Two Meanings
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Hence, to resume our three polnts, in sseking the foundatlon
of reallsm, we are seeking a set of definitlons and affirmations,

1. e., knowledge that resides not 1ln actu exercito vut but 1in

actu signato., Next, that knowledge will be true because it
natural and implicit
expresses universally the knowledpe of the ground of realism

that is to be found in every ratilonal true Judgement.
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We have been uslng loglc as an 1llustration of what was
meant by speaking of the natural foundation of reslism, Ve have
now to attempt acigggi clarification of the matter. |

It might be thought that k& the foundatlon of reallsm lles
in the real existence of material things, of tables and chalrs,

dogs and cats, wolves and bears, birds and fishes, men, women,

gnd chlldren., But this 1s lgnoratlo elsnchi. The real existence

of material things is a necessary condition of reallsm, for 1if
thers are (as there are) true propositions about wolves and
bears, then wolves and bears really exist. However, the real

existence of wolves and bears 1s not & sufflcient ground for

any true propositions éignifying and corresponding to the wolves
and beggs.

Again, .1t might be thought that the fcundation of realism
was to be sought in causal analysis. For a cause ls a ground,
and the full 1ist of causes alone will asign assign the sufficient
and necessary ground for kmm human knowledge of the real. We must,

accordingly, conglder our cognitional appraratus; but we must also

conglder the objects that influence 1t; and we must consider the
first cause that produces both the objJects and our cognitional
apparatus and the relations between then.

Now there ls no doubt that causal analysis glves a far fuller
answer than the one we are atiempting. But there also is no doubt
that such a fuller answer would presuppose e psychology, & mmkaphysiz
metaphysics, and a natural theology. Nor ls there any doubt
that these devartments presuppose a reallsm. OQr EEXRE concern,
however, 1s not the knowledge that can be reachsd by presupposing

realism but the knowledge that is presupposed by reallsm.
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What then ls meant by a foundatlion? We shall consider, "
first, the general notlon of a foundation, secondly, foundations
in the order of knowledgaé_} and, thlrdly, the precise kind of
knowledge involved in knowlng the foundation of realism.

In Senera.l,fﬁ is the foundation of ¥, if and only if X is
the necessary ground of ¥. Hence, in the sense that X 1s
ground and ¥ 1s consequent, 1t will be true that if X, then Y.
Further, in the sense that X 1s a necessary ground, so that
there cannot be Y without X, it also wlll be tre that if Y then X.

Next, the foundation we are seeklng is 1n the order of
knowledge. Hence, X will be Zkx the ground of ¥ 1n the sense
that we know ¥ because we know X; further, X will be the necessary
ground of Y, in the sense that,unless we know X, we cannot know Y.

Thirdly, the ¥ of our guestlon is the correspondence of
true propositions to reallty. The X, then, wlill bhe the known
necessary gromd of the correspondence of true propositions to
reglity. Evidently, since from the na—twe::or;ythe question we
gannot know Y without knowing X, our knowledge of X cannot be
consequent to our knowledge of reality through the medium of
true propositions. Our knowledge of X has to be prior to
our ¥nowledre of true propositions and of thelr correspondence
to realidty; otherwise, our knowledge of X cannot be the knovn

necessary ground of our knowledge of the corregpondencs.
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that an apreal to the ratlonally consclous subject violates the ©
priority of the ontological: the E ratlonally consclous subject

1s a concrete reallty. If by the priority of the ontologlcal

1s meant the priority of the depariment of knowledge called
ontology, then a distinction has to be drawn: 1f the ontology

1s based on the ratlonally consclous subjech, then it 1s not

priof t0 the natural foundatlon of reallsm but simulteneous with 1lt;
if the ontology is bassd on an unspecified reallsm established
by appealing to masslive and elementary pieces of evidence, then
the ontology will be made sgpecifiec only by the addltlon of
unfounded assumptions; and all such an ontology is prior to is

a morass of dlsputed questlons.

B e P T L T

A




T s i e M R el LS S e e i

Two Meanlngs 11

exlstence of an external world, etc.,etec. Once more, we are

confronted with an lgnoratlo eslenchl. The question of the

truth of realism 1s one thing, the aguestion of ifa foundation
iz another. To establish the truth of reallsm one nuite
correctly Invokes every avallable valid argument, and then the

more magslve and the more elementary the evidence the better.

Moreover, to obtaln a maximum of efficaclousness, one wisely
refraing from determining too precisely which type of realisnm
one proposes 10 prove. it remaing that tﬁg& there 1s room for
& further question that regards, not realism in general, but

precisely formulated types of realism and, to put them to the

does not conslder each
test,,&eﬁei&erannoﬁnall the possible arguments thathsny night

adduce but restricts the iasue to#hd the most awkward and
difficult questlon that can be devised, the question of foundationa.

Finally, Just as there are very useful books that treat of the

truth of realism without entering into the subtle complexitles
of its foundations, so also is it quite lesltimate to dliscuss

the issue of foundatlons without repeating the contents of easlly

avallable, elemgptary presentatlons.

Fourthly, it mey be argued that the question of foundations
is the Kantian gquestion, that one cannot agk Kant's question _
without giving Kant's answer, and that therefore to raise the 1
question of foundatlons 18 to open the door to eritical ldeallsm.
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By the natural foundation of reallsm, then, there 1ls mzant
(1) the sufficlent and necessary ground of realism (2) that is

known in actu exerclto by the mere fact that one makes proper use

of the mind God gave one and (3) that is known in actu reflexo et

gignato when one reflexlvely glves an expllielt account of that

naturally known ground.

Positions and Counter-pogltions

Reflexively dlscoversd and expliclitly formulated accounts

."of the natural foundation may be true or false, When they are

| true, they are coherent with the proper use of the mind God gave

one; and then they are named positlons. When they are false, they
are incoherent with the proper use of the mind God gave one; and
then they are named counter-posgltions.

The signlficance of the distinetlon betwéen positions and
counter-positions

Counter-positions may be incoherent ln elther of two manners.

Counter-positions may be Incoherent in any of three manners.
For whlle nor one has any mind to use except the mind God gave him,
st11l he may use 1t (1) properly, (2) improperly, (3) sometimes
properly and sometimes inproperly.
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What then la meant by a foundatlon? We shall ghmam
indicate, flrat, the general notlm of a foundation, secondly,
1ts aprllcation to the case where the foundation is known,
talrdly, tne different senses in which the foundation may be
gald to be kunown.

In general, then, X 1s the foundatlon of ¥, 1f and only

sufflicient and

1f X 1s thepnecessary ground of X. Hence, inasmuch as X is
sufflcient ground

thehgggggg*of Y, 1t wlll be true that if X then ¥; further,

inasmuch as X 1 the necessary ground of ¥, it will be true

that if ¥ then X. To put the matter in slightly different terms,

X 1g the foundation of ¥, if and only if {1) X 1s prior Lo X,
(2) 4f X then ¥, and (3) if Y then X.
Next, the foundatlon that is sought 1a in the order of
knowledge. Our Y is the correspondence of true proposlitions
to reality; 1t is that correspondence, not as sxisting but
unknown, but as known and so existing. Similarly, the X,
about which we ask, 1s In the order of knowledge; 1t is not
sufflclent and
an exlisting but unknownﬁpecessary ground, but a known and so
sufficlent and
existingﬁpecessary ground.
Thirdly, the knowledge 1n questlon 1s of two kinds.
Thus, there is a knowledge of logle that results from the
study of logie; hut there is also a knowledge of logie 1n the
man that never has studled logic yet in fact thinks and reasons
In accord with the rules of logle. The former As an acquired
knowledge of logile; 1t 1s acaulred by reflggﬁion on cognitional

operations and processes; and so it is sald to be knowledge 1n

actu reflexo., The latter le a natural knowledge of logle; it

ls had by the sim#ple fact that a man uses the intelllgence
S
and ratlonality God gave him; it 1s lmmanent and operative in

the very exercise of that intelligence and ratlonality; and so
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