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~validity both of sensitlve krnowledge and of ideas and concepts.

WHAT I8 REALISM 2

The term, realism, is not easily defined. In lalande's

Vocabulalre, realism and ldealism are consigered opposité terms,

but the word, reallsm, s sald to share all the indeterminacy of
its oprosite, 1deallsm, and that word is pronounced so indeterminate
that the reader ls advlsed not te¢ employ it at all.

M, M. Goree 1n the Dictlonnairse de théolomie catholioue

is more forthright . Reallam ise described as the philosophy
that {1) la impllcit In Catholicism and in most forms of
Christlamity and (2) occuples an intermediate positijuon between
extrenes named nominalism and ideallsm. DNor are these terms
consldered a0 vague a8 t0 be useless.
1'une de ces deux positions extrémes, le nominalisme, tend
& nier la valeur des 1dées, au moins des conceptsy 1l'autre
position extréne, 1'idéalisme, tend & Ster & la connaissance
gensibile sa va leur abaolg&g-de représentation d'un monde
extérisur, sa valeur indépendente de 1l'esprlit humain.

Reallsm consecquent 1y 1s the posliion that acknowledges the value or

Cne might be hapckler sbout these statements if Prof,
Gilson had not wrltten at some lengbth against a position that
he nanes essentialimn; It includes both idealism ané:mistaken
realism, Its characterlstic 1s to overlook existence in things
and the exletentinl laport of judgements., For Prof. Gllson
a genuine reallsm stresses exlstentlal Judgement; in 1its
higtorical origins it is ;o'be assoclated wlth ontological

connotations found in theyname of God, "I am who am", with

the dognetle traditions of the Catholle Church and, in his
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personal experience, with the old-style ¢atechian.

It does not seem that Prof. Gilson's realism will fit
into R. P. Gorce's scheme. When only two factors are consldered,
glther one stresses sense to the neglect of ldeas and concepis,
or one stresses ideas and concepts to the neplect of sense,
or one gilves both their due. But when a third, origlnal factor
enters into consideratlion, & unllinear scheme has to be replaced
by a trlangle. Prof. Glleon introduces & third, original
factor: his exlsiential judpement 1s nelthier a sensitive activity
nor an ldea or concept nor an essentialist conjunctlon of the
two. Hence, Iinstead of two extremes and an intermedlary, ve
now have noninellism on one slde of ’ah:}triangle, ldealisn on
the other, essentialist realism combining these two sides, and
the realism Prof, Gilson praises occcupying all three gides.

Such a basic shift implies a wholasals reinterpretation of
philosophdlc concepts and philoscphic history. Following his
bent, Prof. Gllson expressed himself throagh the medium of
historical interpretation. Hls account of rezlism 1s not the
sssentialist account. His critlque of ldeallsm ls not the
esgentialist critique. His view of the relatlons beiween
iy realism and Catholiclsm is not merely more precise Quinaips
IRRGERaRh D TRg s aonf Jetrder-bul~t3tw
than the essentlalist view but ﬁlso different in kind. It is
plain thsat an gry ontoleogy, in which existence Ls known In the
exlstentlal jud.-ement, wlll differ from an ontology in which
exlstence is not known in thils precise manner. It is no less
plain, though Frof. Gllson will have no truck with eplstemological
guestlong, that a wview of lnowledge based on three factors will

dlffer essentially from a view of knowledge based upon two.
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confined to nomninallsn and idesliem; essentialist reallsm
also would De arreigmed because 1t merely combined nominelism
and ldealism Znstead of golng beyond them to the essentially
different positlon thab alone wmerits the name of reslism,

Moreover), these philosophle antlithesses would hxz have
their theologXeal slmnlficance. R. P, Gorce' remarked that realism
1s the phikms=mh philosophy implleit in Cathollelsm. Clearly,
if there are two vlewg of realism, one has to agk which 1s the
one that is lmplicit in Catholicism. X belleve that Frof,
Gilson would sey that essentiallst reallsm, =0 far from the
philosophy dAnpliclt &in Catholiclsm, is In fact the phllosophy
that systematieally Als regards the original contribution of
Hebrew and Chr=istian thonght to philosophy.

Further gestions arigse. When one ackmowledges the value or
valldity of seme and, sgain, the value or valldity of ideas and
concepts, is ore speaking of two distinct Immmtbddhime and
irreduxclble val1dities , or does one merely mean that there l1a
only one primltlve validity, thet of sense, from which a second
valldity may be derived by a process named abstraction?. Again,
1f one aclknovwleilges three distinct and irreducible validities,
all all three to be teken In one and the same univocal sense
of the word, ve lidity, or are thsre three speclfically different
properties of human Imnowledge sach of whlch contributes in Lts

own manner to the compund validity of man's compound knowing.
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this difflevlty as best we may, we propose to begin from & few
lingulstlic notes and then proceed from more integrated towards
nore atomistlc vlews of knowlng.
neterial
For Aristotle prime metier is not a thing and substential
form 1s not a thing; they are parts or components of a ¢ hing.
The reason for this ls, of course, not some pecullsrity of the
yord, thing, but tne fact that Aristotle concelved material
things as structured wholes, Similarly, because Aquinas conceived
the structure of the material thing in a different mannex, fomx
the compound of matter and form, which for Aristotle was & thing,
for him was not & thing btut only the essence of a thing, TLhe
seme type of linguistie varilatlon cccurs with regard to the
verb, Imowng., For a cogniti-nal atomist, knowing denotes &
common feature found 1ln every cognitlonal activity: seelong,
hearing, smelling, understand ing, c¢:ncelving, welgning the evidence,
judping, and inferring are all equally instances of knowing;
If they were not, they could not be cognitional activities.
But when knowing is found to¢ have a strueture, then knowing
denotes & whole, and cognitiomal activitlies are only parts;
since the part is not the whole, tuere exist cognitional activities
singly they
that are not knowing tnough in appropriate conjunctions ars
kaowlng. DNow there is no doubt that the =g atomlstle and the
sbructured views of knowing are contradlctory. But when the
former agserts that concelving is knowlng and the latter asserts
that conceiving 1s not knowlng but merely th inking, one ls
rerely confusing the issue in obtuse fashion if omne fane les

that there is any # other difrerence between the two views

apart from the megatlion and the affirmation of stiructure.
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this dlfficulty as best we may, we propose to begin from a few
raotes or the ling-distlce problem, and to proceed from more
I1ntegrated to less integrated views,

The linguistic problem is already familiar from a parallel
ontologica.l instance., In Thomlstic metaphysics prime matter,
substantlal form, egsence, and existence are not things, but
componsnits ln one coaposite thing. Similarly, when knowledge
15 concaived ag a composite whole, then the verb, know, cannot
e taker as W the name of a common feature found in each
and svery cognitional actlvity; on the contrary, it has to be the

nene of the compound resulting from combining several actlivities.
first

Hence, AJust as prime natter 1le, not a thing, but a thing inAPotency,

80 when nowing i conceived as a compound, experience (all

senslng and all conscinusness) ig, not knowing, but knowing in first

potency. Similarly, just as a material substantial form ls,

not & taing, but mukim the first act of & thing, 80 also
understand ing is, not knowing, but the flyst act of ltnowing.
Again, Just as a material essence ls, not a thing, but &t

& tolng in sscond potency, so also conch@fing, thinklng, defining,
forming hy potheses, deducing their conseguences are, not knowing,
but knowing in second potency. Further, Just as existence ls,
not a thilng, but the second zct of a thing, so also the proper
contentt of a judgement, the bare ‘Yes' or 'No,’ is not knowing
but tiae second act of knowing., Finally, Jjust as mstter and form,
emsence and exlstence, together constitute the materlal thing,

50 also experience and understanding, tulnking and the proper

.

—
content of a judgement,(constitutegtogether{a single instancs

0€ human knowlng.
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