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Such concluslons are characteristic of an Intultive reallsn.
By thelr affirmation of valid intellectuval knowledge, they are
essentially opposed to any materlelism, empirliclsm, positivism.
However, there 1s a notable weakneass to0 the afflrmatlon of valid
Intellectual knowledge. In the first‘place, thils affirmation
does not rest on any detailed scrutiny of intellectual actlvity:
for no detalled scrutiny is needed to establish the truth of some
unepecliied type of realism; no detailed serutiny 1s nezded to
accept the mythic view of the posgibllity of transcendenert
knowledge; and no detalled scrutiny is needed to deduce, qulte
rigorously, from thess prémisses the neceaséry concluslon that
intellectual intuitlons exlst. In the second place, the mythie
view of the possiblility of transcendence has an Implication to
which the intultive realiat commonly does not advert. Ccular
vigion is neither intelligent nor rational. A4ccordingly, to
place the essence of transcendence within ocular vision is
implicltly to afflirm that intellipence as Intelllgence must be
merely immanent and that ratlonality as rationality must be
merely immanent. It is this implicatlion of the mythlc view

of transcendence that the idealisf'exploita.
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Such, in generalm, is a foundatlon, But the foundatlon
we are seeking lles in the order of ¥tnowledge. Not only,kx then,
must X be the necessary ground of B Y, but also 1t must be true
that because we know X, we know ¥ and, 1Indeed, without knowing
X we cannot know Y.

This defines our question, For our Y 1s the correspondence
of true propositions to =% reality. Our X, accordingly, is (1)
what we must know 1f we are to know the corres;nndenceoirue
propositiong to reallty and (2) what, if unknown, precludes
the possibillty of our knowing the correspondence of truse
propositions to reality.

Further determinations may be added. First, the X we
are concerned to determine lles within the field of natural
knowledge, for we are concerned with the naturally known
foundations of nntural knowledge. Secondly, the question is
not whether true proposlitions exist, or whether they correspond
with reality; for the question is put within the limlits of
realism, and asks about the foundation of realism. We are not
here concerned, then, to argues against unlversal scepticlsm,
materialism, empiricicsm, phenomenalism, Kantianism, ideallsm,
relatlviem, exlstentialism, ete. We are concerned to settle
what 1s true; we a2re concerned to settle, not what follows
from the presupposltion of realism, but what grounds realism
not about the existence 8£ reallty, the existencey of true
propositions, the exlistence of the correspondence of true
propositions to realitiy; no doubt, all those questions are to
be yur put and to be answered; but they are not our present
concem which asks about the foundation of tne correspondence

of true propositions to reallty
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Becauge 1t merely consclous and becauss consclousness ix as such
falls short of explicit formulation and affirmation, thers can
be known a necessary ground of the correspondence of true
Propogitions to reality and yet we can inqulre and dispute about
that necessary ground.

Thig mey seem dlfficult, so let us illustrate ite meaning.

For the intuitive redlist we know truth because we see 1it.

| But that seeing occurs within consciousnesa. As such, 1t ls known

" through consclousness. In so far as the intuitive reallst

affirms any proposition as true, he at least willl be consclous

of his seelng its truth
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