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The Paradox of Objectivity

The paradox of objectlvity 1s twofold, In its contemporary
form it 1s the contrast between the learned phllosopher, who
denies objectivity, and the man in street, who knows countless
things with perfect objectlvity. But thls contemporary form
must be supplemsented wlth 2 more anclent form. Primitives
are qulte objlectlive about sowing and harvesting but, as soon
as one moves from certain strictly limited toplcs, one finds
everything shze shot through with magle and myth. The anclent
high clvilizations mx mastered the arts of organlzing men and
domlnating nature; thelr bureaucrats wrote and calculated;
their engineers and archltects raised monuments that stlll are
standing; thelr warrlors and mariners fought on land and sea;.
but thelr political and religious ideas were mythical. It
somet lmes seem to be thought that the non-reallst philosopher
would be cured if he were taken to the nursery to pour over
plcture-books and then led off to the zoo to see real llons
and tigers, real giraffes and kangeroos, real wolves and bears.
But it is not amlss to bear in mind that, if a totemlst vislted
the zoo, he would calling on his relatives, while an animal
worshipper would be golng to church.

It is wlth thls compound paradox that we propose to deal
and we begln with a set of distinctlons. Xnowledge of objectivity
may be a natural knowledge; 1t may be a sponqkpneoua development
of natural knowledge; it may be formulated fragmentarily 1n
the prqéyerbs of commonsense wisdom; it may formulated partially
in tgggg;@ﬁgghi systematic accounts of the objects tnat there

are 1o be known; and 1t may be formulated completely ln an
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account of the nature of objectivity.

An account of the nature of objlectlivity has bsen given
in the preceding sectlon and, qulite obvioualy, it presupposes
some other knowledge of objectlive knowledge. Without such
other knowledge we would not know how to Investigate objectlvely
the nature of objectlvity and, when we reached an answer, we
would not know objectively whether our answer was objective.

Any such problem, if it im to avoid both the logleal
impossibllity Ofti the viclous cilrcle and the real lmposslbllity
of the infinlte regress, must make some appeal t0 nature. By

nature we are capable of experlence, intelligent, and ratlonal.

Such natural ability to know, 1s also an ablllity to know objectively.

I
This follows if nxx;*"objectivity" is understood as a mere

intensive, for then "knowing" and "objective knowing" are identlcal.

But it also fqé}lows 1f "objectivity" is understood as the
neture of objectivity. For we cannot avold experience; our
native intelligence grounds our efforts to understangifour
vartial successss 1n understanding; our native ratlonality

does not allow us to judge wlthout reaching e virtually uncon-
ditloned. If we carry out our cognltlonal activitles, we do so
in a fashion that combines experlentlial, nmomative, and absolute

objectivity in the required fashion. Of 3itself, human knowing
is objective human knowlng. Immanent‘dﬁﬁﬂn4 and operative in

human knowing there exists, not indeed in actu re{g;exo,

but in actu exerclto, & natural knowlsedge or a natural component

of knowledge of objectivity. It has often been observed that,

before we study loglec, we already are logical and that, after
8t1ll

studying loglc and forgetting 1, we sare logleal. In the same

fashion as we have an operatlve knowledge of logle that la
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