The question must be met, but it is well to underatand its
complexity. It ralser simultaneouwsldy two quite different
problems, & striectly intellectual problem that can be met
within the 1limits of rational dlscourse and, at the same time,
& concrete human problem that is resolved only by a conversion
of the subject, only by a complete and coherent rejectlion

of Mythos and by a complete self-ldentification with one's

own rationallity
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Not so long ago myth was an extinet category. It possesszed
& relevance to anclent history and to anthropological research.
It was conceded & survival in religlous oplonions and passions.

But 1t had no place in an account of the truly nodern mind.
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Not 80 long ago myth was defined as a story about the gods.
It nad a preclse fleld of application in anclent polythelism
and Lts survival in backward and decaying civilizations. It
could have no relevance to an account of ths modern mind, for
medern man does not invent storles about the godas.

But ayth has been redeflned. It has been found that
Btories about the gods ere no more than a partlcular case of
a2 permanent temptatlon. A myth 1s now an affect-laden image
that conveys an apprehension of values. It possesses relevance
not only 1n anJ%opOIOgical regearch, 1n the history of cultures
and doctrines, in the late philosophy of Schelllng and hls
contemporary repressntatives, but alse in depth psychology,

In political proraganda,
in the techniques of advertising, in the soclal englneering

of the totalitarlan stats,

In the soclology of knowledge, In the techniques of the advertissr,
in pollitical propagenda, and in the soclal engineering of the
totalitarian state.




Dr. Fey assertel two basically ap opposed analogles,

knowledge as structurs, and knovledge as vision, I have denied

that gresping the structure of human knowing 1s 2 matter of

anal#ggy. But I must a&lso call in gquestion his opinion that
anal\;gy 1s involved when knowlng is concelved as seelng.
A#mlogy 15 a highly developed technical term. It affirms
Toth si;:‘.larit.y and difference between a known objeset and an
object to e known by analogy. The krown object ls scrutinized
cirefully and defined exactly. The sense in which similarity
As affirmed seeks precislon: analogy of proportizn and analogy
of attributlon are d1istinguished; and sabdistinctions are added.
The fact of difference is not camouflaged; on the contrary
there 1s acknowledged explicitly and overtly the fact that
the extent of the dlfference 1s unknown. Proofe are offered
that proper knowledge of the umknown object cennot be had,
that recouxse to analogy 1s necessary, that the analogy exlsts
and 1ls validly asgerted. Nor l1s there any pretence that analogy

one
ds the smix and only mode of human knowledge; admittédly, analogy

ds a pis aller.
The analogy of vision dispenses with such fussy technicalities.
Jack or Jidl holds upa hand and looks at it. Knowing is like
the seelng. Belng ls like the hand. FKnowlng truth 1ls seeing
the conformity between the knowing and the belng. That 1s
Reallsm with a capital "R." The appeal is to the broad facts
of ocular vislon and, therefore, it is superfluou(éi)to discuss
the fact of halluclnations and illusionaf':%o investigate the
differences between the seelng of artists, of trained scilentific

or (3)
observers, and of mem of practical common sense,htg set forth
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