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Being. The understanding of one complements that of the other. One cannot
understand Being in terms of concepts because it transcends all generality.
One cannot understand the individual in general terms because it also
transcends generality (in an opposite direction, so to speak), because the

Individual transcends the particular, i.e., it is a case or exemplification of
the general.

0 deny the adequacy of concepts to express Being on the ground that
concepts are “limiting,” as Ferrater Mora seems to have done, is
misleading insofar as it relies on a mathematical analogy. Yet I think it
represents a deeper and more penetrating insight. Being cannot be
understood as a mathematical continuum, as infinitely divisible or infinitely
numerable but uncountable in terms of any unit of numeration. Being may, I
suggest, be significantly thought of as an ontological continuum that is
infinitely structurable. As a continuuum, it is itself unstructured; no
structuring, however complex, can exhaust its possibility of further
structuring. In view of this fact, an ontological continuum is pure poten-
tiality, the realm of infinite and unlimited possibility. (Yet, although it is, or
has, no structure of its own, it is such that once it is structured in any way, it
is no )nger susceptible to certain other forms of structuring; although it is
open to further structuring in forms compatible with the structure received.
There is, so to speak, an infinite number and variety of possible worlds, and
each one has a ground plan permitting infinite elaboration compatible with
it, but never constituting a completed structure of Being.) All “worlds,” i.e.,
all existence is essentially incomplete.

But if we try to think of Being as an ontological continuum, we meet an
impasse. For a continuum is a concept, abstract and general. But Being
cannot be, or be understood, as an abstraction or even in terms of a
transcendent generality. As pure potentiality it cannot be, since what is
must be actual as well as potential. Or, in other words, Being exists only as
structured, only as a possible world actualized. Since as a continuum itdoes
not structure itself, nor as pure potentiality actualize itself, Being must be
thought of as including the discrete, the pure actual, or the contingent this—
the “something™ rather than the ‘“‘nothing” of transcendent generality,
which is infinite and unlimited potentiality. (If we think of Being as One, a
monistic unity, then it actualizes itself from the necessity of its own nature—
and we commit ourselves to all the difficulties of a dogmatic rationalism.)

I tend to think of Being as including, or revealing, two opposed but com-

‘ementary aspects: the continuum and the discrete, the potential and the
actual. Beingis¢ lyinthe existent, but is not exhausted by it. We must then
admit the individual as at once revelatory and a constituent of what Being is.
It is individuals, in actuality as discrete and unrepeatable existents, that







