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Study Session 1: The Metaphysics of the Pre-Socredi

Introduction

The Pre-Socratic era which essentially speakingtitote part of the ancient period presents a
metaphysics that has at its base the search foultimeate stuff of the world. It attempts to
discover the principles that are fundamental tmgpeSome of the figures notable in this period
include, Thales, Anaximander, Anaximenes, HeragliRarmenides, Anaxagoras and a host of
others.

For some, the question was whether this substamseomne or many, while for other it was
whether the condition was fixed or changing. Andtle inquiry into the nature of reality in the
Pre-Socratics oscillated between singularity andgblsm, on the one hand, and permanence and
change on the other.

In this study session, you will be introduced te thetaphysics of the Pre-Socratics, reality as

change and conflict. You will also learn about Atsis.

Learning Outcomes for Study Session 1

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta:
1.1 Discuss the Milesian Philosophers

1.2 Explain ‘Reality’ as change and conflict

1.3 Briefly explain the Atomists
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1.1 The Milesian Philosophers

What can be referred to as the fundamental probbaithe Pre-Socratics tried to address is best
represented in the various renditions beginninghwite Milesian thinkers, that is, Thales,
Anaximander and Anaximenes. Thales’ concern wafint the unity that underlies all the
multiplicity of things in our experience. This ismetimes called the problem of “the one and the
many”.

In the world you encounter many things: fish, sastdrs, rocks, plants and so on. The question
then is what is it that unifies them all? Why daiyemnsider this a universe and not a multiverse?
What basic principle accounts for all these? Whiatlhmental “stuff” underlies everything we

find in the world? This is the primary issue thatpies all the Pre-Socratic philosophers.

Figure 1.1: Portrait of Thales (624 BC - 546 BC)

Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thales
The answer Thales gives, Aristotle tells you agg thater is the source of all things. At first,sthi
answer may seem nhaive and improbable. Howeverrédefou criticize any of these early
philosophers, you must remember that you are stgnain top of twenty five hundred years of
philosophical speculation and scientific discoveridence these early attempts to answer these
guestions are remarkable in their originality andiénce.
Aristotle speculates that Thales reasoned fronfabiethat water is essential to life, and the seed
of all things are moist to the conclusion that wagethe fundamental element. Another reason

may have also occurs to Thales to support his osim that everything is transformed water.
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For example, liquid water can be transformed irgs (steam) and it also can be changed ir

solid (ice).

": ' y LIQUID (water)

Sublimation

SOLID (ice) Sublimation GAS or VAPOUR
(clouds/steam)

Figure 1.2: Change of state of water

Source: http://www.clickandlearn.org/gr9_sci/particle_thgdtrr
Furthermore, water comes from the air in the fofmamn and returnsack to the air as mois
When water evaporates from a dish, it leaves sedir@parently turning into earth), wh
digging down into the earth lead you to we
Finally, living in Miletus and being surrounded lmater may have made seem probabl
Thdes that everything comes from water. Although rhb&now what Thales’ real argume
were, the fact that his immediate successors affemional support for their theories mak
likely the Thales did alsb.
Some further issues are involved in Thales spdoulalf water is the one permanent and bi
substance, what cause the change in water’s apeatiaat transforms into alle other things
in our experience? This is the question of “permapeand change” or “being and becomi
Meanwhile, a possible answer in Thales’ claim &t @l things are “full of gods”. Contrary
appearances, it is like that he was reverting haive theological explanation here. He notic
for example, that magnetic stones have the poweraee iron. He considered this power to
an animate causal agent in seemingly inert <
Thus, he seemed to believe that the principle omation and cange resides in thing
themselves. However, the only vocabulary he hadcekpressing this was to say that things

alive and divinely animated in some fash

! cf. william LawheadThe Voyage of Discove (New York\Wadsworth Publishing Company, 2001), p
10
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B What was the primary issue that occupies all teeStrcratic philosophers?

O The issue was what fundamental “stuff” underliesrgthing we find in the world?

Anaximander took up Thales’ task by addressinggtiestion “what is the single basic stuff that
is fundamental to all other things?” Notice thatakimander absorbed Thales’ assumption that
the key to the universe will be a single type ditgnAnaximander was not satisfied with Thales
solution, however.

Water is just another particular thing that youdfin the world along with earth, air, and fire.
How can one kind of thing explain all the othemtig? It is a contradiction to suppose that
something that is clearly not water (for exampigh), really is water. Whatever is fundamental
and universal cannot have the particular propewier has. Water itself needs to be explafed.
Thus, with Anaximander the process of philosophiciicism begins.

Figure 1.3: Portrait of Anaximander (610 BC — 546 BC)
Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anaximander
According to Anaximander, the ultimate reality migt an eternal imperishable source from
which all things are made to which all things ratufrhis ultimate ground of all things is the
apeiron which means the Boundless, the Infinite, or theefinite. It is without any internal
boundaries or divisions and is a space-filling, alyic mass.
It is infinite in time; otherwise it would have b something more fundamental that produced it.

Furthermore, it is indefinite in quantity. The balless can be thought of as a reservoir from

2 cf. william LawheadThe Voyage of Discoverg. 26

11
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which all things and their qualities are produdgdt what are the properties that describe it? Is it
cold? No, Anaximander would say, for then it condd produce the property of heat.

Is it wet? No, for then it could not produce thegerty of dryness. Since it contains or produces
all specific properties, it itself cannot be idéetl with any one of them. Hence, it is
undefinable, since we can only define things thaehspecific properties.

Anaximander has a much more developed theory afgehthan did Thales. He says the world is
made up of warring opposites (cold vs. heat, nightday) since they are opposite, one cannot
give birth to the other, but they must all comenfreomething else more fundamental. Therefore,
change is the process of various qualities sepayatut from and returning to the primordial
substance.

Figure 1.4: Warring opposites (Night and Day)

Source: http://www.desktopwallpapers4.me/digital-art/nigimd-day-5445/
Originally, everything was part of the whirling nsagf the boundless, and in the act of creation
the different qualities where flung out it muchpasticles are separating out from the solution in
a centrifuge. This whirling motion explains how tpkanet originally received their motion.
Through this process all the warring oppositeshaghot and cold, wet and dry were produced.
Combinations of these qualities produced the olfectir experience.
For example, from the combination of cold and watne the earth and clouds. From the hot and
dry came a ring of fire that enclosed the wholeés™urst into smaller rings of fire, creating the
heavenly bodies. From the warm and the wet caree lliterestingly, Anaximander included a
primitive evolutionary theory in his account of thwerld, claiming that all life forms, including
humans, originally came from the sea.

3 cf. Bertrand RusselHistory of Western Philosoplfondon, Routledge, 1995), p. 46
12
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He however gave a very modern answer to the agproldlem. What does the earth rest on? His
answer was that it rest on nothing. Since the aarthe centre of a spherical universe, it has no
reason to go one way or another. Since any directiequally attractive it stays were it is.
Anaximander recognizes that from the standpointhef universe as a whole there can be no
absolute directions of up or down. For him the erse is an everlasting motion made up of this
circle of creation and destruction, and so it gareed as the first philosophical account of the
cyclical view of history.

Although in his attempting to give a natural expiton of things he retains the notion of a moral
force in the universe. He uses the principle oftigesto explain the world circle. Since
everything “borrowed its existence form the Bousdleit must return the loan. Hence,

everything ultimately returns it to the originausoe.

B According to Anaximander, what is change?
0 Change is the process of various qualities sepgraiut from and returning to the

primordial substance.

As with his fellow Milesian, Anaximenes is concednwith the question “what is the basic
substance that is the foundation of all reality?ddeses with Anaximander that the basic reality
must eternal, unlimited, and singular. However, nfcwing the process of philosophical

criticism) he finds his colleagues answer to bel@uuate.

Figure 1.5: Portrait of Anaximenes of Miletus (585 BC — 528)BC
Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anaximenes_of Miletus

13
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To say that the basic reality is the boundlessasta say much at all. If there is a basic
substance, we must be able to say something abibyois know that it there at aflThus, using
the criterion of clarity, Anaximenes has the ta$Kinding a less vague and more convincing
answer to the question.
The answer he gives is simple; the basic realiginsHe may have come to this theory on the
basis of several observations.

i.  Air is much more pervasive that water, so it isedtdr candidate for the fundamental

substance.

ii.  Airis central to all nature. It is necessary fobe texistence of fire and can be found in
water and in the earth.

iii. He may have noticed that water falls when not scedo but air is self-supporting.
Therefore, water cannot support the air as Thaéésied. However, since air can support
itself it can conceivable support the heavenly bsdis well. Just as a light breeze can
makes a leave float.

iv.  Finally, air supports life. It is the primary difnce between the living and the dead.
Anaximenes believed that the soul was identicalitoWhen you breathe our last breath
and then expire, air (which is the soul leavesbibey)?>

Anaximenes accounted for the process of changerimgiples that produce changes in the
density of the basic substance. One is rarefagborexpansion), and the other is condensation

(compression). For example, extremely rarefiedbagomes warm and eventually becomes fire.

* Cf. Bertrand RusselHistory of Western Philosoplfyondon: Routledge, 1995), p. 47

® Cf. William Lawhead;The Voyage of Discoverg. 27

14
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Rarefaction

Figure 1.6: Showing rarefaction and Compression in a spring
Source: http://www.Icse.umn.edu/specs/labs/glossary_iteansfaction_spring.html

As air becomes increasingly condensed, it becomleeicand successively changes in to wind,
water, earth, and finally stone. Not content togynthrow out opinions, Anaximenes provides
the first recorded scientific experiment to proveladence for his claim.

He observed that when you open your mouth widebdod on your hand, your breath will feel
warm. But when you close your mouth as if you amag to whistle and blow on your hand your
condensed breath feels cold. Hence, by appealinthegoquantitative changes produced by

rarefaction and condensation, he believes you capuat for the qualitative changes in the
world ®

B Did Anaximenes agree with Anaximander, yes or no?

0 Yes but he still found his answer inadequate

6 cf. Bertrand RusselHistory of Western Philosophy. 47

15
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1.2 Reality as change and conflict

The Milesians sought for the one material substathesfundamental “stuff” that was permanent
throughout all the changing appearances. For thpammanence was fundamental and change
was a secondary phenomenon. However, accordingetachtus they had it all backward. He
asserted that change is ultimate and most of operences of stability and permanence are
merely how thingsippearto be.

Heraclitus criticized our tendency to divide therlddnto separate and distinittings You talk

of coins, fish, olive, rocks and many particulaings, but these are not what are ultimate. To
focus in on a very ordinary example, you commordik tabout “the weather” with your

acquaintances. This noun gives you the impressiainybu are referring to some distinct objects.

Figure 1.7: Heraclitus of Ephesus (535 BC — 475 BC)
Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Heraclitus
However you know that “the weather” is really aleclion of many different interacting
processes:
1. High and low pressure,
Fronts,
Humidity,
Temperature,
Precipitation,

Wind direction, and

N o o bk~ Db

Velocity
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Heraclitus suggested that all the “objects” yok &hout are really a collection of processes. He
used the metaphor of a river to make his pbiithough, scholars are divided on what his exact
words were, he said something to the effect the ‘sannot step into the same river twice”.

In one sense, the river may seem to be the samdime You can identify it by name, such as
“the Niger river”. However in another sense, whe thame remains the same, the waters are
constantly changing and you are not dealing withgaame physical entity. One writer in the first
century A.D quoted Heraclitus as saying “we steg da not step into the same rivers, we are

and we are not®

B Differentiate between permanence and change

[0 While permanence was fundamental, change is a dacpphenomenon

1.3 The Atomists

The founder of the Atomist movement is thought ¢éoalphilosopher by the name of Leucippus,
of which we know very little. Therefore, Democrit(#60-360 B.C) is the source for most of the
Atomist’s ideas. According to the Atomist, two priples explain reality; atoms and the void.
Notice that by making the void or empty space ammment of being, the Atomists disagree with
Parmenides, for they are claiming that what-isdads exist. Atoms have several features. First,
they are indivisible, eternal and unchanging (mgkhem almost small editions of Parmenidian

Being).

Figure 1.8: Portrait of Democritus

’ Cf. William LawheadThe Voyage of Discoverg. 29
® Cf. William LawheadVoyage of Discovenp. 31

17



PHI 301: Metaphysics

Source: en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Democritus
However, they are infinity in number (the unlimitedpanse of space allowed this). Second,
there are quantitative differences between theat, if) they come in various sizes and shapes.
Third, they are qualitatively alike or neutral, ths, they have no colour, taste, temperature or
odour?
Change was understood as a result of the diffegtagionships between the atoms. Democritus’
arguments concerning change are as follows:

1. There is no up or down in any absolute sense,thatgfore, motion is directionless.

2. It follows that atoms do not have weight in anyabte sense.

3. Since there is no natural, final resting placetiieratoms, the motion of atoms is eternal.
Aristotle was not satisfied with this answer anchptained, “They lazily sheaved the question of
the origin of motion.”

The world we see about us can be explained onabkestof the previous principles:

1. The motion of the atoms and their geometrical pridgee produce

2. Various interactions and combinations that produce

3. All the qualities found in sense experience. Famegle, solid matter results when atoms

that have rough surfaces or hooks become intertbdkguids are made up of spherical
atoms with smooth surfaces that continually rolleovone another. Sweet-tasting
substances are made up of smooth atoms, while bigids, of course, are made up of
atoms with sharp point that irritates our mouthnasd’
For Democritus, there is no ordering principle e world. What patterns there seem to be are
simply products of the material properties of atasnsl the chance collisions that result from

their motions'?

Activity 1.1: Change

Time allowed: 45 minutes

What is the role of permanence or change in bemago@coming?

° Cf. Joshua C. Gregonp, Short History of AtomisifLondon: A. and C. Black, Ltd, 1981), p. 45

10 Ct. Sylvia Berryman, “DemocritusThe Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosopll 2008 Edition), Edward N.
Zalta (ed.) http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2008/entidesnocritus
L Cf. Sylvia Berryman, “DemocritusThe Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosop{all 2008 Edition), Edward N.
Zalta (ed.) http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2008/entidesnocritus
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Summary of Study Session 1

In Study Session 1, you have learnt that:

1. The philosophers that preceded Socrates seispipihy in motion by offering arguments for
their theories and by criticizing one another. Aligh their arguments are not always cogent,
they did present reasons for their positions as agelor the refutations of their contemporaries.
2. This was a great advance over previous explamanf the universe, which simply relied on
the non-critical transmission of the mythical argkfic traditions of the culture. However, along
with their insights came with a number of problems.

3. The wide range of conflicting opinions that deped during this period would lead the next
age of philosophers to be very sceptical about dreyou could even arrive at any truth that

were more than simply personal opinions.

Self-Assessment Questions (SAQs) for Study Session

Now that you have completed this study session,cauassess how well you have achieved its
Learning outcomes by answering the following questi Write your answers in your study
Diary and discuss them with your Tutor at the neStipport meeting. You can check your
answers with the Notes on the Self-Assessmentigussit the end of this Module.

SAQ 1.1

1. What was the answer of Anaximenes to the preaBioquestion?

2. What were his observations?

SAQ 1.2

How did Heraclitus explain change?

SAQ 1.3

How did Democritus’ saw change?

Notes on Study Session 1

SAQ 1.1

1. The answer he gives is simple; the basic remligyr.

2. He may have come to this theory on the bassewéral observations.

First, air is much more pervasive that water, scs i better candidate for the fundamental

substance.
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Second, air is central to all nature. It is neces$ar the existence of fire and can be found in
water and in the earth.
Third, he may have noticed that water falls whem sigpported, but air is self-supporting.
Therefore, water cannot support the air as Thdsesied. However, since air can support itself it
can conceivable support the heavenly bodies as Wt as a light breeze can makes a leave
float.
Finally, air supports life. It is the primary diffmce between the living and the dead.
Anaximenes believed that the soul was identicahito When you breathe our last breath and
then expire, air (which is the soul leaves the bdtly
SAQ 1.2
Heraclitus they had it all backward. He asserteat tthange is ultimate and most of our
experiences of stability and permanence are mémlythingsappearto be.
SAQ 1.3
Democritus’ arguments on change are as follows:

1. There is no up or down in any absolute sense,thatgfore, motion is directionless.

2. It follows that atoms do not have weight in anyadbte sense.

3. Since there is no natural, final resting placetiieratoms, the motion of atoms is eternal.
References
Lawhead, William.The Voyage of DiscoveryNew York: Wadsworth Publishing Company,
2001.
Russell Bertrand History of Western Philosophizondon: Routledge, 1995.
Gregory, Joshua @ Short History of Atomisniondon: A. and C. Black, Ltd, 1981.
Berryman, Sylvia, “Democritus.The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosoglfall 2008 Edition),
Edward N. Zalta (ed.http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2008/entidesnocritus

12 ct. william Lawhead;The Voyage of Discoverp. 27
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Study Session 2: Plato’s Metaphysics

Introduction

Plato’s theory of reality or metaphysics is perhape of the most commonly discussed in
philosophy. The central crux of Plato’s metaphydies to do with the view that the external
world that you live in is temporary, transient, sbag, and therefore unreal. For this reason, the
world of observation is not knowable.

For him, the world of reality is the world of fornas the world of ideas. As he argued, whereas
the external world is the world of appearance,wioeld of forms is the world of reality, where
permanent, universally acceptable, unchanging, @erfect ideas and ideals are found. The
world of observation for Plato is essentially a af imitations; poor imitations for that matter,
of what you have in the world of forms.

In this study session, you will learn about Platoigtaphysics, the problem of change and

Plato’s Dualism.

Learning Outcomes for Study Session 2

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta:
2.1 Discuss the central arguments of Plato’'s mgtsips

2.2 Explain Plato’s Dualism
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2.1 Plato’s Metaphysics

Plato was Socrates' student, and founded the Acaderthens, the first institution of higher
learning in the Western world. Along with Socras@sl his most famous student, Aristotle, Plato
helped to lay the foundations of Western philosopihg science.

Plato defined metaphysics as the knowledge of thmassensible; as the study of reality as
distinct from appearancé.He opines that Metaphysics takes us beyond theriabwvorld to
reality itself in the world of Forms. This presuggmn is also evident in the metaphysics of
Parmenides, Spinoza, Hegel and F. H. Bralfley.

Plato’s metaphysics can be viewed as an interebtengd of some of the philosophers, such as
Heraclitus, before him. Heraclitus maintained thktof reality is in a flux and is constantly
changing and Plato agreed that when it came tevtrld that is experienced through the senses
that Heraclitus was right.

Plato, however, believed that there was a moredmahtal reality that can be known by reason
and this reality does not change. He called this-ctanging reality the “World of Forms”,
which he believed was more real than the worldhef $enses. It is very difficult to separate

Plato’s epistemology from his metaphysics becausg are so closely connected.

B Cf. P. IroegbuMetaphysics: The Kpim of Philosopt®werri: International University Press Ltd., 1995. 22

 Cf. J. 1. Omoregbéyletaphysics without TearSears (Lagos: Joja Educational Research and Pefdishd.,
1999), p. Xiii
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Figure 2.1: Portrait of Plato

Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Plato
The two realms of existence, as Plato saw themdiaeetly related to how you come to know
things. There is an important difference betweenkiower and the known. The knowing aspect
will be a central focus in epistemology, while thiglects that can be known will be central to
metaphysics. Meanwhile, ‘the divided line’ allowwao clearly distinguish between the two

different disciplines.

B Any difference between Plato’s epistemology andmsaphysics

[J No because they are so closely connected

2.1.1 The Reality of Plato’s World of Forms

Plato’s world of the Forms is unchanging and thenftation for the physical world. The idea of
the World of Forms can be considered to be Platttésmpt to work out Socrates’ insights, which
led him to pursue the metaphysical foundationseé¢ insights. He shared Socrates’ concern to
capture universal concepts in carefully construeted rationally derived definitions.

However, Socrates never had much interest in mgsag# So he never paid much attention to
the question of what sort of reality these Universas Forms have. Plato, however, argued that if
the Forms are the true objects of knowledge, tmawledge must be of something real.
Therefore, the Forms are the true objects of kndgde and then knowledge must be of

something real; they must be objective, indepergendisting realities. If the Forms are real,

23



PHI 301: Metaphysics

then where do they exist? The question is mearsagiecause ‘where’ and ‘when’ questions
apply only to spatiotemporal objects.

You cannot ask, for example, where the multiplmatiables exist. True, you have them in our
minds and write them on our blackboards. But if munds forgot them and the copies were
destroyed, the truths in the multiplication tablesuld still endure. You did not even create them,

but discovered them. Hence, they do not dependiominds for existenct.

B Did Plato’s shared Socrates’ concern to captureausal concepts
[0 Yes he shared his concern to capture universalegpasidn carefully constructed and
rationally derived definitions.

2.1.2 The Problem of Change

Plato was also driven to metaphysics by the probldrat were left unresolved by philosophers
who had first examined them. Looming large amomge¢hproblems was the problem of change.
Like a pebble in one’s shoe, it was a constantaimtiin Greek philosophy that refused to go

away.

> cf. William LawheadVoyage of Discoveryp.67
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Box 2.1: Paradox about change.

When you visit relatives whom you have not seemesiyou were very young, they may s

and you are not the same.

different from the way you were. However, you aat different from your younger self in the

Ay,

‘See how you have changed! But what are they $fi®bviously, they are saying you are

way you are different from your sister. In somesgeyou are the same person. You are the same,

Both Heraclitus and Parmenides sought to dissohe garadox of change with extreme

solutions. Heraclitus said that everything in tharle of experience is changing and permanence

is merely an illusion. Parmenides and his fellowdiics eliminated the problem by claiming that

permanence is fundamental and change is merelgaasance.

Figure 2.2: Portrait of Parmenides of Elea
Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Parmenides

Although their positions were diametrically opposedth assumed monism — the claim t

hat

reality is essentially one sort of thing. If therBieitean position is correct, then, knowledge is

impossible because there is nothing stable abeuwtrld that you could know. Yet Parmenides’

solution is not satisfactory either, because chamgéviously a fact of life.
Plato believes that they are both wrong and theybath right. They are wrong in their monis
because they too quickly assume that all realitynis sort of thing. However, they are each ri

in describing one-half of the entire pictures odlity. Plato was a genius at synthesizing
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insights of his predecessors. He adopted theigitsibut modified them to eliminate their
weaknesse¥.

In seeking a compromise between Heraclitus and &ades, Plato embracadetaphysical
dualism which is the claim that there are two complettifferent kinds of reality. His solution

is to propose that there is a world in constar, fai the same time there is a world that is eterna
and unchanging.

The world of flux is the physical world that youasunter in sense experience. Because it is
constantly changing, you cannot have rational kedgé of it. The world that is eternal and
unchanging is a non-physical reality. It is notdtad in space or time.

Plato sometimes refers to this as the ‘intelligiwierld’ because only this reality is intelligible t
reason. And so, for Plato, there are two kindseafity. The physical world is less real than the
world of Forms and depends on the higher world. Téality that transcends experience

produces whatever order and reality you find inloeld of experience.

Activity 2.1: Change and Permanence

Time allowed: 1 hour
What do you understand by the phenomena of pernsanand change in the world of

observation?

2.2 Plato’s Dualism
Plato’s dualist position of the nature of realignde represented thus:
1. The World of the Senses (The Physical World)
a. Physical Objects: Ordinary objects you perceive
b. Images: shadows, reflections and pictures
2. The World of Forms
a. Higher Forms: Here you find ethical forms

b. Lower Forms: Here you find mathematical forms

'¢ Cf. William LawheadVoyage of Discoveryp. 68
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Invisible

World of forms

Eternal

Visible
World of mafter 5 2
Finite
(Bedy) L pwer”

Figure 2.3: Plato Dualism
Source: http://meredisciple.com/2011/06/the-transformingjen-part-two/

An interesting development of Plato’s dualism ie tbea that there are different degrees of
reality. In the physical world, physical object® anore real than say images of physical objects,
such as shadows. Another important aspect is thengiency factor.

The shadows depend for their existence on physigjgicts. The lower Forms depend for their
existence on the higher Forms. Plato’s metaphysfidsorms are the ‘real’ has come under a
number of criticisms. One of such criticisms camaf his student, Aristotle, who posited the
concepts, ‘matter’ and ‘form’ in a composite to @aat for change in phenomena things, as well

as the possibility of knowledge in the world of¥lu

B In the Plato’s dualism, the objects you see argundfalls under?
0 Physical Objects

The theory of Forms (or theory of Ideas) typica#jers to the belief that the material world as it
seems to us is not the real world, but only an getieor "copy" of the real world. In some of
Plato's dialogues, this is expressed by Socrates,spoke of forms in formulating a solution to
the problem of universals.

The forms, according to Socrates, are archetypabsiract representations of the many types of
things, and properties you feel and see arountiatscan only be perceived by reason. (That is,
they are universals.) In other words, Socrates atds to recognize two worlds: the apparent
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world, which constantly changes, and an unchangimjunseen world of forms, which may be
the cause of what, is apparent.

Activity 2.2: World of forms

Time allowed: 45 minutes

How do you think you can access Plato’s world afnfss?

Summary of Study Session 2

In Study Session 2, you have learnt that:

1. The basic tenets and arguments of Plato’s mgsagghor theory of reality. It examined the
dualism in Plato’s metaphysics; a dualism thatintistishes the world of appearance, which is
the external world that you live, and the worldreélity which Plato calls the world of forms,
consisting of ideals and perfections of which wigati have in the external world are poor
imitations.

2. The lecture goes further to characterize theerdrof items in both worlds and conclude by
categorizing Plato’s metaphysics and Idealist sealor Realist idealism, sometimes known as
Objective idealism.

Self-Assessment Questions (SAQSs) for Study Sessibn

Now that you have completed this study session,cauassess how well you have achieved its
Learning outcomes by answering the following questi Write your answers in your study
Diary and discuss them with your Tutor at the neStipport meeting. You can check your
answers with the Notes on the Self-Assessmentigussit the end of this Module.

SAQ 2.1

How did Plato see Heraclitus and Parmenides starghange?

SAQ 2.2

Write briefly on criticism of Plato’s metaphysickforms

Notes on Study Session 2

SAQ 2.1
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Plato believes that they are both wrong and theybath right. They are wrong in their monism,
because they too quickly assume that all realibnis sort of thing. However, they are each right
in describing one-half of the entire pictures ddlity. He adopted their insights but modified
them to eliminate their weaknesses.

SAQ 2.2

Plato’s metaphysics of Forms are the ‘real’ haseamder a number of criticisms. One of such
criticisms came from his student, Aristotle, whosiped the concepts, ‘matter’ and ‘form’ in a
composite to account for change in phenomena thasys/ell as the possibility of knowledge in
the world of flux.
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Study Session 3: Aristotle’s Metaphysics

Introduction

According to Bertrand Russell, Aristotle’s metaphgss Plato diluted with common sense. In

general, Aristotle, in his theory of reality, repeats an opposition and option to Plato’s
metaphysics.

The point of divergence of Aristotle from Platoperhaps best understood in the position of
Aristotle which argues that objects in the extemwalld are not imitations of their ideals in the

world of forms, but rather, the forms are unitednwobjects of the observable world. In other
words, form is united with matter to culminate inraty of reality.

In this study session, you will learn about thequeei nature of Aristotle’s metaphysics with

particular reference to his status as an opposéimhan alternative to Plato and the notions of

substance; form and matter as represented in Adsanetaphysics.

Learning Outcomes for Study Session 3

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta:
3.1 Explain the unigue nature of Aristotle’s metggbs

3.2 Discuss the concept Substance and Accident

30



PHI 301: Metaphysics

3.1 Aristotle’s Metaphysics

Aristotle conceives ‘Metaphysics’ as the sciencectWhnvestigates ‘being as being’, as well as
the attributes which belong to this in virtue of @wn naturé’ It is the first science, for it is
logically prior to and presupposed by all sciendést him, it furnishes man with the most
profound and most comprehensive knowledge abolityeand it is the highest science, for it
explains things in light of their highest causgs.

‘C

Figure 3.1: Aristotle (384 BC —322 BC)
Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Aristotle

For Aristotle, metaphysics is a discipline thatcencerned with being qua being and the
knowledge of first causes; and it involves the rafie to identify the most general kinds or
categories under which things fall and to delinetdte relations that hold among those
categories?

As a theoretical discipline, whose goal is the appnsion of truth for its own sake, metaphysics
has as its subject matter immaterial substance.t Wila&kes metaphysics a universal science is
that it considers all objects that exist, and et that it examines the items that constitute the

subject matter for other scienc8s.

7 Cf. Jesse A. Mann et @erspective on Realiy).S.A: Harcourt, Brace & World Inc., 1996), p.70

¥ Cf. J. | Omoregbe, Metaphysics Without Tears (Lagoj Bducational Research and Publishers Ltd., 1999),
Xi

% Cf. M. J. Louix,Metaphysics: A Contemporary Introductic@rd ed. (New York: Routledge, 2002), p.1

%% Cf. M. J. Louix Metaphysics: A Contemporary Introducti@nd ed., p.3
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Aristotle’s Metaphysicgs about the question, “What is being?” in two wa@n the one hand,
when Aristotle raises this question, he undertakiesg search for an answer to it and eventually
he offers an answer. On the other hand, he altectefon the question itself, what it is to raise i

and to search for an answer to it, and even whétepossible to search for an answer afall.

B To Aristotle, what is metaphysics

[l To Aristotle, metaphysics is a discipline that @cerned with being qua being and the
knowledge of first causes

3.1.1 Matter and Form

According to Aristotle, every object in the univeris composed of some form of an underlying
stuff called ‘matter’. The matter of each kind dfject has the potentiality for acquiring a form
proper to the object, called its ‘end’ or goal. Tgrecess of change or motion is the actualizing
of the potentiality of the object.

Matter, in its pure state, would have no charasties whatsoever, but it is that which is capable
of being ‘informed’ — of assuming various forms.eTmatter of the acorn and oak has the
potentiality of receiving different forms, of hagrone form at one time, and another at a later

time. The form of the object at any given time tis actuality — what it has become at the
particular moment?

Figure 3.2: Acorn and Oak

Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Oak+acorn

*1 Cf. Vasilis Politis,Routledge Philosophy Guidebook to Aristotle andMie¢aphysicgLondon: Routledge, 2004),
p. 2
*? Cf. Richard H. Popkin, and Avrum Strolhilosophy Mad&imple (New York: Doubleday, 1993), p.104
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All objects have a permanent nature, which pergtstsugh its realization or acquisition of

different forms. Each and every object can be wtded only in terms of both its matter and its
form, and the process by which it grows, alters,mmves, that is, replaces one form with
another.

The permanent aspect of an object never existpemtently or without assuming some form.
The object always is in some state and is in padsreaching some other state. Thus, the

formal, changing aspect and the material, permaasgmct of any object are always present and

always constitute the basis for any explanatiowlwdt is occurring>
Box 3.1: Recall

Recall that Plato held a dualist position in whrellity consisted of two worlds. The world of
the Forms was nonphysical, eternal, unchanging,kaidvn only by reason; the world of our

everyday experience was material, temporal, cotigtelmanging, and known through the senses.

The first world, according to Plato, is what isimbately real, whereas the world of our
experience is like a collection of shaddit$or Aristotle, however, Form was always the form
of matter of some kind; the essence was alwaysomesobject, giving it its nature and
properties. Therefore, Plato’s duplication of thaliworld was not necessary for Aristotle.
Aristotle’s understanding of Form is really a qite of Plato’s metaphysics. In iNetaphysics

he (Aristotle) argued that Forms are useless, énsénse that instead of explaining the natural
world, Plato’s theory creates a second world, tneaoubling the number of things that requires
explanation. Instead of bringing some unity to theltiplicity of things in experience, it
complicates matters by introducing more multipyicit

Aristotle argued further that the Forms cannot axpthange or the movement of things within
our experience. For him, it could be said that loxes are lived in a changing world, and you
need to make some sense out of it. Therefore,eifulichanging Forms are the basis for all
explanation, then the whole study of nature has laeeihilated’

As a result, for Aristotle, the Forms cannot be dssence or substance of things if they are

separated from them. He said that it is not cldaatvit means for particulars to ‘participate’ in

2 Cf. Richard H. Popkin, and Avrum StroRhilosophy Mad&imple p.105
** Cf. William LawheadVoyage of Discoveryp. 91

* Cf. William LawheadVoyage of Discoveryp.91
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the Forms. To say that the Forms are patternshtatdotirticulars share in them ‘is to use empty
words and poetical metaphors’.
The above explanation shows that Aristotle rejabis Plato’s theory of Forms. Aristotle
concludes that you can dispense with the Formgh&y are mere sound without sense; and even
if there are such things, they are not relevaotutodiscussion.
But he agrees with Plato that there are univexmahg that are objective and that constitute the
essences of things in the world. It is becauséedda forms that you are able to have knowledge,
and that the order in reality can only be explaibgdeference to the fornis.

B Relate Aristotle’s understanding of Form and Pktaetaphysics

[0 Aristotle’s understanding of Form was a critiquePtdto’s metaphysics

3.1.2 The Doctrine of Essence and the Theory of Usrsals

The doctrine of essences is the basis of Aristotleéory ofpotentiality. The essence or form of
a thing may be buried in it as, for instance, theeptiality of an acorn to grow into an oak. The
oak in its developed form is the complete manitestaof the form or ideal originality latent in
the seed.

Aristotle rejected Plato’s claim that there are tworlds, world of forms and world of matter.
For Aristotle, there is no second realm apart froanticulars inhabited wholly by universals.
Universals are not to be found in another world imoour mind, they are not ‘out there’, and
their existence is in no way dependent on mindsvieether or not there were no minds to
apprehend them.

According to Aristotle, a universal is simply a peoty that is common to a number of instances.
One arrives at the concept of these properties psoeess of abstraction from particulars. It's
then obvious that there could be no universal withparticulars, just as there could be no
particulars without universals. The two are lodicalependent on one another. Universals exist

onlyin re (in things), not, as in Platante rem(prior to thingsy:’

3.2 Substance and Accident

%¢ cf. William LawheadVoyage of Discoveryp. 92

%7 Cf. John HospersAn Introduction to Philosophical Analysislew York: Taylor & Francis, 1990), p. 354
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By ‘substance’, it is understood as “that whicmdiabeneath”. Tat is, that which exists of i
own, yet, ‘holds’ other things; which others thinigshere. Furthermoresubstance is what is
predicated neither ofjor in anything else. This captures the fundamamitibn that substanc:
are basic, and everything eis predicated either of, or in them.

Now, if you transpose this logical definition of substancehe tealm of metaphysics, whe
existence is taken into consideratityou can say that a substance is that whose natureat
exist not in some subject as a part of anythindse, but what exists in itse

Thus, a substance is a properly basic entity, iegiper se(though of course depending on
external cause for its existence), and the paradiggtances of which are the medium si
objects that yowsee around us: horses, cats, trees and hu On theother hand there are

accidents.

dependent
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Figure 3.3: Substance and Accident
Source: http://www.emeraldinsight.com/content_images/fig7loB8060003.png
Accidents are what accrue to substances and maiibstances in some way. Logice
speaking, accidents are predicate, or in some substanckletaphysically speaking, accidel
cannot exist in themselves tonly as part of some substance.
As their name suggests, accidents are incidental tththg, and they can come and go with
the thing losing its identity; whereas a thing a@incease to be the substance that it is wit

losing its identity. And so,aidents only xist as part of some substance.
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It follows then that you cannot have un-exemplifigeperties as if they were substances in
themselves. Properties are always exemplified byessubstance, whereas substance itself is un-
exemplifiable.

For example, brown is always predicated of somgthyou say thak is brown, in which case
brown is an accident. However, brown is never fotmfe in itself, it is always exemplified by
something of which it is said.

Box 3.2: Kinds of substances

For Aristotle, there are three kinds of substantiesse that are sensible and perishable, those
that are sensible but not perishable, and thosethaneither sensible nor perishable.
The first class includes plants and animals,

The second includes the heavenly bodies (whichtdtlesbelieved to undergo no change exgept
motion),

The third includes the rational soul in man, arsbdbod.

The place of the idea of ‘substance’ in Aristotl@kilosophy is brought to the fore by his
argument for a First Cause (which has been emplayadgue for God'’s existence). Put simply,
the argument is that there must be something whiiichinates motion, and this something must
itself be unmoved, and must be eternal, substamceactuality.

And so, there is a substance which is eternal amdoved and separate from sensible things.
This substance cannot have any magnitude, andwitti®ut parts and invisibl& So, Aristotle

employs one of the understandings of substancegtedor the existence of a First Cause.

Summary of Study Session 3

In Study Session 3, you have learnt that:

1. The basic line of argument of Aristotle was #gaevith reference to his thought of reality. It
was argued that Aristotle’s metaphysics is an gitetm unite form and matter in any given
reality, form given a stronger status of realitgrimatter.

2. Aristotle understands of substance and conclbgiesaying that the only reality you have is

the natural world around us.

8 cf. Bertrand RusselHistory of Western Philosopt{izondon: Routledge, 1995), p. 180
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Self-Assessment Questions (SAQSs) for Study Sessin

Now that you have completed this study session,cayuassess how well you have achieved its
Learning outcomes by answering the following questi Write your answers in your study
Diary and discuss them with your Tutor at the ne&tipport meeting. You can check your
answers with the Notes on the Self-Assessmentigussit the end of this Module.

SAQ 3.1

To what extent did Aristotle succeed in re-explagnPlato’s metaphysics?

SAQ 3.2

What are the types of substances according Arestotl

Notes on Study Session 3

SAQ 3.1

According to Aristotle, a universal is simply a pesty that is common to a number of instances.
One arrives at the concept of these properties psoeess of abstraction from particulars. It's
then obvious that there could be no universal withparticulars, just as there could be no
particulars without universals. The two are lodicalependent on one another. Universals exist
onlyin re (in things), not, as in Platante rem(prior to things)

SAQ 3.2

There are three kinds of substances:

1. Those that are sensible and perishable inclyd@sts and animals

2. Those that are sensible but not perishable desluthe heavenly bodies (which Aristotle
believed to undergo no change except motion)

3. Those that are neither sensible nor perishablades: rational soul in man, and also God.
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Study Session 4: The Metaphysics of Thomas Aquinas

Introduction

Metaphysics is taken by Thomas Aquinas, like Atlstdo be the study of beirgua being, that

is, a study of the most fundamental aspects ofgotiat constitute a being and without which it
could not be. Aquinas’'s metaphysical thought fobow modified, but generally Aristotlean
view.

For Aquinas, a thing cannot be unless it possemsest of being, and the thing that possesses an
act of being is thereby rendered an essence/egesteomposite. If an essence has an act of
being, the act of being is limited by that essemt®se act it is. The essence in itself is the
definition of a thing; and the paradigm instancéessence/existence composites are material
substances.

In this study session, you will learn the uniquéura of Aquinas’ metaphysics. The notions of
substance and accident, form and matter are toppeecated as represented in Aquinas’

metaphysics

Learning Outcomes for Study Session 4

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta:
4.1 Explain the unique nature of Aquinas’ metapty/si

4.2 Discuss Essence and Existence in Aquinas’ rhgsigs
4.3 Briefly explain form and matter in Aquinas’ raphysics

4.4 Explain the notions of substance and accideAguinas’ metaphysics
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4.1 The Metaphysics of Thomas Aquinas

St. Thomas Aquinas conceives metaphysics as timeatdt explanation of the mystery of being —
visible and invisible, in the ultimate Being, whihGod?® Whenever you mention the name of
God, the idea of a transcendental being readilyesota your mind. And this transcendence is
often characterized by timelessness, lack of sagtitension of location, utter simplicity and
independencé

Meanwhile, you are also fond of making claims sash‘God is good”, “God is wise”, “God
loves everyone”, “God knows all things”, “God wiliod for his creature”, “God acts in a just
manner”, and so forth. All these statements asquiloperties and activities to God, and even

describe Him in anthropomorphic terms.

Figure 4.1: Thomas Aquinas (1225 — 7 March 1274)
Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thomas_Aquinas
The questions raised in this regard are:
1. How can you talk about God as transcendent and &o0d person without involving
ourselves in contradiction?

2. In what sense do you use terms such as ‘knows’edo and ‘acts’ for God?

» Cf. P. | IroegbuMetaphysics: The Kpim of Philosopf®@werri: International University Press Ltd., 1995. 22

%% Cf. J. S MorreallAnalogy and Talking About God: A Critique of thepfirtistic Approaci{USA: University Press
of America, 1978), p. 1
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In predicating such terms eut God, are you not involving yow$ in contradiction, since y«
have earlier agreed that the idea of God goes awith a being not in space d time, a being
that is immutale or absolutely simple? Can \ actually say anything about God that will |

involve any contradiction?

4.1.1 The Language of God: the Predication bAnalogy

In addressing the problem of the language of (Aquinas realied that there is a Being which
necessary, perfect, absolute, unchangeable, urtiausdenited and threality of all realities.
While there is also a Beg which is contingent, limited, imperfect, causéd the process ¢
becoming and also dependroughout on the former. So, as a master in thefadistinction,
Thomas tried to explain the sense in which usedha ‘Being’ for God, who is the necess:
Being and for his creatureshich are the contingent beings.

He said that there are three ks of predication:

Univocity

Equivocity

Analogous

Figure 4.2: Thomas Aquinas Predication

Source:Distance Learning Centre, University of Iba
A term is ‘univocal’ when it is predicated of diverse things accordingekactly the sam
concepts?
A term is ‘equivocal’ when it is predicated of dige things ccording to an entirely differel
concept?

*' Cf. H. J. KorenAn Introduction to the Science of Metaphy{(New York: B. Herder Books Co., 1955), p.
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A term is ‘analogous’ if one and the same term ama is predicated of many according to
concepts which are not entirely different, but ajresome common poifit.

For Aquinas, the notion of being is not univocatdnese every being is unique and particular,
neither is it an equivocal idea, since it is notagied by any kind of abstraction. Rather, it is
analogical, in as much as God and creatures, tte¢ dissimilar realities, agree in the fact that
they are Beings.

In his metaphysics of participation, Aquinas opirtkdt the difference between Divine Being
and other being lies in the fact that the capadiitthe latter, which is the participant, is finaad

so its perfection is inferior to that from whichpérticipate. Their similarity lies in the fact tha
the former impresses his likeness in the lattemash as possible for their nature.

As regards talking about God, Aquinas presentedhieisry of Analogy which says that you can
not apply words with their ordinary meaning to Geithout ending up in a fallacy or absurdity;
there is, however, a special extended sense feethwrds which make possible meaningful
assertions about Gdd.

This implies that for Aquinas, when you say thabdds good’, the word ‘good’ as used here is
not the same as when you say that ‘Augustine isi'goeither are they completely different, but
they are analogous, that is, partly the same arity pfferent.

Likewise, if one says that ‘God is wise’ and ‘Petemwise’, God is said to be wise not in the
sense in which it applies to Peter, but in a senseehow related to this sense. So, following the
principle of analogy, you take terms such as Geddpsees, knows, to be used in a different but

related sense when applied to creatlires

Box 4.1: Analogies of Thomas Aquinas

0

In his theory of analogy, he mentioned differemtety of analogy which include

1. Analogia proportionalitatifAnalogy of Proportionality),

32 Cf. H. J. KorenAn Introduction to the Science of Metaphysfrs32
* Cf. H. J. KorenAn Introduction to the Science of Metaphyss33
* Cf. J. S. MorreallAnalogy and Talking About God: A Critique of thepfiitistic Approachp. 9

* C.f. J. S. MorreallAnalogy and Talking About God: A Critique of theoififistic Approachp. 12
*® Cf. Battista MondiThe Principle of Analogy in Protestant and Cathdlteeology(Netherlands: The Hague,
1963), p. 154
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2. Analogia inequalitati$Analogy of inequality),

3. Analogia attributionis intrinseca@\nalogy of intrinsic attribution),
4. Analogia attributionis extrinsecg@nalogy of extrinsic attribution),
5. Analogi entifAnalogy of faith),

6. Analogia relationigAnalogy of relation),

7. Analogia operationigAnalogy of operation)

4.1.2 Aquinas against Equivocal Predication

Aquinas’ predication by analogy was an attempt étute the positions of other medieval
scholars who had argued for the predication by\egpaition in talking about God. For medieval
philosophers, like John Scotus Eriugenna, wordezdicated of God in a way totally different
from the way they are predicated of man, thahisn equivocal manner.

Such that you say that God loves mankind, or thad G good, merciful, wise, just, forgiving,
and so forth, you do not apply these qualities ¢al @ a way similar when applied to creatures.
So, God’s love is not the same as human love. Fogénna, God\s love is ‘super-love’, while
for Pseudo-Dionysius, it is super-essential lovéctviranscends human love.

Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Johannes_Scotus_Eeiug
The argument against the predication by equivoratiorespect to speaking about God is that

since you only know human love and you don’t knoWwaw‘super-lover’ or ‘super-essential’
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love means, it shows that such statement is a Bsgatement which tells us nothing since you

do not know what God’s love #%.So, equivocal predication is unapplicable for Gddhguage.

B Who saw God\s love as super-love

O Eriugenna

4.1.3 Aquinas against Univocal Predication

According to Duns Scotus, the notion of Analogyspigposes Univocity since one could not
compare creatures with God unless one had a consorrept of both. This shows that you are
able to know God only by applying concepts draworfrus; and unless those concepts were
common to us and God, then you would not be abtemapare ourselves with a perfect Gdd.
Replying to this, Aquinas opined that if words aredicated of God and human beings in a
univocal manner, then God will be anthropomorplsitice all our predicates are obtained
through experience and are primarily used of lichite finite things.

However, for our transcendent God to possess sualitigs as self-existence and omnipotence,
He must be a significantly different kind of thirffigppm anything within the scope of our

experiencé’ Therefore, Univocal predication is not suitable@md’s language.

%7 Cf. J. OmoregbeA Philosophical Look At ReligiofLagos: Joja Educational Research and Publishels 2000),
pp.186-187

% Cf. Battista MondiThe Principle of Analogy in Protestant and Cathdlheologyp. 5

% Cf. James F. Rosep.cit., p.132ff.
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Figure 4.4: Duns Scotus (c. 1266 — 8 November 1308)
Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Duns_Scotus

4.1.4 Aquinas on Predication by Analogy

Aquinas opined that only analogical predicationfds God’s language. However, a problem
arises due to various types of analogy in St. Tlowarks. Your concern is to know the type of
analogy being invoked in theological discoursesuYean clearly identify three modes of
analogy, via:

1. Analogy of Attribution: in which the nature signified by the concept igimsically
realized in the primary analogates and in the stherinsically and virtually?®

2. Analogy of Proper Proportionality: in which the nature signified by the concept is
formerly and intrinsically realized in each of avgdtes according to a proportional
similarity.**

3. Analogy of Improper Proportionality/Metaphorical An alogy: in which the nature
signified by the term is realized formally and insically in one of analogates, and in the
others intrinsically and virtuall§?

Among these three modes of analogy, only that tibation seems suitable for theological
discourses. For it preserve the transcendence df &owell as the intelligibility of theological

languagé'

B What did Aquinas believe is for God’s language

[0 Aquinas believed only analogical predication is@wd’s language

4.2 Essence and Existence

% Cf. H. J. Koren|ntroduction to the Science of Metaphysies34
*' Cf. H. J. Koren|ntroduction to the Science of Metaphysius, 37-38
*2 Cf. J. S. MorrealAnalogy and Talking About God: A Critique of theoiittistic Approachp. 11

* Cf. James F. Ross, “Metaphysical Themes in Thoheasnas”, Journal of the History of Philosophyol. 25, No.
4 (1987), p. 610
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In the course of his investigation, St. Thomasizedlthat none of the being he was studying is
pure, for their perfection is never all the perfactof ‘Being’, which he understood to have a
complete, total and infinite perfection.

He looked around and saw that the perfection o$eéhmeings is a restricted, limited and fallen
perfection. Then, he asked ‘What is it in beingat thmit the perfection of being which they
possess?’ After a deep thought, he realized that Whits the act of being of finite being is the
essence.

Box 4.2: Definition of Essence

Essence is defined as that in which every beingr{dmm the act of being itselfctus essendi

that is God) has its being received and througtclvthe being is restricted. As a matter of fact,
essences of things are always limited capacities ag recipients which cannot contain the

immense ocean of being.

When viewed in a strict sense, essence is substaosdered as being of a certain kind of
species and being capable of receiving act of excst.

Haven discovered the principle of limitation inifen being, Aquinas opined that finite being
must be made up of two parts or elements, in weggence is one, and the act of existence is the
other.

How did Thomas arrive at this distinction? It islé&@d known to us that there is a difference
between ‘What is’ and ‘It is’. ‘To be’ means just éxist, but exist as what? Is it to exist as a cat
today and then as a bird tomorrow? Since, you ktiatv whatever exist exists as one thing or

the other, then ‘What is’ (that is, essence) makestever exist as this and that.

B According to Aquinas, what makes human being ingue#

O Essence

4.2.1 The Metaphysical Conception of Being

In De Veritate question 1, article 1, Aquinas declared the AlbsoPrimacy of Being. He said
that ‘being’ is what the intellect conceive firsts something most known and into which it
resolves all conception’. St. Thomas defined Beiaghe ultimate root and supreme cause of all
things; that which has an act of existence. Ihesreality of all realities, the actuality of atita,

the formality of all forms, the perfection of pert®ns.
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As regards finite beings, the presence of two lalfyadistinct elements in finite being indicates
that there must be an extrinsic cause that is resple for their bounding to form a whole, and
this agent must also have produced these two elsmen

This cause, according to St. Thomas, is the Supreieg, in whom there is no distinction
between essence and existence, and whose esssobsistent being itself. Thus, he is the sole
and purest being; all other beings have their nrigpm him. He is the plexus of all perfection
and He produces other beings by means of creatiorgans through which he communicates his
goodness and through which other beings particsgatlis perfection.

Box 4.3: Transcendental Properties of Being

St. Thomas declared that the fundamental propedigseing areunum verum and bonum
which means that Being is One, True, and Goodsumma Theologiam, g.11, art.1, he said

that ‘every Being is one and one does not add amytio being; it is only a negation of divisiop;

=

for one means undivided being. Thus, one is theesasBeing'.
In another part of Summa, 1a, .5, a.6, he said'Bvary being, by the very fact that it is, it|is

true that it is what it is; Goodness and Beingragdly the same’.

Hierarchy of Being
In order to bring in his postulation on the exisemf angels, St. Thomas re-examine the order
of being that has already been stated before hiva.hlerarchy goes thus:

a. The Absolute Being

b. The Angels

c. The Rational-Corporeal Beings
d. The Organic Beings
e

. The Inanimate or Inorganic Beings

4.3 Matter and Form

A very crude definition of matter would be thatistthe ‘stuff’ out of which a thing is made;
whereas form is signified by the organisation that matter takes. A common example used by
Aquinas and his contemporaries for explaining nnattel form was that of a statue.

Consider a marble statue. The marble is the mattdre statue whereas the shape signifies the
form of the statue. The marble is the ‘stuff’ oditwdhich the statue is made whereas the shape
signifies the form that the artist decided to giwehe statue.
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Figure 4.5: Marble Statue

Source: http://www.landmarksinnewyork.com/photos-and-vislegc-metropolitan-museum-of-
art-marble-statue-of-hermes/

On a more metaphysical level, form is the principleereby the matter has the particular

structure that it has, and matter is simply thaictvistands to be structured in a certain way.

It follows from this initial account that matter & principle of potency in a thing; since if the

matter is that which stands to be structured inedath way, matter can be potentially an

indefinite number of forms. Form on the other handot potentially one thing or another; form

as form is the kind of thing that it is and no athe

On Aquinas’s account, there are certain levels atten/form composition.

On one level you can think of the matter of a ®ats being the marble whereas you can think of

the shape of the statue as signifying the form.

But on a different level you can think of the marblks signifying the form and something more

fundamental being the matter. For instance, befoeenarble was formed into the statue by the

sculptor, it was a block of marble, already witbeatain form that made it ‘marble’. At this level,

the marble cannot be the matter of the thing, sitecbeing marble and not, say, granite, is its

form.

Thus, there is a more fundamental level of matéyithat admits of being formed in such a way

that the end product is marble or granite, and higher level, this formed matter stands as

matter for the artist when is constructing theustat
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If you think of matter as without any forryou come to the notion of prime matter, and this
type of matter that is totally unformed, pure maitéy itself. Prime matter is the ultima
subject of form, anéhdefinable in itself; youcan only understand prime matter through thinl
of matter as wholly devoid of forr

As wholly devoid of form prime matter is neithesabstance nor any of the other ciories of
being; prime matter, as pure potency, cannot indgpress any concrete mode of being, sinc
pure potency is does not exist except as potenbys,Tprime matter is not a thing actue
existing, since it has no principle of act rendgiiractually existing.

Matter can le considered in two senses as shown in the figelm

Designate Undesignate

J

Figure 4.6: Types of matter

Source:Distance Learning Centre, University of Iba
Designated matter is the type of matter to whicté can point and of which one can make us
is the matter that you see around Designated matter is what individuates some form
noted, the form of a thing is the principle of mmterial organigion. A thing’s form then ca
apply to many different things insofar as thosedhiar all organised in the same w
Undesignated matter is a type of matter you simply consider through the use of our reaso
is the abstracted notion of mattelor instance, the actual flesh and bones that makan
individual man are instances of designated mattkereas the notions of ‘flesh’ and ‘bones’
abstracted notions of certain types of matter &edd are taken to enter inhe definition of
‘man’ as such.
The form then can be said to be universal, sinaerntains the same but is predicated «

different things. As signifying the actual matthat is organised in the thing, designated mi
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individuates the form to ‘this’ or ‘that’ particulahing, thereby ensuring individuals (Socrates,

Plato, Aristotle) of the same form (man).
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Box 4.4: Kinds of Forms

Given that form is the principle of organisation afthing’s matter, or the thing’s intelligible
nature, form can be of two kinds. On the one h&rd) can be substantial, organising the matter
into the kind of thing that the substance is. Gandther hand, form can be accidental, organising

some part of an already constituted substance.

You can come to a greater understanding of suliatamd accidental form if you consider their
relation to matter. Substantial form always inforpnene matter and in doing so it brings a new
substance into existence; accidental form simpfprms an already existing substance (an
already existing composite of substantial form g@mghe matter), and in doing so it simply
modifies some substance.

Given that substantial form always informs priméterathere can be only one substantial form
of a thing; for if substantial form informs primeatter, any other form that may accrue to a thing
is posterior to it and simply informs an alreadynstituted substance, which is the role of
accidental form. Thus, there can only be one sabatdorm of a thing.

As stated above, essence is signified by the dieimof a thing; essence is the definable nature
of the thing that exists. A thing’'s essence thertgsdefinition. It follows that on Thomas’s
account the essence of a thing is the compositidts anatter and form, where matter here is
taken as undesignated matter.

Contrary to contemporary theories of essence, Aggudoes not, strictly speaking, take essence
to be what is essential to the thing in questiohemns the latter is determined by a thing’s
possessing some property or set of propertieslipaasible worlds. In the latter context, the
essence of a thing comprises its essential pregeproperties that are true of it in all possible
worlds; but this is surely not Aquinas’s view.

For Aquinas, the essence of a thing is not the loomgration of those properties that it would
possess in all possible worlds, but the compositibmatter and form. On a possible-worlds
view of essence, the essence of a thing couldigwify the matter/form composite as it is in this
actual world, since such a composite could be @ffein some possible world and therefore not
uniform across all possible worlds.

Thus, Aquinas does not adopt a possible-worlds weessence; he envisages the essence of a
thing as the definition or quiddity of the thingiging in this world, not as it would exist in all

possible worlds.
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B While Substantial forms always ------------- acandal form informs-------------------
O Substantial form always informs prime matter, aenidl form informs an already

existing substance

4.4 Substance and Accident
Within Aquinas’s metaphysical framework, substancas be both material (cats, dogs, humans)
and immaterial (angels), but as noted earlier,pdw@adigm instances of substances are material
substances, and the latter are composites of natteform; a material substance is neither its
matter alone nor its form alone, since matter amchfare always said to be of some individual
and never in themselves.
It follows then that material substances have patsl the immediate question arises as to
whether or not the parts of substances are thessslbstances.
In order to address this issue, you must ask tvestipns:

i.  While they are parts of a substance, are such frensselves substances?

ii. Are the parts of a substance themselves thingsctiratexist without the substance of

which they are parts?

Concerning (i) you may say that while they are pat a substance such parts cannot be
substances; this is so given the definition of e outlined above: that whose nature it is to
exist not in some subject. Given that the parta sfibstance are in fact paofsa substance, it is
their nature to exist in some subject of which tlaeg a part. Consequently, the parts of a
substance cannot themselves be substances.
Concerning (ii) the case is somewhat different, rymy must consider whether or not the parts
of a substance can exist without the substance lothwthey are parts, that is, after the
dissolution of the substance of which they are pald the parts become substances in
themselves? The parts of a substance receive ithaitity through being the parisf the
substance whose parts they are.
Thus, the flesh and bone of a human being are #adhbone precisely because they are parts of
a human being. When the human being dies, the #eshbone are no longer flesh and bone

(except equivocally speaking) because they ar@mgelr parts of a human substance; rather, the
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flesh and bone cease to function as flesh and bBodebegin to decompose, in which case they
are not themselves substances.

However, on Aquinas’s view, the elements out ofchiha substance is made can indeed subsist
beyond the dissolution of the substance. Thus,enthi# elements are parts of the substance, they
are not, as parts of a substance, substancesnrsé¢hees, but when the substance dissolves, the
elements will remain as independent substancdginawn right.

Thus, in the case of the dissolution of the humeamdy while the flesh and bone no longer
remain but decompose, the elements that playeld arthe formation of the substance remain.

In more contemporary terms you could say that leefloey go to make up the bodily substances
you see in the world, atoms are substances in #leess but when united in a certain form they
go to make cats, dogs, humans, and cease to beeimdient substances in themselves.

When the cat or dog or human perishes, its fleshbammes perish with it, but its atoms regain
their substantial nature and they remain as sutstan themselves. So, a substance can have its
parts, and for as long as those parts are parésssoibstance, those parts are not substances in
themselves, but when the substance decomposes, fads can be considered as substances in
themselves so long as they are capable of sultsistihemselves.

In all, for Aquinas, substances are what are piiignaaid to exist, and so substances are what
have existence but yet are not identical with exise. Aquinas’s ontology then is comprised
primarily of substances, and all change is eithechange of one substance into another
substance, or a modification of an already exissulgstance.

Given that essence is that which is said to posseistence, but is not identical to existence,
substances are essence/existence compositesexistance is not guaranteed by what they are.

They simply have existence as limited by their psse

B Can the parts of a substance be referred to dsstasice?

O The parts of a substance cannot themselves beasgbst

Summary of Study Session 4

In Study Session 4, you have learnt that:
1. The metaphysics of Thomas Aquinas was based alenlines of his position regarding the

proper language of speaking about God, which igteeication by analogy, the conception of
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being, as well as the transcendental propertidgefy, matter-form composite, where it shown
that matter represented potency actualize by fand,the substance-accident distinction.
2. For Aguinas, substances are primarily what e=istl that all change is either change of one

substance into another or a modification of anaalyeexisting substance.

Self-Assessment Questions (SAQs) for Study Sessibn

Now that you have completed this study session,cayuassess how well you have achieved its
Learning outcomes by answering the following questi Write your answers in your study
Diary and discuss them with your Tutor at the netipport meeting. You can check your
answers with the Notes on the Self-Assessmentiguestt the end of this Module.

SAQ 4.1

Explain the 3 types of predication

SAQ 4.2

Write out the Hierarchy of Being

SAQ 4.3

Briefly explain the two senses of Matter

SAQ 4.4

When the human being dies, what happen to the doddlesh?

Notes on Study Session 4

SAQ 4.1

1. Univocity: A term is ‘univocal’ when it is predicad of diverse things according to
exactly the same concepts.

2. Equivocity: A term is ‘equivocal’ when it is predited of diverse things according to an
entirely different concept.

3. Analogous: A term is ‘analogous’ if one and the eat®rm or name is predicated of
many according to concepts which are not entiréfgmnt, but agree in some common
point.

SAQ 4.2

The hierarchy goes thus:
a. The Absolute Being
b. The Angels
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c. The Rational-Corporeal Beings

d. The Organic Beings

e. The Inanimate or Inorganic Beings
SAQ 4.3
Designated matter is the type of matter to whicé can point and of which one can make use. It
is the matter that you see around us. Designatetkemia what individuates some form. As
noted, the form of a thing is the principle ofntsiterial organisation.
Undesignated matter is a type of matter that yowBbi consider through the use of our reason; it
is the abstracted notion of matter. For instanhe, dctual flesh and bones that make up an
individual man are instances of designated maittbereas the notions of ‘flesh’ and ‘bones’ are
abstracted notions of certain types of matter &esdd are taken to enter into the definition of
‘man’ as such.
SAQ 4.4
When the human being dies, the flesh and boneatenger flesh and bone because they are no
longer parts of a human substance; rather, thb #ad bone cease to function as flesh and bone
and begin to decompose, in which case they artheotselves substances.
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Study Session 5: The Metaphysics of Rene Descartes

Introduction

In this session, attempt shall be directed at emangithe metaphysics of Rene Descartes. Of
course, Descartes is easily one of the major thenkeepistemology in the modern period. It is
indeed easy to regard him as the father of modeitagophy.

However, he had things to say about some metamiysitions such as the mind, the world and
God, all which he derived from the existence of $k#. In this regard, he places the self in the
ontological spectrum of relations before God whaliscovered because the self exists. And
finally, he presents a systematic idealism combwél logic, mathematics and rationalism to
produce a robust philosophy for the modern time.

In this study session, you will learn the metapbgyghat underlies the philosophy of Descartes

and also his explanation on the dualistic concepticthe human person.

Learning Outcomes for Study Session 5

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta:
5.1 Discuss the metaphysics that underlies thegdiihy of Descartes.

5.2 Explain Descartes Dualistic Conception of thartdn Person
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5.1 The Metaphysics of Rene Descartes

Descartes metaphysics can at best be squeezedf tig epistemological stone. This is so

because throughout hisMeditations he focused on his epistemological project of
foundationalism, certainty and deductive reasonkhgwever, he had a considerable discourse
concerning the nature of the mind, God, and theldvokll these are easily linked to his

conception of substance.

Figure 5.1: René Descartg81 March 1596 — 11 February 1650)
Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ren%C3%A9_Descartes

For Descartes, the mind is a substance whose gntalostatus is that of an unextended,
invisible, indestructible type. Yet, for Descartbss rather mysterious substance influences or
impact upon the human body carrying it. To thissextthe mind which is perhaps best regarded
as an immaterial matter or a non-substantial snbstaeasily introduces into the Cartesian
metaphysics an intractable difficulty.
For how can a substance be regarded as truly gasgleswhen it has no place for extension or
individuation? TheMeditations which Descartes is said to have begun around,1&8%sist of
the presentation of Descartes’ metaphysical systenits most detailed level and in the
expanding of Descartes’ philosophical system, wineHirst introduced in the fourth part of his
Discourse on Metho(lL637).
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Box 5.1: Descartededitations
The Meditationsis made up of sixneditations in which Descartes first discards all belief in a
thing which are not absolutely certain, and thesstto establish what can be known for sure.
The meditations were written as if he (Descartesjewneditating for 6 days: each meditatjon
refers to the last one as “yesterddyDescartes’ metaphysical thought is also foundhig|t
Principles of Philosophy1644), which the author intended to be a philbsoguidebook.

Descartes is often regarded as the first thinkeenphasize the use of reason to develop the
natural scienc€. For him, philosophy was a thinking system that edad all knowledge; that

is, all philosophy is like a tree, of which Metaglos is the root, physics the trunk, and all the
other sciences the branches that grow out of thiskf which are reduced to three principal
areas, namely, medicine, mechanics, and ethics.

For Descartes, the science of morals representhigiest and most perfect pursuit, which,
presupposing an entire knowledge of the other seiiis the last degree of wisdéin his
Discourse on Methqdhe attempts to arrive at a fundamental set ofcgles that one can know
as true without any doubit.

To achieve this, he employs a method called hypieddmetaphysical doubt — also sometimes
referred to as methodological scepticism. He rsjaaty ideas that can be doubted, and then re-
establishes them in order to acquire a firm fouiedafor genuine knowledg®.

Initially, Descartes arrives at only a single pnote: which is that thought exists. Thought cannot
be separated from me, therefore, | extis¢ourse on the MethaghdPrinciples of Philosophy
Most famously, this is known @&®gito ergo sum- “I think, therefore | am”.

Therefore, Descartes concluded, if he doubted, Hwnething or someone must be doing the
doubting; as such, the very fact that he doubtesqut his existence. “The simple meaning of the

phrase is that if one is sceptical of existencat, ithand of itself proof that he does exist.”

* Cf. John MarenboriMedieval Philosophy: A Historical And Philosophi¢atroduction(London:

Routledge 2007), p. 174

* Cf. Tom SorelliDescartes: A Very Short Introducti§gNew York: Oxford University Press, 2000), p. 19

“® Cf. Desmond ClarkeéDescartes: A Biograph¢Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006) 58259

47 Cf. Richard A. Watson, “Rene Descartesfcyclopaedia Britannica
http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/15878 #iR®escartes. Retrieved 31 March 2012

*® Cf. A. C. GraylingDescartes: The Life and Times of a Ger{New York: Walker Publishing Co., Inc, 2005), p.
46
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Descartes concludes that he can be certain thakises because he thinks. But in what form
does this take place? He perceives his body thrdabhghuse of the senses. So Descartes
determines that the only indubitable knowledgén&t he is dhinking thing Thinking is what he
does, and his power must come from his essence.

Descartes defines “thoughttdgitatg as “what happens in me such that | am immediately
conscious of it, insofar as | am conscious of Tthinking is thus every activity of a person of
which he is immediately consciolisBy this rendition, Descartes presents the humasopeas
the ‘I’ or the ego that lives because the ego think

In this respect, Descartes derives the cogito’sityerom its functionality. Descartes goes
further to derive the external world and the Supdéeing (God) from the fundamentals of the
cogito.

To this effect, the reality of the self or the eé&igce of the self is not derived from the existence
of God, rather the reality of God and the worlduar® us, as well as the bodies that you carry
around are approved of their existence in the liglihe ego.

This is a rather theologically or metaphysicallyique representation of reality. Descartes,
therefore, is only able to attempt a systematicalisse of the mind/body interaction from
certain given assumption of the ontological statuhe mind.

To further demonstrate the limitations of the sen&®escartes proceeds with what is known as
the Wax Argumentin the development of the argument where he densia piece of wax, his
senses inform him that it has certain charactessguch as shape, texture, size, colour, smell,
and so forth.

When he brings the wax towards a flame, these ctarstics change completely. However, it
seems that it is still the same thing: it is ¢hik same piece of wax, even though the data of the
senses inform him that all of its characteristies different. Therefore, in order to properly grasp

the nature of the wax, he should put aside theesens

* Cf. John CottinghanTThe Cambridge Companion to Descart€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992),
p. 76
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Figure 5.2: Wax and Flame for the Wax Argument
Source: http://hethoughtthereforeheis.blogspot.com/20 V2k€5cartes-on-method-in-his-
book.html
He must use his mind. And so, Descartes conclugsssbmething that he must grasped solely
by the faculty of judgment which is the mind thahigh he thought he was seeing. In this
manner, Descartes proceeds to construct a systeknavledge, discarding perception as
unreliable and instead admitting only deductioa asethod.
In the third and fiftiMeditation he offers an ontological proof of a benevolent30n the basis
that God is benevolent, Descartes says he canduawe faith in the account of reality his senses
provide him, for God has provided him with a woikimind and sensory system and does not
desire to deceive him.
From this supposition, however, he finally estdi#s the possibility of acquiring knowledge
about the world based on deduction and percepfionterms of epistemology, therefore,
Descartes can be said to have contributed such akea rigorous conception of foundationalism
and the possibility that reason is the only rebailethod of attaining knowledge.
He, nevertheless, was very much aware that expetatien was necessary in order to verify and
validate theorie¥. Descartes also wrote a response to scepticismt dheuexistence of the
external world. He argues that sensory perceptionge to him involuntarily, and are not willed
by him.
They are external to his senses, and accordingeszdtes, this is evidence of the existence of
something outside of his mind, and thus, an extenmald. Descartes goes on to show that

things in the external world have a material nabyr@arguing that God would not deceive him as

*0 Cf. Richard A. Watson, “Rene Descartesficyclopaedia Britannica
http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/15878 #iBdDescartes. Retrieved 31 March 2012
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to the ideas that are being transmitted, and tlat &s given him the “propensity” to believe

that such ideas are caused by material things.

B Why did Descartes call himself a thinking thing?

O He believed he exist because he thinks

5.2 Dualistic Conception of the Human Person

Descartes in hiRassions of the SoahdThe Destruction of the Human Boslyggested that the

body works like a machine; that it has materiapgrties. The mind (or soul), on the other hand,

was described as nonmaterial and does not foll@naws of nature. Descartes argued that the

mind interacts with the body at the pineal gland.

This form of dualism or duality proposes that thiaasncontrols the body, and that the body can

also influence the otherwise rational mind, suchvhen people act out of passion. Most of the

previous accounts of the relationship between raimdibody had been unidirectional.

Descartes suggested that the pineal gland is gaed the soul” for several reasons.

Pituitary and Pineal Glands

Pituitary gland _.';Zp__ ;
Fons T

Medulla ohlangata —t

~-——— Spinal cord

Pineal gland

Cerebellum

Figure 5.3: The Pineal gland in the brain

Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pineal_gland

First, the soul is unitary, and unlike many areashe brain the pineal gland appeared to be

unitary (though subsequent microscopic inspectiaas hrevealed it is formed of two

hemispheres).

Second, Descartes observed that the pineal glaadosated near the ventricles. He believed the

cerebrospinal fluid of the ventricles acted throdlgd nerves to control the body, and that the

pineal gland influenced this process.
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Cartesian dualism set the agenda for philosophdaussion of the mind-body problem for

many years after Descartes’s dedth.

B According to Descartes, does the mind follow thveslaf nature?

O No, because it is nonmaterial

Summary of Study Session 5

In Study Session 5, you have learnt that:

1. Although Rene Descartes was most prominent istegpology, his philosophical inquiry still
left behind a considerable chance for discussirgg dbnnection between epistemology and
metaphysics.

2. Certain issues characterized Cartesian metagghygich as the notions of God, the mind, the
self and the world. The ontological bases for h#se notions are examined and are to be
articulated if you to gain a considerable undeditagn of his epistemology.

Self-Assessment Questions (SAQs) for Study Sesston

Now that you have completed this study session,cauassess how well you have achieved its
Learning outcomes by answering the following questi Write your answers in your study
Diary and discuss them with your Tutor at the ne&tipport meeting. You can check your
answers with the Notes on the Self-Assessmentiguestt the end of this Module.

SAQ5.1

What was Descartes ontological proof of a benevdbsd?

SAQ 5.2

Give 2 reasons why Descartes suggested the pileeal gs “the seat of the soul”

Notes on Study Session 5

SAQ 5.1

On the basis that God is benevolent, Descartes lsaysan have some faith in the account of
reality his senses provide him, for God has pravitien with a working mind and sensory
system and does not desire to deceive him. Frosnstipposition, he establishes the possibility

of acquiring knowledge about the world based orudedn and perception.

°1 Cf. Gert-Jan Lokhorst, “Descartes and the Pindah@, The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Summer
2011 Edition) Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL = <http://plato.stamf@du/archives/sum2011/entries/pineal-gland/>.
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SAQ 5.2

1. First, the soul is unitary, and unlike many are&the brain the pineal gland appeared to be
unitary.

2. Second, Descartes observed that the pineal glasdocated near the ventricles. He believed
the cerebrospinal fluid of the ventricles acteatiyh the nerves to control the body, and that the
pineal gland influenced this process.
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Study Session 6: Metaphysics of Baruch de Spinoza

Introduction

According to Bertrand Russell, the metaphysicatesysof Spinoza is of the type inaugurated by
Parmenides. There is only one substance, ‘God tur&lanothing finite is self-subsistent. Put
differently, Spinoza’s metaphysics is a monism egped in pantheism.

This is so because for Spinoza reality is one;fand and matter are aspects of the same reality,
although he did not elucidate on the meaning oéetsg-urthermore, he speculates that God is in
everything and everything is in God, using natungl &od interchangeably. He therefore
presents a metaphysics that is a rough mixturdezlism and materialism.

In this study session, you will learn about thetmmargument of Spinoza’s metaphysics. You
will also learn concerning the distinctively pan#techaracter of his idealist monism. You will
be expected to draw a parallel between Spinoza'sisno and some other metaphysical

dualisms.

Learning Outcomes for Study Session 6

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta:
6.1 Discuss the metaphysics of Baruch de Spinoza

6.2 Explain Substance Monism
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6.1 Metaphysics of Baruch de Spinoza

Baruch (or, in Latin, Benedict) de Spinoza (163Z-d6was one of the most important rationalist
philosophers in the early modern period, along W#ne Descartes, Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz,
and Nicholas Malebranche.

Spinoza was also the most influential “atheist’"Harope during this period. “Atheist” at the

time meant someone who rejects the traditionali@bliews concerning God and his relation
to nature. In his most important book, titlEthics Demonstrated in a Geometrical Manner
Spinoza argues for a radically new picture of theverse to rival the traditional Judeo-Christian

one.

Figure 6.1: Baruch Spinoza (24 November 1632 — 21 February 167
Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Baruch_Spinoza

Using a geometrical method similar to Euclidementsand later Newton'srincipia, he
argues that there is no transcendent and persauhli® immortal soul, no free will, and that the
universe exists without any ultimate purpose od.goa
Instead, Spinoza argues the whole of the naturddwocluding human beings, follows one and
the same set of natural laws (so, humans are ectadp that everything that happens could not
have happened differently, that the universe is ierently active totality (which can be
conceived of as either “God” or “Nature”), and ttfla¢ mind and the body are one and the same

thing conceived in two way¥.

>2 Cf. Samuel Newlands, “Spinoza's Modal Metaphysitse Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Springd201
Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL = <http://plato.stamf@du/archives/spr2010/entries/spinoza-modal/>.
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According to Spinoza, everything that exists ihi@ita substance or a mode.sAbstancds
something that needs nothing else in order to existe conceived. Substances are independent
entities both conceptually and ontologically. Mode or property is something that needs a
substance in order to exist, and cannot exist withcsubstance.

For example, being furry, orange, hungry, angry an on, are modes that need a substance
which is furry, orange, hungry, angry, and so onnger and patches of orange colour cannot
exist floating around on their own; rather, hunged patches of orange colour need something
(namely, a substance) toe hungry andhave the orange colour. Hunger and colours are,
therefore, dependent entities or motfes.

For most of Spinoza’s predecessors (including Atiist and Descartes) there are lots of
substances in the universe, each with their ownesi@d properties. For example, according to
Descartes a cat is a substance which has the mogesperties of being furry, orange, soft, and

SO on.

B Who was an atheist in Spinach time
[0 Someone who rejected the traditional Biblical viesasicerning God and his relation to

nature

Spinoza, however, rejects this traditional view amgues instead that there is only one
substance, called “God” or “Nature.” Cats, dogsppe, rocks, and so on, amet substances in
Spinoza’s view, but rather, cats, dogs, peopleksioand so on, are just modes or properties of
one substance. This one substance is simply pdigplen places, rock-like in other places,

chair-like in still other places.

>3 Cf. Jason Waller, “Spinoza’s Metaphysicsiternet Encyclopedia of Philosophy
http://www.iep.utm.edu/spinoz-mmRetrieved on 28th Feb., 2013
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LT ——

Figure 6.2: Spinoza saw them all as just modes or propertiea® substance
Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rock_geology+Cat+Dog

One can think of substance as an infinite spacmeSeegions of this one space are hard and
brown (rocks), other regions of space are greeay,jand soft (plants), while still other regions
are furry, orange, and soft (cats). As a cat walk®ss the room all that happens in Spinoza’'s
view is that different regions of space become sssively furry, orange, and séft.
This one substance has an infinite numbeattfibutes An attribute is simply an essence; a
“what it is to be” that kind of thing. According tDescartes, every substance has only one
attribute: bodies have only the attribute of exiemsand minds have only the attribute of
thought. Spinoza, however, argues against thisndlaat the one substance is absolutely infinite
and so it must exist in every way that somethingeast.
Thus, he infers that the one substance must hawefiaite number of attributes. An attribute,
according to Spinoza, is just the essence of sntstainder some way of conceiving or
describing the substance. When you consider sutestane way, then you conceive of its
essence as extension.
When you consider substance another way, then gocetve of its essence as thoughiVhile
substance has an infinite number of different laites, Spinoza argues that human beings only

know about two of them: extension and thought.

B How many attributes does a substance has?
O One

>* Cf. Jonathan Bennet Study of Spinoza’s Ethi¢fdianapolis: Hackett, 1984), pp. 88-89

> Cf. Michael Della RoccaRepresentation and the Mind-Body Problem in Spirfbzav York: Oxford, 1996), pp.
164-165
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6.2 Substance Monism

The most distinctive aspect of Spinoza’s systetmgssubstance monism; that is, his claim that
one infinite substance — God or Nature — is thg sabstance that exists. His argument for this
monism is his first argument in Part | of tB#ics

The basic structure of the argument is that simegyesubstance has at least one attribute, and
that two substances cannot share the same natwatribute, for God alone has all possible
attributes. Therefore, no other substance other thad can exist. That is, there is only one
substance (called “God” or “Nature”) which haspiksible attributes.

No other substance can exist because if it existeuld have to share an attribute with God,
but it is impossible for two different substancedbth have the same attribute. Spinoza defends
each of his assumptions by noting that if a sultgtaaxisted which did not have any attributes,
then (by Spinoza’s definition afttribute) the substance would not have an essence.

However, according to Spinoza, it makes no senstatm that something exists which does not
have an essence. Thus, every substance has atoleasattribute. This premise is not
particularly controversial. Spinoza’s argumentttog position that “two substances cannot share
the same nature or attribute” is considered to belnmore controversial.

68



PHI 301: Metaphysics

Box 6.1: Example of Substance

Here Spinoza argues that if two substances sha&amhthe same attribute, then there is no way
to tell the two substances apart. If substanced\substance B both have the same attribute as
their nature, then in virtue of which are there tlfferent substances in such a case? Why are
they not just one substance? Since no cause cgivdre to explain their distinctness, Spinaza

infers that they must actually be the same.

As regards a substance with infinite attributesn&ga explicitly provides a number of different
proofs for its existence. One proof is a versidnthee Ontological Argument also used by
Anselm and Descartes.
Spinoza’s argument is interesting, however, becdeserovides a very different reason for
claiming that the essence of each substance irekexdstence. Spinoza’s Ontological Argument,
once unpacked, in noting that he begins by stdatiegvhen two things have nothing in common,
one cannot be the cause of the other.
Since it is impossible for two substances to hdnee dame attribute (or essence) and that two
substances with different attributes have nothingcommon; it can be inferred that one
substance cannot cause another substance toEx&r substances are caused to exist by other
substances, or they exist by their own nature.
Thus, substances must exist by their own natueg {$hthe essence of a substance must involve
existence). This argument differs from the OntatayiiArguments offered by Anselm and
Descartes in that

i.  Spinoza doesot infer the existence of God from the claim that m#a of God involves

existence and

ii.  Spinoza does not assume that existence is a gerféand so a property).
Spinoza’'s argument, therefore, can avoid some ef itore common objections to the
Ontological proofs as formulated by Descartes angefm>® Spinoza’s Argument for Substance
Monism is generally deemed a failure by contempophilosophers.
The most common way that has been employed totr§pinoza’s argument for substance
monism is to reject his assertion that “two substarcannot share the same nature or attribute.”

One of the most popular arguments against this g@mas first presented by Leibniz.

*® Cf. William Earle, “The Ontological Argument in Bpza”, inSpinoza: A Collection of Critical Essaysiited by
Marjorie Grene (Garden City: Anchor Press, 1978p),214-216.
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Figure 6.3: Gottfried Wilhelm von Leibniz (July 1, 1646 — Nowber 14, 1716)

Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gottfried_ Wilhelm_Leniz
Leibniz argued that whereby it might be impossifide two substances to hawl of their
attributes in common, because then they would destinguishable, it may be possible for two
substances to share an attribute and yet differdoih having another attribute that is not shared.
For example, one substance may have attributesdMasnd another substance has attributes A
and C. The two substances would be distinguishbbtause each has an attribute the other
lacks, but both substances would nevertheless simaaétribute.
Though this argument of Leibniz appears persuagii&not recorded that Spinoza responded to
this objection, probable because he (Spinoza) olidimd it persuasive enough.
You can conclude this lecture by presenting therygtieat Spinoza did not give a conceptual
analysis of what he meant by aspects; and he aswotl make the necessary distinction between

nature and God as the one substance, especiaéfeiming to the them interchangeably.

Summary of Study Session 6

In Study Session 6, you have learnt that:

1. The metaphysical temperament of Spinoza’s pbylbg. The lecture examined the pantheistic
monism of Spinoza, identifying his conception abstance and the world as aspects or attributes
of this substance. This substance he referred ttoenar God of which every other thing is an

extension.

>’ Cf. Michael Della Rocca, “Spinoza’s Substance Moriiin Spinoza: Metaphysical Themeslited by Olli
Koistinen and John Biro (New York: Oxford, 200@p. 17-22
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2. The lecture however concludes with the critigi@ major aspect of Spinoza’s metaphysics.
This has to do with not providing adequate expioafor the idea of aspect or extensionality.
Self-Assessment Questions (SAQs) for Study Sesstbn

Now that you have completed this study session,cayuassess how well you have achieved its
Learning outcomes by answering the following questi Write your answers in your study
Diary and discuss them with your Tutor at the netipport meeting. You can check your
answers with the Notes on the Self-Assessmentigussit the end of this Module.

SAQ 6.1

Attempt a representation of Spinoza’s idea of suirst.

SAQ 6.2

What was Leibniz response on Spinoza argumentdbst&nce monism?

Notes on Study Session 6

SAQ 6.1

A substance is something that needs nothing elseder to exist or be conceived. Substances
are independent entities both conceptually andlogitally. Spinoza rejected the traditional
view and argues that there is only one substamatiedc‘God” or “Nature.” This one substance is
simply people-like in places, rock-like in otheapés, chair-like in still other places.

SAQ 6.2

Leibniz argued that whereby it might be impossifide two substances to hawl of their
attributes in common, because then they would tistinguishable, it may be possible for two
substances to share an attribute and yet diffe@ep having another attribute that is not shared.
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Study Session 7: Metaphysics of Baron von GottfriedVilhelm
Leibniz

Introduction

Leibniz’s philosophical task is the rationalistopgct, which can best be understood in the light
of his career as a diplomat. The diplomat must meid® divergent points of view and merge
them into a harmonious unified compact. Similaiyhis philosophy Leibniz attempts to use the
principles of mathematics and theology to work lustvision of a universal, cosmic harmony.

In doing so, he hopes to reconcile science andioali mechanism and teleology, modern and
ancient philosophy. He does not think this hasbegn accomplished, for the complaints that
“our human knowledge of nature seems to me at ptdde a shock well provided with all
kinds of wares without any order or inventory.”

In this study session, you will be expected to @egand articulate the analysis of Leibniz’'s
contribution to unity and harmony in reality. Youllbe introduced into the pluralist principle of

Leibniz’'s monadology.

Learning Outcomes for Study Session 7
When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta:
7.1 Discuss the analysis of Leibniz’s contributiorunity and harmony in reality.

7.2 Explain the pluralist principle of Leibniz’s madology

*% Cf. William LawheadVoyage of Discoveryp. 282
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7.1 The Metaphysics of Leibniz

Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, (1646-1716), a German,aswvnot just a philosopher and
mathematician, but an outstanding metaphysicia®. flindamental claims of his metaphysics
can be traced to his rejection of Spinoza’'s metsjgly speculations, especially Spinoza’s
identification of God with nature, and argues iast¢hat God must be an agent, that is, that God

must have a free will.

Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gottfried_Wilhelm_Leniz
He also denies that individual persons are mereesiod aspects of Spinoza’s one substance —
what he calls “God or Nature.” Third, he disagregh Spinoza'’s claim that the individual does
not survive death and, last, he finds that Spinsz@rong to argue that happiness consists of an
acquiescence of the inevitabfe.
Leibniz’'s question, concerning “Why is there angthiat all?” seems to be the biggest
metaphysical question ever asked in the histoghdbsophy. This question is not only difficult
to answer but poses difficulties in its very cortaap
After all, it is — or should be — clear that suakestions as "Why is there anything at all?” and
“why are things in general as they actually are®i avhy are the laws of nature as they are?”

cannot be answered within the standard causal framnke®

>° Cf. Christopher Martin, “The Courtier and the HarelLeibniz, Spinoza, and the Fate of God in thedsrn
World”, in Shofar An Interdisciplinary Journal of Jewish Studi€2007) Vol.25. Issue: 2, p.134

® Cf. Nicholas Rescher, “Optimalism and Axiologidéétaphysics,” inThe Review of Metaphysjasl. 53. No. 4,
(June 2000), p. 807
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Leibniz’'s metaphysics, however, is built round tpailosophy of monadology wherein
everything in the world is a windowless monad. Tihidudes humans. And in our relations and
interactions, though apparently direct and one-o&-as actually indirect, interacting with one
another through the monad monadum or supreme mdnadis vein, Leibniz gives a number of
arguments for the argument of supreme monad or God.

In Leibniz’s view, the universe (i.e. all-of-regijitconsists of an indefinite number of ‘monads,’
or soul-like substances dominated by one suprenmadidGod* He agrees with Descartes that
I, myself and other spirits, or souls, exist. Bt Wwonders how the spiritual the only sort of
reality or do ultimately non-spiritual realitiesalexist?

The problem from which Leibniz starts reduces ftéleérefore to this: are figure and motion
ultimately real? This question he answers in thgatiee. Every extension is, in the first place,
he points out, infinitely divisible.

There is no surface so small that it is not ab#irgmssible to break it up, in conception, into
smaller surfaces. But endlessness, Leibniz hasdsn iirrational conception, therefore that which
is by nature endlessly divisible cannot be an @tereality. "It is impossible,” he says,” to find
the principles of a true unity in matter alone since matter is only a collection or mass of part
to infinity.”

For, as he elsewhere says, “a continuum is not dmigible to infinity, but every particle of
matter is actually divided into other parts differ@among themselves. . . . And since this could
always be continued, you should never reach anytbinwhich you could say here is a real
being.”

In other words, since by 'ultimate' is meant aHertirreducible reality that which is endlessly
divisible cannot be ultimat®. It is even more obvious that motion is not annudtie, a self-
dependent, and sort of reality.

“Motion”, Leibniz says, if you regard only its exaand formal meaning, that is, change of place,
is not something entirely real, and when severdidsmchange their places reciprocally, it is not

possible to determine by considering the bodieseato which among them movement or repose

® Cf. Mary W. CalkinsThe Persistent Problems of Philosophy: An Introiurcto Metaphysics through the Study
of Modern SystemSth ed. (New York: Macmillan, 1925), p.74

%2 Cf. Mary W. CalkinsThe Persistent Problems of Philosophy: An Intraitucto Metaphysics through the Study
of Modern Systems&th ed., p. 76
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is to be attributed. Evidently, that which is alwaglative to something else is not ultimately
real.

Leibniz believed in a perfectly good Supreme Bewlg created and maintained the world and
whose existence could be proven. He argues for &qubsteriori based on the harmonized
diversity of the world and the fact that there aomtingent beings whose “final or sufficient
reason” must be in a “necessary being”.

Like many of his contemporaries, Leibniz owed a hamof his assumptions about God as
creator of the world to an ancient (mostly Platdnisadition®® For Leibniz, there is an
ultimately good, perfectly self-sufficient, and thaghly unified Supreme Being on which
everything else depends and which itself dependsotimning.

God’s mind contains a number of Ideas or attributeh the perfect essences are of and which
are used as models for created things. The Idedtrdvute of God is emanated to a creature in
such a way that neither God nor God’s attributelepleted in any way while the creature
acquires the attribute, though in an inferior manne

The emanative process is continual so that a aeeatstantiates a divine attribute if and only if
God emanates the attribute to the creature. Fdonizi it is evident that created substances
depend upon God, who preserves them and who ewsluges them continually by a kind of
emanatior?’

Leibniz’s universe contains only God and non-contppsmmaterial, soul-like entities called
“monads”. He argues that things seem to cause ao¢her because God ordained a pre-

established harmony among everything in the unévers

B On what did Leibniz agrees with Descartes

[0 He agrees with Descartes that I, myself and otpieits or souls, exist

7.2 Pluralist Principle of Leibniz’'s Monadology

% Cf. Mary W. CalkinsThe Persistent Problems of Philosophy: An Introiurcto Metaphysics through the Study
of Modern Systems&th ed., p. 256

® Cf. Mary W. CalkinsThe Persistent Problems of Philosophy: An Introitucto Metaphysics through the Study
of Modern Systemséth ed., p. 257
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According to Leibniz, the natural world is thaistcomposed of substances, each of which has
its own source of activity by means of which itcienstituted as a self-sufficient, unified thing.
Leibniz famously began to use the word “monad” Bsrfame for substance. “Monad” means
that which is one, has no parts and is therefatwisible.

These are the fundamental existing things, accgrttin_eibniz. His theory of monads is meant
to be a superior alternative to the theory of atdimst was becoming popular in natural
philosophy at the time. Leibniz has many reasomsdistinguishing monads from atoms. The
easiest to understand is perhaps that while atoensnaant to be the smallest unit of extension

out of which all larger extended things are builgnads are non-extended.
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Box 7.1: Complete concept

A substance (that is, monad) is that reality witiodh complete concept represents. A complete
concept contains within itself all the predicatéshe subject of which it is the concept, and these

predicates are related by sufficient reasons intasa single network of explanation.

So, relatedly, the monad must not only exhibit prtips, but contain within itself “virtually” or
“potentially” all the properties it will exhibit ithe future, as well as contain the “trace” ofth#
properties it did exhibit in the past. Leibnizdabpined that the monad is “pregnant” with the
future and “laden” with the past.

All these properties are “folded up” within the naak they unfold when they have sufficient
reason to do so. Furthermore, the network of exgtian is indivisible; to divide it would either
leave some predicates without a sufficient reasomerely separate two substances that never
belonged together in the first place. Corresporigirtge monad is one, simple and indivisible.

If, however, Leibniz’'s metaphysically necessarynigeis not a logically necessary being, but
(speaking metaphorically) the supreme brute fdanthis principle boils down to the simple
claim that there is a terminus to explanation, thagrything which has a full explanation has an
ultimate, or at least a complete explanation.

Whether it is rational to suppose that phenomenee ltwmplete explanations is a matter of
whether you have potential explanations for thengmfat simplicity and explanatory power.
Leibniz claims that the universe is not metaphyliaaecessary, and so that its existence needs
explanation.

He may be right, but | cannot see how you can afguehis claim except in terms of the
relatively greater simplicity and explanatory povedra potentialexplanans Leibniz does not
provide such an argument. It is up to us to seddioe of an argument along these lines for the

existence of Go&®

B What is a monad?

0 Monad means that which is one, has no parts atineisfore indivisible.

Summary of Study Session 7

In Study Session 7, you have learnt that:

® Cf. Richard Swinburnélhe Existence of Ga@xford: Clarendon Press, 1991), p. 128
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1. There is a nature of reality in the metaphysitd eibniz. To be sure, Leibniz is of the
rationalist school of thought who postulated thesth known as monadology wherein there is
supreme monad through whom all other existencesatkavindowless monad relate.

2. In the metaphysics of Leibniz with the monigtadition, although he spoke of the existence
of all other things in the world, including humaas windowless monads, relating with one
another via the monad monadum, or the supreme monad

Self-Assessment Questions (SAQSs) for Study Sessibn

Now that you have completed this study session,cayuassess how well you have achieved its
Learning outcomes by answering the following questi Write your answers in your study
Diary and discuss them with your Tutor at the neSdlpport meeting. You can check your
answers with the Notes on the Self-Assessmentigussit the end of this Module.

SAQ 7.1

What are Leibniz responses to Spinoza speculations?

SAQ 7.2

Briefly explain what the monad represents.

Notes on Study Session 7

SAQ 7.1

1. He rejected Spinoza’s identification of God witdture, and argues instead that God must be
an agent, that is, that God must have a free will.

2. He denies that individual persons are mere modesspects of Spinoza’s one substance —
what he calls “God or Nature.”

3. He disagrees with Spinoza’s claim that the iitial does not survive death.

4. He finds that Spinoza is wrong to argue thatphrsgss consists of an acquiescence of the
inevitable.

SAQ 7.2

Monad means that which is one, has no parts atiebisefore indivisible. Leibniz opined that the

monad is “pregnant” with the future and “laden” lwihe past.
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Study Session 8: The Metaphysics of John Locke: Th&eality
behind the Appearance

Introduction

Like other empiricists of the modern period, Jolatke did not draw a clear distinction between

his empiricism and his metaphysic. However, itoasgble to draw some conclusions concerning
the nature of reality from the representation f épistemological project. Locke believed that

his task in philosophy was to clear the underbdstebris and rubbish that are found on the way
to genuine knowledge.

This underbush is innate ideas. To this extentkkolad a clear perception concerning the
nature of reality. Reality for him consists in idederivable from the sense only. The external
world therefore exists, but as ideas, sensatiansemse data. It is from this thesis that his basic
metaphysical stance which is where he opposeddbsilplity of innate ideas can be drawn. His

arguments are represented in what follows in tlesgmt lecture.

In this study session, you will be learning abtwa metaphysical theory of idealism side-by-side
the empirical theory empiricism of John Locke. Rertmore, you will be learning about innate,

simple and complex ideas.

Learning Outcomes for Study Session 8

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta:

8.1 Discuss the metaphysical theory of idealisne-figtside the empirical theory empiricism of
John Locke

8.2 Explain the Innate Ideas

8.3 Briefly Explain the Complex ldeas
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8.1 The Metaphysical Theory of Idealisn

John Locke did not espouse anstinct metaphysics. He presented everything in@ndf his
theory of knowledge. However, in addition tiscussing how yoknow, he is interested in tt
reality of what you know.

He has given yoa theory of howyou arrived at all the ideas that ybave. And so when you
experience the idea of, for instance, redness,dess, crunchiness, and sweetness altoge
you apply to this collection of experiences, the lalagiple’. But something here needs to

explained.

Figure 8.1: John Locke (29 August 163228 October 170:
Source http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/John_Locke
Why do these sorts of experiences always occurstonuthe clusters? If they are distil
sensations, why are they never separate and foa¢ini)? You do not perceive sweetne
standing alone by itselfrou always experience a swestmething whether t is an apple, a

lump of sugar, or a candy bar. Locke syou need the idea of substance.
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Box 8.1: Definition of Substance

Substance literally means “that which stands undemé substance of the apple then reality
in which the qualities that produce our experienoégedness, roundness, and crunchiness
inhere. The problem is that you cannot have knogéeaf ‘this reality’ itself, for you have dire¢t
experience only of the ideas it support. The igdude nature of substance has been a matter of

controversy since the first publication of thesay

The primary/secondary quality distinction providgsu with certain ways in understanding
physical objects, but Locke is puzzled about whadeuwlies or supports the primary qualities
themselves. He is also puzzled about what matandl immaterial substances might have in
common that would lead us to apply the same wofibtb.

These kinds of reflections led him to the relatwel obscure idea of substance in general. You
experience properties appearing in regular clutopsyou must infer that there is something that
supports or perhaps ‘holds together those qualiti¢ is quite clear that Locke sees no
alternative to the claim that there are substasgpporting qualities.

He does not, for example, have a theory of tropespg¢s are properties that can exist
independently of substances) which he might usgispense with the notion of substafitén
fact, he may be rejecting something like a thedryropes when he rejects the Aristotelian
doctrine of real qualities and insists on the needubstances.

He is thus not at all a sceptic about ‘substantéhé way that Hume is. But, it is also quite clear
that he is regularly insistent about the limitaaf our ideas of substances.

Since Berkeley, Locke's doctrine of the substratwraubstance in general has been attacked as
incoherent. It seems to imply that you have a paldr without any properties, and this seems
like a notion that is inconsistent with empiricisifou have no experience of such an entity and
so no way to derive such an idea from experienoeké himself acknowledges this pofft.

In order to avoid this problem, Michael Ayers haspgmsed that you must understand the notions
of ‘substratum’ and ‘substance in general’ in terpofsLocke’s doctrine of real essences
developed in Book Il of the Essay rather than agparate problem from that of knowing real

essences.

8 Cf. Richard AaronJohn LockgOxford: Oxford University Press, 1937), p. 57
®” Cf. Vere ChappellThe Cambridge Companion to Lodi@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 199487.
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Figure 8.2: Michael Ayers

Source: http://www.ae-info.org/ae/User/Ayers_Michael
The real essence of a material thing is its atoromgstitution. This atomic constitution is the
causal basis of all the observable properties eftling. Were the real essence known, all the
observable properties could be deduced from itkeadaims that the real essences of material
things are quite unknown to us.
Locke's concept of substance in general is alsm@méthing | know not what.” Thus, on Ayers'
interpretation ‘substance in general’ means somagtlike ‘whatever it is that supports qualities’
while the real essence means ‘this particular atoounstitution that explains this set of
observable qualities’.
Thus, Ayers wants to treat the unknown substratampieking out the same thing as the real
essence — thus eliminating the need for particuhatisout properties. This proposed way of
interpreting Locke has been criticized by schola#h because of a lack of textural support, and
on the stronger grounds that it conflicts with sdhiags that Locke does s&Y.
As you have reached one of the important concepBook Ill, let us turn to that Book and
Locke's discussion of language.
Furthermore, iis argued that Locke is too committed to commorssdn deny that something
out there underlies our ideas. However, the notibsubstance is clearly a problem for his
position and undermines the rigour of his empintisAs it can be said, since you do not

experience substances what are they like? And laowycu be sure they are there?

% Cf. Nicholas Jolleylocke, His Philosophical Thougt®xford: Oxford University Press, 1999), pp. 71-73
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In response, Locke suggests that if someone wéelabese questions, he could only say that
substance was something, he knows not what and thas the supposed, but unknown support
of those qualities you find existirig.

Locke seems to use our limited knowledge of mdtetibstances in a subtle and unusual way to
support his religious outlook. Typically, the retigs sceptic says you can be certain matter
exists, but you have no evidence for any spirinealities. Actually, Locke says, our idea of
spiritual substance is just as clear and well feahas our idea of physical substance.

After all, you never encounter material substarfoemiselves, only the qualities that inhere
within them. In the same way, through reflectioncke says he encounters his mental activities,
which he must suppose inhere within some spiriguddstances just as he suppose there is
material substance underlying what he perceived.

Thus “you have as many and as clear ideas belongiggirit as you have belonging to body, the
substance of each being equally unknown to us.’sTHar Locke, just as it is reasonable to
assume there is matter, so it is reasonable toresthere are spiritual substances.

Broadly examined, Locke’s metaphysics was simabDéscartes’. Since Locke believes in both
physical and spiritual substances, as well as hglth an interactionist theory of the mind-body

relationship.

B What does essence mean to Ayers?
[0 Essence to Ayers means ‘this particular atomic tomien that explains this set of

observable qualities’

8.2 Innate Ideas

As with Francis Bacon and Rene Descartes before llogke’s mission can be viewed as a kind
of urban renewal project. His first project waslkear away the debris of unintelligible terms and
useless systems of thought. Only then could he radkesh start on more modern construction.

His modest goal as a philosopher was to “be empl@s an under labourer in clearing the
ground and removing some of the rubbish that li¢hm way of knowledge”. The rubbish he

most wanted to sweep away was the doctrine of éniclaias.

%9 Cf. Gideon Yaffe, “Locke on Ideas of Substance el Veil of Perception,Pacific Philosophical Quarterly
vol. 85, No. 3, (2004), p. 259

85



PHI 301: Metaphysics

This doctrine claimed that some kinds of ideag)@ple or knowledge are nor acquired through
experience, but are built into the mind itself. §Hbctrine was a standard thesis, in the ratianalis
position from Plato to Leibniz, but Locke raisedwaber of fundament objections to it.

For Locke, ‘ideas’ are not considered as objectenofvledge so much as its building blocks. He
says that an idea is anything that is “the immediabject of perception, thought or
understanding”. He presents a random collectiomx@mples to illustrate what he means by
ideas.

These include things such as whiteness, hardneegtrsess, thinking, motion, man, elephant,
army, drunkenness and others.” Notice that by idemke does not mean only concepts or
abstract notions, such as “justice” or “infirmit{’.Ideas can also be the very specific and

concrete qualities found in sensation, such asucs|daste and sounds.

0 Cf. John Yolton,John Locke and the Way of Idg&@xford: Oxford University Press, 1956), p. 78
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Box 8.2: Examples of Innate Ideas

Typical examples of innate ideas are logical pplecsuch as “whatever it is” or “it is impossible
for the same to be and not to be” or the wholeésigr than the part”. Furthermore, both within
philosophical traditions and among many of Lockexsitemporaries the claim was made that

moral principles as well as the concept of God virenate.

It is necessary to point out at this point thateolurite argument for innate ideas is based on the
claim that there is universal agreement concerogrgpin principles. First of all, Locke argues
that if even these were true, it would not proa the ideas were innaté.

There could be some other reasons why people comete some ideas in common, for
example, all cultures have ideas correspondingeo $un heat, and numbers; but these ideas are
universal because human experience are unifornmahidecause they are innate.

Second, Locke points that not all people know trexg@ding logic principle stated above. Many
children, mentally diffident people, and people pne-scientific cultured do not exhibit
knowledge of these truths. But if these principleally were “natural imprint” on the mind,

everyone will know that you have these ideas.

B How did Locke saw an idea?
[0 Locke saw an idea as anything that is the immedhdject of perception, thought or

understanding

8.2.1 Simple Ideas

If there are no innate ideas or if knowledge dostsoniginate in the mind, how then does it end
up in the mind? The answer according to Lockehsoligh experience”. He asked us to suppose
that the mind is like a blank sheet of white pamevhich experience makes it marks.

You come naked into this world both physically andntally. Whatever ideas are found in the
mind must have been deposited there by some erperidn another place, John Locke
compares the mind to dark closet or like the ioteof a camera (in modern terms). Though the
opening of the lens, represented by the variousesgrthe external world is able to deposit

images within the camera.

L Cf. John YoltonJohn Locke and the Way of Idea 81
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Figure 8.3: The mind like the interior of a camera
Source: http://openclipart.lynms.edu.hk/clipart/johnny_@matic/
A very important consideration of John Locke’s nptgsics is the concept of simple ideas.
These come in two varieties. The first consistlbthee ideas that come from sensation, such as
the idea you have of qualities, such as yellowteyheat, cold, soft, hard, bitter and sweet. The
second categories of simple ideas are the ideasflettion; gained from our experience of our

own mental operatiorns.

8.3 Complex Ideas

Like the camera film that receives and recordditiie that enters through its lens so the human
mind passively receive ideas through experienceveyer, these ideas are sounds, colour and
other pings of sensation. Although the mind canmroginate ideas, Locke holds that it can
process them into more complex ideas.

For instance, the idea of space can be combindd atliter perceptions of space to produce an
immense space. In the same vein, the idea of seegtand that of roundness and that of yellow
and so on, can be combined to produce the ideppdé¢ a

Furthermore, you can engage the mind in the pramludf abstractions, that is, complex ideas of
abstractions, such as philosophy, life, mathematics so on. There are also ideas of relations
formed as a result of the combination of other $&nigleas such as father and son, husband and

2. Cf. 1. C. Tipton,Locke on Human Understanding: Selected Es¢@y$ord, Oxford University Press, 1977), pp.
67-68
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wife, teacher and student and so on. All these fib@rontology in the Lockean representation of
reality.

There are other realities such as primary and skogndeas. What these mean is that it is very
difficult to separate his epistemology from his apgtysics. As such, in the fourth book Axf
Essay Concerning Human Understandibgcke tells you what knowledge is and what humans
can know and what they cannot (not simply what th@wand do not happen to know).

Locke defines knowledge as “the perception of thenexion and agreement or disagreement
and repugnancy of any of our Ideas” (IV. I. 1. @5h This definition of knowledge contrasts
with the Cartesian definition of knowledge as agais that are clear and distinct.

Locke’s account of knowledge allows him to say thati can know substances in spite of the
fact that our ideas of them always include the olesand relative idea of substance in general.
Still, Locke’s definition of knowledge raises inighdomain a problem analogous to those you
have seen with perception and language.

If knowledge is the “perception of ... the agreemandisagreement ... of any of your Ideas” —
are you not trapped in the circle of your own idesghat about knowing the real existence of
things?

Locke is plainly aware of this problem, and vekely holds that the implausibility of sceptical
hypotheses, such as Descartes’ Dream hypothesisy alith the causal connections between
gualities and ideas in his own system is enougiobee the problem.

It is also worth noting that there are significdifferences between Locke’s brand of empiricism
and that of Berkeley that would make it easierlfocke to solve the veil of perception problem
than Berkeley. Locke, for example, makes transekdinferences about atoms where Berkeley is
unwilling to allow that such inferences are leggie

This implies that Locke has a semantics that allbws to talk about the unexperienced causes
of experience (such as atoms) where Berkeley cdfvshat then can you know and with what
degree of certainty? You can know that God existh the second highest degree of assurance,
that of demonstration. You also know that you ewigh the highest degree of certainty.

The truths of morality and mathematics you can kmati certainty as well, because these are

modal ideas whose adequacy is guaranteed by théh&icyou make such ideas as ideal models

73 Cf. J. L. MackieProblems from Lock&xford: Clarendon Press, 1976p. 55-56
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which other things must fit, rather than tryingdopy some external archetype which you can
only grasp inadequately.

On the other hand, your efforts to grasp the nabfirexternal objects are limited largely to the
connection between their apparent qualities. Tla essence of elephants and gold is hidden
from us: though in general you suppose them todoeesdistinct combination of atoms which
cause the grouping of apparent qualities whichdeaml to see elephants and violets, gold and
silver as distinct kinds.

Your knowledge of material things is probabilisticd thus opinion rather than knowledge. Thus
our “knowledge” of external objects is inferioraar knowledge of mathematics and morality, of
ourselves, and of God. While Locke holds that yoly thave knowledge of a limited number of
things, he thinks you can judge the truth or fglsit many propositions in addition to those you

can legitimately claim to know"

B Did Locke’s brand of empiricism agrees with thaBefrkeley

0 No, they saw things differently

Summary of Study Session 8

In Study Session 8, you have learnt that:

1. The metaphysics of John Locke centres on thextien of innate ideas. As he argued, the
doctrine of innate ideas is not sustainable becaaseing in reality, is not first given to us
through the sense and the mind. For Locke, the nsiflikened to the dark inner part of the
camera and the sense constitutes the lens throhmgin wdeas come into in the form of light. To
this extent, logical truths, mathematical equivashand analytic judgements are handmaids of
the senses.

2. The idea of substance in Locke’s metaphysicéietwis the reality that holds together various

ideas and yet unperceived by the sense. This howesates a problematic for Locke.

Self-Assessment Questions (SAQs) for Study Sessi&n

7% Cf. Uzgalis, William, "John Locke'The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Fall 2@t&tion), Edward N.
Zalta (ed.), URL = <http://plato.stanford.edu/aves/fall2012/entries/locke/>.
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Now that you have completed this study session,cauassess how well you have achieved its
Learning outcomes by answering the following questi Write your answers in your study
Diary and discuss them with your Tutor at the ne&tipport meeting. You can check your
answers with the Notes on the Self-Assessmentigussit the end of this Module.

SAQ 8.1

What do you consider the problem in Locke’s repmest@n of substance?

SAQ 8.2

How would you evaluate Locke’s objection of innateas?

SAQ 8.3

Discuss how Locke’s saw and defined knowledge?

Notes on Study Session 8

SAQ 8.1

Locke saw no alternative to the claim that theeesartbstances supporting qualities. He does not
have a theory of tropes which he might use to dispavith the notion of substance.

SAQ 8.2

Locke believed ideas are universal because humpaerience are uniform and not because they
are innate. He also points that not all people kniogvpreceding logic principle stated above.
Many children, mentally diffident people, and peomh pre-scientific cultured do not exhibit
knowledge of these truths.

SAQ 8.3

Locke defines knowledge as “the perception of thenexion and agreement or disagreement
and repugnancy of any of our Ideas”. His definitmfrknowledge contrasts with the Cartesian
definition of knowledge as any ideas that are céewl distinct.

Locke’s account of knowledge allows him to say thati can know substances in spite of the
fact that our ideas of them always include the olesand relative idea of substance in general.
Still, Locke’s definition of knowledge raises inishdomain a problem analogous to those you

have seen with perception and language.
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Study Session 9: The Metaphysics of George Berkeley

Introduction

The project Berkeley set for himself is clear frtme rather descriptive title of one of his major
work published in 1710A Treatise Concerning the Principles of Human Kreulgke wherein

the chief causes and difficulty in the scienceshwilie grounds of scepticism, atheism and
irreligion, are inquired into.

In this work, he says that the causes of erroh@ dciences are the metaphysical assumes of
Newton physics. The grounds of scepticism, he d@sin Locke’s epistemology. The errors he
saw within these two systems of thought, thentlaeerime targets of Berkeley’s philosophy.

In this study session, you will learn about a vatriaf the idealist metaphysics of Berkeley. This
is meant to build on the position of John Lockeaasempiricist. You will also learn about

Berkelian philosophy on abstraction, idealism ancthaterialism

Learning Outcomes for Study Session 9

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta:

9.1 Discuss the idealist metaphysics of Berkeley.

9.2 Explain Berkley’s philosophy on abstraction

9.3 Briefly Explain Berkley's Philosophy on Ideatisand Immaterialism
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9.1 Berkeley’s Metaphysics

Berkeley's metaphysics may be understood as amptt develop Locke’s theory; that is, to
exploit the notion that signification is the opératrelation between idea and its external cause
as well as between word and idea.

He postulates one kind of signification, the mast&l kind, in both cases; as human minds
designate terms to stand for things (or ideas),atidor of nature designates ideas of sense
(things in nature) to stand for ideas he wishesotomunicate to other minds. Thus the notion of

active willing is integrated with the notion of mification in Berkeley's metaphysics.

Figure 9.1: George Berkeley (12 March 1685 — 14 January 1753)
Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/George_Berkeley
Signification is something a mind does; it willsatha sign stand for a thing or idea. Human
minds do this when they stipulate definitions, ahd author of nature does this when he
communicates to other minds, using the languageifre, what you see, hear, and so on.
The arbitrary nature of human signification diffénrem the ordered signification of the author of
nature as the imperfect, fallible, limited mindfdis from the perfect, omnipotent, all-good,

infinite mind of God’®

7> Cf. Robert L. ArmstrongVetaphysics and British Empiricis¢hincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1970), p.
148
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Berkeley is of the view that there is no such grdag a physical world, or matter, in the sense of
an independently existing object. Instead, what gaiinarily call physical objects are actually
collections of ideas in a mind.

For instance, a table is the set of perceptionisdha has when one touches and looks at it. But
this does not mean that things are really diffefeoth what they appear to be.

For Berkeley, all that you can ever know about cisjés merely the ideas you have of them. The
appearances you experience are the very objects,tlam appearances are sensations or

perceptions of a thinking being.

B What is the relationship between Berkeley metamisyand Locke theory?

0 Berkeley metaphysics is meant to develop Lockertheo

9.1.1 Mind and God

According to Berkeley, ideas themselves are onlgspa effects of something, unable to
produce or cause any further ideas. You are ahlglteence or affect only a very small number,
if any, of the ideas that you have.

Whether you will it or not, when you open your eygsu perceive certain ideas. When your
finger is pricked, even though you may not enjgyoit wish it, you experience a painful
sensation, and so on. Berkeley then posits thadrither of ideas must be due to some mind other
than yours, a mind that constantly perceives &l itreas and at various times makes you
perceive the particular group of ideas that comtgt#t our experience.

For Berkeley, God is that universal mind that alsva@grceives. Meanwhile, the mind is active,
and is an agent, while ideas are only the passffecte of mental activity. The entire,
magnificent world of nature, with its wonderful ectific harmony, is nothing but an expression
of the ideas in the divine mind. The natural wonds presented to you as a kind of sign
language for interpreting God’s mirid.

He was well aware that many scientists, includireyvddn, were people of great faith who saw
the new science as pointing to the majesty of Gtmvever, Berkeley saw sinister implications

lurking in the science celebrated in his days.

7% Cf. Richard H. Popkin, and Avrum StroRthilosophy Made Simple.131
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Figure 9.2: Isaac Newton (25 December 1642 — 20 March 1727)
Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/lsaac_newton

B Differentiate between the mind and ideas

0 While the mind is an active, agent, ideas are #ssipe effects of mental activity.

9.2 Abstraction

In the Introduction to thé’rinciples of Human KnowledgdBerkeley laments the doubt and
uncertainty found in philosophical discussions, hadttempts to find those principles that drew
philosophy away from common sense and intuition.fidds the source of scepticism in the

theory of abstract ideas, which he criticizes.

Figure 9.3: An Abstract Idea
Source: http://pictify.com/259243/my-abstract-ideas-stofydeserted-forest
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Berkeley begins by giving a general overview of doetrine: It is agreed on all hands, that the
gualities or modes of things do never really ezesth of them apart by itself, and separated from
all others, but are mixed, as it were, and bleridgdther, several in the same object.

But as you are told, the mind being able to conseéeh quality singly, or abstracted from those
other qualities with which it is united, does bwatimeans frame to itself abstract ideas. Not that
it is possible for colour or motion to exist withaxtension: but only that the mind can frame to
itself by abstraction the idea of colour exclusofeextension, and of motion exclusive of both
colour and extensiofi.

Although theories of abstraction date back at leagtristotle MetaphysicsBook K, Chapter 3,
1061a29-1069b4), were prevalent among the medievald are found in the Cartesians
(Descartes, 1:212-213; Arnauld and Nicole), theensto be two reasons why Berkeley focused
on Locke account as you find in his bo@ssay concerning Human Understanding

First, Locke’s work was recent and familiar to Beldy at the time; and second, Berkeley seems
to have considered Locke’s account the best availakccording to Locke, the doctrine of
abstract ideas explains how knowledge can be conwaiiea and how it can be increased. It
explains how general terms obtain meariing.

A general term, such as ‘cat’ refers to an abstyaoeral idea, which contains all and only those
properties that one deems common to all cats, orerproperly, the ways in which all cats
resemble each other. The connection between aadaen and an abstract idea is arbitrary and
conventional, and the relation between an absiglaet and the individual objects falling under it
is a natural relation (resemblance).

If Locke’s theory is sound, it provides a meanswdyich one can account for the meaning of
general terms without invoking general objects arsals).

Having outlined Locke’s account of abstraction mrdduction, which allegedly results in the
idea of a human which is coloured but has no detet® colour — that the idea includes a
general idea of colour, but not a specific colouctsas black or white or brown or yellow —
which has a size but has no determinate size, @aforth, Berkeley argues in that he can form no

such idea.

7 Cf. George Berkeleyrinciples of Human Knowleddatro, §7
8 Cf. John LockeEssay Concerning Human UnderstandiBg.1-20, pp. 409-420
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On the face of it, his argument is weak. At mosthibws that insofar as he cannot form the idea,
and assuming that all humans have similar psycledbgbilities, there is some evidence that no
humans can form abstract ideas of the sort Locleerdeed. But there is a remark made in
passing that suggests there is a much strongemargumplicit in Berkeley’s position.

Berkeley writes: To be plain, | own myself ableatastract in one sense, as when | consider some
particular parts or qualities separated from othetth which though they are united in some
object, yet, it is possible they may really exigthaut them.

But | deny that | can abstract one from anothecaorceive separately, those qualities which it is
impossible should exist so separated; or that |fcame a general notion by abstracting from
particulars in the manner aforesaid. Which two #astthe proper acceptations of abstracfion.
This three-fold distinction among types of absit@acis found in Arnauld and Nicolelsogic or

the Art of Thinking

The first type of abstraction concerns integrakgarhe head, arms, torso, and legs are integral
parts of a body: each can exist in separation fimrbody of which it is a pait.

The second kind of abstraction “arises when yoisictam a mode without paying attention to its
substance, or two modes which are joined togethethé same substance, taking each one
separately™'

The third concerns distinctions of reason, for epl@nconceiving of a triangle as equilateral
without conceiving of it as equiangufar.

Berkeley grants that he can abstract in the fiesise — “I can consider the hand, the eye, the
nose, each by itself abstracted or separated fhemest of the bod§{” — but he denies that he
can abstract in the latter two senses. The lattercases represent impossible states of affairs.
Berkeley further noted that the abstractionistsl ltledt it is impossible for a mode to exist apart

from a substance. Many abstractionists also acdepteonceivability criterion of possibility: If

7® Cf. George Berkelerinciples of Human Knowleddatro. §10
% Cf. A. Arnauld and P. Nicold,ogic Or the Art of ThinkingCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 199637p.
81 Cf. A. Arnauld and P. Nicolg,ogic Or the Art of Thinkingp. 37
8 Cf. A. Arnauld and P. Nicold,ogic Or the Art of Thinkingp. 38

8 Cf. George Berkeleyrinciples of Human Knowleddatro. §10
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one can (clearly and distinctly) conceive of aestatt affairs, then it is possible for that state of
affairs to exist as conceivéd.

This principle entails that impossible states dhief are inconceivable. So, granting it is
impossible for a mode to exist apart from a sulzstait follows that it is impossible to conceive
of a mode apart from a substance, that the seaond é¢f abstraction is impossible. And if the
second falls, the third falls as well, since thedhequires that alternative descriptions of an
object pick out no differences in reality.

So, a traditional theory of modes and substanbescanceivability criterion of possibility, and
abstraction are an inconsistent triad. The inctescy can be resolved by dropping the doctrine
of abstract ideas. Berkeley made this point expficthus: It is, | think, a received axiom that
impossibility cannot be conceived.

For what created intelligence will pretend to canegthat which God cannot cause to be? Now
it is on all hands agreed, that nothing abstrageseral can be made really to exist, whence it
should seem to follow, that it cannot have so maghn ideal existence in the understanding.
One of the marks of the modern period is an adlverémthe principle of parsimony (Ockham’s
razor). The principle holds that the theoreticaignpler of two explanations is more probably
true.

In the seventeenth and eighteen centuries, thisa@agtimes expressed as “God does nothing in
vain”. So, if it is possible to construct a theafymeaning that does not introduce abstract ideas
as a distinct kind of idea, that theory would bm@er and deemed more probably true. This is
the strategy Berkeley adopts.

Granting Locke that all existents are particul@srkeley remarks, “But it seems that a word
becomes general by being made the sign, not obstna&t general idea, but of several particular
ideas, any one of which it indifferently suggestshte mind"® Ideas remain particular, although
a particular idea can function as a general idea.

For example, when a geometer draws a line on &idaed, it is taken to represent all lines,
even though the line itself is particular and hatetninate qualities. Similarly, a particular idea
can represent all similar ideas. So, whether ohkestaBerkeley to mean that words apply

# Cf. René Descarte$he Philosophical Writings of Descarté&ansl. & ed. by John Cottingham, Robert
Stoothoff, Dugald Steward. (Cambridge: Cambridgévehsity Press, 1985), p. 54

8 Cf. George Berkeleypf the Principles of Human Knowledtero. §11
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immediately to objects or that meaning is medidtggaradigmatic ideas, the theory is simpler
than the abstractionists’ insofar as all ideagparéicular and determinate.

Berkeley concludes his discussion of abstractiomdityng that not all general words are used to
denote objects or kinds of objects. His discussiotine non-denotative uses of language is often

taken to anticipate Ludwig Wittgenstein’s interesimeaning-as-use.

B What is the connection between a general term arabstract idea

[0 The connection between a general term and an abgtea is arbitrary and conventional

9.3 Idealism and Immaterialism

The philosophy of Berkeley can in some sort be sathap by his now famous principle, which
is “to be is to be perceived”. To this end, Berkelas an idealist, held that ordinary objects are
only collections of ideas, which are mind-depengdant as an immaterialist, he (Berkeley) held
that there are no material substances.

There are only finite mental substances and anitafmental substance, namely, God. On these
points there is general agreement. There is, haweless agreement on Berkeley’s
argumentative approach to idealism and immatenasid on the role of some of his specific
arguments. His central arguments are often deense#f.w

Contrary to some commentators, Berkeley's metaphysan be said to rest on epistemological
foundations.

Berkeley begins his discussion by pointing out that evident to anyone who takes a survey of
the objects of human knowledge, that they are eitteas actually imprinted on the senses, or
else such as are perceived by attending to theopasand operations of the mind, or lastly ideas
formed by help of memory and imagination, eithermpounding, dividing, or barely
representing those originally perceived in the edard ways.

This seems to say that ideas are the immediatectsbgg knowledge in a fundamental sense
(acquaintance). Following Locke, there are ideassarse, reflection, and imagination. So,
ordinary objects, as known, are collections of sdeaarked by a single name. Berkeley’'s
example is an apple.

If ideas are construed as objects of knowledgey there must also be something that knows or

perceives them, and exercises divers operationwjlisg, imagining, and remembering about
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them. This Berkeley calls the ‘mind’ or ‘spirit’. ikds (as knower’s) are distinct from ideas (as
things known).

For an idea, to be is to be perceived (known). &ihes holds for ideas in general, it holds for
“sensations or ideas imprinted on the sense” itiquéar* Berkeley contends that the “opinion
strangely prevailing amongst men, that houses, mms) rivers, and in a world all sensible
objects have an existence natural or real, distirmn being perceived” is inconsistent, “a
manifest contradiction®.

If one construes ‘sensible objects’ as ideas ofeseand ideas are objects of knowledge, then
having a real existence distinct from being peregiwould require that an object be known (as
an idea) and unknown (as a thing distinct from deperceived), which is inconsistent. He
explains the source of the error on the basisefitictrine of abstract ideas.

For Berkeley, ordinary objects, as known, are maghout collections of ideas. If, like Descartes,
Berkeley holds that claims of existence are judifif and only if the existent can be known, then
ordinary objects must ke leastcollections of ideas.

As Berkeley put it, “all the choir of heaven andnfiture of the earth, in a word all those bodies
which compose the mighty frame of the world, hae¢ any subsistence without a mind, that
their being is to be perceived or know#'The only substance that can be known is a spirit o
thinking substance (PHK 8§7).

One of the marks of the modern period is the doetof primary and secondary qualities.
Although it was anticipated by Descartes, Malebha@p@and others, the terms themselves were
introduced in Robert Boyle’s “Of the Origins of ws and Qualities” (1666) and Lockd&ssay
Primary qualities are the properties of objectssash. The primary qualities are solidity,
extension, figure, number, and mobility.

Secondary qualities are either the those arrangesnuadncorpuscles containing only primary

gualities that cause one to have ideas of colaumd, taste, heat, cold, and smell or, on some

8 Cf. George Berkeleypf the Principles of Human Knowled§8

87 Cf. George Berkeley)f the Principles of Human Knowled§d
8 Cf. George Berkeleypf the Principles of Human Knowledg§é

89 Cf. John LockeEssay Concerning Human Understandic.9, p. 135; cf. 2.8.10, p. 135
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accounts, the ideas themselVel.the distinction can be maintained, there waogdgrounds for
claiming that ordinary objects are something mbentideas.

It is this theory of matter Berkeley considerstfiifter giving a sketch of Locke’s account of
the primary/secondary quality distinction, Berketeynitial salvo focuses on his previous
conclusions and the likeness principle. “By mattegrefore you are to understand an inert,
senseless substance, in which extension, figucepation, do actually subsist”. Such a view is
inconsistent with his earlier conclusions that asgten, figure, and motion are ideas.

The likeness principle blocks any attempt to godmelyideas on the basis of resemblance.
Combining the previous conclusions with the staddarcount of primary qualities requires that
primary qualities both exist apart from the mindlamnly in the mind. So, Berkeley concludes
that “what is calleanatteror corporeal substangenvolves a contradiction in if",

He then turns to the individual qualities. If thésea distinction between primary and secondary
qualities, there must be a ground for the distorctindeed, given the common contention that an
efficient cause must be numerically distinct fraseffect, if one cannot show that primary and
secondary qualities are distinct, there are grofimdguestioning the causal hypothesis.

Berkeley argues that there is no ground for thendison. Appealing to what one knows — ideas
as they are conceived — Berkeley argues that omeotaonceive of a primary quality such as
extension without some secondary quality as welk cannot “frame an idea of a body extended
and moved, but | must withal give it some colour ather sensible quality which is
acknowledged to exist only in the mind”.

If such sensible qualities as colour exist onlythia mind, and extension and motion cannot be
known without some sensible quality, there is mmugd for claiming extension exists apart from
the mind. The primary/secondary quality distinctamilapses. The source of the philosophical
error is cited as the doctrine of abstract ideas.

After disposing of the primary/secondary qualitgtafiction, Berkeley turns to an older theory of
material substance, a substratum theory. At lemse sAristotle, philosophers had held that
qualities of material objects depend on and exist substance which has those qualities. This

supposed substance allegedly remains the samegthobiange.

% Cf. John LockeEssay Concerning Human Understandig.8, p. 135; 2.8.10, p. 135

91 Cf. George Berkeley)f the Principles of Human Knowled§e
92 Cf. George Berkele)f the Principles of Human Knowled§&0
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But if one claims that there are material substaneee must have reasons to support that claim.
In Principles of Human Understandin@erkeley develops a series of arguments to thextef
that:

1. One cannot form an idea of a substratum,

2. The theory of material substance plays no explapatde, and

3. ltis impossible to produce evidence for the merssbility of such an entity.
Berkeley argues that one cannot make good on thiennof ‘support’ — evident support cannot
here be taken in its usual or literal sense, as\wbe say that pillars support a building — so one
does not even have a relative idea of materialtsathsn. Without a clear notion of the alleged
relation, one cannot single out a material substamt the basis of a relation to something
perceived?
Berkeley seems to argue that in any case one numigider — books in the back of a closet,
plants deep in a wood with no one about, footproristhe far side of the moon — objects of
thought as being related to the mind conceivinghein. So, it is contradictory to claim that
those objects have no relation to a mind.
However, Berkeley claims that an inspection of mi&as shows that they are causally ifert.
Since there is a continual succession of ideasiimonds, there must be some cause of it. Since
this cause can be neither an idea nor a matetiatauoce, it must be a spiritual substance.
This sets the stage for Berkeley’s argument foretkistence of God and the distinction between
real things and imaginary things. One knows th& causes some of one’s own ideas. Since the
mind is passive in perception, there are ideasiwbie’s own mind does not cause.
Only a mind or spirit can be a cause. “There isatoge some other will or spirit that produces
them”. As such, this igot an argument for the existence of God, althougtk&ey’s further

discussion assumes that at least one mind is @edinind?®®

B Was Berkeley only an idealist?

O No, he was also an Immaterialist

93 Cf. George Berkeleypf the Principles of Human Knowledg§é7

9 Cf. George Berkeleypf the Principles of Human Knowled§&5s
% Cf. George Berkeley)f the Principles of Human Knowled§8146-149
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Summary of Study Session 9

In Study Session 9, you have learnt that:

1. The central issues in the metaphysics of Gesrdgerkeley are that it identifies the
metaphysical theory of idealism and immaterialisrttee description of Berkeley position. The
essence of this position is that reality is madeotimleas, and since ideas are of the mind, the
most fundamentals of reality are the mind plusideas.

Self-Assessment Questions (SAQSs) for Study Sess#bn

Now that you have completed this study session,cayuassess how well you have achieved its
Learning outcomes by answering the following questi Write your answers in your study
Diary and discuss them with your Tutor at the netipport meeting. You can check your
answers with the Notes on the Self-Assessmentiguestt the end of this Module.

SAQ 9.1

What role did religion play in Berkelian empirici8m

SAQ 9.2

How did Berkley see the Abstractionist?

SAQ 9.3

Differentiate the primary and secondary qualities

Notes on Study Session 9

SAQ 9.1

Berkeley was aware that many scientists of his trmkiding Newton were people of great faith
who saw the new science as pointing to the magis@od. Berkeley saw sinister implications
lurking in the science celebrated in his days.

SAQ 9.2

Berkeley further noted that the abstractionistsl lile&t it is impossible for a mode to exist apart
from a substance. Many abstractionists also acdepteonceivability criterion of possibility: If
one can conceive of a state of affairs, then ipassible for that state of affairs to exist as
conceived

SAQ 9.3

Primary qualities are the properties of objectssash. The primary qualities are solidity,

extension, figure, number, and mobility while Sedany qualities are either those arrangements
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of corpuscles containing only primary qualitiesttbause one to have ideas of colour, sound,
taste, heat, cold, and smell or, on some accotir@sgdeas themselves.
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Study Session 10: The Problem of Consciousness

Introduction

The notion of consciousness is easily the maindafuhe aspect of metaphysics referred to as
philosophy of mind. And so, the question that ised in this area of discourse is; what is
consciousness? Put differently, what is it to bescoous? How do you distinguish the conscious
from the un-conscious? And what sorts of thingscagable of consciousness? Questions such
as these shall be the focus of this study session.

Since the notion of consciousness is specificadljated to the mind, the lecture therefore
examines the meaning and nature of the mind; ieraotfords, what is the mind? And what are
the functions of the mind?

In discussing these issues the session shall egammtheories of consciousness to wit the first
person and the third person theories of consci@ssnéou will also learn about the central
guestion of consciousness and how it is differemmfthe state of un-consciousness. In addition,

you will learn the differences between behaviourgrd introspectionism.

Learning Outcomes for Study Session 10

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta:
10.1 Discuss the concept of Consciousness

10.2 Explain the theories of Consciousness
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10.1 Concept of Consciousness

The term, ‘consciousness’ is also commonly usaefter to a state of wakefulness. Being awake
or asleep or in some other state such as comdyclafluences what one can be conscious of,
but it is not the same as being conscious in theesef having ‘phenomenal contents’.

When sleeping, for example, you can still have aliand auditory experiences in the form of
dreams. Conversely, when awake there are manystlaingny given moment that one does
experience. So, in a variety of contexts it is 88aey to distinguish ‘consciousness’ in the sense
of ‘phenomenal consciousness’ from wakefulness athér states of arousal, such as dream
sleep, deep sleep and coma.

The most fundamental and commonly used notion @hscious” is captured by Thomas Nagel’s
famous “what it is like” sens€. Consciousness is ‘what it is like to be somethimgithout it,
after all, it would not be like anything to existhéh, for instance, | am in a conscious mental
state, there is “something it is like” for me to ibethat state from the subjective or first-person

point of view.

Figure 10.1: Thomas Nagel

Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thomas_Nagel
When | am, for example, smelling a rose or havingoascious visual experience, there is
something it “seems” or “feels” like from my perggige. An organism, such as a bat, is
conscious if it is able to experience the outerldvtéiirough its (echo-locatory) senses. There is
also something it is like to be a conscious creatdnereas there is nothing it is like to be, for

example, a table or tree.

% See Thomas Nagel, “What is it like to be a Batie Philosophical ReviewXXXIIl, 4 (October1974: 435-50
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In everyday life there are two contrasting situasievhich inform our understanding of the term
consciousness. You have knowledge of what it is itk be conscious (when you are awake) as
opposed to not being conscious (when in dreamlesp)s You also understand what it is like to
be consciousf something (when awake or dreaming) as opposedttbaing conscious of that
thing?’

Figure 10.2: Are you still conscious while sleeping?

Source: http://valleysleepcenter.com/blog/crazy-things-aeein-our-sleep/
This everyday understanding provides a simple placsart. A person, or some other entity, is
conscious if they experienemmething’,conversely, if a person or entity experiences ingth
they are not conscious. In common usage, the teonsciousness’ is often synonymous with
‘awareness’ or ‘conscious awareness’.
The ‘contents of consciousness’ encompass all ybat are conscious of, are aware of, or
experience. These include not only experiencesythatommonly associate with yourself, such
as thoughts, feelings, images, dreams, body sensatnd so on, but also the experienced three-
dimensional world (the phenomenal world) beyondhbey surface.
Our conscious lives are the sea in which you swveimnit is not surprising that consciousness is
difficult to understand. You consciously experiemoany different things, and you can think
about the things that you experience. But it is soteasy to experience or think about
consciousness itself.
Traditionally, the puzzles surrounding consciousnkave been known as the ‘mind-body’

problem. However, it is now clear that ‘mind’ istrguite the same thing as ‘consciousness’, and

°7 Cf. Max VelmansPnderstanding Consciousnedsndon: Routledge, 2000), p. 6
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that the aspect of body most closely involved withsciousness is the brafhConsciousness is
often held to be that thing which distinguishes rfram a good deal of the world around him.
To some, it is possessed only by the living andbythe dead or the inorganic which never
lived. There is also the view that even among iiad, it is not found in plants or in the lower
forms of animal life. The problem here howeverhattof where to draw the line dividing those
animals which have consciousness from those whoatod
Some have therefore reasoned from this fact that gannot draw a line between the non-
conscious and the conscious to the conclusionathanimals either posses consciousness all
together, or they do not all together possess consgess.
Whichever of the above views you subscribe to,qiestion that looms large and which should
form the starting point of every enquiry is:
+« What is this ‘thing’ called consciousness?
« What is this ‘thing’ which man probably has, rockedn’t have and frogs and snakes
perhaps have?
« If one tries to be conscious of a word on papegtwdo you get?
All you observe is the word on the paper and ngtimore.
According to G. E. Moore (using a blue patch asohigct of consciousness), “The moment you
try to fix our attention upon consciousness andege what distinctly it is, it seems to vanish. It
seems as if you had before us a mere emptinesa Whetry to introspect the sensation of blue,
all you can see is the blue: the other elementasikit were diaphanous [transparerit]”.
This is the result that most of us would get whemw yry this experiment. Yet, you know
perfectly well you are conscious of the word on plage. What therefore is this consciousness?
G.T. Ladd characterised consciousness in this way:
What you are when you are awake as contrastedwhitt you are
when you sink into a profound and perfectly dreasisleep ...
what you are less and less as you sink graduatty dineamless

sleep ... and what you are more and more as the abibe crowd

% Cf. Max VelmansUnderstanding Consciousness 4

% G. E. Moore, “The Refutation of Idealism”, in TaBwin (ed.)G. E. Moore: Selected Writingd.ondon:
Routledge, 1993), p. 41
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outside momentarily arouses us from our after dimag, or as you

come out of the midnight darkness of the typhoiferisis'®

B How does a bat remain conscious?
[0 A bat is conscious if it is able to experience theer world through its echo-locatory

senses

10.2 Theories of Consciousness

The word “mind”, in recent discourse, is now mucbrenfrequently used to refer to third-person
phenomena. Terms in common parlance such as “thesacious mind” bear witness to this
fact. It has completely been taken over by the @wgnscience, which is essentially the third-
person investigation of mechanisms of thought,roftescribed as the “study of mind.”

To this extent, the word, “mind” is a general calkefor abstractions from the brain, understood
either in the first-person or third-person; it i® tonger a matter of subjective, personal
experience. This same attitude is applicable tosciomsnesses, though this seems to be less
often the case.

Meanwhile, it is obvious that the mind is causedablyrain, as your thought is being supported
by a pattern of neural activity in your brain. Badly, you have two major theories or accounts
of consciousness.

These are the First-Person or the subjective a¢cadmch results from attending to how things
are in one’'s own case and the Third-Person or thjecbve account, which results from
attending to how things are when someone elseriscomus in some way. Let us examine, first,
the third-person account of consciousness.

10.2.1 The Third Person or Objective Account of Cosciousness

When you ask a man who has been hit on the heatheree is conscious, what do you mean?
What do you expect to find out if you are told keonscious and what do you also expect if you
are told he is unconscious? You expect that ifshenscious, he will respond to stimuli and not
respond otherwise.

In other words, you expect certain kinds of behavionder certain stimuli. From this view,

consciousness is to be defined in terms of the &frabdily behaviour elicited by certain sorts of

1% G. T. LaddPsychology, Descriptive and Explanatgtyondon: C. Scribner’s Sons, 1894), p. 125
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stimuli. Such a definition of consciousness wouwlll inder the heading of what is usually called
behaviourism.

Box 10.1: Forms of Behaviourism

There are two forms of behaviourism. You have thethmdological and metaphysical
behaviourism.
1. Methodological behaviourism is a method of apploto problems in the field of psychology.
It consists in confining psychological theories dhe procedures for evaluating those theories to
observable behaviour.
2. Metaphysical behaviourism on the other hanthéstheory about the nature of consciousness

and the analysis of expressions referring to constiess.

It is metaphysical, not methodological behaviourifmt concerns you here. Behaviourism
proposes that you define all expressions involdngsciousness in terms of bodily behaviour
which can be observed in others as easily as iseifif®" Hence behaviourism is seen as a
typical third person account.

But such a view (behaviourism) must be carefullyrfolated since it is obvious that a person
who is conscious or who is in some particular cansc state may not be behaving in any
noticeable way. He may just be flat on his backseshut. Yet, he may still be conscious, having
sensations and thoughts and so on. He may be im fpaiexample, without groaning or
complaining.

A typically behaviouristic device for dealing withe fact that persons in a particular mental
state may not be behaving in any particular wayo isitroduce the concept of a disposition to
behave. Dispositions are properties of things shahunder certain circumstance, the thing that
has the dispositional property will undergo a darthange.

Brittleness, for example, is a dispositional préyae thing is brittle if and only if under suitabl
circumstance, it will shatter. An object may hale tispositional property of brittleness and still

never shatter.

1% cf. Gilbert Ryle,The Concept of Min@Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1949), p. 56
111



PHI 301: Metaphysics

Figure 10.3: A brittle fracture in glass

Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Brittleness
If you defined thoughts, feelings, and wishes andos, in terms not of behaviour, but of
disposition to behave, then the man who hidesédesrfgs behind a poker face would still have
dispositions to behave in certain ways. So, tabaiftt consciousness or some particular state of
consciousness is to attribute a disposition to belvaparticular ways.
The third person account does indeed do considefabtice to a great many of the concepts
applicable exclusively to conscious beings. If ysay of a person that he is ingenious,
resourceful, ambitious or considerate, you arerriefg predominantly to what he says and do.
The crucial test for the application of these teand indeed their basic content lie in behaviour
and behavioural dispositions.
However, there are cases that offer difficulty e third person account, most especially those
cases in which their essence lie in what happemaroily. The most plausible candidates here
are sensations (feeling), mental images and thsugibt us concentrate on having sensations of
pains for example.
When a heavy object falls on someone’s feet, hestyale, cries out and limps about. That
means he is obviously feeling pain. But, what dibesean to feel pain? On the third person
account, it is just to behave in these ways ungese circumstances or at least to be disposed to
So behave.
However, such an analysis leaves out just the takdeature, the sharp highly unpleasant
sensation so forcibly there is the forefront of ®@ausness. Surely, it is the inner sensation
which is the immediate cause of the outward behawvad grimacing and limping about. But this

inner cause is left out in the third person account
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The argument here is that particular behaviourigpasition to behave is neither ‘necessary’ nor
‘sufficient’ condition for sensation. Not necességcause one can imagine a pain so great or so
slight that there is no disposition to behave.

Consider the stoics, who have so trained themselvat they have exterminated any such
disposition. Again, particular disposition or betwawr is not a sufficient condition for sensation
because you can imagine such dispositions arisorg bther causes such as the desire to call
attention to yourself, to deceive others or imi{@erson in pain.

Feeling pain is one thing and behaving or beingalied to behave in certain ways is another.
The feeling may produce the disposition to behaveyou cannot say they are identical, nor

even that the one is a necessary or sufficientidondor the other.

B What is metaphysical behaviourism?
[0 Metaphysical behaviourism on the other hand is theory about the nature of

consciousness and the analysis of expressionsingféo consciousness.

10.2.2 The First Person or Subjective Account of Gsciousness

So far, you have sought to define consciousnegsins of what you can observe in others. That
is, you have treated consciousness as if it wenplgia public or objective phenomenon. You
have however over-looked a most obvious but impoffect: that you yourself are conscious too
and that you do not have to restrict yourself t@infou observe in others in trying to understand
what consciousness is.

According to the first person account, if each sfturns his attention inward to what is going on
in himself when he is conscious, then you will $kat being conscious is not a matter of
behaving in particular (conscious) ways; the behiatvis merely the outward manifestation of
the inner state and this inner state is there tobiserved by us in our individual cases.

The First person account of consciousness refethaipwhich results from attending to how
things are in one’s own case. For instance, whenagks a man who has been hit on the head
whether he is conscious? What do you mean by thastopn either in the affirmative or
negative? It is our belief that if he is still cormus, he will respond to certain stimuli, such as

opening his eyes when he is spoken to, or flinchinlgis noise, or even tries to get up.
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But assuming he is not conscious any longer, heneil be able to do those things until he
regains his consciousnesses. Thus, Consciousnassbeodefined in terms of the kind of bodily
behaviour elicited by certain sorts of stimtffi.

The word “consciousness” has often been takencasrgact reference to all that is mysterious
about the first-person; but obviously, there amaeaahird-person aspects which are very relevant
to the word. By the thesis of the first person aotoof consciousness is not just behaviour,;
rather, behind the behaviour is a sharp agonizamgation which is behind and the cause of the
behaviour.

This calls for the causal theory of mind. There &mvever, some challenges to the first person
account or the identity theory; for if the mindtie brain, and the functions of the mind, such as
thinking and deliberating, wishing and ponderine aelectro-physical operations of the brain
processes, how do you explain belief, faith, traustl other extra-sensory perceptions such as

telepathy?

Source: http://www.crystalinks.com/telepathy.html

192 cf. Jerome A. ShaffePhilosophy of MindU.S.A: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1968), p.15
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Summary of Study Session 10

In Study Session 10, you have learnt that:

1. The nature of consciousness. It attempted acukation of the nature of the human mind in
the effort to understand the central attributesarfsciousness. In sum, the session examines the
first person and the third person account of causness.

2. The third person account of consciousness, argsied, defined consciousness in a person’s
response to stimuli. In other words, it is undevdtthat one is conscious if one elicits certain
forms of behaviour corresponding to certain stim#ind so the third person account of
consciousness is another expression for behaviouris

3. Some of the difficulties associated with thietgpn account; difficulties such as pretensions,
imitations, and holding back of any correspondie@dviour to show response to certain stimuli.
This therefore necessitated the proposing of the ferson theory of consciousness which
relates to the mind/brain identity theory.

4. In first person theory of consciousness, consriess is not just behaviour, rather behind the
behaviour is a sharp agonizing sensation whichelsiriadl and the cause of the behaviour. This
calls for the causal theory of mind.

5. Some challenges to the first person accourtterdentity theory; for if the mind is the brain,
and the functions of the mind, such as thinking detiberating, wishing and pondering, are
electro-physical operations of the brain proceskes; do you explain belief, faith, trust and

other extra-sensory perceptions such as telepathy

Self-Assessment Questions (SAQs) for Study Sessidh
Now that you have completed this study session,cayuassess how well you have achieved its
Learning outcomes by answering the following questi Write your answers in your study
Diary and discuss them with your Tutor at the ne&tipport meeting. You can check your
answers with the Notes on the Self-Assessmentigussit the end of this Module.
SAQ 10.1
Discuss the content of consciousness
SAQ 10.2

1. What do you understand by the first person accafintonsciousness? What are the

challenges thereof?
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Notes on Study Session 10

SAQ 10.1

The contents of consciousness encompass all thataye conscious of, are aware of, or
experience. These include not only experiencesythiatommonly associate with yourself, such
as thoughts, feelings, images, dreams, body sensatnd so on, but also the experienced three-
dimensional world (the phenomenal world) beyondhbey surface.

SAQ 10.2

1. The First person account of consciousness rédeitsat which results from attending to how
things are in one’s own case. For instance, whenagks a man who has been hit on the head
whether he is conscious? What do you mean by thastopn either in the affirmative or
negative? It is our belief that if he is still cormus, he will respond to certain stimuli, such as
opening his eyes when he is spoken to, or flinchinlgis noise, or even tries to get up.

2. Some challenges to the first person accourtterdentity theory; for if the mind is the brain,
and the functions of the mind, such as thinking detiberating, wishing and pondering, are
electro-physical operations of the brain proceskes; do you explain belief, faith, trust and
other extra-sensory perceptions such as telepathy?
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Study Session 11: The Problem of Causality

Introduction

Suppose you go to your Samsung phone technicidntha& complaint that it was not receiving
signals. Your technician, having opened up the pHoaked through it carefully with the eye of
a technician and closed it back saying “the phasneot receiving signal but there is no cause”.
Note here that your technician is not saying thate is no known cause, or that he does not
know the cause but simply that there is no cause.

In other words, the phone’s not receiving signa ha cause. What are you likely to conclude?
Of course, for many, the conclusion would be eithat the technician does not know the job or
that there is a cause, but that he does not know.

What this simply puts across is that the phonetsraceiving signal is an event/effect which
must have a cause, and so it is generally beliexg, strongly too, that every effect has a cause,
and similar effects have similar causes. This éghinciple of universal causation or causality
for short.

In this study session, you will be learning the aapt of causation, the Singular and General
causation. You will also learn about the understamaf reductionist and Non-reductionist of

causation

Learning Outcomes for Study Session 11
When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta:
11.1 Discuss the concept of Causation

11.2 Explain the Singular and General Causation

11.3 Briefly explain Reductionist and Non-reductstrdnderstanding of Causation
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11.1 Causation
Causation refers to the relation that holds betw®entemporally simultaneous or successive
events when the first event (the cause) brings tatt@uother (the effect). According to David
Hume, when you say of two types of object or evkat “X causes Y” (e.g., fire causes smoke),
you mean that

i.  Xs are “constantly conjoined” with Ys,

ii. Ysfollow Xs and not vice versa, and

lii.  There is a “necessary connection” between Xs andu¢h that whenever an X occurs, a

Y must follow.

Unlike the ideas of contiguity and succession, harethe idea of necessary connection is
subjective, in the sense that it derives from tbiech contemplating objects or events that you
have experienced as being constantly conjoinedsandeeding one another in a certain order,

rather than from any observable properties in thjeats or events themselves.

Figure 11.1:David Hume (7 May 1711 — 25 August 1776)
Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/David_Hume
This idea is the basis of the classic problem afuation, which Hume formulated. Hume’s
definition of causation is an example of a “regijdranalysis. Other types of analysis include
+« Counterfactual analysis
+«+ Manipulation analysis, and

+« Probabilistic analysis

118



PHI 301: Metaphysics

11.1.1 The Varieties of Causation

Causes can apparently contribute to effects in rietyaof ways: by being background or
standing conditions, “triggering events”, omissiofectors which enhance or inhibit effects,
factors that remove a common preventative of aeceffand so on. Traditionally, accounts of
causation have focussed on triggering events, buatemporary accounts are increasingly
expected to address a greater range of this diyersi

There may also be different notions of cause charatic of the domains of different sciences.
The seemingly indeterministic phenomena of quanplrysics may require treatment different
from either the seemingly deterministic processkesestain natural sciences or the “quasi-
deterministic” processes characteristic of the alostiences, which are often presumed to be
objectively deterministic but subjectively uncent&i®

Also relevant here is the distinction between telgical (intentional, goal-oriented) and non-
teleological causality: while the broadly physisalences tend not to cite motives and purposes,
the plant, animal, human and social sciences @ftgticitly do so.

Contemporary treatments of teleological causalégegally aim to avoid positing anything like
entelechies or “vital forces” (of the sort assamiatvith 19th-century accounts of biology), and
also to avoid taking teleological goals to be caubat occur after their effecty’

On Wright's (1976) “consequence-aetiology” accouedeological behaviours (for instance,
stalking a prey) are not caused by future catclyvigch, after all, might not occur), but rather
by the fact that the behaviour in question has lefsm enough successful in the past that it has
been evolutionarily selected for; and for creatuczpable of intentional representation,

alternative explanations may be available.

193 . Paul Humphreys, “Causation in the Social Smésn An Overview”Synthesg68 (1986), pp. 3-4

104 See Wesley SalmoBcientific Explanation and the Causal Structuréhef World(Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1984)
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Figure 11.2: Larry Wright
Source: http://philosophy.ucr.edu/larry-wright/
While teleological causes raise interesting quastior the causal underpinnings of behaviour
(especially concerning whether a naturalisticaltgceptable account of intentionality can be
given), the focus in what follows will be on none®ogical causality, reflecting the primary

concern of most contemporary philosophers of causat

B Do the physical sciences tend not to cite motives@urposes?
O Yes, the physical sciences tend not to cite motarebs purposes unlike the plant, animal,

human and social sciences.

11.2 Singular and General Causation

Is all singular causation ultimately general? Difgt answers reflect different understandings of
the notion of “production” at issue in the platieuttauses produce their effects”. On generalist
(or “covering law”) accounts, causal productiomimatter of law: roughly, event ¢ causes event
e just in case ¢ and e are instances of termdaw @onnecting events of c’s type with events of
e’s type.

The generalist interpretation is in part motivatsdthe need to ground inductive reasoning:
unless causal relations are subsumed by causa) taveswill be unjustified in inferring that
events of c’s type will, in the future, cause egeot e’s type. Another motivation stems from
thinking that identifying a sequence of events assal requires identifying the sequence as

falling under a (possibly unknown) law.
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Alternatively, singularists interpret causal protiolec as involving a singular causal process
(variously construed), that is metaphysically ptmtaws.

Singularists also argue for the epistemologicabnisi of singular causes, maintaining that one
can identify a sequence as causal without assutheigthe sequence falls under a law, even
when the sequence violates modal presuppositians (Bair's 1979 case: intuitively, one could
recognize a glass’s breaking as causal, even ibatecedently thought glasses of that type were
unbreakable).

Counterfactual accounts analyze singular causesnms of counterfactual conditionals (as a first
pass, event c causes event e just in case if adtasccurred, then e would not have occurred).
Whether a counterfactual account should be corsidesingularist, however, depends on
whether the truth of the counterfactuals is groaniddlaws connecting types of events or in, for
example, propensities (objective single-case chgnaaderstood as irreducible to laws. Yet
another approach to the issue of singular vs. géwgauses is to deny that either is reducible to

the other, and to rather give independent treatsnagintach type®®

B How did singularists saw causal production?
[0 Singularists interpret causal production as invava singular causal process (variously

construed), that is metaphysically prior to laws.

11.3 Reductionist and Non-reductionist Understandig of Causation

There are at least three questions of reducikalitissue in philosophical accounts of causation,
which largely cut across the generalist/singulatistinction. The first concerns whether causal
facts (for example, the holding of causal relat)are reducible to non-causal facts (for example,
the holding of certain spatiotemporal relations).

Hume’s generalist reduction of causality has aqmtojist or antirealist flavour: according to
Hume, the seeming “necessary connexion” betweersecaund effect is a projection of a
psychological habit of association between idedschvhabit is formed by regular experience of

events of the cause type being spatially contiguang temporally prior to events of the effect

type.

195, Elliot Sober, “Two Concepts of Cause”, In Rdbe Asquith and Philip Kitcher (ed hilosophy of Science
Association 1984vol. 2 (East Lansing, Michigan: Philosophy of Saie Association, 1985), pp. 406-405
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Contemporary neo-Humeans dispense with Hume’s péygism, focusing instead on the
possibility of reducing causal relations and lawsobjectively and non-causally characterized
associations between events. Whether such accatstgppropriately deemed “anti-realist” is a
matter of dispute, one philosopher’s reductive glation being another’s reductive introduction.
Non-reductive generalists (often called “realistsy)way of contrast, take modally robust causal
connection between event types to be an irreduddaiire of reality. Singularists also come in
reductive or realist varieties.

A second question of reducibility concerns whethgiven account of causation aims to provide
a conceptual analysis of the concept hence to atdoucausation in bizarre worlds, containing
magic, causal action at a distance, and so omstead to account for the causal relation in the
actual world, in terms of physically or metaphy#liicenore fundamental entities or processes.
These different aims make a difference to what sbdases and counterexamples philosophers
of causation take to heart when developing or assgstheories. A common intermediate
methodology focuses on central cases, leaving ¢h@ict on far-fetched cases as “spoils for the
victor”.

A third question of reducibility concerns whethemgaro-causal relations (holding between
entities, or expressed by laws, in the specialnseig) are reducible to micro-causal relations
(holding between entities, or expressed by lawfjmadamental physics).

This question arises from a general desire to waked the ontological and causal underpinnings
of the structured hierarchy of the sciences, anthfa need to address, as a special case, the
“problem of mental causation”:

The problem of whether and how mental events famgle, a feeling of pain) can be causally
efficacious vis-"a-vis certain effects (for examplegrimacing) which appear also to be caused
by the brain (and ultimately, fundamental physiegnts upon which the mental events depend.
Causal reductionists suggest that mental eventse(ngenerally, macro-level events) are
efficacious in virtue of supervening on (or beidgritical with) efficacious physical everf§.

Many worry, however, that these approaches renderarevel events causally irrelevant (or
“epiphenomenal”). Non-reductive approaches to m#vel causation come in both physicalist

and non-physicalist varieties.

198 ¢, Davidson, Donald, “Mental Events”, In L. Fostad J. Swanson (edBxperience and TheoAmherst:
Massachusetts University Press, 1970), pp. 257-256.
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Some physicalists posit a relation (e.g., the deateble/determination relation or proper
parthood) between macro- and micro-level eventglvhntails that the set of causal powers of a
given macro-level event m (roughly, the set of ehursteractions that the event, in appropriate
circumstances, could enter into) are a proper sulfsthose of the micro-level event p upon
which m depends.

On this “proper subset” strategy the fact that skes of causal powers are different provides
some grounds for claiming that m is efficacioustisnown right, but since each individual causal
power of m is identical with a causal power oftge two events are not in causal competition.
On another non-reductive strategy — emergentistre—causal efficacy of at least some macro-
level events (notably, mental events) is due tar thaving genuinely new causal powers —
powers not possessed by the physical events upmh wte mental events depend.

When the effect in question is physical, such pewaolate the causal closure of the physical
(the claim that every physical effect has a fullffisient physical cause); but such a violation
arguably isn’t at odds with any cherished scientifiinciples, such as conversation laW/s.
Features of Causality include asymmetry, tempoigtction and transitivity. Causality is
asymmetric, if, for instance, an event ¢ causesitegethen e does not cause c. Causality also
generally proceeds from the past to the future. oaccount for these data remains unclear.
The problem of explaining asymmetry is particulapgessing for accounts that reductively
analyze causality in terms of laws of associatfonjt is easy to construct cases where the laws
are reversible, rather than where the causationtis

Both the asymmetry and temporal direction of catysahn be accommodated (as in Hume) by
stipulatively identifying causal with temporal asyretry: causes differ from their effects in
being prior to their effects. This approach coisectiles out simultaneous and backwards
causation, which are generally taken to be liveadeast not too distant) possibilities.

Accounts on which the general temporal directioncafisation is determined by physical or
psychological processes may avoid the latter diffies.

On Reichenbach’s account, the temporal directioncafisation reflects the direction of
“conjunctive forks”: processes where a common cguseluces joint effects, and where, in

accordance with what Reichenbach called “the ppircdof the common cause”, the probabilistic

197 ct. Brian McLaughlin, “The Rise and Fall of Briti€€mergentism”, In Ansgar Beckerman, Hans Flohd, an
Jaegwon Kim (ed.mergence or Reduction? Essays on the Prospebisrefeductive PhysicalisifBerlin: De
Gruyter, 1992), pp. 49-50.
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dependence of the effects on each other is “scdeefiewhen the common cause is taken into
account:%®

Such forks are, he claimed, always (or nearly asyapen to the future and closed to the past.
Some have suggested that the direction of causa&idixed by the direction of increasing
entropy, or (more speculatively) by the directidrgoantum collapse of the wave packet.
Alternatively, Price (1992) suggests that humanee®pce of manipulating causes provides a
basis for the (projected) belief that causalitjoisvard-directed in time. These accounts explain
the usual temporal direction of causal processksewallowing the occasional exception.

It remains the case, however, that accommodatiegaliymmetry of causation by appeal to the
direction of causation rules out reducing the diogc of time to the (general) direction of
causation, which some, for instance, Reichenbamle twanted to do.

More importantly, neither stipulative nor non-stgive appeals to temporal direction seem to
explain the asymmetry of causation, which intuiguMeas more to do with causes producing their
effects (in some robust sense of ‘production’) thath causes being prior to their effects.
Non-reductive accounts on which causality involveanifestations of powers or transfers of
energy (or other conserved quantities) may be ibgtigated to provide the required explanation,
if such manifestations or transfers can be undeds&s directed (which remains controversial).
Another feature commonly associated with caus@ityansitivity: if c causes d, and d causes e,
then c causes e.

This assumption has come in for question of laggdly due to the following sort of case: A
man'’s finger is severed in a factory accident; @son reattaches the finger, which afterwards
becomes perfectly functional. The accident caused surgery, and the surgery caused the
finger's functionality; but it seems odd to say tthithe accident caused the finger's

functionality*®®

B What other name are Non-reductive generalistsdlle

[0 They are also called Realist
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Cf. Hans Reichenbacfihe Direction of TiméBerkeley: University of California Press, 1958)57

199 ¢, 1gal Kvart, “Transitivity and Preemption of Gsal Relevance’Philosophical Studied XIV (1991), pp. 128-
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Summary of Study Session 11

In Study Session 11, you have learnt that:

1. Focus was the notion and phenomenon of causalitgeterminism. It is also known as
universal causation. In the session, an attemptmede to represent the relationship between
cause and event, bringing to the fore types of emasid implications for everyday living. The
idea of causality, it was noted, is central to thethod of science as it draws a necessary and
sufficient relationship between causes and effects.

2. The study session concludes by referring todbiections raised by reductionist, such as
David Hume, to the traditional understanding of sadily; arguing that the conception of
causality by which a necessary and sufficient domdis established between cause and effect is
an unfounded illusion. What you refer to as causkedfect is simply a constant conjunction to

which habits and psychological attitudes ascribe@essary relationship.

Self-Assessment Questions (SAQs) for Study Sessidn
Now that you have completed this study session,cauassess how well you have achieved its
Learning outcomes by answering the following questi Write your answers in your study
Diary and discuss them with your Tutor at the ne&tipport meeting. You can check your
answers with the Notes on the Self-Assessmentiguestt the end of this Module.
SAQ 11.1
List the 4 types of analysis mention in the session
SAQ 11.2
Differentiate between a singularist and generalisbunt of causation
SAQ 11.3
What is the position of the reductionist with redmto cause and effect?
Notes on Study Session 11
SAQ 11.1
They are:
+«+ Counterfactual analysis
¢ Manipulation analysis, and
+« Probabilistic analysis

+« Regularity analysis
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SAQ 11.2

On generalist accounts, causal production is aemattlaw: roughly, event c causes event e just
in case c and e are instances of terms in a lawemimg events of c’s type with events of e’s
type. The generalist interpretation is in part wateed by the need to ground inductive reasoning:
unless causal relations are subsumed by causa) taveswill be unjustified in inferring that
events of c’s type will, in the future, cause egeot e’s type. Another motivation stems from
thinking that identifying a sequence of events assal requires identifying the sequence as
falling under a (possibly unknown) law.

Alternatively, singularists interpret causal protiole as involving a singular causal process
(variously construed), that is metaphysically prior laws. Singularists also argue for the
epistemological priority of singular causes, mamitey that one can identify a sequence as
causal without assuming that the sequence falleruadaw, even when the sequence violates
modal presuppositions

SAQ 11.3

Causal reductionists suggest that mental eventsre(ngenerally, macro-level events) are
efficacious in virtue of supervening on (or beidgntical with) efficacious physical events.
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Study Session 12: The Rejection of Metaphysics

Introduction

David Hume,The 18th century British empiricist, is standardiscribed as the one who took
the orientation of empiricism to its logical consilon. One of the central ideas of David Hume is
his rejection of metaphysics through his thesisceoming the nature of notions such as causation
or causality, God, religion, and morality as weallhastory or historical statements.

Therefore, David Hume’s contribution to the disg®iof metaphysics can best be understood in
his treatment of metaphysics as sophistry andatyusCentral concepts such as causality, he
argued, cannot be conclusively explained in angaeable sense. For him there are two aspects
of empiricism that can assist us in accessingtyeal

One of such consists in ideas and the other imppressWhatever is not the object of either of
this two could not be a reality. For whatever igegi to us through impression, that is, direct
contact with the external world is knowable. In #a&me vein, whatever is given to us through
ideas that are backed up by impressions are knewabl

In this study session, you will learn about thetednarguments in Hume’s discourse with
particular reference to his rejection of metaphysi¥ou will also evaluate the place of
metaphysics and metaphysical notions along witigioels experiences and moral judgments in

everyday life experience.

Learning Outcomes for Study Session 12
When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta:
12.1 Discuss the rejection of Metaphysics

12.2 Explain Hume stand against Metaphysics

12.3 Explain Carnap’s rejection of Metaphysics

127



PHI 301: Metaphysics

12.1 Rejection of Metaphysics

At a point in its historical development, metaplegsas a discipline started to receive very harsh
and devastating criticisms, most especially frora #mpiricists’ philosophers, starting with
David Hume, through Immanuel Kant and other neotlaas, down to Ludwig Wittgenstein,
Moritz Schlick, Rudolf Carnap, Karl Popper and &lrJ. Ayer.

The main reason which led to the rejection of mieyajs is the rise of modern science and the
realisation that its success has been due to theate¢o accept any view about the world which
is not supported by evident¥.

These criticisms culminated in what was later capd as the ‘Rejection of Metaphysics'. In
fact, Kant's own acknowledgement that he was awdkam the dogmatic slumber of rational
metaphysics by Hume’s empirical theory marks thaitg point where he broke off decisively

from metaphysics.

Figure 12.1: Immanuel Kant (22 April 1724 — 12 February 1804)
Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Immanuel_Kant

Hume had earlier maintained that metaphysics i®ssiple because the human mind finds itself
lost in a maze of contradictions when it goes beytre realm of possible experience. From

Kant down to the era of Logical Positivism, variquisilosophers of empirical bent expressed
their disdain for metaphysics.

But the Logical Positivists further reinforced emgsm in their drive against metaphysics by

maintaining that for a proposition to be verifighiemust pass through the purgatory of sense

perception, but that metaphysics derives from #wgnition of some unique reality that does

119 cf. Glenn LangfordPhilosophy and Education: An Introducti¢bondon: Macmillan, 1968), p. 86
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not conform to empirical cognition, but can only &gprehended by metaphysical speculative
faculties of the mind™*

Logical Positivism was founded by Moritz Schlicktlafter the death of Schlick, the leadership
of the school fell on Rudolf Carnap. The aim of load Positivism was to free philosophy from
metaphysics. For many of the positivists, metagisyss not only an impossible and difficult
enterprise to engage in, the term ‘metaphysicaties with it, the imputation of emptiness or

sophistry.

Figure 12.2: Moritz Schlick (April 14, 1882 — June 22, 1936)
Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Moritz_Schlick

As Moritz Lazerowitz succinctly puts it: “whatevér[metaphysics] is, its nature, still remains
unknown to us™**? Following from this, Karl Pearson concludes thaetaphysics is built either

on air or on quicksand™® Let us examine more closely, first, Hume’s crétini of metaphysics

and, then, the argument of Rudolf Carnap in higlartitled “The Elimination of Metaphysics

through Logical Analysis of Language” (1959).

B What was the reaction of the positivists to metapisy
[0 The positivists believed metaphysics is not onlymapossible but also difficult enterprise

to engage in
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See A. Fadahundiletaphysics: A Historical and Thematic Introductigbadan: Hope Publication, 2004)
112 Cf. Moritz Lazerowitz The Structure of Metaphysi¢sondon: Routledge and Kegan Paul Ltd, 1955) 5. 6

'3 See A. Fadahundijetaphysics: A Historical and Thematic Introductigbadan: Hope Publication, 2004)
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12.2 Hume against Metaphysics

With the ground work laid in the theory of knowledgHume goes on to apply the empirical
criterion of meaning to the areas of philosophyt theed been the centre of so much controversy
and confusion. He takes as his first target thekadvle idea of substance, which is considered as
the point that marks his first rather break from traditions of the past, including that of his own

British empiricism.

Figure 12.3: David Hume

Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/David_Hume
Although Locke and Berkeley were card carry empgticand sort to subject all knowledge
claims to the bar of experience, they agreed widsdartes that the idea of substance was
indispensable.
For instance, Locke believed the external world wapulated with material substances. He
thought it incomprehensible that there was no etitsubstance in which the apple’s qualities,
inheres. However, Hume challenges us to find tka iaf substance in our flirting experiences of
colour, sounds and tast¥.
Ontological metaphysics in the development of Bhitempiricism comes to a dead end in these
arguments of Hume (as far as they are acceptedpufse). He cuts the last slender thread
between the perceptions of the mind and any kindd#gpendent external cause.
This does not mean that anyone ceases to believexternal causes of perceptions or
independent physical objects; rather, for Hume, ithagination or fancy is so strong that he
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Cf. William LawheadVoyage of Discovery. 339

130



PHI 301: Metaphysics

takes it for granted that whatever may be the mmdg@inion at this present moment, hence he
will be persuaded there is both an external aretriad world™*

It is the imagination or fancy and not reason @r sknses that leads us to believe in this double
world. Ontological metaphysics is concerned wittaklshing a rational theory of the link
between these two supposed worlds, but Hume’s agtenif correct, establish that only
imagination can possibly operate in this area.

To the extent that metaphysics is based on redsme is the hope that it can achieve some
degree of certainty and lay claim to being a ratlatiscipline. But if metaphysics is dissociated
from reason and must depend upon imaginationopén to the charge of being in the same class
with wish-fulfilment dreams or idle conjecture, farhich general agreement among men is
unlikely.

Reason cannot trust imagination and if the only wafnowledge of an independent external
world is through imagination, then philosopherspan of reason, ought to give up looking for
such knowledge. Thus, no matter how strongly ouagimations assure us that there is an
independent external world which is the source of perceptions, “profound and intense

reflection” leads us to a “sceptical doubt” that mast respect.

B Were Descartes, Locke and Berkeley were card emnpjiricists?

[0 No, Descartes was not a card carry empiricists

12.3 Rudolf Carnap’s Rejection of Metaphysics

Rudolf Carnap’s aim, like that of every positivigias to purge philosophy of metaphysical and
psychological questions and thus reduce the priasé&rof philosophy to that of logical analysis.

To start with, he identified three kinds of relatpdoblems and doctrines in traditional

philosophy: Metaphysics, Psychology and Logic.

> David Hume, bk. 1, pt. 4, sec. 2, p. 218
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wd_

Figure 12.4:Rudolf Carnap

Source: http://www.iep.utm.edu/carnap/

His intention was to use the method of logical gsial (which is the main business of
philosophy) to purge philosophy of metaphysical grsychological claims which are not
amenable to the verification theory. Thus, his nmisiness was a rejection of metaphysics using
the verification theory and in this way, also, otgelogical atomism which was said to be a form
of metaphysics.
To do this, he first explained what he meant by iethod of verification. The verification
theory consisted of the notion that the meaning statement is the method of its verificattdh.
The assumption behind this principle was that ieaifon must always rest on empirical
observation.
Any proposition that does not pass this test wad@daid to have no meaning. He distinguished
between direct and indirect verification. These faons of verification are central to scientific
method, for, in the field of science, every profiosi either assert something about present
perception or about future perceptions.
In both cases, verification is either through dineerception or by logical connection of already
verified propositions. As he puts it:

A statement ‘P’ which is not directly verified canly be verified

by direct verification of statements deduced frd?htogether with

other already verified statements.
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Cf. Rudolph CarnagiThe Elimination of Metaphysics through Logical Aysis of Language”, in Alfred Ayer
(ed.),Logical Positivism(New York: The Free Pred4959, p. 63

7 Cf. Rudolph CarnapThe Elimination of Metaphysics through Logical Aysis of Language”, p. 65
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He however pointed out the deficiency of the inclirenethod and added that universal
statements cannot be so verified because the nushldeducible instances (by the help of other
statements already verified or directly verified)imfinite. Rudolf then applied the verification
theory to statements of metaphysics.

Metaphysicians, he argued, cannot avoid making #tatements non-verifiable because if they
made them verifiable, the decision about the tartfalsehood of their doctrine would depend
upon experience and therefore belong to the regfoscience, and this will contradict their
earlier claims to teaching knowledge which is diigher level than that of empirical science.
Thus, they are compelled to cut all connection ketwtheir statements and experience, and
precisely by this procedure, they deprive themi{siatements) of any sense. The same problem
he says applies to all philosophical doctrines Whasserts or deny the reality or unreality of
something.

According to Carnap, normative ethics and valugoents belong to the realm of metaphysics.
He agreed that though there can be a science afseth the form of psychological or
sociological or other empirical investigation abthg actions of human being and their effects
on other people.

He insisted that the philosophy of moral valuesi@ms does not rest on any empirical facts; it
rather a pretended investigation of “what is goo@wl”, “what it is right to do” or ‘what it is
wrong to do”. Such statements do not assert any#una can neither be proved nor disproved.
According to Carnap, the statement of normativécsfiwhether they have the form of rules or
the form of value statements, have no theoretieabs, are not scientific. Most philosophers
have been deceived into thinking that a value statd is really an assertive statement and must
be true or false.

But actually, a value statement is nothing but mmand in a misleading grammatical form®

To further demolish metaphysics from the confinka genuine philosophical business, Carnap
distinguished between the expressive and reprasanta cognitive functions of language.

For example, the statement “now | am merry” isrguistic utterance which assert the “merry
mood’ and can be either true or false, but a wite ‘laughter” merely expresses feelings but do
not assert it, and such word performs only an esgiwe function, and not a representative

function.
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Cf. Rudolph CarnapgThe Elimination of Metaphysics through Logical Aysis of Language”, p. 70
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Carnap asserted that metaphysical statements Imyaro expressive function and are therefore
neither true nor false because they assert notMetaphysical statements cannot therefore pass
the test of the verification theory.

Having trashed out metaphysical problems and dedriCarnap then proceeded to eliminate
psychological questions from philosophy. His maaskt here was to debunk the belief that
psychology is inseparably part of philosophy. Tmhihe propositions of psychology belong to
the region of empirical science, in just the sanag the propositions of biology and chemistry.
When you look at the historical development of seeences however, you see a link between
philosophy and other sciences; but this “umbilicatd” between philosophy and the other
sciences (including psychology) has been cut antymphilosophers have yet to realise this.

This leads many into dealing with psychological sfigns (which concern all kinds of so-called
mental events, feelings, thoughts, images, anthya®if they were logical ones. “The questions
of psychology” he argues “can be answered only{pegence, not by philosophising”.

Having eliminated metaphysical and psychologicagtions, the only proper task of philosophy
now is logical analysis. What then is logical as&$¢ Carnap explained that the “method” he
used in eliminating metaphysical and psychologgqastions from philosophy is itself logical
analysis.

He then sets out to explain the character of thieistents which are the result of logical analysis.
To this, he agreed with Hume that “only the stateti:i@f mathematics and empirical science
have sense and that all other statements are wiamse” and should therefore be “committed

to the flame”.

12.3.1 A Critique of Carnap’s Argument

When Carnap applied the verification principle tetaphysics and classical ethics, the principle
demolishes them and renders them meaningless. Eidoveever not unaware that the assertion
made by the principle itself cannot be empiricalbrified, and so by its own criterion, the
principle is nonsensical.

He attempted to tackle this major defect by appgaio the defence of Wittgenstein to such a
problem in hisTractatus Logico Philosophicubut rejected Wittgenstein’s view on grounds of
inconsistency, thereby making this criticism a mdjwreat to the verification theory. Rudolf
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Carnap’s blanket rejection of metaphysics and mnsores later turned down and or reversed by
other positivists.

A.J. Ayer described this temper by saying that “thetaphysician is treated no longer as a
criminal but as a patient: there may be good remsdry he says the strange things he d&¥s.”
Ethics in Ayer’s view is no longer nonsense buiszigline whose language is analysed both for

its relation to fact and for its value in pointitaya problem.

Figure 12.5: Sir Alfred Jules "Freddie" Ayer (29 October 191@7June 1989)
Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/A._J._Ayer

Ludwig Wittgenstein also did not reject the statateeof metaphysics outright. To him,
metaphysical language may indeed create confusiothle central concern of philosophy is to
deal with problems that baffle and confuse us beead the lack of clarity.
Philosophy, he argues, does not provide men witharemore information, but adds clarity by a
careful description of language. This new positigriVittgenstein informed the formation of the
‘Conceptual Elucidation School’, to which some loé positivists later belong.
Another major defect of Carnap’s position is theaime question of “what constitutes
verification”. The assumption behind the verificetiprinciple was that whatever could be said
meaningfully would be ultimately reducible to obssronal statement.
However, scientific statements are mostly the basgiscientific prediction and one would
wonder how such statements that make a predicaarbe verified by observation. There is no
single fact that can verify, the future truth ofganeral scientific statement; and as such, a

statement when tested with the verification pritecipill be meaningless.
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See A. Fadahundiletaphysics: A Historical and Thematic Introductigbadan: Hope Publication, 2004)
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To save the verification principle from this attaekdistinction was drawn between weak and
strong forms of the verification principle. The Wwe&arm simply says that a statement must be at
least capable of verification or verifiable in priple. This still has not been able to save the
verification theory, thereby tuning down, and thatial intensity of positivism against
metaphysics.

Carnap’s rejection of metaphysics, if accepted,| wdduce the traditional functions of
philosophy and thus reduce the relevance of philogao contemporary issues of life and
existence. The reality of metaphysical entitiesncarbe completely denied and science is not
equipped enough to tackle metaphysical problemsiwdiie not deducible from experience.
Again, a rejection of moral norms and value judgtees “nonsense” is also unfair. Norms and
value judgments are the building block on whicheolidess and peaceful co-existence is based
in any society. Every society has its set of moahlies (relative or non relative).

A rejection of such norms as “nonsense” is a suggethat the society be organised without set
rules and values, and such a society will be moress run like a ‘state of nature’ with all its
attendant inconveniences.

B Who formed the formation of the Conceptual EludmaSchool?

O Wittgenstein informed the school
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Summary of Study Session 12

In Study Session 12, you have learnt that:

1. It was the position of Hume that reality is givi® us through the sense as impressions and
ideas, and whatever is not given in the light efstamedia, that is, impressions and ideas cannot
be judged to be real; for Hume they are meaningiessense.

2. Subject-matters like causality, induction, mojatigement and the notion of God stand
condemn as unreal and illusory according to Hureaipiricism. Of course there is a very close
affinity between the epistemic status and ontolalggtatus of any being or reality in Hume’s
considerations.

3. There is a straddles between epistemology andphgsics. To be sure, the Humean project
represents a patron oracle to the doctrine expauimdéhe works of logical positivists such as
Rudolph Carnap, Moritz Schlick and A. J. Ayer.

4. In Ayer’s rejection of metaphysics, he attempéedystematic analyses and arguments why
metaphysics and metaphysical concepts are not@bteet the criterion of meaningfulness. And
this formed the foundation of the positivist’'s @sibphy that emphasized the analytic-synthetic
distinction, meaningful ideas must be related tdtens of facts and the relations of ideas, or
analytic and synthetic statements. Beyond this Hume and the positivists every other
conceptualization could only be meaningless noresens

Self-Assessment Questions (SAQs) for Study Sessich

Now that you have completed this study session,cauassess how well you have achieved its
Learning outcomes by answering the following questi Write your answers in your study
Diary and discuss them with your Tutor at the ne&tipport meeting. You can check your
answers with the Notes on the Self-Assessmentiqgussit the end of this Module.

SAQ 12.1

What is the general name of philosophers who regectetaphysics? List 5 of them

SAQ 12.2

How would you evaluate David Hume’s rejection oftapysics?

SAQ 12.3

1. Explain the verification theory

2. What was Rudolf problem with the Metaphysicians?
Notes on Study Session 12
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SAQ 12.1

They are generally called Positivists and theyudet
. David Hume

. Immanuel Kant

. Ludwig Wittgenstein

. Moritz Schlick

. Rudolf Carnap

. Karl Popper

. Alfred J. Ayer.

SAQ 12.2

Locke believed the external world was populatedhwitaterial substances. He thought it

~N o 0o~ WN P

incomprehensible that there was no entity or sumgstan which the apple’s qualities, inheres.
However, Hume challenges us to find the idea oftarize in our flirting experiences of colour,
sounds and taste.

SAQ 12.3

1. The verification theory consisted of the nottbat the meaning of a statement is the method
of its verification. The assumption behind thishgiple was that verification must always rest on
empirical observation.

2. Rudolf believed Metaphysicians cannot avoid mgkheir statements non-verifiable because
if they made them verifiable, the decision abowt ttuth or falsehood of their doctrine would
depend upon experience and therefore belong toetien of science, and this will contradict
their earlier claims to teaching knowledge whichofsa higher level than that of empirical
science.
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General Conclusion

The foregoing study session series representstamyatto further introduce (it is believed that
this course, PHI 301, is a build-up on PHI 206)dstus to the discourse of metaphysics as
represented in the philosophies of the variousopbphers treated in this lecture series.

To be sure, students for this course may have kditheror nothing about the metaphysics of
the philosophers examined here. And so, the sessitndirected at adequate articulation and
appreciation of metaphysics as espoused by theusaphilosophers treated.

It begins, in study session one, with a discourseéhe metaphysics of the Pre-Socratics. The
focus in this session was to examine the variotsmgts of early Greek philosophers to
critically investigate the nature of reality by dehining the basic stuff of reality, as well as
account for the principle behind the phenomenochahge in reality.

After the examination of the metaphysics of the-poeratics, you began a series of sequential
(as it was found necessary) treatment of the mgtaqh of various philosophers. Plato’s
metaphysics, which began this series, was exanmimatudy session two. Here attention was
given to Plato’s theory of Forms, a theory whidhwas found out, is as a result of his distinct of
the world of forms and the word of changing reality

In the third study session, our focus moved todiseussion of Plato’s student, Aristotle. Here
attention was made at understanding how Aristdtiengted to construct his philosophical or
metaphysical realism out of Plato’s philosophicaln@etaphysical idealism. This was done by
looking at matter and form, substance and acciddmse concepts, it is understood, are found at
the very core of metaphysical inquires.

In the fourth study session focus shifted to thelieeal era, with the metaphysics of Thomas
Aquinas in view. One of the central issues of tletaphysics of Aquinas, it is understood, is the
nature of “God-talk”, by which is meant, how yolweak about God. And so, the various types of
predication as espoused by Aquinas were examinigd te predication by analogy found to be
the most appropriate of speaking about God.

The fifth study session focused on the metaphysidRene Descartes. To this end, the lecture
examines certain issues that characterize Cartesgaphysics, such as the notions of God, the
mind, the self and the world. The ontological basesll these notions are examined and are to

be articulated if you are to gain a considerablgenstanding of Descartes epistemology.
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You examined, in study session six, the metaphysfid&aruch Spinoza, which, it was stated, is
characterized by pantheistic monism. And so, thephg/sics of Spinoza was identified with his
conception of substance and the world as asped#rdyutes of this substance. This substance
he referred to as nature or God of which everyrdthiag is an extension.

The metaphysics of G. W. Leibniz came to focustilg session seven. Leibniz’s postulate of
the thesis known as monadology, wherein thereasstipreme monad through whom all other
existences that are windowless monad relate, wasieed.

Identifying the metaphysics of Leibniz with the nmiit tradition, it was stated that Leibniz
spoke of the existence of all other things in tlegldy including humans as windowless monads,
relating with one another via the monad monadunpi@ue monad).

Study session eight was a focused on the metapghgéidohn Locke, which centred on the
rejection of innate ideas. The lecture presentedatigument of Locke in this regard is that the
doctrine of innate ideas is not correct.

Study session nine was a presentation of the essginthe metaphysics of George Berkeley,
which is that reality is made up of ideas, and siideas are of the mind, the most fundamentals
of reality are the mind plus the ideas.

In study session ten, the nature of consciousnessewamined. It attempted an articulation of
the nature of the human mind in the effort to ustéerd the central attributes of consciousness.
In sum, the lecture examines the first person aedhird person account of consciousness. The
third person account of consciousness, it is argdefined consciousness in a person’s response
to stimuli.

In lecture eleven, the focus was the notion anchphmenon of causality or determinism, also
known as universal causation. In the lecture attewgs made to represent the relationship
between cause and event, bringing to the fore tgfesauses and implications for everyday
living. The idea of causality, it was noted, is ttehto the method of science as it draws a
necessary and sufficient relationship between saasd effects.

In lecture twelve, attempt was made at a systenaaiitysis of the discourse on metaphysics in
the light of Hume’s rejection of the disciplinewas the position of Hume that reality is given to
us through the sense as impressions and ideasylaateéver is not given in the light of these
media, that is, impressions and ideas cannot lefitb be real; for Hume they are meaningless

nonsense.
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To be sure, the Humean project represents a patemte to the doctrine expounded in the works

of logical positivists such as Rudolph Carnap, Mo#chlick and A. J. Ayer.

It is important to state here that a course oftlaisire would be seen as a rather brief rundown of
the philosophies of various philosophers in onéhefcore areas of philosophy, metaphysics. Its
spread may not be total and its depth may not bep@found, but it represents a large enough
and deep enough inquiry needed for an understarafiige metaphysics of the philosophers

treated here.
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