The same two elementg sre manlifest ln the fundamental Scholastic
technigue of the guaestlo. In the definitlon of Gilbert ds la Porrée,
a guaestio existe Af and only 1f both sides of a conmtradiction are

supported by anthoritative statements or by solild reasomns or by hoth.

- Hence, there arose and endlesely was rel?ieat,ed the procedure, first,

of setting forth the srguments for and against a position (Videtur

quod non..., Sed contra egt...), secondly, of laying down one's

principles for a solution (Respondeo dicendum), and thirdly of

applying one's prineiples to the arguments already advanced 'é-r’

(Ad primum..., Ad primum vere guod in contrarium...). Now,

manifestly, thls whole procedure 1ls meaninglesa, either if true

do nel
propositions \exist or I true propositions beapmolriletitmie.

reality do n’;t correapond to reallty.

Such, then, is dogmatle realism. In its content it is extremely
sinple. In its origins and its development 1t is ths product of
the Hebrew and Christian religions, of the conciliar decislons of
the Cathollc Church, and of the search for consistency in scriptural,
ecc leslastical, and patristic statementis that motivated the activity
of medlaeval theologisns, Finslly, among Catholics, At is outside
the range of possible controversy, and =0 it provides a solid

foundatlon for a determination of what the word, realism, traditionally

mexmBx and genuinsly means,
hilosophic Reallsm

By philosophlc recalism I shall mean a doctrine that not only
mekes dogmatic reallsm explielt but also assigns its foundation.
To define the word, foundation, let it be saild that 4 is the
foundation of B, if and only if (1) knowledge of A is prior to
knowledge of B, (2) A'1ls the sufficient conditlon of B, amd (3)

A ls the necessary conditlon of B.

T

[, T



Realism . E R

It happens that I belleve the issue of valldity cannot be
gvaded. By this, of course, I do not mean that the existence of mmhh
valld knowledgs is to be proved. That 1s nonsense: proofa auppo se
prenisses; premisses suppose valld knowledge; and so every

proof of valld knowledge ls ® necessarily a psetitio prineipil.

My mesnhing ls that one has to distinguish the various grounds
on which knowlng may be concelved as valld and that one has tfo
deternine which of these concepticne is correct. My reasoﬁ for
asperting the necessity of this inmiry Into the meaning of
validity is that, without 1t, there seems to bs no likelihood
of getting people to recognize mere matters of cognltlional fact;
for thelr unscrutinized views on the nature of validity functlon
g8 & oriterion of what comitional fact can te

everyone m=ans by cognitional fact only the facts relevant to
valld cognition, and s0 everyone's unscrutinized preconcertions
on vhat validity means settle what comitionsl fact be befors -

any cognitional facts are considered.
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Sidelights _ T x

But the generallity of reallem is reflexive: it 1s concerned not
wlth any set of partdcular propoxsiticns 2 ani of particular

correspondences; on the contrary
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