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Appearance and Resllty

Since no mythic thinker 1is aware of hls mythic thinizing,
no one presents myth qua myth. So it is that nmyth does not come
unto the light that its works be manifested by the light; 1t
works in the dark, secretly, tortuously; the condition of its
success and efficacy is that it remain undestected.

Agaln, since philosophy ls the antlthesls to myth, the
most fundamental duty of the phllosopher 1s to acrutinize hls
own thinking, to expel from it any %gk mytblck influence, to
ersct walls and towers against its incurslons. But to~f perform
that eritlcal tesk it is well to know myth not only in its roots
but also in its branches; and as we have found & root 1n a
mythic eplstemology, g0 now we have to consider its two principal

branches.
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Since epistemology rslates knowledge to reality, a mythic
epistemology implies both a mythicyx psychology and a mythle

ontology. Mythic epistemology places the essence of transcendent,
objective, acular

Atbgecitive; valid knowledge within the confines ofﬁc@w&&zfvision.

'

Mythic psychology works out a theory of knowledge in conformity
with the requirements of mythic epistemoclogy. Mythle ontology
works out an account of reality in conformity with mythie
epistemology and psychology. BSuch is the full mythic thesis.
But besides the mythic thesls there is also the mythile
antithesis. It discovers that mytnic psychology is, in fact,
false. This discovery leads to a transformation of mythie

eplstemology; what before was an assertion, now becomes a
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is to be dlscerned the very possiblility of any knowledge, any
transcendence, any validlty, any objectlivity whatever.

It 18 to be notsd that the conclusion 1s 1ike its premiss.
The mythlc ldentificatlion of symbol and symbolized is ExX not
rational. But there is the sams exclusion of rationallty 1n
the mmmek eplstemological conclusion. For ocular vision ls
nelther intelllgent nor ratlional. According to mythie
eplstemology, the essence of transcendence, validity, objectivity,
knowledge lies within the confines of ocular vision. It follows
that the essence of transcendence, validlty, objectivity, know-
ledge excludes intellligence and rationality. Intelligence gue
intelligence and rationallty gua rationality must be not transen-
dent but immanent, not valid but invalid, not objective but
gubjectlive, ngi gnowledge but non~knowledge. Why? Because

, whic

ocular vision is nelther intelligent nor ratlonal, has been glven

the excluslve monopoly of transcendence
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regulative hypothesls. The essence of transcendent knowledge
8tlll remalns to be dlscerned ln ocular vislon; but that essence
pertains, not to human knowledge as mythiqpsychOIOgy supposes,
but m to a merely hypothetical knowledge that we do not possess.
Finally, with mythic psychology rejected and mytnle eplastemology
reduced to a mere hypothesls, mythic ontology cannot but be
11lusory: it talks about the things themselves that we mm would

know 1f we did know but, in fact, cannot know.
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In so far as one says that they are "waiting to be seen," one

refers to thexxx things as related to our powers of sesing

While an eplstemology and a psychology have no effsct
whatever on the reality of things, they do exert & Rzk notable

influence on ontology, 1. @., on our accoumnt of the reality of

thinga. S0 a mm mythlc epistemology and psychology imply a

mythle ontology. its baglc characteristics claim our attention.
For nythlc ontology belng 1s the reallity of the given.

It has been sald, it ig truem, that being is what we see., Still,

for being to be, 1t does not have to be seen. Things do not

come 1lnto existence as Jack or Jill turns to look at them;

they already are; they are already out there waiting to he seen.
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Ideology glves technlcal and systematlec expression to

the non-rationallty of man as animal, the preratlonallty of

the child, and the lrratlonallty of the mythic vliew of transcendent

knowledge. S50 it 1s that from an ideological premlse there can

‘be deduced conclusions characterlstic of materiallam, intuitive

reslism, and ldealism.

For 1f the real is ldentifled with what is known by animals,
1t is to be identified with what 1s to be known by sense, Neither
Intelllgence nor rationality can be constltutive of knowledge of
rationality. The real, then, must be the sensible, and the
senalble mist be the real. The conclusion 1s characterlstic
of mum materialist, emplricist, poslitivist, and similar philosophies.

The implicatlona of the mythic view of transc%%ent knowledge
are more complex, for that view can be taken either (1) as an
acecount of what our intellectual knowledge 18, or (2) as an
account of what knowledge would be if we were to know.

On the first alternatlve, one establishes the truth of
resdian-in<goncratTovEm-the_exlstonce of-anexterma I RIS

realism in general and then proceeds t0 argue from the existence

of valld Intellectual knowledge to the existence of intellectual
intuitlon. We have wvalid 1ntel’ectusl knowledge of universals,
therefore we must see universeals; if we did not see them, then
our knowledge could not be transc%@ent. Further, we have valld
intellectual knowledge of principles; therefore we must see

the nexus between universals; if we did not see 1it, then we
would not be really knowing principles. Further, we have valid
intellectual knowledge of substance, ceusallty, truth; therefore
weo must gee substance, causallty, truth; 1f we did not see thenm,
then our thinking and affirming them would have to be purely
imnanent, for the X essence of transcendent knowledge lies in

sesing.
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