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Two Meanings : ' _ 12

While an epistemology and a psychology have nio effaect on
the reality of thingzs, they do exert a notable influence on
ontology, 1. e., on our account of the reality of things.

80 1t 1s that & mythle epiletemology and psychology lmply a
mythle ontology, whose characterlstics now claim our attention.

In ontology the baslc notlon is the notion of being, and
in mythic ontology the notion of belng 1s the notlon of the
reallty of the glven. It has been sald, true enough, that being
1s what we see. S5til1, for being to be, 1t does not have to
be seen. ‘hilngs do not come into existence as Jack or Jill
turn to look at them. They already are; they are out there
walting to be seen; prilor to the sctual glvenness of their
being seen, there ls the potentlal glvenness of thelr walting
to be seen. Between two extremes, each of which ls a digkastrous
arror, one must choose the mlddle course. The phsnomsnallst
admits the x@Emm givenness but denies the reality; the Kantilan
admlts the thing=-in-iteelf but claims 1t to be umkmawiwed
unknowable, to lack glvenness for any huwman intuitlion; the
mythic rsallst strides down the central path; for him, the
reality and the glvenmness are at one and the reallity he names

being
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I have drawn attentlon to this contradiction merely to
indlcate a symptom. OQthera could be added, but our pressent concern

is the disease. It consists in a misuse of analogy,

Naive Realisnm

For the nalve reallst, being 1ls what we see, and knowledge 1is
the seeing of being. the verb l&&dﬂbé& 'to see' is used analogously,
of course.

Now all analogous knowledge 1s imperfect and incomplete:

A ls partly like B and partly unlike B, that we know; but Just
how dlfferent &,A ls from B, that we do not know.

It follows that, inasmuch as the verb 'to see' is employed
analogously, being ls imperfectly and t& Incompletely characterized
ag what we see, and Just how Imperfect and Incomplete that
characterizatlon 1s, we do not know. Again, 1t follows that
knowledge 1s lmperfectly and ilncompletely characterized as the
seelng of belng, and Just how imperfect and incomplete that
characterlzotlon 1s, we do not know.

Further, it follows that, 1f the nalve realist were to
respsct the limitatlons of analogy, he could not object from
his premlsses elther that lnteslligence ls not knowing or that
rationallty 1s not knowlng or that ug;ﬁ the obj}ect of intelligencs

ocular vislon
or of rationality 1s not being. It is true of course thatﬁgbbﬁaa
18 nelther intelligent nor rational. It is true that from the
analogy of ocular vision nothing whatevepi ls or can be known
elther about 1ntellipgenee or about ratlonality. But, at least,
if the naive realist took seriously the limitations of anslogy,
he would not deny a priorl the cognitlonal valldity of intelllgence
and of ratlionallty, and he would not claim a priordl that the
object of Intelllgent activity gua intelligent and of ratlonal
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I have drawn attentlon to this contradlctlon nmerely to
Indicate a aymptom. Other symptoms could be indicated, but our
rregsent concern 1s the disease. It conslsts in a misuse of

analogy.

Nalve Reallsm

For the nalve reallst, being 1s what we see, and knowledge
iz the seelng of being. The verb 'to see' 1s used analogously,
of course. In other words, the Juminous Llnstance of knowledgs
is ocular vision. For any other actlvity really and truly to
be knowledge, 1t must be like ocular wvision.

The nalve reallst is not concerned to learn from inner
experience just what the conception of universals 1a; he adverts
to the fact of universals and, in the light of his analogy,
concludes that we must see them., Heix 1a not concerned to learn
from inner experience Just what our grasp of prineiples ls;

He adverts to the faet of unlversals and, in the light of his
analogy, concludes that we must see them too., He is not concerned
to learn from inner experience just what our knowledge of the
truth of our knowledge 1s8; he adverts to the faect of truth and,

in the light of his analogy, concludes that 1t too 1s seen.

Now all analogous knowlsdge 1ls Imperfect and inconplete.
ﬁiﬁlihe nalve realist were to attend to this limimtation of
analogy, he would say, not that being is what we see, but that
being 1s imperfectly and incomplstely conceived as what we see.
Agaln, he would say, not that knowledge 18 the seeing of being,
but that lnowledge ls lmperfectly and 2k incompletely conceived
ag the gseelng of belng. Were such reservations made, nalve
realism would losge most of its nelvete. But the reservations

are not made, and 80 naive reallsm turns out to be a trap.




see 18 belng. He cammot carry the matter any further for the
sinple reason that he has waXkinx walked Into a trap. For he
has enployed analogy without observing the limitations of analogy.

The naive realist has employed analogy. He has found
ocular vislon to he a luminous instanece of knowledge. He hasg
leaped to the conclusion that knowledge can be knowledge only
If 1t 1s 1like ocular vision. He has not examlned the psychological
process by whlehu universals are concelved; he has merely adverted
to the faect of universals, and jumped to the concluslion that
we must see them. He has not examined the psychologlcal process
by which we grasp principles; he has merely %EEEEPGG to the fact
that princirles are grapsed, and jumped to the conclusion that
we must see them too. He has not exemined the psychological
proceas by which intellect knows truth; he has merely adverted
to the fact of knowledge of truth, and Jumped to the concluslon
that 1t too must be seen.

The nalve realist has not observed the limitations of
analogy. TFor whatever ls known by analogy, is known incompletely
and Imperfectly. Morsover, as long as we know only by analogy,
we 4o not know 1ln what preclse manner our knowledge ls incomplete

and lmperfect.




	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4

