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 'Realism

gyitigue of Pure Reason denles the absolute objectivity of thoughts

a8 well as the absolute objectivity of sense; 1t does not discover

the structure of human knowing or the structure of 1ts objectivity;

1t settles for the normatlve objectlivity of a transcendental logle _

that 1s claimed, mistakenly, to vallidate human cognitional mekimsky @

actlvity with respect to a world of possibls experience. |
Seventhly, the cognitlonal atomlat, since he can appeal

nelther to the facts of cognitional activity nor to any but the

most confused notione about objectlvlty, naturally enough seeks

t0 bolater his positlon by clalming hls atomlsm to be the seole

' reallist

possible alternative to phenomenalism or ldealism, In fact,

realism 1ls not such a poverty-stricken doctrilne

But thls argument presupposes that the cognitlonal atomlst is

in a position to define what the set of maln possible philosophle

positions are and to establish that his definltion is true.

It £m would be far simpler for him
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criterion 18 found, 1t may be put to qulte different uses.
It may effect no more than a division of the Malready, out, there,

now,"

into two parts, one real, the other unreal; and in that case
there 1s no transformation of the strueture of consciousness,

no shift in the centre of one's being, no becoming what one is

- to be.
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There 1s, however, a prior question andﬁhﬁ%kanswar to 1t

is not at all obscure. Am I to be & man? Is my knowing to be

human knowing? Is my knowing to be a compound of experlencing,
understanding, and Judging? On these questlons the spontanseous,
theoretic, and eritical subjecte agree. All three know by -
experiencing, understanding, and judging. For all three what
is known 1is what 1s truly affirmed to be. The differences
between them are relatively minor differences that consist in
no more than an acqulred dexterity in transforming the structure
of one's consclousness. But besldes the spontaneous subject,
there 18 the mythlc subject; beslides the theoretle subject, there
1s the ldeologlist; besldes the crltical subject, there 1s the
lost existentialist. The mythic subject, the ideologi&st, the
lost exlstentialist will say that they are to be men; they will
say that their knowing 1s to be human knowing; but for them "man"
and "human" have another meaning; for beyond their horizonm,
beyond their comprehension, kexm beyond the range of statements
that have a possible meaning for them, is the statement that
humen knowing is a compound of experiencing, understanding, and
judging: and in like manner for them 1t 1s meaningless to say
that "being," that what becomes known in the moment of true
judgement, is the "real."

Mythilc subjects tell many different tales; ldeologlsts
construct an enormous varlety of counter-philosophles; lost

existentlalists have each thelr manner of getting lost. But
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if thelr conclusions diffegi, vastly, thelr common starting-point
s not hard to find. ZPrior to the man, there 1s the child.

A man 1s what the chlld 1s to be; but a man is what the child,

a8 yet, 1s not. In that prior perioed the chlld ls sald to have
not yet attalned the age of reason. It 1s not yet respoq&aible
because as yet there 1ls an inadequacy about 1ts distinetion
between right and wrong. It is not yet properly ratlonal because
as yet there 1s an inadequacy about its distinction between true
and falss. Though human knowlng is natural to human belngs,
8t1l11l what is had at birth has yet to be developsd. As it is
only in time that the body of the infant becomes the body of a
men, 80 too it is only 1in time that the potential intelligence
and potent%é?l rationality of the infant become intelligence 1in
act and rationality in act. Before sunrise, there is the dawn.
In that slow recession of night the child learns to dlstinguish
mere dreams from reality, mere lmages from reallty, mere storles
from reallty, mere meke~believe from reallity. But what does the
® chlld mean by reallty? Negatlve answers are easy! the real

ls not merely a dream, merely zmxima a flight of imagination,

merely a story, merely make-bellieve. But there is also a further
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XNth being presupposes (1) phaﬂ/one ig,mééter of the)dis;IﬁCr on
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hbtwoen thek true and theﬂfalae and]ka) that one bas ‘et the

-xistential" 1ssue by e ctin the moet fu n
. y effecting the m ndamne
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