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Realism 14

exierlenced, lmagined, understood, thought, reflected on,
gragped as unconditioned:ﬁgiggily becomes known.

We have been enpaged in offerlng an example of what is
nzant by saying that human knowing ls structured. Preaen@ily,
we shall see that such structures are concelved differently
in difierent theorles of knowledge. But our lmmedlate concern

has been to make clear what ig meant by cognitional structure.

In brief, it is a matter of concelving experlence, wonder,

Insight, imegination, thought, reflectlon, reilective understanding,

an internally closed set of
and the proper content of Jjudgement athartial and complementary

functlons within a whole that is human knowing.

Objectivity

Earlier we asked what is valeur, whether it is univocal
or analogous, whether 1t has two or three distinct applicatlons,
and & why some philosogphers acknowledge some applications
while they reject others. Our answers to these gquestlons will
be in terms of objectivity.

When one finds that another's or even perhaps one's own
statenents arse not objective, one does so for one of three
reasons. The first 1s an appeal td date. You say my hand
1s while., Look, %% it's pink. The second is an appeal to
normg. You postulate that no valid proposition regards all
clagses, But your postulate 3&# is a propoifition and it
regards all classes. Therefore, 1t implles its own invalldity;

11 ls self-destructlve, contradictory. The third 1ls an

appeal 1o transcendence, to the absolute named truth. You
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Structure

Reallpts commonly use the notion but not the name, structure.
They apeak of whole and part, dlstinguish material and formal
parts, compare two parts of one whole with corresponding parts
of another to afflrm proportion or anslogy. The names, the
distincetlons, the comparisons go back to Aristotle, who complained
that Ba Platonlc subsistent ideas were incompletse, that the a
materlal subgstance ) 18 a whole ( ), that
1t is compounded of matter and form. The argument was continued
by Aquinas, who maintalned that the hylemorphlc compound of
matter and form lsg, not a thing, but Jjust an essence, and that
e thing conslsts of such an essence and existence. DNew varlations
were Introduced by those that maintalned X living things to have
8 piurality'of substantlal forms and, ln another context, by
those that attempted to think through the ontology of the
hypostatlic union,

Not only are all such questlons concerned wlth structure,'
but also they ars relevant to cognitional theory no less than
to ontology. Accordingly, we shall begln from what 1s most
general, Zmxm from the notion of structure ltself. Gmminbsnbanhs
memghnddndndieane Next, we shall show how the notion of structure
may be employed In cognitlonal theory, how this employment brings
to light different components in the notion of objectivity (valeur),

and how incomplete
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xzx say that this is & wolf. But are you certain? Might 1t
not be a dog?

Three types of objectivity, then, may be distinguished:
experiential, normative, and absolute. 3But at once there
arise further questiona. Are the taree iypes irreduclils?

Or are only two lrreducible? In that case, walch are the two, and

how 1g the third reduced to it? Or, peruaps, there is but one
which is that cne, and

irreducible type and, in that case, how are the other two reduced

to it? Moreover, when more than one irreducible type of

objectivity 1is acknowledged, is one to conclude that there 1s

mere than one kind of human knowlng, or is one to say tnat

human knowing 1ls structurezd and that its different components

have different kinds of objectivity? Mathematlcally, there

are eleven alternatives. Some of them, no doubt, L1f expressed

more concretely, would be x eliminated out of hand. But, then,

it also 1s true that a more concrete consideration of the

matter 1g apt to glve g rise to further questions and further

alternatlvesg and, 1n fact, there do exist gquite a number of

different philosophles. ILet us congider some of then.

We have spoken of data, but data may be deflated'to mere

phenomena, mfxkh or they may be inflated inte intultions.

)

»~1s vasiedlly 1
gog does not
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In the latter case, things in their objectlve reality are Intuited;
in virtue of such Intuitions human knowlng has no need to awailt
trus Judeement to attain absolute transcendence; it is absolutely
transcendent from the start. Indeed, 1t is absolutely transcendent
before 1t 1s specifically human: even sensitive knowledge has

".. sa valeur absolue de représentation d'un monde extérieur,

88 valeur indépendente de 1'esprit humain.”" On that foundation
one can bulld an account of concepts which, so far from adding
anything to what 1s intulted by sense, on the contrary abstracts
from ;2: wealthoiz gense. There now occur intellectual 1ntuitian§:
orne intuits not only the concepts but also thelr relaticna of
compatibility, incompatibllility, and necessary connection; by

the intio intultions of necessary comnections one knows principles
and norms; by comblning intuitions of concepts with lntultions

of existence one lmows matters of fact. Finally, true judgement

is sluply a matter of assenting to what one knows by sense, by
-Intellectual Intuitions of Gastepnandmbpmonx princlples, and

by conjolined intultions that are knowledge of matters of fact,

and to the necessary concluslons that follow from principles and
facts., Hence, the truth of true judgement is only a derived

truth; basleally, truth is the corrcspondence between the 1ntultion

ani the thing, and without that truth there can be only lmmanent

operations of the mind without any oblectlivity whatever.




theory of knowledge 1s presented, the presentmation 1s the work
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activitles that are given in consclousness, 1t 1s mlstaken; when
it has to postulate actlvlities that are not glven inm consciousness,

it is involved in systematlc error. Further, when a mlstaken

not of a theory but of & knower; the theory expresses the subject

ag object, but the exvressing is done by the subject as subject
account

an acount of knowledge tells about the subject as objeect, but the
tale 1ls told by the subject as subject; when the account is mlstaken,
there arises a conflict; the subject as subjlect is uslng the

mind God gave him, but
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experlenced, imagined, understood, thought, reflected on,
grasped as unconditisned, now finaily becomes knovn.

We heve been engared in offering an example of what 1s
meant by saylng that human knowlng is a structure (concrete
sense of structure) or has a structure (abstract sense).

e had explained that a structure {(abstract sense) 1s xk=

an internally closed EEREE




o L et b el R PR T AT ) R 4y T SRt A7, ey, & e e R TR ey M e A e T AT T

Realxism 4

The Problem of Subjectivity

If we have urged that the problem of objectlvity arises
on three distinct levels, 1t has not been mux cur contentlon
that the valldlty of the dlstinctions wlll be evident to
everyone. Behind the differences between the world of common
sense and the world of scientific =zm@ or metaphyslcal theory,
there are the differences between the structure of commonsense
consciousness and the structure of theoretlec consclousnessa.
These differences lls in the subject as subject, in the concrete
reallity that consclously exists and knows. Besides the world
of common sense and besides commonsenss knowledge of that world,
there ig the man of common gsense, the man whose consciousnesa
has a specific structure that grants a certaln primacy to
knowledge but does so only within a larger functional unlty
that, as a whole, 1ls dlrected not to a speclalizatlon in knowing
but to human actlon in humen situations. Slmilarly, besldes the

world of sclentlfic or metaphyslcal theory, besldes theoretle
knowledge

Kynuﬂagaﬁknnnidgq of that world, there lg the theorlst, the

sclentlat, the metavphyslelan, whose consclousnesa has been
transposed or kx transformed to a quite dlfferant structure

in which all human activity 1s orientated to purely intellectual
ends. But whlle the theorlst wlll alsc be a man of common sense,
and 80 will be capable of moving easlly from one mziexmf

the
structure of consciousness t?A:nother, from one mode of knowledge

to the other, from one world to the other, the converse

i b LA




Reallism o 42

proposlt.ions need not be trus. The man of common sense need

be nelther scientist nor metaphysiclemn and, because he is
nelther, the world of theory and theoretical knowledge lie
bsyond his horizon, beyond the range of vision, of comprehension,
of agreement or dlsagreement of a consclousness structurexd, not
for theoretical knmowledge, but only for commonsense knowledge.
He will ask the theorlst to tell hlm about the world of theory,
but he will stipulate that ordinary language be used. He will
modestly ask for explanations, but he conaiders 1t out of the
questlon that he should undertake the long and arduous process
of learningx. Since anything the theorlst says will be

of learning. If the thero theorlst chances to say something
that he shannmambe manages to understand, he will attempt to
Insert 1t within the unity of a commonsense view of things,

run Into countless difficulties, and proceed to argue that

this must be s0 and that cannot be so. Eventually the theorist
will begin to talk about the weather, and the man of commonsense
will conclude elther presumptuously that theory is meaningless

or modestly that theory is meaningless to him.

!
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Horizon, Anticipation, Backwardness

Man cannot see around the curvature of the earth, and so
his ocular vision is bounded by a horizon. But as man's seeing
1s limited by the approximately rectidlinear propagation of light
waves, so too there are limltations on hlse knowlng., Nor is there
only the natural limitatlon, commonly expressed by the dlstinetion
between the formal object of intellemet, ens, and the proper object

of human intellect 1n this 1lfe, qulddltas sive natura in materia

corporali exsistens, but also there are further de facto limitatlons

that correspond to stages in human development. Every man ls
a spontaneous subjlect, but only the successfully educated in
phllosophy and scisnce will be theoretical sublects as well;
nor are all theoretical subjects also critical subjects but only
those that have advanced beyond hoth common sense and theory
to a larger range of issues that are at once more fundamental,
more comprehensive, and more concrete.
80 it 1s that the realm of theory is beyond the horizon

of the man of common semse, and the realm of critical philosophy
ie berond the horizon ofit the theorist.

fﬁﬁﬁ Let us illustrate the point. It happens that a man of

common sense will find himeelf 1n the company of a thsorist.

(2]

Anxious to improve the occaslon, he will beg him to impart
to him some inkllng of what the metaphyslecian or the sclentlst

knows. At the same time
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Presence to Self and Knowledge of Helf

We have consldered structure, a structure of cognitional
activity, and a structure of objectivity. We have now to
advance to a conslderatlon of the subject and lts structures,

which may be ikesxeiix spontaneous, theoretle, or reflexlve.
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they are not the norms that govern the effort to define and they
are not the crlteria that control the affirmation of what has
been defined. Prlor to all Eum rules of logle, prior to all canons
of method, prior to all necessitles exhiblted in concepte and

In judgements, are the intelligent subject qua intellligent and
the rational sublect gua rational., For the subjJect, if not
Intelligent but stupld, will understand nelther the rules nor

the canons nor the necessitles; and the subject, 1f not rational
but 8illy, wlll yield nelther to the rules nor to the canons

nor to the necessities. Nor 1s this all. When a man understands
what o donkey ls amnd retionally affirms a donkey to exlst,

there are to be distinguished two qulte different types of rule,
canon, law, necessity, inevitabllity: one type holde only for
donkeys, and 1t corresponds to the nature of the donkey; the
other type holde for the universe in lts entireiiy and x In 1ts
every part and aspect; it 1s transcendental, and 1if expresses

the nature of man, not gua man, not gua ?shign&it&n& an{ﬁe&l,
but only gua intelligent and ratlonal

Y
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