not so much to
exconating” it as to “appreciating” it. Accordingly, we began taking:
notes on. the foibles and antics of what we tended to think of as “the
Human Barnyard.”
' We sought to formulate the basic stratagems which people employ.
in epdless variations, and consciously or unconsciousiy, for the outi
witting or cajoling of one another. Since all these devices had a “you
and me” quality about them, being “addressed” to some person or to
some advantage, we classed them broadly under the heading of 2 Rhet-
oric. ',_['here were other notes, concerned with modes of expression and
appeal in the fine arts, and with purely psychological or psychoanalytic
matters. These we classed under the heading of Symbolic. -
We had made still further observations, which we at first strove un-
easily to class under one or the other of these two heads, but which we
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were cventually able to distinguish as the makings of a Grammar. For
we found in the course of writing that our project needed a grounding
in formal considerations logically prior to both the rhetorical and the
psychological. And as we proceeded with this introductory ground-
work, it kept extending its claims vntil it had spun itself from an in-
tended few hundred words into nearly 200,000, of which the present
book is revision and abridgement. o -

Theological, metaphysical, and juridical doctrines offer the best illus-
tration of the concerns we place under the heading of Grammar; the
forms and methods of art best illustrate the concerns of Symbolic; and
the ideal material to reveal the nature of Rhetoric comprises observa-
tions on parliamentary and diplomatic devices, editorial bias, sales
methods and incidents of social sparring. However, the three fields
overlap considerably. And we shall note, in passing, how the Rhetoric
and the Symbolic hover about the edges of our central theme, the
Grammar.

A perfectionist might seek to evolve terms free of ambiguity and in-
consistency (as with the terministic ideals of symbolic logic and logical
positivism). But we have a different purpose in view, one that prob-
ably retains traces of its “comic” onigin. We take it for granted that,
insofar as men cannot themselves create the universe, there must re-
main something essentially enigmatic about the problem of motives, and
that this underlying enigma will manifest itself-in inevitable ambiguities
and inconsistencies among the terms for motives. Accordingly, what
we want is nof terms that avoid ambiguity, but terms that clearly revedl
the strategic spots at which ambiguities necessarily arise. '

Occasionally, you will encounter a writer who seems to get great cxal-
tation out of proving, with an air of much relentiessness, that some phil-
osophic term or other has been used to cover a variety of meanings, and
who would smash and abolish this idol. As a general rule, when a
term is singled out for such harsh treatment, if you look closer you will
find that it happens to be associated with some cultural or political
trend from which the writer would dissociate himself; hence there 1s
aicertain notable ambiguity in this very charge of ambiguity, since he
presumably feels purged and strengthened by bringing to bear upon
this particular term a kind of attack that could, with as much justice, be
brought to bear upon any other term (or “title”} 1 philosophy, includ-
ing of course the alternative term, or “title,” that the writer would

i) ol
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swear by. Since no two things or acts or situations are exactly alike
you cannot apply_ the same term to both of them without thereby in:
tr.oducmg a certamn margin of ambiguity, an ambiguity as great as the
difference between the two subjects that are givén the identical title

And all the more may you expect to find ambiguity in terms so “titular’;
as to become the marks of a philosophic school, or even several philo-
sophic s.c?oqls. - Hence, instead of considering it our task to “dispoI:c of”
any ambiguity by merely disclosing the fact that it is an ambiguity, we
rat}lcr consit_:ler it our task to study and clarify the resources of zx,'.abi

guity. For in the course of this work, we shell deal with many kind;
of transformation—and it is in the areas of ambiguity that transforma-
Txons t:?kc place; in fact, without such areas, transformation would be
impossible. Distinctions, we might say, arise out of a great central
n?oltcnness, where all 1s merged. They have been thrown from a lig-
uid center to the surface, where they have congealed. Let one of thc;le

- crusted distinctions return to its source, and in this alchemic center it

may be remade, again becoming molten liquid, and may enter into
new combinations, whereat it may be again thrown forth as a new
crust, a‘diﬁcrcnt distinction.  So that A may become non-A. But not
mcrcly by a leap from one state to the other. Rather, we must take A
back into the ground of its existence, the logical substance that is its
causal ancestor, and on to a point where it is. consubstantial with
non-A; then we may return, this time emerging with non-A mstcad |
And so with our five terms: certain formal interrelationships prc\.:ail
among these terms, by reason of their role as attributes of a common
ground or substance. Their participation in a common ground makes
for transformability. At every point where the ficld covered by any one
of thcs; terms overlaps upon the field covered by any other, there is an
alchcm_ic opportunity, whereby we can put one philbsophy’or doctrine
of motivation into the alembic, make the appropriate passes, and take
out angther. From the central moltenness, where all the cléments are
fused i.nt_o one togetherness, there are thrown forth, in separate crusts
such: distinctions as those between freedom and necessity, activity and’
passiveness, codperation and competition, cause and effect, mechanism
and teleology. ’
/ Our term, “Agent,” for instance, is 2 general heading that might, in
a given case, require further subdivision, as an agent might have his,act
modified (hence partly motivated) by friends (co-agents) or enemies
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(counter-agents). Again, (;.lnder “.Agtc?nt‘;loiazlizulsi féa:: iﬁfg fseisgzgi
- ies that are assigned a motivation  such as ideas,
Evri(l)ifr‘t‘;zzs %Emalice,”g“intuiﬁon,” “the creative 1'Inag1,natE1cmL.’X isgizz
trait painter may treat the body as a l?rc?perty of rttle agentldan t:c i sson
of personality), whereas materlghs:m medicine w_tolu oot 1t 2
“scenic,” a purely “objective material”’; and froxp: another p: of view
it could be classed as an agency, a mcans b;i which one gti.s‘r: pA o
the world at large. Machines are obviously 1n§trument§ (d a; {Z,l chc e
cies) ; yet in their vast accumulauon: r_he}r constitute tl}e in \;st 1 A scen ;
with its own peculiar set of motwatxonal properues(.i. ar ™ ztive
treated as an Agency, insofar as it-is a means to an end; as a coc heemcs
Act, subdivisible into many ndividual acts; as adP?rpoi;,efr:n mes
proclaiming a cult of war. For the man inducted into the : z;ld =
is a Scene, a situation that motivates the nature of his training ; od 1o
mythologies war s an Agent, o pt?rt}aps better a supv::r-agc:nc,1 i (he
figure of the war god. We may think of voting as an act, t;n fhe
voter as an agent; yet votes and voters both are h?rdly otl_;cr En a pc -
tician’s medium or agency; or from angther point of view, t ei ar :
part of his scene. And insofar as a vote 1s cast \fvuhout gdcql_xatﬁ rﬁu}; i
edge of its conscquences, one might even question :wheth:er it shou dbe
classed as an actwvity at all; one might rather call it passive, or pcrto Pa
sheer. motion *(what the behaviorists would call a R§sp?r_1§e X
Stl()mruil:nsa?éine that one were to manipu_late t}’le terms, f'qr ttt;e l_m{)ut?i
of motives, in such a case as this: The hero {agent) W1th c:hc p 0ﬁlc
friend (co-agent) outwits the. villain:(?ountcr:age_n;) bydusilog c:;tca ‘
(agency) that enables him to breal‘? his bOl:ldS {act) i;n (c)lr et o ]i)n
(purpose) from the room where he has been confine éfce er;t -
selecting a casuistry here, we might locatf: t,he motive in the ag afit
were we to credit his escape to some trait mtchjal to his Rersolnf zf;
such as “love of freedom.” Or we might stress the motivational for :
of the scene, since nothing is surer to awaken thou:ghts of cs;?pe mn_-
man than a condition of imprisonment. Or we might note the es:; y
tial part played by the co-agent, in assisting our hefo‘ to csceg;—gﬂla;
with such thoughts as our point of departure, we :rmgh_t conc
the motivations of this act should be reduced to s?c1al origins. N
Or if one were given to the brand os speculative enterprise ex;impf:d
fied by certain Christian heretics (for instance, those who WOrsLIpP

XX
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Judas as a saint, on the grounds that his betrayal of Christ, in leading
to the Crucifixion, so brought about the opportumity for mankind’s
redemption) one might locate the necessary motivational origin of the
act in the counter-agent. For the hero would not have been prodded
to escape if there had been no villain to imprison him. Inasmuch as
the escape could be called a “good” act, we might find in such motiva-
tional reduction to the counter-agent a compensatory transformation
whereby a bitter fountain may give forth sweet waters. -In his Anz-

Diihring Engels gives us a secular variant which no one could reason-
ably call outlandish or excessive: w
It was slavery that first made possible the division of Iabour be-
tween agriculture and industry on a considerable scale, and along
with this, the flower of the ancient world, Hellenism. Without
slavery, no Greek state, no Greek art and science; without slavery,
no Roman Empire. But without Hellenism and the Roman Em-
pire as a basis, also no modern Europe.
We should never forget that our whole economic, political and
mtellectual development has as its presupposition a state of things 1n
which slavery was as necessary as it was universally recognized. In

this sense we are entitled to say: Without the slavery of antiquity, no
modern socialism,

Pragmatists would probably have referred the motivation back to a
source 1n agency. They would have noted that our hero*escaped by -
using an #zstrument, the file by which he severed his bonds; then 1n this
same line of thought, they would have observed that the hand holding
the file was also an instrument; and by the same token the brain that
guided the hand would be an instrument, and so likewise the educa-
tional system that taught the methods and shaped the values involved
in the incident.

True, if you reduce the terms to any one of them, you will find them
branching out again; for no one of them is enough. Thus, Mead
called his pragmatism a philosophy of the acz. And though Dewey
stresses the value of “intelligence” as an instrument (agency, embodied
mn “scientific method”), the other key terms in his casuistry, “experi-
ence” and “nature,” would be the equivalents of act and scene respec-
tively. 'We must add, however, that Dewey 1s given to stressing the
overlap of thesc two terms, rather than the respects in which they are
distinct, as he proposes to “replace the traditional separation of nature
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and expericnce with the idea of continuity” (The quotation 13 from
Intelligence and the Modern World.)

As we shall see later, it 1s by reason of the pliancy among our terms
that philosophic systems can pull one way and another. The margins
of overlap provide opportunities whereby a thinker can go without a
Jeap from any one of the terms to any of its fellows. (We have also
likened the terms to the fingers, which in their extremitigs.are distinct
from one another, but merge in the palm of the hand. If you would
go from one finger to another without a leap, you need but trace the
tendon down into the palm of the hand, and then trace a new course
along another tendon.) Hence, no great dialectical enterprise 1s neces-
sary if you would merge the terms, reducing them even to as few as
one; and then, treating this as the “essential” term, the “causal ances-
tor” of the lot, you can proceed in the reverse- direction across the
margins of overlap, “deducing” the other terms from it as its logical
descendants.

This is the method, explicitly and in the grand style, of metaphysics
which brings its doctrines to a head in some over-all title, a word for
being in general, or action in general, or motion in general, or develop-
ment in general, or experience 1n general, etc.,, with all its other terms
distributed about this titular term in positions leading up to it and away

from it Thereis also an implicit kind of metaphysics, that often goes

by the name of No Metaphysics, and aims at reduction not to an over-
a1l title but to some presumably underlying atomic constituent. Its
vulgar variant is to be found in techniques of “unmasking,” which
would make for progress and emancipation by applying materialistic
terms to immaterial subjects (the pattern here being, “X is nothing but
Y,” where X designates a higher value and Y 2 lower one, the higher
value being thereby reduced to the lower one).

The titular word for our own method s “dramatism,” since it invites
one to consider the matter of motives in a perspective that, being devel-
oped from the analysis of drama, treats language and thought primarily
as modes of action. 'The method is synoptic, though not in the histori-
cal sense. A purely historical survey would require no less than a uni-
versal ‘history of human culture; for every judgment, exhortation, of
admonition, every view of natural or supernatural reality, every inten-
tion or expectation involves assumptions about motive, or cause. Our
work must be synoptic in a different sense: in the sense that 1t offers a
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syste '
tj}; ¢ mf OtI; placement, and should enable us, by the systematic manipula
£« ) - .
moﬁ;) A e 31terms, to “generate,” or “anticipate” the various classes of
o a 1:}111 tl;:ory. And a treatment in these terms, we hope to show
ces thre subject synoptically while sti ttin, ,
: _ while still i
i scope 2 sompleniy ] peroitting us {o appreciate
It ; to ] ial
into is n%t. our purpose to jmport dialectical and metaphysical concerns
o ha subject that might otherwise be free of them. On the contrar
@ o 5 - io= . i
e b pe to ma?cc clear thF ways in which dialectical and'metaphvsicz}:i
s necess:arzly figure in the subject of motivation. Our spc:cula
s, as we interpret them, should show that«he subject of motivation
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Survey of Terms for Substance

" Geometric substance, - An object placed in its setting, existing both
m itsclf and as part of its background. Participation in a context, Em-
odied most completely in Spinoza’s cult of “Euclidean” relations, logi-

-cally (“necessarily”) dertvable from one another, These relations exist

1l ‘at once, implicitly, though they may manifest themselves, or be

‘made manifest, in various sequences. “(As soon-as certain antecedent
eps arc taken in.the demonstration; certain consequent steps-are “fi: "

evi able.”’) - The plastic connotations ¢an lead readily into strictly ma-
terialistic notions of determinism, as with the novelist, Theodore Drei-
who professes to view all ultimate motives i terms of “chemism.”
Familial substance. In its purity, this concept stresses common ances-
try in the strictly biological sepse, as Titeral descent from ‘maternal or
paternal sources. But the concept of family 1s usually “sparitualized,”

so that 1t includes merely social groups, comprising persons of the same

..n_'ationality or beliefs. Most often, in such cases, there is the notion of

some founder shared in common, Or some covenant or constitution or

-historical act from which the consubstantiality of the group'is derived.
~Doctrines of creation extend the concept of familial descent to cover
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the relationship between the craftsman and his product {“the potter
and the pot,” as with the agent-act ratio).

This in turn moves us closer to purely logical derivations, of actuali-
ties from potentialities, of the explicit from the implicit, of conclusions
from principles (that is, “firsts”). Plotinus’ characterization of God as
to proton would be a case in point, or Bonaventura’s notion of the
world’s development from rationes seminales, an expression clearly
combining the ideas of logical and biological descent. ‘The stress upon
the informative nature of beginnings can 1n turn lead us to treat chris-
tenings, inaugurations, and the like as aspects of familial substance.
There 15 the girl of high sparits, for instance, who says of herself that
she was born during a hurricane, as though the quality of her temper
in Jater life were derived from the quality of the scene prevailing at her
birth.

Biologists, in their concern with vitai reproduction, necessarily give
prominence to concepts of familial substance, 1n terms for genus and

species, cellular structure, and the like. Often they study the responses .

of organisms at various levels of development, in the expectation that
laws of behavior discovered at one level will apply to levels far higher
in the scale of complexity. They expect differences, of course, but
they also expect the processes at both the higher and lower levels to be
“substantially” the same. Thus in an article of biological vulgarization

ublished in one of the “cultural” magazines; a writer observed that; -
P g 5

though we may lose confidence in the brotherhood of man, we can still

be sure of our consubstantiality in a more inclusive concept of family:

“protoplasm” (incidentally, another “first”).

Since the taking of nourishment involves a transubstantiation of ex-
ternal clements into clements within, we might treat nutritive substance
as a combination of the contextual and familial sufficiently notable to
deserve a separate designation. Just as the organism dies when de-

prived of all food, so it will die in part when certain strategic ingredients
are absent from 1ts food. Thus, though one might not want to contend -
that a sufficiency of icdine will make men wise, we can say that a de-

ficiency of iodine will greatly prod them to be stupid. And manganese -

has been called the chemical of “mother love” because, without manga-
nese, hens won't set. (Similarly, the pituttary has been called the
“mother love” gland, since a deficiency of the pituitary hormone in the

female is accompanied by “lack of devotion to its offspring.”) Modern -
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chemistry prompts us to stress the scenic aspect of the nutritional mo-
tive, as the chemist would seek to reduce the efficient principle in both
manganese and the pituitary hormone to a common basis. Even a
stock to which a scion has been grafted may be considered, from this
pomnt of view, as a part of the scion’s environment, hence an environ-
mental control upon food supply. For any motivational special factor
which is theoretically assigned to the organism (in the sense that a horse
and a tiger, a dandelion and a daisy, exemplify in their behavior and
developtment different loci of motion), can be theoretically dissolved
into the environmental.  If you put a hungry hosse and a hungry tiger
in a cage together, for instance, you would thereby get not one environ-
ment but two, since the tiger would be so drastically momentous an as-
pect of the horse’s environment, and the horse would be a nutrient as-
pect of the tiger’s environment. And any change of nutritive elements
such as accompanies glandular transplantations or the injection of hor-
mones is analyzable as a “new physical situation.” Dr. Andras Angyal
observes in his Foundations for a Science of Personality, “A morphologi-
cal distinction between organism and environment 15 impossible.” He
also reminds us, “The blood has been called ‘internal environment’ by
Claude Bernard.” Accordingly, he employs the concept of a “bio-
sphere” m which “subject (organism)” and “object (environment)”
are merged as a single process.

~ The title of Robert M. Coates’s fantasy, Eazer of Darkness, could be
translated: “The agent whose substance is one with the substance of
. darkness” (though we should next have to make an inquiry into the
_author’s use of “darkness” to discover the special attributes of the term
in his particular thesaurus). Totemic rites and the sacrament of the
.Eucharist are instances where the nutritive emphasis becomes sub-
--merged in the notion of familial consubstantiality. “Tell me what you
< eat, and I'll tell you what you are.”

Directional substance. Doubtless biologically derived from the ex-
perience of free motion, since man is an organism that lives by locomo-
tion.  Frequently, with metaphors of “the way,” the directional stresses
~ the sense of motivation from within. Often strongly futuristic, purpos-
+1ve, 1ts slogan might be: Not “Who are you?” or “Where are you
from ?” but “Where are you going?” Thought in terms of directional
- substance gamned many fresh motives since the Renaissance, and the
“greater mobility that went with the development from status to con-

5
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tract, alienation of property, the growth of the monetary rationale, and
revolutionary innovations in the means of transportation and communi-
cation. The directional is also susceptible of conversion from “free”
motion into the “determined.” Thus, one may “freely” answer a call,
yet the call may be so imperous that one could not ignore 1t without
disaster. And statistical treatment of supposedly “free” choices may
disclose a uniform response prevailing among the Jot. . .

The directional has encouraged much sociological speculation in
terms of “tendencies” or “trends.” With such terms, the substantial
paradox is not far i the offing. 1f a man did not make a certain de-
cision, for instance, we might nonetheless choose to say that he had a
“tendency towards” the decision. Indeed, any tendency Zo do some-
thing is, by the same token, a tendency 707 to do it.

The directional is embedded in the very word, “motivation.” And

we may note four related nuances, or perhaps puns, with corresponding

philosophies. Doctrines that reduce mental states to materialistic terms

treat motion as motive. 'When an individual’s acts arc referred to some .
larger curve, we get mogement as motive. For instance, mdividual |
immigrants came to America as part of a general movement westward.
“Movement” in such cases can be either purposive or necessitarian, since -
one’s place m a “movement” is like one’s enlistment in a “cause” (and
Latin causq is defined as: that by, on account of, ot through which any .

thing takes place or 1s done; a cause, reason, - motive, -inducement)

Terminologies that situate the driving force of human action in human
passion treat emotion as motive. (In his Principles of Literary Crits-’
cism, I A. Richards offers a good pun for reducing emotion i turn to
smotion, when he proposes that we speak not of the emotsons aroused in -
us by art but of the commotions.) And one can mystically select the:
moment as motive. Such “moments” are directional in that, being led

up to and away from, they summarize the foregoing and scminally con
tain the subsequent. But mn themselves they “just are,” being an “eter
"nal present” that has wound up the past and has the future wound up
All metaphors or generalizations, such as homo homint lupus, ot “lif

a pilgrimage,” or “the economic man,” that treat one order of motiva
tion in terms of a higher order or lower order, are examples of sub

stantiation; and they reveal the paradox of substance in that the given

subjéct both is and is not the same as the character with which and b
which it is identificd. Such statements about motivating essence, ofte
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made in passing and sometimes serving as the midrib of a work, are the
stock in trade of imaginative literature. As such, they can be most
fully studied under the heading of Symbolic. And much that we have
written in Permanence and Change, Attiiudes Toward History, and
The Philosophy of Literary Form could be read as an elaboration of this
paragraph. 'The name of any well-developed character 1 a fiction is
the term for a peculiar complexaty of motives,

Didlectic Substance

From the standpoint of our present study, all the foregoing types
could be considered as special cases of a more inciusive category: dialec-
tic substance. Dialectically considered (that 1s, “dramatistically” con-
sidered) men are not only 1z nazure.  The cultural accretions made pos-
sible by the language motive become a “second nature” with them.
Here again we confront the ambiguities of substance, since symbolic

communication is not a merely external instrument, but also intrinsic

" to men as agents. Its motivational properties characterize both “the

human situation” and what men are “in themselves.”
- 'Whereas there is an implicit irony in the other notions of substance,
with the dialectic substance the wony is explicit. For it derives its

_character from the systematic contemplation of the antinomies attend-
ant upon the fact that we necessarily define a-thing in terms of some-
thing else. “Dialectic substance” would thus be the over-all category
pf. dramatism, which treats of human motives in the terms of verbal
~action. By this statement we most decidedly do not mean that human
“‘motives are confined to the realm of verbal action. We mean rather
that the dramatistic analysis of motives has its point of departure in the
"_I'iject of verbal action (in thought, speech, and document).

A poem, by shifting the imagery of its metaphors, permits us to con-
- template the subject from the standpoint of various objects. This effect

s dialectical in the sense that we see something in terms of some other.
n a-more restricted sense, however, the dialectical considers things mn

‘terms not of some other, but of the other. The sharpest instance of
this 15 an agon wherein the protagonist is motivated by the nature of the
rantagonist, as with the situating of socialist motives in resistance to

a?i_ta}lism, or the unifying effect of the Allied Nations’ joint opposition
o:Hitler. There is-a grim pleasantry that runs, “Of course we're

+
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Christians—but what are we being Christians against?” In earlier -
days, when the devil enjoyed great personal prominence, he could per- 4
form this noteworthy role of agonistic unification which, in our-era of
humanstic progress, we generally assign exclusively to human vessels.

The ambiguity of external and internal motivation has recently
plagued some enemics of Fascism who saw that an effective war against
the Fascist nations would require many “Fascist” measures on the part
of the Anti-Fascists. As the Irish poet, George Russcll, once stated the 7§
form of their predicament: “We become the image of the thing we
hate.” And the great dialectician, Coleridge, has observed that rivales
are the opposite banks of the same stream. And it was dialectically,
or dramatically, necessary that the dews! should be an angel; for were
he of any less noble substance, the Christian agoniz would to that de-
gree have fallen short of thoroughness in imagining a common ground
on which the two great conflicting motives, good and evil, can jomn
battle.

The most thoroughgoing dialectical opposition, however, centers
in that key pair: Being and Not-Being. For the contextual approach
to substance, by inducing men to postulate a ground or context in
which everything that is, 35 placed, led thinkers “by dialectical neces-
sity” to affirm that the only ground of “Being” is “Not-Being” (for
“Being” is so comprehensive a category that its dialectical opposite,
“Not-Being,” is the only term that would be left to designate its
ground). The Neo-Platonist, Plotinus, carried such thinking to its
ultimate limits, 1n the direction of that “negative theology” whereby
the divine substance, as the ground of all that we experience in the
material world, could be designated only by the absence of any attri-
butes such as we in our material existence can conceive of. He would
evolve a dialectical process that, beginning with material things, in the
end had completely transcended its beginnings, thus arriving at a
totally immaterial vision of God as an abstract Oneness. Accordingly,:
in his belief that material existence is estrangement from God, he is’
said to have been unwilling to name either his parents or his birth-:
place (the abstract concept of dialectical substance here leading him-
to proclaim his identity by a negative reference to the familial and the'
geometric).

The process of transcendence may, of course, be reversed. Then the
ultimate abstract Oneness is taken as a source, a “first”; and the steps
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leading up to it are interpreted as stages emanating from it. Or

terms that are contextual to each other (such as Being and Not-Being,

Action and Rest, Mechanism and Purpose, the One and the Many)
can be treated as familially related (as were Being to be derived from
Not-Being, Action from Rest, Mechanism from Purpose, the Many
from the One). Or, in general, actualities may be derived from po-

tentialities that are in a different realm than the actualities. The most

obvious instance of such a derivation would be a naturalistic assertion
that the “conscious” is derived from a “pre-Conscious,” or that the state
of life is derived from a condition of “prelife.”s Iowever, many less
apparent variants are possible. The human person, for instance, may
be dertved from God as a “super-person.”  Or human purpose may be
derived from an All Purpose, or Cosmic Purpose, or Universal Pur-
pose, or Absolute Purpose, or Pure Purpose, or Inner Purpose, ete.  And
instead of a “pre-conscious™ as the source or latent form of conscious-
ness, we may have a subconscious or unconscious or “collective uncon-

sclous,” etc.
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