F) oot r’r:
wuestlons fow Wyl and Wheol..gy senivar, 30/5/775

Blizde says thwb fhe abw, erodh, pea, Lees, w0 and 8000 cunn e wsdd nytioozlly.
Ia there uny major lagredisct i pature ool ,.zu.mt.we bumanbiind U2 not us
uvthlcally?

ATy

Pregupsosing that =ysk iz thy oypreolie orjectifile-tlon of the 11 fri renaing of the
avih, an objectifientim ;m;b,., arbiculistes tha weoring withovt, rewsven, distias-
puishing subjest aac objoct {objsctification without otjaernifyh: ;); r.m r..m,.. .
congelounnigs of 4lhe raored o the woeuil of the 2wergance of Alztdnelin witldn
pythie eongciousncss, vin,, the ddstinetios Yolweon me and e gods, e {E.‘siii"_e';c'tin‘a '
anioh ghows itself aleo da dillswentiatior wiiwoen the gucsed aed the peclinss | '
theme de o step Pvon wee aythic sovscien-aees 5o Bacend avsaizacas, ond this alep
iavalves an act of wmdzoeatao Ny vovaltiny in 8 distinetion. Whal w’n’:ch; this
d.Lsthctimt srise?  how dead iv arioae? aez thors soclal o garsonad siluctionn
vh-on lkely cecasion 107

Coutd we pramine thet thore wip an uslvzl historicel pericd . dusling witel "peopls”
lived with enly the pure myiwmic consclousness? Would thsse "people™ be human,
homo, sapicns, palmed raticnsle?

T

Toe distinction betusen e sacred eud the profane wouldl eet up lwo reelvs of
neaning: wydhic conpoiousnesn gelnting to the reelm of the ancred and a compon
sonae comgscloumness reloting o evory-day nresticality of she prefese. The twe
would intermingle with the sacre? giving *he orgenising and eztplzmmtc-m gri.ncip_la
of tae profane, ‘ihen, the rove to theory (Socvates' esking for definitions) must
rapresent wnother step and presuppose a further differentintion. Yhot i vhe

differsnce und xolationshlp betscen the livat step of dietimpuishing end tha
nazt of dafining?

If {he above exposition ig corrset, ie the movement not more coxplicuted then
simply fvom wyth to theory bausuge of the intervening otsge of distinciion-meking?

AT e

How is it that myth can present an objectification of meaning through lungurge
without intruducing dlstinetions beiweon subjscet and object, i.e., how do we
gl son-ohjeetifying objuctifications?

L2

A proposed exanle of mybiidc coneclouuneas: in the experience of o foot-
ball geme thers ia the experience of onenzes smoup tesn and fsna, i.0., there is no
subject-object distinetion operative as reason is eclipsed in the enthusissm of the
specincle. The cheerv shouted by the fans are the myth, for they act as an im-
kediate verbel ovjectificailon of the rituad being enscted withoul introducing

n Gistincetion batween toem sud fans. ALl are living the sams experiencejand the
fans, in chsering, srs swpporting thomeslves as well as the team, for they do not
pxpsrionce thenselves as distinct. (¥mefur we have puve mythic consciousnees.)
For very ardent fans: the awsreness of diastinciion arises when the game is over
wnd the tonm has loost and the fons realize they need not be so depressed since they
thenisolves did ot #ewlly lose but only tho tsam {unless they had money bet on the
pema !}, (Gerc the distinction bhatwsen sncred and profmne, football worild and every-
day tozld aviges.) Couwent on this etwspls. And what about the question of lan-
puage:  the Tans were able to articwlate theiw myth because they hed o language at
thodir disppsal, Wt al the origins of humen wind no words were nlready aveilsble to
becoue expressions of the mythic mesning...?
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\natxthtx they behave meaningfully and their world seems tr~ have a genetically E

"its meaning, and so simply raises an alternate need for explicatirn,

secular, But Ellade seems to gn a step further and seems te ascribe tn the

uestirng ~n Ellade, W, Grant

I can't fermulats ny juestirns with the precisirn of aschrlastic thenis,

Mt I candistinguish three related areas where I feel a need frr clarificatirn.

1. Wnat is this "thirst frr being, feor the really real”? Is "being" hers

equivalent t~ "meaning"? And Just whatis "meaning"? A try: Meaning is a

it
symbrlic representation rf numan experience such that mbbch renders this ;
vital j
experéence cegnitively crherent, merally gust, and emrticnally kaizxooed, xxdx !

it
xtaxh In particular/has the preperty that the world erder appears as a

paradigm for moral justness, and that mrral jusitce and emnkizmxt apprepriate- |
ess of feslings appear as inevitable respenses t~ the wrrld srder, Beisdes

the great complexity of the "meaning" of "symbol®, this definitirn labers under ‘
the difficulty that it shifts the problem tr the need and tr~ the meaning of
*erherence” " justice®, and "witality"., Animals seem t~ nave nn such preblems o=
preseribed meaning for hem == witheut having te struggle for their meaning,
without having optiens with respect to this meaning, and withrut the néed for : i
a cemprehensivd symbnl system, What is there about man that he gets picked on

in this way? Is there any non-circular way to talk about meaning? Every

statementxs abnut meanigg has a meaning and is intelligible enly in virtue of

2, The sacred ahd the5profane: At first this seems rabher clear: The

sacred is the "holy" (R, Ctto) and the sxzxmix profane is tha practical and g

sacred, as opposed tn the profane, the pewer to integrate experience, gn eonfer
"meaning” upen an&ntherwise chantic wnrld; New I wender if thie isxk really sn,
and whether a scientific or aesthetic 6r'pnlitica1 or ecnnemic (shades of Adanm

Smith) Weltanschauung can't be "meaningful” 4in the sense adumbrated abeve,

On the othe .hadn, if it 1s so, then clearly man can never ever live without
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the "sacred", because it is impessible te carry .nut a meanignless existence, Drxxm

x The world would be completely opague and actirn wnuld be utterly witheut

notive -= after all eva;?tha mystical dark night there is Faith, If the

prwer to confer meaning is identified with the sacred, then a desacralized werld

must be cne of depression se mammrth as to beyond the nightmares nf even

trained psychiatrist'.s. It seems clear that either we must say that the

prefane is quite capable of conferring "meaning” nf we must say that the sacred

radically )

is never/absent, though it may underge smxx transformatiens, These twe

views are, of course, not exclusive, and persenally I believe that brth are true,
3, 'With respecg ¢ o the modern world: During the peried of Enlightenment,

Science, and Liberalism, say regghly 1700-1900, the world seems to have been

a pretty meaningful AND profane place, The underlying symbol X was that of

self-confained but interacting particles ::- and this model was applied with

great meanignfuoness to the physical world,‘ the moral world, the pnl.iticalk

world, the economic world, All this is basically over, and crnseq uently

there 1s a sense of cultural vertige, The problem with the 20th century is

not that it is desacfalized but that it is de-prefanized, I ¢ hink it

is chara.cteriz_éd by 1) indeed a general sense nf depression and meaningless-

ness, 2) some vestiges ~f former faiths, some religious but mest of them

secular, .3.) # pnh;erf.ﬁl and dri\;ing sense of MAGIC, wherein techarlegy is

homelgized, 3f not to the sacred, cetainly to the pretermatural; 'to the )

ensmic savior or the cosmic sedu:cef depending on i'nurhpoint of view, (B Fuller

vs, J. Ellul), I think thatxf¥x Eliade misses l?.'tha_ integr;atig 8 power

of xﬂgﬂ profans, ,2). the qwtholqg_icél povier of tec:hnology.,(which iragard as

virtually a world reliéion)'. | |
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