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Aenies the ldeantlty but asserts the correspondence of actlvitles
and oblects; from correspondence there follow both the need

of an arguément, for there are tvo structures, end the valldliy
of the argument, for activitles correspond xa# to thelr objects.
The argument breaks down only 1f =re there is no structure in
huran knowing, ag in cognitlconal atonism, or If activities and

ohjects
zut® do not even correspond,as 1ln scepticlisam.

Objectivity

We have spoken of structure, cognltional structure, subjlect
axd object, and =0 we have arrived at the guestlon of objlectivity,
of the relation Metween subject and object, of valeur., At once
we must note thnst the questlon can be taken in meany ways.

The key question is why are "is knowm" and "is" eoulvalent,
oxr why are "is known to be so" and "is so" equivalent. This

regards

questionl\ia the truth of rational judpemnent, 4 realist wlll

contend that veritas formeliter est An solo iudiclo intellectus

ard that veritzs est adaequatio intellactus ad rem. Together

these affirmationg imply that, when one Judges truly, then one

is entitled to say not merely that this horse ls known to exist
bt that this horee existse, or agein not merely that thils norse
is legitimately affirmed to be black but that thils horse ls black.
o doubt, we naturaily assume that waatever we know, if truly we
knnow, really ls, The key ouestion of obiectivity regards thne

vallidity of that assumption.

This question can be ansvered ontologically. Ons presupposes

- an ontologicel theory both =f our lknowing awmd of the universe.

From that theory one deduces both the pogsibllity of a correspondence
Te tveen the reallty of things and the activitles of knowlng ang,

further, the preclse causal process in wailch that correspondence
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oceurs. Such an asnswer nsed not detain us: on the one haﬂd, it
an essentlal part of a
i zhaxmniatﬂ complete answer for without a theory of the universe
one cannot asgsign the ultlmate ground of the possibility of
a correspondence ¥ between finlte knowledre and r»emlity and,
further, without an ontologlcal account of cornltlonal activity
one cannot treat of comitional activity ag part o¢f a causal
procegs., OUn the otuner hand, an ontological answer presupposes
velld knowledre of ontology, and velld knowledse of ontology
rregsupposes valld knowledge. Thep key ogusstion is prior to
ontology and the ansver to the key question has to be presupposed
by an ontology.

Secondly, the key questlon cam e raised and answered Lln
purely cognitional terms. BSuch a treataent presuproses the
transition Crvom substance to subject and a theory of knowledge
based on the reality of the subject as subjeet and of his acts:z
ag congclious events. Within that precisely deiimited fleld
one can dlstinguish t.sree meanings of the term, objectivity.
There 18 an experiemntial objectlvity and 1t is n=nlfested by
the appeal to data. You say, for instance, that ay hand 1ls white;

look, it is pimk. There is a normative objectivity and it is

e |

manliested by an appeal to rules, canons, necessitles,
inevitabilities. You say, for instance, that no valid proposition
regards all classes; but what you say 1s & proposition, and it
regards all classes; therefore 1t asserts lts own ilnvalidity,

and se it is selfi-destructive. F¥Finally, there iz am absolutie
objectivity in the order of matters of fact. You say, for
instance, that this is a M wollf. But are you certaln?

Mlight it not be a dog?
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Thirdly, the key gquestion can be transposed to the level
of symbolic thought., Reallity lles outslide. Knowlng occurs insigde.
What is the bridze over which one marches when one passes from

i ' 2 TOW R 18" ~H_As\Lhe caes TR,

shar—wiN~be\a;

Inside to outside? As the questlon 1is symbolie, so also is the
answer'. The purely ontologlcal and xm the purely cognitional
agpects of the issue merge. It can and does happen that the
symbol 1s identifled with the symbolized and, at that point,
we pass from asymbolle to mytnle thinking. Arguments and
counter~arguments contlnue, and so mythic thinlzing becomes
ideology.

Earlier we asked a muber of questions about valeur. It 1s
now posslble to Lndlicate our answers. Flr-st of all, just as
Bk our knowing 1s a structure, so also the objectivity of our
knowing has distincet and complementary aspects: cbjectivity
is not Just a matter of data, nor just a matter of norms, nor
Just a matter of 4k an absolute, but & siruetu.-ed compound of all
three. OSecondly, whet ls not objective, is not cognitlonal;
Kerxthiscrsanor and what 1s not cogn’tlonal, has no bearing
on the purely cosnitlonal gusstion of objectivity. This
matual conditioning Ls the trap that tends Lo make nistakes
incorrigibhle: overlook an aspect of objectivity and you exclude
the copmlitlional character of an actlvity, pay no attention to
the actlvity, and so nave no chance to discover the aspect of
objectivity that you overlooked; inverssely, overlook anxx
a component in cognitlonal activity and you exclude an aspsct

of objectivity; then, even If you advert to the activity, your

-
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Symhol, thg, Ideolory

A symbol 1s an affect~laden lmage that conve%s a nesning
and thereby mediates an aprrzhenslion of values, Myth conslsts
In the abuse of symbols, Ideoclogy is system reached by the use
of ratlormal technliques (loglecal, sclentlfic, philosorhic) To expand

a myth. Gountér-ideology is another system, oprosed 12 the Lieclozy,
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